
Dear 

Proposed access arrangements for land north of Brewham Road, Bruton 

(20/02297/OUT) 

I am writing on behalf of Bruton Town Council to ask that Somerset County Council’s 

Highways Department recommends rejection of these proposals as they stand. This is 

because they do not meet the requirements of: 

1. The National Planning Policy Framework paragraph 109; 

2. NPPF paragraph 110; 

3. Department for Transport Local Transport Note 1/20, both in terms of its general 

approach and specifically paragraph 14.3.12 

In the 23-page Travel Assessment submitted on behalf of the applicants less than half a 

page is devoted to cycle connectivity and only 2½ to walking. The extensive appendices 

do not mention cycling or walking at all. In order to address this deficiency, the Town 

Council has worked with members of Bruton’s Safer Walking and Cycling Group to 

develop its own assessment of the accessibility of the development for pedestrians and 

cyclists. The document ‘Pedestrian and cycle accessibility of the Brewham Road north 

development’ contains the detailed evidence that supports the Council’s case. Its 

conclusions are repeated in this letter, which should be read in conjunction with the 

assessment. 

 

NPPF paragraph 109 

As you will know, the Town Council remains of the view that the previous proposals from 

Acorn for alterations to Brewham Road to create a new pedestrian footway with an 

alternate working section for motor vehicles was not safe. You disagreed with this view, 

as did South Somerset District Council’s Regulation Committee (but not its Area East 

Committee). 

The applicant’s proposed adjustments to Acorn’s proposals make things worse. This is 

because pedestrians returning from town are expected to cross the road from the inside 

of a blind corner, at a location where there are three vehicular conflict points.  

LTN 2/95 sets out minimum visibility standards which apply to all pedestrian crossings, 

whether controlled or not. At a conservative estimate, given a 30-mph limit and the 

proposed Gateway feature to enforce that limit, it has been assumed that the 85th centile 

speed will be of the order of 30 mph. (The applicant’s Transport Assessment, despite its 

emphasis overwhelming emphasis on motor vehicles, does not describe current vehicle 

speeds in Brewham Road or any other road, nor does it predict the anticipated speed 

once their proposals have been introduced).  



 

 

The applicant’s drawing J32-4286-PS-010 (extract above) shows a 43m forward visibility 

distance. This view, however, is of the give way marking. It is clear from the diagram that 

the footway itself cannot be seen at this point, and that the forward visibility of a 

pedestrian waiting to cross from the south will be considerably less than 43m. An 

additional issue is that this forward visibility is critically dependent on continual 

maintenance of the hedge to the south of Brewham Road immediately to the east of 

Darkey Lane. Any failure of maintenance will substantially reduce the visibility. 

 

 

This table is taken from LTN 2/95: Department for Transport (1995), The Design of 

Pedestrian Crossings. (We have been unable to establish whether this document is still 

current but think it highly unlikely that these visibility requirements have since been 

reduced). At an 85th centile speed of 30 mph, the absolute minimum visibility is 50m, 

well above the visibility provided by the applicant’s proposals. If, as is quite possible, the 

actual 85th centile speed is higher, the visibility falls even further short of the absolute 

minimum requirement. 

LTN 2/95 further provides that ‘crossings should be located away from conflict points… 

this will give drivers an adequate opportunity to appreciate the existence of a crossing 

and to brake safely’. There are three vehicular conflict points within just a few metres of 



the proposed crossing. As viewed by a westbound motor vehicle, they are the junction 

with Brewham Close to the north, the junction with Bruelands to the south, and the 

alternate working section of Brewham Road directly ahead. There is simply no way that a 

westbound driver will be able to take all this on board and reliably spot and avoid a 

pedestrian. 

In the view of the Town Council this aspect of the proposal is frankly dangerous both 

because the visibility of pedestrians falls below the absolute minimum safe requirement 

and because the crossing is located at three vehicular conflict points. It has an 

unacceptable impact on Highway Safety and therefore is in breach of paragraph 109. 

The application should be refused on this ground alone. 

 

NPPF paragraph 110 (a), (b) and (c) 

Paragraph 110 (a) requires that the applicant ‘give[s] priority first to pedestrian and cycle 

both within the scheme and with neighbouring areas’ [our emphasis]. 

The imbalance of attention given by the Transport Assessment to motor vehicles, 

pedestrians and cyclists has already been noted. The proposals for alterations at 

Brewham Road above are the only off-site provision made by the applicant for 

pedestrians. There are no off-site proposals for cyclists. The applicant has simply 

assumed that the existing network is adequate: 

‘The site is well situated to encourage trips by walking, cycling…’ (Planning Statement 

paragraph 2.1.4) 

‘The Transport Assessment emphasises that these services [the town centre] are within 

a reasonable walking distance from the site….These highways have suitable pedestrian 

footpaths…and so are a well-established pedestrian network for this immediate 

residential area of Bruton’ (Planning Statemement paragraph 7.4.3) 

‘The proposals appropriately support and promote the use of pedestrian linkages into the 

town centre. This encourages more sustainable travel options away from car use.’ 

(Planning Statement paragraph 7.4.4) 

Neither of these statements are true. There is no evidence that the applicant has carried 

out any assessment of the local pedestrian infrastructure, other than the most basic 

desk-top measurement of distance. They have merely made assertions which have no 

foundation in fact. Our assessment concludes that: 

1. Most pedestrians will walk down Brue Avenue into Brewham Road rather than 

follow the applicant’s identified route. This is because the latter is longer and 

requires pedestrians to walk uphill and then downhill again unnecessarily. 

2. The route via the single entrance to the site does not reflect the pedestrian desire 

line to the town centre. It is extremely likely that residents from the centre or 

south of the site will take a short cut through the hedge onto Brewham Road, 

placing themselves at considerable risk by doing so. 

3. The actual walking distance from the site to the town centre ranges from 1.2 km 

to 1.4 km. 

4. The entire development therefore sits well outside the preferred maximum 

acceptable walking distance from the town centre (800m). Extensive and high-

quality pedestrian infrastructure would therefore be necessary to encourage a 

high proportion of residents to walk rather than drive. 



5. There is currently no safe or adequate pedestrian route from the proposed 

development to the town centre. The safest route leads only to the primary school 

and is impassable for some because it includes a flight of steps. None of the 

routes is of a quality and standard that will encourage people to walk rather than 

use their car. 

We do not expect the applicants to address all the problems facing pedestrians in the 

east of Bruton. However, it is reasonable to expect them to assess and make proposals 

to address at least some of the many issues with footway width and quality, and to 

consult the Town Council and local residents about what might assist. This they have 

completely failed to do. 

The application fails to meet any of the criteria of NPPF 110. 

 

LTN 1/20 Cycle Infrastructure Design 

LTN 1/20 is new (July 2020) statutory guidance to Highways Authorities, issued as part 

of the government’s commitment to Active Travel. Amongst other things it notes that: 

‘Cycling must no longer be treated as marginal, or an afterthought.’ (page 6) 

‘New housing development provides a major opportunity to create new and improved 

cycle infrastructure.’ (paragraph 14.3.1) 

The applicant’s Transport Assessment purports to assess the development’s cycle 

connectivity but is positively misleading. Our assessment concludes that: 

1. The proposed access arrangements do not offer safe access by bicycle to the 

town centre or anywhere else, and so will do nothing to enable greater take-up of 

cycling. 

2. The proposed development does not benefit from proximity to the National Cycle 

network. 

The only provision for cycling made in these proposals is for cycle parking on site. Cycling 

has, contrary to the statutory guidance, been treated as a complete afterthought, and the 

opportunity presented by this development has been missed.  

LTN 1/20 is crystal clear about how a Highway Authority should respond to this deficit: 

‘Cycling facilities should be regarded as an essential component of the site access and 

any off-site highway improvements that may be necessary. Developments that do not 

adequately make provision for cycling in their transport proposals should not be 

approved.’ (paragraph 14.3.12) 

The application should be rejected on this ground alone. 

 

Climate emergency 

The proposals are fundamentally inconsistent with the County Council’s draft Climate 

Emergency Strategy: 

‘All new developments will reduce the need to travel to access key services and 

employment opportunities and facilitate sustainable movement patterns in and around 

them by default.1’ 

 
1 Somerset draft Climate Emergency Strategy (2020): Initial Action Plan 



This is because, despite the extensive guidance now available, the applicant has treated 

pedestrian and cycle connectivity to the town centre as an afterthought. The proposals 

are completely inadequate and will inevitably result in a car-centric development where 

residents have little choice but to use their car. In 2020 this is just not good enough.  

 

 


