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A. Introduction 

1. This present review prepared for Whittingham Parish Council demonstrates that the 

applicant has submitted a transport assessment that flouts the guidelines that govern their 

production. Each of the failures to respect the guidelines has the effect of diminishing the 

projected additional traffic flows generated by the proposed development. 

B. Guidance from the Department of Transport and the Ministry of Housing, Communities & 

Local Government 

2. The Department of Transport’s 2007 document ‘Guidance on Transport Assessment’ 

stated that a transport assessment should “provide accurate quantitative and qualitative 

analyses of the predicted impacts of residual trips from the proposed development and ensure 

that suitable measures are proposed to manage these impacts” (paragraph 4.3, 3rd bullet).  

3. This Guidance goes on to emphasise that “These assessments should be undertaken 

using the appropriate analytical tools and methodologies, as agreed with the relevant highway 

authorities” (paragraph 4.17). Furthermore, regarding the use of traffic data, it states that they 

should be “valid for the intended purpose” (paragraph 4.19).  

4. This 2007 Guidance from the Department of Transport was withdrawn in 2014 and 

superseded by the substantially less detailed guidance note on ‘Transport evidence bases in plan 

making and decision taking’ issued by the Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local 

Government.1 The relevant section, last revised on 10 October 2014, states: “The key issues, 

which should be considered in developing a transport evidence base, include the need to assess 

the existing situation and likely generation of trips over time by all modes and the impact on the 

locality in economic, social and environmental terms.”  

5. While the importance of this transport evidence base having a secure foundation is not 

stressed in the 2014 note, this omission is redressed by the Ministry in its National Planning 

Policy Framework issued in July this year. This stresses that “the right information is crucial to 

good decision-making, particularly where formal assessments are required” (paragraph 43).   

B. Trip-rate estimation 

i) Background 

6. The starting point for the transport assessment of a prospective development is an 

estimate of the additional traffic that would flow out of it, especially during peak hours. A 

particular focus is placed on the peak-hour two-way trip rate that it would produce. Once this 

estimate has been calculated, an analysis of this additional traffic flow can be conducted in 

order to assess its distribution across the surrounding road network, and the mitigation 

measures that might be called for. If the residual cumulative impacts on the road network are 

considered likely to be severe, and should mitigation measures not be possible or be considered 

insufficient, a development can be refused on highway grounds (see the National Planning Policy 

Framework, paragraph 109). 

                                                           
1
 The 2007 Guidance nevertheless continues to be used by the transport consultancies as a reference.  



7. The Department of Transport’s 2007 Guidance observed that “there is a range of trip 

rate database tools available that contain national, or in some cases more local, trip rates 

measured for typical land use sites” (paragraph 4.59). This continues to be the case.  

8. The market leader in the provision of trip rate database tools appears to be the Trip Rate 

Information Computer System (TRICS®). The consortium of six county councils behind TRICS® 

describes it as “the system that challenges and validates assumptions about the transport 

impacts of new developments”. The core of TRICS® is a database of inbound and outbound 

transport surveys. In its 2013 iteration, the database contains over 7,150 directional transport 

surveys conducted at over 110 types of development.  

9. This transport assessment for the 06/2018/0884 - Bushells Farm, Mill Lane development 

relies on TRICS® to arrive at its projection of the additional peak-hour traffic that would be 

generated.   

10. Though access to the TRICS® database is by subscription only, the TRICS® consortium 

makes available to the public the Good Practice Guide to which its users are expected to adhere. 

The 2016 guide, 41 pages in length, is available at: 

http://www.trics.org.uk/TRICS%20Good%20Practice%20Guide%202016.pdf 

11. Paragraph 1.6 of the guide states: “recipients of TRICS® data need to be assured that the 

data has been produced in accordance with the guidance contained within this document. It is, 

therefore, the responsibility of all TRICS® users to ensure that full details of how the data was 

obtained, and clear indications of what the data represents, are provided to data recipients”. For 

my part, I am not convinced that this assessment does supply all the required data. 

Nevertheless, the information made available is sufficient to identify the key steps of the 

authors’ analysis. 

ii) Choosing the criteria to filter out irrelevant traffic surveys from TRICS® 

12. Users of TRICS® are expected to draw from the database a representative sample of 

traffic surveys, a sample that both corresponds to the characteristics of the proposed site of the 

development and is sufficiently large that statistically robust conclusions can be established. 

Arriving at a representative sample requires that the less relevant traffic surveys are filtered out. 

For example, when the proposed development is for a site in a rural setting, surveys conducted 

in or near a town centre would be excluded. This filtering is achieved by specifying the 

characteristics of the development location, using the menu provided by TRICS®.  

13. Paragraph 1.6 of the TRICS® Guide states “It is vital that users apply trip rate calculation 

data from land uses which correctly apply to their individual cases.” In paragraph 4.2, it states 

“the importance of compatibility in terms of local population, vehicle ownership, location type, 

etc. cannot be stressed enough.” 

14. Regarding location type, TRICS® has six categories of location for its traffic surveys: 

1) Town Centre; 2) Edge of Town Centre; 3) Suburban Area; 4) Edge of Town; 5) Neighbourhood 

Centre; and 6) Free Standing. Visually, these are represented in Figure 1: 

 

 
 

http://www.trics.org.uk/TRICS%20Good%20Practice%20Guide%202016.pdf


Figure 1: TRICS® survey location categories (2016 Good Practice Guide, p.8) 

 
15. The transport consultants’ characterisation of their client’s proposed development at 

Bushells Farm (06/2018/0884) is set out in Table 1:  

Table 1: Characterisation of development locations for purposes of TRICS® (percentage breakdowns) 

Development 
Town 

Centre 

Edge of  
Town 

Centre 

Suburban 
Area 

Edge of  
Town 

Neighbourhood 
 Centre 

Free  
Standing 

06/2018/0884 
Bushells Farm, Mill Lane   

60.9 34.8 4.3 
 

 

VTC Highway & Transportation Consultancy are presenting the location as an amalgam of 60.9% 

Suburban Area, 34.8% edge of Town and 4.3% Neighbourhood Centre. 

16. Inspection of a map of Goosnargh and Whittingham, Figure 2, reveals the absurdity of 

this characterisation. 



Figure 2: Map of Goosnargh and Whittingham (scale 4cm = 1km) 

 

17. In view of the fact that residents in locations close to a town centre will naturally, as a 

rule, in view of the fact that public transport provision becomes progressively more dense as the 

centre is approached, have a much lower peak-hour car usage than residents of a rural village, 

the implications of this error for the factual estimation of the peak-hour additional traffic flow 

will be obvious. 

18. If this was not bad enough, paragraph 4.6 of the 2016 Good Practice Guide observes that 

the ‘Suburban Area’ main category “can include both sites in quiet residential areas a significant 

distance from a town/city centre, and sites within busy built-up areas just outside the edge of a 

town/city centre.” It continues: “To tackle such issues, in December 2007, a number of 

additional location sub-categories were introduced, and the entire TRICS® database reviewed as 

a result. Users are now encouraged to examine both the main and sub categories [of the 

‘Suburban Area’ main category] to identify compatibility of sites within the selected set.” In fact, 

the consultants who produced this transport assessment did the opposite: the additional 

filtering criterion they applied on the dataset has the effect of specifically removing traffic 

surveys conducted on the outer fringes of suburban areas. This additional filtering criterion is ‘car 

ownership within a five mile radius’.  

19. There are two incontrovertible grounds for qualifying this as professional malpractice: 

 -- The first is from the 2016 Good Practice Guide itself, paragraph 4.3 of which states 

“Care should also be taken to ensure that data fields used in site selection filtering are 

relevant to each individual case. For example, using levels of car ownership as a filtering 

criteria (sic) would seem to be more appropriate for a land use category such as a food 

superstore than it would be for a residential development. For the latter, average car 

ownership per household within a 5 mile radius would not be an effective filter, as it is the 

car ownership level of the households actually making the trips that we would be more 

interested in. Users should take care to ensure that each instance of filtering by database 



field can be justified in the context of the type of development being analysed.” (my 

emphasis).  

-- The second is that the traffic consultants’ estimate of average car ownership per 

household within a 5 mile radius (Table 2) is also manifestly fallacious, as can be seen 

from inspection of Table 4. 

Table 2: Transport consultant’s estimates of average car ownership per household  
within a 5 mile radius (% weights) 

Development under 0.5 0.6 to 1.0 1.1 to 1.5 1.6 to 2.0 Average 

06/2018/0884 

Bushells Farm  
43 57 

 
1.1 

Note:  The average in the far right column is calculated by the author by taking mid-points: ‘0.6 to 1.0’ taken as 0.8; 

‘1.1 to 1.5’ taken as 1.3, etc. 

Table 3 sets out the data on car ownership for Preston from the 2011 census:  

Table 3: Car or van availability in each household in Preston,  
from 2011 Census, disaggregated by household location, absolute numbers 

 

All 
categories: 
Car or van 

availability 

No cars or 
vans in 

household 

1 car or 
van in 

household 

2 cars or 
vans in 

household 

3 cars or 
vans in 

household 

4 or more 
cars or 
vans in 

household 

sum of All 
cars or 

vans in the 
area 

Total 57,567 17,834 24,309 12,249 2,388 787 59,498 

Urban (total) 54,343 17,647 23,273 10,887 1,945 591 53,496 

Urban major 
conurbation 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Urban minor 
conurbation 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Urban city and 
town 

54,343 17,647 23,273 10,887 1,945 591 53,496 

Urban city and 
town in a 
sparse setting 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Rural (total) 3,224 187 1,036 1,362 443 196 6,002 

Rural town and 
fringe 

501 45 203 190 49 14 792 

Rural town and 
fringe in a 
sparse setting 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Rural village 1,310 89 438 555 169 59 2,334 

Rural village in 
a sparse setting 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Rural hamlet 
and isolated 
dwellings 

1,413 53 395 617 225 123 2,876 

Rural hamlet 
and isolated 
dwellings in a 
sparse setting 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Source: Office for National Statistics, NOMIS, QS416EW 

https://www.nomisweb.co.uk/census/2011/QS416EW/view/1946157097?rows=rural_urban&cols=cell 

https://www.nomisweb.co.uk/census/2011/QS416EW/view/1946157097?rows=rural_urban&cols=cell


Transposed into percentages, this National Statistics data gives Table 4.  

Table 4: Car or van availability in each household in Preston, from 2011 Census,  
disaggregated by household location, percentages 

 
Number of 
households 
in category 

Percentage 
of 

households 
with no 

cars or van 

Percentage 
of 

households 
with 1 car 

or van 

Percentage 
of 

households 
with 2 cars 

or vans 

Percentage 
of 

households 
with 3 cars 

or vans 

Percentage 
of 

households 
with 4 or 
more cars 

or vans 

Average 
number of  

cars or 
vans per 

household 

Total 57,567 31.0 42.2 21.3 4.1 1.4 1.0 

Urban (total) 54,343 32.5 42.8 20.0 3.6 1.1 1.0 

Urban 
major 
conurbation 

0       

Urban 
minor 
conurbation 

0       

Urban city 
and town 

54,343 32.5 42.8 20.0 3.6 1.1 1.0 

Urban city 
and town in 
a sparse 
setting 

0       

Rural (total) 3,224 5.8 32.1 42.2 13.7 6.1 1.9 

Rural town 
and fringe 

501 9.0 40.5 37.9 9.8 2.8 1.6 

Rural town 
and fringe 
in a sparse 
setting 

0       

Rural village 1,310 6.8 33.4 42.4 12.9 4.5 1.8 

Rural village 
in a sparse 
setting 

0       

Rural 
hamlet and 
isolated 
dwellings 

1,413 3.8 28.0 43.7 15.9 8.7 2.0 

Rural 
hamlet and 
isolated 
dwellings in 
a sparse 
setting 

0       

Source: Office for National Statistics, NOMIS, QS416EW 

https://www.nomisweb.co.uk/census/2011/QS416EW/view/1946157097?rows=rural_urban&cols=cell 

https://www.nomisweb.co.uk/census/2011/QS416EW/view/1946157097?rows=rural_urban&cols=cell


20. The effect of applying the unwarranted criterion of car ownership within a five mile 

radius and compounding this malpractice by using a gross under-estimate of the relevant figure2 

has the effect of filtering out traffic surveys conducted in areas that rely on car ownership, 

favouring instead surveys conducted close to the centres of urban locations, well-served by 

public transport, thereby placing a markedly downward bias on the estimates of the peak-hour 

two-way trip rates generated by the proposed development. 3 

21. The extent of this bias is rendered manifest by inspection of the maps of the locations of 

the transport surveys from the TRICS® database used in the assessment. These maps are 

presented in a separate Annex at the end of this review.  

22. The filter on car ownership, when applied to the mischaracterised location of the 

proposed development, is so severe, moreover, as to whittle the initial total of 7,150 traffic 

surveys available on TRICS® to less than two dozen from which an estimate of peak traffic flows 

can be drawn.  

iii) Resultant estimates of additional peak-hour traffic flows  

23. The fruit of this data manipulation is a projected additional peak-hour traffic flow of 0.48 

vehicle movements per dwelling (see Table 5). It is noteworthy that this figure is almost the 

same, in fact slightly lower, than that for the proposed development on Camforth Hall 

Lane/Cumeragh Lane (0.50). That Camforth Hall Lane/Cumeragh Lane development, whose 

transport assessment was also produced by VTC Highway & Transportation Consultancy, is 

described by its promoter, Applethwaite Ltd, as a residential development of bungalows for the 

over 55s.4  

Table 5: Two way peak-hour trip rates for the proposed development 

Development 
No. of 

Houses 
Method 

PH 2WT 
per 

dwelling 

Projected 
additional peak 

hour traffic 

Projected 
additional peak 

hour traffic  
(average morning 

and evening) 

 
06/2018/0884 
Bushells Farm 
 

149 TRICS® 0.48 
69 in morning,  
74 in evening 

71.5 

 
06/2018/0590 
Camforth Hall 
Lane/Cumeragh Lane 
 

24 TRICS® 0.50 
12 in morning,  
12 in evening 

12 

 

  

                                                           
2
 Given that the census data is ready available and widely known to be such, it strains credulity to suppose that the 

authors of this transport assessment were unaware that the estimates they produced were erroneous. 
3
 Indeed, as can be seen on the maps, a number of the surveys used in these assessments were conducted within 

comfortable walking distance of a railway station ! 
4
 Opening paragraph of Smith & Love’s letter on behalf of Applethwaite Ltd to Preston City Council’s Planning 

Department, 24 May 2018 



Annex: Locations of the traffic surveys from TRICS® used by VTC  

for the 06/2018/0884 - Bushells Farm, Mill Lane Traffic Assessment 

1. THORPE PARK ROAD, PETERBOROUGH 

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre), Residential Zone 

Total Number of dwellings:     9 

** Precise date of survey not indicated 

 

2. EASTFIELD ROAD, PETERBOROUGH 

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre) Residential Zone  

Total Number of dwellings:    283  

** Precise date of survey not indicated 

  



3. WHITCHURCH ROAD, BOUGHTON HEATH, CHESTER  

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre) Residential Zone  

Total Number of dwellings:    11  

** Precise date of survey not indicated 

 

4. GREYSTOKE ROAD HURDSFIELD MACCLESFIELD  

Edge of Town Residential Zone  

Total Number of dwellings:    24 

** Precise date of survey not indicated 

 



5. GREENFIELDS ROAD, BISHOP AUCKLAND  

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre) Residential Zone  

Total Number of dwellings:    50  

** Precise date of survey not indicated 

 

6. BRONSHILL ROAD, TORQUAY  

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre) Residential Zone  

Total Number of dwellings:    37  

** Precise date of survey not indicated 

 

  



7. ROOKERY LANE, BOULTHAM, LINCOLN 

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre) Residential Zone  

Total Number of dwellings:    22  

** Precise date of survey not indicated 

 

8. YARMOUTH ROAD, CAISTER-ON-SEA  

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre) Residential Zone  

Total Number of dwellings:    27  

** Precise date of survey not indicated 

  



9. DEREHAM ROAD, NORWICH  

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre) Residential Zone  

Total Number of dwellings:    98  

** Precise date of survey not indicated 

 

10. HALING WAY, THETFORD  

Edge of Town Residential Zone  

Total Number of dwellings:    10  

** Precise date of survey not indicated 

 

  



11. NICHOLAS STREET YORK  

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)  

Residential Zone Total Number of dwellings:    21   

** Precise date of survey not indicated 

 

12. GRAMMAR SCHOOL LANE, NORTHALLERTON 

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre) Residential Zone  

Total Number of dwellings:    52  

** Precise date of survey not indicated 

 

  



13. BOROUGHBRIDGE ROAD, RIPON  

Edge of Town No Sub Category  

Total Number of dwellings:    71  

** Precise date of survey not indicated 

 

14. CATTERICK ROAD, OLD HOSPITAL COMPOUND, CATTERICK GARRISON  

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre) Residential Zone  

Total Number of dwellings:    10  

** Precise date of survey not indicated 

 

  



15. NORMANSTON DRIVE, LOWESTOFT  

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre) Residential Zone  

Total Number of dwellings:     7  

** Precise date of survey not indicated 

 

16. VALE LANE, BURY ST EDMUNDS  

Edge of Town Residential Zone  

Total Number of dwellings:    18  

** Precise date of survey not indicated 

  



17. SANDCROFT, SUTTON HILL TELFORD  

Edge of Town Residential Zone  

Total Number of dwellings:    54 

** Precise date of survey not indicated 

 

18. ELLESMERE ROAD, SHREWSBURY  

Edge of Town Residential Zone  

Total Number of dwellings:    16  

** Precise date of survey not indicated 

  



19. WEMBDON ROAD, NORTHFIELD BRIDGWATER  

Edge of Town Residential Zone  

Total Number of dwellings:    33  

** Precise date of survey not indicated 

 

20. ARLINGTON AVENUE LEAMINGTON SPA  

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre) Residential Zone  

Total Number of dwellings:     6  

** Precise date of survey not indicated 

 

  



21. NARBERTH WAY POTTERS GREEN COVENTRY  

Edge of Town Residential Zone  

Total Number of dwellings:    17  

** Precise date of survey not indicated 

 

22. HEADLANDS GROVE SWINDON  

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre) Residential Zone  

Total Number of dwellings:    27  

** Precise date of survey not indicated 

 

  



23. SPRING VALLEY CRESCENT BRAMLEY LEEDS  

Neighbourhood Centre (PPS6 Local Centre) Residential Zone  

Total Number of dwellings:    46  

** Precise date of survey not indicated 

 

END 


