HAVE YOUR SAY MEETING OF

12 MARCH 2008
HELD AT LUTTERWORTH PAVILION,

COVENTRY ROAD, LUTTERWORTH

Leicestershire County Council (LCC) Highways Presentation – Lutterworth Traffic Impact Survey
	Item Heading
	Action
	Action by

	Traffic Impact Survey presentation on options considered for the relief road.
	A PowerPoint presentation was given detailing the options considered, through a consultancy firm (Scott Wilson Consultants), for alleviating traffic in Lutterworth town centre
	Jo Eynon, Team Leader and Programme Development, and Ian Drummond, Assistant Director of Transportation gave the presentation and answered questions.

	Questions/ issues
	Answer given/ comment
	Further comments/ notes/ information

	1. Why are you proposing a by pass with heavy lorries to run alongside a housing development and 2 children’s play areas? 
	The route referred to was identified in an earlier plan. Previously, weight restrictions have protected this route. Consultation with local people is underway.
	

	2. What is an HGV?
	A goods vehicle that is above 7.5 tonnes in weight constitutes an HGV.
	

	3. The best option for taking traffic out of Lutterworth is an eastern bypass. Why are you not putting this forward?
	There is not enough room between the town and the motorway for this option. Hence option C. All options are price-relevant too. Options can be pursued, but must pass a public Value for Money assessment.
	This question had wide support.

	4. Option A3 is costed at £4.3m. This includes a roundabout at Leicester Road/ Bill Crane Way. In the Regional Funding Allocation, dated July ’06, the completion of the Western Relief Road (minus the roundabout) was costed at £6,749,339. How is it that the estimate is now less than half the original total, and significantly less than £5m?
	This study is looking at costs of construction alone and is on a different basis from the earlier study. Any decision to proceed would require more detailed analysis but, because the different schemes have been analysed on the same basis, the comparison between them is instructive.
	

	5. At Sharnford, lorries turning right out of Croft go through either Broughton Astley and Lutterworth, or Sharnford. If they turned left, they would be on a dual carriageway en route to the motorway, and this alteration would be at minimal expense. So why has this not been considered? 
	Through the 1990s, LCC developed a Lorry management Strategy which detailed the suitability of roads for lorries. The alternative route would increase the distance travelled by lorries, would also involve passing people’s homes and would add to traffic in an already congested place.  There is a need to balance the distribution of lorry traffic and to keep commerce viable.
	

	6. What of the option of Cauldwell Lane and Leire Lane?
	Option B offers a more distant route. The option offered in the question has not been looked at.
	Subsequent analysis shows that this route is even further from the town than Option B and so would provide very little traffic benefit.

	7. Has an environmental impact assessment been carried out? Do any of the options actually offer a holistic approach? There is too much focus on money. The options are unjustified, and create an adverse impact for everyone.
	The presentation represents an assessment based on the Consultant work. No individual scheme has been proposed as yet. An EIA would be carried out on any proposal made. The cost of an EIA is very high too, so limits the option of doing one beforehand.
	

	8. I have concerns over: i) the options will just move the problem, and do not address the issues; ii) Lutterworth is locked by the A5, M1 and proposed Bill Crane Way route [option A], so the town will be unable to grow.
	Noted.
	

	9. Lutterworth has traffic problems through the town centre. The Western Relief Road would just shift the problems, and would be a waste of £4.3m. Viable options need to be put forward that look to actually solve the problem.
	
	Wide support.

	10. Fumes and noise are the issues in the town – have pollution studies been carried out? Effects on people’s health are not being considered.
	
	

	11. How does the overall plan fit into the larger Leicestershire plan?
	The Leicestershire Local Transport Plan (LTP) includes various projects. The 2006-11 LTP identified Lutterworth as a place to consider a bypass. It fits into a broader approach and growth strategy. Lutterworth is not identified as a likely growth area in the county. Schemes costing less than £5 million are funded from the Local transport Plan allocation.  Those costing over £5 million are funded Regionally.  Any large scheme would have a significant impact on the ability to fund other projects locally. All projects have to pass a Value for Money Assessment.
Public support is valuable to any option. This is not a Harborough District Council (HDC) issue; LCC is responsible, though they work closely through the Local Development Framework and Regional Spatial Strategy. The Western route is identified in the HDC plan, but this does not mean that it has to happen.

Annually, £6m is allocated to spend on traffic schemes across the county.
	Information on the Local Development Framework can be found via http://www.harborough.gov.uk/pp/gold/viewGold.asp?ID=2142.
Information on the Regional Spatial Strategy can be found via http://www.leics.gov.uk/rss8-2.pdf


	12. Has consideration been given to vehicles coming from Magna Park? If such vehicles are stationary they can create more pollution in the town. This also carries a large safety concern.
	A routeing agreement is in place with the companies at Magna Park, and there is no reason to think that this would not be adhered to.
	

	13. Most traffic around the area wants to go south, so why does option C send it north?
	The Highways Agency have rules that prohibit motorway junctions being any closer together than as offered in this option.
	

	14. All the options presented have problems, so LCC should consider the Cauldwell Lane option.
	This option can be considered, but it is a long route, and may not alleviate the problems. 
	See comment above about the likely value of a Cauldwell Lane route.

	I’m amazed that the Brookfield Way option is even on the scheme. The Cauldwell Lane option is a more workable option than those being put forward.
	
	

	15. Would option C involve increasing the current 30mph speed limit in the residential area? The chances of an accident would be greatly increased with this option.
	It would be unlikely that it would be necessary to increase the speed limit (though this should not be ruled out). Congestion is primarily caused by junctions.
	

	16. Option C would cause congestion during the rush hour and school run traffic.
	
	

	17. Is the Value for Money Assessment the same for private funds as for public?
	No. government money is public money, so there is a clear need for a Value for Money Assessment. Private money is just that, so would not be subject to this assessment. There are, however, still some regulations that it would need to meet.
	

	18. What analysis of actual traffic flow has been carried out in the survey?
	None as such. Number plate recognition was used, but no stop-and-interview surveys were carried out. This was a study of lorries, not lighter traffic.
	

	19. A website looking at Yarraville, Australia drew links between emissions and breast cancer. The survey carried out there showed that life expectancy in areas of large goods traffic was reduced by up to eight months.
	
	Details of the Yarraville Survey are available at http://epanote2.epa.vic.gov.au/EPA/publications.nsf/515bc2fde7bf93f44a2565b6001ee896/2670c9d212a26330ca256d010083b0ef/$FILE/895.pdf

	20. Woodlea Avenue and Brookfield Way already have high levels of noise pollution. There is a lot of opposition to option A. What is the next stage? What can residents do if they object to the routes?
	All the Options have been studied and any change to the agreed policy in the Local Transport Plan will have to go through due County Council process.
	There was a unanimous show of hands in opposition to the Western Relief Road option [option A – all versions]. This was followed by another unanimous show of hands in support of pursuing an option using the motorway.

	21. The options go against government encouragement for children to walk/ cycle to school. There would be massive safety implications, and safety must be a primary focus.
	
	

	22. The Western route is not an option!
	The LCC Officers in attendance do not make the decisions, it is a Councillor decision. The planning authority is HDC, so the decision is two-fold; coming from policy makers at HDC, and Councillors at LCC.
	Silence is taken as agreement.
People who oppose the options should write to Stephen Pointer – Policy Manager, Planning Policy and Economic Development – at HDC (or email: s.pointer@harborough.gov.uk); Ian Drummond – Assistant Director of Transportation – at LCC (or email: idrummond@leics.gov.uk); as well as to both Council leaders.

	23. What value is placed on people’s health? The focus must not be just on monetary cost/ value.
	
	

	24. I have concerns over the Value for Money Assessment, especially if a private investor puts the money up. Such an offer must not be accepted! The Western Relief Road would not be a bypass.
	
	

	25. Ten years ago 1,000 people signed a petition against the Western Relief Road. It had no effect then, so why should we believe it would any different now?
	
	Could the person who noted this petition please contact HDC at 01858 821395, or Rosita Page on 01455 209240.

	26. We are relying on LCC to note the feedback of the people of Lutterworth. Look at solving the actual problems. Any other solutions other than the Brookfield Way/ Bill Crane Way [option A – all versions].
	
	


For further information, please contact:
Janice Bird/ Kyle Barber, Democratic Services, Harborough District Council, Adam and Eve Street, Market Harborough, LE16 7AG

telephone: 01858 821371 email: j.bird@harborough.gov.uk/ k.barber@harborough.gov.uk
The full Traffic Impact Study Presentation can be downloaded via the following link: http://politics.leics.gov.uk/Published/C00000709/M00001996/AI00018924/ForumPresentation21.pdf
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