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Technical Objection to Traffic Trip Rate Figures Used by the Applicants 
 
Introduction 
 
The Applicant has used a Traffic Trip Rate of 8.964 throughout a number of documents that 
have been posted on the open access site. This paper challenges the basis of using this 
figure and demonstrates that it is set too low to model the extra traffic that would result from 
the proposed development.  It is also shown that the figure used by the Applicant in their 
submission “Technical Note 10 – Appendix A” both underestimates the traffic impact and 
their conclusions are inconsistent with their adopted figure of 8.964. 
  
Analysis 
 
Table 1 is taken from the Applicant’s “Transport Assessment Rev 3, Appendix BB” 
submission made on 3 December 2013 that they have used to support their modelling of the 
traffic impact during the morning rush hour.  
 
Attention is immediately drawn to the figure of 19.4% of all commutes to work from the 
development will be made on foot. The Applicant makes no claims about providing an 
additional 800 new jobs on site to satisfy the 19.4% of walking commuters claim. The site is 
in a remote location with the nearest employment hub of Wetherby being almost three miles 
away so the prospect of almost a fifth of the workforce walking over three miles is somewhat 
fanciful. Clearly residents on the site will be dependent upon their cars for the commute to 
work. 
 
Table 1: Methods of Travel to Work applied by the Applicant to the TATE Site 
 
 No of Journeys AM Split 

Work Mainly at or From Home  57 8.5% 
Underground, Metro, Light Rail, 
Tram  

0 0.0% 

Train  6 0.9% 
Bus, Minibus or Coach 30 4.5% 
Taxi  0 0.0% 
Motorcycle, Scooter or Moped  6 0.9% 
Driving a Car or Van  457 67.8% 
On Foot  131 19.4% 
Passenger in a Car or Van 22 3.3% 
Bicycle  17 2.5% 
Other Method of Travel to Work  5 0.7% 
   
Total No of Journeys 674  
% of Journeys by Car 67.8%  
   
All Usual Residents Aged 16 to 74  1,749   
Not in Employment  1,018 58.2% 

 



Applying the 19.4% factor to the present time shows that, with c.4,500 people employed on 
the Estate (Applicant’s own figures), c.880 people should currently be walking to work each 
morning. However local surveys show only a tiny fraction of those currently employed on site 
choose to walk. The actual number of people walking shows that the Applicant’s modal split 
of 19.4% grossly over-estimates the situation and that by extension underestimates the 
number of vehicle commutes and subsequent impact upon the local highways.  
 
Similarly applying the percentage bicycle commutes to work to the current existing working 
population of the Estate suggests over 100 commuters using this method. However 
observations show this is not the case. 
 
The Applicants use of a figure of 58.2% of residents between the age of 16 and 74 being 
unemployed is not supported. Given the type, location and cost of the housing being 
proposed it is extremely questionable that it would be able to support a community where 
over half of the residents in this age bracket are unemployed.     
 
Table 2 / Chart 2 show the figures from the Applicant’s submission alongside a realistic 
assessment that takes proper consideration of the nature of the site. 
 
The realistic figures re-allocate the excessive number of journeys by foot claimed by the 
Applicant to commutes made by car resulting in figures of 5% and 82.5% respectively. The 
adult population is estimated at 6,000 for 2,000 dwellings with a realistic ‘not in employment’ 
rate of 25%.   
 
Table 2: Comparison of Methods of Journeys to Work, Applicant’s and Realistic Figures 
 
 
 Applicant’s 

Figures 
  Realistic 

Figures 
 

 No of 
Journeys 

AM 
Split 

 No of 
Journeys 

AM 
Split 

Work Mainly at or From Home  57 8.5%  135 3.0% 
Underground, Metro, Light Rail, 
Tram  

0 0.0%  0 0.0% 

Train  6 0.9%  0 0.0% 
Bus, Minibus or Coach 30 4.5%  225 5.0% 
Taxi  0 0.0%  0 0.0% 
Motorcycle, Scooter or Moped  6 0.9%  45 1.0% 
Driving a Car or Van  457 67.8%  3,713 82.5% 
On Foot  131 19.4%  225 5.0% 
Passenger in a Car or Van 22 3.3%  135 3.0% 
Bicycle  17 2.5%  23 0.5% 
Other Method of Travel to Work  5 0.7%  0 0.0% 
      
Total No of Journeys 674   4,365  
% of Journeys by Car 67.8%   82.5%  
      
All Usual Residents Aged 16 to 74  1,749    6,000   
Not in Employment  1,018 58.2%  1,500 25.0% 



Chart 2: Comparison of Methods of Journeys to Work, Applicant’s and Realistic Figures  
– AM Splits (%) 
 
 

	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  



Trip Rate Analysis 
 
The data in table 3 is taken from the TRICS data presented by the Applicant in “Transport 
Assessment Rev 3 – Appendix U” and shows the percentage split of journeys by time of day.   
 
Table 3: Distribution of Journeys by Time of Day 
 
 

  
Trip 
Rate % by hour 

07:00 08:00 0.529 5.9% 
08:00 09:00 1.105 12.3% 
09:00 10:00 0.611 6.8% 
10:00 11:00 0.539 6.0% 
11:00 12:00 0.565 6.3% 
12:00 13:00 0.587 6.5% 
13:00 14:00 0.585 6.5% 
14:00 15:00 0.618 6.9% 
15:00 16:00 1.002 11.2% 
16:00 17:00 0.946 10.6% 
17:00 18:00 1.017 11.3% 
18:00 19:00 0.824 9.2% 
19:00 20:00 0.027 0.3% 
20:00 21:00 0.009 0.1% 
21:00 22:00 0 0 
Trip Rate Total: 8.964  

 
 
Using the Realistic figures presented in table 2 the number of additional car commutes in the 
AM peak is 3,713. For the AM peak the percentage of all trips is 12.3%.   
 
Dividing 3,713 by 12.3% and then by 2,000 (the number of dwellings) gives a Trip Rate for 
the site of 15.093. Even allowing for an unlikely high of 17.5% of all journeys being made in 
the peak AM hour the Trip Rate is 10.609, significantly above the 8.964 frequently quoted 
but without justification by the Applicant. 
 
Where traffic flow data has been presented by the Applicant inconsistency with their often 
quoted trip rate can be readily seen. For example, in “Technical Note 10 – Appendix A, Link 
Road Assignment” the Applicant presents diagrams showing the net change of traffic as a 
result of the development compared with a 2023 baseline. The net change of traffic entering 
and leaving the region is presented in the table 4 below. 
 
Table 4: Regional Net Change of Traffic Figures - High Street Assignment  
 

Wetherby Road West 1,185 
Bridge -82 
Wighill - Rudgate -83 
    
Net AM change 1,020 

 



Applying the Applicant’s AM peak factor of 12.3% to the net AM change figure of 1,020 
results in a total Trip Rate of only 4.146 which is a factor of two less than 8.964 rate used 
throughout the Applicant’s previous submissions. Once more the traffic impact presented by 
the Applicant has been understated. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The traffic figures presented by the Applicant have been shown to be based on the 
application of inappropriate, inaccurate and inconsistent date.   
 
The percentage split of commuting journeys presented by the Applicant has been shown to 
be biased in favour of walking and cycling. Additionally the number of residents assumed to 
be unemployed and hence not commuting is unrealistically high. Both of these biases mask 
the impact that the proposed development would have upon the local highways.  
 
The use of realistic figures shows that a trip rate between a minimum of 10.00 (as used for 
the East Leeds Extension) and up to 15 (calculated from the applicants own figures, but 
using more realistic numbers for employment, and bicycle/foot modal splits), are more 
appropriate than the Applicant’s rate of 8.964. The latter figure has been used throughout 
the Applicant’s submission so their other documents should be reassessed. 
 
With reference to the Applicant’s submission “Technical Note 10” it has been shown that the 
traffic flow figures in and out of the region are inconsistent with the trip rate figure of 8.964.  
Once more it is seen that the traffic figures presented by the Applicant significantly 
underestimate the impact of the development. 
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