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1. AUTHOR BIOGRAPHY

1.1. My name is Grace Charlotte Blizard. I am an Associate at WSP, instructed through

the consultancy framework to represent the Highway Authority, Wokingham

Borough Council at this appeal. I graduated from the University of Southampton

with a master’s degree in Transport Planning and Engineering, preceded by

attainment of a bachelor’s degree in Mathematical Sciences at Oxford Brookes

University.

1.2. At WSP I have worked both supporting development proposals and in

development management functions exploring traffic and transport issues. I have

a breadth of project experience including residential, employment, leisure,

schools, universities, hospital and airport schemes. I am a Chartered Member of

the Institute of Logistics and Transport and a Member of the Chartered Institution

of Highways and Transportation.

1.3. Over 14 years I have been involved in numerous projects within the Borough and

am familiar with the area. I was not involved in the determination of this planning

application, but have been briefed on the site and its appeal history. I have

undertaken a visit to the site and its surrounds to examine the proposals and

potential mitigation options.

1.4. I confirm that the evidence which I have prepared and provided for this appeal is

true to the best of my knowledge. Any professional opinions expressed are my

own, provided in accordance with the professional standards for the institutions to

which I belong.



2. PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

2.1. The appeal site is located on Land East of Lodge Road, Hurst, RG10 0EG.

2.2. Outline application for the proposed erection of up to 99 no. dwellings, green

infrastructure, open space, pedestrian and cycle links, recreational facilities and

other associated infrastructure and access points on Lodge Road and Tape Lane

with required improvements (all matters reserved except for means of access).



3. CONSULTATION RESPONSE

3.1. Highways Development Control was consulted on planning application number

242067 on 29 November 2024. Supporting documents received as part of the

planning submission included a Transport Assessment and a Framework Travel

Plan, both dated 26 July 2024, a Transport Assessment Addendum dated 19

November 2024 and an updated Framework Travel Plan dated 13 November

2024.

3.2. The scope of any statement is determined by the over-riding need to demonstrate

how the transport demands of a particular development can be met within the

existing and planned transport network. This should take account of existing

infrastructure, transport services, transport capacity restraints and how the

development can be mitigated.

3.3. Highways Development Control undertook a review of the supporting documents

outlined above, which included a brief sustainability assessment on walking,

cycling and public transport. At that stage no objections were raised, subject to

further information being sought from the Appellant before determination.

However, the details provided have failed to demonstrate to the Council’s

satisfaction that the site is sustainable in transport terms with regards to its location

and access to services.

3.4. The site is therefore considered an unsustainable site and there were insufficient

proposals to improve facilities for sustainable modes and discourage reliance

upon private car use, and hence against key policies in the Development Plan and

NPPF.

3.5. A further detailed review of the site’s accessibility to local facilities by sustainable

means, and of the latest proposals for public transport improvements put forward

by the Appellant, has been set out within sections 7 and 8 of this evidence.



4. WBC REASON FOR REFUSAL

4.1. Reason for Refusal 4 unsustainable location

The application site is within an unsustainable location where residents would be

reliant on private vehicles for basic day-to-day needs, by reason of the countryside

location outside of settlement limits, distances to facilities and services, limited

public transport links and poor quality of the walking/cycling environment, contrary

to policies CP1, CP2, CP3, CP6 and CP11 of the Core Strategy, CC01 and CC02

of the MDD Local Plan, the Borough Design Guide SPD and section 8 & 9 of the

NPPF.

4.2. When coming to this decision the Council considered the site is unsustainable

because:

a) It is not well located to access day-to-day needs using sustainable modes of

transport.

b) The distances required to access local facilities are too far to encourage the

use of sustainable modes.

c) The routes available to walk or cycle to local facilities and public transport

services are limited or poor and would not encourage more sustainable

forms of travel.

d) The environment for walking and cycling to public transport services, local

facilities and amenities is not safe nor attractive.

e) The consequence of this will be an unacceptable level of dependency on the

private car which is contrary to the Development Plan and NPPF.



5. POLICY

Wokingham Borough Core Strategy Development Plan Document

5.1. The starting point for decision making is the development plan. A key spatial issue

for the borough as set out in the Core Strategy is ‘to concentrate development in

the areas with best access to users/occupiers and other services’.

5.2. Policy CP1 states that development should:

10. “Provide attractive, functional, accessible, safe, secure and adaptable

schemes”

11. “Demonstrate how they support opportunities for reducing the need to travel,

particularly by private car in line with CP6”.

The application did not. In Section 8 I will expand with further information on the

active travel network.

5.3. Policy CP2 seeks “To ensure that new development contributes to the provision

of sustainable and inclusive communities… to meet long term needs…” where

development addresses requirements for (b) “Children, young people and families,

including the co-ordination of services to meet their needs…” going on in

supporting text (4.17) to state “Sustainably meeting the needs of young people

includes ensuring that children of primary school age have access to a school

within walking or cycling distance of their home (3-4km) along a safe route.”

5.4. Policy CP3 states development should ‘provide a functional, accessible, safe,

secure and adaptable scheme’. In Sections 7 -9 I will expand my evidence to show

that potential occupiers will not be in an accessible location and that their limited

options for sustainable travel will not be safe.

5.5. Policy CP6 states of the Core Strategy states that:

‘Planning permission will be granted for schemes that:

a. Provide for sustainable forms of transport to allow choice;

b. Are located where there are or will be at the time of development choices in

the mode of transport available and which minimise the distance people need

to travel;’



‘Paragraph 2.16 recognises that the borough has one of the highest car ownership

rates of any English local authority1. To reduce the likelihood that these vehicles

will be used and to encourage modal shift, it is important to ensure all proposals

achieve sustainable development.’

‘To help achieve sustainable development, proposals likely to generate significant

demands for travel movements should be located in areas with best access to

existing good services. This means that people can have the widest range of

choice in selecting transport modes and help reduce the use of the private car.

The availability of good existing public transport services has been considered in

drafting the strategy for the Borough.’

In Sections 8 and 9 I will expand my evidence to show that potential occupiers will

have no or limited choice of sustainable transport.

5.6. Policy CP11 refers to limiting development outside of settlement limits for several

reasons including reducing the reliance on private motor vehicles:

‘Preventing the proliferation of development in areas away from existing

development limits is important, as they are not generally well located for the

facilities and services. Proposals for development, which would be an increase

over what currently exists (outside development limits) are likely to lead to

increased use of the private car as they are poorly served by other transport

modes contrary to Policy CP6.’

In Sections 7-9 I will expand my evidence to record efforts to manage travel needs

and support more sustainable forms of transport.

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

5.7. Para 110 of the NPPF states:

‘The planning system should actively manage patterns of growth in support of

these objectives. Significant development should be focused on locations which

are or can be made sustainable, through limiting the need to travel and offering a

genuine choice of transport modes. This can help to reduce congestion and

emissions, and improve air quality and public health. However, opportunities to

maximise sustainable transport solutions will vary between urban and rural areas,

and this should be taken into account in both plan-making and decision-making.’

1 Based on 2021 Census data on Car and Van Ownership for Wokingham



This paragraph makes clear that "significant" development should be focused on

more sustainable locations. Although the paragraph acknowledges the differences

in sustainability terms between rural and urban areas, the size and scale of a

development are important considerations in deciding whether a development is

sustainably located.

This was discussed by the previous Inspector within paragraphs 76-78 of the

Appeal Decision where he commented that "Small housing developments are only

likely to have a modest impact if new residents need to use the private car, for

reasons such as convenience or expediency, whereas larger, more significant

developments, possibly housing several hundred people, are likely to have a much

greater impact if these large numbers of people use unsustainable modes of

travel.

5.8. Para 117 of the Framework states that applications for development should

a) “give priority first to pedestrian and cycle movements, both within the

scheme and with neighbouring areas; and second – so far as possible – to

facilitating access to high quality public transport, with layouts that maximise

the catchment area for bus or other public transport services, and

appropriate facilities that encourage public transport use;

b) address the needs of people with disabilities and reduced mobility in relation

to all modes of transport;

c) create places that are safe, secure and attractive – which minimise the

scope for conflicts between pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles, avoid

unnecessary street clutter, and respond to local character and design

standards;

d) allow for the efficient delivery of goods, and access by service and

emergency vehicles; and

e) be designed to enable charging of plug-in and other ultra-low emission

vehicles in safe, accessible and convenient locations.” [ my emphasis]

I will expand in Section 8, that the Appellant has proposed improvements to

pedestrian and cycle movements which are unlikely to achieve satisfactorily

attractive alternatives to the private car. As I will expand in Section 9, the Appellant

has not facilitated access to high quality public transport.



5.9. Para 118 of the Framework states that “…all developments that will generate

significant amounts of movement should be required to provide a travel plan, and

the application should be supported by a vision-led transport statement or

transport assessment so that the likely impacts of the proposal can be assessed.”

Other standards and guidelines

5.10. The Borough Design Guide sets out as one of its key design objectives –

Connection and Accessibility:

a. Provide facilities to promote all modes of transport, including in particular

walking, cycling and public transport, and

b. Reducing the need to travel, through the location of development to promote

integration and accessibility.

5.11. Manual for Streets puts well designed residential streets at the heart of sustainable

communities. A higher priority is assigned to pedestrian and cyclists. It recognises

that residential streets create places that work for all the community. It also states

that a crucial factor in the design of a new development is the consideration of the

needs of the street users. This means that the design should aim to be inclusive,

providing, wherever possible, the opportunity for all kinds of road users to fully

access the facilities of the development.

5.12. The Borough’s highway design guidance (2019) outlines the key principles to

follow when producing new highway layouts for all types of development. These

layouts should be compliant with the philosophy of Manual for Streets and Manual

for Streets 2 by creating quality places that are fully accessible by all modes of

transport.

5.13. Active Travel Guidance is being developed on behalf of WBC currently. This will

be used to supplement and provide advance on guidance already set out by DfT’s

LTN1/20 ‘Cycle Infrastructure Design’.

5.14. On 26 June 2025, DfT released The Connectivity Tool providing a nationally

agreed measure of the level of connectivity of potential development sites. This

will help determine how well locations can connect people with where they need

to go, using sustainable travel modes.

5.15. The LPA’s representatives for Planning will deal with the conflicts with the policy

and guidance in more detail, but it is considered that the proposed development

conflicts with policy due to the unsuitability of the location and highway safety.



6. PROXIMITY OF FACILITIES AND SERVICES

6.1. The sustainability of a development is largely dependent on the potential for its

future users to have access to day-to-day facilities and through maximising

sustainable travel choices. NPPF policy seeks to limit the need to travel, which

would be supported through good proximity to local facilities, and by providing

sustainable travel connections to facilities further afield where these land uses

cannot serve locally.

6.2. In rural settlements it is acknowledged that facilities may be more limited and

therefore as is the scope to limit the need to travel. This is why the NPPF (para

110) requires the planning system to “actively manage patterns of growth” and –

importantly for this appeal – that “significant development” should be focused on

locations that are or can be made sustainable”. Ensuring opportunities are taken

to achieve strong connectivity to facilities by sustainable means becomes

imperative in such cases.

6.3. To assist plan-making and decision-taking, the Department for Transport has

released the first nationally agreed measure for determining connectivity levels of

a location. The Connectivity Tool is intended to enable developments to be placed

in the most sustainable locations and help plan the necessary infrastructure to

support them. This is to support alignment with national policy to ‘ensure an

integrated approach to considering the location of … community facilities and

services’ (NPPF paragraph 98e), ‘realising opportunities from existing or proposed

transport infrastructures’ (NPPF paragraph 109d), and ‘to minimise the number

and length of journeys needed for employment, shopping, leisure, education and

other activities’ (NPPF paragraph 111a). The tool combines transport and land

use data to generate a connectivity score that measures people's ability to get

where they want to go, using walking, cycling and public transport to reach jobs,

shops, schools, healthcare and other essential services. The outcome of its use

should enable development to ‘be focused on locations which are or can be made

sustainable, through limiting the need to travel and offering a genuine choice of

travel modes’ (NPPF paragraph 110).



6.4. This index measure provides relative connectivity and takes account of different

destinations, modes of travel and travel time. The location of the site is reported

by the DfT to achieve a connectivity score of 43 out of 100. This indicates a below

average metric and highlights the need for additional infrastructure to make the

area more connected, such as providing additional facilities and improving public

transport connections.

6.5. To further support the recently published Connectivity Tool, WBC are also

developing a tool to assist in calculating the ‘accessibility score’ for sites in

alignment with the DfT tool. It is intended for this tool to be further developed based

on outcomes from appeal decisions in the Borough, to enable improved

application of the titled balance within planning determinations. It is intended that

the tool shall involve consideration of quantitative (distance) and qualitative terms

(i.e. severance, quality of route including width, lighting and proximity/speed of

adjacent traffic)

6.6. The Borough Design Guide SPD (CD 10.17) states that ‘if places are to be

sustainable then the aim should be to create: Walkable neighbourhoods, with a

range of facilities within 10 minutes walking distance of residential areas, which

encourage people to travel on foot or by bicycle.’

6.7. In addition, walkable neighbourhoods are defined in Manual for Streets (CD 10.18)

as those typically characterised by having a range of facilities within 10 minutes

walking distance from residential area. Manual for Streets clarifies that 10 minutes

walking distance is roughly 800 metres.

6.8. The National Design Guide (2019) confirms that “walkable neighbourhoods”

means ‘local facilities are within walking distance, generally considered to be no

more than a 10-minute walk (800m radius).’

6.9. None of these guidance documents expressly distinguish between urban,

suburban and rural locations, which implies that the 800m / 10 minute threshold is

applicable in all contexts.

6.10. The IHT’s Guidelines for Providing For Journeys on Foot (CD 10.20) makes the

following recommendations for suggested acceptable walking distances for

pedestrians without a mobility impairment:



Table 1 – Recommended Walking Distances (IHT)

Town Centres (m) Commuting / School (m) Elsewhere (m)

Desirable 200 500 400

Acceptable 400 1000 800

Preferred
Maximum

800 2000 1200

6.11. This table suggests that 800m is an acceptable walking distance for locations

outside of town centres, which presumably includes rural areas, for journeys other

than commuting or travelling to school.

6.12. The table below sets out the distances to various facilities and services that would

serve the day-to-day needs of the residents of the proposed dwellings. The

distances are based on the actual routes pedestrians would use via either the main

access onto Lodge Road or the proposed pedestrian access onto Tape Lane. It is

noted that distances alone should not inform perceived willingness to walk / cycle

to these facilities, and that the majority of destinations cannot be reached using

continuous provision that can be considered safe and attractive, as explored

further in this section.

6.13. Distances are measured from a point in the centre of the appeal site. It is noted

that the placement of dwellings within the site layout are approximately half of units

in the north-east and half in the south-west. Therefore approximately half of new

residents will be required to travel further than the distances below, by up to 200m,

more than an additional two minutes on foot. Walking speed is taken as 1.4m/s

(based on MfS 800m in 10 minutes) and cycling speeds are 4.44 m/s in line with

LTN 1/20 (assuming 10mph cycling speed).



Table 2 – Summary of Local Facilities and Distance / Travel Time

Destination Location Distance
(m)

Walk Time
(Minutes)

Cycle Time
(Minutes)

Education St Nicholas Pre School 450 5 2

St Nicholas CofE Primary School 500 6 2

The Colleton Primary School 2200 26 9

The Forest School (Boys) 3600 - 14

Emmbrook School 5700 - 23

Holt School (Girls) 5500 - 22

The Piggott Secondary School 4600 - 18

Waingels College 3900 - 16

Leisure Hurst Cricket Club 660 8 3

The Green Man Public House 830 10 3

Hurst Gospel Hall 750 9 3

Hurst Village Hall 425 5 2

Scout Hut 435 5 2

Allotments 200 2 1

Hurst Recreation Ground 640 8 3

Dinton Activity Centre 2000 24 8

Elephant and Castle Public
House

850 10 3

Twyford Library 3100 37 12

Twyford Health Club 3000 36 12

The Castle Inn 1025 12 4

Shops Waitrose and Partners 3000 36 11

Tesco Express 2900 35 11

Health Newdays Pharmacy 2900 35 11

Twyford Surgery 3400 - 13

Twyford Dental Centre 2900 35 11



Employment Orchard Nursery Business units 615 7 2

Lea Farm Business Unit 1100 13 4

Beech Court Business Centre 1300 15 5

Nelsons Lane 2600 31 10

Twyford High Street 2700 32 10

Winnersh Employment Area 3800 - 14

Bus Stop Wards Cross Bus Stops 400 5 2

Train Station Twyford Railway Station 2400 29 9

6.14. There is one single form entry primary school although, it has only very limited

additional capacity so primary aged children resident in this development would

likely be required to travel further to access primary education, contrary to policy

CP2 [the closest schools in catchment are St Dominic Savio Catholic Primary

(5.2km) or Beechwood Primary in Woodley (4.5km)].

6.15. There is no secondary school in Hurst or Whistley Green and as such secondary

aged children would be required to travel a considerable distance, the nearest

being The Forest School (Boys) at 3.9km from the site, precluding these from

realistically being accessed on foot by residents of the development. As concluded

by the Inspector as part of the previous appeal decision:

‘…secondary schools…could not reasonably be reached on foot. This is because
they lie… outside the preferred maximum distance of 2.0km considered
appropriate for commuting and school trips.’

6.16. Whilst cycling could be a viable option based on distances alone, infrastructure is

limited, disjointed and fails to extend in all directions. Routes to access

Wokingham, Winnersh and Woodley require use of unlit, narrow A and B roads

with no cycle infrastructure, which is not safe or suitable for regular use,

particularly for inexperienced school children.



6.17. There are existing bus connections to The Forest School (Boys), Emmbrook

School and Holt School (Girls), and a potential new bus connection to The Piggott

C of E School proposed by the Appellant, albeit with viability concerns as further

discussed in Section 8.  However these connections are not well aligned with

school timetables, which was also commented on by the previous Inspector

(paragraph 91 of the Appeal Decision):

‘Mr Whittingham also maintained that the 128/129 bus services pass relatively

close to the secondary schools both north and south of Hurst, and set out in some

detail how children’s journeys to these schools would feasibly work. However, the

Piggott School and Waingels College are more than a 20 minute walk from the

nearest bus stop, and to reach the nearest bus stop for the return journey back

from Emmbrook School and the Holt School would require walks of 20 minutes

and 30 minutes respectively. I share the Council’s view that the bus timetable does

not align well with most of the schools’ finishing times, meaning that there is the

potential for children to have to endure a long and inconvenient wait at the bus

stop.’

6.18. The closest convenience store is currently Tesco Express in Twyford, located

2.9km from the site, beyond any maximum acceptable walking distance.

6.19. Until recently, Hurst Post Office and Shop located 400m from the site on

Broadwater Lane provided the closest facility for convenience goods (top-up

shopping only). Should the shop re-open, the route to access it by foot from the

site would involve crossing Broadwater Lane from the western side to east due to

discontinued footway provision, and crossing back to western side to enter the

shop. On departing the shop, pedestrians face limited visibility on the inside of the

bend to cross back through parked cars to an available footway, which is

particularly unsafe for pushchairs and those with limited mobility. Speed surveys

provided by the Appellant indicate breaches of the sign posted speed limit by 43%

and 21% of all vehicles for northbound and southbound traffic respectively. While

it is acknowledged that the enhancements proposed by the Appellant to improve

pedestrian infrastructure between the site and the (hopefully) re-opened shop,

narrow footways remain along this route and it is likely to be more attractive and

convenient for residents to drive further afield for easier access to daily essentials,

with the range of goods and viability of a new local shop unknown at this stage.



6.20. The nearest GP surgery is located in Twyford. The hourly bus service 128 can be

taken to Twyford Cross Roads, followed by a 10 minute walk to reach the GP. For

those that cannot manage such a walk, an onward journey using the 850 bus

service is possible, however the two services do not align well, making the walk

necessary most times of the day. It is likely that access to healthcare uses will

therefore rely upon the more convenient use of cars.

6.21. Many of the facilities located within Hurst itself are unlikely to go far in serving

the daily needs of prospective residents, for example opportunities for leisure

activities provided by the cricket club and recreation ground are likely to be

limited to seasonal use. Furthermore, many of the closest employment facilities

are collections of a few small business units which provide limited opportunity to

align with skills / experience of residents, and the local primary school in Hurst is

oversubscribed, and a Church of England school so may not be suitable for all

primary aged children of the proposed development.



7. ACTIVE TRAVEL (WALKING AND CYCLING ROUTES)

7.1. The Appellant has set out proposals along Lodge Road, Broadwater Lane, Tape

Lane and School Road to enhance pedestrian infrastructure surrounding the site.

Unfortunately, this does not change the fact that facilities that could be accessed

within the settlement via this improved network are very limited in serving the

day to day needs of future residents, who will look to travel externally for most

land uses. This begs the question of how this improved pedestrian infrastructure

indeed contributes to achieving a walkable neighbourhood with a range of

facilities within 10 minutes walking distance, as prescribed by the Borough

Design Guide SPD, Manual for Streets and the National Design Guide.

7.2. Acknowledging the need to cater for travel to Twyford for basic facilities, the

proposed potential off-site cycle provision amendments northwards to Twyford

Railway Station would be fragmented between on road advisory cycle lanes and

shared cycle footpaths. For example, the TA addendum showed that cyclists

traveling northwards along the A321 would have to stop and dismount on the

carriageway shortly after the Elephant and Castle Pub and then cross the road to

pick up the shared foot and cycle path. Cyclists would then have to cross the

road again to another section of advisory cycle path within Twyford before

Wellington Close and then ride onto the pavement again before Twyford Train

Station. No formal crossing facilities giving priority to pedestrians are proposed

to support this.

7.3. The requirement for frequent dismounting and crossing the road would make for

an unattractive route. It is likely to be perceived as involving excessive risk or

inconvenience, or both, to the majority of users.

7.4. Community severance is a useful measure of people’s ability to access facilities

within their community, considering the relative ease pedestrians can cross and

the directness of the route available, reproduced from the Design Manual for

Roads & Bridges in Table 3 below. Relative to advice on uncontrolled crossings

in Chapter 6 of the Traffic Signs Manual, one can broadly judge that streets with

high and medium levels of severance are difficult to cross most of the day and

during busier periods, respectively.



Table 3 – Severance (DMRB LA112)

Severance Traffic Flow (vehicles per day)

Very High >16,000 vpd

High >8-16,000 vpd

Medium >4-8,000 vpd

Low <4,000 vpd

7.5. Hurst Road is understood to observe annual average weekday traffic flows of

6,352 vehicles per day (vpd)2 indicating that it will be difficult for users to find a

gap to cross during busier times of the day, such as commuter peaks. This could

present cyclists with delays to their journeys or potentially shorter gap

acceptances taken by cyclists, posing potential safety concerns.

7.6. The Road Safety Audits (CD 10.3) provided highlight that cars would have to

enter into the advisory cycle lanes to avoid crossing the central reservation.

Given the high-volume of cars along these roads, this would be a constant

occurrence. The proposed amendments to cycle provision towards Twyford are

not considered to have a meaningful influence on the use of sustainable travel

choices by residents of the site.

2 According to Road Safety Audit, Transport Assessment Appendix E, Problem A.2.1



8. PUBLIC TRANSPORT LEVEL OF SERVICE

8.1. The NPPF requirement for access to high quality public transport facilities is not

quantified but Wokingham Borough Council does specify the ‘good’ standard

required in the borough as set out by CP6 of the Core Strategy (CD 12.1) at 4.37:

‘In line with the WDLP definition, good public transport services meet the following

requirements:

a) At least a thirty-minute service frequency during peak times (7:00 to 9:00

and 16:00 to 19:00 Monday to Saturday); and

b) At least an hourly service frequency during off-peak hours (9:00 to16:00 and

19:00 to 22:00 Monday to Saturday and between 7:00 and 22:00 on

Sundays).’

8.2. The CIHT on Section 6.4 of Planning for Walking recommends a maximum 400

metres walking distance to bus stops in residential areas. In addition, Table 4 of

Buses in Urban Developments goes further and recommends that the maximum

walking distance to a bus stop with single high-frequency routes (every 12 minutes

or better) and less frequent routes would need to be within 400m and 300m,

respectively.

8.3. Such distance is further complemented by the latest Wokingham Bus Service

Improvement Plan (2024) Proposal 11B and 20A, which states that:

11B: “New development areas to be set out with safe, secure routes to regularly

spaced bus stops and housing to be within a maximum walking distance of

400m to a stop.”

20A: “Ensure high quality provision of bus services and associated infrastructure

to all new developments emerging from the Local Plan. To include access

to a bus stop with a regular service within 400m of all residential dwelling

unless there are exceptional circumstances.”

8.4. Access to existing bus stops at Wards Cross would involve a travel distance of up

to 600m for residents in the south-west corner of the site, contrary to CIHT’s

‘Planning for Walking’ and WBC’s Bus Service Improvement Plan.



8.5. The existing bus service 128/129 schedule is summarised in the table below,

whilst the full timetable can be found at Appendix 1. It has been established by the

Appellant from liaison with the operator, Thames Valley Buses, that this service is

currently heavily subsidised by WBC.

Table 4 – Bus Service 128/129 Timetable Summary

Route Direction / Route
Service Frequency

Weekday Saturdays Sundays

128 /
129

Wokingham –
Winnersh – Hurst –
Twyford – Woodley
– Reading

First service at 07:23 then
every 65 minutes between
09:32 and 15:49

Hourly service
between 08:41 and
09:38, then circa
every two hours until
17:21

No
service

Reading – Woodley
– Twyford – Hurst –
Winnersh –
Wokingham

First service at 07:54 then
every 65 minutes between
09:09 until 19:27

Service every two
hours between 10:08
and 18:25

No
service

8.6. Importantly there is just one service serving the settlement during the weekday

morning commuting peak and only two return services from Twyford station after

18.00. The Saturday service terminates very early in the evening making it

unviable for anyone wanting to access entertainment and leisure activities outside

of the settlement. There is no service at all on Sundays.

8.7. In addition I am aware from information obtained in the previous appeal that there

are reliability issues with the existing service. A letter from Thames Valley Buses

(dated January 2023) confirms that between 77%-93% of services were “on time”

in 2022 (which is defined as between 1 minute early and 5 minutes late). I attach

a copy of this letter as Appendix 2. Although some users may be able to live-track

the bus using an app, this would not necessarily be viable for all users and would

be of limited benefit if users are reliant on the bus for a time-critical journey.

8.8. The 128/129 bus service provides existing connections with secondary schools in

Winnersh / Wokingham, including Forest School, Emmbrook School and Holt

School. However I have noted above that the bus and school timetables are

generally not well aligned.



8.9. The Appellant has set out in its Proposed Bus Improvement Strategy (CD 10.21)

options to provide additional bus service provision to encourage use of public

transport as a realistic option, which concludes with a recommendation for ‘Option

4’. This includes provision of a new bespoke service between Winnersh and The

Piggott Secondary School via Hurst, routing through the development. Operating

Monday to Saturday 07:00-10:00 and 15:00-19:00, the service would seek to

enhance peak time connectivity to The Piggott Secondary School and to support

onward travel connections via Twyford Station.

8.10. A Bus Service Fund has been set out by the Appellant indicating that a developer

contribution of £1.5m placed in an interest-bearing account would cover the

majority of its estimated £173k annual operating cost for an estimated period of

14-15 years. The remainder would be fulfilled through a £20 monthly service

charge commitment woven into residents’ sales agreements.

8.11. The new bespoke service is intended to supplement the existing 128/129 bus

service, the latter of which would be the only bus service running in the daytime

between 10:00 – 15:00. Therefore to achieve access to all available bus services,

residents would need to outlay the mandatory service charge of £20 a month (£240

annually) for the new bus service, but also cover the cost of using the 128/129, for

which the annual cost of a season ticket is currently £960 for adults, £700 for under

18s. The resulting offer would still fail to constitute, in my opinion, a good quality

public transport provision which residents could rely upon, contrary to Policy CP6.

8.12. The funding forecast provided by the Appellant takes account of the benefit of

interest (3%) within the annual projections, however makes no allowance for

inevitable rising operational costs or inflation over the 14-15 year period. Indeed

the assessment has been undertaken based on two scenarios of annual operating

costs of £100k and £170k, despite the estimation from Thames Valley Buses that

the service would cost £173k annually to run. The Appellant acknowledges that

market costs will inevitably change in the lifetime of the service, however given the

finite £1.5m funding pot, it is clear that the service is unlikely to viably achieve the

14-15 year projection.  Given that the service is very heavily reliant on subsidy,

beyond the period part-funded by the developer contribution, it would not be self-

sustaining and would therefore either require additional subsidy from WBC

(potentially to the detriment of existing routes) or to be terminated. It therefore

does not present a long-term solution to the poor quality of local bus services.



8.13. Through consultation on the options set out within the Proposed Bus Improvement

Strategy by the Appellant, TVB has indicated that a new bespoke service

represents the most viable improvement solution. This highlights that the

Appellants alternative mechanism offered, whereby WBC could draw down on the

remaining balance to redirect funding to other bus improvement measures, would

lead to no significantly more viable, long term solution to ensure residents have

access to good quality bus service provision in line with CP6 of the Core Strategy.

8.14. None of the bus improvement options presented by the Appellant have managed

to satisfy the WDLP and Core Strategy definition of good public transport services,

in that there would remain no access to an hourly bus service during evenings

from Monday to Saturday, nor between 07:00 – 22:00 on Sundays.

8.15. In lieu of a good range of local facilities within walkable distance, and without public

transport provision that achieves a practical, reliable option for the majority, the

most convenient solution would remain the private motorised vehicle.

8.16. For onward connections via rail services at the nearest station in Twyford, I note

the previous Inspector’s comments from paragraphs 94-95 of the Appeal Decision:

“From evidence provided to the Inquiry, including from Hurst residents who

regularly commute into London, it was generally accepted that commuters from

Twyford are more likely to opt for the pre-existing GWR services through

Maidenhead and Slough for journeys east, which are significantly quicker than the

Elizabeth Line’s stopping service. The main benefit of the Elizabeth Line was seen

to be the improved connections for journeys into central London beyond

Paddington Station.

8.17. With these points in mind, I share the Council’s view that the arrival of the Elizabeth

Line does not appear to have overly benefitted Twyford commuters, and that it has

not made any dramatic difference to the sustainability of Hurst because of the

difficulties of reaching the station by means of transport other than the private car,

as detailed above.”



9. CONCLUSION

9.1. My evidence provides additional information which supports Reason for Refusal

4. The site is in an area which does not have good accessibility to local services

by sustainable modes or the opportunity to transfer away from the car. This would

be contrary to principles behind the Borough’s design guidance and Manual for

Streets and hence not lead to a reduction in the use of private motorised vehicles.

It falls significantly short of helping to achieve the development plan objective of

achieving a modal shift away from the use of unsustainable transport modes.

9.2. The NPPF sets “a presumption in favour of sustainable development…” it expects

the planning system to “…actively manage patterns of growth…” (110) to ensure

that “…patterns of movement… are integral to the design of schemes… identifying

opportunities to promote walking, cycling and public transport use” (109).

9.3. To deliver sustainable development the NPPF accepts “…that the planning system

has three overarching objectives, which are interdependent and need to be pursue

in mutually supportive ways…” (8 a-c Economic, Social & Environmental

objectives).

9.4. When weighing the economic and social impacts of a development, the NPPF

expects developments should “…provide for attractive and well-designed walking

and cycling networks with supporting facilities…” (111) to strike an appropriate

‘environmental’ balance.

9.5. In summary I do not see the Appellants have provided sufficient confidence that a

viable long term bus improvement strategy can be delivered. They have not

exploited opportunities to make the location more sustainable nor shown how the

proposals could meet the definition of sustainable development. The proposed

contributions and pedestrian / cycle enhancements would be an improvement to

the existing situation but would not make this site sustainable.

9.6. While some augmentation is proposed to pedestrian infrastructure surrounding the

site, which reflects the absolute minimum residents would expect, I believe the

proposals fall a long way short of the NPPF objectives.  As such I do not consider

the proposals can be considered sustainable development and respectfully

suggest the Inspector dismiss the appeal.



Appendix 1 – Bus Service 128/129 Timetable











Appendix 2 – Letter from Thames Valley Buses relating to 128/129 Service






