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1. Qualifications and Experience
1.1 My name is Anne Robinson. I am a volunteer with CPRE Peak District and South
Yorkshire Branch. I have been campaigning on transport issues since 1998 but have no
professional qualifications in planning or transport. I appear on behalf of the Rule 6
Party CPRE PDSY and Friends of Loxley Valley to provide evidence with regard to
accessibility matters.
2. Introduction
2.1 Sheffield City Council (SCC)’s decision includes three reasons for refusal, two of
which are outside the scope of this evidence and are addressed by CPRE/FoLV
elsewhere. This proof is concerned with the second reason for refusal which reads as
‘The Local Planning Authority considers that the proposal amounts to an unsustainable
form of development, as set out in Paragraph 8 of the National Planning Policy
Framework, due to the lack of available local services integrated into the development
and inaccessibility to local services due to the nature, location and topography of the
site and its surroundings’.
2.2 Locational sustainability has been fully addressed in Andrew Wood’s Proof of
Evidence for Rule 6 Party CPRE and Friends of Loxley Valley. In summary allocated sites
in a Local Plan are presumed to be sustainable. Unallocated sites, such as the
Hepworth’s site, do not enjoy that presumption, and therefore they must prove their
sustainability credentials on their own terms, without the benefit of the Plan to support
them.
2.3 The foundation of sustainability depends on the location of the development and its
proximity to local facilities and services essential to everyday life (CD2.44 Travel Plan
Framework Fig 2.1 and para 2.2.5). The layout of the site can assist in reducing the need
to travel and facilitate sustainable travel.
2.4 The appellant claims (CD1.11 Design and Access Statement 2020 3.1) that the
following development measures will help to make the site location sustainable
(implying that it is not) and encourage the uptake of sustainable modes of transport:
• A new frequent and reliable bus service that runs through the Site and stops within
the Site at accessible locations to improve the public transport offer for new and
existing residents;
• New attractive walking and cycle routes that connect to existing public rights of way
to improve connectivity across the Site;
• Streets that maintain low vehicle speeds to make walking and cycling through the
Site a safer and more pleasant experience;
• A development that is not dominated by private cars but provides adequate space
for parking; and
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•

Provision of private and communal electric vehicle charging points. Each property
will have an electric vehicle charging point as will the proposed mixed use building
within the Village Heart (CD1.18 Sustainability Statement, April 2020, 6.1)

2.5 This proof of evidence will demonstrate that the development would not deliver
sustainable development as
• Local services would be inaccessible;
• There would be no realistic alternative to the private car.
3. Local services would be inaccessible
3.1 For new developments, an understanding of how an existing area functions in terms
of movement and place enables the proposed points of connection and linkage to be
identified, both within and from the site, so that important desire lines are achieved.
This process will help ensure that a new development enhances the existing movement
framework of an area rather than disrupting or severing it (CD12.03 Manual for Streets
3.6.13). It would appear this thorough process has not been pursued.
3.2 The Design and Access statement page 22 (CD1.11) and CD2.43 the Transport
Assessment Plan 4 page 68 identifies the time zones (isochrones) up to 2km as the crow
flies from the centre point of the development and various amenities within and beyond
them. It does not specify routes. Within the Institution of Highways and Transportation
(IHT) ‘Guidelines for Providing for Journeys on Foot’ (CD12.02), for walking 400m is
identified as the preferred distance, 800 metres is identified as the preferred maximum
distance for town centres, whilst a distance of 2km is defined as a preferred maximum
for commuting/schools/leisure. A figure of 1,200m is defined as the suggested preferred
maximum for ‘elsewhere’. CD2.43 the Transport Assessment 5.2.13 quotes the 2014
Department for Education (DfE) statutory home to school transport and travel guidance
(CD12.08) for walking distances beyond which local authorities are obliged to provide
transport to school. The appellant then suggests that the maximum walking distance to
schools is therefore 2 miles (3.2 km) for children under 8 and 3 miles (4.8 km) for
children over the age of 8. However, the DfE guidance para 16 (CD12.08) is clear that
routes must be safe and specifically advises that local authorities should ‘make
transport arrangements for all children who cannot reasonably be expected to walk to
nearest suitable school because the nature of the route is deemed unsafe to walk’. For
this development, as I will show, there are no safe or secure routes to any of the
schools, hence these distances are immaterial. The Transport Assessment (CD2.43), the
CIHT Guidelines (CD12.02) and the Manual for Streets (CD12.03) discuss the merits of
these standards and their possible extension but the accepted standards for walking
distances remain as above. The revised 2019 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
and the Government’s 2020 ‘Gear Change a bold vision for cycling and walking’
(CD12.09) make no reference to the standards. However the Government’s recently
published 2021 National Design Guide (CD11.01) refers briefly to a definition of walkable
as ‘Local facilities are within walking distance, generally considered to be no more than
3
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a 10 minute walk (800m radius’. I interpret all this as indicating the Government is
satisfied the existing standards are robust.
3.3 As I go on to show all facilities are on the edge or well beyond the preferred
maximum walking distances, and represent the journey in only one direction. On many
occasions the distances would be doubled by the return journey, making it clear that
this is a prime example of a site that fails to meet existing accessibility standards.
Furthermore, many of the journeys require the use of unsuitable unsafe routes.
3.4 There are no equivalent accessibility standards for cycling distances. The majority of
cycling trips are short by distance, with 80% being less than five miles and with 40%
being less than two miles (CD12.10 Planning for Cycling CIHT 2014). However, the
majority of trips by all modes are also short by distance (67% are less than five miles,
and 38% are less than two miles); therefore, the bicycle is considered a potential mode
for many of these shorter trips. Electric bicycles extend the range that can be cycled
comfortably, and combined cycle-rail or cycle-bus journeys offer an alternative to car
travel for many longer trips.
3.5 The services shown in CD1.11 the Design and Access Statement and in CD2.43
Transport Assessment Plan 4 on the isochrone diagrams include:
• essential services (Stannington Co-Op food outlets, Our Cow Molly Ice Cream, Lidster
Dental Care, Lo’s Pharmacy, Stannington Medical Centre, Deer Park Surgery, Loxley
Post Office);
• travel (bus stops, Supertram terminus at Malin Bridge);
• schools (Loxley Primary, Forge Valley, Nook Lane Junior, Stannington Infant,
Bradfield Dungworth Primary, Shooter’s Grove Primary);
• pubs (Nags Head, Wisewood Inn, Admiral Rodney, Crown and Glove, Rose and Crown,
Peacock);
• leisure outlets (Loxley Driving Range, Hillsborough Golf Club, Robin Wood Nature
Trail, Dungworth Village Hall, Stannington Library, Langlands Garden Centre and
Café, Loxley Nurseries);
• Unitarian chapel.
3.6 The table in Appendix 3 indicates the distance from the centre of the development
(Spurr Classic Cars) to the majority of the above services – those lying outside the 2km
isochrone were excluded. A bowling green lying within the development and a football
pitch and fisheries lying just beyond the 0.5km isochrone have been excluded from the
assessment as they lie within the preferred maximum 800m walking distance. I have
included Robin Wood Nature Trail but it is not well known locally and with so much
outstanding countryside on the doorstep, it appears insignificant. That it has been
included as an amenity, indicates the lack of understanding by the appellant of local
circumstances. I have also added Bradfield School as this, not Forge Valley School, is the
secondary school of choice locally.
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3.7 For consistency of results in the table I used Google Earth maps, with reference to
Ordnance Survey maps, to identify the distance of potential routes for both walking and
cycling, and the time it would take to traverse them. I used the publicly available ‘Ride
with GPS’ tool to obtain the gradients on specific sections of the routes.
3.8 The results indicate that only the 61/62 bus stops on the Loxley Road are within the
800m maxim preferred distance for walking. Three schools - Stannington Infant, Nook
Junior, Bradfield and Dungworth Primary -, Dungworth Village Hall and the Chapel are
within the 2km preferred maximum distance for commuting/school trips but only when
steep and difficult public footpaths are used. Loxley Primary School, Loxley Nurseries
and Langlands Garden Centre are within the 2km walking distance by road. Six pubs are
also within the 2km walking distance but three of them only when the difficult steep
footpaths to Stannington are used. Walking to reach the remainder of the services,
including key convenience stores, is significantly further than the 2km maximum
distance and all of these journeys would be twice the distance if returning to the
development. It would seem unlikely that residents would pop out on foot for a pint of
milk.
3.9 The results in the table confirm that using ‘as the crow flies’ distances is a poor
measure for a journey as it is to be taken on the ground. However even distance on the
ground alone is a flawed measure of accessibility as it does not take account of local
topography - a 1% increase in slope makes a walk roughly 10% less attractive (CD12.11
Meeder M et al, 2017) - or the quality and suitability of the routes. I will show that even
amenities within the 2km preferred maximum for walking are in reality out of reach by
foot and cycle.
Journeys to Stannington and Dungworth
3.10 Journeys by foot to Stannington and Dungworth can be made by a combination of
public footpaths and road, or by road only. Generally footpaths are well signed, with
clear routes, but they are mainly Pennine country walks, characterised by rough natural
surfaces that often become wet and muddy. Their predominant use is for recreational
walks wearing boots or trainers. Footpaths lying within the valley floor are well signed
with clear routes and low gradients but all footpaths climbing south of the valley involve
steep gradients. Gradients range between 12.4% to Stannington centre and 16.6% to
Bradfield Dungworth Primary School. All paths pass through isolated partially wooded
countryside which can be challenging during the day even for adults on their own and
makes for a difficult journey by torchlight.
3.11 The network of minor roads south of the development has an unrestricted 60mph
speed limit and is used by delivery vans, cars and farm vehicle. The roads lack signs,
pavements (except for sections of pavement on New Road) and street lighting, and have
blind bends and overgrown verges with few refuges for pedestrians. Some of the
narrower roads abut directly against walls or hedges. New Road and Loxley Road in the
5

APP/J4423/W/20/3262600 Former Loxley Works, Storrs Bridge Lane, Loxley S6 6SX
Proof of Evidence of Anne Robinson for Rule 6 Party: CPRE & Friends of Loxley Valley

vicinity of Damflask Reservoir have parked cars along them dangerously narrowing the
carriageway for cyclists. At night vehicles have high powered blinding headlights.
Altogether by day or night using these lanes can be an intimidating experience even for
an adult. Such isolated secluded country lanes with fast moving traffic do not provide
the safety or security of a carriageway overlooked by houses, offices and shops with cars
going back and forth at speeds of 30mph or less. I therefore conclude that the character
of these lanes - Rowell Lane, Storrs Lane, Spout Lane and Dungworth Green - does not
offer realistic opportunities for walking or cycling traffic at the present time.
Furthermore with the development in place these minor roads could become busier with
car traffic ‘rat running’ to avoid the congestion at the Malin Bridge gyratory, making
them even less desirable for walkers and cyclists and forcing people who already use the
lanes, as well as new residents, to use their cars.
Journeys to Loxley, Malin Bridge and Bradfield
3.12 Journeys by foot to Loxley can be made by footpath and road or by road only. The
footpaths within the Loxley Valley have uneven surfaces and can be extremely wet and
muddy. Although their gradients are mainly moderate, they pass for substantial
distances through thick woodland arousing personal security fears. These footpaths may
be suitable for leisurely family walks in good weather but are not suitable in poor
weather when for example children may have to spend the day in damp clothing and
muddy shoes.
3.13 Walking to Loxley by road is not a pleasant experience. Rowell Lane has a 60mph
speed limit, a pavement on one side with a grass verge on the other side, and cars often
park along its length, forcing people to walk in the road. Once on the Loxley Road there
is a pavement on at least one side of the road but the speed limit remains at 60mph,
then 40mph until the 30mph limit is reached just before Long Lane. There is one single
designated safe crossing point just before the Malin Bridge gyratory – too late to be of
value to those needing to cross Loxley Road in Loxley itself.
3.14 For cyclists there are no off-road cycleways (except for a short section of bridleway
near Spout Lane which is extremely steep and indirect) and bikes have to be ridden on
roads. The network of minor roads to the south all have steep gradients that make
cycling hard work. There is no clear safe cycle route to Hillsborough or the city centre
unless cyclists use the busy Loxley Road. The cycle routes are not joined up. On the
Loxley Road (the only route examined for cycling) SCC states that this road is popular
with cyclists. However, that does not make it cycle friendly. The majority of people who
are not cycling at present quote danger and intimidation as the main reasons as to why
they are not. The National Travel Attitudes Survey 2020 (CD12.15) found that 66% of
adults over the age of 18 agreed that ‘it is too dangerous for me to cycle on the roads’.
The figure was even higher for women, at 71%.
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3.15 The nearest bus stops to the site are located on the B6077 Loxley Road
approximately 710 metres from the centre of the site. These bus stops are accessed via
the pedestrian infrastructure located on Storrs Bridge Lane and the B6077 Loxley Road
(CD2.06 Ch 3 Site Description 3.42). Buses 61 and 62 provide an hourly service between
0700 and 2000 weekdays and Saturday and a 2-hourly service on Sunday, as of March
2021 (CD2.43 Transport Assessment 11.56). But the service is indirect, touring the
outlying villages of Low Bradfield, High Bradfield and Dungworth. This circuitous
journey takes about 22 mins to reach Stannington amenities and a journey of about 25
mins to reach the Malin Bridge tram stop if you stay on the bus, or 10 mins plus a 10
mins walk of you get off before the bus negotiates Wisewood.
3.16 The closest Supertram stop to the site is the Malin Bridge terminus which is located
4.5km from application site (CD2.43 Transport Assessment 11.57) and is therefore
outside the preferred maximum walking distance. With the proposed extended 52a
service the terminus could be reached by a 10 minute bus journey and around a 7
minute walk (CD2.43 Transport Assessment 5.5.1).
3.17 In conclusion, the only realistic option to reach key services from the
development is to use a car. Offsite walking and cycling routes do not provide a
realistic solution as the currently available routes are unviable and/or hazardous
with no opportunity to create new ones that circumvent these barriers. Walking is
not a realistic option to reach services in Stannington or Loxley as distances are well
beyond the preferred maximum. Most cyclists will be deterred by the nature of the
routes and the traffic using them. The existing and proposed bus services do not
facilitate access to the important Stannington amenities. Thus for the majority of
trips the car would be needed. This disadvantages those without access to a car,
those who cannot drive and the less mobile. The development therefore fails to
meet (i) NPPF policy 91 as it would not achieve healthy, inclusive and safe places…
that allows for easy pedestrian and cycle connections within and between
neighbourhoods; (ii) NPPF policy para 103 as the location is unsustainable; (iii)
CD5.01 SCC Core Strategy Policy 51(b) as it does not maximise accessibility; and (iv)
CD5.17 Policy T28 as its location does not reduce the need to travel especially by
private car.
4. Accessibility within the site
4.1 Vehicle access
4.1.1 There would be 300 dwellings with 649 parking spaces (552 for residents and 97 for
visitors). It is claimed there is one visitor space for every 4 dwellings (CD2.08 Proposed
Development 5.25) but the total number of visitor spaces is given as 97. For 300 houses
it should be 75 spaces which would meet the SCC Guidelines of one visitor space per 4
houses. CD1.10 the Parking Strategy under-represents the visitor parking – it appears to
show only 89 spaces.
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4.1.2 According to CD1.11 the Design and Access Statement 3.1 ‘A development that is
not dominated by private cars but provides adequate space for parking’ would be the
outcome. I disagree. In the SCC parking guidelines 2016 (CD12.18) the minimum parking
bay size is 5m wide by 2.5m long, an area of 12.5m2. There are 649 parking spaces on
site, covering 0.81ha (12.5m2 x 649). The total area of the site is given as 26.9ha on the
application form. CD1.11 the Design and Access Statement 2020 page 56 gives outline
figures for land use – with 14.9ha of retained woodland, this leaves the development to
cover 12ha. Within this 12ha, provision for parking would cover 0.81ha or 6.6%. This
appears to be middle of the range for standard parking provision in housing estates in
Sheffield – for example 8.4% of land use at Owlthorpe (SCC planning application
19/03143/FUL) and 4.5% of land use Platts Lane, Oughtibridge (SCC planning application
18/01543/FUL), was given to parking provision. I believe that this indicates a car
dominated environment that will not help reduce car dependency (as required by
CD12.17 DfT Making Residential Travel Plans Work 2007 and CD12.01 SCC Transport
Strategy 2019) as is therefore key to the sustainability of the development.
4.1.3 The main access to the development would be via Storrs Bridge Lane at the
western end of the development. A secondary access onto Rowell Lane would be limited
to walkers, cyclists, the bus, the residents of the existing cottages and of the Village
Heart Character Area and visitors to the community hub and the bowling green. Thus,
the majority of traffic (residents, deliveries, waste and recycling) would be accessing or
leaving the development via Storrs Bridge Lane. The bus would use the primary route
and share the final 500m on the eastern side of the development with vehicles travelling
in both directions to the community hub, the bowling green, the Village Heart housing
and residents of the existing cottages.
4.1.4 Within the development the primary route to the north of the main river channel
would pass through the Storrs Bridge Lane, Millpond Walk and Village Heart Character
Areas. The width of the carriageway would be 6.5m minimum (although the text gives a
figure of 6m) with a setback strip, a pavement for pedestrians on both sides and a grass
verge with trees interspersed by parking lots on both sides (CD1.11 Design and Access
Statement pp 96-97 CD1.10 Parking Plan). The width of the primary route carriageway is
wider than the Storrs Bridge Lane carriageway (5.6m CD2.43 Transport Assessment 2.2.1)
which has a 60mph speed limit. Increased width for a given visibility, or vice versa, have
been found to increase speed (CD12.03 Manual for Streets 7.4). Hence reducing road
width is one way of controlling speeds. The primary route through the development is
not straight like Storrs Bridge Lane, nevertheless it has sufficient length in each straight
section to allow higher speeds than a narrower carriageway with a width of 4.8m has the
village spine route has. I therefore question how a 20mph speed limit, essential to
encouraging walking and cycling, would be controlled.
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4.1.5 In summary the provision for vehicular access adds up to a car dominated
environment which would impact negatively on modal choice. The development
therefore does not offer a genuine choice of transport modes as required by NPPF 103.
4.2 Pedestrian access
4.2.1 Existing footpaths are shown imposed on the new development (CD1.07 Illustrative
Masterplan) with short extensions beyond the development boundary. There are several
points where vehicular traffic and pedestrians, and pedestrians and cyclists, would
interact:
• Roundel 9 Two proposed cycle and pedestrian bridges;
• Roundel 10 vehicles and pedestrians share a bridge;
• Roundel 11 new vehicle bridge for the primary route which impedes a footpath
(and pedestrians would have to wait for traffic);
• Roundel 12 vehicle bridge;
• Roundel 13 pedestrian and cycle bridge on an existing footpath.
4.2.2 The Design and Access Statement page 75 (CD1.11) indicates there would be three
onsite walking routes, the Riverside Walk, the Millpond Walk and the Woodland and
Green Corridor, although the Millpond Walk is not defined and the Woodland and Green
Corridor is labelled with the same number as the Millpond Walk.
4.2.3 These presentations confuse rather than clarify how the development would be
accessed by pedestrians and cyclists. As the road layouts and crossings are not shown in
detail it is unclear how these would function in terms of movement by all modes. The
sharing of two existing footpaths by cyclists may also cause conflicts. For example, the
new pedestrian/cycle bridge to the east of the bowling green, connects to the valley
bottom public footpath. This is not a bridleway, i.e. there is currently no legal access
for cycling. Although it has a concrete surface, it is well below the minimum width
accepted as adequate for dual cycle/pedestrian active travel use. Expanding it to the
minimum 4m width would alter its character from a quiet footpath to that of an active
travel commuter lane. The valley already experiences conflict between walkers and
cyclists illegally using footpaths. This is but one good example of the fact the
development fails to minimise conflict between pedestrians, cyclists and motorised
traffic as required by CD5.06 Policy BE10 (f). Whilst the pavements for pedestrians
alongside the primary and secondary routes may be appropriate and practicable for all
potential users i.e. the elderly, small children, people with buggies and prams, mobility
scooters and wheelchairs there is no evidence that the needs of these groups of people
have been addressed in the design of the three walks. This means the development fails
to meet the requirements of CD5.06 Policy BE10 (a) (b) (d) and (f).
4.2.4 For pedestrians to feel safe and secure lighting at night is required. CD1.11 the
Design & Access Statement refers to a lighting strategy. ‘Future reserved matters stages
will determine the detail design of the lighting within the scheme, but this D&A
9
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outlines the use of low lighting and other lighting measures that would mitigate light
pollution.’ CD2.22 Health para 14.57 admits that ‘embedded mitigation measures at
the outline application stage are somewhat limited…’ For the completed development,
the lighting strategy recommends that Storrs Bridge Lane, the village spine and the
village squares would be areas which would benefit from permanent low level lighting
solutions for safety and accessibility purposes although this is not shown on the diagram
of the primary route and village spine in CD1.11 Design and Access Statement).
However, no lighting would be provided for the three walks - the Riverside Walk, the
Millpond Walk and the Woodland and Green Corridor. By contrast CD2.08 Proposed
development 5.30 proposes that the 8m open space corridor alongside the river would
have low level lighting and way markers. As there are two versions of lighting for the
walks I cannot conclude what lighting there would be for pedestrians to negotiate the
footpaths or whether it would make night time journeys safe and reduce the risk of
crime or serious crime as required by CD5.06 BE10(b).
4.3 Cycling access
4.3.1 The facilities for cyclists are poorly differentiated. There are repeated claims for
new cycleways. ‘A vital element of this strategy is to improve paths within the Site
that will encourage walking, cycling and running’; ‘The Site proposal could introduce
footway and cycle provision within the Site to enable safe movement and improve
accessibility throughout the Site for cyclists’; to encourage the uptake of sustainable
modes of transport there would be ‘New attractive walking and cycle routes that
connect to existing public rights of way to improve connectivity across the Site’; and
‘Safe, convenient and attractive recreational walking and cycling routes connected to
the green and blue infrastructure network’ (CD1.11 Design and Access Statement pp17,
19, 41). One of the key aims is to ‘Provide an extensive network of new footpaths/
cycleways linking to the broader landscape’; ‘there would be an accessible
footpath/cycleway network running along the 8m wide river corridor’.
4.3.2 The appellant’s aspirations appear to be realised through two river crossings
designated for cyclists and pedestrians, the cycleway linking the Village Heart and the
Woodland Walk areas and the short section linking the primary route and the spine in
the River Walk area (CD2.08 The Proposed Development 5.28, 5.30, Parameter Plan
Access and Landuse, p.11). As the existing public rights of way are all footpaths, it is not
clear how would they provide cycling routes.
4.3.3 Despite the appellant’s claim of cycleways linking into the ‘broader landscape’
this has all been left to chance. Indeed, the new cycling route at the eastern end of the
development is likely to increase conflict offsite by raising the expectation that cyclists
leaving the site in the valley bottom will have somewhere where they can ride
legitimately. If cyclists then started using bikes/ebikes to commute along the footpath
from Rowell Bridge downstream, this would further escalate the conflicts and tension
already occurring on this route. Here SCC has had to erect extensive ‘no cycling’ signage
10
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in an attempt to prevent unlawful cycling creating conflict with pedestrians. There are
similar issues at the north west end of the site, where the public footpath past the
fishing pond to Stacey Bank is even narrower and fundamentally unsuited to (unlawful)
cyclists riding past anglers with roach poles. The fishing pond business has also had to
erect prominent no cycling signs.
4.3.4 The appellant’s approach towards cycling routes does not fulfil the principles of
the Government’s ‘Gear Change’ (CD12.09) which reinforce current policy and include
infrastructure that is accessible to all ages, and joined together to create a connected
network. Cycling schemes must be legible and understandable, clearly and
comprehensively signposted and labelled, and must flow by feeling direct and logical.
Cycle parking should be included in all substantial schemes such as this development.
Consequently the application fails to meet NPPF paras 91, 102(c), 103 and 108 (a);
CD5.06 BE9 as the appellant has not provided a safe, efficient and environmentally
acceptable site layout for all vehicles (including cycles) and pedestrians; and CD5.06 BE
(f) as the development appears likely to increase, rather than minimise, conflict
between all users.
4.3.5 In conclusion the onsite access for vehicles, cyclists and pedestrians with 649
parking spaces gives the impression of a car-dominated environment. I have already
argued above that the site is unsustainable in location and therefore not suitable for a
low car development. However, the direction of policy is towards developments that
reduce dependency on the private car (CD12.01 SCC Transport Strategy 2019). Even
within a development predominantly accessed by car it is still possible to influence
access by different modes according to how the development presents access by foot, by
cycle, and by car and limits its parking. For example:
• The development has not been designed around the road users hierarchy (CD12.03
Manual for Streets, Table 3.2) giving priority to pedestrians, cyclists, public transport
and finally the car, or around the whole development being a home zone;
• With 1.8 cars per dwelling parking spaces for residents are at the maximum, rather
than the minimum and scattered throughout the development; parking has not been
relegated to the periphery. The parking arrangement is standard compared to what
occurs in home zones.
• The Parking Strategy shows a standard arrangement for parking with very visible
visitor parking bays parallel with the primary road and village spine.
• No secure cycle parking is provided for either residents or visitors.
• No provision has been made for a mobility hub or a car club.
4.3.6 In summary the development does not appear to achieve healthy, inclusive and
safe places, that allow for easy pedestrian and cycle connections within and between
neighbourhoods, as required by NPPF para 91; has not pursued opportunities to
promote walking and cycling, as required by NPPF para 102 (c); does not offer a
genuine choice of transport modes, as required by NPPF para 103; and does not
11

APP/J4423/W/20/3262600 Former Loxley Works, Storrs Bridge Lane, Loxley S6 6SX
Proof of Evidence of Anne Robinson for Rule 6 Party: CPRE & Friends of Loxley Valley

ensure appropriate opportunities to promote sustainable transport modes can be
taken up or that safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all users as
required by NPPF para 108. As proposed the development would not make the
footpaths convenient and safe for all users; has not maximized the safety of
pedestrians at night; has not coordinated road crossing points; has not minimised
conflicts between pedestrians, cyclists and motorised traffic as required by CD5.06
Policy BE10(a) (b) (d) (f). The development does not reduce the need to travel by car
(CD5.17 UDP Policy T28). The development does not fully develop alternatives to the
car or maximise accessibility or support sustainable travel initiatives for walking and
cycling as is required by CD5.01 SCC Core Strategy Policy CS 51).
4.4 Movement within the development
4.4.1 The Transport Assessment Table 7.1 and 7.4 (CD2.43) presents peak hour flows
departing and arriving at the Loxley Road Storrs Bridge Lane T-junction. However, there
is no reference to analysis of vehicle movements within the development during morning
and evening peak hours. I do not have access to industry methods and modelling in order
to assess the impact of vehicle flows on the development. I have therefore done a crude
assessment using two scenarios, one when all the vehicles leave at the same time and
one when they leave at 30 second intervals during the morning peak hour.
4.4.2 The Transport Assessment Table 7.1 (CD2.43) gives departure trip rates for the
morning peak hour as 110 vehicles. As the majority (98%) of the traffic turns right at the
T junction, for ease of estimation I have assumed 100%. The Picady output for the Loxley
Road/ Storrs Bridge Lane junction indicates an average delay per vehicle of 9.99secs in
year 2029 with forecast traffic growth and development traffic (CD2.43 Transport
Assessment page 153). With this delay 110 morning peak vehicles would take 18mins to
clear this junction (9.99secs x 110 = 1,098secs or 18mins). Storrs Bridge Lane is 350m
long and would accommodate 70 vehicles (average queue space 5m), so the remaining
40 vehicles would be tailing back into the development but easily accommodated by the
road space. Thus in the morning peak, if all the cars left at the same moment, it would
appear there would be a queue with tailback for up to 18mins. Using the sensitivity test
flows of 136 vehicles departing in the morning peak would give a tailback of up to
23mins. By contrast if vehicles left at 30 secs intervals, then with a delay of 9.99secs at
the T junction there would be no queue. It is likely that the reality lies somewhere
between the scenario with all the vehicles leaving at once and the scenario of departure
at regular 30 secs intervals. This suggests that the junction at the southern end of Storrs
Bridge Lane could be busy during the morning peak with some queuing.
4.4.3 The evening peak hour, with 105 vehicles arriving, is more difficult to assess as a
bus would pass along the primary route every 15 mins and stop in two places sharing the
route with vehicles from Millpond Walk and Woodland Walk Character Areas as they
make their way home. There could be hold ups every 15 mins whilst the bus stopped at
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the bus stops, although theoretically the more passengers that disembark, the less cars
there would be returning.
4.4.4 The development has been designed to allow flexibility in the provision of
recycling and waste facilities but a detailed recycling and waste storage strategy will be
provided at the reserved matters application stage (CD1.11 Design and Access Statement
page 73). I cannot therefore identify the impact these services might have on the
morning peak hour flows.
4.4.5 The development would limit access at its eastern end to walkers, cyclists, the
bus, the residents of the existing cottages and of the Village Heart Character Area and
visitors to the community hub and the bowling green, using a bus gate, a
barrier/bollards (see CD2.43 Transport Assessment 1.1.1, 1.3.1, 3.2.4). However, no
detail is given as to how these mechanisms would work (would signage be reinforced by
cameras?) in practice and stop anyone entering, penetrating further west and using
visitor car parking spaces. Vehicles are free to access the development via Storrs Bridge
Lane and use visitor parking spaces at any time, thereby adding to the onsite vehicle
movements.
4.4.6 Considering onsite vehicle movements in the round I believe there is potential
for some congestion at the western end of the development during peak hours. This
appears to contravene NPPF 103 which requires congestion and emissions to be
reduced and NPPF 108 which requires safe and suitable access to the site to be
achieved for all users. Adequate safeguards may be needed for people living working
or walking at the site or nearby from exhaust fumes, traffic noise and risk of
accident but these are not addressed as required by CD5.06 UDP Policy BE9 (h).
There may be harmful effects from this traffic, including conflict between
pedestrians, cyclists and motorised traffic all of which would contravene CD5.06 UDP
Policy BE10 (e) (f) and (h).
4.5 Shared space and slowing vehicle speeds
4.5.1 The appellant claims a 20mph speed limit on all routes through the development is
inherent in the design of the roads. ‘The access and layout of the scheme have been
designed to 20mph speeds but encourages even slower car movement through design, to
ensure a walking and cycling-friendly development’ (CD1.12 Supporting Planning
Statement 2020 para 4.18). The clusters that connect to the village spine are envisaged
as home zones to give character to the new development and limit vehicular speeds
(CD1.12 Supporting Planning Statement 2020 para 4.18). However, the environment in
my view is dominated by the access needs of vehicles, which would undermine active
travel, and the development has not presented design details to show how 20mph speed
limits or below 10mph speed limits in the home zone would be controlled.

13

APP/J4423/W/20/3262600 Former Loxley Works, Storrs Bridge Lane, Loxley S6 6SX
Proof of Evidence of Anne Robinson for Rule 6 Party: CPRE & Friends of Loxley Valley

4.5.2 There are two distinct types of 20 mph speed limit (a) 20mph limits, which consist
of just a speed limit change to 20mph which is indicated by the speed limit (and
repeater) signs, and appropriate for where average speeds are already low (below
24mph) and (b) 20mph zones, which are designed to be ‘self-enforcing’ due to the
introduction of traffic calming measures alongside the change in the speed limit
(CD12.13 Road Safety Fact Sheet, RoSPA, 2017). There are four main techniques:
vertical deflections such as road humps or rumble strips; horizontal deflections or
chicanes; road narrowing which in itself is not speed reducing, is used to support vertical
deflections but can be speed reducing if reduced to a single carriageway; and central
islands which are not speed reducing unless combined with another measure.
4.5.3 Home Zones unlike 20mph zones, aim to fundamentally change the role and
function of the street, as they are a form of shared space (CD12.14 Roads: Home Zones,
2010). They have three characteristics the speed limit is particularly low – 10 mph or
less; the streets are specially designed to slow down any traffic; and pedestrians have
priority rather than vehicles. Within them cars are parked such that moving vehicles
have to use an indirect route to pass them, the whole surface is paved - pedestrians are
not confined to a pavement, there are trees and shrubs, and vehicles are regarded as
guests.
4.5.4 As I have discussed above the primary route has no obvious design features to slow
the traffic - there is no mention of any vertical deflections, nor are there chicanes.
There may be street trees but these are interrupted by visitor cars parked parallel to
the road. The village spine in the Riverside Walk Area has one village green creating a
central island; in the Woodland Area the village square is separated from the main
throughfare by parking for 6 cars in a block (CD1.11 Design and Access Statement page
56). Hence the ‘design’ to reduce vehicle speeds appears to be largely based on street
tree planting.
4.5.5 In summary the development would not achieve healthy inclusive safe places
that allow for easy pedestrian and cycle connections within and between
neighbourhoods; nor does it pursue opportunities to promote walking and cycling; or
ensure that safe and suitable access can be achieved for all users, particularly for
people with disabilities or prams, as is required by NPPF paras 91,102(c), and 108(a)
and (b); and CD5.10 Sheffield UDP Policy H15(a). The pedestrian routes and
cycleways are not shown to be convenient and safe for all users; the paving, street
lighting, signs, street furniture and road crossing points have not been coordinated;
harmful effects of traffic are not shown to be reduced and conflict between
pedestrians, cyclists and motorised traffic has not been minimised, all of which
would contravene CD5.06 BE10 (a) (d) (e) (f); CD5.01 Sheffield core strategy CS 51
(b) (e) (f).
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5. Reducing car dependency
5.1 On site mixed use
5.1.1 Supporting Planning Statement April 2020 4.11 and 7.2 (CD1.12) identifies that
mixed uses on site could include a home working hub, GP surgery, community workspace
hub, workshop units and a combination of main town centre uses such as a small shop,
café and bike hire, all subject to further surveys and viability. As the floor space of the
proposed mixed use was below the level requiring a retail impact assessment this was
not undertaken. Consequently no evidence is supplied by the appellant to show that a
300-dwelling housing site would enable the proposed mixed use development to be
viable, which leaves its role in supporting the sustainability of the development in
doubt. Experience in Sheffield in major planned areas of new development, such as the
Mosborough Townships, is that local convenience stores/neighbourhood centres, are
hard to achieve even with substantially larger numbers of houses (such as at Owlthorpe).
We therefore consider that onsite provision is highly unlikely in the absence of any
counter-evidence.
5.2 On site bus service
5.2.1 As I have already noted the 61/62 bus service would not provide an adequate
service to the estate. Following discussion with First South Yorkshire Ltd the provision of
a bus service passing through the development for a 5-yr period would potentially
provide opportunity for journeys to local services and further afield in Sheffield without
the use of the car. An extension of the existing 52a bus service would enable the
provision of a service every 15 minutes Monday to Saturday between 0700 hours and
1900 hours, between the application site and key transport and employment locations
such as Wisewood Road (Malin Bridge), Hillsborough Interchange and the City Centre. It
is claimed that this will ensure the potential of a substantial reduction in private car
travel between the site and the City Centre, and through the Malin Bridge junction
(CD2.44 Travel Plan Framework 4.4.4). With the extension of the 52a bus service into
the site, Hillsborough Interchange would be around a 20 minute bus journey from the
site and Sheffield city centre would be around a 50 minute bus journey (CD2.44
Transport Assessment 5.4.9). However, with no services after 7pm or on a Sunday, all
evening leisure visits into Sheffield and Sunday trips are likely to be dependent on the
car.
5.2.2 There is also no certainty this extension would materialise. As this is an outline
application without a developer to engage in contractual obligations, there is only a
non-contractual agreement that the extended service might in principle be possible.
‘First South Yorkshire Ltd in principal (sic) is willing to make changes to the commercial
bus network to ensure that the proposed development at Loxley Road is sufficiently
served by bus. The proposal could operate between 07:00 and 19:00 Monday to
Saturday. We are willing to do this for a sum of £150,000 per annum + inflation for a
duration of 5 years from the service commencement date. Any additional off peak
operation could be added at £32 per hour. We feel the proposal ensures that the site is
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well served by public transport and based on current information available and
experience, we hope the service would be self-sustaining after the 5 years funding
cease.’ (CD2.43 Transport Assessment, April 2020, Appendix 1, letter from First
Commercial Director, Sept 2019)
5.2.3 The occupation trigger that needs to be hit before the service is commenced is
unknown and there is no mention of the service passing through the development from
Day 1 of the first occupancy and before car-borne behaviour becomes the embedded
norm. ‘This service will start at an appropriate point in the construction of properties
to be agreed with the Council. It is intended that this service will run for 3 years from
this point ‘(CD1.18 Sustainability Statement April 2020 6.1). The latter sentence also
contradicts what has been agreed in principle.
5.2.4 Furthermore the 52a does not go to Stannington where the majority of local
amenities are located. There are also well documented problems experienced by the
local community with the reliability of the current 52a service. I asked First if they had
any accurate and shareable data on 52a usage and reliability but they declined to make
this available due to commercial sensitivity.
5.2.5 I also asked First about future plans for the route, including their commitment to
serving the Hepworth site township if it actually gets built. In response I received an
email which casts strong doubt on the future of the service agreed in principle
(Appendix 1). ‘With regards to serving the potential development, it’s something that
we would normally engage with the Local Authority and developers on. We are
uncertain this will happen until we confirm our future network plans. I am truly sorry
that we are unable to provide further information.’
5.2.6 That a 15 minute bus service through a development of 300 dwellings would be
sustained appeared optimistic even before the Covid pandemic. A bus service that would
not take residents to their nearest shopping centre (Stannington), which takes a
circuitous route to the Supertram terminus and which takes 50mins to get to Sheffield
centre is unlikely to attract passengers as their first choice mode for longer journeys.
5.3 Travel Planning
5.3.1 A travel plan framework to encourage sustainable modes of travel accompanies
the application (CD2.44 Travel Plan Framework). The Framework uses DfT’s 5-tiered
‘Travel Plan Pyramid’ of good practice (taken from CD12.17 DfT’s ‘Making Residential
Travel Plans Work’ 2007) which demonstrates how each higher layer builds upon the
more important foundations of the criteria and initiatives below it to create successful
plans. The most important layer of the pyramid is considered to be the base, the actual
location of the development and its proximity to local facilities and services essential to
everyday life. The second layer of the pyramid refers to how the layout of the site can
assist in reducing the need to travel (CD2.44 Travel Plan Framework 2.2.3-2.2.6).
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5.3.2 With these foundations in place travel plans should combine hard measures – such
as new bus stops and cycle ways, with soft measures – such as discounts on season
tickets and help with individual journey planning. ‘All measures should be integrated
into the design, marketing and occupation of the site. In addition, parking restraint is
often crucial to the success of the plan in reducing car use.’ Making Residential Travel
Plans Work (CD12.17 lists these ingredients in its recipe: ‘Residents need to be within
easy reach of shops and services – so that walking or cycling becomes the natural
choice’. ‘Good public transport and a car club can help reduce the need for on-site
parking’. ‘Encouraging compact development that is walking and cycling friendly, with
low parking allowances, is crucial in encouraging sustainable travel choices.’
5.3.3 I have shown above that the development would have none of these ingredients. It
would be poorly located with respect to local facilities and services and would increase
the need to travel especially by private car. Walking and cycling would not become the
natural choice. There is no provision for a car club and parking provision is not
restrained. Travel planning however well-intentioned and effective can be no substitute
for a location that is sustainable.
5.3.4 In conclusion the measures proposed to reduce car dependency are too
uncertain to be realised. The development therefore fails to meet NPPF para 103 as
it would not limit the need to travel or offer a genuine choice of transport modes
within or between neighbourhoods; CD5.17 Sheffield UDP T28 (a) and (b) as the site
is not served adequately by the existing public transport services and the provision
of the extension of the 52a into the site is not secure; CD5.01 Sheffield Core
Strategy CS 51 (a) and (b) as there is no certainty of choice by developing
alternatives to the car and accessibility cannot be maximised as the location of the
development is unsustainable.
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APPENDIX 1 - First Bus Query
From: UK-SSC-Customer Feedback <SSC-CustomerFeedback@firstgroup.com>
Sent: 01 February 2021 09:39
To: Anne Robinson (Dr <anne.robinson@cprepeakandsyorks.org.uk>
Subject: First Bus Query
Case Reference: CC/20/133034
Dear Dr Robinson,
Thank you very much for contacting us with your query.
I have looked into this for you and can confirm that the data requested is commercially sensitive, so it’s not
something that we would provide. With regards to serving the potential development, it’s something that we
would normally engage with the Local Authority and developers on. We are uncertain this will happen until
we confirm our future network plans. I am truly sorry that we are unable to provide further information.
I hope this is useful and has answered your question; however, if you need any further information, please
do not hesitate to contact us on 0345 646 0707 (Lines open 9am to 5pm Monday to Friday, including Bank
holidays).
Kind Regards,
Doret – Customer Services
First Bus Customer Care Team
Contact Number:0345 646 0707*
Email: customerfeedback-ssc@firstgroup.com
Opening Times
Monday – Friday (9am – 5pm)
Bank Holidays (9am – 5pm)
Website: www.firstgroup.com
First Bus Shared Services
Princes Exchange
2 Princes Square
Leeds
LS1 4HY
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APPENDIX 2 OS Map of Loxley
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APPENDIX 3 TABLE OF ACCESSIBILITY OF EVERYDAY NEEDS
Starting from Spurr Classic Cars on the Hepworth site, assuming that pedestrian and cycle access onto Rowell Lane has been improved
as per application, and there is no cycling on any footpaths. The highlighted rows are those that meet the maximum preferred walking
distance for commuting of 2km or less. For Stannington we have used the nearest facility, Lo’s Pharmacy; all other Stannington
amenities are more distant. The walking times are underestimates as some walks take longer when timed on the ground. The
ascent/descent column indicates the metres (m) and feet (ft) gained (+) or lost (-) during the one-way journey.
Destination

Route

Environment

Stannington nearest local
shopping
centre/amenities to
development site

Off-road - via valley bottom
footpath to Rowell Bridge, then
footpath uphill from Rowell
Bridge to Acorn Drive. Then
route through Acorn Hill estate,
via Oak Apple Walk, gennel to
Nook Lane School, Nook Lane,
Acorn Drive, Stannington Road
Off-road -Valley bottom
footpath to Rowell Bridge,
followed by on-road route up
Storrs Lane and Spout Lane to
Stannington Road

Pharmacy; GP
surgery;
Convenience Store;
Post Office; library

Ascent + /
Descent -

Distance

Time

Steep and in places muddy
+118m -12m
footpath up hillside through
fields to Acorn Hill housing +387ft -39ft
estate, exposed to the
elements in bad weather.
Followed by indirect route
through housing estate.

2.1km/1.3miles

31min walk

Spout Lane is a steep and
+120m -12m
in places narrow rural road
+394ft -40ft
with no street lighting or
pavement. There are
several blind bends, which
vehicles tend to negotiate
very close to the road
edge. Pedestrians would
potentially be at risk and
cyclist are at risk of close
passes. In places the road is
vulnerable to surface water
run-off, and therefore to
ice during cold weather in

2.5Km/1.5miles

20

No cycle access from
beginning of journey
as far as Acorn Drive

36min walk

No cycle access on
footpath to Rowell
Bridge
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winter. Rowell Bridge is
narrow and one way with
no pavement. Motorists
often drive over it at
excessive speed to try to
“beat” vehicles coming in
the other direction.
By road - using existing
vehicular access along farm
track to Rowell Lane, then
Storrs Lane and Spout Lane to
Stannington Road
Loxley Old Post
Office No longer a
post office. Now a
convenience store
selling limited range
of daily essentials,
newspapers and
basic off licence

Rowell Lane & Loxley Rd

Bus Stops 61/62
operated by
Powell’s part of HCT

Rowell Lane & Loxley Road

Supertram Terminus

Rowell Lane and Loxley Road

See above.

+120m -12m

2.7Km/1.7miles

+394ft -40ft

21min cycle

Mostly flat
OS map
shows 40m of
climb

2.2Km/1.3miles

+35m -1m

1km/0.6miles

12min walk

3.7km/2.3miles

7 min cycle
Folding bikes carried
44min walk

21

+36m -80m
+118ft -262ft

27min walk
10min cycle

+115ft -3ft
Pavement alongside
unrestricted roads in
countryside then alongside
30mph Loxley Road – single
safe designated pedestrian
crossing point just before
Dykes Lane and the Malin
Bridge gyratory

41min walk

14min cycle
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Through woodland and
open countryside. Unlit.
Surfaces are uneven in
places, and can be
extremely wet and muddy,
especially in winter. Not
advisable without walking
shoes/boots in wet
weather, (i.e. most of
winter)

Mostly flat

Off road - Public footpath
alongside Sykehouse Brook to
Dungworth Green, followed by
road walk up Dungworth Green
to the school.

Footpath up the brook is
steep, uneven, rocky, and
extremely muddy in wet
weather. Unlit and
isolated. No footpath on
first section of Dungworth
Green plus blind bend on
narrow corner, plus steep
gradient 1 in 4 or 25%

+132m -32m

By road - Storrs Lane

Between Rowell Bridge and
Storrs, Storrs Lane is
narrow and steep, mostly
with no pavement. There is
a hazardous blind bend at
the junction with the Spoon
Lane bridleway. 60 mph
speed limit. Traffic often
heavy at peak times due to
motorists using it as a rat
run and de facto outer ring
road linking north Sheffield
to the M1. Rowell Bridge is

+148m -48m

Footpaths adjacent to the river

Bradfield &
Dungworth Primary
School
Nearest primary
school as the crow
flies to the
development site

22

3.9km/2.4miles

48min walk.
No cycle access.
Currently tension
between locals and
cyclists who ignore
access restrictions.
Footpath on several
stretches is inherently
unsuited to the safe
combination of cycling
and walking.

1.8km/1.1miles

No cycle access up
public footpath.

+433ft -105ft

+486ft -157ft

29min walk

2.5Km/2.3miles

36min walk
24min cycle
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narrow and one way with
no pavement. Motorists
often drive over it at
excessive speed to try to
“beat” vehicles coming in
the other direction.

Loxley Primary
School

By road -Storrs Bridge Lane,
Loxley Rd, New Rd, Briers
House Lane, Main Rd,
Dungworth Green

Loxley Rd FW on south side
40mph; FWs on New Rd
narrow with parked cars
unlit; poor sightlines Briers
House Lane no FW one
refuge near top of hill,
unlit; short FW on Main Rd.
No FW on Dungworth
Green; narrow road outside
school with private parking

+109m -9m

By road Rowell Lane, Loxley
Rd, Rodney Hill

Rowell Lane unlit FW on
west, grass verge on east;
Loxley Rd lit, FW both
sides, 40mph changing to
30mph just west of Long
Lane; no crossing; Rodney
Hill FW only on north
covered in parked cars; FW
on south after green
parked cars, no crossing

Mostly flat,
OS map
shows 60m of
climb

2Km/1.2miles

Footpath off Rowell Ln via
valley bottom footpath to
Loxley Rd opp Admiral Rodney;
within 30mph limit; no crossing;
Rodney Hill

Valley bottom footpath can
often be wet and muddy,
(see Supertram route
description above). Public
footpath through fields is
now so saturated during
winter that it is often

+61m -19m

2.5km/1.5miles

23

3.4Km/2.1miles

+358ft -30ft

+200ft -62ft

46min walk
21min cycle

26min walk
12 min cycle

33min walk
No cycle access.

APP/J4423/W/20/3262600 Former Loxley Works, Storrs Bridge Lane, Loxley S6 6SX
Proof of Evidence of Anne Robinson for Rule 6 Party: CPRE & Friends of Loxley Valley
borderline unusable, with
ankle-deep water/mud in
places and torrential runoff.
Footpath off Rowell Ln most of
way to Loxley Rd via Black
Lane, Loxley Rd lit no crossing;
within 30mph limit
Nook Lane Junior
S6 6BN

Mostly flat
OS map
shows 60m of
climb

2.6km/1.6miles

2.2Km/1.4miles

33min walk
No cycle access as far
as Olive Mill.

By road Rowell Ln, Storrs Ln,
Spout Lane, Acorn Way, Acorn
Drive Nook Ln

See earlier comments
about Spout Lane and
Rowell Bridge

+107m -18m

Off-road route via valley
bottom footpath to Rowell
Bridge, then footpath uphill
from Rowell Bridge to Acorn
Drive. Then Oak Apple Walk and
gennel to school.

See earlier comments
about off-road pedestrian
route to Stannington
amenities.

+90m -5m

1.3Km/0.9miles

23min walk

+295ft -16ft

estimate as
Google did not
recognise
gennel short cut

No cycling

+110m -3m

1.8km/1.2miles

29-30mins walk

3.6km/2.3miles

52min walk

4km/2.5 miles

56min walk

+351ft -59ft

Stannington Infant
School

As for Nook Lane Junior

Bradfield School

By road - Along existing farm
track to Rowell Lane. Then
Loxley Road, Long Lane, Kirk
Edge Road

Long Lane is dangerous,
steep, fast 60 mph road, no
footpaths. Dangerous blind
hill brow at summit.

+162m -27m

Off-road - Valley bottom
footpath to Storrs Bridge Lane.
Up Storrs Bridge Lane, right
onto Loxley Road, then
immediate left to public
footpath climbing to Stubbing

Steep, unlit, isolated public
footpath, exposed to the
elements and reaching a
height of nearly 1,000ft
above sea level.

+159m -24m

32min walk
16min cycle

+361 -10 feet

24

+531ft -89ft

+522ft -79ft
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Lane. Then Darwent Lane and
Kirk Edge Road to school.
Forge Valley School

Nags Head

Wisewood Inn

Admiral Rodney

Public footpath along valley
bottom, crossing river at Low
Matlock, then climbing steep
footpath through woods to
Greaves Lane, Myers Grove Ln
and Wood Lane. (alternative via
Acorn Hill and estate roads)

Sections of both public
footpaths can be extremely
wet and muddy. Footpath
from Low Matlock to
Greaves Line is steep,
wooded, away from people
and habitation, and
secluded.

+64m -66m

Spout Ln, Acorn Hill, Greaves
Ln, Wood Ln

Walk bike 450m up Acorn
Hill, estate roads

+120m -122m

Footpaths to Storrs Bridge Ln
then along Loxley Rd

There are alternative
routes slightly longer using
footpaths

+47m -1m

3.3Km/2.1miles

42 min walk
No cycle access on the
sections of public
footpath.

+210ft -217ft

4.5Km/2.8miles

24min cycle

1.4km/0.8miles

19min walk

+394ft -400ft

No cycle access on
public footpaths

+154ft -3ft

By footpaths to Black Ln, then
on road

Mostly flat
OS map
shows 40m of
climb

2.2km/1.4miles

By Road Rowell Lane and Loxley
Road

Mostly flat

2km/1.2miles

Off road – via footpaths

Mostly flat
OS map
shows 40m of
climb

28min walk
No cycle access on
public footpaths
25min walk
10min cycle

25

2km/1.3miles

26min walk
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Crown and Glove

By road Rowell Lane and Loxley
Road

Mostly flat

1.5km/0.9miles

20min walk

Off road Footpaths to
Stannington

+136m -3m

1.9km/1.2miles

31min walk

2km/1.1miles

29min walk

2km/1.2miles

31min walk

2.3km/1.4miles

34min walk

4km/2.5miles

52min walk

2.2km/1.4miles

30min walk

1.9km/1.2miles

31min walk

+416ft -10ft

By road as for Stannington
amenities
Rose and Crown

Off road Footpaths to
Stannington

+113m -2m
+321ft -7ft

By road as for Stannington
amenities
Peacock

Off road Footpaths to
Stannington

+118m -5m
+387ft -16ft

By road as for Stannington
amenities
Loxley Driving Range By road Rowell Lane, Loxley
Road, Long lane

60mph/40mph speed limits

Hillsborough Golf
Club

By road Rowell Lane, Loxley
Road, Rodney Hill

60mph/40mph speed limits

Robin Wood Nature
Trail

By road Rowell Lane, Loxley
Road, Rodney Hill

60mph/40mph/30mph
speed limits

+71m -2m

Dungworth Village
Hall

Footpath via Sykehouse Brook

Steep path with rough
surface

+147m -37m

+119m -2m
+309ft -7ft
+71m -29m
+233ft -95ft
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+233ft -7ft

+482ft -121ft

APP/J4423/W/20/3262600 Former Loxley Works, Storrs Bridge Lane, Loxley S6 6SX
Proof of Evidence of Anne Robinson for Rule 6 Party: CPRE & Friends of Loxley Valley
By road Storrs Carr, Storrs
Green, Dungworth Green and
footpath

+130m -20m

1.8km/1.1miles

30min walk

+427ft -66ft

Loxley Nurseries

By road Rowell Lane to Loxley
Road and Long Lane

60mph/40mph speed limits

Mostly flat,
OS map
shows 50m of
climb

1.4km/0.8miles

19min walk

Langlands Garden
Centre and Cafe

By footpaths on development,
Storrs Bridge Lane, Loxley
Road, Stacey Lane

60mph speed limit No
crossing point

+55m -1m

1.4km/0.8miles

19min walk
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+180ft -3ft

