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1.4

Background

As the duration of Worcestershire County Council's current LTP3 period is long term
(up to and including 2026), it was planned to review intermittently and refresh both the
policy documents and the Plan to ensure that they remained up to date. Since the LTP3
was put together, funding mechanisms, socio-economic aspirations and the level of
evidence available to support investment in schemes has now changed and many
schemes included in the LTP3 have now been delivered or developed since their
conception. Hence, the LTP3 has been revised into a draft LTP4, to take account of
these major changes.

The current LTP3 is made up of a series of detailed policy documents and an overall
strategy or plan which includes projects and/or schemes for proposed delivery. These
were refreshed for the consultation as follows:

e Policy documents: These were reviewed, reduced in size, combined and
redrafted as a more manageable, digitally compatible web resource. Any new
policies were also included;

e Main LTP document: This was revised to include any new schemes, removing
any schemes that have been implemented since LTP3 adoption. To also reflect
the Infrastructure Development Plans (IDP) within the county as well as
considering, more 'aspirational’ schemes that may have been suggested by key
stakeholders during the pre-consultation.

The consultation on LTP4 was split into two key phases:

e Pre-consultation: the Transport Strategy Team sought to consult with
Worcestershire County Councillors and District councillors to help identify any
potentially viable scheme concepts that are not currently included within the
LTP3. This was undertaken to help develop a draft LTP4,

e The public consultation: To consult on the refreshed policies AND the updated
strategy plan which will include an updated set of proposed schemes by District
and Urban area. This may include a number of schemes resulting from the pre-
consultation.

This report covers the second phase of the consultation only. The sections within this
report can be broken down as follows:

e Section 2 sets out the consultation process;,

e Section 3 summarises the outcomes of the exercise;

o Section 4 contains the recommendations of this report;
e Section 5 covers the Methodology;,

e Section 6 details the results of the exercise;

o Finally, a number of Appendices are included, which provide relevant
background information.



2. The Consultation Process

2.1

2.2
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2.4

2.5

2.6

Worcestershire County Council has a duty to consult as part of its Best Value Duty
pursuant to the Local Government Act 1999 and would therefore consider it appropriate
to consult on its Local Transport Plan. The Act States:
‘A best value authority must make arrangements to secure continuous
improvement in the way in which its functions are exercised, having regard to a
combination of economy, efficiency and effectiveness. For the purpose of
deciding how to fulfil the duty an authority must consult:

e representatives of persons liable to pay any tax, precept or levy to or in
respect of the authority;

e representatives of persons liable to pay non-domestic rates in respect of
any area within which the authority carries out functions,

e representatives of persons who use or are likely to use services provided
by the authority; and

e representatives of persons appearing to the authority to have an interest in
any area within which the authority carries out functions.

The Transport Act 2000 also places a duty on local transport authorities, when
formulating policies and plans, to consult key stakeholders.

A further duty to involve, introduced in the Local Government and Public Involvement
in Health Act 2007, requires local authorities and passenger transport authorities to
involve citizens in local decision making and service provision.

Worcestershire County Council has considered these and other duties in determining the
detail of how to develop and consult on the LTP4 Compendium, thus ensuring that local
representatives have been given genuine opportunities to influence decisions.

The consultation process for the draft Local Transport Plan 4 Compendium place took
over a 12-week period following a Cabinet decision taken on 15th December, 2016. It
sought to embrace a number of methods to obtain feedback on the proposals from the
public and stakeholders. The consultation ran from December 22nd, 2016 until March
17th, 2017.

The governance applied during this consultation exercise included:

e That the consultation took place prior to any decision making in relation to the
proposal;

e That regular result updates were provided throughout the consultation period to
the Project Team to enable on-going consideration;

o That timelines were adhered to;

o That there had been a robust stakeholder engagement and that other
Directorates were involved to ensure the consultation had good exposure;

o That there had been a robust process of face to face consultation;
o That senior officers had made an extensive time commitment to the consultation;
e Ensuring that good organisation and record keeping was undertaken,

o That the consultation process allowed for "self-correction” as issues emerged
through its duration;



2.7

2.8

e That a good information system was put in place, including a website,

e Ensuring that an Equality Impact Assessment was built in to project/programme
planning;

o Ensuring that any significant adverse impacts were considered and actions
drawn up as appropriate.

The key outcomes from the consultation process include:

e Gathering comments from a variety of sources, along with other streams of
information to determine how the LTP4 can be modified and improved;

e To evaluate and respond to this information so that the Strategic Transport
Team may make decisions on the LTP4 amendments.

The purpose of this report is to provide a summary of feedback to participants and to
facilitate any amendments to the LTP4 Compendium accordingly in preparation for

LTP4 Cabinet adoption during 2017.



3. Summary

3.1

3.2
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The consultation process received a healthy response rate resulting from a number of
different methods. A high level summary of the outcomes can be seen in the following
paragraphs.

Exhibitions

At the start of the consultation, 11 staffed exhibitions and 11 unstaffed exhibitions took
place across Worcestershire. The staffed exhibitions were displayed to over 1,000
people, who were encouraged to participate in the consultation online. Further details
can be seen in Section 5.1.13.

Presentations

Six presentation were made to Borough, City and District Council colleagues, with a
further 11 presentations being made to other stakeholder groups. These are outlined in
Section 5.1.14. All stakeholders were encouraged to submit formal responses and these
have been summarised in Section 6.2.35 (written responses).

The Questionnaire (quantitative)

The questionnaire was developed to support both quantitative (direct answers to
questions) and qualitative (free text) responses. It was available on the website and in
hard copy format.

In total 358 completed questionnaires were received. Key headlines from the
quantitative questions of the survey include:

o 52% of respondents were from South Worcestershire in line with the proportion
of population (55%), 22% were from North East Worcestershire and 31% from
the Wyre Forest;

e 304 respondents were expressing views on behalf of individuals,

o There was an over-representation of older men (almost half of respondents were
over 60 and almost 60% were men);

o Almost one quarter of respondents described themselves as having a long term
health condition or that they were disabled;

o 52% of respondents supported the overall schemes being proposed in LTP4,;
however, around 30% disagreed. The remaining 18% chose not to express a
Strong opinion,

e The 'major schemes' did not attract strong support or opposition to the same
degree as the schemes overall with 44% remaining neutral;
o The area strategies received a more defined response:

» The North East Strategy was opposed by over half of
respondents representing the area;

» The Wyre Forest Strategy was supported by almost three
quarters of respondents representing the area,



> The South Worcestershire Strategy was supported by 56% of
respondents representing the area.

Over half of respondents considered that there were schemes missing from the
LTP4 draft,

The LTP4 draft policies did not attract a lot of opposition at either an overall or
individual level. Most policies received over 50% support with the exception of
Motorcycling (37%) and Public Realm (48%);

Around 1/3" of respondents thought that there were policies missing from the
LTP draft.

The Questionnaire (qualitative)

3.5 Key headlines from the qualitative (free text) comments from the questionnaire are
summarised in the following paragraphs.

3.6 Around three in ten respondents (30%) stated that they 'disagree' or 'strongly disagree'
with the overall schemes and respondents had an opportunity to explain why they felt
they disagreed. The responses tended to reflect the free text comments received for other
answers and a summary is shown in Table 6.1, along with the Worcestershire County
Council response. Broad areas of disagreement included:

Highways schemes missing;

Policies missing;

Not enough being done to tackle congestion/air quality;
Too car focussed;

Lack of attention given to passenger transport;

Impact of development growth,

The plan was either too detailed or complicated or not ambitious enough.

3.7 55% of respondents thought that there were schemes missing from the LTP4. A
summary of the schemes suggested by free text comments and the associated
Worcestershire County Council response is shown in Table 6.2. Some of the schemes
suggested include:

Bromsgrove Western Bypass;
Worcester Western/Northern Relief Road/Bridge;
New river bridge in Worcester City Centre;

Consider further development and extension of Active Travel Corridor
proposals



3.8

3.9

3.10

3.11

There were many schemes suggested that already form part of a project that is included
in the LTP4 draft, junction improvements or parking reviews for example. This was
particularly relevant to the elements of town transport strategies and it would be worth
reviewing their descriptions to be more explicit in relation to what will be reviewed and
/or considered as part of the town or city strategic approach.

Around a third of respondents (35%) deemed that there were policies missing that
should have been included. A summary of the policies suggested by free text
comments and the associated Worcestershire County Council response, is shown in
Table 6.3. Some of the policies suggested include:

e Enhanced travel/mode choice to tackle congestion,
e Noise mitigation,

o Strengthen references to air quality and link to other key policies and public
health issues;

e [Integrated ticketing;

e Consider how cycling can be made safer;

e Re-include Transport Safety Policies,

e Education campaigns,

o Electric vehicles, e-bikes and respective infrastructure;
o Sustainable Modes to School;

o Consider a sustainability policy,

e Consider policy on demand cancellation cameras at at-grade pedestrian
crossings;

e Examine opportunities to include more positive/supportive policies on bus
services, community transport and passenger transport infrastructure generally;

o Consider a parking management strategy.

Respondents were given the opportunity to comment on both the draft Strategic
Environmental Assessment (SEA) and the draft Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA).
Comments in these areas were not extensive and have been passed on to the relevant
consultants for consideration. Further details can be seen in the high-level summary
Tables 6.4 (SEA) and 6.5 (HRA).

Finally respondents were asked if they had any further comments. These are
summarised in Table 6.6 with the majority of comments here reflecting the issues raised
in previous questions.
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3.12

3.13

3.14

3.15

3.16

3.17

3.18

3.19

Written responses

In total, 130 responses were received from a wide range of stakeholders. The written
submissions were received by either mail or email. The headline issues were wide and
varied and generally reflected those that also arose from the questionnaire. The number
of Stakeholder responses by group can be summarised as follows:

o 5 responses were received from WCC County Councillors and MPs;

o Five responses were received from District/Borough/City Councils and
neighbouring authorities;

e 24 responses were received from Parish and Town Councils,
e [0 responses were received from Statutory and Internal Stakeholders;

e Four responses were received from Service Providers,
o Five responses were received from Developers;

e 40 responses were received from the Public,

o 27 responses were received from Interested/User Groups.

A summary of stakeholder comments and Worcestershire County Council's response
can be seen in Table 6.7 to 6.14.

Petitions

Two petitions were received. A petition from 218 people, regarding improvements
to pedestrian safety at Westlands roundabout, Droitwich and a petition representing
49 residents in support of the proposed Western link road (between Crown East and
Martley Road). Further details can be seen in Section 6.4.

Media

2 media releases sent during consultation period to all Worcestershire press and
broadcast media contacts.

A total of 4 articles were carried across traditional Worcestershire newspaper titles,
along with one radio interview.

A total of 1169 tweet impressions were made with 47 engagements.

A You Tube video was launched to promote the consultation. This has been viewed
115 times (at the time of writing) and this can be viewed here:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=HOvlkjL mJOs&feature=youtu.be

During the consultation the dedicated webpage www.worcestershire.gov.uk/Itp
attracted 443 page views.

1



4. Recommendations

4.1 In light of the outcomes, this report on the consultation exercise for the proposed Local
Transport Plan Compendium recommends that:

The report is used to inform the Project Team and decision makers at
Worcestershire County Council regarding LTP4 development and the
subsequent draft LTP4 submitted to Worcestershire County Council Cabinet for
adoption,

That all information underpinning this report, including all responses is closely
examined by the Project Team. This should help determine the amendments to
the Local Transport Plan Compendium,

All the information contained in this report is shared with the participants of the
exercise by publishing a report on Worcestershire County Council website
www.worcestershire.gov.uk/ltp

That the report is signed off by the Project Team as an accurate summary of the
process;

That all participants are informed of the general responses to comments
received and the subsequent decisions taken to update the LTP4 documents via
the Worcestershire County Council website (see above for link).

12



5.

5.1.1

5.1.2

Methodology

Introduction

Various consultation methods were employed to ensure that the consultation process
was as inclusive as possible whilst retaining significance to the consultee. This included
a mix of both qualitative (written responses and free text comments) and quantitative
(ranking) questions in order to encourage contributions.

The Consultation Plan for the proposals is provided in Appendix A.

The geographical area targeted for the consultation process was the County of
Worcestershire. However, cross boundary issues were taken into account in terms of
access into and out of the county and neighbouring Highways Authorities were

consulted.

A range of consultation materials was developed to support the implementation of the

consultation methods including.

A consultation leaflet;

Directional pocket card, signposting participants to the online survey,

Promotional posters;

Website with an online survey,

Exhibition pull ups (x 3 sets).

The consultation materials were distributed as shown in Table 5.1:

TABLE 5.1: DISTRIBUTION OF MATERIALS

PROMOTIONAL

SURVEYS POCKET CARDS POSTERS LOCATIONS
Variable Variable 0 Councillors
100 100 1 Parishes/Towns
150 150 1 District
Councils
100 100 1 Libraries
100 1 HUBs
10 100 0 Schools
Railway
30 100 1 Stations
General
3 30 1 Stakeholders
Remainder Remainder 0 Events

13




Survey

Local residents, businesses and other stakeholders were invited to send their comments
and feedback on the updated plan to help to shape its final contents. Respondents were
asked to consider the following five different elements of the LTP4 and to offer their
views on each:

The Local Transport Plan, which includes the proposed transport investment
schemes, grouped into three strategic areas: North East Worcestershire, South
Worcestershire and the Wyre Forest,

The Transport Policies, which set out the various policies which underpin the
delivery of the Local Transport Plan,

The Network Management Plan, which sets out Worcestershire's approach to
managing its transport networks;

The Strategic Environmental Assessment, which is an assessment of the potential
environmental impacts of the proposed Local Transport Plan;

The Habitats Regulation Assessment, which assesses the potential impacts on
protected habitats of the proposed Local Transport Plan.

14



5.1.10

5.1.11

5.1.12

5.1.13

The survey was open to all respondents from 19 December 2016 to 21 March 2017. The
results of those respondents who chose to complete the survey can be seen in Section 6.

Emails and Letters

Respondents were also able to respond to the consultation directly via e-mails and
letters. The results of those respondents who chose to write emails or letters can also be
viewed in Section 6.

Website

The consultation process had its own bespoke pages on Worcestershire County
Council's website, containing a self-completion on-line survey, giving an opportunity to
respond via a  series of questions and free text comments.
www.worcestershire.gov.uk/Itp.

The LTP4 web page went live on 22 December 2016.
Media

A number of press releases were issued from December 2016 until the end of the
Consultation. These generated plenty of media interest, further detailed in the results
section of this report.

Twitter and Facebook were also utilised.
Public Exhibitions

A substantial number of staffed and unstaffed exhibitions were organised across the
county to target potential, random participants who may not have otherwise have
engaged. These took place at key locations attracting high footfalls, including libraries.
Members of the Project Team were available to talk to the public at the staffed events in
major towns, and provide them with details about the consultation and how to respond.
The full compendium of draft documents was available to read and the consultation
survey and sign post business cards were distributed. These events were complimented
by non-staffed exhibitions in libraries in the smaller locations throughout the county.
The exhibition schedules are shown in Tables 5.2 and 5.3 respectively.

TABLE 5.2: STAFFED EXHIBITIONS

TOWN DATES LOCATION DURATION
Bromsgrove 10th Jan 17 Morrisons 10-noon
Malvern 11th Jan 17 Waitrose 10-noon
Evesham 14th Jan 17 Riverside 10-noon
Bromsgrove 17th Jan 17 Morrisons 10-noon
Droitwich 17th Jan 17 Waitrose 2-4pm
Kidderminster 19th Jan 17 Tesco 10-noon
Pershore 25th Jan 17 Town Hall 10-noon
Redditch 26th Jan Kingfisher 2-4pm
Centre

15




5.1.14

Worcester 30th Jan 17 Asda 10-noon

Malvern 7th Feb 17 Morrisons 2-4pm

Worcester 8th Feb 17 Tesco Warndon | 2-4pm

TABLE 5.3: NON-STAFFED EXHIBITIONS

TOWN DATES LOCATION DURATION
Alvechurch 18 Jan 17 Library 1 week
Tenbury Wells 1 Feb 17 Library 1 week
Hagley 15 Feb 17 Library 1 week
The Hive 11Jan 17 Library 1 week
Wythall 25 Jan 17 Library 1 week
Upton 8 Feb 17 Library 1 week
Bewdley 22 Feb 17 Library 1 week
WCC 4 Jan 17 County Hall 1 week
Broadway 25 Jan Library 1 week
Rubery 8 Feb 17 Library 1 week
Stourport 22 Feb 17 Library 1 week

Stakeholder Engagement

Following endorsement by Worcestershire County Council Cabinet on 15th December,
2016, a wide range of stakeholders were invited to respond to the consultation. These,

have been divided into groups and shown along with the approach method taken in
Table 5.4.

TABLE 5.4: STAKEHOLDERS AND METHODS OF APPROACH

Worcestershire
County Council METHOD & DATE
(WCQ)

WCC Local Meeting/ Presentation/Q&A

Members Meeting date: Tuesday, 7th March. 10am - 12pm
DISTRICT COUNCIL MEETINGS

District Attendance
Worcester City Council 11th January, 2017 20 Members
Bromsgrove District Council | 12th January, 2017 11 Members
Redditch Borough Council 16th January, 2017 15 Members
Wychavon District Council 18th January, 2017 5 members

Malvern Hills District Council | 31st January, 2017 15 Members
Wyre Forest 2nd February, 2017 25 Members

16



STAKEHOLDER MEETINGS

Who

Speak Easy

Presentation and
Q&A

Oth January, 2017: 10 am to 12 pm

Bromsgrove Partnership's
Economic Development

Presentation and
Q&A

10th January, 2017: 4pm to 6 pm

Theme Group
Worcestershire Rail User Presentation and 11th January, 2017: 3pm to 5pm
Group Alliance Q&A

Youth Voice Team

Presentation and
Q&A

18th January, 2017: 6pm to 8pm

WCC E&I Scrutiny

Presentation and
Q&A

20th January, 2017: 10am to 1pm

Worcestershire LEP Board

Presentation and
Q&A

30th January, 2017. 2pm to 4pm

Wyre Forest Cycling
Forum

Presentation and
Q&A

2nd February, 2017: 2pm to 4pm

Local Access Group

Presentation and
Q&A

16th February, 2017: 12 pm to
2pm

Web Heath Action Group:

Q&A

23rd February: 7pm to 9pm

Redditch Business Leaders

Presentation and
Q&A

OTHER STAKEHOLDERS

28th February, 2017: 6pm to 8pm

Parish, CALC, Town Letter/email 22nd December, 2016
Councils

LEP and Businesses across | Letter/email 22nd December, 2016
Worcestershire

Statutory Stakeholders Letter/email 22nd December, 2016
(Highways England,

Environment Agency,

English Heritage etc.)

Schools, Colleges and Letter/email 22nd December, 2016
University

Bus and Train Operators Letter/email 22nd December, 2016

17



5.1.15

5.1.16

User Groups (Cycle Letter/email 22nd December, 2016
Forums/Sustrans/Rail User

Groups/Access Forums/
Freight/Motorcycle Groups

etc.)

Others (Voluntary Sector, Letter/email 22nd December, 2016
key trip attractors, leisure)

Non-Respondents

It is acknowledged that despite best efforts to promote the consultation and encourage
both service users and non-users to engage with the consultation, there will still have
been a proportion of people who were not aware of the consultation exercise. Such
people may not:

Be able to listen to, read or watch local media;

Have encountered or attended one of the face-to-face opportunities,
Have access to a computer to visit the website;

Have heard from their Local Member/Parish; or

Have heard by word of mouth.

Without employing the cost-prohibitive measure of delivering to individual households,
the Project Team felt that the array of measures employed to ensure widespread
awareness of the consultation exercise was appropriate and successful in generating a
high response rate.

18



6. Results

6.1
6.1.1

6.2

6.2.1

6.2.2

6.2.3

Survey: Introduction

358 responses were received to the Survey. Questions focussed on respondents' location,
characteristics and their views of the LTP4 documents as detailed in paragraph 5.2.1.

Please note whilst reading these results that:
o The sample of respondents achieved is entirely self-selected;

e None of the results have been weighted in any way to reflect the
population of Worcestershire; and

o Throughout the report where percentages (%) are shown they may not
add to 100% due to the impact of rounding.

Survey Results
Respondents' locations

Respondents were asked to comment on a number of overall plans as well as plans for
three pre-defined areas of Worcestershire. These three areas of Worcestershire are:

e North East;
o South; and
e Wyre Forest.

Respondents were invited to share their locations to identify if there was any difference
in views based on location. This was not a compulsory question and not all respondents
chose to identify their location. Figures 6.1 and 6.2 show the three defined areas of
Worcestershire and the geographical spread and number of respondents in each area.

Just over half of all respondents (52%) were from the South Worcestershire strategic
area in line with the proportion of the population of Worcestershire that live in that area
(55%).1 About one fifth of respondents (22%) were from the North East compared to
31% of the overall population and just under one in ten were from Wyre Forest (9%)
compared to 17% of the overall population. 17% chose not to provide their location.
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FIGURE 6. 1: MAP SHOWING THREE STRATEGIC AREAS OF LTP4 AND LOCATIONS
OF RESPONDENTS

Legend
\:I Worcestershire District Boundaries
Wyre Forest
- North East
- South
Number of respondents by postcode
e 1
0 2
@ 3
O 4

© Crown copynght and database nghts 2017 Ordnance Survey 100024230,
You are not permitted to copy, sub-licence, distribute or sell any of this data to third parties.

worcestershire

county council

Map showing Worcestershire boundary and the three LTP4 areas

April 2017
" http: //www.worcestershire.gov.uk/info/20044/research_and_feedback/795/population_statistics

FIGURE 6.2: NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS BY STRATEGIC AREA

Location not
identified, 61,
17%

Respondents' characteristics

6.2.4  We collected a range of demographic information from respondents concerning:
e Type of respondent;
o Gender,
e Age; and
o Disability and health.

20



6.2.5

6.2.6

6.2.7

6.2.8

These were not compulsory questions and respondents chose whether to share this
information with us or not. Figures 6.3 to 6.6 show the results for all respondents as well
as a breakdown by the three strategic areas.

Overall, respondents were typically expressing their views as individuals and not on
behalf of an organisation.

There is an over-representation of older men in the sample achieved compared to the
general population. Almost half of respondents who provided their age were 60 or older
and almost 60% were men. In the general population of Worcestershire we would expect
to see people of 60 or older making up around a quarter of the population and men
making up just under half.2

Almost one quarter (24%) of respondents described themselves as having a long-term
health condition or that they were disabled.

FIGURE 6.3: TYPE OF RESPONDENTS

Q1 - Who are you expressing views on behalf of?

All respondents
304
m Other

Wyre Forest

B A business

South .
A charity, voluntary or a

community sector

organisation
B A district, town or parish

council

North East

M You as an individual
Location not identified

2 http://www.worcestershire.gov.uk/downloads/file/1626/demographic_report_-_census_2011
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FIGURE 6.4: GENDER OF RESPONDENTS

Q12 - Are you male or female?

134

All responses
200

Wyre Forest

South

mF |
North East emale

] B Male

Location not identified

FIGURE 6. 5: AGE OF RESPONDENTS

Q13 - Which age range do you fall into?

104
All responses

m 80 or over
Wyre Forest =70 to 79
M 60 to 69
South m50to 59
m40to 49
m30to 39
m20to 29

B Under 20

North East

Location not identified
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FIGURE 6.6: RESPONDENTS DESCRIBING THEIR HEALTH AND WELL-BEING

Q14 - Do you describe yourself in any of the following ways?

237

All responses 54
19

24 I am not disabled
Wyre Forest 6

B | have a long-term health

131 condition

South 33 _
9 m | am disabled

56
North East r 12
5

26
Location not identified 3

Respondent Views

6.2.9 Respondents’ views were collected on the five mains aspects of the LTP4 and
respondents were asked to identify their level of agreement with each aspect using a five
point scale:

o Strongly agree;

o Agree;

e Neither agree or disagree;
e Disagree; or

o Strongly disagree.
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6.2.10

6.2.11

6.2.12

6.2.13

Consistent with other parts of the survey, these were not compulsory questions and
respondents chose whether to share their views with us or not. Figures 6.7 to 6.22 show
the results for all respondents as well as a breakdown by the three strategic areas for
each survey question in turn.

In the stacked bar charts, each bar represents 100% of responses for each area sample
(i.e. all respondents, location not identified, North East, South and Wyre Forest). Please
refer to the numbers to see how many actual responses were received in each sample.

Figure 6.7 shows that the overall schemes were supported by just over half of
respondents (52%), with 39% stating that they 'agree' with the schemes and 13%
'strongly agree'. Conversely, around three in ten respondents (30%) stated that they
'disagree' or 'strongly disagree' with the overall schemes. The remaining 18% of
respondents chose not to express a strong opinion for or against by selecting meither
agree or disagree'.

FIGURE 6.7: SUPPORT FOR OVERALL PROPOSED SCHEMES

Q2 - To what extent do you support the overall proposed
schemes contained within the LTP4 main document

134 61 64
All respondents (39%) (12%) DiLE% .
B Strongly agree

Wyre Forest 4 2. Agree

Neither agree or
disagree
Disagree

South

'I'I'r

North East . 22 1n 16 W Strongly disagree

71 35 33 .
.

Location not identified F 25 11 1

Respondents were given an opportunity to express views on whether they disagreed or
strongly disagreed with the overall proposed schemes. These comments have been
summarised in Table 6.1.
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Table 6.1: Respondents Who Disagreed or Strongly Disagreed to the Proposals

Num-
G . ber of
eneral Topic Theme Comn- General Response to Comments
ments
Bus e Bus Services 34 Worcestershire County Council now has limited influence over
e Bus Information bus services across the county, as these are provided
e Bus Reliability commercially by bus operators. Similarly, fares are set by the
e Bus fares/costs operator on a commercially determined basis. That said, the
e Bus Infrastructure Passenger Transport policies will be broadened out to facilitate
e Park & Ride partnership working with commercial bus operators and to
e  Kidderminster Bus Station reflect the comments made from the LTP4 consultation. These
will consider further:
. Integrated ticketing and services;
. Train/bus interchanges;
. Community transport;
. Infrastructure to help operators develop more

commercially viable bus services across the county.

Worcestershire County Council will further look to secure
reliability for the bus network through technological advances
and use of any available funding.

Worcestershire County Council will continue to seek funding
from Developers towards the cost of Passenger Transport
Provision to support new developments. The emphasis within the
Passenger Transport Policy will be amended to reflect this. Bus
based Park and Ride requires significant public sector financial
support, which is untenable currently. Should a robust,
financially viable business case be identified, Worcestershire
County Council may reconsider the case for Park and Ride
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General Topic

Theme

Number of
Comments

General Response to Comments

Worcestershire County Council is happy to work with Crown
Estates with regards to the future of the bus station at Crowngate.

Cycling

General disappointment that
the strategy is too car focussed
and not enough provision is
made for cycling;

More routes;

Safety.

33

Comments are noted with regards to mode choice, Active Travel
corridors and encouraging active travel. These will be reviewed
and extended where appropriate as part of the Active Travel
schemes and Active Travel Policies. This will include examining
how the corridors can be integrated so that cycle paths do not
simply just come to an 'end'; including examining the potential
for cross border paths (e.g. Malvern-Ledbury)

The decision to implement 20mph zones will depend on the
results of a 20mph trial that is currently taking place in Rubery.
Once the outcomes of this are available, further consideration
will be given to the policy area around 20mph zones. No LTP
amendment will take place at this time.

Consideration will be given to alternative cycling (tricycles,
delivery cycles, tandems, mobility cycles etc.)

Potential for a north-south cycle route across Worcester City will
be examined as part of the Worcester City Transport Strategy.
Consider cycling provision between Kidderminster and
Stourport.

Consider enhancing SWST4 to include cycle links to station.

Highway Issues

Bromsgrove Western Bypass

A38 (Broms)

M42, junc 1

45

A Bromsgrove Western Bypass will be considered as part of a
longer term plan for Worcestershire;

A38: A scheme is already included in the draft LTP4 (NEST2)

The M42 is not under the direct control of Worcestershire
County Council as it is managed by Highways England.
However, we will work with Highways England to develop and
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General Topic

Theme

A4440 SLR

A46 Improvements

Northern Link Road
(Worcester)

Alternative to Bromsgrove
Western Bypass/motorway
junction improvements (e.g.
M3, junction 4b)

East Bromsgrove

Scheme A443/A456

A435 Redditch

New M3 junction for Malvern

Number of
Comments

General Response to Comments

deliver schemes on their strategic network where they fall within
Worcestershire's county boundaries. A scheme of this nature is
already included in the draft LTP4 to improve Junction 1
(NEST1).

A4440 SLR — the railway bridge will be broadened as part of
Phase 3 of the project to dual the A4440 between Whittington
and Powick.

A46: A scheme is already included in the draft LTP4 (SWSTS).

A Western/Northern relief road will be considered as part of a
longer term plan for Worcestershire.

The M5 is not under the direct control of Worcestershire County
Council as it is managed by Highways England. However, we
will work with Highways England to develop and deliver
schemes on their strategic network where they fall within
Worcestershire's county boundaries.

East Bromsgrove scheme: A scheme is already included in the
draft LTP4 (NEST2).

Consider A443-A456 West Worcs improvements.

A435: This scheme is outside the Worcestershire boundary.
Worcestershire County Council will seek to work with
Warwickshire County Council, as they will be responsible for
leading any development on this scheme.

The M5 is not under the direct control of Worcestershire County
Council as it is managed by Highways England. However, we
will work with Highways England to develop and deliver
schemes on their strategic network where they fall within
Worcestershire's county boundaries.
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Number of

General Topic Theme Comments 3€neral Response to Comments
Rail e Rail (General) 19 Comments received on all rail issues are noted, and these will be
e Rail Services/access to addressed in the new Worcestershire Rail Investment Strategy
strategic and the West Midlands rail franchise due to be awarded late
e Rail network 2017.
e Railway Station Car Parking
Charging
e Parkway
e HS2
Congestion e Congestion (General) 50 We recognise that traffic congestion is a key issue for
e Bromsgrove Traffic Worcestershire and this will be addressed through the multi-
Congestion modal schemes outlined in the LTP4 (including the relevant
e Evesham Traffic Congestion town/ city transport strategies, investment in rail, Active Travel
e Worcester Traffic Congestion Corridors and major schemes).
Worcestershire County Council has also identified £5m of
network efficiency funding that will shortly be invested to tackle
congestion at a county level.

Development Growth e General impact 34 Interventions will be sought to mitigate the impact of
development growth through contributions from developers as
part of the District Council led Infrastructure Delivery Plan
process.

Technology e Broadband 10 Worcestershire County Council is keen to enhance broadband

Electric Cars

Intelligent Transport Systems
(ITS)

Traffic Signals

provision and speeds across the county and appreciates that there
is a role for broadband to play in reducing the need to travel.
The relevant LTP4 policy will be re-emphasised to strengthen
this benefit.

Intelligent traffic signals will be included within the LTP4
infrastructure schemes. This could include, for example, the
introduction of latest technologies to improve journey times and
reliability for all users.

The provision of infrastructure to support ultra-low emission
vehicles (ULEVs) and hybrid vehicle usage will be considered
for inclusion in the relevant LTP4 policy.
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General Topic

Environment & Health

Theme

Air Quality

Health

Environment & Climate
Change

Number of
Comments

21

General Response to Comments

Worcestershire County Council appreciates that air quality,
climate change and pollution are issues for Worcestershire and
that they impact upon the environment and the health of
residents. This will be addressed through the multi-modal
schemes outlined in the LTP4, in particular, those schemes
specifically aimed at mitigating congestion and encouraging
active travel choice.

As previously mentioned, £5m of network efficiency funding
will shortly be invested to tackle congestion at a county level and
this should bring about general improvements to the environment
and public health.

Worcestershire County Council will also continue to work
closely with Worcestershire Regulatory Services to tackle air
quality issues and the County's Climate Change Group.

Plan content

Plan Lacks or is missing
detail/ is not ambitious
enough/more integration with
District Plans/no
implementation plan
Hanbury Turn Typo

Agree to plan

Cannot understand the
Plan/too complicated

51

Worcestershire County Council notes these comments, however,
many of these comments are subjective in nature or represent
personal opinion and so are difficult to reflect in the way the plan
is written (e.g. Too complicated and difficult to understand vs
not enough detail/unambitious).

An implementation plan will be developed once the LTP4 is
adopted.

Typos and mistakes will be addressed.
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General Topic

Walking & Public Realm

Theme

Number of
Comments

19

General Response to Comments

Worcestershire County Council notes the comments received on
walking and public realm and feels that most comments will be
addressed through the following multi-modal schemes in
particular, once they have been developed:

e Active travel corridor schemes, which will benefit both
pedestrians and cyclists. Following the consultation,
these schemes will be reviewed to examine if they can be
enhanced or expanded further;

e City or town transport strategies. All of these schemes
will have significant public realm elements to them
which will be developed in detail as the schemes are
brought forward for delivery;

e The active travel policies will be reconsidered and
broadened out following the LTP4 consultation to focus
more on active travel choice.

Rural access issues

Support required
Issues to be acknowledged

As part of the policy review, transport opportunities to tackle
rural isolation and access issues will be considered as well as
policies regarding access to passenger transport interchanges by
bus, on foot and by cycle as well as by motorised vehicles in
rural areas.

Imbalance of focus (on car)

14

Worcestershire County Council seeks to support all modes of
transport whilst acknowledging the fact that car ownership
across the county is high. To achieve the County's corporate
goals, the policies and schemes need a necessary focus on
improving journey times and reducing congestion. However, one
of the key opportunities to improve journey times and reduce
congestion is by encouraging modal choice, as the LTP aims to
do.

Consultation

Points addressed elsewhere
Scope of questions too
complex

Didn't know about
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Number of

General Topic Theme Comments  2€neral Response to Comments
presentations
General Comments e Just deliver the Plan and/or 18 Implementation Plans will be developed after LTP4 adoption.
develop Implementation Plans The waterways in Worcestershire do not come under the control
e Partnerships of Worcestershire County Council; however, we do work with
e Water Transport proposals the relevant organisations in relation to footways/cycleways
e Freight adjacent to the canal/river network and on any related project

that may affect the waterways (e.g. construction of bridges).
Worcestershire County Council welcomes proposals for
waterborne freight initiatives but on the basis that these are
promoted and funded wholly by the private sector.
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6.2.14

The major schemes did not attract strong support or opposition to the same degree as the
overall schemes. As shown in Figure 6.8, respondents selected the neutral, 'neither agree
or disagree' in much larger numbers with just under half (44%) expressing this view.

FIGURE 6.8: SUPPORT FOR MAJOR SCHEMES

Q3a - To what extent do you support the proposed three Area
Strategies? (Major schemes)

49 78 20
All respondents (27%) (44%) (11%) l)
W Strongly agree

Wyre Forest - 5 7 Agree

. Neither agree or

&

disagree
South . 28 46 10 I Disaggree
B Strongly disagree
North East . 9 8 7
Location not identified 7 17 3 .
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6.2.15

6.2.16

6.2.17

6.2.18

6.2.19

The individual strategies for the three strategic areas (North East, South and Wyre
Forest) received much higher definite responses, either positive or negative, from the
respondents in each of the respective areas than from all respondents combined. This is
a logical response with people much more likely to offer views on elements that affect
them more directly.

For example, the North East Strategy (Figure 6.9) was opposed (disagree or strongly
disagree) by around one fifth of all respondents (21%) but was opposed by just over half
of respondents identifying themselves as living, working or representing that area.

Similarly, the Wyre Forest Strategy (Figure 6.11) was supported (strongly agree or
agree) by one third (35%) of all respondents but by almost three quarters (24 responses,
72%) of residents in the area itself.

It is important to note that the sample size for respondents responding to their local
strategy in the North East (67) and Wyre Forest (33) in much lower than for the South
(171). This means the level of support and opposition from all respondents for the
individual area strategies are heavily influenced by respondents from the South who
expressed a neutral position in large numbers for both the North East and Wyre Forest
strategies.

The results for the South Worcestershire Strategy (Figure 6.10) were much closer
between all respondents (almost half, 49%, supportive) and for respondents from that
area (over half, 56%, supportive). This reflects the impact of the much larger sample
achieved in the South Worcestershire Strategic area.

FIGURE 6.9: SUPPORT FOR NORTH EAST STRATEGY

Q3b - To what extent do you support the proposed three Area
Strategies? (North East Strategy)

All responses i 72 10:1 22
(28%) (a2%) (1“’). W Strongly agree
. . g Agree
Location not identified I 14 15 3 . g
. Neither agree or
disagree
Wyre Forest - 6 11 Disaggree
B Strongly disagree
South . 36 67 sl

North East 14 11 18 -
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FIGURE 6.10: SUPPORT FOR SOUTH WORCESTERSHIRE STRATEGY

All responses

Wyre Forest

South

Location not identified -
2
N

North East P 10

Q3c - To what extent do you support the proposed three Area
Strategies? (South Worcestershire Strategy)

98 86 34 l
(33%) (29%)  (12%

B Strongly agree
15 16 4 l Agree
Neither agree or
disagree
10 ? Disagree
B Strongly disagree
63 27 27

34 3I

FIGURE 6.11: SUPPORT FOR WYRE FOREST STRATEGY

Location not identified . 10

South I 35

North East P 10

Q3d - To what extent do you support the proposed three Area
Strategies? (Wyre Forest Strategy)

68 142 18 B0
All responses h (26%) (55%) (7%)l%)

W Strongly agree

-

Agree

Neither agree or
Wyre Forest 13 3 4
Y - I disagree

Disagree

. 8| m Strongly disagree

34 ZI
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6.2.20 Just over half of respondents (55%) stated that they considered there were schemes
missing from LTP4 that should be included, as shown in Figure 6.12. Just under half

(46%) stated that there were no schemes missing. This balance was reflected in the
strategic areas.

FIGURE 6.12: MISSING LTP4 SCHEMES

168
Q4 - Do you think there are any LTP4 schemes missing? (ssy)
140
(46%)
85
80
E No
43 Yes
27 25
20
B an B
North East South Wyre Forest Location not All responses
identified

6.2.21 The free text comments and any Worcestershire County Council Officer responses
associated with this question are summarised in Table 6.2.
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TABLE 6.2: FREE TEXT COMMENTS ON MISSING SCHEMES

General
Topic
Road
schemes

Scheme

1.

9.

Link Malvern to the M5;

Bromsgrove Western bypass;

Fox Lane/Whitford Rd
enhancements;

A38 Bromsgrove congestion;
Northern Relief Road/Bridge;
A449 dualling from Kidderminster
to Wolverhampton;

A46 enhancements;

Worcester city centre — new river

crossing;

Dual Carrington Bridge;

10. M5 improvements;

Number of
Comments

General Response to Comments

10.

This would require significant funding. It
was reviewed as part of the A4440 works,
however, was discounted on cost and
deliverability grounds;

A Bromsgrove Western Bypass will be
considered as part of a longer term plan for
Worcestershire;

Enhancement will be considered as part of
the transport assessment linked to the new
development and the Bromsgrove
Infrastructure Delivery Plan;

A scheme is already included in the draft
LTP4 (NEST2);

A Western/Northern relief road will be
considered as part of a longer term plan for
Worcestershire;

The A4449 dualling will be considered as
part of a longer term plan;

A scheme is already included in the draft
LTP4 (SWST5);

This will be considered as part of the
assessment for the Worcester Transport
Strategy for Worcester City (Scheme W1)
and the development of the City's
Masterplan;

A scheme is already included in the draft
LTP4 (SWST3);

The MS is not under the direct control of
Worcestershire County Council as it is

Action
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General
Topic

Scheme

1.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Bath Road Worcester
improvements;

Local road improvements at
Worcestershire Parkway;

Bretforton bypass;

A491 Approach to J4 M5 from
Hagley/Stourbridge;

Blakedown / Hagley /
Kidderminster bypass;

Bewdley improvements;
A448 improvements / South
Kidderminster-M5;
A443-A456 West Worcs

improvements;

A451 Horsefair;

A44 Worcester - Evesham

Number of
Comments

General Response to Comments

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

managed by Highways England. However,
we will work with Highways England to
develop and deliver schemes on their
strategic network where they fall within
Worcestershire's county boundaries. A
scheme of this nature is already included in
the draft LTP4 to improve Junction 6
(SWST2);

This will be considered as part of the
assessment for the Worcester Transport
Strategy for Worcester City (Scheme W1)
and the development of the City's
Masterplan;

Highway improvements will be delivered
for all modes as part of the Parkway Scheme
(SWST1);

The issues raised regarding Bretforton are
noted, and whilst the option of a bypass is
impractical, we will consider these concerns
as part of the Evesham Transport Strategy
(E2).

A491 improvements will be considered as
part of a longer term plan for
Worcestershire;

This will be considered as part of a longer
term plan for Worcestershire;

A scheme is already included in the draft
LTP4 (BE1);

These improvements will be considered as
part of a longer term plan for
Worcestershire;

Improvements to the A443/A456 junction
will be considered;

Horsefair improvements are being

Action

12. Enhance SWST 1
description to cover
highway/access
improvements;

13. Include Bretforton
issues as part of the
Evesham Transport
Strategy (E2) where
possible;

18. Consider A443-A456
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General
Topic

Scheme

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

improvements;

Bromsgrove Eastern Bypass;
Rubery;
Bordesley Bypass;

Foxlydiate/ Webheath road
schemes;

Redditch junction schemes;

Bewdley Hill junction;

M42 Junction 1;

A38 Droitwich-Wychbold;

A38/B4065 Chateau Impney Rock
Hill Bromsgrove;

Catshill;

All Saints Road Bromsgrove
Stourbridge Road Bromsgrove;

Number of
Comments

General Response to Comments

20.

21.

22.
23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

considered as part of the Churchfields
development and will be included in LTP4
Scheme WFST1;

A44 improvements are included in SWST4.
There may also be improvements resulting
from schemes W1 and E2. There are no
plans to dual the A44;

A scheme is already included in the draft
LTP4 (NEST2);

A scheme already exists for Rubery (RB1);
This will be considered as part of a longer
term plan for Worcestershire;
Enhancement will be considered as part of
the Transport Assessment linked to the new
development and the Bromsgrove
Infrastructure Delivery Plan;

A scheme is already included in the draft
LTP4 that will help to address junction
issues in Redditch (NEST3);

A scheme is already included in the draft
LTP4 that will help to address Bewdley Hill
issues (K1);

The M42 is not under the direct control of
Worcestershire County Council as it is
managed by Highways England. However,
we will work with Highways England to
develop and deliver schemes on their
strategic network where they fall within
Worcestershire's county boundaries. A
scheme of this nature is already included in
the draft LTP4 to improve Junction 1
(NEST1);

This will be considered as part of a longer
term plan for Worcestershire;

Action

West Worcs improvements;
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_?:;iiral Scheme g:rr:r?\eerngsf General Response to Comments Action
29. This will be considered as part of a longer
32. A38 Chateau Impney Barnsley term plan for Worcestershire;
Hall Road Catshill; 30. Enhancement will be considered as part of
the A38 scheme and the Transport
33. A44 Pinvin junction Assessment linked to the new development
improvements; and the Bromsgrove Infrastructure Delivery
Plan;
34. Wyre Road/Station Road Pershore; 31. This will be considered as part of Scheme
BR1;
35. A456 Bewdley Bypass; 32. This will be considered as part of a longer
term plan for Worcestershire;
36. Crossley Retail Park; 33. This scheme is already included in the draft
LTP4 (SWST4);
37. Oxford St Kidd TM changes; 34. This scheme is already included in the draft
38. Offmore Road, Kidd; LTP4 (SWST4);
39. Pershore Northern Link; 35. A scheme is already included in the draft
LTP4 (BE1);
40. London Rd/Wylds Lane Worcester 36. To be considered as part of the
junction; Kidderminster Transport Strategy (K1); 36.Consider access/egress
41. A38 /B4104 Pershore-Upton; 37. To be considered as part of the to/from Crossley Retail
Kidderminster Transport Strategy (K1); Park as part of K1;
42. A44 Worcester — Bromyard. 38. To be considered as part of the
Kidderminster Transport Strategy (K1); 38. Consider correction to
39. This scheme is already included in LTP4 K11: Key Corridor
(SWST4); improvement 'Habberley' to
40. This scheme is already included in LTP4 read '"Wribbenhall'?
(W1);
41. This scheme is already included in LTP4
(SWST15);
42. This matter will be considered.
Active 1. Bretforton / Honeybourne; 32 1. SWAT 6 will be extended to include 1. Extend SWAT 6 to
travel Bretforton and Honeybourne; include Bretforton and

2. More promotion for mode
choice/active travel strategy;

2. Comments noted with regards to mode
choice and encouraging active travel;

Honeybourne;
2. Develop modal choice
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_?:;iiral Scheme g:rr:r?\eerngsf General Response to Comments Action
3. All LTP4 schemes, including those in the policy;
3. Horsefair: provision for Horsefair area of Kidderminster, will 5. Consider A4103/A44
cyclists; embrace all modes of transport (walking, Active Travel Corridor
cycling, passenger transport and motorised and/or other options to the
4. Worcestershire Parkway; vehicles where appropriate); west of Worcester;
4. There is already a scheme in place regarding 6. Consider providing an
access to Worcestershire Parkway (SWAT Active Travel Corridor
15); between Hallow — Top
5. A4103/A44; 5. Consider A4103/A44 Active Travel Barn in conjunction with
Corridor; the University of
6. Hallow to Top Barn; 6. Worcestershire County Council will Worcester. However, it
consider a 'University route' from Hallow — should be noted that this
7. Evesham and surrounding Top Barn; is challenging due to the
area. 7. Worcestershire County Council will look constrained environment;
into providing Active Travel alternatives to 7. Active Travel will be
ease congestion across Evesham. considered as part of the
Evesham Transport
Strategy.
Bus Services 27 Worcestershire County Council now has limited | Review public transport
Fares influence over bus services across the county, as | policies and where
Park and Ride these are provided commercially by bus appropriate include
Promotion operators. That said, the Passenger Transport integrated ticketing and
Integration policies will be broadened out to facilitate services, Park and Ride,

partnership working with commercial bus
operators and to reflect the comments made
from the LTP4 consultation. These will
consider further:

Integrated ticketing and services;

Park and Ride;

Train/bus interchanges;

Community transport;

Infrastructure to help operators develop

train/bus interchanges,
community transport and
infrastructure.
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_?:;iiral Scheme g:rr:r?\eerngsf General Response to Comments Action
more commercially viable bus services
across the county.
Worcestershire County Council will further
look to secure reliability for the bus network
through technological advances and use of any
available funding.
Town Town centre strategies 26 All comments will be considered and/or
Centres | Parking addressed within the relevant town centre
& TRO enforcement strategies, and through liaising with partners in
Parking | Shared Space the Borough, City and District councils where
necessary.
Rail Schemes suggested under the following 17 The majority of infrastructure, ticketing or Consider amending policies
headings: service comments will be considered within the | to further promote
new Worcestershire Rail Investment Strategy. integration of travel modes.
Integration of modes/ticket
Train services Comments regarding specific schemes that Comments regarding access
Parkway stations and access promote accessibility and integration of other to Whitlocks End rail
Wyre Forest rail transport modes with rail are noted. Certain station will be passed to
Severn Valley Railway schemes are already addressed within LTP4 —in | Development Control.
Pershore Rail Station more strategic terms, consideration will be
Station parking given to broadening policy to promote better
Whitlocks End access integration between bus times and rail times, as
Stratford — Honeybourne well as between active travel modes
Pershore Station pedestrian bridge (walking/cycling) and rail;
Worcestershire Parkway
The comment regarding Whitlocks End will be
addressed under the Development Control
process.
No 18 No response necessary
scheme
suggeste
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.?:;iiral Scheme g:rr:r?\eerngsf General Response to Comments Action
d
Freight Air Quality 8 Most of the comments do not refer to or suggest | Consider schemes/policies
and Freight Strategy specific schemes; however they will be to support delivery of low
emission | Low emission vehicles considered as appropriate. Schemes/policies to | emission vehicles.
s support project delivery for low emission
vehicles will be considered. Amend the relevant policy
to give more emphasis to
Engagement with user groups, specifically the importance of air
freight, will be reviewed. quality.
More emphasis will be given to air quality in
the relevant policy document.
Safety Including: 7

Pedestrian facilities
Traffic calming
Speed reduction

Specific schemes:
1. Horsefair, Kidderminster;

2. Offmore Road, Kidderminster;

3. Bilford Road, Worcester crossing
and resident parking zone

4. Bewdley Hill, Kidderminster
5. Speed limits and traffic calming
6. Shrub Hill

redevelopment/residents parking
scheme.

1. Horsefair improvements are being
considered as part of the Churchfields
development and will be included in
LTP4 Scheme WFST]1.

2. This will be addressed as part of the
Kidderminster Transport Strategy.

3. This will be addressed as part of the
Worcester Transport Strategy.

4. This will be addressed as part of the
Kidderminster Transport Strategy.

5. This will be reviewed in the LTP4 as
part of the policy update of the Network
Management Plan.

6. The redevelopment of Shrub Hill is
being progressed as part of the Shrub
Hill and City Centre Masterplans, which

5. Review potential for
policy change regarding
speed limits as part of the
Network Management Plan.
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_?:;iiral Scheme g:rr:r?\eerngsf General Response to Comments Action
will be brought forward for consultation
with local residents in due course. A
residents parking scheme could form
part of these proposals.
Access Access schemes suggested under the 7 1. Worcestershire County Council will aim | 1. To include within
following headings: to improve pedestrian access for new forthcoming Highways
and old road schemes, including Design Guide and
1. Access to new and existing roads, consideration of footbridges where TAMP;
including footbridges appropriate;
2. Schools 2. Alongside our partner organisations, the
3. Key trip attractors (rural) County Council will consider access to . Consider a policy
4. Rural schools, including the restriction of relating to parking
5. Healthcare parking; outside schools within
6. Disability 3. Although Worcestershire County the NMP — including
Council now has limited influence over potential provision for
bus services across the county, it is TROs;
recognised that access issues in rural . Consider amending
areas remain. The LTP documents will documents to ensure
be revisited to ensure that there is there is reference to
reference to accessing key trip attractors accessing key trip
(including health sites); attractors (including
4. Transport opportunities will be health sites);
considered that can tackle rural isolation | 4. Consider schemes to
and access issues. Although not improve rural access to
regarding specific schemes, policies will facilities;
be considered regarding access to
passenger transport interchanges by bus,
on foot and by cycle as well as by car in
rural areas;
5. Changes to healthcare provision are

challenging to address from a transport
perspective, for example given the
limited influence the County Council
has over bus services. However, each

. Consider opportunities

to implement schemes
that promote
accessibility to
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_?_ioe;iiral Scheme g:rr:r?\eern(t): General Response to Comments Action
case will be considered on its own healthcare sites;
merits;
6. Each scheme will have its own Equality
Impact Assessment to consider 6. No action.
accessibility by people with protected
characteristics.
General | Alignment with corporate plan 4 Comments are addressed elsewhere with the 2. Liaise with Canal and
comment | Canal towpaths exception of: River Trust regarding
s Maintenance towpath improvements to
Community transport 1. A Rail Investment Strategy that covers the | Hanbury Wharf.

Specific schemes:
1. Silverwoods Halt in
Kidderminster
2. Canal towpath to Hanbury Wharf.

Wyre Forest district is being developed,
which will consider all options.

Canal towpaths are the responsibility of the
Canal and River Trust. We will liaise with
them to explore any options to implement a
scheme.
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6.2.22

6.2.23

6.2.24

6.2.25

6.2.26

Respondents were asked to state their level of support for a range of policies presented
in the LTP4.

The policies, whether at an overall level (Figure 6.13) or at an individual policy level
(Figures 6.14 to 6.21), did not attract high levels of opposition. Those selecting disagree
or strongly disagree ranged from 8% to 18% for the sample made up of all respondents.

As a result, most policies achieved over 50% support (Strongly agree or agree) with the
exception of the Motorcycle (Figure 6.17) (37%) and Public Realm (Figure 6.19) (48%)
policies.

Both of these policies received high percentages of respondents selecting the neutral
neither agree or disagree option. 54% of respondents chose this neutral option for the
Motorcycle policy and 42% for the Public Realm policy.

The remaining policies also received relatively high levels of neutral responses with this
category selected in a range of 19% to 39% of the time.

FIGURE 6.13: SUPPORT FOR POLICIES

Qb5a - Looking now at the LTP4 policies, please confirm your
level of support (policies)

83 61 15'
(40%) (29%)  (7%)%)

B Strongly agree

10 11 4 . Agree

Neither agree or

13 4 1 disagree
Disagree

All responses
Location not identified
Wyre Forest

B Strongly disagree
South

46 32 7 I
North East 14 14 3 -

'I'I'l'r
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FIGURE 6. 14: SUPPORT FOR TRANSPORT AND AIR QUALITY POLICY

Q5b - Looking now at the LTP4 policies, please confirm your
level of support (Transport and Air Quality)

131 60 28
All responses (42%) (19%) (9%'

B Strongly agree

17 11 2- Agree

Neither agree or

disagree
Wyre Forest - 14 5 2 Disagree

Location not identified

T

B Strongly disagree
South

North East F 33 13 4-

FIGURE 6.15: SUPPORT FOR TRANSPORT AND CYCLING INFRASTRUCTURE POLICY

Q5c - Looking now at the LTP4 policies, please confirm your
level of support (Cycling Infrastructure)

115 84 30
All responses (37%) (27%) (10%)')

H Strongly agree

16 17 z. Agree

Neither agree or

Location not identified

o s e P
B Strongly disagree
South 59 37 23 l
North East 27 21 4 l

BERRE
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FIGURE 6.16: SUPPORT FOR TRANSPORT AND CLIMATE CHANGE POLICY

All responses

Location not identified

Wyre Forest

South

North East

Q5d - Looking now at the LTP4 policies, please confirm your
level of support (Transport and Climate Change)

h 122 94 27l
(40%) (30%)  (9%)8)
B Strongly agree
. 17 14 6 . Agree
Neither agree or

- 17 s 2 disagree
Disagree
B o« o« v

F . .

B Strongly disagree

FIGURE 6.17: SUPPORT FOR MOTOR CYCLING POLICY

All responses

Location not identified

Wyre Forest

South

North East

Q5e - Looking now at the LTP4 policies, please confirm your

level of support (Motor Cycling)

88 162 16 B8
(29%) (54%) (5%)B%)

4 B Strongly agree

. & A E I Agree

} Neither agree or

- A " ; disagree
Disagree

P 19

B Strongly disagree
51 82 8|

39 2I

47




FIGURE 6.18: SUPPORT FOR TRANSPORT ENGAGEMENT POLICY

Q5f - Looking now at the LTP4 policies, please confirm your level of
support (Transport Engagement)

120 117 14
All responses h (40%) (39%) (S%E)

i B Strongly agree
Location not identified . 18 17 2.
Agree
| Neither agree or
Wyre Forest . 15 10 3 disagree
Disagree
B Strongly disagree
South . 63 63 sl

North East F 24 27 1.

FIGURE 6.19: SUPPORT FOR PUBLIC REALM POLICY

Q5g - Looking now at the LTP4 policies, please confirm your level of
support (Public Realm)

113 127 16
All responses h (38%) (42%) (S%E:)

B Strongly agree
Location not identified 14 19 E I Agree
Neither agree or
Wyre Forest 14 ol 1 dl.sagree
Disagree

W Strongly disagree

South 61 69 sI

North East

24 28 2.

EE g e
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FIGURE 6.20: SUPPORT

FOR INTEGRATED PASSENGER TRANSPORT POLICY

All responses

Location not identified

Wyre Forest

South

North East

Q5h - Looking now at the LTP4 policies, please confirm your level of

support (Integrated Passenger Transport)

106 81 32'
(34%) (26%)  (10%){8%)

W Strongly agree

15 13 8 . Agree

Neither agree or
disagree
Disagree

'

0

~

[
||

B Strongly disagree

62 41 19 I
o

R

FIGURE 6.21: SUPPORT

FOR NETWORK MANAGEMENT PLAN

All responses

Location not identified

Wyre Forest

South

North East

Q5i - Looking now at the LTP4 policies, please confirm your level of

support (Network Management Plan)

109 106 zot
(37%) (36%) (7% M68%)

M Strongly agree

11 22 5 I Agree

am

Neither agree or
1I disagree
Disagree

[y
w
~

B Strongly disagree

63 53 11I
22 24 3 .

-
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6.2.27 Around one third of respondents (35%) stated that they considered there were policies
missing from LTP4 that should be included as shown in Figure 6.22. Almost two thirds
(66%) stated that there were no policies missing. This balance of respondents stating yes
and no is reflected in the three strategic areas.

FIGURE 6.22: MISSING LTP4 POLICIES

Q6 - Do you think there are any policies missin%'-;

(66%)

99
100 (35%)

H No

Yes
55

40

23 25
16
T T T

North East South Wyre Forest Location not All responses
identified

6.2.28 The free text comments and Worcestershire County Council Officer responses
associated with this question are summarised in Table 6.3.
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TABLE 6.3: FREE TEXT COMMENTS ON MISSING POLICIES

. e . Number of .
General Topic Specific issues Actions
Comments

Environment & Health | Air Quality 17 Policy inclusions to be considered are as follows:
Climate Change e Single Car Occupancy (Network Management Plan);
Health e Noise mitigation;
Noise e Introduction/context to policies;
Flooq management e Explore linkages with Public Health and the Environment;
Sustainability e Examine the opportunities to include more on mode choice to tackle
congestion and air quality issues;
e Integrated ticketing;
e Consider how cycling can be made safer;
e Transport Safety Policies
e Education campaigns (e.g. transport and Air quality);
e Electric Cars and respective infrastructure need to be referenced;
e Consider resurrecting the Sustainable Modes to School policy (or wider
Smarter Choices);
e Include references to non-LTP Flooding Policies;
e Consider a sustainability policy;
e Consider cameras at at-grade pedestrian crossings.
Ensure Worcestershire County Council policies are linked to the Government's
Walking and Cycling Investment strategy.
Review Worcestershire's Air Quality Action Plan. Reference the Air Quality Action
Plan.
TCC4: Change 'embracing Climate Change' phrase to follow national policy.
Bus Bus services 17 Review passenger Transport policies:
Bus timetabling e Examine opportunities to include more policies on bus services, community
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General Topic

Specific issues

Number of
Comments

Actions

Bus subsidies

Park & Ride
Community transport
Partnership working

transport and passenger transport infrastructure generally;

e Consider policies regarding access to passenger transport interchanges by
bus, on foot and by cycle as well as by car in both urban and rural areas;

e Review policy regarding the availability of information at bus stops;

e Consider the requirement of a bus policy pertaining to key trip attractors
(i.e. Worcester University);

e Consider policy on integration of bus times between different operators, as
well as between bus times and train timetables.

e Consider policy to integrate walking:bus and cycle:bus;

e Examine opportunities to include electric buses to help address air quality
issues;

e Examine opportunities to include shuttle buses (policies-Passenger
Transport).

Bus based Park and Ride requires significant public sector financial support, which
is untenable currently. Should a robust, financially viable business case be
identified, Worcestershire County Council may reconsider the case for Park and
Ride

Cycling Development of canal | 10 Policy inclusions to be considered are as follows:
towpaths e How cycling can be made safer;
Shared highway policy e Towpaths and railway line opportunities for cycling;
Segregated cycle paths e Cycle tourism policy;
Safety e Cycling and health policy.
Partnership working
Rural Equestrian 10 Policy inclusions to be considered:
Tourism e An Access Policy to include equestrian access;
Rights of Way e Consider transport opportunities to tackle rural isolation and access issues.
Access Including Community Transport and taxi-buses;
Rural transport e Consideration of access to key tourist destinations (e.g. viewpoints).
Development Transport and land use | 9 Some of these comments are not within the control of Worcestershire County

planning
Housing

Council. These will be referred on to the District Planning Authorities.
Consider a policy statement relating to land use planning and transport.
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General Topic

Specific issues

Number of
Comments

Actions

Integration of planning

Consider post development Market Research with residents to inform future land-

Greenfield/brownfield use and transport policies.
sites
Network Management | Congestion policy 9 Policy inclusions to be considered:
Mode shift away from e Modal choice policy;
car use e Review options for car parking as part of town strategy development.
Road network Options will vary depending on the location;
Schools travel e Behaviour Change Policy (education campaigns etc.);
Cross reference with requests in other policy areas to identify which policies could
be included in the NMP.
Integration Integration of modes 8 e See Bus;
Bus specific integration e Review all policies for integration with each other (cross tabulation), and to
Ticket integration national policies and frameworks;
Integration/synergies e Consider a policy for bus/rail ticket integration.
between policies
Parking, walking and | Speed limits 7 e Footway standards — widths etc. (will be considered as part of Public Realm
safety Residents parking policy);
Pedestrians e Consider a policy relating to parking outside schools (TROs) — within
Walking policies NMP;
e Consider TRO restrictions on freight vehicles in certain locations (NMP);
e Consider clear policy for resident parking zones (NMP);
e Consider policy for pavement parking (joint working with Districts/West
Mercia). TRO plus enforcement;
e Parking Strategy.
Technology Electric vehicles 5 Included in other areas. Ultra-low emission vehicles policy to be considered.
Other new vehicle tech
Intelligent Transport
Systems
IT — e.g. Broadband
General Policy Plan lacks detail 5 Actions:
Comments Not ambitious enough
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Number of

General Topic Specific issues Comments Actions
Implementation e Policy delivery process to be reviewed including implementation planning,
Simplification targets and measures, evaluation and ownership;
e Explore policy linkages beyond LTP4 compendium;
e Include a policy on engaging with Stakeholder user groups (Engagement
Policy);
e Consider a Development Control Policy;
e Consider simplification of language in LTP4;
e Consider shorter policies;
e Examine best practice nationally.
Other Road building 8 Develop a Delivery/Implementation Plan showing management processes,
Motorcycling responsibility and funding;
Rail and Station
Hospital travel
Water Transport
Freight
Funding policy
Comment not relevant 35 No response required under this question heading;
to policies Cannot respond as comment not understood.
Comment not
understood
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6.2.29 Respondents were asked if they had changed the way they travel around Worcestershire
in the last five years (Figure 6.23) and if they had made a change then what form did this
take (Figure 6.24). Respondents were allowed to select more than one answer in the
question relating to Figure 6.24.

6.2.30 Just over four in ten respondents (42%) stated that they had changed how they travelled in
the last five years. The most notable change was from the car to the other four forms of
transport where 117 responses were recorded.

6.2.31 The next largest switch from a single form of transport to another single form of transport
was from the bus to the car. 25 responses were recorded showing this switch.

FIGURE 6.23: HAVE RESPONDENTS CHANGED HOW THEY TRAVEL?

Q15 - Has the way you travel around Worcestershire changed over the
last five years?

—— -
All responses ’

141 (42%)
Location not identified -1824
i H No
Wyre Forest -1319
J Yes
south, N o5
79
North East -31 4
0 50 100 150 200 250

FIGURE 6.24: CHANGES IN METHODS OF TRAVEL MADE BY RESPONDENTS

6.2.32 Respondents were given the opportunity to comment on both the draft Strategic
Environmental Assessment (SEA) and the draft Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA).
These comments have been passed on to the relevant consultants for consideration and are
summarised in Tables 6.4 and 6.5 by topic area.

55



TABLE 6.4: SUMMARY OF SEA COMMENTS

General Topic Specific issues Number of Comments
Comment not relevant to SEA | Comment not relevant to SEA 30

No comment
Did not read/Could not find SEA

Congestion and Mode Shift 20
Air quality and health 18
Bus 11
General comment on the SEA | Level of detail 10

General negative comment

Positive comments
Cycling

Lower emission vehicles
Nature / Habitats

Green Belt

Roads

Historic environment
Sustainable travel

Rail

Floodplain

— (NN W KA WK \O|—

TABLE 6.5: SUMMARY OF HRA COMMENTS

General Topic Specific issues Number of Comments
Comment not relevant to | Not about HRA 39
HRA No comment
Did not read
Could not find HRA
Positive comment on 14
HRA
General plan comment | General negative comments 9

Level of detail too much
No need for document
Widen scope/Integrate with other

documents

General protect nature 8

Specific species Species protection 5
Pollinator concerns

Prioritise infrastructure 4

Specific locations Bromsgrove 3
Wyre Forest

Reduce car usage

Education 1

6.2.33  Finally respondents to the questionnaire were asked if they had any further comments to
make. Any further comments are contained in Table 6.6.
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Table 6.6: Summary of Further Comments

General Topic Specific issues Aumber of General Response to Comments and Actions
Comments
General comments Plan content 45 1. Modal hierarchy to be included
General negative comment on plan 2. Re-think 'travel choice branding' description
General positive comment on plan 3. Pass rail comments to Worcestershire Rail
Network management Investment Strategy Team;

4. Think about 'plain English'

Cycling Cycling policy 35 1. Consider plan/policy to cut back vegetation and
Cycling schemes maintain overgrown footpaths (back to their
Highway design for cyclists original widths);
Bretforton — Honeybourne corridor 2. Examine robust enforcement of cycle lanes;
3. Asset management — maintaining edges/drains in
the highways;

4. Extend SWAT6 to Honeybourne;

5. Consider merging the Cycling Policy with an
Access policy to embrace walkers and Horse
riders;

A443/A456 consider cycling infrastructure;

7. Consider the wider and/or most appropriate use
of bus lanes;

Consider greater use of advanced stop lines;

9. Review cycle parking, particularly at stations;

o

*®

Specific junction/road — 32 Most of the schemes mentioned here are also mentioned
South Worcs under the 'schemes missing' question and have been
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Number of
Comments

General Topic

Specific issues General Response to Comments and Actions

addressed in that section accordingly. Additional

1.Worcester Demand for parking
2.Pershore: Cycle walkway to station

3. Defford/Nogains junction, Pershore

4. Townsend Way Juinctions

5. Active Travel Newnham Bridge

6.. Concerns re Station Road railway bridge
in Pershore

7. Southern Link Road comments (lack of
planning with Network Rail over bridge) etc.
8. Lindridge/A443 speed/safety issues

9. Issues in Claines and St Johns

10. LTP should commit 5m funding to
Pershore Northern Link

11. Pershore issues

comments include:

1.

10.

1.

Worcester City: Demand management - Car
parking charges are low. So consider reviewing as
part of Worcester Transport Strategy;

Add the following into SWST4 Pershore
Northern Link: 'a new walkway/cycletrack needs
to be built alongside the bridge at Pershore
Station to allow safe passage for walkers and
cyclists. The bridge is old and narrow';

Consider Defford Rd/Nogains junction;
Consider Townsend Way Junctions as part of the
Malvern Town Transport Strategy;

Consider Active Travel Corridor from Newnham
Bridge

This will be considered as part of the Pershore
Transport Strategy and the railway station
development.

Comments noted. A Possession Order was
correctly applied for to conduct the work around
the SLR A4440 railway bridge as per Network
Rail's process and a funding application has been
submitted for further phases of SLR (SWST3).
This section will be examined to see if any
improvements can be made as part of a wider
network review.

This will be picked up as part of the Worcester
Transport Strategy.

A funding strategy is being developed to tackle
the current funding gap.

These will be addressed via schemes P5-P7. Rail
issues will be tackled by the new Rail Investment
Strategy
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General Topic

Specific issues

Number of
Comments

General Response to Comments and Actions

Specific junction/road — 1. Majors Green improvements 11 Most of the schemes mentioned here are also mentioned
North East required under the 'schemes missing' question and have been
2. Issues relating to land use planning addressed in that section accordingly. Additional
integration with LTP4.. comments include:
3. Blocking off Alcester Road 1. As part of Whitlocks End railway car park
4. Low level of detail in LTP4/will expansion, footbaths will be enhanced.
there be any further consultation? 2. The LTP does have links with the Bromsgrove
5. Hagley highway issues/rail station and Redditch Local plan in that schemes in the
6. Why A38 over Western Bypass Infrastructure Development Plans are referred to
in the LTP, albeit at a necessarily high level. As
the IDP's develop any changes will be
incorporated into the town transport strategies as
appropriate.
3. There are no plans to block off the Alcester Road
4. The LTP4 is a strategic document and therefore
descriptions are necessarily vague. As schemes
come forward for delivery, much more detail will
become available, further, the schemes will be
consulted upon on an individual basis.
5. These will be addressed via NEST 6 (Hagley
Junctions) and NEST 8 (Hagley Rail Station).
6. When evaluating the options for Bromsgrove's
Infrastructure Delivery Plan, the A38 was
identified as the preferred scheme to help mitigate
the planned development. Any infrastructure on
the western side of Bromsgrove will be paid for
by developers.
Specific junction/road — 1. Husem Way/A456 juction 8 Most of the schemes mentioned here are also mentioned
Wyre Forest improvements under the 'schemes missing' question and have been
2. Improvements to Stourport and addressed in that section accordingly. Additional
Hagley and Blakedown Stations comments include:
3. Kidderminster Station comments 1. This will be picked up in the Wyre Forest District
4. Access to Kidderminster town via Council Infrastructure Delivery Plan (related to
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General Topic

Specific issues

Number of

General Response to Comments and Actions

underpasses

Comments

their Local Plan).

This will be tackled by the following LTP4
schemes: Stourport Transport Strategy (S1),
Hagley Railway Station (NESTS) and Blakedown
Railway station (WFSTS5)

Comments noted and will be picked up as part of
scheme development

4. This will be picked up in the Kidderminster
Transport Strategy (WFST1)
Rail 1. Later trains from B'ham 28 1. This will be accommodated in the new franchise
2. More direct routes from Bromsgrove 2. This will be addressed in the new Worcestershire
heading South Rail Investment Strategy
3. Most parts or Worcs are not on a rail 3. Noted
route/more services from Barnt 4. New services will be available post electrification
Green (May 2018) to improve reliability/connectivity
4. Bromsgrove Station Car Park and and capacity issues. A future car park expansion
service provision scheme at Bromsgrove station is contained within
5. Expand rail station parking provision LTP4 (BR7)
6. Dualling of the Cotswold Line 5. This will be addressed in the Worcestershire Rail
7. Stratford-Honeybourne line Investment Strategy for all Worcestershire
8. Rail Links Evesham/B'ham stations
9. Droitwich to Stoke Works not 6. This is a priority for Worcestershire County
required Council and is outlined in the Worcestershire Rail
10. Will Parkway Station have a Investment Strategy.
negative impact on services at 7. Whilst Worcestershire County Council recognises

11.

Pershore
Access to B'ham airport by rail

that there are some benefits to Worcestershire and
its residents from reinstating the Stratford to

60




Number of

General Topic Specific issues C General Response to Comments and Actions
omments
12. Links between Parkway and Shrub Honeybourne Rail Line, as the majority of the
Hill line lies within Warwickshire, Worcestershire
13. Poor Rail links from Malvern County Council is happy to work with a future
14. More support for rail scheme promoter, subject to funding being
15. Fares and ticketing costs secured to deliver the comprehensive upgrade of
16. Cost of parking at Bromsgrove the North Cotswold line;
Station is too high 8. We note aspirations for extending Birmingham to
17. Pershore Station relocation/car park Worcester services on to Evesham, and will

consider this as part of the new Worcestershire
Rail Investment Strategy;

9. Noted but disagreed as technical evidence
suggests otherwise

10. No, ultimately it will lead to service
enhancements AND build the case for the re-
doubling of the North Cotswold Line

11. Noted: This will be considered as part of a longer
term rail strategy.

12. Future enhanced service serving Shrub Hill and
the South will form a de facto rail 'shuttle
service'. West Midlands Trains are also
considering extending services from Shrub Hill to
Worcestershire Parkway

13. Noted and will be considered further

14. Worcestershire is very ambitious in regards to rail
and will be releasing a Worcestershire Rail
Investment Strategy later this year which outlines
the rail priorities for the county

15. There will be a section on fares and ticketing in
the Worcestershire Rail Investment Strategy.

16. The car parking charges at Bromsgrove Station
are in line with those charged nationally for
station parking provision

17. A study is currently being undertaken to review
options around the station
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General Topic

Specific issues

Number of
Comments

General Response to Comments and Actions

Network Management 1. Travel Choice appear to be an 27 1. The policies document will be altered to include
afterthought; more on Travel Choice
2. General congestion issues; 2. All congestion 'hotspots' will be examined within
3. School run congestion; the numerous Town Transport Strategies and
4. Congestion charging; mitigated accordingly
5. Reduce the amount of traffic 3. Review policy around working with schools to
lights/calming measures/crossings to reduce congestion/encourage active travel modes.
enable the traffic to flow, specifically at 4. Congestion charging: It is unlikely that this will
roundabouts; be considered as there are extensive deliverability
6. Higher parking charges 'ridiculously issues;
cheap in Worcester'; 5. These will be considered on a scheme by scheme
7. Parking Strategy; basis as part of the transport strategies for key
8. Holistic network use — is the balance locations within Worcestershire;
right? Do we need to re-think how we 6. Car parking charges are low in Worcester Clty.
use our road space? Consider reviewing as part of Worcester
9. Reduce car trips; Transport Strategy;
7. See above;
8. Parking will be considered as part of the transport
strategies for key locations within Worcestershire
9. Each key area will have a bespoke transport
strategy where this will be considered
10. We will seek to provide choice and options
through a number of policies that will assist this.
Bus Bus — general 26 Bus based Park and Ride requires significant public
Park & Ride sector financial support, which is untenable currently.
Should a robust, financially viable business case be
identified, Worcestershire County Council may
reconsider the case for Park and Ride
Development Growth General development comments 18 We will work with all local planning authorities who are

Green Belt protection
Green field site protection

mainly responsible for these matters.
We will consider a Development Control policy/ies
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General Topic

Specific issues

Number of
Comments

General Response to Comments and Actions

Flood management

Integration of Transport 13 See comments on 'Policies' table
Modes
Public realm and walking | Public realm 11 See comments on 'Policies' and 'Missing Schemes' tables
Walking
Street clutter
Pershore Station access
Parking Parking policy 12 See comments on 'Policies' and 'Missing Schemes' tables
Parking charges
Parking enforcement
Technology Intelligent Transport Systems 8 Review transport technology policy to cover the areas
Electric/new vehicle technology listed
IT (e.g. broadband)
Traffic signals
Engagement & Partnership | The documents were too complicated 13 Noted for future productions
Safety/Reduce speed limits | Safety around schools 12 See comments on 'Policies' and 'Missing Schemes' tables
Speed limits
Traffic calming
Environment & Health Air Quality 14 See comments on 'Policies' and 'Missing Schemes' tables
Climate Change
Health
Noise
Other Motorcycling policy 14 There is a Motorcycling policy already which will be
Hospital travel reviewed as part of this consultation
Recreational /Tourism policies Consider Accessibility policy
Water Transport proposals / freight / Consider including Recreational /Tourism policies within
delivery hubs NMP
Funding policy Consider freight policy
Disabled access A funding statement is in the main LTP document
Roads & Maintenance Road Building 9 This will be covered under the new Transport Asset
Maintenance & Delivery Management Plan
Policies need simplification 5 Noted. Consider simplification where appropriate
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General Topic Specific issues Number of

General Response to Comments and Actions

Comments
Rural & Rights of Way Equestrian policies 5 See comments on 'Policies' and 'Missing Schemes' tables
Rights of Way
Access policies
Rural (general)
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Written Responses

6.2.35 The comments received via written communication (email or letter) have been broken
down into stakeholder groups, summarised and generally responded to. These have
been recorded in the order they were received and can be viewed as follows:

Table 6.7: WCC County Councillors and MPs;
Table 6.8: District/Borough/City Councils,
Table 6.9: Parish and Town Councils;

Table 6.10: Statutory and Internal Stakeholders,
Table 6.11: Service Providers;

Table 6.12: Developers,

Table 6.13: Public;

Table 6.14: Interested/User Groups.

6.2.36 In total, 15 pieces of written correspondence were submitted from Worcestershire County
Council Councillors or MPs highlighting a wide range of views and issues. These can be
viewed in Table 6.7.
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TABLE 6.7: SUMMARY OF RESPONSES FROM WCC COUNCILLORS AND MP’S

Stakeholder

Clir Stephen
Peters
(WYTHALL)
WCC

Stakeholder Comments

Comment

A 491 between M5 J4 and Fairfield roundabout requires
upgrading, lighting and legible road markings to reduce
congestion at peak times.

A.491 between Fairfield roundabout and Belbroughton
junction is a dual carriageway that has been reduced to
narrow single lane. This road should be used to its full
capacity as a dual carriageway (with an appropriate speed
limit).

A 38 from Rubery towards Bromsgrove — the former A.38
Birmingham Road should be re-opened to southbound
traffic to reduce congestion at the M5 J4 roundabout.

A.38 Bromsgrove Eastern by-pass should be made dual
carriageway throughout to increase capacity and reduce
congestion.

Stoke Prior business parks access roads are totally
unsuitable with 3 low and narrow railway bridges and
height restrictions. Business expansion is stifled by the
poor infrastructure.

Bromsgrove town centre junction of Market St and
Stourbridge Rd. congestion could be alleviated overnight
by re-designating the lane markings for southbound traffic.
Also, The Strand should be re-opened to southbound
traffic.

A 435 dual carriageway between M42 J 3 and Redditch —
why is it lit at night when even the M5 is no longer lit

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response

Thank you for your comments. In response:

1. Noted. This will be considered as part of
future refreshes of the Bromsgrove District
Council's Infrastructure Development Plan,
as a case would need to be made to support
investment at this location.

2. As above.

3. The former alignment of the A38 is
residential, so opening up this route to
strategic traffic would result in deterioration
of the local environment. A slip road at M5
Junction 4 would offer a more reliable
business case, however, such an
improvement would need to be identified in
Bromsgrove District Council's Infrastructure
Delivery Plan to enable developer
contributions to be sought to fund such an
enhancement.

4. Noted, unfortunately residential properties
abut the alignment of the Bromsgrove
Eastern Bypass, so dualling of this route
would not be possible unless a programme
of major demolition was pursued to enable
route widening. The LTP4 includes a major
scheme to improve junction capacities on

LTP Actions
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Stakeholder Comment Worcestershire County Council Officer Response LTP Actions

where the Smart motorway is being implemented? this route, which will improve the reliability
8. There is no direct pedestrian or cycle access from Breme oquurney times along this strategic
Park into Bromsgrove railway station. corridor. .
5. Noted. The routes to the Stoke Prior
9. A38/M42]1 serious congestion — redesign should be a Business Parks are historic, but not
priority and why has the air quality monitoring equipment necessarily of poor quality and are well
been taken away from this AQMA? maintained. If a new access into the site

would enable further expansion, this should
be put forward for inclusion in the
Bromsgrove District Council Infrastructure
Development Plan.

10. The aspirations for junction improvements along the A.38
require target criteria to be identified i.e. this will reduce
waiting time at a particular junction by x seconds, improve
travel times by x minutes, etc. Without such information,
we shall not know whether the target improvements have

been achieved. 6. Noted. A scheme is included within the LTP4

(Scheme BR4) to improve capacity at this
busy junction.

7. Thisis an operational issue, which will be
raised with the Street Lighting Team for

consideration. 7. LTP ACTION — Raise
issue of lighting on A435
8. This is correct. A direct pedestrian/cycle with Street Lighting
access from Breme Park was originally Team.

considered as part of the Bromsgrove
Station scheme, but was removed following
vociferous objection from local residents.

9. Noted. A junction enhancement scheme is
proposed for the M42 Junction 1 (Scheme
NEST1) which cites this as a priority. Your

guestion about Air Quality monitoring 9. LTP ACTION — Share
apparatus will be shared with question about AQMA
Worcestershire Regulatory Services, who monitoring equipment
monitor air quality in Worcestershire. with Worcestershire
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Stakeholder

Comment

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response

LTP Actions

10. Agreed, objectives are stated in the business

case for investment in this scheme, as
required by national transport analysis
guidance.

Regulatory Services.

Clir Nigel
Knowles (WFDC
Councillor)

Each town to have a 20mph speed limit (if agreed).

Ensure Buses run 7 days a week between Worcester
Hospitals.

Worcestershire County Council to join West Midlands
Transport Authority.

Encourage L.E.P.’s to invest in Wyre Forest in development
projects to create industry and jobs and improve
infrastructure, roads, bridges, industrial estates etc.

Encourage Government financed schemes to generate
economic growth, and improvement in transport
movement and access to Motorways. Upgrade our main
roads.

Re-introduce Wyre Forest’s new Highway Projects, such as
Kidderminster Southern By-Pass and Stourport Relief Road.

Removal of Speed Bumps and replace with Rumble Strips.

FRANCHE and HABBERLEY NORTH WARD:

8. A Zebra Crossing or other Pedestrian crossing on Franche

Road near the junction of Broomfield Road.

Thank you for your comments. In response:

The LTP4 includes town transport strategies
for each of the Wyre Forest Towns. The
decision to implement 20mph zones will
depend on the results of a 20mph trial that
is currently taking place in Rubery. Once the
outcomes of this are available further
consideration will be given to the policy area
around 20mph zones. No LTP amendment
will take place at this time.

Worcestershire County Council has very
limited control over the specification of bus
services. This will be raised with private-
sector operators for their consideration.

Worcestershire County Council is a member
of Midlands Connect and works with the
West Midlands Combined Authority on a
range of strategic issues.

Both Worcestershire and Greater
Birmingham and Solihull LEPs have
committed significant funding in recent
times for schemes in the Wyre Forest, and
will continue to do so.

All transport schemes require a business

2. LTP ACTION — Raise
bus service level with
commercial operators.
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Stakeholder

Comment

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response

LTP Actions

9. A Pedestrian Refuge on Habberley Road at the Junction of
Canterbury Road.

case to support investment. Worcestershire
County Council is committed to continuously
investing in its transport networks, to
improve network efficiency, reliability and
utility.

6. New roads are extremely expensive and
challenging to deliver. That said,
Worcestershire County Council is working in
partnership with Wyre Forest District Council
on the refresh of their Local Development
Plan. This plan will include an Infrastructure
Delivery Plan, which will set out the
infrastructure required to support
development growth, which may include
new or enhanced highway infrastructure.

7. The provision of speed enforcement
measures is a locally specific issue that
should be followed up with the relevant
Worcestershire County Councillor for
consideration.

8. The provision of new pedestrian crossings is
a locally specific issue, and should be raised
with the relevant Worcestershire County
Councillor for consideration.

9. This issue will be considered as part of
Scheme K11 (B4190 Key Corridor of
Improvement).

9. LTP ACTION —
Consider enhancing
scheme K11 to include
pedestrian refuge at
Habberley
Road/Canterbury Road.

Clir Andy
Stafford
(Worcester City

There are three priorities for improving cycle routes that | would
like to suggest:

1-3.Worcestershire County Council is pleased to say
that active travel (cycling and walking) off-road
routes between Worcester City Centre and both
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Council)

1. North - South route through Worcester City Centre: this is
probably the easiest of my three suggestions to implement:

There are currently no safe north-south cycle routes
around the City Centre: you either have to go along City
Walls road which is busy and unpleasant to cycle along
or you can cycle from the north down Foregate
Street/The Foregate as far as the Cross, at which point
the only choice you have is to turn right and go to the
bus station. It should be possible to create a north-south
route through the centre to the Sidbury/Cathedral area
mostly by allowing two-way cycling on one way streets -
such as Friar Street and New Street.

2. Worcester City Centre to Kempsey: this is a bigger project:

There is a lot of new development proposed in this area
- including the South Worcester development and
another at Pixham Ferry lane. Unfortunately there is no
safe direct way to cycle from Worcester to Kempsey. My
suggestion would be to put in a route along the river,
beginning at the Diglis footbridge. There is already a
footpath and right of way along this route. There would
be a number of benefits to such a route:

o Provide a safe way for people in Kempsey and
living in the new developments to cycle into
Worcester;

o Help to alleviate congestion in the area;

o Also be a great recreational path - extending the
already popular paths along the river near the
City centre.

Ideally it ought to be part of the developers'
responsibilities to help fund such a project.

3. Worcester to Malvern - another nearby town in which is

Malvern and Kempsey are currently included in
the LTPA4. It is anticipated that the Worcester
City Centre Transport Strategy will be a
comprehensive, multi-modal investment
approach to tackle access to and through the
central area for all modes of transport, so this
should provide the necessary 'policy hook' to
enable us to pursue improvements for cyclists in
the City Centre too.

4. LTP ACTION — Correct
position of housing
development symbol at
Gwillams Farm,
Worcester.
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impossible to cycle to safely. There is some cycle path

provision - but much of it is not adequate - and there are

sections which are difficult to negotiate safely.

4. NOTE - the map on P49 shows a Housing Development in the 4. Noted - this will be corrected in the final version.

area of Cornmeadow Lane — south west of the Gwillams Farm

development.
MP Nigel I'have received the attached correspondence from my constituent above about the Bretforton and Honeybourne Parish Councils have LTP ACTION — Include
Huddleston Council’s Local Transport Plan (LTP 4). also submitted responses to the fourth Local Honeybourne and

I'am personally very encouraged to see the extensive plans that are being undertaken
by the Council to make much-needed improvements to connectivity in
Worcestershire. The people of Bretforton and Honeyboumne, however, are
dissatisfied with the extent of the walking and cycle routes that are being developed
because they do not extend as far as their villages.

I'was wondering if you could provide some insight into the rationale behind this
decision, which I can then pass on to Mr Prince and other constituents that have
contacted me about this.

Transport Plan consultation on this important
matter, separately.

Worcestershire County Council is absolutely
delighted that Bretforton and Honeybourne wish to
be included in the 'SWAT 6 - Vale East' active travel
corridor. It was intended that this route would
ultimately extend as far as Broadway; however,
there should be no reason why connections could
not also be proposed to Honeybourne and
Bretforton also, particularly since improving walking
and cycling access to Honeybourne Station would
clearly strengthen any future business case for such
a route.

The diagrams provided in the plan were merely
indicative to give an idea of the potential extent of
the intended network. The plan is in draft and very
much conceptual at this stage, so we genuinely
welcome all feedback provided as part of the LTP4
consultation process.

| can confirm that we will look to include this

Bretforton in SWAT 6
(Vale East).
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proposal within the LTP4 for consideration by the
Council for adoption.

Clir Clee (WCC
Councillor at
the time of the
consultation),

Rock Parish Council discussed the LTP 4 Document last night
and it was RESOLVED to broadly support the ideas contained in
the County Plan especially the strategy for Kidderminster &
Stourport on Severn. Rock Parish Council noted that we have a

1. Thank you for your comments. Your
comments on footways have been passed to
colleagues in Worcestershire County Council
Highway Maintenance for their

1. LTP ACTION — Refer
issue to relevant County
Highways Liaison
Officer.

Rock Parish good road network throughout our parish. The only area which consideration.

Council the Parish Council would like to see improvements are the
Footways between Bewdley and around our Parish. 2. Your comments on Wharton's Park Island

are noted. This has already been considered,

Rock Parish attracts more and more walkers these days, and but was found to have no benefit, as the
some of the footway's are in a very poor condition. The Parish bypass already offers a far more attractive
Council would also like to see the left turning at Wharton's alternative route to passing through the
Park Island off the A456 at Long Bank into Cleobury Road made historic town centre. Survey evidence shows
more difficult to dissuade drivers from going through Bewdley that traffic using the town centre is entirely
and encourage them to use the Bypass more. This approach made up of local residents, accessing
would also help towards alleviating the high pollution levels in services and facilities in Bewdley.
Welsh Gate.

Clir Clee, 1. | write as a local County Councillor relating to the LTP 4 1. Thank you for your comments, including

Worcestershire
County Council

Consultation Document. | broadly support the ideas
contained in the County Plan especially the strategy for
Kidderminster & Stourport on Severn. | especially support
the Mustow Green Island improvements within my division
and the Car Parking proposals for Blakedown Railway
Station. We have always supported the Blakedown Railway
Station remaining open and by improving the parking
provision at Blakedown this will strengthen this very
important link to network rail.

2. 1 would like to see the Wyre Forest Business Communities
request for a Link onto the M5 at Bromsgrove off the A448

your support for investment at Mustow
Green (A448) and Blakedown Railway
Station.

2. A proposal for a new junction on the M5
from the A448 was flatly refused by
Highways England, on account of it being too
close to the junction of the M42 and the M5,
which would not give sufficient merging
facilities for joining/exiting traffic and result
in an accident blackspot.
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given greater weight in the plan. When Diane Tilley was
interim Director she hosted a Business Meeting in Wyre
Forest and that was their number one request together
with making the A449 Dual Carriageway again as the cost
to local businesses are compounded by single track road
networks and long delays with delivers and shipping.

3. Air pollution especially in Welsh Gate is still an ongoing
issue and its disappointing that at numerous meetings |
have attended the simple solution of deflecting traffic off
The Lakes Road and Hales Park in Bewdley from turning
down into Cleobury Road has not been taken forward. The
number of cars travelling into Bewdley via Welsh Gate
would be considerably reduced if drivers were forced to
turn up the Cleobury Road and use the Bypass.

4. 1would also like to see the left turning at Wharton's Park
Island off the A456 at Long Bank into Cleobury Road made
more difficult it would also dissuade drivers from going
through Bewdley and encourage them to use the Bypass
more. This simple approach would also help towards
alleviating the high pollution levels in Welsh Gate instead
of looking at Welsh Gate you need to look at the route
problem at source.

Extensive feasibility works were undertaken
to assess the potential to 're-dual' the A449.
Unfortunately, this major study concluded
that the A449 cannot be re-dualled without
a comprehensive (and very expensive)
redesign and reconstruction programme,
which would be unaffordable.

3. Your suggestion to deflect traffic from The
Lakes and Hales Park in Bewdley was
considered, as part of proposals to mitigate
the Welch Gate Air Quality Management
Area. It was identified that banning right
turns here would be unenforceable, as local
people would simply ignore such restrictions
in the interests of accessing the town centre
(and its services and facilities) easily.

4. Please see response to Wharton's Park
Island (A456) in response above.

Cllr Melanie
Baker
MHDC

In LTP3 motorcycles were going to be allowed to use the bus lanes
as corridors into the town; this does not appear to have been
continued into the updated Plan 4.

Is this correct and if so can you advise why?

Yes, a comprehensive study looked into the
feasibility of delivering this. Unfortunately, whilst
the County Council has no objection to motorcycles
using the bus lanes, the traffic signals on these bus
lanes are sensor controlled, so unless every
motorcycle using the bus lanes was fitted with a
sensor, they would be unable to take advantage of
the bus lane. Motorcycles are currently no worse off
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than general traffic using the routes.

Many of the bus lanes in Worcester city will be
reviewed during the delivery of the LTP4 schemes,
and may potentially be changed in light of reduced
bus services and the need to increase capacity and
safety for other modes of transport.

Cllr Robin Lunn

Please find enclosed my response to the Local Transport Plan 4
with particular but not sole reference to Redditch North.

1.

Firstly can | reiterate the views expressed at the Public
Meeting in Webheath about the need for improved
infrastructure to deal with the increase in traffic that is
bound to come with 3400 homes being planned. The
strategic plan is to put traffic lights on the Oakalls Island at
the bottom of the Bromsgrove Highway together with
yellow box junctions to prevent cars blocking the flow of
traffic on the A38.

It is this junction where the majority of cars from
Webheath and Foxlydiate will end up stacking back,
whatever roads are built to elevate the issue. This is
because cars will go this way to either get on the M42 or
onto the M5 north to Birmingham. They will not go across
Redditch to get onto roads to go East and North to the
M42.

Appropriate roads also need to be built to bypass
Foxlydiate Lane and Heathfield Road, as these are difficult

enough to navigate at the moment.

| also wanted to highlight the need to make the junction on

Thank you for your response.

1. The Oakalls Junction in Bromsgrove is included
in the Local Transport Plan, as part of NEST2
(A38 Strategic Corridor).

Your comments are noted. The Developer of the
Foxlydiate site will be required to prepare a
transport investment package, which will
include a road layout for the site. This
approach will seek to minimise the impacts of
development on the local area.

2. The Kidderminster Road/Perryfields

LTP ACTION: Re-code all
LTP schemes to reflect
priorities, where
appropriate.

1. LTP ACTION: Make
specific reference in

NEST2 to the Oakalls
Junction.
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the road to Kidderminster going out of Bromsgrove,
turning left to Charford and right to Catshill much safer. It
is a very dangerous junction and leads to considerable
stacking back of traffic going back towards Kidderminster.
It is also difficult if you come from Charford and Catshill to
cross it safely.

3. Onan aspect of transport which is not car orientated, the
continued and vital importance of making the Cotswold
Line between Evesham and Oxford back to what it was pre
Dr Beeching. Namely a double track line. If there is one
transport point which is detrimental to the county it is this.

4. To summarise my major challenge if returned to the
council after May is to press for the required infrastructure
improvements in Webheath and the Oakalls Island.

Road/Whitford Road junction is a known issue,
which will be addressed as part of the major
Perryfields development by the developer of
this site.

3. Your comments are noted regarding the North
Cotswold Rail Line. This is a very high priority
for the County Council and is cited in the LTP4
as scheme SWST23. Worcestershire County
Council is now an active member of the North
Cotswolds Line Task Force, a group of County
and District Councils (Chaired by Lord
Faulkner), Great Western Railway and other
key stakeholders, lobbying for the full dualling
of the North Cotswold Line at Government
level.

4. Noted

ClIr Liz Eyre

This response is on behalf of my Broadway Division: 7500 residents
in an area covering 9 South Worcestershire villages: Aston
Somerville, Broadway, Charlton, Childswickham, Cropthorne,
Hinton, Fladbury, Sedgeberrow, and Wickhamford.

It takes into account the responses to me of individual residents in
the area and the parish councils.

Part 1. is recommendations on changes amendments to the LTP4
strategy directed to officers leading on the transport strategy.

Thank you for your extensive comments, which you
have collated on behalf of your local electorate.
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Part 2. is comments on how |, as your County Councillor, will work
with others to seek to address points which do not fit the strategic
approach of LTP4

Understanding what LTP is for

LTP4 seems to be a document that provides the hooks for the
setting of policies, the creation of a network management plan and
to allow the County Council and Partners to work together to find
solutions for certain priorities and bid for funds. Transport projects
and proposals are very expensive and strong business cases have
to be presented.

Where the local transport plan 2017-30, does not mention a
proposal or an aspect of transport need | feel it is very unlikely that
that aspect would be addressed. However, the other side of the
coin is that a proposal or point being in the Plan does not
necessarily mean that proposal or aspect mentioned would go
forward and be funded.

| have worked with my parish councils and individuals to present a
strategic response to your consultation.

PART 1:
The response to the LTP4 consultation from Broadway Division’s 9

parishes (including the views of engaged individuals) in respect of
the South Worcestershire package of schemes.

1. SWST5 The proposed Evesham A46 Corridor Major Upgrade — 1. The A46 upgrade is becoming an increasingly

Highways England: prominent scheme, both locally and nationally. This
scheme already features in the LTP4 as scheme

Response: The A46 upgrade, Coventry to the A5, might be an SWST5. We note your comments regarding
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upgrade or an entirely new route. Problems around the M5, M6,
M42, indicate unless something is done there will be gridlock in
that area, so the A46 project is quite likely to go ahead. The work
could be commissioned in phases? Evesham to Tewkesbury is the
end of the line so local changes might be a long time coming. And
figures of £70 m that have been mentioned confirm that any bid,
even with LEP and County Council support, would take time to
materialise. Criteria and option proposals will require a great deal
of community consultation.

Overall a major upgrade of the A46 would be welcome providing
local concerns were taken into account. An upgrade in either form
could impact positively safety and improve reliable journey times.
We would like our specific concerns to be taken in to account:

a. The impact on any interim measures related to safety would
most likely be put on hold whilst a large Capital bid is being
progressed and work carried out. This comment is made in the
context of comments from Highways England. “Unfortunately, it is
not possible to address all the requirements of the network in the
short term. “

We wish clear assurances that current safety issues discussed in
Part 2 of this document be addressed irrespective of the A46
scoping, consultation and build period.

b. Any option closer to Bredon Hill, which is within the Cotswolds
AONB, or within the setting of the Cotswold AONB would require
even greater environmental impact work which could delay
delivery.

We would wish options to come forward which did not impact the
AONB or its setting.

participation in any working group, and will seek to
ensure that both you and Parish colleagues are
involved at an early stage.
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c. As the local County Councillor for 3 of the immediately affected
parishes Sedgeberrow, Aston Somerville and Hinton, and 4
potentially affected parishes Childswickham and Cropthorne and
Fladbury and Charlton this project is of importance to the County
Councillor.

We would wish, given the number parishes in the Broadway
Division that potentially could be impacted by an A46 upgrade,
that the County Councillor for the Broadway Division be a member
of any working group being set up this summer or autumn 2017 to
identify options.

d. There is concern that the upgrading of local rural route or the
direction of increased traffic onto inappropriate rural routes could
have unintended consequences and the creation of additional rat
runs through local villages.

We would wish the inappropriate standards of neighbouring local
routes, the rural nature of business in the vicinity particularly
farming and equine and the need for local connectivity to be taken
in to account.

e. One parish chairman asked if duelling would be sufficient as
given challenges on the M5 & M42 a certain amount of traffic
using that route would switch to an improved A46. Given current
traffic on the A46 now, a dual carriageway could quickly become
blocked.

We appreciate data collection and modelling will future proof.
2. The A44:

Parishes are aware of how busy this road is particularly Fladbury
residents.

2. The A44 is not currently featured in the LTP4,
however, it is recommended that any operational
issues (safety and traffic management approaches)
are raised with Worcestershire County Council's
Traffic Management Unit as and when they are
noted. This response will be passed to the relevant
Worcestershire County Council colleagues.

As part of the development of Worcestershire
Parkway, a transport assessment has been
undertaken to assess its likely trip generation. A
number of measures are currently being
implemented to ensure that access to the Parkway
station is optimised, including a signage strategy for
the local area.

2. LTP ACTION — Raise
A44 issues with Traffic
Management Team.
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e A further look at safety and traffic management is now needed
on this road.

» Does the LTP4 pay enough attention to the connectivity from the
A44 to the new Parkway railway station?

3. Local Road infrastructure and usage affecting the quality of life
in the 9 villages:

Issue 1. additional housing in Evesham and Pershore has been built
with in sufficient adjustments to the infrastructure. The building
has put pressure on local roads.

Issue 2. There are many rat runs around the area of
¢ B4084 to A44 via Cropthorne and Fladbury.

* A46 to B4084 via Haselor Lane.

e Certain lanes/areas in Charlton.

Issue 3. Lorries and particularly large farm vehicles often use
routes that were not designed for such large vehicles causing
congestion, verge and road edge damage. Speeds are often
excessive for road conditions. Roads impacted are:

¢ B4084 to A44 and vice versa through Cropthorne and Fladbury
passing two first schools,

¢ B4078 from Winchcombe to the A46, via Sedgeberrow passing a
children’s playground,

* A46 to B4632 passing through Mount Pleasant and
Childswickham,

e Manor Road Wickhamford.

Issue 4. Excessive speeding sometimes outside the 85 percentile is
common on the following road with noted accidents not always

3.1. Noted. A proposal will be included in the LTP4 to
provide the flexibility to allow for LTP funding to be
used for a range of rural schemes. This could include
traffic calming measures, freight management issues
etc.

3.2. The rat runs you identify are noted.
Worcestershire County Council will seek to address
these strategically wherever opportunities arise in
future.

3.3. Worcestershire County Council notes the issues
on freight movements in your wards, and look
forward to working with you to address these in
future.

3.4. Thank you for your comments on speeding

3. LTP ACTION —
consider revising the
LTP3 safety policies.
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reported to the police.

¢ B4084 to A44 and vice versa through Cropthorne and Fladbury
passing two first schools,

¢ B4078 from Sedgeberrow to the A46 especially entering the
village from Winchcombe,

¢ A46 to B4632 especially near the village boundary entering
Childswickham,

¢ Manor Road Wickhamford,

¢ Cheltenham Road and Station Road Broadway.

The parishes ask that the County investigate and put in engineering
solutions and policy changes to discourage rat runs, excessive
speeds thus protecting verges, road edges and reducing vehicle
damage claims and the impact of speeds. The parishes do not feel
speed traps are working in these areas and advisory signs are
having the predicted impact.

LTP4 should fund a range of measures to bring resolve local South
Worcestershire rural network issues above:

 Physical engineering solutions to reduce traffic speeding,

¢ 20mph legal implementation costs and physical signage near
schools,

¢ A review of village speed limits and the position of signage based
on local issues and knowledge rather than a one size fits all
approach.

4. An Active Travel network investment strategy for Evesham and
the vale villages:

LTP4 is not sufficiently ambitious in respect of alternative modes of
transport.

issues in your ward. Whilst these are local issues,
Worcestershire County Council will work with you to
identify potential future solutions to tackle speeding
on a case by case basis.

Your request for engineering solutions has been
noted and Worcestershire County Council will seek
to include a policy to provide the flexibility to use
LTP funding on schemes which promote road safety.
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Walking — key footway upgrades should be carried out where
footways link to prescription walks, safer routes to school, school
travel plans and access to services.

Cycling - Poor access from the Vale villages to Evesham has been
noted.

¢ A cycleway from Evesham to Pershore, planned as far back as
1993, should now be delivered given the S106 monies that have
been delivered from local housing,

¢ A cycleway from Broadway to Evesham — utilising part of the
footway land — enabling young people to get to the schools in
Evesham and safe routes for residents for recreation. Is needed

Community bus services should be encouraged where commercial
operators cannot deliver.

Key bus services — a single A& E for the County at Worcester is
proposed. There should be connectivity for vale residents to the A
&E.

LTP4 should refer to our ambition to promote alternative methods
of transport, reduce social isolation and link to healthcare and
healthy lifestyles.

5. Vale of Evesham Package:

Early in the consultation | requested a number of areas that LTP
might address in respect of Broadway. The responses relating to
those not considered suitable for the LTP4 are given in Part 2.
LTP4’s current reference: B1 Broadway Visitor Access
Improvement (Experimental scheme) this scheme would better
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manage on street parking in the historic protected village centre.
Does not address the need.
Areas available for on street parking are so small.

eThe car park near the Swan is owned by the Broadway Trust who
would not support on street parking,

* The upper part of the High Street’s pale yellow lines are not in
place to prevent parking for safety reasons but rather to protect
the historic view which is of benefit to the economy of the village.
* The bays are few. If the disabled bays are valuable given the
demographics of the village and placed near medical facilities.
Other 1 hour bays were added to for quick local shopping, banking
and picking up prescriptions facilitating the local economy and
local residents.

To focus on on-street parking in LPT4 is a lost opportunity. The real
economic issue is visitor car parking.

The alternative wording proposed is:

B1 Broadway — Visitor Access Improvement
LTP/LEP/WDC/Developer Schemes which provide more visitor
parking in proximity to the historic village and facilitate
accessibility to the historic centre

This could include a rural park and ride solution for festival days,
additional car parking within walking distance, support for
community bus schemes, better internal and external signage, and
better methods of communicating public transport times, electric
vehicle stations, and resident parking schemes that were zonal as
in Gloucestershire

Early in the consultation the comment highlighting the need for
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additional car parking to address the reduction of car parking at
Shear house and meet the needs of the visitors was poorly
understood. The officer response referred to mums not visitors
and indicated the issue would be raised with relevant officers at
Worcestershire County Council .There is however a need for road
changes near the First School see part 2.

The need for additional parking in Broadway is one centred round
the economy and economic development not mums and the
schools. Mums have a 10 minute dispensation at a local car park.

POLICIES:
Further policies are needed re:

¢ Resident parking — zonal.
e Electric vehicles.

e Safer routes to school.

¢ School travel plans.

PART 2 NOT LTP4:

A46 - safety needs — issues raised and responses to date:

Safety on the A46 is very present and live concern. Whilst the A46
upgrade, potentially a larger Coventry to M5 expressway scheme,
is on the table short term and much needed safety changes must
not be shelved. Large capital projects take a long time to come to
fruition. My experience based on the timescales of the A417
upgrade which is still to be delivered, the Hogs Back in Surrey and
Stonehenge reinforce this view. The safety issues exist now. They
are listed with responses to date. The local communities request
responses which address the issues.

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response LTP Actions
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Issue 1. When mums drive from schools in Evesham with their
young children and indicate to turn into Aston Somerville
occasionally they cannot turn in because large Lorries from a local
distribution companies block the road. This is particularly
dangerous when thundering behind them is another large lorry in
their lane. A change to create a slip lane from the A46 into the
road to Aston Somerville would alleviate this risk.

HE response: Widening in this location would require the existing
drainage ditch to be culverted at significant cost which would be
hard to justify through their governance processes.

Aston Somerville residents would wish to meet on site with HE to
propose less costly options.

Issue 2. Crossing Hinton to Childswickham or Childswickham to
Hinton is a very difficult route due to speeds and the bend in the
Evesham direction. Several short term solutions have been
suggested.

e A delayed traffic light system with priority to A 46.

¢ A roundabout ( lighting might not be an issue given HE’s the work
on new criteria related to lighting in view of potential energy
saving and positive dark skies outcomes.) How a roundabout would
impact waiting times, journey times has yet to be considered.

HE response: We are investigating the benefits of providing a
pedestrian refuge at this location. | am surprised. Safety would be
a real issue given the speeds of traffic at this point. | would wish
clarification as to whether the investigations do related to this
crossing or a crossing nearer the football club?

Parishes especially Hinton and Aston Somerville and
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Childswickham expect to be fully consulted any proposals.

Issue 3 Left turn from Hinton onto the A46 is often blocked by right
turning cars that cannot leave the junction. There is land which
may facilitate a better left turn.

Parishes would wish this option to be explored as it would benefit
drivers in the evenings and the mornings.

Issue 4. The two Sedgeberrow turns from the A46 need safety
changes to facilitate safe entrance and exit particularly for mothers
coming to the school.

HE response: Both junctions in this location have the required
direction signing. The contractors Kier have very recently compiled
a safety scoping study for this section of the A46, using collision
data to highlight areas worthy of more detailed investigation. The
A46/B4708 junction has been highlighted as requiring further
investigation to determine if remedial measures might provide
safety benefits.

| thank HE for asking Kier to bear our concerns in mind when
completing their investigations. Sedgeberrow residents and the
County Councillor should be able to meet with Kier on this matter.

BROADWAY:
1. Public works to improve the gravels. 1. Thisis a maintenance issue, which will be
raised with Worcestershire County Council
2. Support to make a cultural shift so employees on low Maintenance for their attention.
wages can park in a more sustainable way within the
village. 2. Noted not an issue for LTP4.
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3. Acrossing is needed on the Leamington Road to address
the older and younger resident needs in this area. We have
an additional 50 market houses and 75 care homes - extra
care - along this road with 2 schools and a children's centre
(250 children per day). A crossing is much needed. The
movements are increased due to the school and housing
on the straighter stretch. The visibility criteria are met.

3. This will be raised with the Worcestershire
County Council Traffic Management Team
for their consideration.

Cllr Graham
Vickery (WCC
Councillor at
the time of the
consultation)

I'd just like to put on record some further points arising from the
consultation process with regard to the Redditch proposals for
LTP4.

I'd like to add to other districts positive support for 20 mph speed
limits. These would be particularly welcome in the older estates of
the town, specifically Batchley and also Smallwood and Mayfields.
These areas are constantly upset by allegedly speeding vehicles, if
not cars then motor bikes. | have canvassed support for the ideas
and have not met with any resistance. My view is that the
monitoring and enforcement of the limits would need traffic
calming measures, e.g. speed bumps and cameras to ensure
effectiveness. | would suggest that blanket coverage of the whole
of the named residential areas would be best, rather than identify
specific roads within the estates.

Parking and congestion in narrow lanes and roads is of course a
general issue. However in Heathfield Road Webheath there is a
sort of three month pilot of a one way circuit being set up because
of the imminent Church Road closure. This would be a good
opportunity to evaluate issues arising from a permanent scheme to
control traffic flows in Heathfield Road, by using Blackstitch lane as
part of a circuit to enable Heathfield Road to become one way. |
have suggestions as to how to design this but the details would be
best left to the professionals to analyse later.

Thank you for your comments.

The decision to implement 20mph zones will depend
on the results of a 20mph trial that is currently
taking place in Rubery. Once the outcomes of this
are available further consideration will be given to
the policy area around 20mph zones. No LTP
amendment will take place at this time.

Your comments on Heathfield Road, Webheath are
noted. A scheme will be considered for inclusion in
the Redditch Transport Strategy to address this.

LTP ACTION — Consider
scheme for Heathfield
Road (Webheath),
Redditch.
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Lastly can | reiterate the long term need for a cohesive plan to
encourage off street parking in the Town Centre, rather than the
present, reasonably effective strategy of dealing with the issue
street by street. | remain particularly interested in effective
provision for railway commuters and own centre workers. This will
require continued liaison with the Kingfisher Centre management
and Network Rail. (Would that we could have a station in Redditch
as good as that in Bromsgrove!)

We note your comments on parking. A strategic
parking study is included in the LTP4 for progression
(Scheme R1), recognising the problems caused by
commuter parking in residential streets surrounding
the town centre, despite plentiful off-street parking
capacity.

WCC ClIr
Alistair Adams

Further to my email below in reply to a resident, he has a good
point about the number of new houses being built right on the
Worcestershire/Warwickshire border and how that will affect
transport demands. 3500 new houses on Long Marston Airfield are
in the Stratford District Council Plan, and right next door on the old
Engineers Army camp, they already built 300+ new homes and
have permission for a further 1000 new homes plus 100's of
holiday homes, and next door to that the SIMS recycling site has
permission for 380 new houses. The potential is this Long
Marston/Quinton sit is a new town in the making.....

How this affects your LTP4, | am not too sure. Over to you......

Pebworth residents are already seeing an increase in traffic to the
Honeybourne Station from Long Marston, and off course by 8am
the Honeybourne railway car park is full so the train passengers are
parking in the private road and on grass verges — see attached
photos

Worcestershire County Council has been keeping a
close eye on development growth at Long Marston
Airfield, and has undertaken some high-level analysis
in an effort to understand likely implications on
Worcestershire's road and rail infrastructure and
services. Our current views can roughly be
summarised as follows:

The main local employment destination for
development in the Marston/Meon/Quinton area
would be Stratford upon Avon and the Warwickshire
urban areas, given close geographic proximity and
extant road infrastructure (particularly the B4632).
Stratford would also be the nearest service centre,
so it is reasonable to assume that the vast majority
of trips would arrive and leave the settlement from
the north;

Recent emerging evidence suggests that it will not
be possible to generate a viable business case for
Worcestershire to reopen the Stratford to
Honeybourne Rail Line. Assuming that this is correct,
it would make good sense to significantly improve
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and expand facilities at Honeybourne Station, as this
will enable the station to play an enhanced role in
improving access to strategic rail services in the local
area. It would not be unreasonable to assume that
this could be partly funded by developer
contributions;

If the above was pursued, the most direct route to
Honeybourne Station from Long Marston by car
would be through Pebworth, which may result in
some increases in vehicular movements at peak
times (commuters accessing the station) on the local
road network. That said, total anticipated flows
using this route would be relatively low (under 100
return trips a day), so could be accommodated
realistically with some focussed investment to
improve junctions and carriageway widths.

The way we have tackled this in the LTP4 is to
include a specific Honeybourne Station scheme. In
light of the emerging evidence about the Stratford to
Honeybourne Line, we may strengthen this as part
of the refresh of the LTP4 to include access
improvements to the station by all modes, as this
may provide us with additional policy 'hooks' to
secure maximum developer contributions to invest
in local transport infrastructure in the wider area
around the station and links to proposed major
developments.

ClIr Alistair One suggestion to reduce the speed of vehicles entering Pebworth | There have been a lot of requests for including ACTION — Update
Adams from Long Marston Rd is to have a chicane priority scheme. There | traffic calming measures in the LTP4, however these | Honeybourne Station
are a lot of these in Warwickshire in Welford and in Quinton. have not been included, because such issues tend to | description.
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Would it be possible to include these traffic calming measures as
part of the LTP4? | did speak to John Hobbs about traffic calming in
rural villages some time ago, and mentioned such schemes and he
suggested we did look at a trial in one of my villages.....

be local, rather than strategic in nature.

To fall under the remit of LTP4, Worcestershire
County Council would, for example, need to align
traffic calming in Pebworth with a strategic scheme
(such as the Honeybourne Station Enhancement
Scheme), this would provide the necessary policy
'hook' to pursue this in future as part of a strategic
investment programme. Therefore we suggest we
could look to expand the Honeybourne Station
scheme description to include:

"strategic access and safety improvements on routes
to/from Honeybourne Station and the surrounding
area, for all modes of transport".

Clir Alistair
Adams

Further to the O&S meeting, see below email from Highways
England which gives no immediate hope that anything will be done
soon to the A46. The improvements to the A46 are urgently
needed on 1. health & safety reasons, and 2. congestion.

There is real frustration in Evesham about the A46, and with more
businesses moving to Evesham and over 9000 houses being built
within 8 miles of Blackminster School, the traffic is going to get
worse.

In the short term, one suggestion is to make the A46 road like
Broadway bypass with 3 lanes and have a solid white line on one
side. 2 lines going south maybe. | hope you can help.

| agree with many other members that the LTP4 report is a good
report even if it is full of mother and apple pie words and contains
little that anyone would be against; it contains much which is

Thank you for your comments.

Your comments on the A46 are noted.
Worcestershire County Council is working closely
and proactively with Highways England and is also an
active member of the A46 task group consisting of
neighbouring County Councils , Midland Connect and
Highways England, striving for improvements along
this nationally critical route.

Additional transport policies will be included in the
final LTP4 to better address desires to improve
access to passenger/community transport services in
the county.

We note your comments on active travel corridors,
and will seek to develop this concept further, given
that it has received considerable support throughout

ACTION — Extend Active
Travel Corridor to
Bretforton and
Honeybourne

ACTION — Amend
passenger transport
policies
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excellent news such as Worcestershire Parkway; but it could be
more ambitious and | would like it to have included the following:

1. Strategy on community mini buses for rural areas.

2. More on the strategy and details on proposed corridors for
footways / cycle ways such as Badsey Rd B4085 which is used by
migrant workers.

Finally please keep the pressure on dualling the Cotswold Line -
probably one of the most important transport links for
Worcestershire.

this consultation process. Further detail will be
presented as each Active Travel Corridor is brought
forward for delivery.

Worcestershire County Council is now an active
member of the North Cotswold Line Task Force, a
group of County and District Councils, Great Western
Railway and other key stakeholders, lobbying for the
full dualling of the North Cotswold Line at
Government level.

Linked to this Worcestershire County Council has
prepared a Worcestershire Rail Investment Strategy,
which will be consulted upon shortly. The dualling of
the North Cotswold Line is highlighted as a top
priority for the county, with a strategic socio-
economic significance well in excess of other
schemes currently promoted within the county.

WCC ClIr Luke
Mallett

It is my view that the consultation process has not best enabled
the maximum response and it should have been made clear that a
free text response was acceptable. The questionnaire approach
has made it difficult for residents that wish to raise very specific
concerns. | have heard this repeatedly from residents in recent
days.

It is my view that the strategy does not adequately represent or
respond to the needs of Bromsgrove District. | would ask that you
note the following points that have been raised with me by
constituents in my Division:

Thank you for your comments. The LTP4
consultation was widely publicised and a number of
methods deployed to try to ensure maximum
participation over a 12 week period. This LTP4
consultation received the best response we have
ever received for a Local Transport Plan
consultation, which was welcomed.

The Local Transport Plan includes the outputs of
Infrastructure Delivery Plans, produced by District
Councils, which set out planned growth and the
infrastructure required to deliver this development
growth sustainably. In South Worcestershire, this
process resulted in a detailed plan, which directly
fed into the Local Transport Plan.
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The LTP considers the impact of the additional traffic generated by
the first 4700 (67%) of the 7000 homes that the Bromsgrove
District Plan (BDP) commits to delivering. It ignores the impact of
the extra traffic generated by the remaining 2300 homes.

The M42 Junctionl and A38 Strategic Corridor Strategic Transport
Schemes focus on the primary network to the east of the Town
Centre whilst Policy BDP 5 identifies to the west of Town Centre
the Perryfields and Whitford Road Town Expansion Sites as
strategic sites.

The Bromsgrove Package schemes focus on the Town Centre and
the key routes to the Town Centre from the south and north. It
fails to address the challenge of enabling and promoting growth at
the Perryfields and Whitford Road strategic sites to the west of the
Town Centre.

The Bromsgrove Transport Strategy proposes a comprehensive
multimodal review of network efficiency and infrastructure to
identify where to focus investment. The District Plan covers the
period 2011 to 2030 and it is surprising that such a review has not
already taken place. The failure to carry out such a review
represents poor planning.

The Bromsgrove Transport Strategy review must take account of
Policy BDP 3 (Development Targets), BDP paragraph 8.19
(safeguarding of land for housing and employment needs for the
10 years beyond 2030) and BDP paragraph 8.20 (West of
Bromsgrove). In order to be sustainable it is logical to locate new
housing and employment opportunities close to the new Rail / Bus
Hub in the east of the Town.

At the time of development, Bromsgrove District
Council did not have an adopted Local Plan
(although this has subsequently been adopted). The
Local Transport Plan refresh was required due to
significant political, economic and social change
which had rendered the LTP3 obsolete in part, the
fact that many schemes had already been delivered,
and to support and reflect adopted Infrastructure
Delivery Plans already in place.

Now that Bromsgrove District Council has an
adopted Local Plan, Worcestershire County Council
will work with Bromsgrove District Council to
develop and update their Infrastructure
Development Plan to properly reflect the needs of
new developments, which will then be incorporated
into the LTP4 in due course.
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The Worcester Road AQMA Order came into effect on 24th
October 2011. The delay in taking remediation action in Worcester
Road unacceptable.

The commitment to a systemic investment in walking and cycling
links across Bromsgrove is welcome.

A complete review of the Parkside and Waitrose junctions is
necessary but residents | represent question why this work has not
already been undertaken. The reviews are required as a matter of
urgency to enable the Local Highway Authority to make full and
considered statutory responses to pending and future planning
applications.

The LTP recognises the importance of the Worcester Road / Rock
Hill route in supporting increased economic activity as it is a key
route to the Town Centre but fails to recognise the importance of
this route in enabling housing and employment growth in the West
of Bromsgrove.

Prior to the Bromsgrove Local Plan Review and in order to
represent good planning the LTP must give due regard to the
additional traffic generated by the development of the remainder
of Norton Farm and land at the former Barnsley Hall Hospital site

We note your comments on the Worcester Road
AQMA. Worcestershire County Council has been
working closely with Worcestershire Regulatory
Services on this issue for some time to properly
understand the causes of this AQMA. It is
understood now that temporarily parked vehicles
linked to the adjacent Bromsgrove School at peak
times cause severe deterioration in traffic flow.
Worcestershire County Council will now seek to
address this as part of its planned investment in
decongestion in the near future.

We note your support for walking and cycling in
Bromsgrove, which is welcomed. The final LTP4 will
contain significantly more detail in this area.

Regarding the review of Waitrose and Parkside
junctions; your comments are noted and these will
be considered as part of the Bromsgrove Transport
Study.

Any new roads proposed to support development
growth must be stated within an adopted
Infrastructure Delivery Plan, without this, the public
sector would not be able to secure the required (and
significant) developer contributions needed.

As stated above, in the absence of an updated
Infrastructure Development Plan which reflects the
adopted Bromsgrove Local Plan, the LTP4 is
currently rather limited in detail. Once this
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(914 homes) and other potential development sites identified
within Bromsgrove Town (1083 homes).

Whitford Vale Voice which operate in my Division note the
conclusion in the WCC Western Distributor Road study that “At a
technical level there are no fundamental barriers to delivery of a
western distributor road that cannot be addressed by effective civil
engineering design. It is surprising that the LTP remains silent on
the Western Bromsgrove Distributor Road. This is despite repeated
requests for such a scheme over more than three decades. The LTP
is flawed in this respect.

It is essential that WCC takes ownership through the LTP of the
Western Bromsgrove Distributor Road Route. This will involve
WCC, in part, safeguarding the route for a Western Bromsgrove
Distributor Road across the Whitford Road Town Expansion Site.

It is my view that on this basis LTP4 is not adequate for the needs
of Bromsgrove and should not be progressed but rather a full
review conducted with a view to correcting these issues and
commencing a further and more meaningful public consultation....

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response LTP Actions

document is updated, Worcestershire County
Council will seek to update the LTP4 to properly
reflect these changes in detail.
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We are purposing for an island to be put in at the end of Batchley
Road where it meets with the junction of Hewell Road.

Having looked at this area and spoken to a number of residents
who live in the roads in and around Batchley, they told us an island
would make the junction much safer to drive to and from work.

If you wish to turn right onto Hewell Road from Batchley Road at
the moment it takes you to the right and therefore you have to
look across and back to the left to see if any traffic is coming down
Hewell Road as well to the right to have a gap to go across the road
past oncoming traffic which is very difficult, even the drivers of the
buses have to open the bus doors to look up the road to see if
there is any traffic that is coming down Hewell Road.

This situation will only become more of an issue with Redditch
Borough Council agreeing to have more housing in this area.

| enclose a not very good drawing of the junction of Batchley Road
and Hewell Road; you can also see it on Google maps in more
detail.

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response LTP Actions

Thank you for comments on this. We will seek to
include this junction for review in the LTPA4.

ACTION — Consider
junction of Batchley
Road and Hewell Road
improvements in LTP4.
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6.2.37 In total, five pieces of written correspondence were submitted from all the District, City or Borough councils, plus one response from a

neighbouring authority (Gloucestershire). These can be viewed in Table 6.8.
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Stakeholder

Comment

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response

Wyre Forest
District
Council

INTRODUCTION:

This recognises the role of Infrastructure Delivery Plans in setting out a strategic approach to investment
in transport infrastructure, technology and services to support growth.

Comment: Support. The summer 2017 Wyre Forest Infrastructure Delivery Plan (WFIDP) will have an
important role in supporting the proposals contained in the emerging Wyre Forest Local Plan Review.
The WFIDP will also consider the potential role of the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) as one
potential funding source. It is recognised that funding from developers will have an important role to
play in funding transport schemes but it is important that the LTP4 explains that this is not always on a
site specific basis. The Potential Funding Sources column in all of the Transport Packages is open to
misinterpretation.

OBIJECTIVES AND STRUCTURE:

Countywide approach which recognises the role of both the Worcestershire and Greater Birmingham &
Solihull Local Enterprise Partnerships (LEPs).

Comment: The District Council supports emphasising the role of both the LEPS and the context set by
Midlands Connect — a strategy covering all of the Midlands.

SETTING THE SCENE:

Comment: The District Council supports the recognition of the growth envisaged in Wyre Forest to 2026;
and the role of the South Kidderminster Enterprise Park.

FUNDING OUR AMBITION:

WCC will bid for major transport funding for major transport schemes including:

Thank you for your comments on funding
sources, which have been noted. As a strategic
document, any reference to funding is
indicative, and purposefully open to change.
As schemes are brought forward for delivery,
more robust funding packages will be
developed to support them.
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¢ Kidderminster Transport Strategy.
¢ Blakedown Railway Station Parkway enhancement.

In Worcestershire prominent Local Growth Funded projects include:

* Hoobrook Link Road, Kidderminster.
¢ Kidderminster Railway Station.

In July 2016, North Worcestershire Economic Development & Regeneration (NWEDR) in association with
WCC submitted applications for Growth Deal funding for schemes such as:

¢ Churchfields, Kidderminster.
Comment: Wyre Forest District Council fully supports these funding bids as they benefit the District.
STRATEGIC DELIVERY PROGRAMME: THE WYRE FOREST AREA (pp. 50-58):

The Area Profile The Council considers this to be a succinct summary which gives a fair description of the
District and highlights the following issues:

¢ The area is well connected to Birmingham, the Black Country & Worcester but lacks local access to the
motorway network.

¢ Two Air Quality Management Areas at Welch Gate, Bewdley & Horsefair, Kidderminster.

¢ Two railway stations at Kidderminster & Blakedown.

* The poor quality of Kidderminster Town Centre Bus Station.

¢ Top tourist attractions at the Severn Valley Railway & the West Midlands Safari Park.

Please note that the LTP makes no reference
to a Parkway facility at Blakedown. The
proposed scheme (WFST5) focuses on
enhancements to station facilities to support
increased passenger use and protect the
ongoing sustainability of the station.

Thank you for your supportive comments
regarding the contents of the LTP area profile.
As part of the LTP4, scheme WFST1
(Kidderminster Transport Strategy) provides
an opportunity, working closely with Wyre
Forest District Council, bus operators and
other key partners to develop the bus
network in Kidderminster. This will include a
strategic review of bus stopping and
interchange facilities in Kidderminster Town
Centre.
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Comment. The District Council supports the majority of this area profile but wishes to raise the following
points:

i) The references to buses need to be amended. The key problem is the poor quality of bus services in the | Thank you for your comments on alternative
District. Work does need to be done in respect of the bus station. It is important that the County Council | delivery models for scheduled bus services

undertakes a Study to determine the need for a bus station and then to advise on an appropriate (e.g. Community Transport); these will be
location. considered for inclusion in the final version of
the LTP4.

ii) The District Council considers that alternative delivery models for bus passenger transport in the
District, such as community led schemes should be progressed through LTP4.

iii) It is good to give prominence to the role of the Severn Valley Railway (SVR) but it has potential not Your comments are noted about the SVR,
only to serve a tourism purpose but also a transport/commuter service purpose too. It is important that | Silverwoods and the West Midlands Safari
some reference is made to the potential for connections to Silverwoods (and The South Kidderminster Park. This issue will be taken forward
Enterprise Park) and the West Midlands Safari Park. This would then provide a basis for SVR to be separately in the new Worcestershire Rail
approached to reconfigure its service to be a more commercial one at peak periods. Investment Strategy, for consideration.
It is our understanding that West Midlands
Transport achievements highlighted are: Trains are keen to extend services to the
Safari Park Station once it has been
e Hoobrook Link Road. constructed.

¢ Major investment in local streets via the “Driving Home” project.
¢ Strong business case for investment in Kidderminster Railway Station.

Comment. The District Council notes and supports these achievements.
Challenges:
Availability of public funding is limited and therefore need to make a business case for improvements.

These are structured into the following packages:

¢ Wyre Forest Strategic Transport (WFST) schemes.

98



Stakeholder Comment Worcestershire County Council Officer Response

¢ Kidderminster (K) Package.
e Stourport—on—Severn (S) and Bewdley (BE) schemes.

These are considered in turn:
Strategic (WFST) Schemes:

e WFST 1: Kidderminster Transport Major Scheme. Phased programme, especially in Kidderminster Town
Centre, and linked to WFDC Development Plan (emerging Wyre Forest Local Plan Review).

o WFST 2. All towns. Telematics. Smarter information and signalling.

o WFST 3. Active Travel Corridor: Bewdley to Wyre Forest: Dowles Link: walking, cycling etc.

¢ WFST 4. Mustow Green Enhancement Scheme (A448 /A450).

e WFST 5. Blakedown Railway Station Enhancement Scheme.

Kidderminster Package:

¢ K1. Bewdley Hill (A456): Key corridor of improvement.

¢ K2: Kidderminster Station Enhancement Scheme.

¢ K3: Ring Road: Junction and Public Realm Improvement Scheme.

e K4: Active Travel Network Investment Programme.

¢ K5: Chester Road (A449): Key corridor of improvement.

* K6: A456 Birmingham Road/Hurcott Lane junction.

e K7: Sion Hill/ A449 Stourbridge Road junction.

* K8: A451 Stourbridge Road/ B4189 Park Gate Road junction.

* K9: A449 Wolverhampton Road / B4189 Wolverley Road / B4189 Park Gate Road junction.
¢ K10: Stourport Road: Key corridor of improvement.

¢ K11: B4190: Key corridor of improvement: Habberley to Wolverley.

Stourport-on-Severn and Bewdley Package:

¢ S1: Stourport—on-Severn Transport Strategy. Comprehensive review of the network.
e BE1: Bewdley Transport Strategy. Review access arrangements into the town.
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It is noted that the South Worcestershire Travel Corridor Package includes the following scheme:
e SWAT 10: Stourport to Hartlebury Station (Leapgate Line) Active Travel Corridor.
Comments:

i) Taken all together, these Wyre Forest Strategic Delivery Packages address a number of the key issues in
the District, especially in and around Kidderminster. There are also the positive references to the further
transport investment which might be needed in connection with the emerging Wyre Forest Local Plan
Review. Collectively, these packages are supported by Wyre Forest District Council with inputs into the
bidding for funds, wherever necessary.

ii) Whilst it is accepted that this is a strategic document, greater clarity could be provided in some cases
where there is particular public interest:

a) Greater clarity could be provided on the roles of 20mph zones, especially in Town Centres.

b) Kidderminster Rail Station is the second busiest in Worcestershire and should rightly be the main focus
of an enhancement scheme to include improved parking provision. A full assessment should be
undertaken of the impact of the growth potential for Kidderminster Station on car parking requirements
at the site and network and highway capacity to access the station in the future.

c) The origin and nature of the Blakedown Railway Station Enhancement Scheme (WFST5) could be
helpfully provided. The justification for expanding the facilities at Blakedown Rail Station needs to be
explained more fully. More analysis is required of the impact of enhancing the provision at the station
and the advantages and disadvantages that this will have for the settlement and the surrounding
highway network and the Green Belt.

Your comments regarding clarity for certain
transport schemes are noted.

The decision to implement 20mph zones will
depend on the results of a 20mph trial that is
currently taking place in Rubery. Once the
outcomes of this are available further
consideration will be given to the policy area
around 20mph zones. No LTP amendment will
take place at this time.

Your comments are noted on Kidderminster
Railway Station and Blakedown Railway
Station. These will be specifically considered in
more detail as part of the new Worcestershire
Rail Investment Strategy, and the outcomes of
the Wyre Forest Local Plan refresh. It is our
understanding that West Midlands Rail are
planning additional car parking spaces at
Kidderminster Station.
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d) Mustow Green Enhancement Scheme - the District Council respectfully requests that an early

timetable is brought forward for improving the efficiency of this busy junction. Clarification is also sought

on progress for highway improvements in association with Harvington Hall visitor attraction within the
Chaddesley Corbett Parish.

e) Inrespect of S1, the District Council wishes to express its continued support for at least the partial
completion of the Stourport Relief Road if the river crossing element is no longer feasible. It would be
helpful to explain if the routes of key sections of this proposal are going to be retained, in terms of the
delivery of key sites and the formation of a partial relief road linking the A451 with Worcester Road,
Stourport.

f) There should be some specific references in the main LTP4 document to the issue of dealing with Air
Quality Management Areas in Wyre Forest. It should not just be left to the general statements in the
Transport Policies document.

LTP4: TRANSPORT POLICIES
This consists of a series of standardised County-wide policies under the following main headings:

¢ Transport Engagement.
¢ Public Realm.

Thank you for your comments on Mustow
Green. There is currently no funding identified
to support junction improvements at this
location at the present time. A business case
will need to be developed to support
investment at this location, to attract the
necessary funding to enable a scheme to be
brought forward. This scheme is likely to be
significant in scale and cost, and prioritisation
could be impacted by the outcomes of the
Woyre Forest Local Plan refresh.

Thank you for your comments on Scheme S1
(Stourport Transport Strategy). This scheme
will include consideration of all modes of
transport, including new highway
infrastructure and will reflect any
requirements placed upon it as part of the
refresh of the Wyre Forest Local Plan.

Your comments on air quality issues in the
Wyre Forest are noted. There are two specific
schemes included within the LTP4 (Schemes
K3 and BE1) which both have air quality
mitigation as central aims.
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e Cycle Infrastructure.

¢ Integrated Passenger Transport.
e Transport and Air Quality.

¢ Motorcycling.

¢ Climate Change.

Comment: All of these policy areas are supported by Wyre Forest District Council.
THE WORCESTERSHIRE NETWORK MANAGEMENT PLAN.

This consists of a number of topics, all dealt with on a County—wide basis, including:

¢ Tackling congestion.

¢ Management of Road Works.
¢ Freight.

¢ Transport Telematics.

¢ Travel choices.

Comment: Although Wyre Forest District Council supports the Management Plan it is strongly
considered that the poor quality of the surface of the District’s roads needs addressing.

Your comments about carriageway surfacing
are also noted. This is a maintenance issue,
which will be raised with colleagues in
Worcestershire County Council Highways to
be addressed, subject to available funding.

Gloucester-
shire County
Council

Thank you for consulting Gloucestershire County Council (GCC) on the draft Worcestershire Local
Transport Plan 4. | have the following officer comments to make.

Strategic Transport Schemes for South Worcestershire:
SWST1 — Worcestershire Parkway Major Scheme:
This is supported as it will improve connectivity for people travelling from Gloucestershire to Oxford and

beyond and vice versa by allowing an easier interchange onto the North Cotswold line than is currently
available. This will become increasingly important as the proposals for East — West Rail progress through

Thank you for your comments. We will work
together with you to ensure that the potential
benefits of Worcestershire Parkway are
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to implementation. Gloucestershire has poor transport connections on an east west axis and this will
increase options. However, we are keen to explore with WCC the impact of stopping patterns for
Ashchurch for Tewkesbury and other county stations resulting from this new station.

SWST5 — Evesham - A46 Corridor Major Upgrade Scheme:

This scheme is supported by GCC who are, as mentioned in the document, one of the partners of the
scheme. The A46 corridor through Ashchurch onto junction 9 of the M5 is already congested with a
considerable amount of development proposed over the next few years. Relieving congestion,
improving access and facilitating economic growth in this area is a key priority for GCC.

SWST6 — Honeybourne to Stratford upon Avon Rail Line Reinstatement Study:

This is supported. The Gloucestershire County Council (GCC) position is set out in Policy LTP PD5 .2 — Rail
Service Capacity Improvements - of the adopted Gloucestershire Local Transport Plan which states:

GCC will engage with the rail industry to ensure Gloucestershire has access to reliable and efficient rail
services that enable local access and longer distance services accessing London, Bristol, Birmingham,
Cardiff and Worcester.

GCC will do this by implementing the following policy proposals (inter alia):

Work with rail industry, local authorities and other stakeholders to reinstate the rail link between
Honeybourne and Stratford on Avon

SWST7 Honeybourne Rail Station Improvements:

This is supported as it will provide additional facilities/improvements for existing rail travellers as well as

for the additional passengers arising from the other strategic schemes mentioned i.e. potential
expansion of the Gloucestershire and Warwickshire Railway and the potential reopening of the Stratford

realised in future through service
improvements.

Your comments on the A46 are noted, and
Worcestershire County Council will continue
to work with you and other key partners (in
particular, Highways England) to pursue
improvement of this nationally significant
route.

Unfortunately, recent evidence has suggested
that the strategic business case for
Worcestershire to reinstate the Stratford to
Honeybourne line is poor. However,
Worcestershire County Council would be
willing to support other groups in reinstating
the line, subject to the suitable re-dualling of
the North Cotswold Line.

Thank you for your comments, which have
been noted.
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to Honeybourne line. Critically it will also benefit those passengers attracted by the additional services
enabled by capacity improvements on the North Cotswold line described in SWST23.

SWST11 — Worcester Rail Triangle Major Re-signalling and Reconfiguration Scheme:

This is supported as it will improve service reliability and enhance capacity for amongst other things
additional services from Worcester Foregate St/Shrub Hill to Cheltenham, Gloucester and beyond. This is
supported in Policy LTP5.2 - Rail Service Capacity Improvements in the adopted Gloucestershire LTP
which seeks to improve services to Ashchurch for Tewkesbury and Worcester.

SWST23 Redoubling of the Cotswold Line:

This is supported as it will improve connectivity for people travelling from Moreton in Marsh which is an
important transport hub for the north Cotswolds with good bus connections to surrounding settlements.
It will also improve access for people visiting the Cotswolds thus boosting the economic potential of
tourism. It may be worth broadening the title to include and ‘other capacity enhancements’ to reflect
other potentially cheaper and therefore more achievable outcomes over a shorter timescale such as
line/signal improvements. Selective redoubling of particular stretches may prove more cost effective
than complete redoubling in the short/medium term at least.

This is supported by Policy PD5.1 — Rail Infrastructure Improvements - in the adopted Gloucestershire
Local Transport Plan which seeks to work in partnership with Worcestershire and Oxfordshire CCs and
other stakeholders to improve infrastructure and services on the North Cotswold line including further
redoubling and station improvements. Again, improvements on this line will improve the prospects for
SWST6 — Honeybourne to Stratford upon Avon Rail Line Reinstatement Study discussed above.

GCC looks forward to working with Worcestershire County Council on cross border transport projects for
the benefit of our respective communities. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you require any
further information on the points raised above.

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response

Thank you for your comments, which have
been noted.

Thank you for your comments. The new
Worcestershire Rail Investment Strategy will
include consideration of Worcestershire's
preferred lobbying approach for the
enhancement of the North Cotswold Line.

The Oxfordshire, Worcestershire and
Gloucestershire Local Enterprise Partnerships
are currently working together to promote the
enhancement of this route as the North
Cotswold Line Task Force. This group will pick
up the outcomes of the Worcestershire Rail
Investment Strategy, and those of other
counties to add evidence and weight to their
strategic lobbying approach.
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Worcestershire County Council Officer Response

Bromsgrove
District and
Redditch
Borough
Council

Redditch:

Redditch Borough Council has a number of comments and concerns in relation to the Local Transport
Plan (LTP), which are detailed below. Comments are made under the sub-heading of the relevant LTP
document and refer back to the consultation questions where appropriate. The end of the document
details general comments and concerns the Borough Council has with the LTP.

Main Document

Page 9 of the Main Document includes a map of major housing development; it is felt that the locations
of the numbers on the map do not accurately reflect the actual location they are intended to represent.
It is appreciated that this is difficult to achieve with a map of this scale, however in order for the
document to be correct numbers 3 and 5 need relocating.

Page 16 states that Redditch are still preparing the Development Plan, the Borough of Redditch Local
Plan No.4 (BORLP4) was adopted on the 31st January 2017.

Specific Comments on the Transport Packages
North East Strategic Transport Schemes (NEST) NEST 3 — Redditch Transport Strategy

No detail is provided within the document as to what the Redditch Transport Strategy will be or the
timescales it will be working towards. It is felt that further information about the purpose and contents
of this document are needed before any further comments can be submitted.

Information within the table refers to ‘Local Development Plan’ not BORLP4.

Redditch package

All of the actions listed within the table refer to ‘Developers’ as a source of potential funding, however
Redditch do not have an Infrastructure Delivery Plan with all of these schemes listed, the IDP should be
updated to reflect this. In addition, the majority of all the large development sites in Redditch are already
under construction or have been granted planning permission. Therefore it is unlikely there will be much
scope for collecting significant funds from Developers for these schemes.

Thank you for your comments, which will be
reflected in the final version of the LTP4.

Your comment is noted — The plan was
adopted after the LTP4 draft was published.
This will be reflected in the final version.

Noted, this text will be amended as suggested.
Scheme NEST3 is purposefully strategic.
Further details will be consulted upon as
schemes are brought forward for
development.

Worcestershire County Council notes your
comments on the Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and will seek to update jointly with yourselves
in future, to reflect the LTP4. Any schemes
included will be subject to a CIL compliancy
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R3 — R4 lists Maintenance as a potential source of funding. It is not clear what this is referring to.

R1 — Parking Strategy. It is not clear what the remit of this Strategy will be. It is assumed that this strategy
will focus on the Town Centre, however this will need confirmation. Please see comments below in
relation to ‘Town Centre Strategy’.

R2 — Active Travel Network Investment Programme — Refers to ‘town centres’. Redditch only has one
town centre, clarification should be provided on which centres this specifically refers to.

R3 — R7 The Borough Council would wish to be involved in any suggested improvement schemes
although further information on what the exact issues to be addressed are at these locations would be
useful, or some rationale for why these areas have been picked over others. Are potential funding
sources referring to funding to identify the necessary scheme or is this to also implement the scheme?
Where would funding come from to implement solutions? It is considered all junction names should also
refer to road names for people who don’t know what Ran Tan junction is for example.

R9 — Alexandra Hospital Bus Interchange Scheme — A potential funding source listed is ‘Major Scheme
(DfT)’ however this scheme isn’t listed as the beginning of the document under the list of major schemes.
More information would be welcomed on when this scheme would go to the Dft for consideration and

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response

check. The LTP4 funding sources will be
reviewed.

R3-R4 - Maintenance funding is provided to
Worcestershire County Council by
Government as part of a formulaic grant.
'Maintenance' refers to non-capital
government funding.

R1 — Noted — Further details will be made
available for this strategy as and when this
scheme is brought forward for delivery.

R2 — Town 'centres' is a typo that will be
corrected.

R3 — R7. Your comments are noted. As the
schemes are brought forward for delivery,
Redditch Borough Council will be notified as
part of the scheme consultation process.
Where potential funding sources are cited,
these would be to develop and implement
schemes. However, given the scale of funding
required in many cases, it is not possible to
accurately identify how a scheme will be
funded at this stage. Your comments on
junction names are noted, however a decision
was taken that such names would be unwieldy
for bidding purposes.

R9 — Noted, the description of this scheme will
be amended to improve accuracy.
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the likelihood of this scheme being implemented through DfT funding.

The Alexandra Hospital Bus Interchange Scheme is detailed within the Main Document, Officers feel that
‘bus’ should be removed from its title as the scheme description goes on to describe the scheme as a
‘multi-modal interchange ... for taxi/ community transport/ bus users and operators and car pick-up and
drip-off facilities’. The Council also feel that more should be done through this scheme to increase links
between the Alexandra Hospital and Worcester Hospital.

With regard to all of the schemes listed in the Packages it is not clear whether the purpose of the scheme
is to provide the analysis and a solution, or whether implementation will also be part of the scheme.

Strategic Environmental Assessment

Page 22 says Redditch has an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA). It also states this AQMA is part of Page 22 —There is not a reference to Redditch

the Stoke Heath AQMA. This is not the case. Redditch has never has a designated AQMA within its having an AQMA. The SEA highlights the
boundaries and the Stoke Heath AQMA is a significant distance from the Redditch boundary. AQMA in Redditch Road, Stoke Heath,

Bromsgrove, but this, as you say, is
geographically remote from Redditch.

Page 23 and 26 states “The Borough of Redditch Local Plan No.4 seeks to allocate 46,400 dwellings Page 23-26 — The Redditch Local Plan was
between 2011 and 2030....”. This is incorrect; the Borough of Redditch Local Plan No.4 allocates 6,400 adopted after this document was produced.
dwellings between 2011 to 2030. This incorrect figure has been added to the 7,000 dwellings The final version will be amended to reflect
Bromsgrove will deliver to state, “In this context in addition to a potential increase in road-based travel your adopted documents.

through induced demand, the addition of 53,400 homes and over 83ha of employment in the North East
Worcestershire Delivery Area in the period to 2031 will generate demand for new trips.” This is incorrect;
this figure should be 13,400.

Other comments

There is a fundamental lack of regard for strategic growth issues related to future housing needs of the Your comments are noted - Worcestershire
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Greater Birmingham Housing Market Area. It is widely accepted that there is a need to find land to
accommodate at least 37,900 dwellings. It is acknowledged that this growth will need to be
accommodated within the Housing Market Area and further work is needed to identify suitable locations
for this growth through the Strategic Growth Study. Redditch, as a Local Authority within the Housing
Market Area, has agreed to participate within the Strategic Growth Study; therefore the Green Belt to
the south west of the urban area may need to be considered for future development. A long standing
issue with this area is the unknown infrastructure that would be needed to support any potential future
development. Therefore it is essential for the various Transport Teams at WCC to be involved as early as
possible with this work in order to provide advice and guidance on the various forms of transport and
transport infrastructure that may or may not support development. Therefore it is felt there needs to be
a much stronger link between LTP4 and strategic planning as the implications from new housing are an
intrinsic highway matter which should help to inform the location of new development.

LTP4 acknowledges the need to improve Redditch Train Station however it is felt that further work may
need to be done to enhance the rail service offer, in particular enhanced links from Redditch to
Birmingham such as an express train at peak times. Currently there is no mention of rail service within
LTP4. Whilst it is acknowledged that the scope for WCC to influence service provision is limited there is
potential through the existing lines of communication that exist with the rail providers to ensure service
is as effective and efficient as it can be.

The Eastern Gateway is mentioned as a game changer (on page 10 of the Main Document) however
there is no detail or information related to the transport implications of this site. Other than being listed
as a Game Changer there is no other reference to the site than this in any of the LTP documentation
provided. The works needed to access the eastern gateway are in Redditch and many of the implications
of the Eastern Gateway will fall within the Redditch boundary it is felt it should be included in LTP4.

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response

County Council is working closely with you to
address this issue currently, and the LTP4 will
be revised to reflect this.

Your comments on rail services are fully
supported. Recognising the need to develop
rail services in the county, Worcestershire
County Council has prepared a Worcestershire
Rail Investment Strategy, to set out
aspirations for rail improvements across the
county. This document will be consulted upon
in the coming months. The purpose of this
document is to provide a formal lobbying tool
to stimulate investment.

Your comments on the Redditch Eastern
Gateway are noted. As the Local Transport
Plan is not a planning document,
accommodation works for proposed
development sites are not a requirement
within the plan, nor would this be practical
given the volume of development growth
across the county. Where available, schemes
included in Infrastructure Delivery Plans have
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Worcestershire County Council Officer Response

Officers note that LTP4 identifies the Battens Drive/ Warwick Highway Junction for review and potential
improvement scheme. It is felt that the junction at the other end of the Warwick Highway i.e. the Alders
Drive Junction should also be considered for review as Officers have identified traffic build up at both
ends of the Warwick Highway. This is important as both Winyates and Matchborough are planned to be
regenerated over the lifetime of the BORLP4 and therefore traffic may increase as a result of this.

LTP4 and Redditch Town Centre Strategy

LTP4 lacks recognition of the importance of the actions set out in the Town Centre Strategy which will
have fundamental implications on the local transport system. Overall there is a lack of detail regarding
what is envisaged for the Town Centre. WCC Officers have previously stated that the Town Centre
Strategy is included in LTP4 which it is not. Town Centre Schemes were listed within LTP3 however they
have not been carried forward to LTP4. Information on why these schemes are not within the document
is requested as there is still an aspiration for them to be implemented.

LTP4 does not mention the strategy for downgrading the Ring Road around the Town Centre. This is the
primary road for access to and from the Town Centre and it is felt this important scheme should be
detailed within the Document. This scheme was contained within Local Transport Plan 3 as ‘Scheme R1’
within the Redditch Urban Package. It is felt that this scheme should be carried forward to LTP4.

A Car Parking Study is detailed as an Action in Town Centre Strategy as it is within the Redditch Package
of the LTP. However it is not clear from the detail in the LTP whether this is the same parking study or an

been included, for the sake of consistency.
WCC feel that the key implications of the
Eastern Gateway are spread across
Bromsgrove, Warwickshire, as well as
Redditch.

Following your comments on Battens
Drive/Warwick Highway, we will consider the
Alders Drive junction as a further potential
scheme, together with available evidence, for
inclusion in the LTPA4. If, as you state, this is
likely to be linked to development growth in
the BORLP4, this should also be considered for
inclusion in future revisions of the
Infrastructure Development Plan.

The Redditch Town Centre Strategy is cited in
the LTP4 as Scheme NEST3 (Redditch
Transport Strategy). This is the policy hook
which allows Worcestershire County Council
to work with Redditch Borough Council and
key partners to bring forward the Town
Centre Strategy, in whatever form it takes in
future. There is no mention of the
downgrading of the ring road because it is not
yet clear whether this is a supported policy;
however, this can be pursued.
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additional one as the remit of the car parking study in the LTP has not been detailed. It is essential if this
is a Town Centre only Car Parking Study then its aim and objectives link to what was envisaged for the car
parking study detailed within the Town Centre Strategy.

As above regarding the Car Parking Study the Redevelopment of Train station area is an action in the
Town Centre Strategy as it is within the LTP (detailed as the ‘Redditch Station Enhancement Scheme’).
Again the strategies must align to ensure what was envisaged through the Town Centre Strategy is
mirrored in the LTP.

The Borough Council will continue to meet with WCC colleagues to try and ensure that the issues
outlined above are addressed in later iterations of the Draft Local Transport Plan.

Bromsgrove

Bromsgrove District Council (BDC) welcomes the production of a new Local Transport Plan for the
County, although serious reservations remain about the effectiveness of the plan as currently drafted.
The consultation document states that LTP4;

‘Sets out the priorities for the County. It identifies the approach to managing the increased transport
demand that is fully consistent with projected housing development and economic growth.’

It is the Councils view that whilst the above statement maybe correct, a key feature particularly in
relation to Bromsgrove is not addressed in LTP4. There are future development needs identified but not
allocated in the Bromsgrove District Plan (BDP) which currently do not feature in any context in the LTP4,
failure to even acknowledge this issue is a significant omission within LTP4 to the extent that the Council
cannot support the plan as it is drafted.

It has been widely known for a number of years that the Council will be reviewing the recently adopted
BDP, including reviewing the green belt to find additional housing for both local needs and the wider
needs of the Greater Birmingham Housing Market (GBHMA) area, which the district is a part of. This
review as a minimum will be looking for land for 2300 houses which is approximately 118 hectares.

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response

Your comments on the car parking study are
noted. The LTP4 commentary will be made
more clear.

We note your desire for the town centre
strategy to aligh more closely with the LTP4,
and will seek to do this in the final version.

Thank you for your comments. Following our
consultation event with yourselves,
Worcestershire County Council has agreed to
amend the Bromsgrove Transport Strategy
text to provide significantly more flexibility to
accommodate future growth proposals.

Worcestershire County Council does not share
your view that transport should be the
primary determinant to identify development
sites. Best practice suggests that whilst
transport is important, Local Planning
Authorities are best placed to consider
infrastructure requirements as a whole, to
identify the most suitable locations to
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There will also be a likely need to safeguard land for beyond the plan period of approximately 202 accommodate development in their areas.
hectares to meet expected future development needs although this is could possibly change as future
housing and employment needs are calculated. This figure does not include land for any wider GBHMA
development needs, which cannot be met on brownfield and other suitable sites in the main urban
areas.

The Council acknowledges that LTP4 cannot address these issues directly with scheme proposals until
more information is known on the final scale and location of development. BDC considers that as
currently drafted policy BR1- Bromsgrove Transport Strategy is too limited in its scope to adequately
address this future challenge. The current wording does nothing to future proof and add capacity into
the Bromsgrove transport network to avert future congestion problems and consequent adverse impacts
on air quality.

It is welcomed that at officer level indication has been given that the wording of BR1 can be altered to
allow for a more overarching and longer term strategy to be produced in relation to Bromsgrove. This
overarching strategy which will consider all modes of transport is likely to be a key element in shaping
how the District develops in the future. It is essential that progress on the development of this strategy is
reported back at regular intervals, and subjected to wider stakeholder consultation to ensure that it
evolves in a manner which addresses the challenges being presented to those who currently, and in the
future want to live and work in Bromsgrove District.

BDC would like this strategy to be seen as an opportunity for transport considerations to more heavily
influence the decisions on where all forms of future development should take place. The Strategy should
play a positive role in addressing infrastructure deficiencies which currently exist, and which will not be
solved without intervention over and above that which can be secured from additional development.
Simply mitigating the impact of future development is not an option BDC can support.

An evidence based investment strategy needs to be developed which can be used to secure necessary
infrastructure funding. This strategy needs to be robust and flexible to ensure it can address the
requirements for a range of local and central government funding regimes which will inevitably change
over the lifetime of any plan. The strategy needs to be fully integrated with other similar strategies being
developed in adjoining areas, particularly to the north in the West Midlands Conurbation to ensure that
full advantage is taken of all additional infrastructure investment and possible funding that becomes
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available.

Further to the main strategic issue raised above the council would also comment that there is no
discussion of the known problems in Bromsgrove and how the existing problems, let alone as mentioned
above a vision for how future predicted ones, can be addressed. The current congestion problems are a
key concern for Bromsgrove not only for the resident population but for the businesses that operate in
the area who often cite the local transport infrastructure as being one of the major barriers to economic
activity. The LTP documents as drafted seem to list a large number of ad hoc schemes within no overall
defined strategy or prioritisation. It maybe that there is a strategy to these schemes but no detailed
discussion is provided to explain how they interrelate to address the wide ranging concerns many
stakeholders have already expressed in the early stages of consultation. In some instances the schemes
identified are not explained in sufficient detail or with justification for the need and the prioritisation.
One example of this is the priority for looking for more car parking at Bromsgrove station, when the
station has only just opened and car park never seems to be at capacity.

Whilst the Council is not necessarily objecting, the reason for combining Bromsgrove and Redditch
together as ‘North East Worcestershire’ also seems confused. The areas are very distinct areas, with
markedly different socio economic structures, so therefore to say this is done for socio economic reasons
and because both Councils relate to Birmingham is confusing. It is our understanding that the transport
challenges the authorities face are very different. As the description of the North East Worcestershire
Transport Challenges in LTP4 is very generic it is difficult to ascertain from the plan what these challenges
really are across North East Worcestershire. Consequently without this understanding it difficult to form
a view as to whether grouping Bromsgrove and Redditch together is for the benefit of each authority.
Particularly as It is assumed that full strategies as per the one identified for Bromsgrove above will be
produced for all areas of the county, including Redditch. As a whole again we assume these local
elements will form a coherent transport strategy for the whole of Worcestershire which links
complementary strategies in adjoining areas such as the West Midlands conurbation and Warwickshire.

In summary it is believed that nothing short of a radical programme of investment in all modes of
transport infrastructure across the District will be needed to ensure Bromsgrove can cope with the
pressures likely to be exerted on it over the next 20-30 years. The Council want to work closely with WCC
to develop a future plan and investment strategy which can sensitively deliver both significant housing
and employment growth in the future whilst still retaining the attractiveness and local distinctiveness of
the District.

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response

Your comments on the LTP4 geo-spatial
groupings have been noted. For the purposes
of the Local Transport Plan, the North East
Worcestershire area relates to commuting
patterns. Both Bromsgrove and Redditch have
strong socio-economic links with Birmingham
and Solihull (which is reflected in Redditch
Borough Council and Bromsgrove District
Council pursuing joint membership of both
Worcestershire LEP and Greater Birmingham
and Solihull LEPs). Traffic patterns on the local
transport networks also reflect this, and so it
is pragmatic to consider the area consistently.

Worcestershire County Council looks forward
to working with you to develop the LTP4 to
support an ambitious investment package in
transport infrastructure and services in
Bromsgrove.

112




Stakeholder

Worcester
City Council

Comment

This is an abridged version

LTP Strategy Comments:

LTP4 COUNTY COUNCIL CONSULTATION:

RESPONSE: The County should publish consultation responses and hold a stakeholder conference to
finalise the LTP4.

A WORCESTER CITY VISION & PURPOSE FOR LTP4:

RESPONSE: LTP4 should take as its starting point a Worcester vision of a strong and modern heritage city
for the whole County......” Worcester will be a successful and growing Cathedral and University City,
including more homes, more businesses and jobs. A City with prestige tourist, education and retail
attractions. A place that maintains its “city in the country” feel, its extraordinary valued heritage assets
and its quality environment — a City for the County”.

THE CITY CENTRE & THE M54 CORRIDOR:

LTP4 TO FULLY RECOGNISE THE SOUTH WORCESTERSHIRE DEVELOPMENT PLAN (SWDP 2016) & THE
LOCAL ECONOMIC PARTNERSHIP’S (LEP) STRATEGIC ECONOMIC PLAN (SEP 2014)

RESPONSE: The City Council welcomes the County’s support to date for public realm and transport
investment in the City. But there now needs to be a step change in “strategic City transport investment
to develop critical mixed use regeneration and a strong commercial offer in the City centre”.

The City asks LTP4 to fully recognise the SWDP’s requirement for sustainable transport to support a well
— balanced, (both city edge and city centre), growth and success plan. And LTP4 is asked to recognise
fully the SEP’s designation of the City as a County economic and cultural centre - where business growth
is needed both on the M5 corridor for manufacturing and logistics and for mixed use and commercial
development through the regeneration of the Centre by “rapid transit access” to the strategic rail and
road network.

THE WORCESTER TRANSPORT STRATEGY (WTS):
RESPONSE: The City sincerely welcomes the County’s commitment to produce a bespoke City Transport
Strategy in partnership with the City Council. The County is requested to:
e Agree to prioritise sufficient resources to deliver WTS quickly and its subsequent
implementation.
e Put WTS into the list of the County’s “Major Schemes for Funding” on page 12 of LTP4 — along

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response

Thank you for your comments. The LTP4
consultation responses are to be published
online, along with the adopted LTP4. As the
range of stakeholders is wide and diverse, it
would be impractical to hold a conference for
all. Instead, post consultation feedback event
will be organised for the City/ District Councils
as required, to launch the LTP4.

ACTION: Your comments are noted. We will
refer to this in the LTP4 redraft.

ACTION: Thank you for your comments, which
have been noted - an enhanced reference will
be made to both the SWDP and SEP in the
South Worcestershire Transport Strategy.

Worcestershire County Council will play a key
part in developing the city centre Masterplan
to stimulate investment form a range of
sources to help deliver a successful city
economically.

The inclusion of Scheme W1 — Worcester
Transport Strategy provides the necessary
policy hook to enable Worcestershire County
Council to work with Worcester City Council to
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Worcestershire County Council Officer Response

with feasibility work on making fast and modern links between Parkway Station and the City
Centre including Shrub Hill.

e Set out the proposed WTS liaison and development process, including public consultation,
and/or stakeholder forums.

e Agree that WTS’s scope will cover all the matters raised by City Council Members

e Confirm that WTS would cover the functioning of the whole City and not just the City Centre and
that it would be a “multi modal (all types of transport) and integrated” strategy.

BUSES:

RESPONSE: The City requests that the County recognises that the promotion and development of bus
services play a particularly important part in reducing transport emissions; reducing air pollution and
promoting greater equality of opportunity and access — three strategic national transport objectives
which are also supported by the County’s Transport Objectives. It is disappointing not to see bus
initiatives in LTP4. The City will be interested to discuss bus initiatives with the County as part of the
WTS. The reduction of bus services over the last 2 years has had a significant impact in the City on lives of
residents and their ability to access work, shopping and leisure activities.

WALKING, CYCLING & ELECTRIC CARS:

RESPONSE: The City Council supports the Counties “active corridors” proposals. The City would like the
Council to support further City Hire cycle/eBike schemes and electric car charging programmes to
support healthier and environmental friendly travel choices not only for leisure, shopping, and for travel
to work.

PUBLIC REALM:
RESPONSE: The City will continue to work with the County to promote improvements to public realm and

support major investment in the city of
Worcester's transport infrastructure and
services to support major regeneration in the
City Centre. As scheme W1 is brought forward
for delivery, the necessary detail will emerge.

Your comments are noted; resources will be
allocated to develop the Worcester City
Centre Transport Strategy, however, this is
subject to the prior adoption of this LTP4 and
its associated delivery plan.

The major schemes will be reviewed following
this consultation process, and the LTP4
documents amended accordingly.

Once commenced, the City Centre Transport
Strategy will be run as a formal project, to
PRINCE2 guidelines (inclusive of risk
management and a consultation plan).

Your comments on buses are noted.
Worcestershire County Council continues to
work in partnership with local bus operators,
however, the majority of bus services in the
county are now commercial, so the County
Council has limited influence over their
specification.

ACTION: Worcestershire County Council will
be looking to include a policy on electrically
powered vehicles (including low emissions
vehicles and e-bikes).
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Worcestershire County Council Officer Response

further City Centre pedestrian and disable access priority. Such public realm improvements are important
ways to prioritise good health (walking and cycling) and to promote town centres as areas for growth and
investment as opposed to out of town developments.

MANAGING CONGESTION:
RESPONSE: The County, along with the City, residents and businesses should explore sensible ways to
manage growing car trips and congestion as well as air pollution in the City centre.

LTP4 Project Comments:

STRATEGIC TRANSPORT SCHEMES - South Worcestershire:

SWST 1 — Parkway Rail Station: The City supports this project, but requests that County includes a study
and appropriate implementation bids for a “rapid link to the City Centre and Shrub Hill”.

SWST 2 — M5 Junction 6: The City supports this enhancement.

SWST 3 — Southern Link Road Phase 4 (Ketch to Powick): The City supports this project in principle.

However, the City is concerned that without developing the Southern and Western City Urban Extensions
also with strong public transport, walking and cycling links to the City, they will:

a) not support City centre investment and

b) that the capacity of new road improvements along the M5 Corridor will quickly be taken up by car
growth with no great improvement in traffic flow.

This will also lead to west to east trips continuing to seek access across the City and the Severn Bridge,
simply adding to City Centre congestion and air pollution levels. Planning these urban extensions to be
largely car based has also required significant developer infrastructure costs which impacts on the

Thank you for your comments. Worcestershire
County Council welcomes the City Council's
commitment to ongoing partnership and
investment in public realm improvements.

Your comments are noted. This is considered a
high priority and will be embedded within the
Worcester Transport Strategy.

Noted. Your support for Worcestershire
Parkway is welcome, and Worcestershire
County Council will work with local transport
operators to lobby for improvements to links
between Parkway and Worcester City Centre.

Noted.

Noted. As part of the planning process,
walking, cycling and passenger transport
connections are proposed to the two new
urban extensions to Worcester City.
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opportunity to provide much needed affordable housing. The City Council aims to look at these issues -
at how congestion can best be managed and how more sustainable development can be provided - with
the County, through the Worcester Transport Strategy, the refreshed Master Plan and the One Town
Review.

SWST 9/10 — Fernhill Heath and Rushwick Stations - Rail and Ride: The City supports these projects in
principle, particularly in investing in their “investigation”. But the City’s priority is for a Parkway — City
Centre/Shrub Hill “rapid transit access to the City centre and Shrub Hill” to be assessed and implemented
first and for investment in an agreed Worcester Transport Strategy to also come first. Promoting growth
and regeneration in the City Centre is the priority in both the SEP and the SWDP.

SWST 11 — Worcester Rail Re signalling/Reconfiguration: The City supports this project.

SWST 12 - Worcester — Western Link Road Scheme (A4440 Southern Link to B4204 Martley Road): The
City is concerned about this scheme and would need to understand its purpose more before support
could be given. This scheme was a surprise to the City despite regular officer liaison. On the surface this
scheme seems to be a “Lower Broad Heath By Pass” to cope with existing traffic and the predicted new
traffic from the Western Urban Extension and the proposed largely car based University Scheme at
Oldbury Road. See the comments above at SWST 3.

SWST 13 — South Worcestershire Telematics: This project is supported.

STRATEGIC ACTIVE TRAVEL (OFF ROAD CYCLING) CORRIDOR SCHEMES - South Worcestershire:

SWAT 1 —15: In principle all these projects are supported, but the County must also support City
cycle/eBike Hire Schemes and support safe cycling “on road” as a way of managing traffic congestion and
supporting alternative travel to work choices.

WORCESTER PACKAGE:
W1 — Worcester City Centre Transport Strategy: this project is supported and should be given the highest

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response

Noted. The business case for these
investments will be explored as part of the
ongoing development of the Worcestershire
Rail Investment Strategy.

Noted.

Noted. This is a long-term aspiration and will
be brought forward if a suitable business case
can be identified. Worcester City Council
should be aware of this scheme as it has
always been a WCC aspiration of the SWDP
planning process. Although this scheme refers
to a development under Malvern Hills DC
jurisdiction, we will engage with city council
officers prior to any business case
development.

Noted. It is recognised that on-road cycle
routes are sometimes inevitable. However,
the aim is to provide off-road routes wherever
feasible.

ACTION: The policies which support these will
be further developed in the re-draft.

Noted. Worcestershire County Council will
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Comment

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response

priority. See para 3.4 above. The City Council would like the opportunity to review, with the County and
LEP, all projects W2 — 12 below, in the light of the City’s strategy comments set out above at 3.1 -3.9. It
would be important to do this as soon as possible. Initial comments on W1 -12 are as follows:

W2 and W5 - W12 Corridor Projects: in principle, all these projects are supported. City agrees
that these corridors and junctions are often congested at peak times and school run times. In
general terms LTP4 seeks “quicker journey times and reduced congestion” as the aim for all
these projects. The City requests that these aims are applied to “multi modal travel” (buses and
cycling), along these corridors and not only to cars — as part of the assessment in advance of
implementation.

W2 — Worcester Rainbow Hill/Astwood Road/Bilford Road/Blackpole Road Corridor
Improvement.

W5 — A449 Bromwich Road/A449 Malvern Road/Canada Way Corridor Improvements.

W6 — East — West Axis Corridor Improvements.

W7 — Wildwood A44/A4440 Nunnery Way/A4440 Swinsherd Way/Wildwood Drive Junction.
W8 — A449 North of Worcester (Ombersley Road) Junction.

W9 — A449 Grange Way/B4636 Newtown Road Junction.

W10 — A4536 Blackpole Road/Cotswold Way Junction.

W11 - Crown East (A44/A440/A4103) Junction.

W12 — Red Hill — A44 London Road/A4 Whittington Road/Spetchley Road Junction.

W3 & 4 - Foregate Street and Shrub Hill Stations — Improvements: This project is supported in
principle. The City would like the County to commit to investigating and developing
implementation bids for a “rapid transit access between the City Centre/Shrub Hill and the
strategic road and rail network at Parkway”.

Officer Comments with respect to LTP4 Strategic Delivery Programme and Transport Policies.

The Proposed Strategic Development Programme:

The new approach to the delivery of transport schemes across Worcestershire is supported. It makes
good planning sense to set out so called “Delivery Area Strategies” which are closely alighed with the

continue to maintain a close working
relationship with you to develop transport
schemes in and around the city.

ACTION: Worcestershire County Council will
seek to expand the definition of the corridor
projects to include enhancements for all
suitable modes of transport.

Thank you for your comprehensive comments
on the LTP4 documents.

Noted.

n7




Stakeholder

Comment

adopted Local Plans such as the South Worcestershire Development Plan.

The South Worcestershire Councils support the County Council’s intention to work closely with Highways
England in order to deliver the transport requirements for the Game Changer Programme sites at M5
Junction 6 and Malvern Hills Science Park.

The South Worcestershire Councils Area Profile is a fair reflection of the transport related issues which
were apparent in the preparation of the South Worcestershire Development Plan.

It is acknowledged that the public funding for transport infrastructure will continue to be scarce and very
competitive (amongst local transport authorities).

The South Worcestershire Councils agree that the main transport challenges are relieving congestion,
enabling economic growth, enhancing journey time reliability and addressing poor air quality. Clearly
these challenges are interrelated requiring comprehensive solutions.

The South Worcestershire Councils support all 24 proposed Strategic Transport Schemes for south
Worcestershire. It is evident that only three of those (to include SWST3 Southern Link Road) are under
construction or about to be. A further two are at an advanced design stage albeit with funding still
outstanding. Thirteen schemes are responding to the South Worcestershire Infrastructure Delivery Plan
(SWIDP), leaving six schemes which are classed as “emerging concepts”. Hartlebury Rail Station is
included in the latter but was also set out in the SWIDP. The South Worcestershire Councils consider that
in cases where schemes are chasing the same funding pots, priority should be given to the SWIDP
identified schemes.

The South Worcestershire Councils support the concept of the proposed Strategic Active Travel Corridor
Schemes. Whilst the aim of creating integrated off-road walking and cycling networks is commendable
for the longer routes where the current infrastructure is either deficient or absent, the cost will be very
high and coupled with the propensity to walk and cycle dropping off significantly for trips exceeding 5
kilometres

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response

Noted.

Noted.

Noted.

Noted.

Noted. As developer funding is directly to
SWIDP schemes, this will naturally prioritise
these schemes for delivery.

Noted. This concept will be developed further
as schemes are brought forward for delivery;
however the aim is to connect communities
along routes. It is recognised that demand for
'full length' corridor use will be low, but there
are clear advantages to developing
interconnected networks.

Noted. We continue to work with commercial
operators to identify and support future bus
service network enhancements.

118




Stakeholder

Comment

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response

South
Worcestershi
re Councils

Following on from point 7 above, given the fact that a high percentage of residents live either in the
urban areas or on main roads between them, there is very little mention of the positive role that
improved bus services can play. Notwithstanding that the County Council are no longer directly
responsible for commercial bus service provision; they can play a pivotal role in trying to secure good
quality bus services for the south Worcestershire urban extensions. If these are not planned and secured
in advance there is less likelihood that future occupiers will change their mode of transport choice.

LTP4 — Proposed Transport Policies:

The proposed LTP4 policy objectives for the economy, environment, health and safety, equality, and
quality of life are what one would expect to see. They say the right things and are therefore supported by
the South Worcestershire Councils.

The proposed ten policies on “Transport Engagement” i.e. Councillor involvement and consultation,
stakeholder management, transport scheme engagement, communications on asset management
activities, monitoring and evaluation, inbound consultation, planning and human resources,
identification of funding, and electronic information are supported by the South Worcestershire Councils.
The South Worcestershire Councils support the proposed sixteen policies for the public realm save for
the following caveats. PR1 should also state that schemes respond positively to the local character and
reflect the historic setting. For PR2 the prevention of Statutory Undertakers digging up the highway post-
scheme implementation. For emergency works however there should be arrangements which prevent
the positive impact of public realm schemes being undermined by cheap looking/inappropriate
reinstatement. For PR3, as currently worded viz a viz “primary shopping streets” (for Grade 1) and
“primary retail streets” (for Grade 2) it is not clear which grade all the town centres will fall into. For
PR14 the South Worcestershire Councils would like to see specific reference to the South Worcestershire
Councils’ Conservation Officer being involved in the selection of appropriate materials e.g. paving in the
city and town centres.

Noted

Noted.

Noted.

ACTION: Worcestershire County Council will
amend policy PR1 as suggested.

Your comments on PR2 are noted. The recent
introduction of a permit system for street
works should make this situation easier to
monitor and lead to overall improvement.
Due to the varying nature of town and city
centres, the grading of the public realm will be
determined in partnership with key
stakeholders, including, where appropriate,
the local council's conservation officer.

Worcestershire County Council welcomes the
opportunity to work with South
Worcestershire's Conservation Officers in the
development of public realm schemes,
although material choices are heavily
dependent on available funding.
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Worcestershire County Council Officer Response

With respect to the proposed eight policies on cycling infrastructure, the South Worcestershire Councils
support them. Given the scarcity of funding it is suggested that schemes are prioritised according to the
potential for increasing utility trips i.e. commuting. It is evident on many of the principal urban roads the
quality of the surface is particularly poor at the edges. In such conditions a confident cyclist will take up
other road space but for most they will simply not cycle. A better maintenance regime, which ensured
that the edges of carriageways offer a smooth ride for cyclists, should increase cycling rates and could
also reduce congestion in the urban areas where a lot of trips are local.

The South Worcestershire Councils support the proposed eight LTP4 policies on integrated passenger
transport.

The South Worcestershire Councils support the three proposed LTP4 policies on air quality. The South
Worcestershire Councils consider that AQ1 should include a reference to the review of Local Plans as
future air quality management areas will be one of the factors taken into account in determining the
most appropriate spatial development strategy.

The South Worcestershire Councils support the three proposed LTP4 policies on motorcycling. With
regard to M1, we consider that the policy on use of bus lanes should be more positive as there is no
substantive evidence that their use by motorcyclists has a detrimental impact of cycling safety. M2
makes a lot of planning sense given the viability issues regarding rural buses. With regard to motorcycle
parking i.e. policy M3, we suggest that guidance on it is not restricted to locations where it can be
demonstrated to be lacking as that is difficult to do and in any event ignores latent demand.

With respect to the proposed nine LTP4 policies on climate change the SWC considers that they make
good sense from the perspective of minimizing the consumption of scarce resources and providing
information which should enable people to make more informed choices regarding personal transport.

Noted and agreed.
ACTION: These comments will be shared with
Highway Maintenance.

Noted.

Noted and agreed.

ACTION: A reference will be made to Local
Plans in Policy AQ1.

Noted. Unfortunately, there are sound
technological and cost reasons why
motorcycles cannot currently use bus lanes in
the County. However, Worcestershire County
Council will seek to overcome this if at all
possible.

ACTION: Policy M3 will be amended to include
reference to evidenced demand.
Noted.
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Worcestershire County Council Officer Response

Malvern Hills District Specific Comments:
The principle of the proposed “Malvern and Tenbury Wells Package” is supported.

All the proposed “Strategic Active Travel Corridor Schemes” are supported. The Worcester to Kempsey
SWAT3 should be extended southwards to include Kempsey given the short distance involved and the
high potential for a considerable increase in cycling trips with the right investment.

It is considered that given the relatively close distance, the size of the settlements, community patterns
and employment destinations (notably Elizabeth the Chef) that Worcester to Lower Broadheath be also
identified as a “Strategic Active Travel Corridor Scheme”.

Wychavon District Specific Comments:

The Strategic Active Travel Corridor Schemes for Wychavon District are supported. With Worcestershire
Parkway now under construction priority should be given to ensuring that accessibility to it for cyclists
and pedestrians is excellent. The station itself should have plenty of secure, sheltered cycle parking
facilities.

The scheme packages for Droitwich Spa, Evesham and Pershore are all supported; D3 is viewed as a
priority as Westlands is relatively deprived (including lower car ownership) and the nature of the roads
between it and Droitwich Spa town centre means walking and cycling is a very unattractive preposition;
D7 should include the identified need to increase car parking capacity for Droitwich Spa railway station; It
is considered appropriate for the Highway Authority to investigate the merits of a one way system
between Lyttleton Road, Corbett Avenue and Tagwell Road in order to relieve traffic congestion; E1
should include the identified need to increase car parking capacity for Evesham Railway Station. E4
specific references to “The Valley” cycle-path and the cycle/walk bridge across the River Avon at
Hampton.

Noted.

Noted. The route is intended to serve
Kempsey. The map features an indicative
route, and is perhaps unclear. This will be
resolved in the final version of the LTP4.

Noted — this is already included in the LTP4 as
SWAT12, although the description and map
will be improved in the final version.

Noted and agreed.

Noted. Scheme D3 will be brought forward as
funding becomes available.

Station car parking expansion will be covered
in more detail in the new Worcestershire Rail
Investment Strategy, which will be published
in due course.

Scheme E4 cannot be specific at this stage,
because Evesham Transport Strategy
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Worcestershire County Council Officer Response

Support for SWST2 at M5 Junction 6 but this should include works and speed restrictions between it and
the rugby ground in order to improve highway safety particularly for vulnerable users.

Strong support for P1 (Pershore Railway Station Improvement Scheme) which has been a long standing
ambition locally and can be readily implemented.

Malvern Hills and Wychavon Districts Comments:

The strategic delivery programme for the period 2017 — 2030 is supported. However, the need for plan
for employment and housing growth will continue and therefore it is considered important that the
Highway Authority (and Highways England) clarifies any links between the proposed strategic schemes
and longer term highway network aspirations.

Improved rural bus transport provision must be integral of the targeting investment in travel choice and
the need to tackle congestion.

Acknowledge that without significant investment in cycling and walking infrastructure, along with a
better maintenance regime on the main urban roads, traffic congestion and its associated detrimental
impacts with worsen.

development is required to identify a firm
business case for any future proposals.

Worcestershire County Council is working
closely with Highways England to provide
alternative facilities for Non-Motorised Users,
which will remove the need for intervention at
this location.

Noted.

Noted and agreed.

Noted. A rural transport policy will be
considered, however, options to develop rural
bus services are constrained by available
funding.

Noted and agreed.

122




Stakeholder Comment

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response

It is noted that there are no identified park and ride sites. LTP4 should, however, not discount park and
ride as an obvious way to help relieve traffic congestion in the urban centres.

The proposed policies on the “Public Realm” are supported. They could be illuminated through the
inclusion of specific best practice, eg the use of thin, pale, yellow/primrose, single/double parking lines in
Conservation Areas etc.

With respect to Policy PR3 greater clarification on the classification of grades 1 and 2 is needed as they
both refer to primary shopping streets.

With respect to the proposed cycling policies these are all supported but could be improved, eg, C3
should include the benefits of colouring cycle routes, particularly in heavily trafficked areas.

Noted, however. This requires significant
public sector financial support, which is
untenable currently. Should a robust,
financially viable business case be identified,
Worcestershire County Council may
reconsider the case for Park and Ride.

Noted.

Noted — see comments above.

Noted. A key issue with colouring routes is
that this surfacing method is expensive to
maintain and deteriorates quickly. The specific
mention of Hot Rolled Asphalt follows best
practice in this area, as it will ensure the best
quality surface for cyclists.

6.2.38 In total, 24 pieces of written correspondence were submitted from Parish and Town Councils.
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TABLE 6.9: COMMENTS FROM PARISH AND TOWN COUNCILS

Written Stakeholder Responses

Stakeholder

Kemerton
Parish Council

Comment

Kemerton Parish Council submitted a report, which forms part of their
Neighbourhood Plan.

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response

Many thanks for submitting this professional
and informative document for consideration
as part of the fourth Worcestershire Local
Transport Plan consultation.

The schemes identified within this report are
bespoke to Kemerton village only, and so do
not comfortably fit with a countywide
strategic transport plan.

We are aware that this document has been
shared with your Local County Councillor, who
we understand is now working with Officers to
bring forward a number of suggestions within
this plan as a local scheme.

Whilst we do not intend to include a specific
scheme for Kemerton in this plan,
Worcestershire County Council will assist and
support Kemerton to realise the aspirations
contained within this plan through
appropriate means.

We will seek to include a scheme which allows
access to LTP funding for more strategic traffic
calming schemes within the LTP4.

LTP Actions

LTP ACTION —
Include policy for
rural transport
schemes in LTP4.

Bewdley Town

Response to Consultation on Local Transport Plan version 4. January 2017.

Thank you for your response.

LTP ACTION —
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Worcestershire County Council Officer Response

LTP Actions

Council

Town and parish councils must be involved in all levels of transport planning,
not just those relating to street furniture and public realm improvements. This
is particularly important for those councils engaging with the Neighbourhood
Development Plan process. Parish and town councils should have an input
into new schemes and plans at an early stage and not simply as a “consultee”
as part of a box ticking exercise.

Inevitably, the Town Council will have a particular interest in the following
schemes:

WEFST2 — Digital telematics should be sensitive to Bewdley’s historical setting
and character, bearing in mind that this is a major tourist draw to the town.
Digital signage would not be welcome in the Conservation Area for example.
That said the Council do see an extended role for these signs on the
boundaries to alert drivers of traffic congestion and to direct non-town centre
traffic to use the by-pass.

WFST3 — The Bewdley to Wyre Forest link via Dowles which provides a multi-
user trail is to be welcomed, and something that the Town Council has
supported as an idea in principle in the past. We would go a step further and
suggest that links to Stourport and Kidderminster could be improved for
cyclists/multi trail users. Riverside access to Stourport could be improved
potentially reducing car journeys into Stourport and journey times for cyclists.
If a link to Kidderminster could be achieved (maybe from Sandbourne Drive
and following the SVR line to Kidderminster train station) this would
encourage cycling into Kidderminster and then further afield by train.

BE1 — The Bewdley Transport Strategy should focus on improving car parking
and reducing the volumes of traffic using the bridge and ease congestion
around the church and Welch Gate. The Town Council very much support this
in principle in order to deal with the AQMA at Welch Gate and have been

We note your desire to be involved in all levels
of transport planning and urge you to work
closely with both your local County Councillor
and local County Highways Liaison Officer to
progress this.

Noted, we welcome your views on transport
telematics and these will be considered as
part of the development process.

Your request for active travel corridor links to
Kidderminster and Stourport is welcomed. The
updated LTP4 contains plans for a network of
active travel corridors in the Wyre Forest
district.

Your comments on the Bewdley Transport
Strategy are noted, and WCC looks forward to
working with you and other partners to
develop this scheme.

Further develop
Active Travel
Corridor proposals in
Wyre Forest District
to propose for
inclusion in the LTP4.
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Comment

lobbying for a solution to this problem for some time.

The Town Council look forward to working with WCC and partners on these
schemes.

Turning to the Plan’s policies, the Town Council would comment as follows:

PR1 — Pedestrian safety. Some areas of Load Street need urgent review under
this policy, specifically vehicular access to the Tesco Express store’s car park
which crosses a footway at a key pinch point. The narrow width of the
footways along the bridge put the safety of vulnerable people at risk,
particularly as it is a key walking route between Bark Hill/Hales Park/Town
Centre and the high school. Another key area of concern is pedestrian safety
on the main river bridge. The footways are too narrow compared to the
number of vehicle movements over the bridge.

PR3 — Classification. The Town Council would expect the town centre to be
classified as a Grade 1 Premium Public Realm area considering its historic
importance, Grade | listed bridge and Conservation Area. The Council would
not accept funding being diverted away from Bewdley simply due to another
area being classed as “higher profile”.

PR12 — Street lighting. Since the main route through the Town Centre is now
“B” classified, there is an argument that the large sodium/LED lamps should
be replaced with in-keeping Victorian style columns, in line with this policy to
provide “a higher quality column to enhance the sense of a quality space...”

PR13 — Part of the above public realm improvement project should also
involve planting street trees along Load Street. This would add to the quality
of the space, enhance links to the historic natural environment and contribute
to improving air quality.

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response LTP Actions

We recognise that Bewdley, with its dense
medieval street pattern, was never designed
to accommodate high vehicular flows, with
the result that pedestrian safety is now an
issue. The development of the Bewdley
Transport Strategy provides a valuable
opportunity to review this issue.

Your comments on public realm classification
are noted, and will be considered specifically
as part of the ongoing development of our
public realm management approach.

Thank you for your comments on street
lighting, which are noted. We would advocate
discussing this issue with your local County
Councillor for consideration.

Your comment on the provision of street trees
in Load Street is noted. Currently poor air
quality may preclude this at the present time;
however, it may be possible to consider the
provision of street trees as part of the
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AQ1, AQ2, AQ3 — AQMA'’s. This policy is key to addressing air quality and
traffic congestion issues in Bewdley. A large, brave, strategic solution must
come forward as soon as possible and the Town Council will continue to work
with the County and District Councils on developing a realistic, deliverable
plan.

M3 — Motorcycle parking. The Town Council recognise that an area of
Severnside South in Bewdley is used as an informal parking area for
motorcycles during peak times. However, the Council would not support using
this area as official motorcycle parking due to its value as a civic space and
market place. Motorcycle parking should be off street in town centre car
parks.

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response LTP Actions

Bewdley Transport Strategy.

Thank you for your comments regarding air
quality. We look forward to working closely
with you in the development of the Bewdley
Transport Strategy, to address this serious
issue.

Your comments on informal motorcycle
parking on Severnside South are noted.
Worcestershire County Council will ensure this
issue is specifically considered and alternative
options proposed in the Bewdley Transport
Strategy.

Suckley Parish
Council

Suckley Parish Council held a meeting on 13th February to discuss the above
Plan.

The following are the comments they wish to have on record:
The highest possible priority should be given to dualling the A4440 Worcester

ring road between the Ketch to Powick roundabouts.

Further extension of the A4440 around the northern side of Worcester to
meet the A449 is highly desirable to avoid the existing bypass becoming
jammed with traffic due to new housing developments.

The A449 should be significantly enhanced between Malvern Link
(Countrywide roundabout) and the A4440 Powick roundabout to

Thank you for your response.

Your comments on the A4440 are welcomed
and this is indeed a very high priority for the
County Council.

Further extension of the A4440 around the
western side of Worcester is under
consideration and would be subject to the
development of a suitable business case to
support investment, recognising that the costs
of such a link are significant.

Your comments on the A449 between
Malvern and Powick Hams are noted.
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Worcestershire County Council Officer Response LTP Actions

accommodate the large increase in traffic likely from housing development
around Malvern.

Cycleway proposals should be enhanced to produce continuous cycleways
discrete from the main highway between the proposed Parkway railway
station and (a) Malvern Link & (b) Bransford roundabout. Such cycleways
should idealy be lit for safety between cyclists and other road users.

The proposal for an extra Park & Ride railway station at Rushwick should have
high priority. This facility would greatly assist those living on the west side of
the Severn and reduce traffic on the A4440. The proposed Parkway station
would not meet either aim.

Please acknowledge receipt of these comments, which Suckley Parish Council
hope will be taken into account in the final plan.

Infrastructure upgrades to this route will be
considered beyond 2030, if a suitable business
case can be identified.

A number of active travel corridor schemes
are proposed, which will link many of the
locations you have cited. We note your
support for this approach.

We note your strong support for a new
railway station in Rushwick, which will
undoubtedly benefit residents in the rural
areas to the west of Worcester City.

Bredon Parish
Council

Bredon Parish Council — Response to Consultation on Worcestershire Local
Transport Plan 4:

Background: Bredon is a rural parish at the very south end of Worcestershire,
adjacent to the boundary with Gloucestershire. The nearest town is
Tewkesbury and it is roughly equidistant from the larger urban centres of
Worcester, Cheltenham and Gloucester, but receives the bulk of its services
from Worcester as the controlling local authority.

The Bredon Parish Neighbourhood Plan 2016-2030 has recently completed
inspection and it is hoped that the final version will be ratified in a local
referendum during 2017. Transport policies for the parish are described in
detail in Sections 3.8 and 5.5 of this document and will not be repeated here.

Public Transport:

Thank you for your comprehensive response.

LTP ACTION — Share
comments with
neighbouring
authority and
relevant rail user

group.
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It is recognised that the primary mode of transport for most parishioners is by
private car, and that for many journeys this is the only realistic option.
However, public transport does provide a number of journey options and
these should be preserved and — where possible — improved upon.

The 540 bus service between Evesham and Cheltenham via Tewkesbury was
regrettably curtailed in 2014 such that almost all through journeys to
Cheltenham were withdrawn. Combined with the lack of evening and Sunday
services this represents a poor service with the only option to reach either
Cheltenham or Gloucester being a change of bus at Tewkesbury.

It is practically impossible to reach Worcester by bus. The nearest direct
service commences at Eckington but there is no link from Bredon to
Eckington. It would be appreciated if this situation could be given
consideration in the Local Transport Plan.

Several rail journeys are made daily by parishioners from the nearby
Ashchurch for Tewkesbury Railway Station. A group of schoolchildren who
travel to Worcester rely on the only peak hour departure, the 7.34am to
Malvern. This line provides a useful link, but with the timetable operating on a
two-hour headway there are few useful return journeys, the only feasible
option back to Ashchurch after school being the 5.02pm departure to
Westbury.

Bredon Parish Council supports the development of Worcester Parkway
Station with the enhanced interchange opportunities that this will provide.
However, this improvement will only be useful to parishioners if the numbers
of trains which stop at Ashchurch are increased to provide at least an hourly
service in both directions. Otherwise the private car is bound to remain the
overwhelming choice of transport.

Highways:

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response LTP Actions

Your comments regarding local bus services
are noted. The majority of bus services in the
County are now provided mostly by the
private sector. The role of the Local Transport
Plan is to support commercial operators
through investment in infrastructure and
technology to help services become more
commercially viable. We will pass on your
comments to local bus operators for their
consideration.

We recognise your comments about the
limited services provided at Ashchurch for
Tewkesbury station in Gloucestershire. As this
station is not within the County,
Worcestershire County Council has limited
ability to lobby for service improvements, but
will share these comments with neighbouring
authorities and the relevant Rail User Group.
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Worcestershire County Council Officer Response LTP Actions

The Highways infrastructure around the parish is discussed in detail in the
Neighbourhood Plan and we would direct the reader to this document for
detailed analysis. The main point to note is that the main road through the
village is wholly unsuitable to accommodate any additional traffic that may
arise from new developments in the surrounding areas. The road is
particularly tight in the stretch located in the medieval heart of the village
between the Royal Oak public house and Reeds Close.

Bredon Parish Council supports the proposal to extend the A46 from the
Teddington Hands roundabout to a new junction on the M5 to the south of
the current Junction 9 as part of the overall package of improvements to the
route between Evesham and Bristol. This would significantly reduce the
volume of traffic which has to use the Ashchurch Road to join the M5 at J9,
with knock-on reductions in congestion and journey times for Bredon
residents. Conversely we would object to any proposal for an additional
junction between Junction 9 and the M50 on the grounds of the total
unsuitability of the existing roads to accommodate additional traffic.

There is currently no infrastructure in the parish for the recharging of electric
vehicles. The Parish Council will watch developments in new technologies
carefully and will plan accordingly.

Bredon Parish Council, February 2017

We note your comments regarding the A46
between Teddington Hands and the M5. This
part of the A46 lies wholly within
Gloucestershire, and so Worcestershire
County Council has no influence over the
planning of this section. At the current time,
no funding has been identified to develop a
business case for the A46 improvements, so
any proposals for future alignments are
premature at this stage.

Worcestershire County Council is working
closely and proactively with Highways England
and is also an active member of the A46 task
group consisting of neighbouring County
Councils , Midland Connect and Highways
England, striving for improvements along this
nationally critical route.

Bretforton
Parish Council

PUBLIC CONSULTATION ON LPT4
SUGGESTED ESSENTIAL IMPROVEMENTS TO THE EXTENTION OF THE “South
Worcestershire Active Travel Corridor (SWAT) Schemes”

Whilst we appreciate and welcome the huge investment proposals for south
Worcestershire laid out in the transport plan, | feel that the proposed

Thank you for your extensive comments,
which make the case for extending SWAT 6

LTP4 ACTION —
Extend SWAT 6 to
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Worcestershire County Council Officer Response
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cycle/walking route (SWAT 6) between Evesham and Badsey is falling short,
quite literally, in meeting the needs of the local population in the area
between Evesham, Badsey, Bretforton and Honeybourne.

For background purposes, as | am sure you are aware, the main focus of the
transport plan are:

¢ Open for Business.

¢ The Environment.

e Children and Families.
¢ Health and Well-being.

The particular points below are particularly relevant to our case:

Worcestershire County Council's Corporate Plan — Key Themes  Worcestershire Local Transport Plan Objectives

Health and Wellbeing To contribute towards better safety. security. health and longer life expectancy in
Children and Families Waorcestershire, by reducing the risk of death, injury or iliness arising from transport and
promoting healthy modes of travelThe Health and Safety Objective

To optimise equality of opportunity for all of Worcestershire's citizens with the desired
outcome of creating a fairer society.
The Equality Objective

Health and Wellbeing
Children and Families

The Environment
Health and Wellbeing
Children and Families

To enhance the quality of life for Worcestershire's residents by promoting a healthy. natural
environment, conserving our historic built environment and preserving our heritage assets.
The Quality of Life Objective

Worcestershire County Council's Corporate Plan — Key Themes  Worcestershire Local Transport Plan Objectives

Open for Business To support Worcestershire's economic competitiveness and growth through delivering a
reliable and efficient transport network.
The Ecenomic Cbjective

The Environment
Health and Wellbeing
Children and Families

Io reduce the impacts of transport in Worcestershire on the local environment, by reducing
transport-related emissions of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases, with the desired
outcomes of tackling climate change and reducing the impacts of transport on public health.
The Environment Objective

The failure to include the sizable villages of Bretforton and Honeybourne in
this scheme is a missed opportunity and risks isolating these important
communities from the rest of the region. The omission of Honeybourne is
especially short sighted given that the railway station there is clearly part of
the transport plan to connect us with Warwickshire and Gloucestershire with
an expanded railway network.

(Vale East Active Travel Corridor) to Bretforton
and Honeybourne (and possibly extending to
the Stratford Greenway, if possible.) We are
delighted to be able to support this proposal,
and will seek to include this in the revised
LTP4.

Bretforton and
Honeybourne (and
Stratford Greenway,
if feasible).
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Whilst we were very
pleased to see that
the SWATS / SWAT 6
(page 35 and 36) are
in the plan, we were
dismayed to see that
it only to gets as far
as Badsey before
turning off to the
Littletons in the north
and
Wickhamford/Broad-
way in the south. The
young people and
residents of the
villages of Bretforton
and Honeybourne will
be significantly
disadvantaged by
this.

Vale East | SWATS (fay

Vale West | SWATS (s

NN Vale West Active Travel Corridor (Pershore-Wyre Piddle-Fladbury-Charlton,/Cropthorne-Evesham)

SN Vale East Active Travel Network Development and Improvements
(Evesham-Badsey-Offenham-Littletons-Harvington-Wickhamford-Childswickham-Broadway)

Why should Bretforton and Honeybourne be part of the Scheme?

Both villages are important for tourism in the area and are vibrant
communities whose residents need access to the opportunities for health,
safety and huge benefits that the SWAT routes will bring. Both villages suffer
from busy main roads overloaded with traffic and large haulage vehicles that
severely inhibit the local population from getting out and taking advantage of
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the glorious country side around them on foot or by bike in particular. Home
to around 3000 people between them, around 600 or which are children, it is
essential that they have access to these excellent new facilities. The economic
benefits and implications for each village should also be a consideration.

Why Bretforton?

Bretforton is a special village with a beautiful historic centre and an engaged,
enthusiastic, busy community. Many people travel to the village to sample its
many attractions and clubs. A cycle/walking path is essential if we want
people to safely travel to and from the village and leave their cars behind.

Why do people come to Bretforton? Here are some of the reasons:

The historic Fleece Inn is the heart of the village. Owned by the national trust,
this award winning pub hosts the famous asparagus auctions, morris dancing,
sing in the spring, beer and cider festivals, fine cuisine, countless live bands, a
wassail ceremony, outdoor theatre and so much more with things happening
most weekends. It is the centre of the community and attracts people from
far and wide. What better than to arrive there by bike or after a Sunday
afternoon walk?

The village is the home of Bretforton Silver Band and its youth band “Bret Set
Go”— Worcestershire’s only surviving village silver band and a major part of
village life from Christmas Carols around the village green to the Bretforton
Proms.

The village’s hugely popular events include “The Bretforton Proms” and
“Bretfest”.

The Bretforton Show in held in the grounds of Bretforton Manor along with
many open garden events across the village.

It has a first school, playgroup and a community run village shop and social
club.

The village hall hosts an increasing number of clubs including the Garden Club
and History Club.
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Bretforton Sports club is a massively important part of the village with people
travelling far and wide to take part in its Cricket, Hockey and Football teams,
including youth teams, and hosts many village social events.

The village contains a significant number of holiday cottages. Walking and
cycling paths would bring even more visitors to the village due to its proximity
to the Cotswolds.

Why Honeybourne?

People travel to Honeybourne for many reasons. The most commercially
important points are:

The future expansion of Honeybourne Railway station which already allows
people to commute to London.

The proposed future extension of the Gloucestershire and Warwickshire
Railway to Honeybourne.

The potential reopening of the Honeybourne to Stratford Rail Line.
Proposed improvements to the station.

BB Honeybourne | The Rail Industry | This scheme would involve the development of a business case and clear identification of local benefits to support
to Stratford- |/ Private Sector | the reopening of the railway link between Honeybourne and Stratford-upon-Avon. Worcestershire County Council
upon-Avon is very supportive of this scheme, recognising the significant potential economic benefits to the Vale of Evesham
Rail Line area. This scheme is subject to the development of a viable business case and agreement and support from key
Reinstatement partners, which must include: the Rail Industry, Wychavon District Council, Warwickshire County Council and
Study Stratford-upon-Avon District Council as a minimum.

Honeybourne | The Rail Industry | This proposed scheme would involve enhancements to station facilities to accommodate increased passengers.

Rail Station / Developers and stopping services arising from the future extension of the Gloucestershire and Warwickshire Railway to
Improvement Honeybourne Station and the potential reopening of the Honeybourne to Stratford Rail Line. This scheme would
Scheme be dependent on the completion of either or both of the above schemes to justify further investment.

(It would even make sense to extend the path and link it to the Stratford upon
Avon “Greenway” or Cotswold way — some cross county funding?)

Honeybourne is not just a railway station though. It is a rapidly growing,
thriving village:

It has three new housing developments that being built recently.
It is the home of the excellent “All Things Wild” animal park which is
ambitiously expanding year by year.
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The Ranch Caravan park.

It has two pubs, including the historic “Thatch Inn”.

It has a very active community with a women’s institute, country show and
village hall.

Summary:

In conclusion, it is clear to see that not including these two vibrant villages in
the transport plan will be detrimental to both communities, both in terms of
public health and commercial opportunities through tourism. | urge you to
reconsider the route of the path and invest the funds necessary to extend the
routes that few extra miles. It makes sense economically as both offer
genuine tourist attractions and links to important infrastructure. It is essential
socially so that these communities continue to thrive and have the
opportunities to explore their surroundings safely and lead healthy lives. The
question is not why should you include these two villages in the plan but why
wouldn’t you? We hope this plan comes to fruition with Bretforton and
Honeybourne a part of it. It would be a truly amazing gift to the future
generations and one which we all could be proud of.

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response LTP Actions

Wythall Parish
Council

Wythall Parish Council (WPC) welcomes the production of a new Local
Transport Plan for the County, although serious reservations remain about the
effectiveness of the plan as currently drafted. The consultation document
states that LTP4; ‘Sets out the priorities for the County. It identifies the
approach to managing the increased transport demand that is fully consistent
with projected housing development and economic growth.’

It is the Council's view that whilst the above statement maybe correct, a key
feature particularly in relation to Bromsgrove is not addressed in LTP4. There

Thank you for your extensive comments.

The Local Transport Plan includes the outputs
of Infrastructure Delivery Plans, produced by
District Councils, which set out planned
growth and the infrastructure required to
deliver this development growth sustainably.
In South Worcestershire, this process resulted
in a detailed plan, which directly fed into the
Local Transport Plan.

At the time of development, Bromsgrove
District Council did not have an adopted Local
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are future development needs identified but not allocated in the Bromsgrove
District Plan (BDP) which currently do not feature in any context in the LTP4,
failure to even acknowledge this issue is a significant omission within LTP4 to
the extent that the Council cannot support the plan as it is drafted.

It has been widely known for a number of years that Bromsgrove District
Council will be reviewing the recently adopted BDP, including reviewing the
green belt to find additional housing for both local needs and the wider needs
of the Greater Birmingham Housing Market (GBHMA) area, which the District,
as a whole, is a part of. This review as a minimum, will be looking for land for
2300 houses which is approximately 118 hectares. There will also be a likely
need to safeguard land for beyond the plan period of approximately 202
hectares to meet expected future development needs although this is could
possibly change as future housing and employment needs are calculated. This
figure does not include land for any wider GBHMA development needs, which
cannot be met on Brownfield and other suitable sites in the main urban areas.

The Council acknowledges that LTP4 cannot address these issues directly with
scheme proposals until more information is known on the final scale and
location of development. WPC considers that as the currently drafted policy
BR1 - Bromsgrove Transport Strategy is too limited in its scope to adequately
address this future challenge. The current wording does nothing to future
proof and add capacity into the Bromsgrove transport network to avert future
congestion problems and consequent adverse impacts on air quality.

It is welcomed that at officer level indication has been given that the wording
of BR1 can be altered to allow for a more overarching and longer term
strategy to be produced in relation to Bromsgrove as a whole. This
overarching strategy which will consider all modes of transport; is likely to be
a key element in shaping how the District develops in the future. It is essential
that progress on the development of this strategy is reported back at regular
intervals, and subjected to wider stakeholder consultation to ensure that it
evolves in a manner which addresses the challenges being presented to those

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response LTP Actions

Plan (although this has subsequently been
adopted). As you rightly identify, until details
of proposed allocated developments are set
out within a Local Plan, the LTP4 cannot
suggest an approach to address the increased
demand generated. The Local Transport Plan
refresh was required due to significant
political, economic and social change which
had rendered the LTP3 obsolete in part, the
fact that many schemes had already been
delivered, and to support and reflect adopted
Infrastructure Delivery Plans already in place.

Now that Bromsgrove District Council has an
adopted Local Plan, Worcestershire County
Council will work with Bromsgrove District
Council to develop and update their
Infrastructure Development Plan to properly
reflect the needs of new developments, which
will then be incorporated into the LTP4 in due
course.

Scheme BR1 will be amended as discussed
with Bromsgrove District Council.

Worcestershire County Council does not agree
that transport should be the sole determinant
of development growth allocation. There are a
wide range of other infrastructure needs to be
considered, including utilities, health,
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who currently, and in the future, want to live and work in Bromsgrove District
area.

WPC would like this strategy to be seen as an opportunity for transport
considerations to more heavily influence the decisions on where all forms of
future development should take place. The Strategy should play a positive
role in addressing infrastructure deficiencies which currently exist, and which
will not be solved without intervention over and above that which can be
secured from additional development. Simply mitigating the impact of future
development is not an option WPC can support.

An evidence based investment strategy needs to be developed which can be
used to secure necessary infrastructure funding. This strategy needs to be
robust and flexible to ensure it can address the requirements for a range of
local and central government funding regimes which will inevitably change
over the lifetime of any plan. The strategy needs to be fully integrated with
other similar strategies being developed in adjoining areas, particularly to the
north in the West Midlands Conurbation to ensure that full advantage is taken
of all additional infrastructure investment and possible funding that becomes
available.

Whilst the Council is not necessarily objecting, the reason for combining
Bromsgrove and Redditch together as ‘North East Worcestershire’ also seems
confused. The areas are very distinct areas, with markedly different socio
economic structures, so, therefore, to say this is done for socio economic
reasons and because both Councils relate to Birmingham is confusing. It is our
understanding that the transport challenges the authorities face are very
different. As the description of the North East Worcestershire Transport

Challenges in LTP4 is very generic it is difficult to ascertain from the plan what
these challenges really are across North East Worcestershire. Consequently

without this understanding it difficult to form a view as to whether grouping

Bromsgrove and Redditch together is for the benefit of each authority.

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response LTP Actions

education etc, all of which need to be
considered in the round by Bromsgrove
District Council, as the Local Planning
Authority for the area. Of course,
Worcestershire County Council will support
and contribute to this detailed process, to
support the identification of suitable sites.

We note your comments on the LTP4 geo-
spatial groupings. For the purposes of the
Local Transport Plan, the North East
Worcestershire area relates to commuting
patterns. Both Bromsgrove and Redditch have
strong socio-economic links with Birmingham
and Solihull (which is reflected in Redditch
Borough Council and Bromsgrove District
Council pursuing joint membership of both
Worcestershire LEP and Greater Birmingham
and Solihull LEPs). Traffic patterns on the local
transport networks also reflect this, and so it
is pragmatic to consider the area consistently.
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Particularly as it is assumed that full strategies as per the one identified for
Bromsgrove above will be produced for all areas of the county, including
Redditch. As a whole again we assume these local elements will form a
coherent transport strategy for the whole of Worcestershire which links
complementary strategies in adjoining areas such as the West Midlands
conurbation and Warwickshire.

In summary it is believed that nothing short of a radical programme of
investment in all modes of transport infrastructure across the District will be
needed to ensure Bromsgrove can cope with the pressures likely to be
exerted on it over the next 20-30 years.

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response LTP Actions

Lower
Broadheath
Parish Council

Lower Broadheath Parish Council will confine its observation to the West of
Worcester development and surrounding area.

The Parish Council considers the LTP 4 plan wholly inadequate for West
Worcester as it fails to meet the requirements for sustainable development
set out in the adopted SWDP.

Relegating the Western Link to an aspiration is wholly inadequate. This
Western link road is essential for West Worcester and must form an integral
part concurrent with the Temple Laugherne development.

Reasoned Justification:

The paper ‘Transport Background Paper - Technical Update’, from CH2M Hill
published in November 2016 as part of the evidence in support of LTP 4 has
been studied. Figure 4-2 from that modelling, illustrates that the Temple
Laugherne internal estate road is predicted to carry substantial through
traffic. It cannot be either sustainable, SWDP 1 or environmentally
appropriate, SWDP 22 to have through traffic, traversing a housing estate,
adding to the air pollution and seen as approved by the Highways authority.
The Western link road SWST12 should be considered an inclusive and

Thank you for your comments.

The LTP4 reflects the South Worcestershire
Infrastructure Development Plan. As you
know, this document did not find in favour of
the inclusion of a North West Link Road for
Worcester. As a result, we cannot secure
developer contributions towards such a
scheme at the present time. That said,
aspirations to provide a western link road
remain, and so Worcestershire County Council
will seek to develop the business case for this,
to enable a scheme to be brought forward in
future, if sufficient funding can be identified.

The approach to developing the West of
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concurrent requirement for the development of the West Worcester Urban
extension, Temple Laugherne. Land required for the Western link road should
be fully safeguarded from development.

The modelling, so far seen, fails to include the A44 traffic entering and leaving
from the west to the Rushwick roundabout, together with the significant
traffic flows through surrounding C lanes. Some of these lanes carry almost as
much traffic flow as the A44 with up to 450 vehicles per hour at peak times
flowing through Lower Broadheath village centre. The traffic modelling, used
in support for West Worcester, is therefore flawed.

The LPT 4 desires to promote alternative transport modes to that of the
motor car. Cycling (policy C1 to C8) and pedestrian use are important modes.
For new developments above 100 dwellings and having a principal estate road
that provides a through route, a minimum carriageway width of 7.2 metres
should be required as policy. Such a width reduces the pedestrian detriment
and the parking of vehicles on footways, observed daily in narrow estate
roads. Adequate off street parking should be included. For major estate roads,
the provision of wide segregated footways (after the style of Townsend Way
Malvern), should form part of the provision for cycling policy.

Regardless of the final road arrangement agreed for the route between the
Rushwick roundabout (A4440 / A44) and the Martley road (B4204),
substantial modification of the T junction between the B4204 and the A 443
Hallow road is required. Re-design of this junction should be included as a
strategic action within LPT 4.

All of the materials necessary to construct the West Worcester urban
extension should gain access to the site directly from the A4440 and not via
the Martley road.

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response LTP Actions

Worcester urban extension will be dealt with
in the planning process. If you wish to identify
specific conditions to be placed against the
development (such as a requirement for
deliveries to only take a particular route), this
will need to be voiced during the planning
application process.

Pershore Town
Council

Please see below the response from Pershore Town Council on the
consultation document — LTP4:

Thank you for your comments.
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Q2 Members agree with some aspects of the proposed scheme for Worcestershire County Council is pleased to

Pershore but not all — please see later responses. hear that you support the majority of schemes
proposed.

Q3 Agree to Pershore aspects with some reservations.

Q4 Please see below comments on each aspect of the proposals:

SWST1 - concerns over detrimental impact of proposed Worcester Parkway We note your comments on SWST1.

on Pershore Station. Worcestershire Parkway will have no

SWST4 - support. detrimental impact on either Pershore or

SWST11 - support. Worcester Shrub Hill railway stations. The

SWST23 - strongly support and urgently needed. service level will remain the same initially;

SWATS - support. however, Worcestershire County Council is

SWAT11 - support but improved lighting on railway bridge footway urgently working with the rail industry to develop

required. services along the line. Worcestershire

Pershore Package - support but would add that P1, P6 and P7 are urgently Parkway will also significantly improve the

required. business case for the dualling of the North

Cotswold Line, which will, in turn, support the
redevelopment of Pershore Station into an
improved facility capable of accommodating
further growth.

We recognise your desire for some schemes
to be brought forward ahead of others within
the plan. This will be considered during the
implementation plan, but will be heavily
dependent on available funding.

Charlton Parish | Following a discussion with Councillor Liz Eyre at last Thursday's meeting of Thank you for your comments.
Council Charlton Parish Council, | can confirm our broad agreement with her response
to the LTP4 consultation survey.

However, we believe that more consideration should be given to the traffic Evidence suggests that capacity constraint is
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flow issues on the A44 road between junction 6 of the M5 and the junction
with the A46 at Evesham. The traffic volume is already far in excess of the
levels that the road was originally designed for, and the construction of the
new Worcester 6 business park can only exacerbate the situation on the A44
and also local roads through the villages en route.

| trust that our considered comments will be taken into consideration when
future road construction and/or upgrades to existing highways are planned.

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response LTP Actions

limited to the Pershore area (Pinvin
Crossroads) on the A44. Scheme SWST4 seeks
to specifically address this issue, which will
improve the efficiency of this junction,
delivering more reliable journey times and
improved strategic access to Pershore. There
may also be improvements resulting from
schemes W1 and E2.

Childswickham
Parish Council

| am enclosing a copy of Proposed Speeding Restrictions within the parish and
the A46 junction. The council would also like the current public transport
arrangements to be maintained and further provision for safer cycling routes.

Introduction:

Childswickham Parish Council continually receives complaints regarding
excessive speeding in and around the Parish. The Parish Council has decided
to propose a number of speed limit alterations around the parish and would
like to implement a plan that encourages the driving of vehicles at a safe and
considerate speed within the parish and surrounding area. The parish and
surrounding roads are frequently used by pedestrians, cyclists, runners, horse
riders and slow farm vehicles.

Proposal 1: Childswickham Road to Cheltenham Road (leading to Broadway):

A fixed speed limit of 40mph (a transition speed limit) on the Childswickham
road which connects Childswickham to Broadway.

The current speed limit is 60mph. The road currently has a fixed 30mph limit
for an estimated distance of 65 meters from the Cheltenham road (part of the
Broadway 30mph zone) heading towards Childswickham village. The
remaining road, 835 metres becomes a 60mph zone until reaching
Childswickham.

Thank you for your detailed comments.

We note your comments on speed limits. It
should be noted that in order for speed limits
to be effective, they need to be naturally
enforceable. For example, a speed limit on a
country lane, with no adjacent properties
would be unlikely to be followed by the
majority of drivers without expensive
engineering measures, such as cameras, road
narrowing, speed humps etc.

Nonetheless, we recommend discussing these
proposals with your local County Councillor, to
explore the feasibility of these suggestions.

In specific reference to the A46, this route is
not a Worcestershire County Council managed
road, as it falls under the auspices of Highways
England. As a nationally strategic route, it
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Justification to Proposal 1: Childswickham road to Broadway: would be highly unlikely that any speed
restrictions could be applied here without
The road is regularly used by runners, cyclists, pedestrians and dog walkers. It | significantly impacting on the efficiency of the

is the main route for local traffic to travel between Childswickham and route.

Broadway or Winchcombe. The road has a small footpath which is not wide

and is not well maintained and considered dangerous when vehicles pass Whilst local speed limits are not a strategic

pedestrians at speed. The road width is quite narrow especially for a 60mph issue, and thus not for consideration within

zone. A 40mph zone would be more suited to the road geometry. The LTP4, we will seek to include a scheme to

estimated distance for the 40mph zone would be 900 metres until it married support more costly rural projects, where a

up with the 30mph zone in Childswickham. . business case can be identified to support
investment.

From Department of transport 2013 document “Setting local speed limits”
“Occasionally it may be appropriate to use a short length of 40 mph or 50
mph speed limit as a transition between a length of road subject to a national
limit and another length on which a lower limit is in force, for example on the
outskirts of villages or urban areas with adjoining intermittent development”.

Proposal 1 meets the requirements detailed in the paragraph above.

Proposal 2: Mount Pleasant Village 40mph Speed Limit:

A fixed speed limit through Mount Pleasant village of 40mph beginning at the
“Slow” road marking heading into the village from Childswickham and ending
at Old Leys Farm, the final property after the double bend.

The estimated total distance of the restricted speed limit would be around
480m.

The current speed limit is 60mph through the village which is considered
unacceptable for the residents.

Justification to Proposal 2:

The village has no footpaths or lighting leaving the safety of residents
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vulnerable from fast moving traffic especially at night and in bad weather
conditions. The village has 24 official registered properties under Mount
Pleasant. Not all of these properties would be covered under the 40mph
speed zone. Gateways should be considered on the entrance and exit of the
village as a visual cue for drivers. A number of accidents and a fatality have
already occurred inside the village boundary due to traffic vehicles losing
control on the double bend and travelling across the white line due to excess
speed.

Proposal 3: the Introduction a 40mph buffer zone to the west entrance of
Childswickham:

The introduction of a 40mph intermediate speed limit prior to the 30mph
speed limit signs at the entrance to the village before entering the current
30mph zone on the west entrance of Childswickham (from Mount Pleasant
direction).

The 40mph buffer zone would begin at Burnside Stable for a distance of an
estimated 370 meters before joining up with the existing 30mph zone in
Childswickham.

Justification to Proposal 3:

The 30mph zone on the entrance to Childswickham village is continually
abused because traffic is travelling too fast typically 50mph+ when they enter
the 30mph zone. Introducing a buffer zone of 40mph before the 30mph zone
will help traffic meet the 30mph limit. Having large Gateways at both ends of
the village is also recommended.

Proposal 4: traffic calming along New Street and Atkinson Street:
The introduction of traffic calming along Atkinson Street and New Street. The

area of concern is traffic entering Blacksmiths Lane from Broadway Road and
travelling at speed down Blacksmiths Lane.
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Traffic calming measures are required to reduce excess speeds in these areas.
A 20mph speed limit should be considered for Atkinson Street, New Street
and Farmers Lane. Residential roads leading off the 20mph zone would also
be restricted to 20mph.

Justification to Proposal 4:

New Street has no pedestrian paths but a high density of properties that lead
onto the road. From the Broadway Road entrance, Atkinson Street has a
straight stretch of road for 213 metres after which the road narrows to a near
single carriageway with a blind bend. The straight stretch of road encourages
vehicles to travel at speeds not suitable for the conditions.

Proposal 5: 50mph Speed limit on the Hinton road/Broadway road:

The Parish council would like to see a 50mph speed limit imposed on the
whole stretch of the Broadway road from the A46 entrance through to Mount
Pleasant (where a 40mph zone is imposed) and leaving Mount Pleasant a
50mph limit on the Hinton Road until Childswickham. See plan

Justification to proposal 5:

The Hinton Road may sometimes appear empty, but is full of unpredictable
hazards. It has shared spaces used by pedestrians, runners, cyclists, horse
riders, slow farm vehicles, livestock and wild animals — all of which have a
right to be there. They are often narrow blind corners and bends, pot holes
and debris, and no pavements or cycle paths. All these factors mean the
60mph limit for this country road is too high for safety, giving drivers
insufficient time to react in an emergency. Fast drivers constantly cross the
white line because they take the narrow bends too fast and are continually
observed overtaking on blind bends. This road meets the current criteria from
the Department of Transport to have a 50mph speed limit imposed.
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Appendix A - Speed Zone Proposals

Proposed 40mph fimit in Mount Pleasant

‘\

To Chilkdswickham

Existing 30mph Zone

Proposed 40mph {; ition) Zone

Existing 20mph Zone

To Broadway
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N |
30MPH Zone

Entrance to

Childswickham

Proposed 50mph Zone Proposed 40mph Zone Proposed 50mph Zone Proposed 40mph zone

From Ad6 Through Mount Pleasant (Intermediate Zone)

1T on
een

The exit/entry road to Childswickham from the A 46 and to Cross to Hinton on
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the Green, is getting worse, the volume of traffic including HGV's traveling to
fast.

Until a safe solution is installed | would propose a speed reduction from
60MPH to a 50MPH zone shown.

The 50MPH zone would be for a distance of approximately 1.2Km
Lighting at night around the Hinton on the Green junctions would also help.

St Peter's St Peter’s Parish Council request admission of the following proposals within Thank you for your comments, most of which | LTP ACTION — Pass
Parish Council the Local Transport Plan: relate to the dualling of the A4440 (Phase 3) comments to SLR
which is currently underway. We will pass Phase 3 Project
Dualling of the A4440 from Powick to Whittington including the Carrington your comments onto the project team for Team.
Bridge with completion as soon as possible to minimise disruption to St their consideration.

Peter’s residents.
Consequently, the majority of these
Implementation of a safety rail / barrier along Crookbarrow Way between the | comments are not relevant to LTP4, which is
Norton and Whittington roundabouts to protect pedesrians, cyclists and limited to Phase 4 (Carrington Bridge to
school children from the dualled A4440. Powick Hams).

The proposed pedestrian bridge across the A4440 between the Ketch and
Norton roundabouts to include a descent / drop running parallel to the
existing pathway by Power Park (running parallel to Broomhall Way to the
west) with improved drainage benefiting the existing pathway and football
pitch including: the current “desire” line from the point where the bridge
descent grounds and through to the all-weather play area, properly surfaced
Pedway, and the football pitch levelled to improve play value and to reduce
water runoff.

Implementation of improvements to the pedway that floods by the electricity
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substation in Power Park (bordering the A4440); namely it being raised with
suitable culverts beneath and a dry attenuation pond dug in the corner of
Power Park at the Lobelia Close / Norton Road Pedway end.

Upgrade of the underpass at the Carrington Bridge from the Ketch towards
Whittington with improved pathway, hand rail, slope reduction and lighting.

Implementation of a Traffic Regulation Order on Broomhall Green to limit
parking to four hours at any time (removing lorries stopping overnight and
disrupting nearby residents).

Reduction of the speed limit from 40 mph to 30 mph on EIm Green Close to
reflect the positioning of the city boundary.

Reduction of the speed limit from 40 mph to 30 mph between the Timberdine
and Ketch roundabouts (Bath Road) due to turnings into the Aldi/B&M site,
the Ketch pub and the existing pedestrian island.

Reduction of the speed limit from 60 mph to 40 mph between the Ketch and
Norton roundabouts (A4440) to limit noise and pollution for St Peter’s
residents abutting this road.

Clearance to ensure free flowing of the brook that passes under Broomhall
way near the Norton roundabout through to the river (to avoid a recurrence
of the 2007 flooding in that area. (Whilst the area)

Verges and roadsides in general designed and landscaped to eliminate the
possibility of vehicles parking for the purpose of advertising.

Increased frequency of Bus Services, particularly in the evening and at
weekends

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response LTP Actions

We note your request for an underpass at
Carrington Bridge. This is included in the
Phase 4 scheme proposals.

Thank you for your comments on speed limits,
which are a local, rather than strategic, issue
and thus not within the scope of LTP4. We
suggest that these issues are raised with your
local County Councillor for their consideration.

Noted.

Bus service frequency is determined, in the
main, by the commercial operator and your
point will be passed on to them for
consideration.
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Churchill and
Blakedown
Parish Council

Comment

Please find below the response from Churchill and Blakedown Parish Council
to your consultation. | have summarised under general headings which | hope
makes the response easier to read. | also enclose some photographs which
show the extent of parking congestion around the railway station.

General Comments:

Members felt the Consultation Plan was conceptual; it was difficult to
comment as it is not clear what is planned. There appears to be a conflict of
the terms ‘parkway’ and ‘car park’.

There appear to be two elements to the proposals in the consultation. Firstly,
the proposals to take effect immediately, which covers specifically improving
the parking at Blakedown Station, better signage at the Station (which
Members are happy with), putting in more cycle places, and acknowledging
that the roads around the station are too congested to allow much in the way
of parking. Secondly, the other emerging concept is the idea of a parkway,
which would have a huge effect on the traffic on the A456. Members felt that
the village wasn’t suitable for this sort of proposal as it is a residential area.
Members were happy with the previous plan (LTP3) which referred to
improvements to the station, waiting areas etc. We need a car park not a
parkway, as we do not have the road system to accommodate a parkway. It
would also be preferable if traffic was re-routed via the A450 rather than
A456, as the A450 doesn’t go through the village centre.

Parking in Blakedown:

The Parish Council supports the fact that the Local Transport Plan looks to
improve parking issues, this is also part of our Neighbourhood Plan. There are
a couple of sites where existing facilities could be developed but the text of
the document is unclear as it merges ‘parking’ with ‘a parkway’. ‘On street’

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response

Thank you for your comments.

The LTP4 is a strategic, high level document,
which is intentionally light on detail,
recognising that flexibility is required to
enable developed schemes to change during
potentially long lead-in times.

We note your comment about Parkway and
Car Parks. The scheme for Blakedown Station
is to upgrade the existing poor quality
facilities, including the provision of a station
car park, to remediate current on-street
parking problems in Blakedown. The use of
'Parkway' in this context was to indicate the
need to provide parking at this station. We
will amend the LTP4 to remove reference to a
'Parkway' in the document.

LTP Actions

LTP ACTION —
Correct LTP4 to
remove any
reference to
'Parkway’.
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parking is problematic enough and the Parish Council would not wish to see
anything that exacerbates the problem. They feel that there is a problem of
congestion in the village and if a large parkway was put in place it would
increase congestion both in the village and on the A456. We do want a car
park but not a big parkway. In terms of existing traffic and parking problems
we would refer you to our County Councillor who is aware of all our parking
issues.

Congestion on surrounding roads:

Members felt that though congestion in urban areas is considered, there is no
consideration of the congestion on roads between the towns. Over
development of a parking facility could cause problems with vehicles going to
and from the locations, thus increasing problems on the A456 and
surrounding network of roads, many of which are no more than back lanes.

Positive Points in the Plan:

The Parish Council welcomes improvements to the A456 junction, plus Park
Gate and Hurcott A449 junctions. It also welcomes improvement in local bus
services but would not like to see more cycle lanes as Members feel that
many of the existing ones are not useable due to lack of maintenance.
Neighbourhood Plan

There are policies in the Parish Council’s emerging Neighbourhood Plan which
need to be looked at. Please follow the link to section 4.1 Traffic and
Transport
https://cnbndpdotcodotuk.files.wordpress.com/2016/12/submission-plan-
november-16.pdf

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response LTP Actions

We note your comments on cycle lanes,
although the Active Travel Corridors proposed
in the LTP4 will be designed specifically to
address this issue.

We note your comments on your emerging
Neighbourhood Plan. These will be considered
in the development of the LTP4. As many of
the issues in this plan identified are non-
strategic (i.e. fall outside the scope of the
LTP4), it is important that this is shared with
your local County Councillor, who is best
placed to champion these issues on your
behalf.
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Worcestershire County Council Officer Response LTP Actions

Blakedown Railway Station:

In terms of alterations to the railway station, the general response is positive
but again a large parkway would increase congestion on the A456 and the
surrounding network of roads, which are already a problem. Urban
congestion would be made worse. Relieving pressure on Kidderminster
Station car park is talked about and but should not be at the expense of
increasing problems in Blakedown.

Hartlebury Railway Station:

Members suggest that possibilities with Hartlebury Station are explored.
Traffic could be routed via the A450 which is not currently designated as a
primary route, though the A456 is. The Local Plan Review shows potential
development to the Southern and Eastern side of Kidderminster, Rushock and
Hartlebury East. The A450 would provide access to Hartlebury Station and the
industrial estates in Hartlebury.

Thank you for inviting us to take part in the consultation, we hope you find
our contribution useful.

Accompanied by 5 photographs, one shown below:

We note your comments on Hartlebury
Station, and will be developing this concept
further in the new Worcestershire Rail
Investment Strategy, which will be consulted
upon in due course.
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Worcestershire County Council Officer Response LTP Actions

Shrawley Parish
Council

Shrawley Parish Council's response to the Local Transport Plan 2017 to 2030 is
detailed below:

The overriding disappointment focuses on the lack of any real forward plans
or aspirations, until we enter into even writing about major schemes they will
not ever have a chance of progressing.

It is disappointing some schemes are not mentioned e.g. Worcester Northern
by-pass (through Hallow to Claines) - although a western section is included
(Page 32) - and completion of the Kidderminster ring road. In particular there
is again no mention of the second river crossing / town by-pass at Stourport
apart from a mention of a Stourport-on-Severn Transport Strategy on page
57.

For example the upgrade of Hartlebury Station on page 33 is classed as a
major scheme but appears to be a series of minor improvements which are
unlikely to change radically the profile of the station.

Thank you for your comments.

A Western/Northern relief road will be
considered as part of a longer term plan for
Worcestershire. As this scheme is not cited in
the South Worcestershire Development Plan,
we cannot include it at this time.

The business case for a Stourport Relief Road
is no longer valid, being over ten years old, so
this scheme no longer features in the LTP4.

The Hartlebury Station Scheme will be
developed further as part of the
Worcestershire Rail Investment Strategy,
which will be provided for consultation in due
course.
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Locally there is a proposal to improve the junction at the Red Lion, Holt (page
33) although there appears to be nothing to reduce the congestion between
Holt and Ombersley particularly at the Ombersley roundabout. Again nothing
detailed to reduce congestion through Stourport.

There are proposals to improve junction 6 of the M5 at Six Ways (page 31)
could not see anything about junction 5 at Wychbold where the recent
improvements may not have solved the congestion problems along the A38.

A main concern, which flagged up a while ago, is the fact that the bus service
isn't mentioned at all! A subsequent consultation document revealed that this
omission has been highlighted by other parishes and it is stated that it is
because they are privately run and therefore outside their control — not
acceptable.

Yet rail services are privately run and they are part of the plan so this doesn't
make sense. It is Council subsidies that make rural routes financial viable. A
decision therefore to withdraw this funding in the next five years will have a
very significant impact indeed on rural settlements. This is not only in terms of
the social isolation it will cause the young, the financially challenged and the
elderly but it will also threaten the already challenging sustainability
credentials of villages like ours which could be very damaging indeed.

We are pleased that the Red Lion junction has been included for improvement

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response LTP Actions

Yes, the proposal to include a scheme
A4133/A443 is already included in the LTP4.
Your comments are noted regarding
congestion between Holt and Ombersley. This
issue is being specifically considered as part of
a longer term transport strategy, jointly with
the Worcester North West Link Road proposal.

The Stourport Transport Strategy technical
works have not yet commenced. Further
detail on this will be developed in due course.

Your comments regarding Junction 5 at
Wychbold are noted. Highways England is
currently investing in this junction as part of a
major investment programme in the M5,
which is expected to improve the efficiency of
this junction in the future.

Your comments on bus services are noted.
However, without available funding, and very
limited control over bus service provision and
operation, Worcestershire County Council has
little influence to tackle bus services in the
county.

Your comments on rail services are noted.
However, in contrast to bus services, rail
service franchises are publicly owned and
managed by the Department for Transport,
and let to private sector operators to provide,
offering greater opportunities for input by
County Councils.
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because the continuing large scale residential development in villages West of
the river is making this junction a very difficult one at rush hour for traffic
approaching it from this direction. However, a lack of proposals to reduce
congestion over the river at Stourport and through the town centre along
with action to reduce morning / evening congestion along the A4133 through
Ombersley is disappointing.

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response LTP Actions

A Stourport Transport Strategy is included in
the LTP4. This study has not yet commenced,
so details are not available at present, but
options to address the issues raised will be
shared as the scheme is brought forward for
delivery.

Broadway
Parish Council

At Broadway Parish Council meeting held on 16th March, County Councillor
Mrs. Eyre fully explained and discussed the above response to the LTP4
Consultation with members of the Council.

Broadway Parish Council fully support the comments and recommendation
submitted within the response.

Many thanks for your comments. These have
been fully responded to in Councillor Eyre's
submission with other comments received
from Worcestershire County Councillors and
Members of Parliament.

Fladbury Parish
Council

The routes around and through Evesham need to be improved as a matter of
urgency as the gridlock around the bypass is encouraging non local traffic to
use the known rat runs affecting Hinton through to Fladbury and onto the
A44. This also affects any traffic wanting to go into Evesham.

Fladbury Parish Council generally agrees with those comments made in
County Councillor’s submission.

In addition, the council would add the following comments:-

Part 1:

SWST5 — A46 Corridor:

¢ Agree with the comments under 1d. often gridlocked and people who work
in the town have been known to go out on the Cheltenham Road, turn right at
Hinton and along Haselor lane and depending which side of Pershore they live
come through Fladbury to the A44.

Thank you for your comments.

Worcestershire County Council is working
closely with Highways England to lobby for
investment in the A46 to improve its capacity,
which will improve traffic flow on this
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The A44:
¢ Agree with the statement under 2.

Trying to exit Fladbury during the busier times of day is becoming increasingly
difficult with the added traffic through the village from :

1. Access through Wyre long since stopped.

2. Tractors going to the glasshouses.

3. Increased traffic using the village as a rat run,

4 an overall increase as more houses are built plus,

5. Should the Crematorium be built an increase in overall traffic serving the
site.

There seems to be a blinkered view that as the traffic is flowing well along the
A44 then all roads trying to access it are not considered by Highways.

¢ Also concerned that the upgrade to the A46 to join the M5, which seems to
be mainly for southbound traffic, may not be seen as sufficient and that the
A44 is then designated as an alternative major route to the M5 at Worcester
for traffic going north.

Local Roads and quality of life:
e Agree with comments, please see previous comments.

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response LTP Actions

strategic route.

Worcestershire County Council recognises
that Haselor Lane / Cropthorne / Fladbury is
used by local people as a rat run to avoid the
A46, and will seek to address this strategically
with future investment in the A46.

Worcestershire County Council notes your
comments regarding the perception of a focus
on the Ad4. Worcestershire County Council is
required to prioritise limited resources
towards the strategic network, so while B, C
and U-class roads are considered for
investment, the A44 is naturally a priority.

We note your comments on the A46/M5
interface. As this in Gloucestershire,
Worcestershire County Council has no
jurisdiction in this area. That said, the County
Council continues to work with
Gloucestershire County Council and Highways
England to ensure that future investment
proposals do not adversely impact on
Worcestershire and its transport networks.
Worcestershire County Council is working
closely and proactively with Highways England
and is also an active member of the A46 task
group consisting of neighbouring County
Councils, Midlands Connect and Highways
England, striving for improvements along this
nationally critical route.
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Worcestershire County Council Officer Response LTP Actions

Active Travel Network:

Excellent points especially concerning access to hospital and social isolation.
Bus services are needed for both these areas. Safer access to the school in the
village — back to the amount of traffic plus cycle ways to enable all to travel
avoiding the ever busier A44 and other main roads.

Part 2:

With reference to the points on schools in the Active Travel Network and
looking at comments from other villages particularly concerning the A46, the
need to address safety concerns in the centre of Fladbury around the school
need to be addressed.

Additional points:

Parking at Evesham Station needs to be increased.

We note your comments on bus services.
However, without available funding, nor
control over bus service provision and
operation, Worcestershire County Council has
limited influence to tackle bus services in the
county.

Best practice shows that the most effective
way to tackle safety issues around schools is
for the school to operate their own active
school travel plan.

Linked to this, Worcestershire County Council
is considering including an additional policy in
the final LTP4, which specifically relates to
parking outside schools.

Your comments about increasing parking at
Evesham Station are noted, and this will be
addressed this issue in the new
Worcestershire Rail Investment Strategy,
which includes proposals to enhance parking
capacity at stations across the county.

Consider a policy on
parking around
schools.
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Concern about the downgrading of Pershore Station. Your comments on Worcestershire Parkway
station are noted. Worcestershire Parkway
will have no detrimental impact on either
Pershore or Worcester Shrub Hill railway
stations. The service level to both these
stations will remain the same initially;
however, Worcestershire County Council is
working with the rail industry to develop
services along the line. Worcestershire
Parkway will also significantly improve the
business case for the dualling of the North
Cotswold Line, which will be a key milestone
in supporting the redevelopment of Pershore
Station into an improved facility capable of
accommodating further growth.

Rural bus services and isolation. Please see earlier comments regarding bus
services and rat running.
Measures to address the use of rat-runs.

Beckford Parish | This is an abridged version. Thank you for your extensive comments.
Council
Beckford Parish Council recognises this need and, at a strategic level,
welcomes the creation of the A46 Member Partnership to bring together The A46 is owned and managed by Highways
highways specialists within the three councils. We presume this Partnership England. Worcestershire County Council has
expects to work together over the years it presumably will take to consider only limited powers to influence investment in
detailed routing, traffic modelling, environmental issues and a myriad of this corridor. That said, WCC works closely
special interests which arise along a route such as the A46 as it runs through with Highways England on strategic matters
three counties. on a regular basis.

Worcestershire County Council is a member of
the A46 Partnership, whose purpose is to
lobby Highways England and the Department
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for Transport to identify funding to develop a
business case for investment in an appropriate
scheme for this strategic corridor.

At this stage, it is premature to discuss routing
options, as business case development has
not yet commenced. The ultimate decision for
any future routing will sit with the scheme
promoter (Highways England). WCC is aware
that you have already contacted Highways
England separately with this information.

The Parish Council would raise objections to widening the existing road, which
passes immediately adjacent to residential areas, will lead to an unacceptable
level of impact in relation to road safety, the volume of traffic and the
environmental impacts associated with this traffic which include noise,
vibration, air quality and severance.

The second potential option (as stated in 2.9(2)) for the works would involve
creating a new route for the A46 to the south of Little Beckford as depicted by
the illustrative plan below.
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The indicative plan above shows a simple re-routing of the A46 around Little
Beckford which would result in the continued use of the Teddington Hands
roundabout. It is considered that other proposals which would see A46 traffic
by-pass the Teddington Hands roundabout as per the 1993 plans could also be
appropriate. It is considered that the solution adopted needs to ensure the
effective flow of traffic past Little Beckford and to/from the M5, whether that
flows to the existing Junction 9 or, more likely, to a new Junction 9A.

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response LTP Actions
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Worcestershire County Council Officer Response

LTP Actions

Sedgeberrow
Parish Council

The council echo’s the views already submitted by County Councillor E Eyre
and would like:

The planned cycle path from Sedgeberrow to Ashton under Hill become an
actual funded plan.

The return of a continuous bus service from Evesham to Cheltenham, no
changes at Tewkesbury.

Changes implemented to the A46 to make entrance and exit for Sedgeberrow
residents safer.

Improved railway connections: changes to local infrastructure to include
flashing lights and a 20mph speed restriction near schools and children’s play
area.

Thank you for your comments.

Worcestershire County Council is not aware of
a planned cycle path from Sedgeberrow —
Ashton under Hill and will contact you to
discuss.

Worcestershire County Council has very
limited influence over bus service provision by
the private sector. However your comments
will be passed to Stagecoach Bus, who operate
the service.

Worcestershire County Council would
welcome clarification of what is meant by
'improved railway connections' before
responding.

Your comments on local infrastructure
specifically relating to speed management are
a non-strategic issue (i.e. not for consideration
within LTP4), and should be taken forward
with Clir Liz Eyre, your local County Councillor.

LTP Action — Contact
Sedgeberrow PC to
find out about cycle
path proposal
between
Sedgeberrow and
Ashton under Hill.

LTP Action — Contact
Stagecoach with
request for
enhanced bus
service.

LTP Action — Contact
Sedgeberrow PC to
clarify what is meant
by improved railway
connections.
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Worcestershire County Council Officer Response LTP Actions

That said, a scheme is being considered to
provide a mechanism for such schemes to
access LTP funding in future.

Stoulton Parish
Council

Put a speed limit on the B4084 and enforce it.

There is a 30 mph restriction on the B4084 through Stoulton. This is widely
ignored with vehicles speeding through the village every day, as evidenced by
data from the Vehicle Activated Signs. On-going discussions with the
Highways Department have led to some modest improvements in signage on
the road and roadside funded in part by the village itself. Speed enforcement
is notable by its absence.

The creation of Worcester Parkway will increase the incentive for traffic to
speed through the village.

The changes to local transport envisaged by LTP4 should include restricting
the speed along the B4084 from Worcester Parkway to Stoulton to 40 mph
and keeping the 30 mph restriction through the village provides funds for the
speed limit to be enforced.

Mitigate the increase in road traffic on the B4084 with better cycle and bus
provision.

Worcester Parkway will lead to an increase in the volume of traffic along the
B4084. To conclude otherwise is contrary to common sense seeing as the
point of the car park places at the new station is that people will drive to it
and park their car. The increase in the volume of traffic will make access to
and from the village more difficult and have a negative impact on the air

Thank you for your comments.

Speed enforcement is the responsibility of the
West Mercia Road Safety Partnership. Your
comments will be passed to them for their
consideration.

We note your comments on additional cycle
routes for accessing Worcestershire Parkway
from Stoulton and Drakes Broughton.
Unfortunately, given the low population
density of this area, the creation of a bespoke

LTP ACTION — Pass

comments to West
Mercia Road Safety
Partnership.

LTP ACTION —
Consider
development of
SWAT15 to include
links to Stoulton and
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Worcestershire County Council Officer Response LTP Actions

quality and the environment

The changes to local transport envisaged by LTP4 should include the provision
of more cycle routes and more frequent bus services along the B4084 to
incentivise people to not use their car.

Meet LTP4 goals by providing of a proper cycleway from the new Worcester
Parkway Station out to Drake Broughton

The current plans for cycling routes from Worcester Parkway Station to
Stoulton, Drake Broughtons and Pershore are inadequate. They essentially
involve directing cyclists along the existing cycle routes on the minor roads
with a few extra road signs indicating the way.

The LTP4 wishes to relieve traffic congestion in South Worcester and to
promote economic growth and enhance journey time reliability. This could be
in part achieved by the creation of a dedicated cycle path from Drakes
Broughton through Stoulton to the Parkway Station, primarily for commuters.

Doing so provides clear advantages for the improvement in air quality.
However in addition the possibility of new tourists talking their cycles to
Worcester Parkway and cycling to and through the village offers significant
economic growth opportunities from local businesses many of which are in
the food and hospitality sectors.

cycle lane between these settlements and
Worcestershire Parkway would not be able to
meet the requirements of a robust business
case to attract the necessary development
funding.

SWAT15 is included in the LTP4 because it
makes use of existing infrastructure.
Worcestershire County Council will consider
options to connect Stoulton and Drakes
Broughton to this signposted route if demand
and funding can be identified.

The development of Worcestershire Parkway
provides a valuable commercial opportunity
to develop bus services linking to the site.
Worcestershire County Council will support
any local bus operators that seek to develop
new services to access the station.

Drakes Broughton.

162




Stakeholder

Comment

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response

LTP Actions

Alfrick and
Lulsley Parish
Council

|. Effect on the Parish and adjacent areas.

The Parish contains only unclassified “white" roads and is wholly rural in nature and it is
unsurprising that there are no specific plans which refer to anywhere in the Parish. In terms
of areas adjacent to the Parish and affecting those who live there the major scheme of
widening the Southern Link Road A4440 (SWST 3) is by far the most important. Currently,
it is necessary to Jeave the Parish by 6-30 am to avoid major congestion on this road whilst
work is in progress. The two concerns are the extended timescales for the completion of the
project and that the volume of housing planned in Worcester will take up all of the extra
capacity resulting from improving the link road. The M5 North and South from junction 7 is
subject 1o almost continuous road works and speed restrictions and is a major factor in
limiting access to/from the area. A key element in this unsatisfactory position is the
timescale allotted to the work, On any given day there is little evidence of actual work being
carried out, a comment that applies equally to the Southern Link road. A major improvement
would be much better planning to provide for shortened construction times.

Other local schemes (SWSTI12, SWST15. SWST17. SWST21 and SWST22) should all
contribute to a general improvement in traffic flow but will not be a game changer in terms of
traffic movement.

There are two other factors in the local area we would wish to comment on. though they are
not referred to directly in the L'TP4 document:

1.1. Local Roads. As stated before, roads in the Parish are all unclassified lanes, many of
them of insufficient width in places to sustain two-way traflic but are still designated as
2-way. With only 15% of the population of Worcestershire living in rural arcas it is
unrealistic to expect major investment in road infrastructure in such rural areas.

However. we believe that the limitations of these lanes, which carry heavy vehicles. have
been ignored in considering planning applications for housing on rural sites. We consider
that the ability of local roads to sustain the additional traffic should be given a higher
priority in making judgements on housing approvals.

. Road Maintenance. The local roads are maintained by Worcestershire Highways and
their sub-contractors. It is the experience of many within the Parish that the activities of
highway maintenance is a major cause of local congestion with minor works taking an
excessive time (0 complete, multiple works giving rise to a maze of diversion signs and
one way working on roads with no evidence of any work taking place. There may well be
times when it is not possible to avoid disruption to traffic but there is a general perception
that with better planning and control a great deal of the present level of inconvenience 10
road users could be avoided.

[

Thank you for your comments.

The current scheme to dual the Worcester
Southern Link Road between the Ketch and
Whittington junctions is progressing to
programme, and within budget. It is necessary
to deliver the A4440 improvements in phases,
to reflect the availability of central
government funding.

Your comments on development growth are
noted. Responsibility for the South
Worcestershire Development Plan is with the
Local Planning Authorities (Worcester City,
Wychavon and Malvern Hills District Councils).
New infrastructure is intended to mitigate the
impacts of development growth, however,
given increasing reliance on car travel, it is
simply not financially possible to create
sufficient new capacity to meet the ever
increasing demand. This will mean that
congestion and delays will become more
commonplace in future.

Your comments on highway maintenance are
noted and will be passed on to WCC
Maintenance for their consideration. The
County Council has recently introduced a
mandatory permit scheme, to better manage
the coordination of third parties (i.e. utilities)
working on the highway.

LTP ACTION — Pass
on relevant
comments to WCC
Maintenance.
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Alvechurch
Parish Council

This is an abridged version.

i

CONTEXT....Alvechurch Parish is criss-crossed by the M42 motorway; the main A441
highway link from Birmingham and Redditch to that motorway; and by the Cross-City rail line
from Redditch to Lichfield. The Parish's proximity to the West Midlands conurbation (and the
emerging West Midlands Combined Authority / Midlands engine project with which Redditch
Council is associated) means that transport and highway issues now, and in the next few
years, will play a significant role in Parish life. The A441 needs emphasis here, (see
paragraph 4 below) being a key link between the Redditch and Birmingham boundaries as it
passes through our Parish.

AN EMERGING NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN....The significance of infrastructure issues to the
local community is reflected in a dedicated Transport policy section in our near-complete
Parish neighbourhood Plan. The latter is targeted for a community referendum this summer
and for adoption later in 2017. The Neighbourhood Plan draws on evidence from strategic
infrastructure plans, identifies current and predicted problems and defines a number of
policies. These seek to promote public transport, improve highway safety and traffic
management etc. The Parish Council feels Alvechurch residents should see that transport
planning strategies are well integrated across all levels of local Councils and reflect what a
majority of local people want. Comments below about the A441 and the railway station
reveal some disharmony between the draft LTP4 and the emerging Neighbourhood Plan.

Thank you for your comments.

Worcestershire County Council notes your
comments on the A441. Any improvement to
this route would need to be funded through
development growth, and included within the
Bromsgrove Infrastructure Delivery Plan.
Worcestershire County Council is committed
to working in partnership with Bromsgrove
District Council to help update this plan,
following the recent adoption of the
Bromsgrove Local Plan, which will include
significantly more detail on required
infrastructure (including transport
infrastructure) to support development
growth.
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The LTP4 will be updated accordingly to
reflect this additional detail.

3. EFFECTIVENESS OF LTP4....turning to LTP4 itself, the PC welcomes the production of a
new Local Transport Plan, the timing is certainly right, but we are concerned about its
effectiveness as currently drafted. The consultation document states:

'LTP4 sets out the priorities for the County. It identifies the approach to

managing the increased transport demand that is fully consistent with

projected housing development and economic growth.’
Alvechurch’s proximity to the West Midlands conurbation means we see that increasing
transport demand first hand. We also see the housing and employment growth projections
in the recently adopted Bromsgrove District and Redditch Local Plans. The potential impact
of that growth on local infrastructure outside of the two towns in settliements like Alvechurch
is not explicitly addressed in LTP4.

4. THE WEST MIDLANDS CONURBATION FACTOR....another element of future demand in
North-East Worcestershire stems from future developments within south Birmingham.
Cross-boundary working was fundamental in the production and adoption of Bromsgrove
District and Redditch Local Plans, yet this seems much less so for LTP4. In Alvechurch
Parish, significant traffic movements take place across the Birmingham border for
commuting and commercial reasons, often requiring access to the motorway network
through our Parish. Similar movements exist between Redditch, the M42 and Birmingham
...again on a highway through the Parish. The impact is excessive traffic volumes (and
speeds) on the A441, a road never engineered for current, let alone future needs.
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5. BROMSGROVE INFRASTRUCTURE PLAN .....Future growth in Bromsgrove District,
incorporating the influence of south Birmingham, was central to the District Council’s
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (2014), yet LTP4 seemingly makes little or no reference to this
document. A particular worrying issue for our Parish here is the fact that highway projects
such as much-needed improvement of the A441 were identified both in LTP3 and in the
2014 IDP, yet are seemingly omitted from LTP4. We conclude that our foregoing comments
about the A441 support its inclusion explicitly in the North East Worcestershire Strategic
Transport Package of LTP4. The only obvious reference to the A441 in the Redditch
Package project R7 Birmingham Road / Dagnell End junction is not sufficient.

6. CLEAR GROWTH PROJECTIONS... the Parish Council acknowledges that LTP4 cannot
address some of the above issues directly with scheme proposals until the final scale and
location of development is known. Recognition of likely growth areas, the factors leading to
that growth and the projected implications on local infrastructures should be clearer for the
North East Worcestershire area.

7. ADDRESSING CURRENT TRANSPORT ISSUES.....turning to more immediate matters, the
Parish Council would like LTP4 to play a more positive role in addressing current
infrastructure deficiencies which will not be solved without investment over and above that
which can be secured from new housing developments. This is a view replicated in our
emerging Neighbourhood Plan where highway improvements seemingly can only be
considered if funded from new developers’ contributions. The District Council considered
that an investment strategy needs to be developed to help secure necessary infrastructure
funding, a view shared by Alvechurch Parish Council. Such an investment strategy should
be flexible, accommodating funding streams from local and central Government and fully
integrated with LTP4 and similar strategies being developed in adjoining areas, particularly
to the north in the West Midlands Conurbation.
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8. ALVECHURCH RAILWAY STATION....A more specific Parish Council concern centres on | Your comments on Alvechurch Railway Station
the local railway station. Project NEST9 notes improvements that could benefit the station are noted. The LTP4 description is not a
environment, yet makes little reference to the history of the site. The Redditch Branch rail L. .
enhancement work in 2014 led to increased rail capacity and the General Consent Order prioritised list, as no scheme has yet been
recommended by the Planning Inspector, authorised by the Secretary of State and developed. Future scheme development will
acknowledged by Worcestershire County Council, included attention to the car park to suit . . . .
the requirement for a minimum of 50 cars to be part of the scheme. Network Rail has failed | identify the most appropriate investment
to carry out that requirement, seemingly due to lack of funds, and the existing car park, often package for this site.
flooded, undersized and with no facilities for those with disabilities, is considered by the
Parish Council to be a top priority for remedial action. LTP4 seems to downgrade this
priority behind improvement to passenger information and walking / cycling routes to the
station (seen locally as perfectly adequate). Without a better car park, the modal shift from
car to rail will not happen in the numbers expected from improving the frequency of rail
services.

In summary, the Parish Council values the opportunity to comment but asserts that an amended
LTP4 in North East Worcestershire would better address the pressures of the next five to ten years,
help deliver growth and allow the area to retain its attractiveness and distinctiveness, which local
people so value.
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Stakeholder

Dodford with
Grafton Parish
Council

Comment

Itis noted that there is an expectation of 21, 500 new homes across the county by 2025, with
7,000 being in Bromsgrove by 2030 and that the County Council’s “Open for Business”
model is being promoted to attract the growth of new businesses. Combining both will bring
further traffic issues and the Parish Council wish to question if the County Council has plans
to help address this and will it be done in a timely way or years down the line?

The Parish Council welcome the use of smart traffic signals and think this needs to be
implemented on all major / popular routes to relieve congestion during busy periods.

The County Council has for many years promoted the use of cycles and walking to work as
well as car-share, however this does not always work for everyone. Parents with pre-school
and school age children, especially if they are at different locations or carers as they need
the convenience and practicality of a car and the immediate availability. Could the County
Council look at the American style school bus system to aid preventing so much traffic in a
particular area at certain times of the day and by doing so will also help to reduce emissions.

Worcester City cycle and footpath network is excellent however not everyone can cycle or
walk to work as may live in rural locations. It is felt the County Council do not appear to be
addressing this and has stopped the Park & Ride system as too many commuters used it.
The Parish Council believe the Park & Ride systems should be re-introduced with a specific
focus on workers allowing the added benefit for shoppers.

The Parish Council would like to suggest public transport is made more affordable and
reliable, considering many people live in rural locations. Could the County Council introduce
suitable parking near key pick up points — Drive & Ride?

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response LTP Actions

Thank you for your comments.

The County Council's 'Open for Business' goal
is closely linked to the development of district
Local Development Plans. The recent adoption
of the Bromsgrove Local Plan will require the
updating of the Bromsgrove Infrastructure
Delivery Plan, which will underpin planned
development growth. Worcestershire County
Council is committed to working in
partnership with Bromsgrove District Council
to help update this plan.

The LTP4 will be updated accordingly to
reflect this additional detail.

Worcestershire County Council is committed
to continuous improvement and upgrade of its
traffic signal assets, to maximise network
efficiency and capacity. This embraces the
latest technology, and is brought forward in
line with available funding.

We note your comments on access to schools.
Worcestershire County Council is reviewing its
policies to improve the environment around
schools for all modes.

We note your comment on the American style
yellow bus system. This is an expensive
solution, and would require national funding
to roll out in Worcestershire, as local funding
would be insufficient to provide such a
service. There would also be concerns
regarding to congestion and safety as the UK
regulations are different.

Your comments on walking and cycling are
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Stakeholder

Comment

With regards business / retail and technology parks — a suggestion would be that they
collectively help pay or subsidise out of town parking with shuttle buses to bring workers to
and from work, again this would help reduce congestion and emissions. ~ Drive & Ride?

The junction in Bromsgrove at Kidderminster Road / Perryfields Road and Whitford Road is
not mentioned in the LTP4 document and the Parish Council is concerned about what will
happen with this junction if the current Planning Application (16/0335) for the phased
development of up to 1,300 dwellings; up to 200 unit extra care facility; up to 5HA
employment; mixed use local centre with retail and community facilities open space,
recreational areas and sports pitches; associated services and infrastructure on land in
Perryfields Road does not go ahead.

Finally, the Parish Council would suggest there should be more frequent trains at the new
Bromsgrove Rail Station and that the current through trains should be requested to stop at
the Station to enable commuters to reach other parts of the County / Country.

Many thanks.

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response LTP Actions

noted. As over 85% of Worcestershire's
population live in our urban areas, it is natural
that infrastructure provision is focussed on
these areas, as that is where demand is
greatest.

Noted, however bus based Park and Ride
requires significant public sector financial
support, which is untenable currently. Should
a robust, financially viable business case be
identified, Worcestershire County Council may
reconsider the case for Park and Ride

The majority of bus services in Worcestershire
are now operated commercially, so the
County Council has limited control on service
provision, fares and frequencies. We will pass
on your comments to local bus companies for
their consideration.

Your comments on the junction of Perryfields
Road with Whitford Road and Kidderminster
Road are noted. There is no available funding
to improve this junction unless funded
through development growth, so if the
development does not come forward here,
the junction will remain in its current form.

Your comments on increased rail services at
the new Bromsgrove Railway Station are
timely. Worcestershire County Council is
working closely with rail operators to develop
improved stopping patterns and frequencies
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at the station. The extension of the Cross City
Line to Bromsgrove will significantly improve
access from this station in the short term.

Evesham Town Strategic Schemes for South Worcestershire Thank you for your comments on the draft

Council * SWST1 Worcestershire Parkway. Important that new station has excellent LTP4.
connectivity by bus and cycling. Suggest attention should be given to the SWST1: Worcestershire County Council is
promotion of through services between Evesham and Birmingham via engaging with the local commercially
Worcester Shrub Hill operated bus network to encourage increased

© SWSTS Evesham - A46 Corridor Major Upgrade Scheme. Support subjectto  access to Worcestershire Parkway by bus

improvements in safety and that provision is made to cross the upgraded upon opening of the station. Your aspirations
route by foot and bicycle at all current crossing places, including long for extending Birmingham to Worcester
distance footpaths and bridleways and at established informal crossing services on to Evesham are noted, and will be
placg;. (gEvesham Town Plan Priority Action). A parallel cycle route should be considered as part of the new Worcestershire
provided.

Rail Investment Strategy.

SWST5: your comments are noted. If funding
is identified, this will be taken forward by
Highways England. Worcestershire County
Council will work with key stakeholders to
ensure that the local needs of

e SWST6 & 7. Honeybourne Station and connections to Stratford and
Cheltenham. Provision should be made to extend service to Evesham Station

* SWST23 Redoubling of Cotswold Line. Support as it would lead to increased
frequency.

Omission: Strategic schemes should include an extension of the Evesham bypass

from Cheltenham Road to Pershore Road. . (Evesham Town Plan Priority Action) Worcestershire's communities are met..
SWST6 and 7: unfortunately, recent evidence

has suggested that the strategic business case
for Worcestershire to reinstate the Stratford
to Honeybourne line is poor. However,
Worcestershire County Council will be willing
to work with other groups who may want to
lead on this scheme, subject to the suitable re-
dualling of the North Cotswold Line, which is
the assessed priority for the area.

SWST23: noted.

Omission: Worcestershire County Council
opposes the extension of the A46 from
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Strategic Active Travel Corridor Schemes for South Worcestershire ;heltenham Road to Pe.rshore.Road. Sucha
* SWATS: Welcome this to connect the Evesham and Pershore and the villages link would draw strategic trafflc.through
; . Pershore Town Centre, undermining the
between. Important that link to station. realigned Ad4, which was specifically
¢ SWAT6: Welcomes this to connect the villages to the north, south and east of delivered to relieve this issue.

Evesham and to connect to the main National Cycle Routes 41 and 442 from Worcestershire County Council is working
Evesham to Honeybourne (which is an important junction point on the closely and proactively with Highways England
network). It is vitally important that safe traffic free crossing of the A46 is and is also an active member of the A46 task
provided. A direct route via ‘The Valley’ should be included and extend to group consisting of neighbouring County

Harvington and on to Alcester, Councils , Midland Connect and Highways
England, striving for improvements along this
Vale of Evesham Package nationally critical route.

* E1Evesham Rail Station Improvement Scheme. Support. Should include
improved car parking with additional capacity and better interchange with
buses. . (Evesham Town Plan Priority Action)

¢ E2 Evesham Transport Strategy. We assume this is based on the Transport
Modelling now being carried out. Support measures to reduce congestion
and to seek a better traffic system for Evesham. It is essential that any
measures to be implemented include improvements for pedestrians and
cyclist, with reduced pollution and congestion.

* E3 Port Street Key Corridor of Improvement (including AQMA Remediation,
public realm and Waterside junction improvements) (Port Street key corridor

SWATS and 6: noted and agreed.

E1l: noted and agreed.

E2: noted and agreed.

E3: noted and agreed. The design of this
scheme will consider the needs of all modes of
transport.
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Stakeholder Comment

improvements, including upgrading the junction to improve its efficiency
capacity;) Support. Very important to provide pedestrian crossing facilities at
Waterside/Port Street junction and to improve pedestrian facilities over
Workman Bridge and on far side at the Bridge Street/Mill Street junction.
* E4 Active Travel Network Investment Programme. Strongly support.
The inclusion of a Walk/Cycle bridge over the river Avon, between
Hampton and Evesham is welcomed. The inclusion of a bridge

E4: noted — the inclusion of the bridge
between Evesham and Bengeworth will be
predicated on the outcomes of the Evesham
Transport Strategy scheme. At present, no

between Evesham and Bengeworth (close to the Evesham Marina) business case and no devel_oper contributions
must also be included. This was shown in LTP3. The Evesham Town have been identified for this scheme at_
Plan shows diagrams of a proposed network. present, whereas the Hampton bridge is now
© ES A4184 High Street / A4184 Greenhill / B4624 Worcester Road Junction, It almost fully funded.
is essential that improved pedestrian crossing facilities are provided with E5 and E6: noted - this will be considered as
increased development in Worcester Road. The existing arrangement is part of the Evesham Transport Strategy.

inadequate and confusing.
* E6 Abbey Bridge Junction - Abbey Road / Pershore Road / Waterside /
Cheltenham Road. This junction was improved as part of the Abbey Bridge

replacement. It is agreed that further improvements need making to reduce
delay.

e E7 Vine Street / High Street / Bridge Street Junction. Not known what is
meant. There is not a well used junction as Bridge Street is pedestrianised..

The current arrangement does cause confusion. A formal pedestrian crossing E7: this scheme was identified in the 'SWIDP
on the speed table should be provided. document. A formal pedestrian crossing

* E8A4184 (Cheltenham Road) / Davies Road Junction. Doubtful whether cannot be provided at this location, because
much improvement can be made and capacity depends on adjacent junction geometry does not allow sufficient

Waterside/Abbey Road junction. visibility for such a facility.

E8: investment in modern traffic signalling
equipment has the potential to deliver
improved capacity at this junction, particularly
if linked to the Abbey Bridge junction signal
set.
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Stakeholder

Comment

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response LTP Actions

Omissions

e Parking Strategy (To include parking for cars, motorcycles and covered
parking for bicycles). A complete plan to improve parking for cars, coaches,
motorcycles and covered parking for bicycles. This proposed study would
involve a comprehensive multimodal review of network efficiency and
infrastructure. This study would identify where to focus investment to
improve the operation of the local transport network. (Evesham Town Plan
Priority Action)

e Public Realm Scheme — Evesham High Street, Swan Lane to Railway Station.

The Evesham High Street Enhancement originally was to extend to the
station, but due to lack of funding, did not extend beyond Swan Lane.
Investment in this area of the town centre is needed to enable it to support
increased economic activity and diversification. This could include a redesign
of space, new surfacing, new pedestrian crossing places, lighting, drainage
and functional changes to support enhanced accessibility by walking, cycling,
passenger transport or motorised vehicle.

e 20mph limit through Town Centre. Measures need to be taken to limit traffic

speeds at all times to a maximum of 20mph, to make conditions better for
pedestrians and cyclists. (Evesham Town Plan Priority Action)

Noted: a parking strategy can be considered
for Evesham.

Public Realm Scheme for Evesham High Street
(Swan Lane to Railway Station). The quality of
the public realm is currently deemed to be
acceptable for the types of use placed upon it.
As a result, it would be very difficult to justify
a business case for investment in this area,
especially when areas such as Port Street are
so deteriorated.

The decision to implement 20mph zones will
depend on the results of a 20mph trial that is
currently taking place in Rubery. Once the
outcomes of this are available further
consideration will be given to the policy area
around 20mph zones. No LTP amendment will
take place at this time.

LTP ACTION —
Consider Evesham
Car Parking Strategy
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Worcestershire County Council Officer Response LTP Actions

e Walk/Cycle footbridge over the A46 to connect Vale Business Park to
Evesham. Scheme SW18 in LTP3. It is essential this is identified and included
with the further development of the Business Park.

e Walk/Cycle footbridge over the A46 to connect Bengeworh Offenham Road
area to Evesham. Scheme SW19in LTP3. Itis essential this is identified and
included with the further development of the Offenham Road area and the
inadequate existing routes to the town centre, railway station and schools.

Policy Document

Noted that the number Policies have been reduced:

The table below shows a comparison of LTP3 and LTP4. Many policies appear
deleted which is regrettable. Comment is made on those policies which are still
shown in the LTP4 and then attention is drawn to some which have been deleted.

) [ LTPa

e =

_Public Realm

[tps -
| Walking and Public Realm

| TransportSafety = |
| Transport Accessibility B R
[ Transport and Air Quality

| Transportand Air Quality r
| Traffic Management and Parking | i - 41
| Transport and Climate Change
Smarter Choices o
Multimodal Freight
Integrated Passenger
| Cycling
| Development Control
Vlrnitglllgent Transport Systems 7
Motorcycling

| l_nteigrﬁajed Passrengéir ?r;nsaér? o ]
Cycling lnfrasrtrig:t}irrei
L

3'Mo;oriqy7cling;r B ' 77 ) l
| Transport Engagement

Walking and Public Realm

Policies E1, E2, E4, PR1 & PR3
The wording should include Town and Parish Councils.

Worcestershire County Council notes your
comments about walking and cycling links to
the Vale Business Park and from Bengeworth
— Offenham area over the A46. These issues
are included within the SWST5 major scheme,
for consideration by Highways England.

Thank you for your extensive comments on
the policies. These will be fully reviewed as
part of the development process, and a
number will be considered for re-inclusion,
following comments received.

Noted.

LTP ACTION —
Consider policy
comments and re-
inclusions.
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Stakeholder Comment

Policy PR10. Street Furniture:

Add Worcestershire County Council will work with service providers to minimise the
amount of cabinets and other apparatus located on footways and will seek to have
these items located in such positions which will not obstruct uses of the footway. Noted and agreed.
Traffic and other signs should be properly maintained and cleaned when required.

Policy PR13 Street Trees

Where trees have, died or subject to accidents, Worcestershire County Council will
liaise with Town and Parish Council concerning their replacement. It is important

that varieties are chosen suitably for the street environment. As a general rule, Worcestershire County

Council would not engage with Town or Parish

Cycling: Councils on tree replacement, as the County
' Council liaises with the District Council on
Polfcy C1-and fora? matters such as this.
Policy C2: Include: Can be used by children aged 11 and older cycling alone
Policy C3: In many cas i i i
y y cases a grit surface is to be preferred to hot rolled asphalt. Such Your comments are noted on the cycling

surfaced shared with pedestrians are to be preferred as they slow cycle speeds and
look more attractive in rural locations.
C7: Cycling parking should be placed within 15 metres and direct line of sight to

policies. These will be considered as part of
policy review. It should be noted that

entrance of key destinations Worcestershire County Council cannot
maintain grit surfaces. Hot rolled asphalt is to
Integrated Transport be the default surfacing material, as this
i balances the needs of users with maintenance
Policy IPT2 requirements.

Add: Provide printed timetable information at bus stops in those areas where real

time information is not available. )
Cycle parking: noted and agreed.

ITP2: Worcestershire County Council will work
together with the commercial operators to
ensure that this happens wherever possible.
The County Council provides timetable
information online and increasingly by a range
of digital media, including mobile apps.
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Stakeholder Comment

Policy ITP4
Should working with partners to identify include funding of bus shelters?

Last sentence is confusing. It implies that bus shelters in poor condition will just be

removed. ITP4: where shelters are no longer used, they | Action: review
Mention should also be made of the need for bus stops to be provided with the will be removed to reduce the burden of sentence re bus
ToNowing: maintenance on relevant authorities. shelters.

® Hard surface — not grass

¢ Accessible kerbs for easy boarding of buses
e Seating

e Litter bin

Policy ITP5
We cannot see how the car ownership of an area can have a bearing on whether a

bus service should be subsidised.
However, the assessment should include an estimate of the number of passengers ) . . bsid
who have no access to other means of transport, eg children, physically handicapped | ITPS: the criteria by which bus service subsidy

NS is assessed follows national best practice, and
has already been adopted by the County
Council.

Omissions

There should be a policy associated with the County Council working with Public
Transport providers and operators to improve public transport services. The Council
should seek to suggest to bus operators where a service may be needed and to rail
operators to where the existing services could be changed. Noted: this will be considered in the revised

policy document.
Climate Change

Policy TCC2
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Comment

Include: review of all existing illuminated street furniture to ascertain where lighting
units may be removed.

Mention should be made of the electric cars and the provision of electric charging
points.

Mention should be made of the promotion of car clubs.

Deleted Policies

Traffic Safety

It is especially regrettable that policies relating to transport safety and the reduction
in speed appear to have been deleted. We suggest the following is included:

Traffic Calming.
¢ Traffic calming measures should be retained where appropriate and modified
as necessary to ensure cyclists are not adversely affected.
¢ New traffic calming measures should be installed paying special attention to
cyclists and walkers.

Speed Limits
Lower (20mph) speed limits should be considered in Town Centre and residential
areas, outside schools or where a route may be shared with high levels of cyclists.

Noted — all existing illuminated street
furniture is reviewed on a case by case basis.
As furniture becomes life-expired, the
opportunity to remove lighting units is
explicitly considered and pursued. Where
lighting units are required, solar and LED
technologies are now used to reduce energy
consumption.

Electric cars will be considered for inclusion
within this policy.

Worcestershire County Council has
unsuccessfully trialled a car club in the past.
Best practice shows that car clubs work where
there are high levels of population density,
such as bigger towns and cities. Any scheme in
Worcestershire would be unlikely to be
commercially successful.

Your comments on deleted policies (including
traffic safety) are noted and will be considered
for re-inclusion.

Development Control now has its own
separate documents which, although
compatible, sit outside of the LTP.

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response LTP Actions

Action: Consider
electric car policy
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Other Policies

The LTP4 has omitted policies shown in the LTP3 relating to:
* Transport Accessibility
e Traffic Management and Parking

Smarter Choices

Multimodal Freight

Development Control

Intelligent Transport Systems

It is regretted that these policies have been omitted as there are valuable policies
included.

Malvern Town MTC in developing its Neighbourhood Plan has created a set of policies that Thank you for your response to the LTP4
Council should be included within the consultation and taken heed of with regard to public consultation.
further road, rail, footpath, public transport developments in the future.
These are as follows: As you have not made any direct comments
on the content of the LTP4, Worcestershire
TRANSPORT: County Council is unable to consider making

Objectives 6. Ensure the wider integration, coordination and connectivity of any specific amendments to the LTP4
the existing transport infrastructure, including improvements to the road and | compendium documents.
rail services to and from the Area; improvements to bus provision; measures

to reduce traffic congestion, promotion of cycling and the protection and However, the excerpts that you have provided
enhancement of parking provision in the area and in particular within the from your Neighbourhood Plan are noted, and
NPA’s retail centres. WCC will seek to reflect these where possible.
Policies:

Transport and Development Policy MT1: Transport and Development
Proposals for all new major development, as defined in the Town and Country
Planning (Development Management Procedure)(England) Order 2015,
including change of use, must meet all of the following criteria: 1. It has
adequate vehicular access arrangements onto the highway; 2. It is appropriate
in terms of its impact on the local highway network in terms of capacity and
road safety; 3. It provides adequate vehicular and cycle parking in accordance
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with standards adopted by Worcestershire County Council; 4. It is, or can be,
appropriately accessed by public transport; and 5. The design of proposed
roads, pavements and cycle routes create a safe and efficient layout for all
users including the mobility impaired, pedestrians and cyclists and for
emergency service and refuse vehicles. Relevant planning applications will be
supported by a statement, either within a Design and Access Statement or a
Transport Statement, depending on the scale of development, which sets out
how the proposal meets the above requirements.

Car Parking Policy MT2: Car Parking A. Land used for car parking within and
adjacent to the Great Malvern Town Centre and Malvern Link and Barnard'’s
Green District Centres will be retained for car parking in order to support the
vitality and viability of the Centres and the NPA’s tourism function.
Applications for development on land used for car parking will not be
permitted unless proposals include provision for replacement parking on an
equivalent basis in terms of quantity, quality and accessibility along with the
required provision for the proposed development. B. Proposals to increase
the amount of car parking within the Centre will be supported provided they
meet all of the following criteria: 1. It does not have an unacceptable adverse
impact on highway safety and the amenity of neighbourhood properties; 2. It
includes provision for sustainable transport measures such as links with the
existing pavements and provision for cycle parking; 3. It provides high quality
planting and landscape appropriate to its surroundings and context; and 4. It
provides a safe layout for all car park users including motorists, pedestrians
and cyclists.

Sustainable Transport Routes Policy MT3: Sustainable Transport Routes
Proposals to provide new Sustainable Transport Routes and protect, improve
and extend existing routes, as shown on the Key Diagram, will be supported
provided that it meets all of the following criteria: 1. It provides a safe and
efficient route for all users; 2. It is appropriate in terms of existing landscape
and provides mitigation for the loss of any existing planting as part of the
works; and 3. It does not have an unacceptable adverse impact on the
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Comment

Worcestershire County Council Officer Response LTP Actions

amenity of adjacent residents. New major development within the NPA,
where appropriate, will make provision for safe and efficient Sustainable
Transport Routes as part of the proposals. New major development within
close proximity of a Sustainable Transport Route that has the potential to
result in a significant increase in its usage may be required to provide
appropriate mitigation measures to ensure the long term viability of the
Route.

Great Malvern Rail Station Opportunity Area Policy MT4: Great Malvern Rail
Station Opportunity Area Proposals for a station car park at the Opportunity
Area will be supported provided it meets all the following criteria: 1. It has
adequate vehicular access arrangements onto the highway; 2. It is appropriate
in terms of its impact on the local highway network in terms of capacity and
road safety; 3. It is of a high quality and sustainable design providing
improvements to the public realm and townscape within this part of the
Conservation Area; 4. It provides a safe and efficient layout for all car park
users, including motorists, pedestrians and cyclists, with a dedicated
pedestrian route to the rail station; and 5. It does not have an unacceptable
adverse impact on the amenity of adjacent residents.

Malvern Link Rail Station Opportunity Area Policy MT5: Malvern Link Rail
Station Opportunity Area Proposals for a park and ride car park at the
Opportunity Area identified will be supported provided it meets all of the
following criteria: 1. It has adequate vehicular access arrangements onto the
highway; 2. It is appropriate in terms of its impact on the local highway
network in terms of capacity and road safety; 3. It is of a high quality and
sustainable design providing improvements to the public realm and
townscape within this part of the Conservation Area; 4. It provides a safe and
efficient layout for all car park users, including motorists, pedestrians and
cyclists, with a dedicated pedestrian route to the rail station; and 5. It does
not have an unacceptable adverse impact on the amenity of adjacent
residents.
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Worcestershire County Council Officer Response LTP Actions

Ashton under
Hill Parish
Council

| am writing on behalf of the Ashton under Hill Parish Council of which | am
Chair. We support the direction and content of the LTP4 document.

| wish to comment specifically on the A46 Improvement plan. We strongly
support changes to the A46, to help link the M5 to the M40. The A46 is
becoming an extremely busy and fast road, creating dangers at all of the
village exits and junctions. We would ideally like to see the A46 rerouted away
from villages to create a SuperHighway, and leave the existing A46 from
Evesham to Tewkesbury as a B road. Obviously we may have an opinion on
the route that the new road would take, when this is presented as a proposal,
but in principle we offer our strong support for the proposed improvements.

Thank you for your comments and support for
investment in the A46 strategic scheme.

6.2.39

In total, 10 pieces of written correspondence were submitted from Statutory or Internal Stakeholders. These can be viewed in Table 6.10

TABLE 6.10: SUMMARY OF RESPONSES FROM STATUTORY/INTERNAL STAKEHOLDERS

Stakeholder Comments

Stakeholder

Environment
Agency

Comment

Worcestershire County Council Local Transport Plan (LTP) 4 - SA/SEA Scoping
Report:

Worcestershire County Council
Officer Response

LTP Action

Thank you for your
comprehensive response.
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Stakeholder

Comment

We have reviewed the SEA scoping report and wish to provide the following
comments for your consideration at this stage.

Environmental Themes:

The themes incorporate the ‘SEA topics’ suggested by Annex I(f) of the SEA
Directive and appear reasonable to reflect the purpose of the LTP4 and its
potential environmental effects. The themes include Biodiversity, Climate change
(incorporating mitigation and adaptation), land, soil, and water resources. T4he
following comments focus on these themes relevant to our remit.

Biodiversity:

We understand that you have consulted Natural England (NE) for comments and
as the lead on the SSSI/SAC they will offer you some advice on the options to
protect and enhance such designations etc.

As a general comment, we would lead on any Habitat Regulations Assessment
should an Environmental Permit e.g. Flood Risk Activity Permit associated with a
bridge crossing as part of a road infrastructure scheme, be necessary under EPR
for works potentially affecting a SSSI or SAC.

The SEA objectives and questions for biodiversity cover the water environment
and priority species relevant to our remit (with reference to the EA/NE joint
protocol on protected species) and these appear reasonable to help ensure
protection and enhancement of such.

Climate Change:

The climate change adaptation section should be amended to include some
further references to more recent guidance.

The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) refers to Environment Agency
guidance on considering climate change in planning decisions which is available
online: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-assessments-climate-change-
allowances

Worcestershire County Council
Officer Response

Your comments will be
incorporated with in the SEA/HRA
draft where appropriate. Including
consideration to the quantity of
water entering the county.

Noted.
WEFD (Water Framework Directive)

LTP Action
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Stakeholder

Comment

This has been updated and replaces the September 2013 guidance.

It should be used to help planners, developers and advisors implement the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)'s policies and practice guidance on
flood risk. It will help inform Flood Risk Assessments (FRA's) for planning
applications, local plans, neighbourhood plans and other projects.

We have produced Climate Change Guidance for our local area. This is attached
for your consideration / reference.

For fluvial risk, it should be noted that there is a need to include a 70% allowance
for climate change (peak river flows) to inform the location, impacts and design of
a transport scheme. For example, to improve flood risk resilience, we would
expect new or improved highway infrastructure to be sited above the 1% plus
climate change (70%) flood level plus an appropriate freeboard allowance.

We note that the SEA questions already identify the ‘resilience of the transport
network’ and sequential test in relation to ‘facilitating development in areas at
lower risk of flooding’. The above climate change increases are likely to impact
upon this.

NOTE — With regard to parking, it is our opinion that any possible park and ride
scheme should be directed away from areas of high flood risk (1% plus climate
change flood extent).

The SA could also look at ‘ensuring flood risk reduction/improvement to the flood
regime’. For example, for transport schemes, an option to look at strategic flood
risk management and reduction measures could be incorporated, for example
flood storage improvements, which can often be linked to other wider
environmental benefits such as wet washland provision, or biodiversity
enhancement, if planned.

Note - Our indicative Flood Map for Planning (Rivers and sea) is referenced.
However, this does not include climate change allowances and primarily shows
potential flooding from Main Rivers. In considering flood risk data the limitations

Worcestershire County Council
Officer Response

LTP Action
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Stakeholder

Comment

Worcestershire County Council

LTP Action

of our Flood Map should be acknowledged and reference could be made to the
surface water maps and the Council’s Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA),
which may need to be reviewed and updated as part of the Local Plan review. In
considering other types of flooding a reference should be made to ordinary
watercourses some of which have not been mapped on our Flood Map
(catchments smaller than 3km2 are not represented. Whilst the smaller
catchments do not have an associated flood extent based on our flood map, this
does not mean there is no flood risk associated with the watercourse). There are a
number of options that the plan could help deliver to make the existing and new
infrastructure more resilient to flooding.

Land Soil and Water Resources:

Within the policy context/baseline data section of the report, there is a reference
to groundwater vulnerability, source protection zones (SPZs) and we note the WFD
comments. Our current Severn River Basin Management Plan (December 2015) is
included and we note that relevant text is considered, for example the impact a
road scheme can have on the water environment.

Groundwater Vulnerability is an important consideration in Worcestershire and
further information is available in our CAMS documents (as referenced).

In considering groundwater vulnerability, we would recommend that reference be
made to our Groundwater Protection: Policy and Practice (GP3) guidance. This has
comprehensive advice on road infrastructure requirements and pollution
prevention.

We would expect Worcestershire County Council to help address WFD failures
through its role as planner, issuing ordinary watercourse consents and as land
manager. All watercourses in the County (and UK) are duty bound to reach Good
Ecological Status or Potential (GES/GEP) by 2027. It is essential that WFD is fully
integrated into the Local Plan process and that all future development helps to
address the issues that currently prevent the watercourse from achieving
GES/GEP.

Officer Response
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Worcestershire County Council

Stakeholder Comment LTP Action

Officer Response

WEFD data is available from our Catchment Data Explorer tool at:
http://environment.data.gov.uk/catchment-planning/RiverBasinDistrict/9

We support the SEA objective and questions which seek to ‘protect and enhance
Worcestershire’s Water resources’ by improving water quality and protection
groundwater supplies - you could add “and all controlled waters” (to include
surface waters etc.).

Future development should help to facilitate the restoration of watercourses, such
as deculverting of any watercourse within or on the boundary of a site,
naturalising artificially engineered river bank or beds, and providing an adequate
riparian corridor in meeting flood risk and WFD objectives.

The objective could include an indicator on water quality levels within the
County’s main watercourses. This could be linked to the status and/or potential of
waterbodies under WFD objectives. This would link to the context of seeking to
improve failing waterbodies through appropriate mechanisms such as Sustainable
Drainage Systems (SuDS) and improvements to watercourses (including new
watercourses, or opening up of culverted systems).

| trust that the above comments and suggestions are of interest at this time.

Worcestershire Please find enclosed Worcestershire Regulatory Services (WRS) Comments with Many thanks for your response to
Regulatory respect to the Consultation on LTP 4. As the primary means of delivering tangible the Worcestershire LTP4.
Services improvements in air quality WRS critique will be focusing on these delivery

mechanisms, emphasising the county’s air quality improvement priorities.

Introduction:

It is unclear what is meant by ‘green infrastructure and for this reason WRS Noted: Worcestershire County
recommends that the County Council consult WRS on plans prior to Council will liaise with WRS on any
implementation to ensure that the scheme avoids having unintended negative plans to develop green

effect on local air quality. infrastructure where necessary.

WRS seeks assurance that LTP4’s focus delivers measureable improvement in air Noted and agreed.
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Worcestershire County Council

Stakeholder Comment LTP Action

Officer Response

quality that are assessed through empirical methods of review and assessments as
this will be required in future years to demonstrate the overall trends in air quality
and forecasting the likeness of compliance in current and future AQMA’s.

Key themes:

“The Environment, Health and Wellbeing, Children and Families” emphasis is on
carbon dioxide, other greenhouse gases and climate change. Although CO2
reduction is important, it is an international environmental objective. We would
recommend that there should be focus and much greater priority given to the
pollutants of Nitrogen Dioxide and Particulate Matter as they have direct links to
the health and wellbeing of Worcestershire people. This is also the opinion of all
health professionals given the number of premature deaths linked to NO2 and
subsequent health derived costs to the NHS etc.

Integrated Transport Block Funding:

WRS are keen to understand the needs formula and how Air Quality is prioritised
in the model, and would appreciate further detail as to how this undertaken.

Strategic Transport Scheme for North East Worcestershire

There are a number of major schemes identified for Bromsgrove that are heavily
tied in with air quality management. All proposals are in the early stage of
development and will require detailed appraisal and development but appear to
offer benefits in AQ improvement if fully implemented. Some additional
comments are provided below on each ID as deemed necessary.

Nest 1: the scheme appears to include air quality improvements as the main focus
which is a very positive step. Proposals are at early stage of development with no
available plans however it is anticipated that an ambitious scheme on this level
will offer a significant improvement.

Noted.

Worcestershire County Council
does not prioritise ITB funding
according to specific thematic

areas. As our ITB allocation is now

relatively small, funding is
focussed towards packaged
schemes from other funding
sources (such as developer
contributions), to maximise the
benefits of investment.

NEST 1: noted: Worcestershire
County Council is working in
partnership with Highways
England to explore a long-term
strategy to improve motorway
access and efficiency in north
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Stakeholder

Comment

Nest 2 the A38 Bromsgrove Corridor Major Scheme (Lydiate Ash to Hanley Turn)
(this should be Hanbury Turn) identifies a number of ambitions but lacks detail.
Other concerns are the exclusion of the Air Quality Management Area as an
identified objective.

Nest 4 & 6 are prioritised actions in the Air Quality Action Plan for Hagley. We are
pleased to note the latter has at least 2nd tier priority. Previously the County
Council have advised that NEST 6 has been undertaken. We would therefore seek
further clarification on these points.

Redditch Package:

WRS have no objective comments to make in Redditch as there are no identified
exceedances of national air quality objectives in the Borough. Nevertheless
improvements in the active transport programme are welcome through the

Worcestershire County Council
Officer Response
Worcestershire. The future of
M42 Junction 1 (Lickey End) is
directly related to this
workstream.

NEST 2: noted. The business case

for this is still under development.

The LTP4 is a strategic (i.e. non-
detailed) document. WCC will
liaise directly with you in the
development of this scheme once
funding is identified and a draft
scheme has been developed.

NEST 4 and 6: noted. The Hagley
Junctions, despite recent major
investment, continue to operate
inefficiently. Worcestershire
County Council proposes to
further assess these junctions to
explore opportunities to address
this.

LTP Action
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Stakeholder

Comment

promotion of alternative modes of transport.
Bromsgrove Package:

BR1: is welcomed but a significant project to develop.

BR2: this may benefit the wider area and potentially make improvements to the
air quality in the Worcester Road AQMA.

BR5: positive step for junction review and improvement in air quality management
area.

Strategic Transport Schemes for South Worcestershire:

With the exception of the new stations, many of these proposals are concepts
carried over from LTP3 that are either under construction or in development e.g.

¢ Southern Link Road Phase 4; already underway (local growth funded project).

* Worcestershire Parkway; was in LTP3.

e Worcester Western Link Road; Has been muted and dismissed previously, what’s
changed?

WRS are concerned that active travel plans/corridors are the mainstay for air

Worcestershire County Council
Officer Response

BR1: noted: this is directly related
to the recently adopted
Bromsgrove Development Plan. It
is now necessary to update the
Bromsgrove Infrastructure
Delivery Plan (specifically, the
transport elements) to ensure that
this reflects planned development
growth.

BR2: noted: following significant
comments, this will be further
developed in the final version of
the LTP4.

BR5: noted and agreed.

We note your comments on the
Strategic Transport Schemes for
South Worcestershire.
Worcestershire County Council
has successfully secured multi-
million pound investment in a
range of major transport
improvements, which continue to
be delivered. The scale of the

LTP Action
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Stakeholder

Comment

quality improvements within the southern part of the county which may
contribute to AQ improvement over time however there is insufficient evidence to
demonstrate that such schemes are likely to be effective in reducing overall
reductions in traffic related air pollution.

Droitwich Package:

WRS have no objective comments to make on the travel plans for Droitwich as
there are no currently declared air quality management areas. Nevertheless
improvements through the active transport programme are welcome.

Vale of Evesham:
E3: Port Street: it is disappointing to observe that the enhancement required for

this long standing AQMA has not had funding allocated. WRS would have
considered this to have greater priority. It is also unclear why this priority has been

Worcestershire County Council
Officer Response

Southern Link Road dualling, for
example, has required four
separate phases of development
(the last is hoped to come forward
in the near future).

In terms of Worcester Western
Link Road specifically: this is the
aspiration, once the delivery of
the full dualling of the Southern
Link Road has been delivered, to
facilitate future growth.

We note your comments on Active
Travel Corridors. These corridors
will be delivered as a packaged
approach which will seek to tackle
a range of issues, including poor
air quality.

E3: significant investment has
been undertaken recently in the
Evesham Transport Strategy, to

LTP Action

LTP ACTION: review town
centre transport
strategies to ensure that
air quality is suitably
referenced throughout.

LTP ACTION: addition of
low emission
infrastructure.

189




Stakeholder

Comment

left out of the Evesham transport strategy.

Malvern & Tenbury Wells Package:

WRS have no objective comments to make as there are no identified exceedances
of national air quality objectives in the District locations. Nevertheless
improvements in the active transport programme are welcome through the
promotion of alternative modes of transport.

Pershore Package:

WRS have no objective comments to make as there are no identified exceedances
of national air quality objectives in the town.

Worcester City Package:
W1: WRS have been in discussions regarding a transportation master plan for the

city over the last 2 years and for the purpose of consultation response we assume
that W1 is the same project.

Worcestershire County Council
Officer Response

develop a comprehensive model
which specifically includes Port
Street. This model will be used to
assess a range of interventions to
tackle network inefficiency in
Evesham, and develop a business
case for investment in the town's
transport infrastructure and
services to tackle known issues
(including poor air quality in Port
Street).

W1: noted. The description of
Scheme W1 will be enhanced to
emphasise air quality issues in
Worcester City Centre and the

need to tackle these strategically.

LTP Action
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Stakeholder

Comment

Worcestershire County Council

LTP Action

Presently there is no reference to improving air quality at all within the city
transport strategy description and it has also been given the lowest level of
priority. This is of concern as it is seen as being the primary vehicle for delivering
improvements in air quality. Taking into consideration the proposed trajectory of
this work it is unlikely that any tangible improvements in air quality will be
observed in the city centre which has the highest concentration of air quality
management areas in the County which will continue to increase due to newly
identified exceedances in Foregate street and London Road.

Nevertheless it is widely acknowledged that collaborative working between the
City Council, WCC and WRS is required to resolve the air quality issues and this
would needs to be a high priority supplement to the overall plan. It is anticipated
that the Government will extend the requirements of Low Emission Strategies to
other urban areas in late 2017 that have significant air quality problems (outside
of the current 6, London, Manchester, Birmingham etc.) hence the transport plan
needs to acknowledge that this is a potential outcome for the city centre
increasing the need for prioritisation and the development of a specific air quality
transport plan.

W2: new signals signing could have a positive impact on Rainbow Hill air quality
management area. This would be welcome in an area which in recent years has
shown reduced levels of pollution which may further reduce exposure.

Wyre Forest Package:

WRS acknowledge that the air quality improvements required for Bewdley are
challenging however it is disappointing that there are no detailed plans available
to tackle the Bewdley AQMA and that the emphasis of air quality improvement in
the Horsefair largely rests on the delivery of the Churchfields Masterplan which is
outside of WCC control.

Officer Response

W2: noted.

Wyre Forest Package: as stated
previously, the LTP is a strategic
(high-level) document. Details for
specific schemes are not included
in this document. The Bewdley
Transport Strategy (BE1) is
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Stakeholder

Comment

Worcestershire County Council

LTP Action

BE1 is lacking in detail for the purposes of supplementing air quality Action
planning and it is unclear as to how this will translate to a reduction in air
pollution.

K3 lacks detail as to what improvements are achievable and how those
improvements will translate to a reduction in air pollution.

General comments:

The plan is well structured, with some useful information on commuting travel
habits. Strategic transport schemes set out well, with acknowledgement of air
quality issues which is an improvement over LTP 1, 2 and 3.

However there is over reliance upon the modal shift to public transport, walking
and cycling (Active Travel corridors) and Travel Plans as a means of improving air
quality. Appreciating that WCC have other concerns such as health and wellbeing
i.e. more active population and accessibility, in respect of air quality it's highly
unlikely that these actions, whilst making a contribution, will be sufficient to
deliver the significant reductions in emissions locally required to revoke Air Quality
Management Areas.

It is encouraging to see working from home is acknowledged but curiously does
not feature in these plans. It is noted there is limited mention of support for Low
Emission Infrastructure. This is surprising given the governments increasing
support for electrically powered vehicles and the likely impact of the alternative
fuels directive in future years. Acknowledging that it is predominately for the
district authorities to implement policies on such infrastructure rather than County
it is recommended that further exploration in the investment in electric vehicle
infrastructure should be considered as being complementary to the overall drive

Officer Response

intended to provide a policy hook
to support investment in Bewdley
Town Centre, including tackling
the AQMA and access issues
which currently affect the town.

K3: see above comment.

Noted, although disagreed. Modal
shift is aspirational, although not
entirely realistic given the low cost
of car ownership and operation,
and reluctance to change modes.
Recognising that our transport
system is car dominated, this
strategy seeks to mitigate the
impacts of the status quo on
Worcestershire's transport
networks, across all modes.

Noted: this will be addressed in
our policy document redraft.
However, WCC would argue that
whilst modal shift alone is not a
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Stakeholder

Comment

of improving air quality as modal shifts alone are not viewed by WRS as the
solution.

Worcestershire County Council
Officer Response

solution, neither too is electric
vehicle conversion, as mass
conversion of the fleet to electric,
whilst improving localised air
quality, will not tackle congestion
and low levels of physical activity.

A ULEV policy will be included in
policy refresh (and to also reflect
national government policy).

LTP Action

Natural England

Thank you for your consultation on the above dated and received by Natural
England on 22 December 2016.

Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to
ensure that the natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the
benefit of present and future generations, thereby contributing to sustainable
development.

Worcestershire’s Local Transport Plan 2017-2030 Main Document
Worcestershire’s Local Transport Plan 2017-2030 Policy Document

It is unclear how the findings of the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)
have been taken into account. For each scheme the impacts on the natural
environment are not specifically identified or considered.

Designated sites:

All schemes will need to ensure that there are no adverse effects on Special Areas
of Conservation (SAC) and Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) and that any
impacts are avoided, mitigated and/or compensated in line with the mitigation
hierarchy and paragraph 118 of the National Planning Policy Framework.

Thank you for your comments.

Noted: we will refer these
comments to our SEA supplier,
and ensure that the SEA is
updated accordingly.
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Stakeholder

Comment

Green Infrastructure:

Multi-functional green infrastructure is important to underpin the overall
sustainability of a development by performing a range of functions including flood
risk management, the provision of accessible green space, climate change
adaptation and supporting biodiversity. We advise including a section on green
infrastructure, to protect and enhance existing green infrastructure within scheme
areas. For further guidance and green infrastructure opportunities please see
Transport green corridors: options appraisal and opportunity mapping (NECR168)
and How transport’s soft estate has enhanced green infrastructure, ecosystem
services, and transport resilience in the EU (NECR169).

Best and Most Versatile Agricultural Land:

We advise that you ensure that any scheme on best and most versatile land is
justified in line with paragraph 112 of the National Planning Policy Framework.
Guidance on soil protection is available in the Defra Construction Code of Practice
for the Sustainable Use of Soils on Construction Sites.

Walking/ Cycling:

We welcome the active travel network investment programmes to improve
walking and cycling links. However there could be opportunities to improve links
between towns and cities and these should be explored.

To reduce the amount of journeys by car especially for short journeys the LPA may
find it useful to understand why people choose to drive rather than walk or cycle.

Worcestershire Network Management Plan:

We have no specific comments to make on this.

Worcestershire County Council
Officer Response

Noted and disagreed. Our active
travel network investment
programme is comprehensive and
includes interurban links. This
network will be enhanced further
following this consultation
(particularly in the north of the
county).

Noted.

LTP Action
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Stakeholder

Comment

Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) Screening Report:

We confirm that having read the HRA Screening Report, we agree with the
conclusion that the Worcestershire LTP4 should not be subject to a detailed HRA.

Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) Report:

Natural England welcomes the production of a SEA Report.

In the Summaries of assessment findings (Sections 1 and 7) under environmental
theme Biodiversity- Action for delivery- it states “Careful design and layout of new
developments to minimise effects on protected sites;” Impacts on protected sites
such as SACs and SSSIs should be avoided, mitigated and compensated in line with
paragraph 118 of the National Planning Policy Framework. Minimising impacts on
protected sites is inadequate. Furthermore under environmental theme Land, Soil
and Water Resources-Action for delivery it states “Sustainable drainage systems
should be incorporated in scheme design to ensure the run-off rate is not
increased.” This action should also include measures to mitigate impacts to water
quality.

We would be happy to comment further should the need arise but if in the
meantime you have any queries please do not hesitate to contact us.

Since writing the above response there has been a High Court ruling regarding
Local Plans and air quality which could apply to the above plan, our interim
approach is set out below:

A High Court judgment was handed down on 20 March 2017 in Wealden District
Council v Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government, Lewes
District Council and South Downs National Park Authority [2017] EWHC 351
(Admin) (copy attached). Wealden District Council brought a challenge against a
Joint Core Strategy produced by two of its neighbouring authorities. Natural

Worcestershire County Council
Officer Response

Noted.

Noted: we will refer these
comments to our SEA supplier,
and ensure that the SEA is
updated accordingly.

Noted.

LTP Action
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Stakeholder

Comment

England provided advice to Lewes District Council and the South Downs National
Park Authority on the assessment of air quality impact on Ashdown Forest SAC.
This advice was based on nationally developed guidance agreed with other UK
statutory nature conservation bodies. The court found that Natural England’s
advice on the in-combination assessment of air quality impacts in this case was
flawed. We are considering the details of this decision and the implications for our
advice. Competent authorities should seek their own legal advice on any
implications of this recent judgment for their decisions.

Worcestershire County Council
Officer Response

LTP Action

Highways
England

Highways England is responsible for the operation and maintenance of the
Strategic Road Network (SRN) in England. The network includes all major
motorways and trunk roads. The SRN is extensive in Worcestershire and comprises
of the M42, A46 and M5. The SRN is a critical national asset and as such Highways
England works to ensure that it operates and is managed in the public interest,
both in respect of current activities and needs as well as in providing effective
stewardship of its long-term operation and integrity.

We welcome the opportunity to comment on the draft Worcestershire Local
Transport Plan (LTP4) which covers the period 2017-2030. This sets out the issues
and priorities for investment in transport infrastructure for all modes which we
have reviewed in the context of the ongoing operation of the SRN. On the basis of
the comments we have set out below we would also invite Worcestershire County
Council to continue to engage with us to ensure we understand any localised
issues whilst considering the implications for our network.

We have considered the Consultation Draft and make the following comments.

General comments:

The draft plan and its priorities reflect Worcestershire Local Enterprise
Partnership’s vision recognising planned growth and development. We
acknowledge the aspirations of the Plan to deliver a significant quantum of

Thank you for your
comprehensive response to the
LTP4 consultation.
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Stakeholder

Comment

development within the County in terms of land use allocations for both
employment and residential needs. The ambitions are set out within
Worcestershire County Councils Corporate Plan ‘Shaping Worcestershire’s Future
2017-2022’ and are complementary to those within the LTP document.

As such we support the core principles established for LTPA4.

Issues on the SRN:

It is necessary to consider the implications of the levels of planned growth upon
the SRN so as to ensure any potential transport implications of developments are
considered and necessary infrastructure is planned accordingly. It is a priority of
Highways England to reduce vehicle trips away from congested motorway
junctions and we are particularly interested in the implications of any local
transport investment schemes in Worcester, Evesham and Bromsgrove which are
considered to be a critical part of the network. Worcestershire County and the
surrounding areas have significant potential for growth and this will need to be
managed in a consistent and appropriate manner. As such the cumulative impact
on the SRN will need to be considered holistically and further studies would be
welcome.

Safety:

At this stage the impact of the LTP and the Corporate Plan in combination are
uncertain with regard to road safety. We would welcome further information on
the cumulative impact of the planned level of growth and land use changes at a
strategic level. Housing and employment growth could have implications on safety
for drivers, cyclists and pedestrians however it is recognised that none of the
specific initiatives contained within the Strategic Delivery Programme would be
expected to increase accidents in isolation, and we would expect the prioritised
schemes to fully consider safety issues.

Worcestershire County Council
Officer Response

Noted.

Noted: we will seek to consider a
transport safety policy in the
amended LTP4.

LTP Action

LTP ACTION: consider
Transport Safety Policy in
LTP4.
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Stakeholder

Comment

Network Management Plan (NMP):

We welcome that the LTP and Network Management Plan (NMP) makes reference
to Highways England as a partner, as well as West Mercia Police and the Local
Enterprise Partnership. This will ensure that Worcestershire County Council's
transport priorities are addressed. The ambitions contained within these
documents are considered important to give clarity to the regions transport
decision making and is recognised that the key transport issues will need to be
carefully managed at a local level and in partnership with Highways England.

Strategic transport priorities:

We note that the known transport issues are recognised within the LTP; however
we feel that further work is necessary in order to fully understand the impact on
the SRN and local junctions. Highways England should also be recorded in the LTP
as a consultee on certain planning applications.

The policies and aspirations relevant to the SRN are welcomed, although the
delivery of this will need further consideration to ensure the list of schemes and
proposed interventions is proportionate and affordable. We recommend that that
this is recognised within the LTP further, with the suggested amendment to the
text to record 'through partnership working with the Council and Highways
England the prioritised schemes are agreed in principle and funding sources
identified'.

At Evesham, the need for capacity improvements is noted and in principle is
supported. A further assessment of the transport implications for the A46 will be
required for us to endorse this position. The need to assess the potential future

Worcestershire County Council
Officer Response

Noted.

Noted.

Noted and agreed.

Noted and welcomed.

LTP Action

LTP ACTION: amend text
as suggested.
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Stakeholder

Comment

operation of M5 and M42 motorway junctions and affected areas of the A46 Trunk
Roads arises from the implications of the Local Transport Plan Review.

We are particularly interested in the implications of any local transport investment
scheme in the areas of Worcester, Evesham and Bromsgrove across the SRN.

Active travel ambitions:

The measures set out in the draft plan are welcomed, particularly the proposed
active travel corridor schemes, as they have the potential to reduce the need to
travel by private car and therefore vehicular movements on the SRN.

Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA):

This has assessed three scenarios including two 'reasonable' alternatives which
are; Capacity improvements only and secondly 'soft' measures and behavioural
change only. The SEA concludes that a blend of capacity enhancements, demand
management and ‘soft’ measures are appropriate in order for the LTP to meet its
objectives. Highways England agrees with this assessment.

Air Quality Management Areas (AQMAs) are of direct relevance to Highways
England within the SEA. The four AQMAs in North East Worcestershire have been
designated due to NO2 emissions from road transport. The SEA surmises that the
LTP and the proposed schemes have the potential to improve air quality offering a
range of benefits and easing congestion in the three Delivery Areas of
Worcestershire. Highways England would agree with this, however, we would like
to recognise the following:

o There is a need to further reduce emissions from road transport across all

Worcestershire County Council
Officer Response

Noted.

Noted.

Noted.

Noted.

LTP Action
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Stakeholder

Comment

three areas within the LTP area and we feel robust monitoring is required to
demonstrate this.

e In addition, we would also recommend further work to provide clarity on
the in-combination effects of air quality from the Local Plan allocations
proposed in North East Worcestershire and the LTP4 together during
implementation.

The proposed growth in these areas is considerable and work will be necessary to
mitigate the potential for traffic growth.

We agree that it is crucial to continue to promote and encourage sustainable
modes of transport such as walking, cycling and public transport use.

Electric Vehicle Strategy and investigations:

One area that is not mentioned in the LTP or policy document is the promotion or
uptake of electric vehicles for private or business use. Whilst currently not a
priority, this area does have the potentially to improve local air quality from
private vehicles and business trips. A strategic approach to an into a charge point
network would be welcomed. This could form part of a Parking Strategy noted in
the plan.

Monitoring:

It is recognised that various schemes are identified which include investment in
transport telematics, RTls, Traffic Signalling Improvements and Traffic Monitoring,
however no targets are set and it not clear if the LTP intends to report on this
information. Clarification on this matter would help outline the Council's
intentions and determine if monitoring is intended on a scheme by scheme basis
or not at all. We would wish to ensure any targets, particularly those for traffic
volumes and journey times that interrelate to the SRN, are agreed with us to

Worcestershire County Council
Officer Response

Noted and agreed.

Noted: this will be addressed in
our policy document redraft.

Noted and agreed. Worcestershire
County Council continuously
monitors the performance of its
network, and liaises with
Highways England on any schemes
or trends which have or are likely
to have an impact on the SRN.

LTP Action
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Comment

ensure that a consistent level of information is supplied by both organisations.

Conclusion:

We are supportive of the general approach of the draft LTP and its associated
documents. We recognise the need to further understand the potential
implications of development traffic upon the SRN.

We will wish to work jointly with you to consider any evidence of the transport
implications of the proposed developments on the areas we have identified above.
This will enable us to agree the implications of proposed development traffic upon
available existing and planned capacity of the SRN and inform the development of
any future transport schemes required.

In order to aid this understanding and ultimately assess the requirement of any
schemes necessary to be included within the Infrastructure Delivery Plan, we need
to agree with you an assessment of planned development traffic impacting the
SRN.

We appreciate your engagement at this stage of the development of the
Worcestershire Local Transport Plan 4 consultation and look forward to working
with you in the future.

Worcestershire County Council
Officer Response

Many thanks: we look forward to
working with you as the various

schemes within the LTP4 develop.

Noted.

LTP Action

Malvern Hills
AONB

Worcestershire Local Transport Plan (4) — Public consultation:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Worcestershire Local
Transport Plan (4). In general we found this to be a clear and well-laid out
document and the AONB Unit is supportive of many of the policies and principles
which it contains. Our specific comments are set out below, following an
introduction to the AONB policy context.

Introduction:

Thank you for your comments on
the Worcestershire LTP4
consultation.
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Stakeholder

Comment

Worcestershire County Council

Officer Response

LTP Action

Worcestershire County Council and other local authorities in the area have jointly
prepared and published a management plan for the Malvern Hills AONB, in
accordance with their statutory duties under Section 85 of the Countryside and
Rights of Way Act (2000). Section 89 of the same legislation makes it clear that this
plan ‘formulates local authority policy for the management of the AONB and for
the carrying out of local authority functions in relation to that policy.’

The current Malvern Hills AONB Management Plan covers the period 2014-2019. It
contains a chapter on transport and accessibility which itself contains an aim,
objective and a suite of policies designed to reduce the impact of car traffic on the
special qualities of the AONB and to promote a sustainable approach to transport
management.

We realise that there are many legal duties which fall on Worcestershire County
Council. We also recognise that the LTP deals with the whole of the county and as
such it would be unreasonable to expect a significant proportion of the document
to be given over to AONB matters. It should also be said that many aspects of the
draft LTP accord with the policies set out in the transport chapter of the AONB
management plan. However, we believe that there are a small number of areas
where the draft LTP could be slightly amended to better reflect the AONB policy
position and thus the County Council’s stated intention to conserve and enhance
the natural beauty of the AONB.

Design Guides:

The LTP clearly has strong links with the Worcestershire Streetscape Design Guide.
The Malvern Hills AONB Partnership has produced Guidance on Highway Design
which is specific to the AONB which aims to ensure that the environmental
impacts of highways, and the ways in which they are managed, are as sympathetic
as possible to the natural beauty of this nationally designated area. This document
has been produced to help implement the AONB Management Plan. (Policy TRP1

Noted.

Noted, although as with all design
guide aspirations, there may be a
need to compromise on certain
aspects to meet non-negotiable
criteria, such as user safety. We
will engage with the Malvern Hills

202



Stakeholder

Comment

in the management plan states that ‘Highway management and design should be
in accordance with the AONB Guidance on Highway Design’). As such, we expect
that all highways works carried out within the AONB are informed by and in
accordance with this guidance. This will include the proposals contained in the
draft LTP to review junctions in the AONB at Welland-Gloucester Road, Blackmore
Park Road, Hanley Road etc. as well as works on Strategic Active Travel Corridor
Schemes in the area.

Recommendation 1: that the LTP include a reference to the Malvern Hills AONB
Guidance on Highway Design (or local highway design guides if others are in
existence) and the need for highway works in the area to be in accordance with it.

South Worcestershire Area Profile:

It is pleasing to see reference to the presence of the two Areas of Outstanding
Natural Beauty in the description of the South Worcestershire Area Profile.
However, no mention is made of the existence of the management plans which
formulate local authority policy in relation to the management of these two
nationally important landscapes, including in respect of transport issues (see
introduction above).

Recommendation 2: that the LTP include a very brief reference to the existence of

AONB Management Plans and to their role in respect of transport management
within these two specific areas of Worcestershire.

Strategic Active Travel Corridor Schemes (SATCS):

Worcestershire County Council
Officer Response

AONB when these schemes are
brought forward for delivery.

Noted: rather than including this
within the LTP, we will include this
within the emerging
Worcestershire Streetscape
Design Guide, which has a better
fit with this document.

Noted and agreed: the LTP4 will
be updated to accommodate this.

LTP Action

LTP ACTION: include
reference to Malvern Hills
AONB Guidance on
Highways Design in
emerging Worcestershire
Streetscape Design
Guide.

LTP ACTION: update
description of AONB text.
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Comment

Worcestershire County Council

Officer Response

LTP Action

The AONB Unit supports proposals to invest in high quality, continuous corridors
for active travel modes. It is particularly pleased to see the proposed Strategic
Active Travel Corridor Scheme (SATCS) linking Malvern Wells to Worcester. Given
the very significant housing and employment growth expected in South
Worcestershire establishing a safe cycling route between Malvern and Worcester
would appear to be essential in helping to mitigate the effects of the expected
increase in motorised traffic.

The Malvern Hills AONB lies very close to Worcester and is a very popular
destination for those from the city and from further afield who would be likely to
access the AONB via the A449. The AONB Management Plan documents the harm
which high levels of car traffic can cause to the special qualities of the area. This
further raises the importance of measures such as the SATCS which aim to reduce
vehicular traffic movements in the area.

The proposed SATCS linking Malvern to the Three Counties Showground is also
welcomed. This area lies within a part of the Malvern Hills AONB which is already
subject to relatively high levels of traffic with yet more expected following the
development of the Blackmore Park Industrial Estate. A sensitively designed way
of supporting sustainable travel modes between these locations will be helpful in
reducing the impact of motorised transport on the special qualities of the area.
The AONB Unit has previously attempted to develop a car free route between
these destinations and would be keen to use its knowledge to assist
Worcestershire County Council in meeting this objective.

The Public Realm:

The AONB Unit welcomes policy PR2 and particularly its ambition to provide a
public realm which is distinctive and attractive, which helps to conserve and
enhance landscape and preserve the county’s local context and distinctiveness.
Whilst there will be an obvious focus on the public realm of towns and villages it is
important that this approach extends to the countryside, especially within the

Noted and welcomed.

Noted: we will engage with you
once this scheme is brought
forward for delivery.

Noted and agreed. Policy PR2 will
be enhanced to reflect this.

LTP ACTION: update
Policy PR2.
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Comment

AONBs where the landscape is deemed to be of national importance. Even
relatively small measures such as the introduction of formal ‘urban’ kerbs and the
replacement of sections of traditional roadside barrier can have a significant
detrimental effect on local character in such areas. Adherence to the Malvern Hills
AONB Guidance on Highway Design should help to prevent a loss of character in
such areas.

Recommendation 3: that particular regard is given to the conservation and
enhancement of the landscape and the public realm throughout AONBs, through
reference to the AONB Management Plans and concomitant guidance.

Consultation:

We support the proposed policy on comprehensive consultation for transport
policy and strategy and for individual transport schemes. Prior consultation with
the AONB Unit, in combination with use of the AONB Management Plan and
relevant guidance, is considered to be essential to maintaining the special
character of the area.

Street Lighting:

The AONB Unit supports policy PR12, especially in respect of dimming street
lighting between midnight and dawn. As well as saving energy costs and reducing
carbon emissions such measures can also play a significant role in reducing light
pollution to the night sky. Dark skies are recognised as a key part of the tranquillity
which is so highly valued in the Malvern Hills area and the AONB Management
Plan recognises that street lights can be a significant source of light pollution. With
this is mind the AONB Unit would welcome further clarity on the nature of street
lighting to be used, particularly with regard to the colour temperatures of the
luminaires, the degree of cut-off to be employed and whether any variations

Worcestershire County Council
Officer Response

Noted

Noted.

Noted and agreed: this will be
amended to reference the need to
reduce light pollution and its
impacts on the natural
environment.

Noted.

LTP Action

LTP ACTION: update
Policy PR12.

LTP ACTION: update SEA
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Comment

might be expected/ admissible, for example, use of traditional gas lamps in parts
of Malvern. We recognise that a different approach may be taken to street lighting
in rural vs urban areas, although it appears that recent replacements in
Herefordshire have seen the same lighting used through the county.

Recommendation 4: that Policy PR12 be revised to incorporate information on the
properties of proposed street lighting and to refer to the significance of reducing
light pollution to the night sky.

Investment in rail infrastructure:

The AONB Unit supports the proposal to increase the capacity of the North
Cotswold rail line. This fits with policies TRP7 in the AONB Management Plan to
promote sustainable transport options

Strategic Environmental Assessment:

The SEA concludes that the effect of new transport schemes on the integrity of the
AONBs in Worcestershire is uncertain depending on scheme design, layout, scale
and location. We would tend to agree with that general assessment. It goes on to
state actions for delivery. The AONB Unit believes that adherence to AONB
Management Plans and concomitant guidance and consultation with AONB
Partnerships should be added to the list of delivery actions which could help to
minimise detrimental impacts.

Worcestershire County Council
Officer Response

Noted: this will be shared with our
SEA suppliers for consideration.

LTP Action

as appropriate.
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Stakeholder

Worcestershire
County Council
Public Health
Directorate

Comment

The Public Health Directorate at Worcestershire County Council would like to offer
the following observations regarding the Worcestershire Local Transport Plan.

The Director of Public Health (DPH) Worcestershire recognises the value of the
proposals in LTP4 that enhance the continued social and economic success,
making Worcestershire a highly desirable place to live, work and visit. However,
the plan could be further enhanced by identifying and addressing the potential
health impact on Worcestershire residents.

Public health is aware that a draft Health Impact Assessment (HIA) of LTP4 was
undertaken in July 2016 which identified some of the key areas of health impact
and we suggest the document should be further developed. The DPH therefore,
recommends that a full HIA be carried out on LTP4.

This request is consistent with the priority area of Promoting Health and Wellbeing
in Worcestershire's Corporate Plan 2017-2022 and the Worcestershire Joint Health
& Wellbeing Strategy 2016—2021. It also supports the draft Planning for Health in
South Worcestershire Supplementary Planning Document (SPD). The SPD assists
developers in assessing how effectively proposed schemes address health
implications.

Poor air quality is a significant public health issue. The importance of the effect of
air pollution on public health is recognised by an indicator of mortality associated
with air pollution in the Public Health Outcomes Framework (PM 2.5 specifically).

Public Health England reports that health effects from air pollution are observed at
air pollution concentrations well below those permitted under Local Air Quality
Management guidelines. These mainly affect the respiratory and inflammatory
systems, but can also lead to more serious conditions such as heart disease and

Worcestershire County Council
Officer Response

Thank you for your comments on
the Worcestershire LTP4
consultation.

Yes, the draft Health Impact
Assessment will be updated and
published jointly with the rest of
the LTP4 compendium. This will be
shared with DPH for further
comments and approval.

LTP Action
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Worcestershire County Council

LTP Action

cancer. People with lung or heart conditions may be more susceptible to the
effects of air pollution.

As you are aware, Worcestershire already has 10 Air Quality Management Areas
(AQMAs): Welchgate, Bewdley; Horsefair, Kidderminster; Kidderminster Road,
Hagley; Lickey End, Worcester Road and Redditch Road, Bromsgrove; St. John’s,
Rainbow Hill/Lowesmoor and Dolday, Worcester; and Port Street, Evesham.

All Worcestershire AQMAs were declared due to levels of Nitrogen Dioxide above
the (annual average) National Objective which represents a risk to health for
residents living within them. The addition of 45,800 dwellings across the county
could equate to approximately an extra 90,000 vehicles using the road system and
have a significant effect on the health and wellbeing of Worcestershire residents.

The wider effects on health and wellbeing are also a concern in a development of
this scale. Increasing public transport without restraining of private cars could
increase air pollution without providing exercise benefits. It can also increase the
potential for road traffic accidents, severance of communities by road, constraints
on mobility access and independence and reduced social use of outdoor space due
to traffic and streets.

The DPH looks forward to your response and is happy to advise and support the
undertaking of a Health Impact Assessment on LTP4.

The Public Health Directorate would like to support the LTP (setting the scene) to
include further reference to the health impact of air quality and increased reliance
upon motorised transport and subsequent physical inactivity. The burden of ill
health caused by inactivity, obesity and respiratory disease has a significant impact
upon the local health economy, business productivity and demand for health
services. We would also like to further emphasise the impact on public transport
and the road network of an aging population. As outlined in the Director of Public
Health annual report, Worcestershire has a higher than average percentage of

Officer Response

We note your comments on
ambient air quality. We will seek
to enhance the prominence of air
quality issues within the LTP4
documents to reflect this.

We note your comments on
restraining the use of private cars;
however, this is particularly
challenging to deliver unless
affordable and attractive
alternatives can be provided to
remove the need to use a car.

Noted. The LTP4 also includes an
Equality Impact Assessment,
which will take into account the
needs of all those with protected
characteristics, including older
people.
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Worcestershire County Council

LTP Action

older people and this trend is predicted to continue. The length of pelican crossing
times, the increased use of public transport in older age and the availability of
street furniture are key considerations for creating active environments for older
people to maintain independence. The World Health Organisation outlines that
creating barrier-free accessible public spaces, and transportation enable people to
stay independent and participate in community life.

We also suggest that flexible bus stopping/request routes in rural areas be
developed, allowing more isolated communities and dwellings to access a bus
close to their community, e.g. stretches of rural roads where the bus will pick up
passengers on request. Sparsity and the increasing scarcity of public transport links
have a significant impact both on daily living costs of rural households and on
access to services. The introduction of bike transport on buses, see here:
http://www.bikesonbuses.com/locations/uk/ would increase active travel, create
a larger sphere of access to public transport and have the potential to reduce air
pollution.

There are clear connections between the ambitions outlined within the LTP and
the Health and Well-being Strategy which outlines that Physical Activity is a
priority for the County, the transport plan creates a great opportunity for

Officer Response

Noted, although Worcestershire
County Council now has limited
involvement in the provision of
bus services in Worcestershire.
The majority of services are now
provided independently by private
and third sector organisations. We
will pass on your comments to
Worcestershire's passenger
transport operators.

Noted — The County Council is
reviewing its policies to better
embrace active travel modes in
more detail.

This will potentially involve the
inclusion of cycle-based schemes;
however these will be dependent
on available funding to support
delivery.

Noted.

LTP ACTION: pass on
comments to
Worcestershire public
transport operators.

LTP ACTION: strengthen
reference to
Worcestershire Health
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Worcestershire County Council

Stakeholder Comment LTP Action

Officer Response

supporting this part of the County's health improvement strategy. It also affords and Wellbeing Strategy.
the opportunity to contribute to the delivery of the upper tier statutory duty to
improve the health and well-being of residents, and to have regard to narrowing
health inequalities. In considering the health needs of the County and the needs of

those living with the poorest health, the LTP must look to create cycle loan Noted: this will be specifically LTP ACTION: consider the
schemes, cycle training schemes and other evidenced methods to change the considered for inclusion as part of | inclusion of cycle loan,
behaviour of the population to move away from motortised transport and into the development of the LTPA4. cycle training and travel
active travel and cycling for leisure. The continued roll out of Bikeability and the choices interventions in
example programme in the Wyre Forest of adult Bikeability sessions are key to the LTP4 policies.

move towards behaviour change, cycling proficiency and a sustained change in
transport methods.

The Public Health Directorate would like to endorse the Public Health England Noted: references to public health
recommendation that pedestrians, cyclists, and users of other modes of transport | issues will be strengthened
that involve physical activity need the highest priority when developing or throughout the LTP4 documents.

maintaining streets and roads. This can mean re-allocation of road space to
support walking and cycling; restricting motor vehicle access; introducing road-
user charging and traffic-calming schemes; and creating safe routes to schools.
Improving or adding green spaces and tree cover improves air quality as well as
making spaces feel more welcoming. Such changes have prompted substantial
shifts from car transport to walking and cycling and should therefore be reflected
within this LTP to emphasise the Councils commitment to improve Health and
Well-being in the County.

A policy statement that acknowledges that every cyclist and pedestrian journey is | Note that WCC has been very LTP ACTION: consider
equal to and as important as a journey by a person in a motorised vehicle would proactive in promoting cycling including statement on
be a strong and powerful commitment to recognising that cycling and walking are | (e.g. Tour of Britain, Tour Series walking and cycling
significant parts of the transport solution. In order to achieve a sustained change and Velo). journey value.

in behaviour and promote the benefits of cycling, a funding stream for active
travel, cycle training and cycle promotion is needed. This will support a move
towards a social and cultural change in transport choice across all ages in the
County.
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Comment

Throughout many of the supporting documents, reference must be made to
changing public health needs across the population, and the continued reference
to walking and cycling as playing an essential role for improving health, wellbeing
and reducing congestion.

We note that the 'purpose of the Strategic Environmental Impact Assessment
(SEA) is to avoid adverse environmental and socioeconomic effects'; we also note
that two of the key objectives of the Local Transport Plan (LTP) have particular
relevance to public health and wellbeing, namely:
e Contribution towards better health and longer life expectancy.
e Enhance quality of life for Worcestershire residents by promoting a
healthy natural environment.

The SEA itself covers seven themes including air quality (there are strong
evidential links between poor air quality and ill health, particularly respiratory and
cardiovascular disease) and health and wellbeing. The latter is also one of
Worcestershire County Council's four corporate priorities. Hence we would like to
make the following comments about the LTP4 and the SEA in particular:

We acknowledge the positive aspects of the LTP and SEA (e.g. the health and
wellbeing section for South Worcestershire p.47 and 48) particularly the focus on
initiatives to promote active travel and enhancing accessibility of services and
facilities, particularly for disadvantaged groups including those in rural
communities. However, there is limited detail about other potential impacts of
the LTP4 on health and wellbeing (for example little mention is made of any
impact on mental health) and few remediation actions are detailed in the
summary of assessment findings (p59 onwards). However, we acknowledge that a
Health Impact Assessment (HIA) is in progress and this should assist in facilitating a
more robust approach to health and wellbeing considerations as regards to the
future transport plans.

In reference to the Cycling Infrastructure policy and the inclusion of active travel;

Worcestershire County Council
Officer Response

Noted: these comments will be
shared with our Strategic
Environmental Assessment
supplier for consideration.

Noted, however, as transport
professionals, our ability to
undertake a Health Impact
Assessment which fully considers
the wider health impacts is limited
due to lack of specialist
knowledge. We will need direct
support from the DPH to ensure
that all aspects of public health
are adequately considered in the
Health Impact Assessment.

Thank you for your extensive

LTP Action

LTP ACTION: public health
references need to be
strengthened throughout
the LTPA4.

LTP ACTION: liaise with
DPH to secure support to
further develop the
Health Impact
Assessment.

LTP ACTION: consider
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Comment

we suggest the policy makes the following inclusions or further emphasis:

Promotion of cycling to encourage dual transport use and use of active
travel throughout the population.

Dual use pathways for walking and cycling to access points of interest.

Promotion of online and downloadable maps for walking and cycling
routes.

Secure parking and changing facilities in railway and bus stations to
encourage active travel and dual transport use.

Removing unnecessary physical barriers for cyclists.

C2: the design and redesign of junctions and roundabout will make the
needs of cyclists a priority except at junctions where cycle routes will
be distinctly separate from the motorised vehicular roadway.

In line with the Health Impact Assessment all new development
roadways will consider the convenience of cyclists before motorised
vehicles and ensure provision of cycle parking in new housing
developments.

C5: there is evidence that when cycling infrastructure is introduced
with promotion this encourages and subsequently increases the
numbers of cyclists using the cycle route, parking scheme etc.

Just as lighting improves safety for pedestrians, cyclists have the same
right to equal levels of safety, through improved lighting, for their
chosen transport option.

Worcestershire County Council
Officer Response

comments on the cycling
infrastructure policy. We will seek
to consider each of these
suggestions within the revised
policy document.

LTP Action

various suggestions for
inclusion within the LTP
Cycling Infrastructure
Policy.
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Worcestershire County Council

Officer Response LTP Action

Stakeholder Comment

e Match the policy statement for motorcycling e.g.: CCTV coverage,
work with private businesses and supermarkets, including cycle
parking as part of the emerging parking strategy.

e (8: directional signs will also indicate the local and more distant
destinations making the assumption that a cyclist is not necessarily
local to the area.

e Collecting data on cycling journeys can be used to promote and
change social norms using behavioural insights.

e Park and cycle schemes for access to rail stations.

e Cycle hubs at stations and changing facilities to make it as easy as
possible for cyclists to choose dual transport options.

Please note the following suggestions to specific packages

Engagement:

E1: also engage with the local councillor with responsibility for health and Noted and agreed.
wellbeing in order to ensure that the public's health is improved through transport

policy.

Public Realm:

Thank you for your extensive
comments on the public realm
policies. We will seek to consider
each of these suggestions within LTP ACTION: consider

Signage: will routinely include walking and cycling times to indicated destinations

PR2 - Reference to shared spaces in town centres to allow people to become the
focus in town centres rather than cars, recognising the role of town centres as
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Comment

places for communities to come together in safe pleasant environments.

PR9: reference to shared space principles and continuity.

PR10: combining directional signage with time to destination by walking and
cycling.

PR12: reference to the design of street lighting which reduces light pollution, thus
enhancing engagement with the night sky, promoting positive mental and
emotional health.

PR13: street trees (as PR12) boost mental and emotional health and can also
create an environment that send out signals that the mode of transport is walking
and cycling, thus encouraging these travel choices. See this example: page 190
https://consultations/tfl/gov/uk/cycling/draft-london-cycling-design-standards.

PR15: reducing alcohol consumption is one of WCC's Health & Wellbeing strategic
priorities and could consider this policy to be used to reduce alcohol consumption

PR16 - add cyclists as an example of road users who should not be
disproportionately inconvenienced.

Evesham:

Active Travel Corridor Schemes

An additional cycle route should be added from Evesham to The Valley (junction of
A46 & A44 at Twyford) where there will be a new state of the art cycling research
centre built in the next couple of years (Boardman Bikes). Plans are being
prepared to develop this route.

Worcestershire County Council
Officer Response

the revised policy document.

Noted. This is already planned,
and is included within the
Evesham Transport Strategy (E1).
Further details will emerge as this
scheme is developed.

LTP Action

various suggestions for
inclusion within the LTP
Public Realm Policy.
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Droitwich package:

D3: from a public health perspective, walking cycling routes that are easy,
attractive and sociable and also increase safety for travel to and from Westlands
would be a priority; this is a community with increased deprivation and is cut off
physically from Droitwich and the services there by the A38/A442 junction.

Evesham Package:

E4: specific reference to The Valley needed here. The Evesham West Walk/Cycle
bridge needs to be specifically referred to.

Woyre Forest:

K2: station: to include walking and cycling routes/ provision to and from the
station

K3: to include walking and cycling routes that are accessible, feel safe, well-lit and
increase active travel and accessibility to and from nearby areas of Kidderminster
including Horsefair and Broadwaters areas.

K6-K9: to ensure that these include considerations for cyclists and pedestrians.
The named roads/ areas currently experience a busy and fast traffic flow and are
challenging for cyclists and pedestrians to access other parts of Kidderminster

Worcestershire County Council
Officer Response

Noted and agreed. Access issues
at Westlands are well known, and
the LTP4 includes a scheme (D6)
to invest in an Active Travel
Network for Droitwich. More
specific mention of Westlands will
be made within this scheme
description, recognising the acute
issues here.

Noted.

Noted: this is included within the
Kidderminster Town Centre
Transport Strategy (K1).

Noted and agreed.

Noted and agreed.

LTP Action

LTP ACTION: update
Scheme D6 to include
specific mention of the
Westlands Estate,
Droitwich.
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Worcestershire County Council

Stakeholder Comment LTP Action
Officer Response
including the town centre.
WCC Strategic The strategic planning team and development control team welcomes the | Thank you for your extensive LTP ACTION: review

Planning Team
and Develop-
ment Control
Team

opportunity to comment on the above consultation. The planning teams fully
support the production of an updated Local Transport Plan 4 (LTP4).

Thorough consultation and collaborative working has taken place between the
members of the strategic planning, development control planning teams and
officers responsible for flooding as the lead local flood authority to ensure all the
team specialities are covered.

The planning teams wish to continue to work with you on the amendments to the
LTP4.

After this internal consultation the planning teams have the following comments
on the consultation version of LTP4:

Main Document:

We support the overall aim of the document to plan and invest for a multimodal
transport strategy for Worcestershire up to 2030. In particular, we welcome the
broad area of focus on increasing travel choice including rail, active travel, and the
ambition to improve public realm. However, these modes are referred to as
'alternative' modes of travel but this plan should be promoting them to be
'primary' modes of travel for Worcestershire residents. In this respect, the plan is

comments which you provided on
Worcestershire's emerging LTP4.

Noted. The text has been
amended to be more modally
agnostic in its approach.
However, the LTP4 takes a
realistic approach in that demand
for car travel is likely to increase.

comments and make
amendments as
appropriate.
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not considered ambitious enough in its wording and may not deliver modal shift
away from the private car. This point is supported by the following quote from
page 5 of the document:

"the majority of people choose the car as the primary mode of travel, and will
continue to do so throughout the life of this Local Transport Plan"

The plan has a projected timescale to 2030, and as such we consider that the plan
should be much bolder and aim to achieve a modal shift in residents' transport
choices away from the private car.

The environment is listed as a key theme, but there is not any specific comment
on the environment or wildlife. We would like to see enhancements to the natural
environment explicitly included, for example connectivity of environmental
corridors and green infrastructure (Gl).

LTP4 does not make any detailed reference to flood risk and its management.
More needs to be mentioned about the flood risk to and from new transport
infrastructure schemes, and that they should provide a betterment to flood risk
where possible, including the provision of sustainable drainage where new
schemes are being developed and implemented and retrofitting where possible.

Reference should be made to the following:

The Local Flood Risk Management Strategy.

The ongoing highway flood adaptation programme.

The ongoing highway capital drainage programme.

The ongoing highway and other flood management/drainage asset
maintenance.

e The ongoing broader development and delivery of flood alleviation schemes
— particularly those related to transport infrastructure.

Worcestershire County Council
Officer Response

Noted and agreed: the
environmental objective text has
been updated to reflect this.

Noted and agreed. References will
be included within the LTP4.

Noted — as the LTP4 is a capital
programme document, we will
make reference to the Local Flood
Risk Management Strategy, but
references to the other aspects
will be included in the revised
Transport Asset Management
Plan, which is focussed on
maintenance.

LTP Action
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Page 7 Transport Plan Objectives:

'The Environment Objective' is mentioned in the objectives tables, but no further
clarification is given — specific mention of conservation / enhancement / creation
(of habitats and species) would make it clear what the objective sets out to
achieve.

The term 'a healthy natural environment' is a little ambiguous — it would help to
state what this includes — i.e. for people, wildlife and habitats.

Page 8 Population:

2015 population needs correcting to six figures.

Page 9 Development Growth:

The dwelling numbers stated for Worcestershire district councils are incorrect and
should be updated. In addition some of the key sites shown within the map are
incorrectly located. Please contact the Strategic Planning team when this section is
being modified for updated housing numbers and locations.

Page 11 National Transport Bodies:

The location of this text alongside a map of game changer sites appears
inappropriate and would be better suited within the funding section of the
document stating which areas are funded. Alternatively a 1 page map could be
included showing which projects Highways England are delivering which are of
benefit to Worcestershire.

Worcestershire County Council
Officer Response

The Environmental Objective has
been updated accordingly.

Noted: this will be updated in the

final version of the LTP4.

Noted and agreed.

Noted and agreed.

Noted and agreed.

LTP Action
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Page 12 Section 106 Planning Obligations:

The penultimate paragraph states that "Recent legislative changes have sought to
restrict the use of Section 106 planning obligations and to encourage Local
Authorities to adopt a Community Infrastructure Levy instead". The word
"instead" should be removed, as the CIL does not replace s106, but rather runs
alongside it.

The last paragraph should be strengthened to include description of the
Regulation 122 tests and the pooling restriction introduced in April 2015 which is
back dated to 2010. WCC work with the district councils to set out the
infrastructure requirements arising from development and to specify how and
where these contributions will be spent.

Page 13 Community Infrastructure Levy:

Giving the 2010 date for the CIL coming into force could be confusing, as no
Worcestershire districts had CIL at this point, and information on the history of CIL
is probably unnecessary.

The statement south Worcestershire authorities have adopted a CIL charging
schedule is incorrect. Adoption date is 2nd June 2017. The government has also
undertaken a CIL review which is recommending significant changes to the CIL/
section 106 approach. When this section is being modified please contact the
Strategic Planning team for updates.

Page 13 Local Growth Deal:
Further funding has been made available for Worcestershire

(http://www.wlep.co.uk/17-5-million-cash-boost-worcestershire-help-create-
local-jobs-growth/).

Worcestershire County Council
Officer Response

Noted and agreed.

Noted: the LTP4 will be updated
to reflect this.

Noted: the LTP4 will be updated
to reflect this.

Noted. The future of the CIL is
currently uncertain.

LTP Action
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Page 15 Strategic Delivery Programme:

We welcome investment in Worcestershire's transport network in principle. Many
of the schemes identified are high capital cost schemes. In view of this, it is noted
that the document repeatedly focuses on an assumption that funding will reduce
for bus services. Consideration should be given as to whether this level of
investment in new highways infrastructure would achieve the aims of sustainable
transport, cutting congestion, and enabling economic development to a greater
extent than a suitable (smaller) amount of investment in existing bus services.

In addition, the document does not set out reasoning as to why certain schemes
are being prioritised ahead of others. The prioritisation seems to be based on the
funding and design status of the new the scheme as opposed to benefits it could
bring. It would be helpful to provide an evidence base considering the cost of the
schemes and how these schemes are prioritised. Would it be possible to prioritise
based on the benefits and requirements. For example:

Is it required to enable development?

Will it aid economic growth?

Will it tackle congestion?

Will it aid air quality?

Could it promote sustainable modes of travel?
Could it promote mass modes of travel?

Most of the above are mentioned as aims but not linked directly to each of the
schemes. If they were it would strengthen their inclusion.
Page 16

Last paragraph is incorrect Redditch and Bromsgrove adopted their respective
local plans at the end of January 2017.

Worcestershire County Council
Officer Response

Noted: the prioritisation of
schemes is achieved through
investment in the development of
business cases, which identify
potential benefits.

We will be looking to develop a
prioritised delivery programme
once the LTP4 has been adopted,
which will include an evidence-
based assessment of schemes.

Noted: this will be amended in the
final LTP4.

LTP Action
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Worcestershire County Council

Officer Response

LTP Action

Prioritisation table is on page 16 but is needed for the transport schemes from
page 18 onwards it would be beneficial to have the colour key as a footnote at the
bottom of each table page to aid the readers understanding.

General Comments on Schemes
The words "subject to definition" appear in brackets at the start of every table of
schemes. It is unclear what "definition" means.

Third column. Is this correct? It appears that the LTP acts to co-ordinate funding
and bids, but is not itself a source of funding.

Some of the detail on schemes may be excessive for a public-facing document. As
an example, for the NEST2 scheme on page 18, it is stated that "An Outline
Business Case was submitted to the Local Transport Body (LTB) in March 2016 for
Programme Entry Approval. Conditional Approval is planned to be obtained in
April 2017". The intricacies of internal approval mechanisms may be too much
detail, and this technical language should probably remain internal only. Key dates
are probably sufficient here.

For NEST5 and NEST6, on pages 18/19, it refers to a "review of ... signalling
apparatus (where provided)". The bracketed text seems relevant where multiple
projects fall within the scheme, but for NEST5 and NEST6 there is only a single
scheme being discussed, and it should be clear whether or not there is currently
signalling in place. Similarly, the descriptive text for scheme RB1 on page 26 refers
to a systemic investment in "a" town centre or area’s transport infrastructure,
which sounds like a generic definition of this type of scheme, rather than a specific
discussion of scheme RB1 itself.

For the various rail station enhancement schemes, the description includes, at the
bottom of the list, "Working with Train Operating Companies to improve services".

Noted and agreed.

Noted: although that is the point.
'Subject to definition' as in — 'this

will be defined'. The 'definition’ is
required to provide further clarity
on scheme proposals.

This is correct. The Integrated
Transport Block funding is treated
separately from the LTP4.

Noted: we will seek to address this
in the final version of the LTP4
documents.

Noted: we will seek to update the
description of RB1 to improve its
relevance.

Noted. This mention is deliberate,
because infrastructure
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Worcestershire County Council

LTP Action

This seems to be inconsistent with the other elements of station improvements,
which are all focused on localised physical actions. The improvement of services is
a wider network issue, and probably the biggest issue of all, and seems
incongruous buried at the end of these lists.

e Junction redesigns / relocations / enhancements: there are a number of
schemes described for alteration of road junctions. Such schemes have a
potentially negative effect on wildlife and habitats, principally by
increasing fragmentation. However within such schemes there are also
opportunities to improve roads for wildlife. These improvements could
include badger tunnels; appropriate planting on road verges to promote
wildlife and could include small scale surface water or SuDS schemes.
These projects could be low cost enhancements. The descriptions should
include a commitment to minimising negative impacts and maximising
wildlife value via management of the associated 'green' areas such as
road-side verges, ditches and hedgerows.

e Station Enhancement Schemes: lists of potential improvements at a
number of rail stations are given. The enhancements should include
appropriate environmental improvements such as natural planting and
creation of green spaces, to enhance the design for people and wildlife.

e Active Travel Network Schemes: within the active travel schemes
described there is no mention of green corridors. Walking and cycling links
offer excellent opportunities to join natural environments together if they
are designed to accommodate wildlife too. For example bats may travel
along the tree lines and hedgerows often associated with active travel
networks. The description and design of these schemes should include the
additional wildlife benefits they can bring.

e Public Realm Schemes: there is potential within the public realm redesign
schemes to contribute to urban cooling by planting of trees within town

Officer Response

enhancement often improves the
ability to run more
efficient/reliable/frequent
services. Worcestershire County
Council is keen to capitalise on
any opportunities generated as a
result of proposed schemes.

Noted and agreed: the LTP4
objectives have been updated to
include reference to biodiversity
and habitats, so this will ensure
that this is directly considered as
part of scheme delivery within a
transport environment.

Noted — the updated objectives,
as referenced above, will ensure
that these aspects are specifically
included in scheme design.

Noted — the updated objectives,
as referenced above, will ensure
that these aspects are specifically
included in scheme design.

Noted — the updated objectives,
as referenced above, will ensure
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Worcestershire County Council

LTP Action

centres. This should be included in the description and design of each
scheme. Retrofitting of SuDS or other small scale surface water
management schemes should also be included in these aspirations.

The document only seems to refer to passenger use of rail - what evidence is there
of a current or potential future demand for rail freight, either for transporting
goods into / out of Worcestershire and how could this be addressed either
currently or into the future.

In terms of aggregate minerals, the minerals industry has verbally advised WCC as
the Mineral Planning Authority that in the medium to long term (as our indigenous
good quality aggregate resources are exhausted), we may become reliant on
imports and a rail depot might enable sustainable transport of bulk goods into the
county. However, no sites have been suggested to us that might be suitable. This
may require a proactive search and any suitable land to be safeguarded for
potential future use. It may not be appropriate for LTP 4 to include this as a
scheme as it is currently only a vague possibility, but it would be useful for LTP 4 as
a whole to give greater support to sustainable modes of freight transport.

Each town or city has a "town strategy". These appear to be quite generic and do
not identify specific issues to each area or what would need to be undertaken to
improve each town's specific transport needs or issues. The document would
benefit from these being amended to become more specific to each of the
Worcestershire towns.

Flood risk data should be utilised to inform new transport infrastructure
development — location and/or methodology.

Officer Response

that these aspects are specifically
included in scheme design.

Demand for rail freight facilities in
Worcestershire is very low, which
negates the business case for a rail
freight terminal within the county.
Given the very high installation
and operating costs of such
infrastructure, Worcestershire
County Council will expect any
proposals for rail freight terminals
to be promoted and funded by the
private sector.

Noted, however, in many cases
there is insufficient data available
to provide this level of detail. LTP4
is a necessarily high-level/strategic
document. As schemes are
brought forward for delivery,
additional detail will be added and
the necessary consultation will
take place.

Flood Risk Data: noted. This is a
detailed issue, which is included
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LTP4 Policies:

Strategic delivery framework on page 5 seeks to "Reduce the adverse impacts of
transport on the environment, including air quality (Air Quality and Climate
Change)". This is negatively worded, and does not recognise opportunities for
environmental enhancement.

Transport Policies: the proposed policies are all very focused on WCC and read like
statements of intent. It would be useful for the scope and detail of the policies to
be widened out or refocused to inform what other parties should do — for example
what should developers be considering and what standards will they need to meet
when they develop site proposals which would create new highways or active
travel routes? It is unclear as to how these policies could be used by Local Planning
Authorities to inform the development of Local Plans or applied by them in the
development management process.

The policies should directly link to a highways design guide to ensure the policies
help deliver an evidenced based Worcestershire standard. This should also link to
other Worcestershire policies on flooding and Gl. Some reference to road and
junction design in relation to elderly / less able users should also be added here.

Transport Engagement:

The policies within the engagement section are focussed on how we do business
as opposed to a policy. They could also benefit from becoming more corporate or

Worcestershire County Council
Officer Response

within the scheme development
process.

Noted and agreed. This will be
reworded as suggested.

The Local Transport Plan
represents Worcestershire County
Council's own policies, and,
although useful, is not necessarily
intended to be used as guidance
for other organisations.

There is separate guidance under
development (Worcestershire
Streetscape Design Guidance)
which will provide a steer for third
parties.

A reference to the Worcestershire
Streetscape Design Guide will be
included in the final LTP4.

Whilst we do not disagree, there is
no corporate policy for public

LTP Action
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Worcestershire County Council

LTP Action

directorate wide as opposed to transport specific.

Policy E1 on councillor involvement outlines the roles of local councillors and
cabinet members, but could be strengthened with greater reference to the use of
evidence to inform public involvement and consultation and decision making.

Public Realm:

Within the descriptions of specific policies there is reference to 'public realm
improvements', but nothing directly about role of the natural environment or
flooding in this (e.g. PR1, PR4). The natural environment has a significant influence
on public use of an area and therefore should be clearly included within policy
wording. For example PR1 includes paying attention to the 'quality’ of routes —
access to green spaces, opportunities for surface water management etc. should
be given as measures of quality.

PR1: we support the aims of using Worcestershire's urban public realm in
principle. However, we consider that another aim should be a focus on using the
public realm as a destination space for public use, not just as a transport route.
Aiming to create areas of public realm that encourage street activity can support
economic activity for retailers, and create an environment to suit the lifestyles of
workers and residents, which in turn could attract and retain more inward
investment and talent to Worcestershire.

We welcome that policy PR1 refers to all groups of people, including less mobile,
with sight or hearing impairments and those suffering from dementia, however we
feel that other policies in this section should also aspire to meet these goals.

Officer Response

engagement. Therefore, a
transport policy in this area
provides a framework for the
development of transport
schemes. This is being shared
widely across Worcestershire
County Council, and may influence
the development of a corporate

policy.

Noted and agreed. We will seek to
include additional descriptive text
to reflect this comment.

Noted. We will seek to develop
Policy PR1 to better reflect Link
and Place theory and
multifunctional use.

Noted, we will examine other
Public Realm Policies to see how
they may embrace those with
protected characteristics (e.g.
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Worcestershire County Council

LTP Action

PR5: we support the policy of providing pedestrian crossings. We consider that the
policy should include reference to using 'shared space' across Worcestershire,
particularly in urban areas. Shared space aims to de-segregate vehicles and
pedestrians, which creates a safer environment for pedestrians through lower
vehicle speeds, whilst still enabling a flow of traffic. Shared space in urban and
residential areas would enable the pedestrian environment to spread further than
would be possible with segregated highways and would, therefore, widen the
sphere of economic activity with greater footfall.

PR7: the illustration on page 17 shows guard railings of very poor design quality
and it is unclear whether this is the style to be avoided, or the style the policy is
advocating. Perhaps a picture of higher-quality railings would be more appropriate
if this is being advocated.

PR9: a separation between cycle and walking routes will increase safety and
enjoyment for all groups of people, including elderly and less physically able.

PR10: reference to the provision of strategically placed benches along recreational
routes and important pedestrian corridors could help to meet the needs of above
mentioned groups including elderly and people living with dementia. It will
provide opportunities for their increased mobility, physical activity and social
interaction.

PR10: we welcome the commitment to decluttering but further reference to
signage being clear and simple should be added.

Officer Response

pedestrian crossings to assist the
visually impaired).

Worcestershire County Council is
unlikely to support development
of the shared space concept at
present.

Noted. Worcestershire County
Council's policy is to remove guard
railing wherever possible. Where
it is required, better quality
railings are installed in town and
city centre environments to
complement the streetscape. This
photograph will be replaced.

Noted .

Noted, however, the provision of
benches is a Borough, City and
District Council function. Your
comments will be passed to these
authorities.

Noted. This will be amended.
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PR11: this should recognise opportunities for sustainable drainage systems.

PR12: street lighting: in addition to cost, visual impact considerations, and safety
the effect of lighting on the natural environment (i.e. bats) should be addressed
whilst still maintaining the balance for all considerations.

PR12: to assist with sustainability make reference to a requirement for LED lighting
or other appropriate low energy solutions where specific lighting is not required
for wildlife protection.

PR13: this should explicitly state the green infrastructure benefits of street trees.

PR14: any paving materials should be plain and non-reflective in clear colour and
textural contrast to other surfaces in order to help reduce its impact on people
living with dementia.

PR16: first bullet point should probably be amended to "operators of street
frontages..." In the second bullet point, it is unclear what the "certain categories of
road user" refers to. An exhaustive list would be more helpful than the single
example given.

Cycle Infrastructure:

C1: we welcome the policy focus on cycling in principle. We consider that walking
and cycling are two of the primary methods for achieving a sustainable transport
vision across Worcestershire. We consider that, as well as creating new networks
or enhancing existing for cyclists, the existing transport network should be made
more suitable for cyclists through the use of lower speed limits and switching the
road hierarchy from car drivers to pedestrians and cyclists across Worcestershire's
urban areas. Cycle routes should also be delivered to form a continuous route
linking areas of employment, retail, schools, and be delivered off road. These
routes should be shared cycle and pedestrian routes.

Worcestershire County Council
Officer Response

Noted and agreed.

Noted and agreed. This policy will
be amended.

Noted, although this not required.
The market now only supplies low
energy/LED lighting, and this is
cheaper than 'heritage’
alternatives.

Noted and agreed.

Noted. This is a detailed design
issue, which will be passed to
colleagues to address.

Noted and agreed. This policy will
be amended.

Noted. We will consider this
during the redraft of the LTP4
documents.

LTP Action
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Officer Response

C6: the second bullet point states that "Where restrictions on cycling are | Itis not clear to us what point you
unenforceable and/or unnecessary, these will be reviewed". This seems to be the | are making. We will discuss this
wrong way around. It is likely that the purpose of a review, in whole or in part, | with you separately.

would be to establish whether such restrictions are unenforceable or unnecessary
and, if such conclusions are reached, this bullet point should be setting out what
actions will be taken.

C7: we welcome the commitment to provide cycle parking at key destinations. | Noted and agreed. We will review
Regarding the stated preferred design for cycle parking (Sheffield Stands), we | this policy.

consider that there should be a determined focus on providing innovative, secure,
multi-decked, high capacity cycle storage facilities. Sheffield stands do not provide
the security or capacity required to facilitate a modal shift beyond short, quick,
journeys by lone cyclists. High capacity secure storage is essential for facilitating
greater cycle journeys, particularly to transport hubs, such as stations or town
centre locations. Such stands are already used at locations across the UK including
London Stations and Leamington Spa Station (for example). In a similar fashion to
these cities, Worcestershire should adopt a leading, innovative approach to cycle
storage at relatively low cost compared to large-scale infrastructure. This
approach could be considered for the new Worcestershire Parkway and other
future rail station enhancements or developments and at existing transport hubs
around the County. In addition cycle storage should be considered at other mass
transport hubs such as bus stations along with allowing additional cycle storage at
schools and colleges.

Integrated Passenger Transport:

We consider that providing a convenient, reliable, bus service with good network | Noted.
coverage should be a key element for achieving Worcestershire's aims of
sustainable transport and reduced congestion. Bus service provision also provides
the County's young and elderly residents with a vital means of independent
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transport. Bus services should be provided to enable social mobility amongst
young people in a rural county to urban centres, schools, leisure pursuits and
future employment opportunities, and be affordable enough to facilitate a
transition from private car transport.

Note that in the final bullet point of IPT2, it should be "advise" rather than
"advice".

In view of the above, we consider that the ITP policies actively propose a managed
decline in bus service provision, rather than investment. For example, ITP5
appears to be worded in a manner that would actively erode underperforming bus
services by 'terminating' the least well used services.

The policy does not acknowledge that there may be factors, such as high cost of
those services, which are accelerating their decline or consider alternative
methods of promoting investment and use.

In addition, ITP7 indicates that bus service levels will be reduced where no bids are
received for a contract. This approach, therefore, implies that bus service
provision is a low priority for Worcestershire County Council up to 2030.

In summary, policies that actively reduce bus services do not appear to be
compatible with LTP4's aims of sustainable travel reduced congestion and
increased economic activity. Consideration should be given to policies that invest
in bus services.

The use of national guidance on the provision of bus stops such as the Inclusive

Mobility guidance by the Department of Transport should be encouraged through
the LTP 4.

Transport and Air Quality:

Worcestershire County Council
Officer Response

Noted: this will be corrected.

We will endeavour to work to
support bus services through
investing in infrastructure
improvements and advancements
in technology to improve journey
times, particularly in urban areas.
This should have a positive impact
on bus services.

Please note that the LTP4
Passenger Transport Policies do
not suggest Worcestershire
County Council would actively
reduce bus services.

LTP Action
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More sustainable/natural drainage/flood risk management needs to be
encouraged through LTP4 policy and/or amended highway design guide

AQ1 — We welcome the focus on managing air quality across Worcestershire.
However, we consider that the policy should be more positively worded to tackle
this serious health issue.

Motorcycling:

M1: second sentence of the third paragraph largely repeats the first sentence.
Unclear what is being referred to when it mentions "this route".

Climate Change:

TCC1: we welcome the approach to improve fleet replacement with reduced
emissions. However, we consider that a policy designed to actively remove the
oldest and worst polluting vehicles from the roads, particularly urban areas,
should be considered as part of a package of measures to promote modal shift.
The recent announcement of a charge of £10 in central London on vehicles which
do not meet Euro 4 emissions standards is indicative of the type of innovative
policy which needs to be considered to tackle climate change, as well as to create
a clean, healthy county for attracting economic activity and residents.

Although we assume TCC1 only applies to in-house, WCC vehicles, the policy title
and text as written could lead to some ambiguity over whether it also applies to
the wider community and private business fleets, etc.

TCC3: suggest replacing "..which might encourage home working" with "...to
enable home working".

TCC5: not at all clear what this policy is seeking to achieve and how this would be

Worcestershire County Council
Officer Response

Noted and agreed. This policy will
be reviewed.

Noted: this will be corrected.

Noted. Worcestershire County
Council awaits the outcomes of
DEFRA's national air quality
strategy, which will influence our
future approach to tackling the
impacts of vehicular emissions on
ambient air quality.

Noted, this will be corrected.

Note: this will be corrected.

Noted, this policy will be

LTP Action
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Worcestershire County Council

LTP Action

done.

Potential New Policy Regarding Speed:

We consider that a Policy for lowering the speed limit in residential and urban
areas should be considered for inclusion in LTP4. There is growing evidence that
lowering speed limits reduces the risk of injuries from collisions, as well as
encouraging more walking and cycling in urban areas. Such a policy is already
being pursued by cities such as Bristol, Cardiff, Paris, Milan, and across Spain. In an
economy where cities compete against each other to attract talent and
investment, we consider that Worcestershire should be ambitious in introducing
such a policy to support its aims of sustainable travel and increased economic
activity, whilst having a minimal impact on congestion.

The Network Management Plan Document and Policies:

NMP1: will the maintenance of the GIS database extend to updating the Advisory
Lorry Route Map and providing this as a GIS web map rather than just a PDF?

NMP3 and NMP4: paragraph 4.15 refers to freight operators using alternatives to
road transport such as rail and water. However, policy NMP3 gives no indication of
the level of support which will be given to schemes to enable further use of
alternative modes for freight transport, there are no freight schemes identified in
the main document and no policies for freight or multi-modal transport in the
Transport Policies document. Without explicit support for use of more sustainable
modes to be developed, we consider that it is likely that the majority of freight
movements will remain by road. The policy framework proposed in the LTP 4
consultation documents is significantly weaker in this regard than the support

Officer Response
reviewed.

Noted, following receipt of a large
number of comments in this area,
this was considered and decided
that speed limits should be
considered on a 'case by case'
basis to respond to local need.

Safety has been considered
throughout the revised policy
document.

Noted. There is no resource to
undertake this at the present
time. We will refer this to
Worcestershire County Council's
Network Control Manager.

Noted. The LTP3 included freight
policies, however, these were
deemed to deliver no real benefit
due to the lack of
control/influence over the
industry. Instead Worcestershire
County Council will work in
partnership with the industry to
consider the impacts of freight
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offered by the Multimodal Freight Policy in LTP3.

Officer Response
and tackle issues as they arise.

Historic England

Local Transport Plan 4 (LTP4):

We note the variety of proposed transport schemes identified within Local
Transport Plan 4, for schemes up to 2030. There are a significant number of
schemes identified; however, we cannot find any detailed evidence relating to
how the potential harm to the significance of heritage assets has been considered.
The Strategic Environmental Assessment concludes that there will be benefits for
the historic environment in terms of encouraging cycling and walking routes which
may better reveal the significance of heritage assets, improvements to public
realm and townscape through limiting street clutter, reducing traffic congestion
and noise and pollution and improvements to landscape through reducing traffic
congestion, noise and pollution, all of which we support.

However, the assessment also notes that there are a number of ‘negative’ and
‘uncertain’ effects for the historic environment as a result of new transport
infrastructure, road and rail. There are a wide range of heritage assets noted
where harm could arise due to the transport proposals. We would advise that
these effects are assessed at this stage, in a proportionate manner to justify the
inclusion of proposals within LTP4. The assessment should be mindful of Section
12 in the National Planning Policy Framework and should consider the effects to all
heritage assets, including where there may be potential for buried archaeology. In
this way it will be possible to justify transport proposals or consider reasonable
alternatives or amendments to proposed schemes at this stage. We do not

Thank you for your considered
comments on the draft
Worcestershire LTP4.

As the LTP4 is a strategic
document, it necessarily lacks
detail. This limits the ability to
assess any likely impacts at this
level.

Worcestershire County Council's
view is that as schemes are
brought forward for delivery,
specific considerations (such as
environmental and historic issues)
should be considered at that
stage, as there will be sufficient
detail available to properly assess
likely impacts. Worcestershire
County Council would not support
extensive assessment at such an
early stage, as the potential for
abortive work is significant due to
changed scheme scope.
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support waiting to the development management stage to assess the principle of
development, though we do accept that at this stage more detailed environmental
assessment would be required.

If you would like to discuss this further please contact me.
Transport policies document: public realm section:

We support the inclusion of policies for the public realm within the transport
policies and consider that there could be specific clauses that identify benefits for
the historic environment that have the opportunity to enhance, in line with the
SEA assessment findings.

Strategic Environmental Assessment:

We welcome the inclusion of a key objective that includes the need to conserve
and preserve heritage assets. We would encourage the assessment to also look at
how enhancement measures can be secured.

We also welcome how the report has been framed across seven environmental
themes, one of which is the historic environment.

The summary included within Table NTS 1 on page NTS4 onwards notes all the
elements for the historic environment as either ‘negative’ or in the majority of
cases ‘uncertain’. The report recognises that there are a significant number of
heritage assets and historic landscapes that could be adversely affected through
the proposals and yet the conclusion is left to the design and layout stage
accompanying formal planning applications.

Whilst we recognise that in many cases there may be positive opportunities to
avoid harm or minimise harm to the historic environment through specific
assessments and discussion at planning application stage, we consider that the

Worcestershire County Council
Officer Response

Noted.

Noted: these comments will be
shared with our SEA supplier for
consideration.

LTP Action
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principle of the development of transport schemes should be appropriately
assessed at this stage in case there are some schemes that are inappropriate due
to their harm to the historic environment.

Page NTS14 states that the next step will be to assess how environmental
considerations have been incorporated into the LTP4. We note in its current form
there is no reference to the historic environment or any mitigation measures
within LTP4.

Comments on the historic environment within Page 16 highlight that there are
different concerns/ benefits depending on the option proposed. We welcome the
opportunities to enhance the public realm/townscape/ landscape through
measures to reduce congestion and manage traffic flows.

We note the assessment findings for all three transport packages indicate benefits
for the historic environment and we support where the transport package seeks to
identify cycling and walking routes that could better reveal the significance of
heritage assets and reduce traffic congestion, noise and pollution etc.

We do, however, note that there are also a number of potential adverse effects
for heritage assets as a result of new transport infrastructure, both road and rail.
The assessment concludes for all three transport package areas that these adverse
effects will be dealt with at the planning application stage; however we have some
concerns with this approach as it may be that the principle of development is not
acceptable and that a reasonable alternative could be found that would have less
harm to the historic environment. The assessment process identifies which
heritage assets are likely to be affected as a result of the proposals and we
consider an assessment into the harm to the significance of these heritage assets
is required. Additionally, there is the potential for unknown buried archaeology,
which could be of national significance, to be affected through the proposals.

We further consider that it is the role of the SEA to identify avoidance/ mitigation
measures that could be included within LTP4 rather than stating that the effects
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Stakeholder

Comment

remain ‘uncertain’.

We would welcome the opportunity to discuss LTP4 in more detail with you and
discuss what historic environment evidence base has been undertaken/ needs to
be undertaken to justify the inclusion of schemes within the Plan.

Worcestershire County Council
Officer Response

We look forward to working with
you directly as individual schemes
come forward for development.

LTP Action

Worcestershire
Local Access
Forum

1.

The definition and consideration of “highways™ in LTP4 should be widened to
include all public rights of way.

The LTP should refer to all vulnerable road users — and specific mention should be
made of inclusive policies for pedestrians, horse riders and mobility vehicle drivers,
which will put them on an equal footing with cyclists and motorcylists. It should
also recognise the contribution these groups make to the local economy.

A general Access Policy should be added which covers the recreational and rural use
of both roads and public rights of way by all user groups, including cyclists as well
as pedestrians and horse riders.

The current Cycling Policy has sub policy requirements C1 to C8 which cover a
variety of issues such as off-road routes, maintenance, developer contributions and
network expansion. These are equally relevant to pedestrians and horse riders, so it
is suggested either that the title should be changed to reflect this, or that sub-policies
C1 to C8 should be incorporated into the general Access Policy suggested in item 3.

Acknowledgement should be made in the new Access Policy of the impact the 2026
CROW Act cut-off date will have, after which unrecorded historic access rights will
be extinguished. The loss of unrecorded rights will lead to serious gaps in the off-
road PROW network, which cannot be rectified.

Although most path user groups would like to see a small budget set aside for
researching these so-called Lost Ways, recognising the issue and reflecting it in LTP
policy would be a good first step.

Many thanks for meeting with us
and providing these constructive
comments to the LTP4
consultation process.

1. Noted, although this may
be rather challenging to
deliver in practice.

2. Noted and agreed.

3. Noted and agreed.

4. Noted.

5. Noted: an

acknowledgement of this
will be made.

Noted: we will seek to include
reference to this in the LTPA4.

LTP ACTIONS: review
comments made and
amend policies where
feasible / appropriate.

Herefordshire &
Worcestershire
Fire and Rescue

The provision of high quality fire-fighting and rescue services to our communities
is a key strategic goal for Hereford and Worcester Fire and Rescue Service. To
support this goal we aim to get to all incidents as quickly and safely as possible and
as such we would welcome initiatives designed to reduce congestion and improve
journey times on Worcestershire’s roads.

Thank you for your comments on
the LTP4.

We note your concerns about
access and reducing congestion,
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Stakeholder

Comment

We continually monitor the effectiveness of our response to all incident types and
formally report our response time to building fires in our quarterly Fire Authority
Reports. As part of this process fire crews regularly report issues with congestion,
caused by both traffic volume and parking, and we have developed local initiatives
to help mitigate the effects on our response times.

As you would expect these issues predominately arise on main access routes and
in heavily populated areas of the county at certain times of the day, such as peak
work and school commuting times. Reduced congestion in these areas and at
these times would help our operational response.

As is currently the case we require full details and prior notice of any transport
routes that may be affected during any improvement works.

Worcestershire County Council
Officer Response

and will seek to tackle this
through investment in the
schemes identified in the LTP4.

Noted: we will ensure that you are
identified as a key stakeholder for
any improvement works. We
would also urge you to monitor
www.roadworks.org, which
provides dynamic information on
planned and emergency
roadworks taking place on
Worcestershire's transport
networks.

LTP Action

6.2.40 In total, 4 pieces of written correspondence were submitted from Service Providers. These can be viewed in Table 6.11
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TABLE 6.11: SUMMARY OF WRITTEN RESPONSES — SERVICE PROVIDERS

Stakeholder Comments

Stakeholder

Stagecoach Bus

Comment

This is an abridged version; for full details please see the stakeholder Consultation
Submissions in Appendices.

The contribution of commercial bus services to economic and social developments in
Worcestershire.

The Vision and Objectives: What Role for the Bus in Worcestershire?
"High-quality continuous corridors" for sustainable modes

Cost effective Capacity improvement

Planning for growth: alignment with Worcestershire's Development Plans
Managing the commercial bus network

Conclusion: Stagecoach commitment

Worcestershire County Council
Officer Response

Thank you for your detailed
response.

Your comments on bus services are
noted. Whilst the County Council
has limited ability to influence the
provision of commercially operated
bus services, we will continue to
work with you and other operators
to seek network improvements
wherever possible. This will include,
for example, enhancements to
infrastructure and the introduction
of latest technologies to improve
journey times and reliability for bus
users.

LTP Action

LTP ACTION: review
ITP policy

University of
Worcester

The University strongly supports all elements of the South Worcestershire Strategy,
specifically:

SWST 1 — Parkway Rail Station: The University supports this project, but requests that County
includes a study and appropriate implementation bids for a “rapid link to the City Centre and
Shrub Hill”.

SWST 2 — M5 Junction 6: The University supports this enhancement.

SWST9 — Fernhill Heath Station: We strongly support this as significant numbers travel to the

Thank you for your response.

SWST1 - Future enhanced services
serving Shrub Hill will form a de
facto rail 'shuttle service' between
Parkway and Worcester City.

SWST2 — Noted

SWST9 — Noted. Although recent
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Stakeholder

Comment

Worcestershire County Council

Officer Response

LTP Action

University from this general direction.

SWST10 — Rushwick Station: We strongly support this as significant numbers travel to the
University from this general direction.

SWST12 — Western Link Road Scheme: Reported timescales for this are disappointing given
the level of expected development in Worcester West (45/2 in the SWDP)

With regard to the Strategic Active Travel Corridor Schemes:

SWAT9 Malvern to Leigh Sinton: suggestion for this to link up with the Oldbury Road active
travel corridor to give good connectivity to Malvern.

SWAT2: Worcester to Droitwich Spa: we strongly support this. There are significant
concentrations of students and staff travelling from the Droitwich area into Worcester.

SWAT4: Worcester to Hallow: The University would like the Council to extend this to Top
Barn Farm to connect with our Lakeside Campus. The University will promote cycling to this
campus for staff and students and an off-road route will significantly affect people’s travel
choices as this would be a much safer and healthier option.

Buses: The University requests that the County recognises that the promotion and
development of bus services play a particularly important part in student and staff travel to
campus. It is disappointing not to see bus initiatives in LTP4. The University will be interested
to discuss bus initiatives with the County as part of the WTS. The reduction of bus services
over the last 2 years has had a significant impact on the University with bus commute to
campus reducing from 10% in 2013 to 2.8% in 2016 for staff, and students 6% in 2013 to
5.7%.

The University is a large enough stakeholder to have an impact on travel in the region with

technical work has demonstrated
that this station is probably
unviable.

SWST10 — Noted.

SWST12 — Noted, however, this is
realistic, and possibly rather
ambitious given the current funding
situation nationally.

SWAT9 — Noted. This will be
considered in the final version of the
LTP4.

Buses: noted.

Passenger transport policies in the
LTP4 will be comprehensively
reviewed following this
consultation.

Noted.

ACTION: Consider
amending the WTS
to be a major
scheme.
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Stakeholder

Comment

Worcestershire County Council

LTP Action

over 10,000 students and 1,000 staff. We generally welcome the proposals in LTP4 but wish
to flag that particular concentrations of both students and staff living outside the city are
based in Malvern and Droitwich. (See attached plan). For this reason, SWST9 and 10, as well
as SWST1 are of particular importance for the continued growth of the University, as well as
SWAT2, SWAT4 and a linkage from Worcester city to SWAT13.

In addition, the University welcomes the County’s investment to date in support for public
realm and transport investment in Worcester, this supports the University’s growth strategy.
The University would like this level of investment to continue, and welcomes the opportunity
for investment in mixed transport modes to support our continuing growth.

The University welcomes the County’s commitment to produce a bespoke Worcester
Transport Strategy in partnership with the City Council. The County is requested to:

» Agree to prioritise sufficient resources to deliver WTS quickly and its subsequent
implementation.

e Put WTS into the list of the County’s “Major Schemes for Funding” on page 12 of LTP4 —
along with feasibility work on making fast and modern links between Worcestershire Parkway
Station and the City Centre including Shrub Hill.

¢ Set out the proposed WTS liaison and development process, including public consultation,
and/or stakeholder forums.

¢ Confirm that WTS would cover the functioning of the whole City and not just the City
Centre and that it would be a “multi modal (all types of transport) and integrated” strategy.

The University supports the County’s “active corridors” proposals. The University would like
the Council to extend “Strategic Active Travel Corridor 4 Worcester to Hallow” to Top Barn
farm to connect with our Lakeside Campus. The University will promote cycling to this
campus for staff and students and an off road route will significantly affect people’s travel
choices as this would be a much safer and healthier option.

Officer Response

City Centre Transport Strategy:
noted. We will consider including
this as a major scheme, and will
share these other comments with
project delivery teams for their
consideration.

Noted. Worcestershire County
Council will consider providing an
Active Travel Corridor between
Hallow and Top Barn in conjunction
with the University of Worcester.

ACTION: Consider
extension of Active
Travel Corridor to
Top Barn.
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Stakeholder

Comment Worcestershire County Council LTP Action

Officer Response

It is our assumption that, in developing Active Corridors, LTP4 will fully address any
accessibility issues.

The University will work with the County to promote improvements to public realm and
further pedestrian and disabled access priorities. Such public realm improvements are
important ways to prioritise good health (walking and cycling) and to promote inclusivity.

Finally, as already mentioned, the University is disappointed that there is no consideration of
Bus Travel with LTP4 as we view this as a significant factor in relation to the overall Transport

Strategy for Worcester City.

Plan showing spread of students living within walking/cycling/public transport distance.
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Stakeholder Comment LTP Action
Officer Response
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London London Midland supports the overall objectives of the document to boost economic growth Thank you for your response to the
Midland and opportunity, build a One Nation Britain, improve journeys, and provide safe, secure and Worcestershire LTP4 consultation.

sustainable transport.

We believe it’s important the LTP4 is aligned with the strategic objectives identified as part of | In tandem with the Worcestershire
the rail industry’s West Midlands & Chilterns Route Study and it’s good to see some common | LTP4, Worcestershire County
threads between the two. Council is developing a
Worcestershire Rail Investment
Strategy, which will consider many
of the comments you have made in
more detail. This will be presented
for public consultation in due
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Worcestershire County Council

Stakeholder Comment LTP Action

Officer Response

course.
In particular, we strongly support the renewal of the signalling of the Worcester/Malvern
area and enhancement of the additional constrained layout. This will be essential to provide
capacity for the anticipated growth in demand, flexibility for new services and improved
service performance. We’re actively pushing for this to be included in the CP6 workbanks.
Potential enhancements that we would support, subject to business case, include:

¢ More consistent headways, particularly Newlands East to Malvern Wells, Stoke Works to
Shelwick and Droitwich to Tunnel Jn.

¢ Minimise reoccupation time through line speed improvements Tunnel Jn to Foregate St
(currently 25mph then 15mph), Henwick (currently 15mph crossover).

¢ Increase linespeed on the single line between Shelwick and Ledbury from 70-90mph
(reinstating the capability that used to exist when loco-hauled stock operated to Hereford).
¢ Improve platform operation at Worcester Shrub Hill (possibility of an additional through-
platform behind Platform 2) and increased operating flexibility (the layout at Worcester
Shrub Hill with signal overlaps at each end effectively permits only one movement in the
station area at a time).

e Improved turn back facilities in the Malvern Wells area — potentially a facing crossover east
of Great Malvern.

¢ New crossover(s) at Rainbow Hill Jn to resolve access issues — reinstating some of the
flexibility that existed prior to the 1973 rationalisation.

We support fully the proposals for station enhancements and/or additional car parking at
Malvern Link, Worcester Foregate Street, Worcester Shrub Hill, Droitwich Spa, Bromsgrove,
Kidderminster, Hartlebury, Blakedown, Hagley, Wythall, Redditch and Alvechurch. Worcester
Foregate Street, in particular, has been identified as a station that will require investment in
the future in order to provide the capacity to accommodate the anticipated growth in
footfall.

The draft LTP4 includes new station proposals for Fernhill Heath and Rushwick. We support
the principle of attracting new users to rail. However, we would urge caution that any new
station proposals need to be developed with full cognisance of strategic fit, including how
they will be served. If there is an expectation that existing train services will call or additional
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Worcestershire County Council

Stakeholder Comment LTP Action

Officer Response

trains will run, this needs to be considered as part of the overall business case and carefully
balanced with other strategic priorities, e.g. for increased capacity and/or reduced journey
times. Careful consideration also needs to be given to the extent that any new stations are
likely to generate genuinely new rail journeys vs abstracting existing users from other
stations.

We would urge similar caution in respect of the Honeybourne to Stratford-upon-Avon
reinstatement study. As with the new station aspirations, the business case needs to be
carefully considered in terms of costs, benefits, strategic fit and (recognising there is a limited
amount of funding available) the overall level of priority vs other proposed rail industry
investments.

Finally, a very small point but on page 11 ‘Economic “Game-Changer” Sites in Worcestershire’ | Note: this reference will be
there is a reference to electrification between Barnt Green and Birmingham that | believe corrected in the final version.
should say electrification between Barnt Green and Bromsgrove.

First Midland This is an abridged version; for full details please see the stakeholder Consultation Thank you for your response to the | LTP ACTION: review
Red Buses Ltd Submissions in the Appendices. Worcestershire LTP4 Consultation. ITP policy.
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Worcestershire County Council

LTP Action

Stakeholder Comment

Officer Response

LTP 4
We consider that the overall scope of the Local Transport Plan throughout the County is
disappointing, with little reference to important contributions made by Bus Services.

Rail links are however heavily promoted. Rail stations are not accessible to all, and often require
a 'non public transport’ connection to complete a journey.

In addition, rail stations are often not close to other trip generators (businesses / central retail
provision) and the flexibility of bus, compared with rail travel, we believe, should be more
prominent within the LTP submission.

The plan, we believe should reflect the many Benefits of Buses and also consider the low cost,
in comparison with rail. Some key aspects of buses are:

* Actual routes are easily changeable to accommodate differing needs of general public

¢ Bus times and frequency can be modified at short notice

* Additional resources are easily obtainable, and can be deployed immediately if required

Congestion

Congestion affects all residents of Worcestershire, if commuting at peak times, popular shopping
times or at times when there are specific events, such as the Victorian Fayre. Congestion, and
the associated frustrations cause ‘real’ inconvenience and considerable cost to businesses and
individuals.

Your comments on bus services are
noted. Whilst the County Council
has limited ability to influence the
provision of commercially operated
bus services, we will continue to
work with you and other operators
to seek network improvements
wherever possible. This will include,
for example, enhancements to
infrastructure and the introduction
of latest technologies to improve
journey times and reliability for bus
users.

Congestion: we note your
comments on accommodating
increased car use, and will consider
this in the final version of the LTP4,
specifically, the Network
Management Plan. Similarly, we will
review existing policies on Real Time
Information Systems, parking
management and traffic signal
priorities.
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Stakeholder

Comment

Congestion in Worcester will worsen, so long as cheap car parking is offered in the City. This will
encourage people to use the car, rather than an alternative, and indeed queue, exacerbating
congestion.

Regular congestion is bad for urban areas and people will plan to avoid it in the long term. This
includes businesses and the retail sector who regard access as a determining factor when
choosing potential locations.

The planned growth in the greater Worcester area will increase the movement of people in and
around the City. There are serious congestion issues at present and planning to accommodate
additional car traffic in the City, commensurate with population growth is a mistake.

Worcester is an historic City and there are limitations due to the geographic layout of the
corridors serving the City Centre. It is imperative that capacity and use of road space is
measured by the movement of people, rather than numbers of vehicles and the allocation of road
space is made in line with capacity per vehicle to maximise efficiency.

This will therefore challenge the current attitude towards the car and there are opportunities to
deliver these alternatives:

» Buses are part of the solution to provide an alternative to reduce car traffic, however, to

enable a change from car there needs to be:
o Confidence in public transport through reliability

Quality of transport provision with added benefit to the car
Consistency of journey times to deliver regular punctuality
Journey times comparable with or faster than home to destination car journeys
Modern infrastructure and attractive bus waiting areas

OO0 OO0

There are good examples where congestion has been addressed and car movements reduced
through proactive measures and, in some cases difficult decisions. Oxford and Brighton both
offer illustrations of where public transport has actually improved access to and from the main
City Centre, and alleviated congestion.

Worcestershire County Council
Officer Response

LTP Action
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Stakeholder

Comment

There are other measures that can provide help, particularly at peak times, including public
transport priority measures and enforcement. There has to be ‘buy in’ from all parties, including
enforcement agencies to ensure that illegal parking for example, is not allowed in busy areas
where congestion quickly builds up. These measures should be addressed within the LTP, where
road space will continue to be at an absolute premium.

New Developments

Worcestershire is to see many new developments and public transport should be a key factor at
early stages of expansion planning to provide access to and from Worcester and the other towns
within the County. Integration with existing bus services may offer additional access and the
opportunity for sustainable public transport links for the future.

Section 106 developer funding should also be targeted to limit future congestion and this can
include direct service provision or improvements to infrastructure.

Crowngate Bus Station is a good example of where the key public transport interchange used by
tens of thousands of passengers per week, has deteriorated to an extent sufficient to make the
location unpleasant. There is a huge requirement for enhancing the ‘experience’ for passengers
at Crowngate, as the environment is simply not acceptable, when comparing the shopping
experience, or indeed the improving quality of buses.

Worcestershire County Council
Officer Response

Your comments on Crowngate Bus
Station are noted, and we will seek
to engage with Crown Estates (as
the owners) and yourselves (as the
operators) to tackle this issue.

LTP Action
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Stakeholder

Comment

First's aspirations
We list below our wishes for the future, emphasising our commitment to partnership with City and
County Councils.

1. Systemic Long-Stay (Commuter) Car Parking Price Restraint and Demand Management
Off and on-street parking charges in Worcester are exceptionally low, and are undermining the
ability for bus operators to provide a commercial service, as well as directly contributing to
severe peak time congestion issues.

In the case of off-street parking, Worcester City Council charges only £600 a year for a season
ticket. Given that there are nominally 260 working days in a year, this works out at only £2.30 a
day! If season ticket holders then use this season ticket to park during weekends this cost drops
even further. Evidence suggests that private sector operated car parks in the city (Crowngate
and NCP) are having to artificially reduce their long-stay car parking prices to compete with the
public sector. On street parking in the residential suburbs immediately surrounding the City
Centre is widely available and free of charge, enabling commuters to park and walk into the city
centre at minimal cost.

When compared with a daily bus ticket (£4), First struggle to compete, with the result that the bus
network is in terminal decline. To remedy this, all day parking in public sector operated off-street
car parks should be set at a minimum price of £7 per day (roughly £1 an hour) to enable bus
services (and rail) to compete as a viable alternative to car use for commuting trips. Similarly,
there is a need for the County Council and partners to pursue area-wide Residents Parking
Zones in residential areas adjoining the city centre, to remove commuter parking issues (and
associated peak time congestion) from city centre streets. A joint approach by City and County
Councils and car park operators would act to drive up demand for bus travel, leading to an
increasingly sustainable and vital bus network, whilst actively reducing city centre peak time
congestion and access issues.

It also goes without saying that if the above is resolved, bus-based Park and Ride stands a
chance of returning to Worcester, only this time on a commercial basis.

Worcestershire County Council
Officer Response

LTP Action
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Worcestershire County Council .
Stakeholder Comment D f R LTP Action

2. Crowngate Bus Station is no longer fit for purpose

There is a need to include a scheme in the LTP4 to either enhance or replace this essential
facility, which must include strategic access improvements to protect bus services from
congestion. The current bus station's facilities do not reflect the needs or aspirations of the 21st
century passenger.

3. Continue to invest in Real Time Information System Access

We wish the County to formally commit to investing in this in the LTP4. Many larger trip
attractors (such as hospitals) now choose to display online feeds via a large monitor in public
areas, which should be encouraged across Worcestershire (particularly at major trip attractors
such as schools, colleges, the university, hospitals, major employers etc.) to stimulate demand.

4. Systemic bus priority at Traffic Signals

We would welcome a stronger commitment from the County Council to continue to invest in
traffic signal renewals, and ensure that bus priority modules are included wherever feasible. This
will improve bus journey times and journey time reliability, leading to a more stable, commercially
viable network.
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Stakeholder

Comment

5. County Hall Campus Travel Plan

The County has (together with other major trip attractors such as the hospital) an opportunity to
generate demand to travel by bus. For example, the current policy of providing free parking at
County Hall Campus, acts to disincentivise bus use to access the site and directly impacts on the
ability of bus operators to provide commercial services to County Hall.

6. Development Growth

The South Worcestershire Development Plan will see the city grow by over a third, and 'satellite
settlements' of Pershore, Malvern, Droitwich, Kempsey and Evesham expand significantly.
Without a strong, joined up demand management strategy for Worcester City Centre, congestion
will become further exacerbated and Worcester's role as a sub-regional focus for the provision of
services and employment opportunities will decline, threatening the local economy with severe
decline. An enhanced bus network has a central role to play in enabling the city to expand
sustainably, supporting economic growth and social cohesion/wellbeing.

Obviously my team and | would be delighted to discuss these thoughts and suggestions in
greater detail should you feel that appropriate. | look forward to hearing from you.

Worcestershire County Council
Officer Response

LTP Action

6.2.41 In total, 5 pieces of written correspondence were submitted from Developers. These can be viewed in Table 6.12

TABLE 6.12: SUMMARY OF WRITTEN RESPONSES FROM DEVELOPERS

Stakeholder Comments

Stakeholder

Billingham
and Kite Ltd

Comment

"This representation is penned on behalf of Billingham and Kite Ltd, a residential developer
active in the Bromsgrove area. They develop sites from one or two dwellings up to around 30
dwellings, with the current build programme geared to the upper end of the scale. Please take
this representation as an objection to LTP4.

The essence of the objection is that all schemes relevant to Billingham and Kite Ltd's present and
potential interests refer to an indication that funding will be sought from developers, amongst
others. In Bromsgrove there is currently no indication from the Development Plan Scheme that
Bromsgrove District Council are going to instigate a Community Infrastructure Levy Charging
Scheme. In the absence of such a scheme any contributions to schemes will have to be secured

Worcestershire County
Council Officer Response

Your comments are noted.

Worcestershire County
Council will seek funding
from a range of sources,
including developers where
this is appropriate, and CIL

LTP4 Action

ACTION: re-phrase
developer funding
issue in LTP4
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Worcestershire County

Stakeholder Comment LTP4 Action

Council Officer Response

through the mechanism of Section 106 obligations. (or its successor)
compliant.
Section 106 obligations are limited in their scope by the Community Infrastructure Levy
Regulations 2010.

Regulation 122 states:

122.(1) This regulation applies where a relevant determination is made which results in planning
permission being granted for development.

(2) A planning obligation may only constitute a reason for granting planning permission for the
development if the obligation is:

(a) Necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms;
(b) Directly related to the development; and
(c) Fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development.

Regulation 123 operates to limit the number of S106 obligations relating to a particular item of
infrastructure to no more than 5.

It is considered that the terms of LPT4, which has a purpose of setting the scene for the
justification of funding from various sources fails to address the logistics imposed on it in relation
to revenue streams arising within the context of the relevant Community Infrastructure Levy
Regulations 2010 referred to above. There is no indication of which of the indicated transport
initiatives relate to development in particular areas, nor is there a dimensioning of the necessity
of any particular scheme to development in the different localities.

In addition to the need to relate transport schemes to the need for funding from developments it
is also necessary for such initiative to take into account the number of development proposals
which can be harnessed in pursuit of implementation of a particular scheme.

It is submitted that the absence from the current version of LTP4 of the logistics which address
the limitations contained within the CIL Regulations renders the document ineffective. Itis
ineffective in relation to the precise mechanics for justifying and dimensioning contributions in
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Stakeholder

Comment

Worcestershire County

Council Officer Response

LTP4 Action

relation to developer funding. Absence of this information from the document has
consequences for other funding sources as it would seem to undermine the strength of a case to
funding from Government agencies if the County Council are unable to put forward a robust case
for the element of funding from the potential developer revenue streams. "

Gleeson
Strategic
Land and
Wellbeck
Land

On behalf of Gleeson Strategic Land and Welbeck Land please see comments below on LTP4. Our
interests relate to Malvern and in particular the Policy SWDP 56 from the South Worcestershire
Development Plan. Therefor the comments submitted should be viewed in that context.

The Malvern and Tenbury Wells Package proposes the Malvern Link A449 Key Corridor of
Improvement (ID M3) and various individual junction improvement schemes (ID M6 — M13). It is
welcomed that defined scheme locations have been identified, which will assist in alleviating
existing congestion issues as well as mitigating the effects of planned growth. It is noted however
that the proposed improvements are not finalised, with the description stating that schemes will
be subject to review and costing.

As part of development of Land at North East Malvern (Allocated site SWDP 56), the A449 /
B4208 roundabout will require a significant highway scheme to accommodate access to the site
via the northern arm of the junction. The Transport Assessment accompanying the current
application for site SWDP 56 has also identified that a highway scheme is required at the
signalised junctions of the A449 with Spring Lane and Lower Howsell Road, which would restrict
the right turn manoeuvre to Spring Lane.

Both these schemes have been designed and approved in principle by the Highway Authority and
represent very major commitments to the highway network in this area of Malvern. Given there
are already known highway capacity issues at these junctions and due to the advanced nature of
the junction proposals, we strongly believe that both these junctions should be included within
LTP 4 with appropriate references on pages 42-44 to the funding and delivery mechanism which
has been proposed.

Thank you for your
comments.

For the purposes of the
LTP4, all future highway
investment schemes along
the A449 in the Malvern
Link area have been
consolidated under
Scheme M3: Malvern Link
(A449) Key Corridor of
Improvement Scheme. We
note your comments and
will update the LTP4
accordingly.

LTP ACTION: update
M3 with further
description.
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Stakeholder

Comment

Worcestershire County
Council Officer Response

LTP4 Action

Hallam Land

Thank you for the opportunity to make comments on the above document. | make the following
comments on behalf of Hallam Land Management Limited (HLM) who are applicants in relation
to part of the strategic Local Plan site at West Worcester in respect of which planning
applications have been lodged. That other comments are not made in relation to the Draft LTP
should not be taken to mean that HLM agrees with all other aspects of the Plan or its policies.
Hallam Land Management also took substantive part in the South Worcestershire Local Plan
Examination which took place prior to the adoption of the Local Plan.

Page 5 Objectives and Structure:

HLM note the Worcestershire Corporate Plan and Local Transport Objectives. One potentially
important element of the LTP Objectives that appears to be missing is an explicit transport
priority attached to supporting the committed development strategy for the County including, in
particular, that for South Worcestershire.

It is suggested that the LTP objectives and priorities, be amended to reference the need for LTP
objectives and funding to also support the delivery of housing and other needs identified in the
LTP.

SWST12 — Worcester Western Link Road Scheme:
Hallam Land Management objects strongly to:

i) The inclusion of this link road scheme in the LTP to 2030 on page 32; and
ii) To the notation of the scheme on the Plan of Strategic Transport Schemes for South
Worcestershire on page 34 of the LTP.

Your comments are noted.

The LTP4 Economic
Objective does include
growth, which includes
development growth. We
feel that this appropriately
addresses your concerns.

The inclusion of scheme
SWST12 refers to the
development (i.e. of a
business case) to pursue
the potential extension of
the Worcester Orbital
Route (A4440). This is
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LTP4 Action

This appears to be a step back to the promotion of a strategic link between the Crown East
Roundabout and the Martley Road. It is described in the LTP as an “ambitious scheme [that]
would involve the development of a new link road to connect the A4440 (Southern Link Road)
with the B4204 Martley Road”. The alignment on the Plan appears to pass through the strategic
housing allocation of West Worcester (SWDP45/2) which is contained within the South
Worcestershire Local Plan (only recently adopted).

This appears to be in direct conflict with the adopted Local Plan in a number of respects and with
the established position in respect of evidence for such a link and with the existing planning
applications that are being progressed by Malvern Hills District Council.

In particular:

¢ There is no evidence of any need for any such new link road — particularly within the period of
the LTP to 2030;

¢ In any event any such a strategic link is not required by the committed development at West
Worcester (SWDP45/2) and must not pass through that site; and

¢ In any event any such link sought by the County Council should not be taken off the Crown East
Roundabout but would have to be taken further to the west and pass outside and to the west of
the West Worcester Allocation (as the County had envisaged previously).

A strategic connection, an “ambitious scheme”, to connect the southern link road with the
Martley Road, forms no part of the South Worcestershire Development Plan nor the allocation
for West Worcester (SWDP45/2).

A Strategic Link Road is not in the Local Plan Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

The apparently suggested location and alighment of the road in the LTP conflicts fundamentally

separate to the South
Worcestershire
Development Plan, which
cites the delivery of
required transport
schemes to support
development growth.

The inclusion of this
scheme recognises the
potential for future urban
growth to the north west
of Worcester, beyond the
existing SWDP plan period.
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