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OUTLINE APPLICATION FOR RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT COMPRISING APPROXIMATELY
2,625 (OR 3495) DWELLINGS, EMPLOYMENT SPACE, LOCAL AND DISTRICT CENTRE AND
TWO FORM ENTRY PRIMARY SCHOOL
My objection relates to the street layout of the development with regard its failure to properly
facilitate, connect and promote active travel as a preferred means of moving around the site and
between the site and neighbouring areas including the city centre and rural hinterland. I refer to the
relevant Local Plan policies and also the NPPF and Manual for Streets.
I support the principle of providing additional housing in locations that are already or made highly
accessible by a choice of modes of transport to meet growing need, provided that the proposed
development, together with other developments coming forward:
•

•
•
•
•
•

•

Prioritises and plans first accessibility to and within the site by sustainable, low carbon /
pollution modes, facilitated by high quality public transport, walking and cycling infrastructure
to the extent that these modes are naturally enjoyed and preferred by the new occupants and
their visitors.
Does not have unacceptable impacts by reason of traffic generation upon the surrounding
road network (ref Highways England request for clarifications)
Provides for a largely self-sufficient community in order to minimise the need to travel,
particularly by car, and to emphasise and properly facilitate non-car modes as the preferred
means of travel to surrounding employment areas.
Provides sufficient social infrastructure on site including healthcare, schools, community
infrastructure, and sufficient retail provision to meet people’s daily needs. This should include
individual ‘corner’ shops, public houses, etc outside of any defined local or district centre.
Provides sufficient developer contributions to support the additional requirement for
education, health and sustainable transport infrastructure beyond the site boundary.
Provides sufficient density to make efficient use of land, and this could mean either providing
the same number of dwellings on a smaller site or increasing the number of homes and
employment opportunities provided, with higher densities near to the proposed District
Centre.
Provides for a mixed and diverse community, including decent levels of affordable and social
housing, and community infrastructure including diverse places of worship.

Unclear, confused planning application
The application has been presented in an unclear and haphazard fashion with a number of amended
layouts creating inconsistency between published documents, particularly with regard to the primary
road network within the site. As Highways England has pointed out, this lack of clarity includes the
number of homes assessed in the detailed transport assessment. I agree with Highways England that
the applicant should be given three months to provide corrections and clarifications for consistency.
The Council should either de-register the planning application and require a second, revised
submission with all associated documents updated and inclusion of the grade separated junction and
link road included in the Outline Application as a reserved matter, or it should require the submission
of revised updated documents to supersede those that are currently published.
Relevant Development Plan policy
At the time of submission, the application was made with reference to the adopted 2017 Coventry
Local Plan (December 2017) and the National Planning Policy Framework 2012. Since that time, a
number of SPDs have been published including a local residential design guide and the NPPF has
been updated twice.

The Local Plan establishes a hierarchy for travel to support a sustainable transport network. This
includes provision for shorter trips such as to schools and local shops on foot, cycle and public
transport to a ‘point [at which they become] the most attractive means of travel’. The Local Plan states
that approximately 60% of trips are less than two miles. Local cycling and walking networks “must be
of sufficiently high quality and be safe in order to encourage their use by a wide variety of people with
different mobility needs”.
The plan also supports the provision of a grade-separated junction with the A45 to serve the proposed
sustainable urban extension at Eastern Green. However, taking the current Local Plan allocations
together, and for fewer homes than proposed in this application, the overall number of vehicles
entering the network from the proposed residential development is predicted to add 42% to the road
network in the AM peak, although the plan also indicates a resilient highway network.
In the context of the need to maintain efficient access to employment and economic activity, locking in
the benefits that come from this, and to address climate heating, poor air quality and congestion,
declining health due to sedentary lifestyles and the well-documented adverse social impacts of
unbridled traffic growth must be considered unsustainable and unacceptable. In spite of Local Plan
policies that give, in my view, excessive support for driving and road building, I believe that a more
appropriate approach responding to these issues must be car travel suppression paired with
sustainable urban form, local facilities and high frequency public transport. With this in mind, the Local
Plan does at least express a need to adopt and promote a “real and sustained shift from private car
use” to maintain network resilience.
Policy AC4 states that development should incorporate safe and convenient access to walking and
cycling routes. For larger developments, financial contributions will be required for infrastructure
provision and upgrades beyond site boundaries, including the proposed Cycle Coventry network. This
will include (unspecified) measures to control other traffic on quiet routes.
The supporting text indicates that dedicated cycle infrastructure should be provided adjacent to more
heavily trafficked roads. On quieter streets, cycles can be accommodated within the carriageway. This
is consistent with Manual for Streets (2007). It also states that cycle parking should be catered for.
Policy DS4(A) vi states that masterplans should identify a highway network that includes provision
for cycling and walking with excellent connectivity and linkages to within the site, the city centre and
surrounding areas including existing networks.
The Plan states that achieving the objective of reducing single occupancy car use by 10% by 2031
requires in part an average modal shift away from car use across the city towards cycling of 1.2%,
from 1.8% to 3%, and a 2.9% increase in walking. I have to accept the adopted Local Plan’s position
even though it shows a lack of ambition with regard to the potential for cycling as demonstrated by the
Government endorsed Propensity to Cycle Tool, which also includes the potential with Dutch style
cycle infrastructure.

With proper facilitation of active travel I might consider a realistic higher-end mode share for cycling of
7%, falling between the two levels shown in the pct.bike extracts below but still two percentage points
above that indicated in the Transport Assessment and four percentage points above that suggested in
the Local Plan.

Approximate location of proposal site (large red area): current
Census 2011 Cycling to Work levels. Other areas are within the
urban area of Coventry.

Approximate location of proposal site (large light blue area):
ambitious “Go Dutch”. Other areas are within the urban area of
Coventry.

Coventry Urban Extensions Design Guide SPD (August 2019)
The Local Plan states that urban extensions should be designed in accordance with the emerging
design SPD. This SPD has now been published. However, I do not believe that it deals adequately
with active travel modes. It is inconsistent with Local Plan supporting text that requires a “real and
sustained shift” towards walking and cycling. I therefore believe it will lead to an unsustainable cardominated urban form. I did not object to this document at the time of its draft publication and, since it
has not informed the development as proposed my objection disregards this planning policy for the
time being. However, should a refusal go to appeal it will be necessary to challenge the SPD in the
light of other, albeit subordinate and weak, material design considerations.
NPPF
NPPF 2012 and 2019 both give emphasis to the achievement of ‘sustainable development’ with the
high-level objective of meeting today’s needs without compromising the ability of future generations to
meet their own needs. This includes making effective use of land, minimising pollution and moving to
a low carbon economy. It carries a presumption in favour of sustainable development, meaning that
objectively proven unsustainable development may be refused permission.
At the time of submission, the 2012 NPPF was extant; however, this was updated most recently in
2019 with enhanced policies supporting active travel which are now current as a strong material
consideration. It is of note that these policies are not referenced in the planning application in spite of
their importance. The application should be updated to reflect this change:
Paragraph 19, bullet C: requires decision making to include consideration of layouts that encourage
walking and cycling (note: this is a weakening of the 2018 requirement to ‘give priority to’ active travel
modes).
Paragraph 102, bullet A: requires that the potential impacts of development on the transport network
are addressed. I interpret this as meaning including giving emphasis to alternatives to the private car
in order to maintain an efficient network. Bullet C: Opportunities to promote walking, cycling and
public transport should be pursued. Bullet E: that patterns of streets, parking and other transport

considerations are integral to scheme design, contributing to making high quality places (consistent
with Manual for Streets 2007).
Paragraph 109 states that development should ‘only be’ prevented or refused on highways grounds if
the residual cumulative effects on the road network would be secure. To address this, paragraph 110
bullet A states that applications for development should give priority first to pedestrian and cycle
networks both within the scheme and with neighbouring areas.
Objection:
The development as proposed in outline by reason of its indicative design and layout will
promote car use and will not encourage walking and cycling as preferred modes and it is
therefore contrary to relevant policies and supporting text in the Local Plan 2017 and material
guidance including the National Planning Policy Framework and Manual for Streets.
I object in principle to the proposals due to the lack of detail in the Outline planning application. From
what I can discern from the drawings presented, the proposals appear to be inconsistent with the
Development Plan, National Planning Policy Framework and Manual for Streets.
I do not believe there is any evidence to support the assertion that the amount of cycling in the
sustainable urban extension will meet the suggested 5% mode share; neither do I consider a 19%
reduction in car travel will be achieved, for the following reasons:
1. The application does not evidently “give priority first” to walking and cycling, or contribute to a
“real and sustained shift” towards pedestrian and cycle movements in accordance with the
NPPF and Local Plan respectively.
If people are to cycle, then three conditions must be met. First, infrastructure for cycling must
either be dedicated to that mode or shared streets must feel safe for cycling. Second,
measures must be implemented to make car travel less convenient, less ‘facilitated’, and less
inviting than cycling. Third, pedestrians and cyclists need local destinations. There is no
evidence that any real thought has gone into what infrastructure is to be provided on each
type of street in principle, other than references to shared space (which is unpopular with both
cyclists and pedestrians and will become increasingly hazardous with take up of electric
cycles and scooters capable of speed).
2. The proposed layout of streets is not consistent with Manual for Streets which superseded
Design Bulletin 32 and its companion guide, Places, Streets and Movement in 2007. The
indicative masterplan fails to accord primary status in the hierarchy of modes to pedestrians
and cyclists and fails, therefore, to successfully indicate places that work for all members of
the public including people with physical and sensory impairments. Although this application
is in outline, I consider that there are clear indicators that the eventual street layout will owe
more to the defunct and outdated Design Bulletin 32, and it will therefore stimulate and
embed car use. These include:
o

Evidence of a failure to create connected networks of local access streets within and
between the development cells. The masterplan shows indicatively a series of
disconnected cells with cul-de-sacs that owe more to pre-Manual for Streets DB32
layouts. These are not consistent with good urban design as advocated in NPPF
paragraph 91(a). Indeed, Manual for Streets provides quite a good illustrative ‘poor
practice’ diagram that is replicated in the Outline application:

Manual for Streets: cells of disconnected permeable neighbourhoods

o

Although it is variously inconsistently shown, the curvilinear looped primary road is
dominant in all of the layout drawings. The road does not integrate well within a
connected street pattern as recommended in Manual for Streets. It does not appear
as a gateway ‘street’ or ‘boulevard’ in a recognisable sense and it does not appear to
provide a sense of place; indeed, it appears to exert a negative and dominating
influence over the urban form of the proposed development cells. It would almost
certainly not be part of a network that would enable a more decisive move towards
walking and cycling becoming the favoured modes in accordance with the Local
Plan’s stated hierarchy for movement. Perhaps the street should form an integral part
of a traditional (pre-war) street layout with the main routes for walking and cycling to
local facilities taken across the development via quieter, directly connected but
filtered streets with good natural surveillance from adjacent buildings. The main route
should have separate cycle tracks on each side with very clear priority over side
street junctions featuring tight turning radii and continuous footways.

Manual for streets: integration of principal routes with local access streets provides permeability for walking and cycling
and integration with other areas. The second diagram (typical cul-de-sac approach) is evident in the current proposals.

o

Significant parts of the cycle network appear to be separated from the street / road
network within green infrastructure. Whilst this is acceptable for recreational cycling it
is not acceptable for commuter / utility purposes due to a lack of natural surveillance
and personal security. They are unlikely to be suitable for cycling after dark. The
proposed design of the walking and cycling network is unlikely in its current form to
be easily legible with regard to the hierarchy of routes and connections to key
destinations. The preferred active travel network should connect

o

NPPF paragraph 91(a). There is evidence also of a failure to take every available
opportunity to connect the proposal site with the existing and future street and
walking / cycling network at the site boundaries with existing and future urban areas.
Whilst this is understandable to an extent (neighbour objections, ransom and
landscape strips), the greater good is served by creating connected places and so
this issue should be resolved in the detailed design. It is important to connect
neighbourhoods in order to foster community, so this is currently a significant failing.

o

The Design and Access Statement only refers to cycle parking provision as a matter
for the Council’s parking standards. However, I object to the omission of any mention
at all of a comprehensive approach to providing a mixture of secure and visitor cycle
parking throughout the site, particularly at key locations such as the District and Local
Centres, the two-form primary school and the employment area. Contributions should
be made towards the provision of secure cycle storage at the nearest station and at
key bus stops including the proposed public transport mini-hub.

Taken together, my objections lead to a recommendation of refusal on the following grounds:
1. The proposal fails to adequately prioritise movement on foot and cycle through the
development by explaining the overarching infrastructure design principles to be applied to
each type of route. It is therefore substantially inconsistent with sustainable development as
defined in the National Planning Policy Framework (as updated 2019) and with the text and
policy AC4 of the Local Plan.
2. The development fails to comply with Manual for Streets, instead appearing to follow outdated
DB32 highways design guidance. This means it will fail to deliver good urban design and
place-making attributes that would stimulate active travel in accordance with the ambitions
clearly set out in the Local Plan.
3. The proposal will fail to meet the target mode split because its layout is not consistent with
Manual for Streets or other good practice with regard to creating places that stimulate a
preference for sustainable travel. The evidence, insofar as it exists in outline, is that the
development will be dominated by the loop road, with motor vehicle movements facilitated by
a car-based district centre and employment area and large junctions. Such an environment
will not be conducive to active travel.
4. The development is inadequately connected with infrastructure that would feel safe at night
for people on foot and cycle both within the red line and with neighbouring existing built up
areas. For this reason, walking and cycling would be discouraged, and this is contrary to
published policy.
The above failures render the development as proposed insufficiently compliant with relevant policies
set out in the adopted Development Plan, particularly policy AC4 and materially to the National
Planning Policy Framework and published Manual for Streets.
Yours sincerely

Adam Tranter
Bicycle Mayor for Coventry
C/O BikeWrench
112 Cannon Hill Rd, Coventry CV4 7BX

