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Professor Colin Reeves, BSc MPhil PhD Cstat

Brief Biography:
I am Professor Emeritus of Operational Research at Coventry University. Before 
retirement, I taught and researched extensively in the area of statistical modelling in such 
fields relevant to this Hearing as simulation, transport networks, planning and 
econometrics.

Issue 3b (SW Rugby)

Question 1

a) No comment.

b) 1. The plan will severely degrade a significant area of green infrastructure in 
and around Cawston Spinney, as well as destroying what currently is a major factor 
in making Rugby a “delightful and attractive” place to live—the landscape character 
of SouthWest Rugby. Valuable (if not grade 1) and productive agricultural land will 
be lost.The character of the historic village of Dunchurch will be lost forever, and 
that of Thurlaston with its important Conservation Area on the north shore of 
Draycote Water will be threatened with substantial (and increasing) traffic, noise, air
and light pollution. Meadows to the north of the B4429, frequently waterlogged in 
winter, have the potential to become a flood risk.

c) 2. The proposals in the RBLP purport to mitigate the traffic-related impact on 
Dunchurch, but what simulation modelling that has been done suggests otherwise. 
The initial Strategic Transport Assessment (STA) was carried out using a local 
version of a National Trip End Model (NTEM) that was based on very outdated data 
and had not been properly validated. A new model was commissioned, but did not 
become available in time for the consultation—indeed, not in time for the full council
vote on June 21, 2017. It is doubtful if anyone in the Planning dept, let alone 
councillors or the general public had time to evaluate it properly before that vote. 

3. An interim study (by Vectos Microsim—VM) focused on the Dunchurch 
crossroads had appeared, but that ignored the RBLP, considering only the impact of
another development on Ashlawn Rd. It was clear that congestion would continue, 
even with a stopgap redesign of the road junction. Initially, queues would be a little 
shorter. Air quality (which regularly exceeds legal limits in Dunchurch) would also 
improve slightly in the short term, but within a few years would be worse than 
currently. It is clear that both here and on the Gyratory (which also has illegal levels 
of air pollution) no further mitigation is feasible. 

4. Finally, as for the promotion of sustainable modes of travel, very little is said 
in the STA. The word “sustainable” occurs frequently in the RBLP, but with little 
discussion as to how sustainable transport, for example is to be achieved. In fact, 
some of the proposals belie the whole idea of sustainable transport. The “Cawston 
Spinney” development is criticised by GL Hearn for its “sustainability issues” and 
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“relative remoteness” from the town; no surprise then, that despite some brave 
words about sustainability, dbSymmetry’s planning application provides for 3000 car
parking spaces. 

d) 5. LP20, the new STA study (also by VM), does consider the RBLP, although 
not a full version (10000 dwellings and 2750 jobs—VM clearly don’t believe that the 
high housing completion rates are feasible), and considers a sequence of mitigation
proposals, the principal one being the SW Link Road (SWLR). Stage 1 showed that 
the SWLR could not prevent gridlock in 2031, and further mitigation would be 
necessary. An extensive list of measures was proposed, including extra R-turn 
lanes at Dunchurch crossroads. (It isn’t mentioned, but this implies considerable 
alterations to the centre of Dunchurch, with extra pressure on the medical centre, 
pharmacy and schools.) Even with these measures, in 2031 delays and congestion 
will have increased and average speeds will fall—all a recipe for increased 
pollution. 

6. The next step was an attempt to phase the necessary measures through 
2021 and 2026. From this it was concluded that the SWLR is not needed before 
2021. By 2026, however, some afternoon queues will be “large or very large” in 
many locations, there will be “considerable” increases in journey times, and part of 
the SWLR will be needed. (The A426-B4429 link, bypassing Dunchurch 
crossroads.)

7. What is not modelled is the impact on junctions outwith the model area—for 
example, the “Blue Boar” A45/A4071 junction, which regularly sees significant 
congestion currently, and the “new” A45/M45 junction created by the B8 
development. The latter would not be scheduled until 2031 (Table 38, LP20), yet the
warehouse development could be in operation within a very few years. Using the 
trip rates provide by VM (Table 18, Appendix LP12), and the data provided by 
dbSymmetry’s planning application for the “Cawston Spinney” development, I 
calculate that truck movements (in and out combined) will be at a rate of about 5 
per minute during the hours 0700-1000 and 1600-1900. I doubt that the existing 
junction can cope with that, and specific modelling of that junction is urgently 
needed, with emphasis not only on congestion, but also pollution. 

8. In summary, the STA (LP12) came too late for proper scrutiny by residents or 
their elected representatives, and does not model some crucially important parts of 
the network. The proposed mitigations (i) are inadequate and mistimed (ii) will not 
alleviate pollution and (iii) do nothing to promote sustainability. 

e) No comment

f) I am not aware of any information on financial issues, except that meetings with 
RBC elicited the information that the council has very little money for infrastructure. 
It was hinted that there may be a quid pro quo in connection with the dbSymmetry 
planning application for the “Cawston Spinney” site, i.e. the developers will pay for 
part of the spine road. 
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g) In my view, unless the SWLR is in place before a substantial housebuilding 
programme commences, road chaos will ensue in Dunchurch and elsewhere. 

Question 2

I have strong reservations, for all the reasons I have expressed in earlier statements: 
housing need is over-estimated and completion rates are unrealistic; the employment land 
study is questionable and fails to consider alternatives; the transport network needs 
drastically updating before development on the scale envisaged can proceed in an orderly 
fashion; sustainability is said to be at the heart of the plan, but very little in the way of 
concrete [sorry, unintentional play on words] proposals are put forward. 
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