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1 Introduction  

 

1.1 My name is Wayne Lake and I hold a Master of Science Degree in Transport Planning 

Practice from the University of Leeds. I am employed by Barnsley Metropolitan 

Borough Council as Highways Development Control Group Leader.  

 

1.2 I have been employed by Barnsley Council since 2nd December 2019, having 

previously been employed by Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council for some 28 

years. 

 

1.3 I have been a practitioner within the field of Road Safety Engineering, Transport 

Planning and Highways Development Control for over 19 years. During employment 

with Doncaster Council, I held the post of Senior Highways Development Control 

Officer from 2011 specialising in the assessment of planning applications for a range 

of development types from a highways and transportation perspective. 

 

1.4 I was the Highways officer who reviewed the planning application from a highways 

perspective and provided comments on the submission. As such, have been involved 

with the application since being consulted by the planning officer on 22nd February 

2022. 

 

1.5 I can confirm that my evidence which I have prepared and provided for this appeal is 

true and has been prepared and given in accordance with my professional institution 

(Chartered Institution of Highways & Transportation). I can confirm that the evidence 



and opinions expressed are my true and professional opinions. 

 

1.6 My evidence is provided on behalf of the Local Planning Authority in respect of the 

appeal submitted by Network Space Development Limited against the refusal of an 

outline planning application (reference (2022/0115) at Land North of Shaw Lane, 

Carlton.  

 

2 Main Issues 

 

2.1 The main issues as set out in the Case Management Conference, that my proof of 

evidence will address are: 

 

i) Whether the proposal would accord with the Carlton Masterplan Framework and Delivery 

Strategy (background and evidence base for the site to accessed via the northern 

access road). 

 

ii) The effect of the proposal on highway safety and whether the development would be 

designed to encourage sustainable modes of transport. 

 

2.2 Further detail in respect of (i) is provided in the proof of evidence by the Councils 

Spatial Planning Project Manager James Hyde.  

  

 

3 Scope of Evidence 

 

3.1 In this proof of evidence, I shall: 

 



i) Provide the background and evidence base in support of the Carlton Masterplan 

Framework and Delivery Strategy requirement for the site to accessed via the 

Northern Access Road. 

 

ii) Review the proposed means of access identifying the deficiencies with the design 

and highway safety concerns. 

 

iii) Review the proposed offsite highways works identifying deficiencies within the design 

and highway safety concerns. 

 

iv) Demonstrate how the proposal fails to adequately provide for sustainable modes of 

transport. 

 

 

4 Updated information 

 

4.1 Revised plans were submitted to the Inspectorate on 12th June 2024 with the request 

that these be included as a Wheatcroft amendment. These were reviewed and it was 

agreed that the submission was accepted as part of the appeal application by the 

Local Planning Authority. 

 

4.2 The revised plans being: 

 

 Site Access Layout ref: IPD-22-580-100a 

 

 Site Access Visibility Splay ref: IPD-22-580-101a 

 



 Signalised Junction Layout ref: IPD-22-580-103a 

 

 Pedestrian Footway Improvements 1 – ref: IPD-22-580-105a 

 

4.3 In addition, eight plans were provided as “illustrative only” showing swept paths. Two 

of these plans are revisions to the “Signalised Junction Layout” and “Site Access 

Autotrack” plans submitted in June 2023. 

 

5 Evidence  

 

5.1 Carlton Masterplan Framework and Delivery Strategy – Northern Access Road  

 

5.1.1 The site is subject to the Carlton masterplan framework and delivery strategy. 

The delivery strategy sets out that it is expected that development will come 

forward in a series of phases and that the delivery of certain phases will be 

dependent upon the availability of infrastructure works including highways to 

serve respective parts of the site. Section 6 of the masterplan framework sets 

out the relative phasing of development parcels within the allocated sites MU2 

and MU3. For Phase 3, this reads “The delivery of Phase 3 is dependent on the 

delivery of the northerly access road, which will be delivered by BMBC using 

S106 contributions from developers in Phases 3 and 4”. 

 

5.1.2 The development parcel is identified as L11 and contained within Phase 3 of the 

phasing strategy. The strategy for Phase 3 states “Due to congestion on the 

existing highway network, access needs to be secured from Royston Lane via 

the northern access road”. This access road fits with BMBC’s wider strategic 

aspirations as it will connect with the Carlton – Royston Relief Road which is a 

critical piece of infrastructure necessary to serve developments within the Local 



Plan whilst reducing congestion and providing sustainable travel links. However, 

to secure access to Royston Lane, phased development of the parcels will 

require to be brought forward in advance of L11. Nonetheless, the appellants are 

seeking to secure access solely from Shaw Lane without the requisite northern 

access road and as such this application does not accord with the masterplan 

framework and delivery strategy. 

 

5.1.3 In order to inform the Carlton masterplan framework and phasing strategy, Arup 

were commissioned by Barnsley Metropolitan Borough Council (BMBC) in 2021 

to carry out assessment of the Church Street / Shaw Lane / Fish Dam Lane 

junction, where it was understood that the existing infrastructure could not 

accommodate the additional traffic that will result from the development. Analysis 

was undertaken to test the understanding, provide an evidence base to support 

any proposals and inform the phasing strategy of the masterplan framework. The 

junction assessment report is included in Core Document CD 5.3 

 

5.1.4 The operation of the existing priority junction at Church Street / Shaw Lane / Fish 

Dam Lane was assessed through junction modelling using the PICADY 

programme within the software Junctions 9.  

 

5.1.5 The report summarised the performance of the existing (current) layout stating 

that the existing priority-controlled junction is already congested with queuing 

observed during the traffic surveys. The modelling results predicted that the 

junctions would operate over capacity in the 2033 Do-Minimum (without Carlton 

development traffic) scenario. The addition of Carlton development traffic 

resulted in the junction to operate significantly over capacity (Do-Something) 

scenario. 

 



5.1.6 Options were explored in terms of reconfiguring the junction, by the introduction 

of a mini roundabout or through signalisation. However, the mini roundabout 

option did not provide capacity improvements and the signal-controlled junction 

was deemed unacceptable due to highway safety and operational issues 

together with harm associated with the conservation area. The design 

considerations at that time are included in paragraph 5.6 of the junction 

assessment report (CD 5.3). 

 

5.1.7 The report concluded that alternative access(es) to the Carlton site were 

required and that this should provide access both for the Carlton development 

parcels as well as opportunities for existing traffic to divert away from the Church 

Street / Shaw Lane / Fish Dam Lane junction. 

 

5.1.8 To address the issues identified in the report, the need for the northern access 

road and associated development parcel phasing was included within the 

Carlton Masterplan Framework and Delivery Strategy. 

 

 

5.2 Means of Access 

 

5.2.1 The proposed site access junction is contrary to the requirements of the Carlton 

Masterplan Framework and Delivery Strategy. 

 

5.2.2 The junction proposal is shown on plan ref: IPD-22-580-100a with visibility 

splays shown on plan ref: IPD-22-580-101a. These are included in Core 

Documents CD 7.1 and CD 7.2 respectively.  

 



5.2.3 The proposed access layout does not conform to the technical requirements 

specified in paragraph 4B.3.3.12 of the South Yorkshire Residential Design 

Guide. The track tests for junctions with 30mph streets states that “Where 

average peak hour 2-way traffic flow on the major arm exceeds 500 vph, the 

design vehicle should be able to turn without crossing into the opposing lane on 

the major arm”. The South Yorkshire Residential Design guide is included in 

Core document CD 5.17. 

 

5.2.4 The average peak hour two-way traffic flow on Shaw Lane (major arm) without 

development is shown to exceed 500 vehicles in 2028. Please refer to pages 

181 and 182 of the Updated Transport Assessment included as Core document 

6.40. 

 

5.2.5 The refuse vehicle undertaking a left-out manoeuvre is shown to cross into the 

opposing lane on plan ref IPD-22-580-102a (CD 8.8) creating a conflict point on 

the highway. Thereby in the event that the refuse vehicle undertakes a left turn 

out of the proposed access onto Shaw Lane at the same time as a vehicle is 

passing the junction in the opposite direction there is a risk of collision occurring 

between the two vehicles, giving rise to road safety concerns which is not 

acceptable and contrary to Local Plan Policy T4.  

 

5.2.6 Visibility splays are shown on plan ref IPD-22-580-101a are agreed and this is 

confirmed in the Statement of Common Ground. 

 

 

5.3 Offsite Highway Works at Church Street / Shaw Lane / Fish Dam Lane junction 

 



5.3.1 As part of consultation on the application items of concern were raised with the 

appellants consultants in respect of this junction which included matters of 

design, junction modelling and highway safety.  

 

5.3.2 The appellant has failed to demonstrate that the proposed offsite highway 

scheme for a change to traffic signal-controlled junction is compliant with design 

standards. The proposals are sub-standard and are not acceptable to the Local 

Highway Authority. 

 

5.3.3 Failure to meet standards are summarised: 

 

 Tactile paving is not in accordance with DfT Guidance on the Use of Tactile 

Paving Surfaces paragraph 2.3.2, paragraph 2.4.1 and Figures 3a and 4 in 

relation to the positioning of the paving and paving stems. When positioned 

correctly will conflict with a private driveway. Please see Appendix A. 

 

 Signal poles are missing or incorrectly positioned as required by Traffic Signs 

Manual (TSM) Chapter 6 paragraph 3.1.2. Please see Appendix B. 

 

 Some secondary signal heads do not appear to meet the requirements of 

TSM Chapter 6 paragraph 3.1.2. If correctly positioned, the minimum offset 

distance between signal equipment and edge of carriageway of 450mm may 

not be able to be met whilst maintaining adequate footway width. 

 

 The stop lines are not in accordance with TSM Chapter 6 paragraph 4.2.2 

which states 2.5m from stop line to primary pole is preferred (so 3.0m from 

studs to stop line). Reducing the distance down (particularly on the approach 



to a facility with pedestrian crossing) to improve the intervisibility would not 

be accepted approach. 

 

 The widths of proposed crossings are not in accordance with BMBC 

specification. Please see drawing in Appendix C. 

 

 The design does not provide satisfactory visibility for the uncontrolled access 

within the footprint of signal-controlled junction. The primary considerations 

for traffic signal design are visibility and clarity as defined in TSM Chapter 6 

2.1.4.   

 

 

5.3.4 The signalised Junction Layout ref: IPD-22-580-103a was accepted as a 

Wheatcroft amendment as part of the appeal application. In addition, an 

amended swept path plan ref IPD-22-580-104a was submitted as “illustrative 

only” showing the swept paths of HGV movements. This plan was a revision to 

that submitted in June 2023 and is included as Core Document CD 8.7. 

 

5.3.5 The swept paths are integral to the junction layout yet fail to demonstrate that the 

proposed geometry of the junction can satisfactorily accommodate the turning 

movements of the design vehicle with adequate margins of safety. Design 

standards specified within the South Yorkshire Residential Design Guide Section 

4B.3.3.12 for “T” and “Y” junctions specifies a 0.5m clearance between the 

vehicle body and carriageway edge. For safety reasons, given the potential for a 

vehicle conflict, it is expected that the 0.5m clearance between vehicle body and 

carriageway edge is maintained as well as 0.5m clearance between vehicle body 

and road centre line at the intersection with stop line. 

 



5.3.6 The swept paths shown, give rise to highway safety concerns due to the lack of 

horizontal clearance between the vehicle undertaking the manoeuvre and 

stationary vehicles at the opposing stop line, particularly with respect to: 

 

 Left turn manoeuvre from Shaw Lane to Fish Dam Lane 

 

 Right turn manoeuvre from Shaw Lane to Church Street   

 

 Left turn manoeuvre from Church Street to Shaw Lane.  

 

 

5.3.7 Furthermore, plan ref IPD-22-580-104a submitted does not indicate the forward 

speed of the vehicles undertaking the manoeuvre or whether dynamic effects 

have been used in the vehicle tracking undertaken. The vehicle speed is a 

determining factor in the swept path analysis and could notably alter the paths 

from an optimum paths shown thereby requiring changes to the proposed 

design. For context, the vehicle tracking elements (formerly AutoTrack) of the 

AutoCad software are used to determine the appropriateness of highway link 

and junction design based on a suite of industry standard vehicle and driver 

settings. Use of vehicle tracking is standard on all applications and by all design 

teams. The Autodesk software user manual advises that if you are modelling 

turns at speeds above 9mph (or 15 kph) dynamic effects become significant and 

when you make a turn at higher speed the limiting criteria may be driver comfort 

rather than Autodesk Vehicle Tracking geometry. In these circumstances, the 

setting Limit Turning for Dynamic Effects is recommended. Please see extract 

from the online Autodesk Tracking 2024 wizard at Appendix D. 

 



5.3.8 The revised junction layout accepted as a Wheatcroft amendment has not been 

accompanied by an independent Road Safety Audit in accordance with DMRB 

GG119. Whilst a Stage 1 Road Safety Audit was undertaken for the previous 

design, this was not in accordance with the procedure specified within GG119 

and the audit team were not provided with all relevant information including the 

swept path plans. The requirement for a Stage 1 Road Safety Audit is specified 

within paragraph 3.75 of the Section 278 Agreement SPD (CD 4.10) which reads 

“A Stage 1 RSA must be commissioned by the Developer as soon as possible 

after completion of the preliminary design. The design should be sufficiently 

progressed so that all significant features are clearly shown. This is likely to have 

been undertaken prior to defining the scope of the S278 works. The Developer 

will provide the Council with the Stage 1 report prior to the start of detailed 

design”. The lack of audit is contrary to Section 3.75 of the SPD and therefore 

not acceptable to the Local Highway Authority as overseeing organisation.  

 

5.3.9 Given the above, the appellant has failed to demonstrate that the proposed 

offsite highway scheme provides a safe junction arrangement. It is considered 

that the proposed changes to the junction will result in an unacceptable change 

to the local highway network that is likely to result in an unacceptable impact on 

highway safety contrary to Local Plan Policy T4. 

 

 

5.4 Offsite Highway Works – Changes to footway on Shaw Lane 

 

5.4.1 Whilst it is acknowledged that the alterations to footway widths along Shaw Lane 

shown on plans IPD-22-580-105a, 106 and 107 do provide some benefit to 

pedestrians along this length of Shaw Lane, the proposed changes reduce the 



width of carriageway to the detriment of highway safety. 

 

5.4.2 The proposed alterations to the footway along Shaw Lane were not 

accompanied by an independent Road Safety Audit in accordance with DMRB 

GG119. The lack of safety audit was referred to in the highway consultation 

response to the planning officer on 12th September 2023. The requirement for a 

Stage 1 Road Safety Audit also referenced in 5.3.9 above is specified within 

paragraph 3.75 of the Section 278 Agreement SPD (CD 4.10). 

 

5.4.3 The swept path plans ref IPD-22-580-108 to 113 illustrate the relative paths of an 

articulated HGV and a car travelling in opposite directions along the length of 

altered highway affected by proposed footway widening. However, no 

information has been submitted to demonstrate the relative paths of two 

articulated HGV’s passing in opposing directions or HGV passing a bus.  

 

5.4.4 Whilst the lack of appropriate swept path analysis identified above fails to 

demonstrate the full impact of the proposed footway widening and respective 

carriageway narrowing, plan references IPD-22-580-108 and IPD-22-580-111 

clearly demonstrate that opposing movements between a car and HGV cannot 

be satisfactorily accommodated with adequate margins of safety due to the 

corresponding reduction in carriageway width. The paths shown indicate a 

distinct lack of clearance between vehicle body and carriageway edge as well as 

lack of clearance between vehicles travelling in opposing directions. This is a 

potential safety hazard for all road users and could result in vehicles colliding or 

overhanging / overrunning of the footway potentially conflicting with pedestrians 

which is unacceptable to the Local Authority who have a statutory duty under 

Section 39 of the Road Traffic Act 1988 to take steps to reduce and prevent 



accidents.  

 

5.4.5 Screenshots from these plans are included below to assist in demonstrating this: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



5.4.6 The proposed changes to the footway include the introduction of an uncontrolled 

crossing point between the northern and southern footways on Shaw Lane 

approximately 35 metres to the east of Ivy Farm Close without justification. No 

details were provided to demonstrate that the location is appropriate or that 

adequate visibility can be achieved in accordance with stopping sight distances 

specified within Table 15-1 of the Traffic Signs Manual Chapter 6 (See extract 

below). Furthermore, the unacceptable impact to highway safety identified above 

is exacerbated at the proposed location for the uncontrolled crossing point.by the 

lack of any horizontal clearance between the HGV and kerb edge. 

 

 

 

5.5 Sustainable Modes of Transport 

 

5.5.1 The Masterplan Framework and Delivery Strategy has been developed being 

cognisant of the policies within NPPF with regards the need to promote 

sustainable transport. NPPF 108 a-e clearly identify the need for transport issues 

to be considered at the earliest stages of plan making and development 

proposals so that opportunities to promote walking, cycling and public transport 

are pursued and realised. Moreover NPPF 114 requires applications to be 

assessed to ensure appropriate opportunities to promote sustainable transport 

modes can be or have been taken up and that safe and sustainable access to 

the site can be achieved for all users and that (NPPF 116) applications for 

development should give priority first to pedestrian and cycle movements both 

within the scheme and with neighbouring areas and to facilitate access to high 



quality public transport.  

 

5.5.2 However, the application has not demonstrated that pedestrian and cycle links 

provide satisfactory levels of sustainable access to and from the site. Whilst 

footway widths are to be increased along shaw Lane as referenced in 5.4 above, 

the application has not demonstrated that this can be implemented without being 

detrimental to highway safety. 

 

5.5.3 The indicative active travel route shown on site access plan IPD-22-580-100a, 

can only be delivered within the site and does not provide a continuous route to 

destinations beyond such as the Trans Pennine Trail to the West. Furthermore, 

the 3 direct cycle links referenced within Section 2.4.7 of the Updated Transport 

Assessment cannot be completed or secured without land outside the applicant’s 

control. This is because the site is not being developed in accordance with the 

Masterplan Framework and Delivery Strategy. 

 

5.5.4 The development proposals include for the provision of a toucan crossing on 

Shaw Lane approximately 40 metres to the west of the site access. This is 

unacceptable as the crossing does not provide a link to cycling facilities on the 

southern side of Shaw Lane. The DfT Cycle Infrastructure Design document LTN 

1/20 reads at paragraph 10.4.17, Toucan crossings should be used where it is 

necessary to provide a shared facility for example when there are space 

restrictions or where there is a shared use path or areas leading to the crossing. 

Please see extract from LTN 1/20 at Appendix E.  

 

5.5.5 Whilst it is acknowledged that Statement of Common Ground references existing 

bus stops on Fish Dam Lane, Royston Lane / Church Street and B6132 / Carlton 

Road, without the provision of the Northern Access Road and connection 



through the site to provide a comprehensive cohesive development, the site is 

not integrated into public transport infrastructure and will be an isolated pocket of 

residential development. 

 

5.5.6 Notwithstanding the points raised in respect of the proposed offsite footway 

works, walk distances to existing bus stops far exceed the 400m walk distance 

guidelines. Inclusive Mobility A Guide to Best Practice on Access to Pedestrian 

and Transport Infrastructure (DfT 2021) Section 9.1 states “In residential areas, 

bus stops should ideally be located so that nobody in the neighbourhood is 

required to walk more than 400 metres from their home”. The 400m accessibility 

standard is reinforced in Sustrans (2022) document Walkable neighbourhoods 

Building in the right places to reduce car dependency: which recommends 

accessibility standards of 400m to bus stops. As such, accessibility to public 

transport is not acceptable. 

 

6 Local Plan Policy 

 

6.1.1 Policy T3 states that:  

New development will be expected to be located and designed to reduce the 

need to travel, be accessible to public transport and meet the needs of 

pedestrians and cyclists. 

Clearly an important indicator of a site’s sustainability is its access to public 

transport in that dwellings should be located within a 400m walk distance of a 

bus stop. The Northern Access Road would provide a bus corridor through the 

site to enable bus stops to be located at regular intervals to meet the 400m 

criteria. Without the Northern Access Road, dwellings will be considerably further 

from bus stops and services and as such residents would likely rely on car-

based journeys in preference to bus based journeys contrary to the sustainable 



transport objectives contained within Policy T3. 

 

6.1.2 Policy T4 states that: 

New development will be expected to be designed and built to provide all 

transport users within and surrounding the development with safe, secure and 

convenient access and movement. 

The development is contrary to the Masterplan Framework and Delivery Strategy 

in that it is premature and would not be accessed from the Northern Access 

Road. The sole access from Shaw Lane would create or add problems of safety 

or the efficiency of the highway as identified in sections 5.2, 5.3 and 5.4 above 

and as such the proposals are contrary to the interests of highway safety as 

required by Policy T4. 

 

7 Summary 

 

 The application is not in accordance with the Carlton masterplan framework / 

delivery strategy which expects that development will come forward in a series of 

phases and that the delivery of certain phases will be dependent upon the 

availability of infrastructure works including highways to serve respective parts of 

the site. This application site sits within Phase 3 which the masterplan identifies as 

being dependent on the delivery of the northerly access road, which will be 

delivered by BMBC using S106 contributions from developers in Phases 3 and 4. 

 

 The site access junction from Shaw Lane has not been designed in accordance 

with the design requirements of the South Yorkshire Residential Design Guide and 

gives rise to road safety concerns contrary to Local Plan Policy T4 and NPPF 

114(b). 

 



 The application has not demonstrated that foot and cycle links provide appropriate 

levels of sustainable access to and from the site. The links shown to the TPT 

cannot be fully achieved without land outside the applicant’s control. Walk distances 

to public transport far exceed the 400m walk distance guidelines. The proposed 

footway widening along Shaw Lane gives rise to road safety concerns and has not 

been the subject of an independent Road Safety Audit. The proposed Toucan 

crossing is not acceptable as the site does not have cycle/footway provision on both 

sides of the road to facilitate a continuous route and as such the application does 

not provide satisfactory levels of sustainable access contrary to NPPF 114, 116 and 

Local Plan Policies T3 and T4. 

 

 Offsite highway works do not meet design standards, have not been subject to 

independent Road Safety Audit and are considered will result in an unacceptable 

impact on highway safety contrary to Local Plan Policy T4 and NPPF 114(b).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendices 

 

Appendix A – DfT Guidance on the Use of Tactile Paving Surfaces (Extract) 

Appendix B – Traffic Signs Manual Chapter 6 (Extract) 

Appendix C – Layout of Blister Tactile Surfacing at (in-line) Controlled Crossing Point 

Appendix D – Autodesk vehicle tracking 2024 Wizard 

Appendix E – DfT Cycle Infrastructure Design LTN 1/20 (Extract) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



APPENDIX A - DfT Guidance on the Use of Tactile Paving Surfaces 

 



 



 



 



APPENDIX B - Traffic Signs Manual Chapter 6 

 



 



APPENDIX C - Layout of Blister Tactile Surfacing at (in-line) Controlled Crossing Point 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



APPENDIX D - Autodesk vehicle tracking 2024 Wizard 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



APPENDIX E - DfT Cycle Infrastructure Design LTN 1/20 

 


