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Appendix A -  Pedestrian Route Analysis 

Route 1 – Lloyds Avenue, Queen Street, St. Nicholas Street, St Peter’s Street 

�  Imposing buildings on Lloyd Street and Cornhill – traditional financial 
heart of Ipswich  

�  Queen street some architectural interest, shop fronts of poorer quality 
�  St Nicholas’ and Peter’s Streets very pleasant - the public realm: street 

furniture and paving is of high standard and street parking is organised 
along one side of the street; shop facades retain plenty of architectural 
detail, some of the buildings dating from the 17th Century providing 
interest for the pedestrian; café-bars, restaurants and antique shops 
predominate ensuring this is an active street in the night time also. 

�  Route reasonably busy throughout 
�  Direct views are provided from St Peters Street of St Peters Church and 

the R&W Paul Ltd. mill behind it, on the waterfront. 
�  Controlled pedestrian crossing facilities provide easy access to the 

waterfront for those on foot. 

Route 2 – Tower Street, Dial Lane, St Stephen’s Lane, Turret Lane 

�  Tower Street is wide and verdant.  
�  Dial lane and the beginning of St. Stephens’s lane are very narrow, 

intimate streets almost alley-like with bijou shops and small cafés. St 
Stephens’s lane widens substantially at the church becoming Arras 
Square, where a little outdoor market and the Buttermarket Shopping 
Centre are located 

�  At the bus station the route loses definition becoming more of a 
destination than a route to somewhere else 

�  Turret’s Lane is predominantly office/ business and residential and 
evolves to include more industrial units as Star Lane is approached 

�  A direct view is provided of St Peter’s Church on approaching Rose Lane  
�  Blank and relatively inactive (back of Evening Star premises) frontage is 

evident on the approach to Star Lane making the route less pleasant for 
pedestrians by night in particular. 

�  Route lacks definition at junction of  Star Lane where car park is located 
�  No formal crossing facilities provided access for pedestrians to the 

Waterfront 

ROUTE 3 – Northgate Street, Upper Brook Street, Lower Brook Street 

�  Northgate Street is a pleasant street with plenty of architectural interest, 
the bus station is close by and the hill gently descends to Upper Brook 
Street 

�  Upper Brook Street is one of the primary shopping streets in Ipswich with 
some architectural interest but also with many low quality shop frontages, 
very busy traffic wise and little space for the many pedestrians using the 
footways 

�  Lower Brook Street is narrower and notably less busy,  office/business 
use predominates 

�  St Mary’s Church on the Quay is clearly visible from Lower Brook Street. 
A view of the R&W Paul Ltd. becomes apparent as Star Lane is 
approached 

�  No formal pedestrian crossing facilities to Waterfront 
�  The most direct route from Ipswich town centre 

 

 

ROUTE 4 – Cox Lane, Foundation Street 
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�  Cox lane is approached from Carr Street through a partially covered 
pedestrian walkway, a huge surface car park emerges at this point and 
the route thus loses definition; two churches are situated at the car park’s 
entrance/exit. 

�  A view to St Mary’s Church on the Quay and the R&W Paul Ltd. is 
obvious from the junction of Tavern Street with Foundation Street. 

�  Foundation Street is quiet; residential and office/business uses 
predominate. The NCP is the most prominent building and Tooley Court 
adds architectural interest to the route. Surface car parks dominate the 
street as Star Lane is approached causing the route to lose definition 

�  Generally the route is not very busy 
�  There is not much in the way of architectural interest for the pedestrian 
�  There are no formal pedestrian crossing facilities providing direct access 

to the Waterfront  

ROUTE 5 – Upper Orwell Street, Fore Street 

�  Upper Orwell Street is a shopping street; more local in scale; laid back 
atmosphere; colourful facades provide interest for the pedestrian even 
though sometimes shabby, alternative/funky themed shops; some 
boarded up shops. St Michael’s Church also located on Upper Orwell 
Street, grounds quite verdant, ground floor boarded up. 

�  Quality of public realm and shop frontages improves considerably as 
route progresses beyond Orwell Place to Fore Street, shops continuing 
the funky/alternative theme, route reasonably busy.  

�  In general very pleasant route, especially as route progresses to Fore 
Street, lots of cafés and restaurants ensuring the route will also be active 
by night. 

ROUTE 6 – Bond Street, Waterworks Street, Fore Street 

�  Bond and Waterworks streets are less busy, more suburban streets; they 
are dominated by residential use as well as some 
municipal/offices/industrial. Uses other than residential are located at the 
junctions of St. Helens Street, Eagle Street and Star Lane 

�  Some buildings of architectural merit provide interest for the pedestrian – 
these include the Ipswich County Council offices and the Nursery School 
located on Bond Street 

�  There is a certain amount of confusion for the pedestrian regarding how 
to progress from Star Lane to Fore Street – the route through Angel Lane 
is not obvious 

ROUTE 7 – Grimwade Street 

�  Grimwade Street has a suburban feel – residential, office/business, 
educational and municipal uses predominate with some retail use 
opposite Suffolk College. Mix of scales in building height: 2 storey, semi 
detached 1920’s residential mixed with municipal buildings including 
Suffolk College (approximately 12 storeys, behind street frontage), 
Suffolk County Council (4 storeys) and County Hall (3 storey); club 
(single storey);  

�  Route gently descends to Star Lane 
�  Very direct route to Waterfront 
�  View to Neptune Square from junction with Fore Street 
�  Traffic very busy at junctions with Fore Street and Star Lane; relatively 

quiet route for pedestrians though busy at intervals throughout the day by 
the college 

�  Pedestrian crossings provided at both junctions 
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Appendix B – Literature Review 

Ipswich Wet Dock Traffic Study  

 

Assessment Of Two-Way Star Lane (Suffolk Highways Engineering Consultancy, February 
1999) 

In their Development Framework for the Ipswich Wet Dock Steering Group, Llewelyn-Davies 
recommended the conversion of the Star Lane gyratory to provide two-way traffic on Star 
Lane, with College Street reserved for buses, cycles and access traffic only. 

The first stage of this feasibility study by SHEC indicated that such a scheme would be 
possible with small areas of land purchase to improve corner radii, and that no properties 
would require alteration or demolition. The proposed scheme considered did not include land 
purchase for tree planting to fulfil the concept of a tree-lined boulevard given in the 
Development Framework. 

SHEC used a localised SATURN traffic model to assess traffic capacity of the proposed 
network. 

Model runs on the existing road layout indicated that the Bridge Street and Duke Street 
roundabouts were the major restraints on network capacity, acting as “partial dams” 
restricting flow from entering the gyratory system. In addition, junctions along Star Lane were 
considered to be just below operational capacity during peak hours. The existing average 2-
way peak flow east-west through the study area is approximately 3,230 vehicles/hour. 

The Town Centre Sustainable Access Strategy proposal to ban through traffic on Dog’s 
Head Street would result in 50% of that displaced traffic being transferred to the gyratory 
system. 

Modelling of the proposed scheme indicated the following: 

� Star Lane junctions at capacity at 2-way flows of 2600 veh/hour – approximately 75% 
of full demand flow; 

� Peak hour traffic demand approx. 133% of operational capacity, leading to: 

- Traffic redistribution of east-west movements to alternative routes; 

- Changes in driver behaviour (peak spreading, traffic evaporation); 

- Additional delays at Bridge St and Duke St roundabouts, affecting non-east-west 
trips; 

� An increase in modelled eastbound journey time from 4 minutes 20 seconds to 9 
minutes 15 seconds; 

� An increase in modelled westbound journey time from 2 minutes to approximately 8 
minutes; 

� Air Quality issues regarding NO2 for 21 hours a year on Star Lane and Grimwade 
Street; 

SHEC recommended modelling on a wider area using the Ipswich SATURN traffic model, 
but incorporating an elastic trip matrix allowing for trip suppression and modal shift. 

Modelling Methodology 

A localised SATURN model was used, as IBC’s Ipswich SATURN model had not been 
comprehensively updated for some time, and an O/D matrix was estimated using local 
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turning count data. Junction performance parameters were set using journey times and 
queue lengths from site observations. 

Traffic Redistribution and Evaporation 

Evidence from MVA’s ‘Traffic Impact of Highway Capacity Reductions’ report suggests an 
overall reduction in traffic of up to 25% on treated roads is possible, with a more realistic 
figure of around 14%. 

SHEC conclude that the most likely diversionary routes for traffic squeezed out of the 
gyratory would be north of the town centre via Crown Street, and the A14 over the Orwell 
Bridge. 

College Street Closure  

Ipswich Traffic Model 2000 – College Street Closure (Atkins, 2001) 

Atkins used the Ipswich Traffic Model of 2000 to test the implications of closing College 
Street to through-traffic and converting Star Lane to a partial two-way route. The resulting 
positives and negatives can be summarised as follows: 

Positives 

� Opportunity to address balance between motorised traffic and sustainable modes of 
transport 

- Pedestrian and cycle crossings on College Street/Key Street 

- Local traffic reduction would make area more attractive for bus routes 

� Opportunity to re-establish links between the lower section of the gyratory  and the 
Wet Dock. This could serve as an initial step to the full integration of the town centre 
and the waterfront area 

Negatives 

� A modest reduction in traffic on Greyfriars roundabout is offset by the increase in 
traffic in the vicinity of the Duke Street roundabout 

� Limited scope for widening Star Lane results in a displacement of traffic onto other 
roads, meaning that there is no improvement to the circulation of traffic throughout the 
town centre 

- 3-5% rise in traffic flows on the A14 (A12) 

- substantial increase in traffic on Wherstead Road, Nacton Road and Felixstowe 
Road 

� Reduction of total east/west road capacity across the town centre and in the Star 
Lane/College Street area 

Overall, the report concluded that the local benefits of this scheme are overshadowed by the 
spreading of congestion over a wide area of the town and onto the major trunk roads in the 
area. 

Ipswich IP-One Area Action Plan  

Ipswich IP-One Area Action Plan (GVA Grimley/Urban Initiatives, 2003) 

The AAP was produced as part of Ipswich Borough Council’s Local Development Scheme. It 
is focussed on ensuring the urban renaissance of the IP-One area, covering the town centre, 
the waterfront area, Ipswich Village, and Suffolk College. 
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The document highlights problems that need to be overcome in central Ipswich, including: 

� The need for improved connectivity within the town centre; 

� Constrained accessibility within the town centre; 

� Long-term erosion of the town’s legibility, urban form and structure 

� The requirement to deliver a sustainable retail offer; 

� The potential for over-development of certain land uses; 

� Historic buildings requiring economic re-use; 

� The disconnection of the town centre from the waterfront. 

In terms of transportation problems in the town centre area, the report highlights the 
increasing reliance on the private car to the detriment of other modes, which has resulted in 
severance issues from the inner town areas to the west, south and east. 

The report highlights the following proposed major highway schemes, in descending order of 
priority according to Policy T22 of the Ipswich Local Plan: 

� Wet Dock Crossing; 

� West Bank Link Road; 

� East Bank Link Road – running on from Duke Street to the A14 southern bypass, and 
only considered if further improvements to the Port are proposed following the 
introduction of the schemes above; 

� waterfront Green Route – running along Star Lane and involving a new route through 
the Suffolk College site connecting to the Duke Street/Fore Street junction, and only to 
be considered if the Council is satisfied it will not lead to adverse traffic and 
environmental conditions. 

The report judges existing bus services to be generally good, particularly following the 
introduction of the bus gyratory system around the retail core in 2002. However, it notes that 
the strongly radial nature of the network has left the waterfront area and Ipswich Village 
poorly served. 

The poor quality of pedestrian and cycling environment in the outer town centre is identified, 
particularly around the Star Lane gyratory. Three signed local cycle routes run into the town 
centre. These are Route 2 (Bolton Lane), Route 4 (Rope Walk) and Route 12 (Fonnereau 
Road). In addition, a Suffolk CC ‘Cycle Map for Ipswich’ sets out a large number of 
suggested routes that are currently unsigned. Cycling is prohibited in pedestrianised streets 
in the town centre. 

The Action Plan 

The AAP contains four key goals: 

1. Linking the Core to its surroundings (waterfront, Station and College); 

2. Developing the waterfront as a mixed use area while protecting and enhancing its 
special character; 

3. Developing an office/commercial heart to Ipswich around existing and proposed PT 
and ped links; 

4. Developing a University in the Education Quarter. 

The AAP promotes the development of the Wet Dock Island as a high-quality mixed 
residential and leisure environment. 

Ipswich Major Schemes  

Highway Strategic Planning and Regeneration Tests – Technical Note 1 (Atkins, January 
2005) 
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Economic assessment and NATA for a series of traffic options for central Ipswich. 

Based on the Ipswich Traffic Model of 2000, which was growthed from a 1999 model.  Model 
characteristics were as follows: 

� Separate morning and evening peak hour models; 

� Traffic growth from 1999 to 2000 based on all developments taking place between 
1992 and 1999; 

� Traffic growth up to 2021 based on development forecasts in the SCC Adopted Local 
Plan and First Deposit Drafts. This included type (category), location, extent, and year 
of commencement of developments, and Ipswich revised planning data on 
employment; 

� Trip rates established using the TRICS v2004 database; 

� One broad category of vehicles, including cars, vans, HGVs, and PSVs. PCU 
conversion factors used, based on an average HGV proportion for the road network, 
estimated from 1999 manual classified counts; 

� Constant value of time used - £9.63 per hour; 

� No distinction between journey purposes. 

An off-peak model was created based on the peak hour matrices, using 1999 peak and off-
peak traffic counts. 

Fifteen different scenarios were tested. An economic evaluation was solely based on journey 
time savings between the reference case and ‘do-something’ scenarios. The following 
options scored highest in the BCR analysis: 

� Northern and waterfront development (3300 homes), twin Wet Dock Bridge allowing 
traffic across at all times, and New Cut crossing (BCR = 11.1, PVC = £38.8m); 

� Northern and waterfront development (3300 homes), twin Wet Dock Bridge allowing 
traffic across at all times, New Cut crossing, and East Bank Link Road (BCR = 7.5, 
PVC = £77.8m); 

� Northern and waterfront development (3300 homes), twin Wet Dock Bridge allowing 
traffic across at all times, New Cut crossing, SLG modified to 2-way operation, 2-way 
link across Suffolk College between the Fore Hamlet roundabout and Grimwade 
Street, and traffic restricted to access only in Fore Street and the southern end of 
Grimwade Street (BCR = 7.3, PVC = £47.1m); 

� Northern and waterfront development (3300 homes), twin Wet Dock Bridge allowing 
traffic across at all times, New Cut crossing, SLG modified to 2-way operation, 2-way 
link across Suffolk College between the Fore Hamlet roundabout and Grimwade 
Street, traffic restricted to access only in Fore Street and the southern end of 
Grimwade Street, and Suffolk College Eastern Access Road linking the waterfront 
Green Route with St. Helen’s Street via Milner Street (BCR = 7, PVC = £51.8m). 

The worst scenarios in terms of BCR are summarised below: 

� Northern and waterfront development (3300 homes), Urban Initiative proposed Star 
Lane 2-way operation, College Street/Key Street/Fore Street open to 2-way traffic but 
traffic-calmed, 2-way link across Suffolk College site between Duke Street and 
Grimwade Street, signalised junctions between link road and Grimwade Street, Back 
Hamlet, Fore Hamlet and Duke Street, buses and cycles only at the southern end of 
Grimwade Street, and no New Cut crossing (BCR = -15.5, PVC = £12m); 

� Northern and waterfront development (3300 homes), SLG modified to 2-way 
operation, 2-way link across Suffolk College between the Fore Hamlet roundabout and 
Grimwade Street, traffic restricted to access only in Fore Street and the southern end 
of Grimwade Street, and Suffolk College Eastern Access Road linking the waterfront 
Green Route with St. Helen’s Street via Milner Street (BCR = -7.6, PVC = £23.6m); 
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� Northern and waterfront development (3300 homes), Urban Initiative proposed Star 
Lane 2-way operation, College Street/Key Street/Fore Street open to 2-way traffic but 
traffic-calmed, 2-way link across Suffolk College site between Duke Street and 
Grimwade Street, signalised junctions between link road and Grimwade Street, Back 
Hamlet, Fore Hamlet and Duke Street, buses and cycles only at the southern end of 
Grimwade Street, and Suffolk College Eastern Access Road linking the waterfront 
Green Route with St. Helen’s Street via Milner Street (BCR = - 5.5, PVC = £27.4m). 

Star Lane Gyratory Assessment  

Star Lane Gyratory Assessment (Faber Maunsell/AECOM, April 2005) 

Faber Maunsell conducted a study of nine different options for altering the Star Lane 
Gyratory, to determine the most suitable option to take forward in the ‘Sustainable Transport’ 
Major Scheme bid to Central Government as part of the LTP2 process. 

The LINSIG micro-simulation modelling tool was used to assess five key signalised junctions 
along the existing road network, based on the assumption that the individual capacities of 
these junctions will control the overall performance and capacity of the gyratory. All were 
modelled as stand-alone junctions with ped phases added where beneficial and staging and 
phasing optimised. The five junctions are as follows: 

� Star Lane / Fore Street; 

� Star Lane / Grimwade Street; 

� Fore Street / Grimwade Street; 

� Star Lane / Slade Street; 

� Star Lane / College Street / Bridge Street (Novotel roundabouts). 

Due to the lack of accurate Origin and Destination data, assumptions about the redistribution 
of traffic when the network was altered were made using “engineering judgement and 
practicality”. 

The nine options, and corresponding conclusions, are shown in the table below: 
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Table B1: Summary table of options for Star Lane Gyratory 

Option 
No 

Option Description Total 
Cost 
(£m) 

Capacity 
reduction 

(% of 
existing) 

NATA 
Score 

Overall Conclusion 

1 Preserve existing layout/facilities ~ ~ ~  

2 7 new toucan crossings, 1 new puffin 
crossing (Fore St/Grimwade St), partial 
additional ped crossings within existing 
signalised jcts, removal of all existing 
zebra crossings, widening of footways 

where highway width allows. 

1.6 0 +9 Should be adopted for 
Major Scheme bid. Best 

improvement with least cost 
and no third-party 

involvement 

3 As option 2 but with Star Lane/College 
Street/Key Street operating with one 
lane for buses/cycles and one lane for 

other vehicles 

1.6 30 +9 No merits over option 2 
unless much higher bus 

flows were being diverted to 
the corridor 

4 Star Lane/College Street/Key Street as 
two-way routes, no restriction on 

access, improved ped signalisation 

3.7 10 -1 Little merit. High costs, 
capacity loss and negative 

assessment score 

5 Star Lane two-way operation with 
improved ped signalisation, College 

Street/Key Street two-way 
PT/cycles/ped/access only with frequent 

crossings and shared space layout 

3.7 60 +10 Drastic loss of capacity but 
could be taken forward if 
reduction is re-provisioned 

elsewhere or mitigated 

6 College Street/Key Street two-way 
operation with improved ped 

signalisation, Star Lane two-way 
PT/cycles/ped/access only with frequent 

crossings and shared space layout 

2.8 60 0 Drastic loss of capacity. 
Cannot be taken forward 

without wider traffic impact 
study or establishment of 
new east-west capacity 

7 As option 2, plus Star Lane two-way 
extension through the College site to 
Duke Street, Back Hamlet retained, 

Fore Street PT/cycles/ped/access only 

1.6 + 
major 
road 

0 +11 Longer term possibility as 
Education Quarter and east 
Ipswich developments take 

place 

8 As option 2, plus Star Lane two-way 
extension through the College site to 

Duke Street, Back Hamlet closed, Fore 
Street PT/cycles/ped/access only 

1.6 + 
major 
road 

0 +12 Longer term possibility as 
Education Quarter and east 
Ipswich developments take 

place 

9 As option 5, plus Star Lane two-way 
extension through the College site to 

Duke Street, Back Hamlet closed, Fore 
Street/Grimwade Street (southern end) 

PT/cycles/ped/access only 

4.1 + 
major 
road 

60 +13 Drastic loss of capacity. 
Perverse option, eliminating 
Duke St jct bottleneck while 
reducing corridor capacity 

Suffolk County Council Local Transport Plan  

Suffolk County Council Local Transport Plan, 2006-2011 (Faber Maunsell/AECOM) 

Appendices 

Appendix D of the LTP is a note describing the validation of the Ipswich Traffic Model and 
providing details of the assumptions used in the quantitative economic appraisal. 
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The Ipswich Traffic Model was last updated by Atkins in 2000 when it was calibrated to a set 
of 1999 flow counts and speed surveys. The model was first developed in 1989, updated in 
1992, and the networks further updated in 1996, prior to the 1999 re-calibration. The model 
has the following characteristics: 

� Separate AM and PM peak models; 

� Detailed site inventories from 1999 to derive junction saturation flows and signal 
cycles; 

� Matrices developed from RSIs in 1989, subject to matrix estimation to counts in 1992, 
and then further updated with development traffic, and re-matrix estimated using 85 
count locations in the 1999 exercise; 

� Single passenger-car based matrix, combining all vehicle types. 

The Atkins validation in 2000 showed a model reasonably validated in overall flow terms, but 
lacking in detailed coverage in the centre. The journey time validation was reasonable, but 
with a distinct bias to faster journey times. The following conclusions were drawn with regard 
to appraising the impact of the Major Scheme bid: 

� Weak local basis of elderly trip matrix – not fit for purpose of detailed link-by-link flow 
forecasts in the town centre; 

� Outer focus of network detail – shouldn’t be relied on to investigate localised bus 
priority issues on the inner radials; 

� Under-representation of congestion due to faster journey times bias; 

A comprehensive update of the models’ demand forecasts was carried out in 2004, based on 
a site-by-site review of new developments for 2011 and 2021 in collaboration with Ipswich 
Borough Council planners. 
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Appendix C - Consultation 

Stakeholder Consultation Exercise Summary 
Introduction 
 
This note summarises the development of a set of performance criteria and weightings which 
will feed into the assessment of the different transport options proposed for the Star Lane 
Gyratory.  
 
   
Objective 
 
The purpose of the stakeholder exercise was to understand how different interest groups 
prioritise various objectives connected with transport schemes, which would enable us to 
develop a set of stakeholder weightings for the Star Lane assessment. Presently, it is not 
clear how the Department of Transport weights the different benefits of schemes, although it 
is generally thought that the more easily quantifiable benefits e.g. economic receive a higher 
weighting. This is due to the fact that we can assess values of time, operating costs and trips 
generated, whereas environmental and other effects are less tangible and more difficult to 
quantify. As such these criteria tend to be given a lower weighting with the exception of 
cases where the impacts are clearly disproportionate.  
 
However, applying standard weights to schemes can be flawed as it ignores local context 
and the wider objectives of the transport scheme. For the purposes of the Ipswich Waterfront 
Study, this procedure had to bear in mind the overriding objective of improving pedestrian 
links between the Waterfront and Town Centre, and the inevitable increase in congestion 
from the reduction in road capacity.  
 
In order to derive weightings that may provide a truer picture of how different sections of 
society view the objectives of transport, a number of stakeholders were drawn from a list. 
These comprised five groups; planner, developer, business representative, bus operator and 
cyclist. The groups were chosen on the basis of their perceived interest in transport in 
Ipswich and particularly the context of the development of the Waterfront and its accessibility 
to the town centre.  
 
A total of 12 individuals were interviewed. The interview comprised 3 stages; initially 
participants were given 10 point to allocate among 5 key criteria on which transport schemes 
were assessed. These followed the NATA objectives of Environment, Safety, Economy, 
Accessibility and Integration (named Planning to avoid confusion). The second step revealed 
a set of sub-objectives for each of the key criteria, again these generally followed the NATA 
guidance. Interviewees were asked to reallocate the points given to each key objective 
among the subheadings. The third step  described each of the sub-objectives in more detail 
with more relevance to issues regarding the Star Lane Gyratory, Waterfront and the town 
centre. Participants were asked if they wished to reallocate their original scores once they 
had given more thought to each of sub-objectives and how they relate to Ipswich.  
 
 
Results  
 
Table 1 summarises the weighting results for the NATA sub  objective criteria and Table 2 
summarises the weights for the NATA headline objectives, for each interest group. There is 
a reasonably good spread of scores for most the key categories, the largest of which - 60% - 
is for safety. This is mainly attributable to the cyclist scoring this category very highly. The 
next variable  range of scores were for the economy and environment categories. 
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Some of the scores follow what we would typically expect from particular stakeholders. For 
example, the businessman rates environment and safety relatively low while scoring 
economy and accessibility highly. Similarly, the developer gives a low rating to wider 
planning policy while scoring accessibility as highest. The cyclist gives a zero score to the 
economy while rating safety very highly. The planner weighs economic objectives as equal 
to those of planning and the environment.  
 
A simple average of the scores shows safety objectives coming out on top, with 
environment, accessibility and the economy all achieving similar scores. Planning objectives 
achieve a significantly lower average score than the other four criteria.  
 
The key conclusion to be drawn from this part of the exercise is that when put to economic 
objectives are not weighted disproportionately positive over objectives when averaged 
across different interest groups. This is likely to be in marked contrast to the weights usually 
applied by the Department.     
 
 
Table 1: Percentage weights given to NATA sub-objective 

 
 
Table 2: Summary of Weightings for Key NATA Criteria 

 Planner Public  Developer Business Bus 
Op 

Cyclist Average 

Environment  22 23 23 10 35 15 21 

Safety  15 27 13 10 35 70 28 

Economy 23 13 28 38 10 0 19 

Accessibility 18 20 30 28 10 15 20 

Integration 22 17 8 15 10 0 12 

 
 
Scoring 
 
The next step is to understand how each of the potential transport solutions perform on the 
basis of different weightings. This requires another set of scores to be applied for each 
option and so far the only attempt to quantify an assessment of the Star Lane options exists 
in the work carried out by Faber Maunsell (see Star Lane Options report for details). This 
consists of a qualitative analysis of each option based on a performance criteria that loosely 
follows the NATA appraisal framework, with scores for each objective ranging from -3 to +3. 

NATA Sub-objectives Stakeholder Weightings 

Key Ob  Planner Public  D’veloper Business Bus Op Cyclist 

Local Air Quality  8 8 10 2 15 10 
Town/Landscape 9 10 8 6 15 0 

 

Physical Fitness 5 5 5 3 5 5 
Accidents 8 13 8 8 30 60  

Security  7 13 5 3 5 10 
Cars & Freight 9 3 8 18 2 0 
Buses 10 5 8 9 6 0 

 

Wider Econ. Imp 5 5 13 11 2 0 
Pedestrians 14 12 13 12 8 10  

Vehicles 4 8 18 16 2 5 
 P&D Policy 22 17 8 15 10 0 
 Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
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However, it is not clear in the methodology how Faber arrived at the individual scores and 
this is not provided in Faber’s report.  
 
It is also worth noting that as our NATA scorecard does not entirely match that of the Faber 
scorecard, values for some of the criteria (e.g. townscape, wider economic impacts) had to 
be imputed, therefore the validity of these scores is open to debate (and comments are 
welcome!).  
 
In order to rank the options by different interest groups it is a simple process of multiplying 
the scores by the percentage weightings as displayed in table 3. On this basis option 9 
comes out ranks highest in all but one case.  
 
Table 3: Ranking for each option (Faber score x stakeholder weighting) 

Option Planner Pub Sector Developer Business Bus Cyclist Average 

2 6 6 6 6 4 5 5.5 

3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3.0 

4 8 8 8 8 8 8 8.0 

5 2 2 2 2 1 1 1.7 

6 7 7 7 7 7 4 6.5 

7 4 4 4 4 5 5 4.3 

8 4 4 4 4 5 5 4.3 

9 1 1 1 1 2 1 1.2 

 
 
A further step is to derive rankings according to value for money for each group, which 
simply involves dividing the total points score given by each group by the total cost. As table 
4 shows this process gives a different set of results than the sole weightings analysis, with 
option 3 emerging consistently as the preferred option.     
 
 
Table 4: Rankings for each FM Transport Option by Stakeholder 

Option* 
Cost 
(£m) Planner 

Public 
Sector Developer Business Bus Cyclist Average 

2 1.6 4 4 4 4 2 2 4 

3 1.6 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
4 3.7 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 

5 3.7 6 6 6 6 5 5 6 
6 2.8 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 
7 1.6 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 

8 1.6 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 
9 3.7 5 5 5 5 6 5 5 

*option 1 is do-nothing 
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Stakeholder Consultation Letter 

 

«Title» «Initial» «Last_Name»  

«Job_Title»  

«Company»  

«Address_1»    

«Address_2»   

«City»  

«POST_CODE»    

 
 
26 June 2006 
                     

 
Dear «Title» «Last_Name» 

Ipswich Waterfront Transport StudyIpswich Waterfront Transport StudyIpswich Waterfront Transport StudyIpswich Waterfront Transport Study    –––– Stakeholder  Stakeholder  Stakeholder  Stakeholder 

Breakfast WorkBreakfast WorkBreakfast WorkBreakfast Workshopshopshopshop    
Colin Buchanan has recently been appointed by Suffolk County Council and 
Ipswich Borough Council to undertake the Ipswich Waterfront Transport Study.  
The purpose of the study is to consider traffic and urban design impacts of a 
number of transport options that seek to reduce the severance between the 
Ipswich Waterfront and the surrounding areas, including the town centre and the 
Education Quarter.   
We would like to invite you to attend a Stakeholder Breakfast Workshop on 
Tuesday 25th July 2006 (9.00am – 11.45am) at The Novotel, Grey Friars Road, 
Ipswich IP1 1UP.   
This is an opportunity to hear about the options and discuss your views on each.  
The format of the workshop will be as follows:  
 
9.00 am   Arrival - Breakfast  
9.15 am  Welcome/purpose of the event  
9.25 am  Presentation by Colin Buchanan 
10.10 am  Breakout groups/workshop 
11.10 am  Report back and summary 
11.45 am  Workshop close  
If you would like to attend, please contact me by Tuesday 18

th
 July 2006, so we 

have an idea of the numbers attending. This can be done in a number of ways: 
� Call us on (020) 7643 5642  

� E-mail: Ipswichwaterfront@cbuchanan.co.uk  

� Fax: (020) 7309 0906  

� Write to us at: Ipswich Waterfront Transport Study, Colin Buchanan and 
Partners, FREEPOST PAM 5181, 45 Notting Hill Gate, London W11 3BR 
(no stamp required)  

Yours sincerely 
 
 
Caroline Geary 
Consultation Co-ordinator, Colin Buchanan 
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Appendix D – Traffic note 



Memorandum 
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London, W11 3PB 
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The TRANSYT analysis of the key junctions on the Star Lane gyratory and the preferred option 
(one lane –one way as per the existing configuration)  are attached for a scenario in which 15% of 
traffic on all approaches to the key junctions have been removed. (The key junctions do not 
function satisfactorily under existing flows for the preferred option.) 

Under the condition of these reductions, the key junctions on the network will operate within 
capacity, although even with these levels, the Fore St/Grimwade Street node in the morning peak 
only, operates at 100% of capacity with some resultant queuing, and the exit flows to Fore Street 
(west) are too high for a single lane. Based on tests at the Slade Street/Key Street junction, we 
estimate that the maximum flow that can be carried by a single lane westbound on College Street 
is approximately 1,450.  

Consequently, we have also tested the Fore St/Grimwade St junction at a reduction of 25% 
capacity for the morning peak hour - at this level the junction works well within capacity and flows 
exiting to Fore Street (West) are close to the 1,450 limit noted above.  

The main conclusion is therefore that for the junctions tested, a 15% reduction on all arms would 
enable them to work satisfactorily, with the exception of Fore Street/Grimwade Street, where an 
approximate 25% reduction on westbound movements will be needed in the morning peak only.  
We have estimated the approximate reduction required per gyratory approach in the attached 
spreadsheet.       

Estimated impact  

The next issue relates to the likely impact of these reductions.  We recommend that the scheme be 
introduced over a 4- year period, with changes taking place probably in the summer school 
holidays, and in conjunction with appropriate marketing and encouragement of use of alternative 
facilities. At all times the public should be aware of the reason for the changes (primarily the 
AQMA) i.e. they should not be introduced by ‘stealth’ but by an active marketing campaign with 
complementary measures. Introduction over a period of time also allows changes in travel 
behaviour in more achievable ‘stepping stones’. Throughout the process, another objective will be 
to manage capacity through signals to ‘smooth’ traffic flows and reduce congestion within the 
AQMA. 

Breaking down the 15-25% overall reduction required, in any one year, a total reduction of about 4-
5% in capacity is needed, which is lower than most ‘normal’ day to day variation in traffic – typical 
changes from ‘normal’ flows to ‘school holiday flows’ are some 10%. This will be further reduced 
by changes to other modes. These capacity reductions would be introduced by new pedestrian 

To Dave Watson, Russell Williams 

From Atholl Noon 

Date 07/11/2006 

CC  

Job number 113731 

Subject Ipswich Waterfront - Preferred option traffic analysis 
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crossings, adjusted signal timings and finally carriageway changes. So the impact in 
any one year is likely to be very small. 

There are three likely reactions of travellers as a result of the recommended changes: 

1. Transfer to other modes- walking, cycling, buses – given the relatively short distance 
nature of most of the trips using the gyratory, we believe that given the right marketing and 
facilities, a change to these modes of some 10% of total traffic is possible. This implies 
that approximately half of the likely impact of the capacity reduction is likely to be removed 
by this transfer. We do not think this is unrealistic given the low level of promotion of 
alternative modes at present, targeted marketing effort and travel plans on the part of 
major local employers such as the Council’s and University. As a working assumption, we 
have assumed less than this i.e. of the total 4-5% reduction needed per year, a third, or 
some 1-2% will transfer to other modes. 

2. Retiming of journeys – this will also occur – we have no evidence to suggest the likely 
extent of this, but the likelihood is that a proportion of the remaining travellers (say 10%) 
will retime their journeys – this means a further  0.5% of the required 4-5% pa reduction 
are likely to retime their journeys rather than change to other modes.  

3. Rerouting – if we assume that the remainder of trips will reroute, this would be a total of 
some 2.3-3.1% of the required 4-5% pa reduction – we discuss below the likely rerouting 
effect of these trips.  

4. Trip suppression – some trip suppression may also occur, but none has been included in 
the estimates. 

The estimates of the above are based on professional judgement – they have been checked 
against information on e.g. the London Congestion Charge, where some 7.5% of trips retimed, 60-
70% used other modes and about 20-30% rerouted. We believe that less trips will move to other 
modes in Ipswich (London has a very good public transport network, but in Ipswich central car trips 
are short distance) but slightly more may retime their journeys.  

Rerouted traffic estimate 

As a guide to the likely rerouting impact, the results of SATURN test NT15 compared to test NT14 
(undertaken by Atkins in Nov 04) have been used as a proxy. (This was the test of the Urban 
Initiatives scheme of a 2-way Star Lane without New Cut crossing). This distribution has been 
used to estimate the likely impact by road on the screenline of the preferred option in the attached 
spreadsheet. The alternative routes were Crown Street, the A14 and Valley Road. Some traffic 
may have used other routes, but we believe this ‘screen line’ would have captured most redirected 
trips.  

The attached spreadsheet estimates the impact of the ‘net’ rerouted traffic on the above screenline 
in any one year, summarised below. 

Estimated rerouting effect by road per year  
(pcu/hr)    

   AM peak  Pm peak 

 Crown St eastbound  25  19 

 Crown St westbound  15  10 

 A14 eastbound  12  9 

 A14 westbound  34  22 

 Valley Road eastbound  12  9 

 Valley Road westbound  23  15 

 Total eastbound   50  37 

 Total westbound  72  48 

 Total  122  85 
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Based on the above assumptions, which are believed to be relatively conservative if the 
appropriate complementary actions are taken, the actual traffic effect of the capacity reduction 
could be as low as 2-3% per year. Given the above likely rerouting of traffic, the actual impact on 
any one road in a year is not regarded as significant. It is also believed that with appropriate 
support and complementary measures, the ‘stepping stones’ of travel behaviour change will be 
achievable. 

Conclusions 

To achieve the preferred scheme, a 15% reduction in traffic is required, apart from the morning 
peak hour when a decrease of some 25% is required on the northern and eastern approaches to 
the Grimwade Street/Fore Street junction. Estimates have been made of the likely rerouting effect 
of this reduction in traffic, and in all cases this is not regarded as significant.   

 
Impact on buses 
 
Currently, very few buses use Star Lane/College Street west of Fore Street. In the initial stages of 
implementation we would recommend protecting buses by e.g. keeping the existing bus lane on 
Star Lane. For the final scheme we would anticipate bus journey times on the gyratory to be 
protected by: 

• management of internal queues ( e.g. keeping the queue on Star Lane on the Grimwade 
Street approach to relatively low levels, allowing buses joining this road southbound from 
the town centre to pass through the junction quickly)  

• Some queue relocation and bus priority provision e.g. Bishops Hill at Duke Street 
roundabout, which could be signalised, and the entries to the Novotel roundabout where a 
similar approach could be taken.   

  
If more bus services were introduced on the rest of Star Lane and College Street, queues on the 
gyratory itself could be managed in conjunction with signals at Novotel and Duke Street 
roundabout to minimise overall delays to buses. There is also the possibility that buses could run 
(one-way) along the Quayside. 

 

Atholl Noon 
Director 
 

atholl.noon@cbuchanan.co.uk 



Ipswich Waterfront - Estimated impacts of preferred option

% of original 

traffic required Difference

From/to IN OUT IN OUT

East 1410 1305 75% 1058 979 353 326

West 1620 1834 85% 1377 1559 243 275

North 935 609 75% 701 457 234 152

Total 3965 3748 79% 3136 2994 829 754

% of original 

traffic required

From/to IN OUT IN OUT

East 1185 1491 85% 1007 1267 178 224

West 1652 1740 85% 1404 1479 248 261

North 929 626 85% 790 532 139 94

Total 3766 3857 85% 3201 3278 565 579

Assumptions

Am Pm

Number of years over which reduction spread 4 4

1 % reduction in traffic required each year 5.1% 3.8%

2 %  of (1) assumed as mode share change 30% 30%

3 %  of (1) assumed as trips retiming 10% 10%

4 Final traffic rerouting % 3.1% 2.3%

Estimated rerouting effect per year

AM Peak

From IN OUT

East 43 40

West 50 56

North 29 19

Total 122 115

Assumed eastbound 50 56

Assumed westbound 72 59

PM Peak

From IN OUT

East 27 34

West 37 39

North 21 14

Total 85 87

Assumed eastbound 37 39

Assumed westbound 48 48

Estimated rerouting effect by road per year

Estimated distribution AM peak Pm peak

Crown St eastbound 51% 25 19

Crown St westbound 21% 15 10

A14 eastbound 24% 12 9

A14 westbound 47% 34 22

Valley Road eastbound 25% 12 9

Valley Road westbound 32% 23 15

Total eastbound 100% 50 37

Total westbound 100% 72 48

Total 122 85

Existing flow

Existing flow

1x2

One way system - One lane

1x2

One way system - One lane


