






Daventry Transportation Working Group 
 

Minutes of Inception Meeting held at WNDC offices on 19 September 2008 
 
 

Attendees: 
 
VB - Victoria Bennett – Highways Agency 
LM - Llewelyn Morgan – Northamptonshire County Council 
MH - Mike Howell – Faber Maunsell (Representing Highways Agency) 
RT -  Rob Thorley – GVA Grimley (Highways Agency) 
RB - Richard Boyt – Daventry District Council 
MHa - Martin Harrop - (Croudace) 
SA - Stuart Andrews – Stuart Michael Associates (Croudace) 
JM - Jeremy Hurlstone – Dennis Wilson (Monksmoor)  
BM - Bob Meake – Dennis Wilson (Monksmoor) 
IM - Ian McGrane – ITP (Danetree) 
CB - Colin Brader – ITP (Danetree) 
AA - Adrian Arnold - WNDC 
TS - Tom Swift – Savill, Bird & Axon (WNDC) 
AC - Alan Curtis – Prologis 
MR - Mike Roper – Danetree Village Consortium 

 
 

Matters Arising 
 

� Disappointment was expressed by MR that a senior representative of the County 
Council was not in attendance. All other parties, included developers, were 
represented at a senior level.  

 
� VB and MH outlined the additional work it considers is necessary for it to be able 

to fully consider the impacts of the developments on the strategic road network 
(SRN) and to fully inform the Inspector at the inquiry. 

 
� The HA would circulate a scoping note for this further work to the working group 

for comment.  
 

� MH confirmed that the SRN in the area is experiencing stress, although it was felt 
that issues at some junctions would be relatively easy to resolve. The major 
significant problem was the A5 / A45 junction in Weedon.  

 
� MHa suggested that the only reason that the further two applications had 

become embroiled in a conjoined Inquiry was the decision by the HA to issue 
directions.  

 
� VB stressed that the work now being done for the Inquiry had to be done in any 

event.  
 

� MHa expressed concern that the issues now being discussed had been known to 
the highway authorities for some time. Modelling work has already been 
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undertaken and the HA has been involved in the DTS and DIS. Why has this 
concern cropped up at the 11th hour when so much work has been done to date.  

 
� VB confirmed that the modelling work is required because the process that was 

started jointly has not yet been completed. The DIS went part of the way but 
didn’t result in a deliverable access strategy. 

  
�  It was queried whether the concerns of the HA were solely related to Daventry or 

whether this was a broader Northampton Implementation Area (NIA) issue – i.e. 
is M1 J16 affected. 

 
� VB confirmed that the concerns were Daventry specific and that no impacts on 

j16 had been identified to date. There are 5 junctions that are likely to be affected 
as listed in the DIS. Of these the main issue that has been identified is with the 
A5 / A45 junction. Work to date has highlighted this as the key area of concern 
but has not yet identified solutions.  

 
� MHa stated that the developers were under the impression that discussions were 

ongoing and that the HA / WNDC were working to identify solutions that would be 
presented to the developers. It was now disappointing to hear that this is not the 
case. There is a need to understand clearly what level of additional modelling / 
assessment needs to be done.  

 
� MH confirmed that the first step was to identify scenarios to model – specifically 

in terms of what housing numbers should be used. It was clarified that the 
housing numbers proposed by the 3 applications exceeded that required by the 
RSS to 2026.  

 
� RT advised that there was a need to identify which scenarios the HA should 

model. There was a lengthy debate about which housing numbers should be 
modelled with general concensus that the overall number of runs should be 
minimised, given time constraints. (this matter is returned to later in the minutes). 

 
� CB questioned whether all of this extra modelling work would simply show a 

need for the Flore-Weedon bypass. This seemed an obvious solution. MR 
expressed concern that any solution that did not include Flore-Weedon might be 
open to challenge. JM sought clarification as to whether the highway authorities 
were simply seeking developers to fund the delivery of Flore-Weedon. 

 
� MH stated that It was generally accepted that the Flore-Weedon bypass would 

resolve the issues at the A5/A45 junction but due to the uncertainty of delivery of 
the bypass in terms of both funding and environmental acceptability, to make 
developments in Daventry reliant on the bypass could jeopardise growth. There 
is clearly a need to explore other options.    

 
� VB confirmed that the HA was not working towards demonstrating Flore-Weedon 

as the solution. At present the HA is exploring all options for resolving its 
concerns and was keen to explore solutions short of new road building. As well 
as potential improvements at the A45 / A5 junction there was also the possibility 
of exploring corridor management techniques.  
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� CB expressed concern that as the A45 / A5 junction was already at 96% 
capacity, finding a junction based solution would be a considerable challenge. 

 
� LM confirmed that as far as the County Council were concerned the Flore-

Weedon remained a possibility but that it was not necessarily the way forward. It 
too was keen to explore schemes short of Flore-Weedon including measures 
aimed to promoting sustainability within Daventry.  

 
� MHa queried whether it was possible at this stage to predict when Flore-Weedon 

might be triggered. Would the 11,000 promoted in the 3 planning applications 
trigger its provision? 

 
� MH confirmed that the HA could not say at this stage but that it was working on 

the basis that Flore-Weedon is not inevitable and that all options were being 
explored.  

 
� JH highlighted that the difficulties presented at the A5 / A45 junction would be 

difficult to resolve before the Inquiry. Time would also need to be allowed for 
developers consultants to test the conclusions of the latest study prior to the 
Inquiry.  

 
� JH also expressed that view that time would be saved by simply pursuing Flore-

Weedon as the solution.  
 

� IM pointed out that £20k per house was included in WNDC’s proposed tariff to 
cover the cost of Flore-Weedon as was a £20m costing for M1 junction 20. VB 
confirmed that the figure for the M1 j 20 was not provided by the HA and that 
they had raised this as a concern with WNDC.  

 
� Discussion returned to the scenarios that the highway authorities should be 

testing. After further discussion it was agreed that the following 4 options should 
be considered; 

 
1) 6200 – representing RSS planned growth in Daventry to 2021 
2) 9000 – representing RSS planned growth to 2026 and assuming its location 

all within Daventry town 
3) 11000 – the size of the 3 current applications plus town centre development 
4) 14000 – a ‘sensitivity test’ rolling growth forward to 2031    

 
� RB suggested that there was also a need to test each development individually 

which was agreed. 
 
� RB suggested that some changes to the current planning applications may be 

made prior to the Inquiry. MHa queried what scale of change would affect the 
modelling work. MH confirmed that differences of 50 units would be unlikely to 
make a difference but any more than this could have an affect.  

 
� VB expressed a desire for all parties to make a contribution to the undertaking of 

the further work, either financially or by completing part of the work themselves. It 
was estimated that the total cost of the further work would be under £100k.  
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� VB confirmed that the HA would need to do this work in any event to support its 
position at the Inquiry. AA queried what the HAs fallback position would be if 
contributions were not made? 

 
� AA speculated that if contributions were not made then this would be likely to 

limit the information that could be provided to the Inspector. It was suggested that 
it would be open to the Inspector to refuse all 3 applications if he was not 
confident that the highway impacts had been properly assessed and a 
deliverable access strategy identified. 

 
� Finally, MHa registered extreme displeasure at the outcome of the highway 

discussions over the last 18 months given that the planning scenarios and 
applications have not changed and that work on the DTS commenced in 2004. 
Developers were under the impression that the matter was in hand with the 
Highway Authorities. The matter ought not to be only being brought to a head in 
2008.  

 
Agreed Next Steps; 
 

1) Scope of additional work to be circulated by HA for comment. 
2) Do nothing scenario to be circulated by HA to group 
3) Technical Meeting to be set up 
4) Next Working Group meeting to be set up for mid October 
5) Any modelling results to be distributed to team as and when 

available 
6) Developers to consider request to contribute to study 
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Details taken from Faber Maunsell Report: Junction Modelling Summary Note - Interim Note 3 (received 6th February)

Table 1 - Development contributions to modelled flows under different development scenarios

M1 Jn 16 (Appendix C) A5/Norton Road (Appendix D) A5/B4036 (Appendix E) A5/B4385 (Appendix F)

Modelled Dev. Only % Modelled Dev. Only % Modelled Dev. Only % Modelled Dev. Only %

Scenario 1 4,651       303 6.5% 2458 1099 44.7% 2604 1108 42.5% 2296 925 40.3%

Scenario 3 4,574       226 4.9% 2105 746 35.4% 2289 793 34.6% 1815 488 26.9%

Scenario 5 4,459       111 2.5% 1885 525 27.9% 1680 184 11.0% 1551 224 14.4%

Scenario 6 4,576       228 5.0% 2058 699 34.0% 1988 492 24.7% 1692 365 21.6%

Scenario 7 4,557       209 4.6% 1932 573 29.7% 1916 420 21.9% 1629 302 18.5%

Table 2 - Aggregating all Development Flows for Scenarios 5 - 7

M1 Jn 16 A5/Norton Road A5/B4036 A5/B4385

Dev flow % contrib Dev flow % contrib Dev flow % contrib Dev flow % contrib

Scenario 5 111 20.3% 525 29.2% 184 16.8% 224 25.1%

Scenario 6 228 41.6% 699 38.9% 492 44.9% 365 41.0%

Scenario 7 209 38.1% 573 31.9% 420 38.3% 302 33.9%

TOTAL 548 100% 1797 100% 1096 100% 891 100%

Table 3 - Proportioning Contributions to Scenario 1  based upon Table 2, above

M1 Jn 16 A5/Norton Road A5/B4036 A5/B4385

Split Vehicles Split Vehicles Split Vehicles Split Vehicles

Scenario 1 303 1099 1108 925

Scenario 5 20.3% 61 29.2% 321 16.8% 186 25.1% 233

Scenario 6 41.6% 126 38.9% 427 44.9% 497 41.0% 379

Scenario 7 38.1% 116 31.9% 350 38.3% 425 33.9% 314

Table 4 - Aggregating Development Flows for Scenarios 5 and 6

M1 Jn 16 A5/Norton Road A5/B4036 A5/B4385

Dev flow % contrib Dev flow % contrib Dev flow % contrib Dev flow % contrib

Scenario 5 111 32.7% 525 42.9% 184 27.2% 224 38.0%

Scenario 6 228 67.3% 699 57.1% 492 72.8% 365 62.0%

TOTAL 339 100% 1224 100% 676 100% 589 100%

Table 5 - Proportioning Contributions to Scenario 3 based upon Table 4, above

M1 Jn 16 A5/Norton Road A5/B4036 A5/B4385

Split Vehicles Split Vehicles Split Vehicles Split Vehicles

Scenario 3 226 746 793 488

Scenario 5 32.7% 74 42.9% 320 27.2% 216 38.0% 186

Scenario 6 67.3% 152 57.1% 426 72.8% 577 62.0% 302

   APPENDIX 17
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Details taken from Arup/NCC Report: Daventry Public Inquiry Modelling - Technical Note (FINAL)

Junction 1 - A425/ A45/ B4038 CF = Church Fields

MM = Monksmoor Farm

Reference Case DT = Danetree

A425 North A45 East A45 South B4038 West Total

A425 North 0 323 96 40 459

A45 East 352 0 581 240 1173

A45 South 95 531 0 65 691

B4038 West 42 233 69 0 344

2667

Option 5 (MM)

A425 North A45 East A45 South B4038 West Total

A425 North 0 414 92 43 549

A45 East 545 0 684 317 1546 Option 5 Development Traffic = 397 vph

A45 South 86 486 0 50 622

B4038 West 44 248 55 0 347 Option 5 Percentage Contribution by MM    (397/3064) 12.96%

3064

Option 6 (CF)

A425 North A45 East A45 South B4038 West Total

A425 North 0 531 109 50 690

A45 East 576 0 726 333 1635 Option 6 Development Traffic = 665 vph

A45 South 84 515 0 49 648

B4038 West 43 262 54 0 359 Option 6 Percentage Contribution by CF    (665/3332) 19.96%

3332

Option 7 (DT)

A425 North A45 East A45 South B4038 West Total

A425 North 0 344 123 164 631

A45 East 860 0 423 564 1847 Option 7 Development Traffic = 747 vph

A45 South 156 214 0 102 472

B4038 West 162 222 80 0 464 Option 7 Percentage Contribution by DT    (747/3414) 21.88%

3414

Option 1 (MM/CF & DT)

A425 North A45 East A45 South B4038 West Total

A425 North 0 661 73 64 798

A45 East 825 0 674 584 2083 Option 1 Development Traffic = 1170 vph

A45 South 53 394 0 38 485

B4038 West 51 378 42 0 471 Option 1 Percentage Contribution by MM/CF&DT  (1170/3837) 30.49%

3837

Option 3 (CF/MM)

A425 North A45 East A45 South B4038 West Total

A425 North 0 621 114 55 790

A45 East 637 0 714 347 1698 Option 3 Development Traffic = 811 vph

A45 South 81 497 0 44 622

B4038 West 45 273 50 0 368 Option 3 Percentage Contribution by CF/MM    (811/3478) 23.32%

3478

APPENDIX 18
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Details taken from Arup/NCC Report: Daventry Public Inquiry Modelling - Technical Note (FINAL)

CF = Church Fields

Junction 17 - Badby Road/ Western Avenue MM = Monksmoor Farm

DT = Danetree

Reference Case

Western Avenue

South East to Badby Road

Badby Road West

Right/Ahead/Left

Western Avenue

North West to Badby 

Road

Badby Road Right/

Ahead/ Left Total

Western Avenue

South East to Badby Road 0 59 15 53 127

Badby Road West

Right/Ahead/Left 122 0 74 252 448

Western Avenue

North West to Badby Road
38 87 0 77 202

Badby Road Right/

Ahead/ Left 97 224 59 0 380

1157

Option 5 (MM)

Western Avenue

South East to Badby Road

Badby Road West

Right/Ahead/Left

Western Avenue

North West to Badby 

Road

Badby Road Right/

Ahead/ Left Total

Western Avenue

South East to Badby Road
0 77 20 59 156

Badby Road West

Right/Ahead/Left 135 0 81 235 451 Option 5 Development Traffic = 29 vph

Western Avenue

North West to Badby Road
46 103 0 79 228

Badby Road Right/

Ahead/ Left 91 206 54 0 351 Option 5 Percentage

1186 Contribution by MM  (29/1186) 2.45%

Option 6 (CF)

Western Avenue

South East to Badby Road

Badby Road West

Right/Ahead/Left

Western Avenue

North West to Badby 

Road

Badby Road Right/

Ahead/ Left Total

Western Avenue

South East to Badby Road
0 86 25 65 176

Badby Road West

Right/Ahead/Left 153 0 86 223 462 Option 6 Development Traffic = 75 vph

Western Avenue

North West to Badby Road
56 109 0 82 247

Badby Road Right/

Ahead/ Left 99 192 56 0 347 Option 6 Percentage

1232 Contribution by CF  (75/1232) 6.09%

Option 7 (DT)

Western Avenue

South East to Badby Road

Badby Road West

Right/Ahead/Left

Western Avenue

North West to Badby 

Road

Badby Road Right/

Ahead/ Left Total

Western Avenue

South East to Badby Road
0 85 26 62 173

Badby Road West

Right/Ahead/Left 161 0 97 236 494 Option 7 Development Traffic = 74 vph

Western Avenue

North West to Badby Road
51 103 0 75 229

Badby Road Right/

Ahead/ Left 93 186 56 0 335 Option 7 Percentage

1231 Contribution by DT  (74/1231) 6.01%

Option 1 (MM/CF & DT)

Western Avenue

South East to Badby Road

Badby Road West

Right/Ahead/Left

Western Avenue

North West to Badby 

Road

Badby Road Right/

Ahead/ Left Total

Western Avenue

South East to Badby Road
0 90 37 76 203

Badby Road West

Right/Ahead/Left 143 0 108 224 475 Option 1 Development Traffic = 113 vph

Western Avenue

North West to Badby Road
57 106 0 90 253

Badby Road Right/

Ahead/ Left 94 174 71 0 339 Option 1 Percentage Contribution 

1270 by MM/CF&DT  (113/1270) 8.90%

Option 3 (CF/MM)

Western Avenue

South East to Badby Road

Badby Road West

Right/Ahead/Left

Western Avenue

North West to Badby 

Road

Badby Road Right/

Ahead/ Left Total

Western Avenue

South East to Badby Road
0 86 28 69 183

Badby Road West

Right/Ahead/Left 156 0 94 229 479 Option 3 Development Traffic = 133 vph
Western Avenue

North West to Badby Road
63 115 0 93 271

Badby Road Right/

Ahead/ Left 104 190 63 0 357 Option 3 Percentage 

1290 Contribution by CF/MM  (133/1290) 10.31%

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENTS KEY:
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