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1. Introduction 

1.1.1. This report supplements the Teignmouth Transportation Access Strategy 
produced in August 2011. The Access Strategy assessed three potential 
development locations in Teignmouth, as identified by Teignbridge District 
Council (TDC). This report assesses the preferred option for development, 
as identified by TDC. This includes development to the west of Teignmouth 
and an area accessed from Higher Exeter Road. The preferred option does 
not include development in the Coombe Valley. The preferred option is most 
similar to sites 1 and 3 in the original report.   

1.2. Preferred Options 

1.2.1. In January 2012 TDC consulted on its preferred options for development 
within the district, which included a total of 1,120 dwellings in Teignmouth, 
with 270 at Broadmeadow to Headway Cross (TE1), 560 East of Shepherds 
Lane (TE2) and 290 West of Higher Exeter Road (TE3). A plan showing this 
development area is included in Appendix 1.  

1.2.2. Also included in the Preferred Options consultation was a link road that will 
connect Teignmouth Road at The Lea junction to the Mill Lane-Headway 
Cross Road junction as well as improvements to Shepherds Lane. Work 
undertaken by TDC has indicated that this road will cost in the region of £9 
million.  Concerns have been raised about the deliverability and value for 
money of this link road.  This report will consider how many vehicles are 
likely to use the road in the future to understand whether the road is 
considered good value for money and should therefore be pursued. Given 
the concerns raised, it is important to understand how critical the 
infrastructure is in enabling development in Teignmouth.   

1.3. Options Tested 

1.3.1. As there have been concerns raised about the deliverability of the link road, 
it was considered necessary to model two additional options using the 
SATURN model.  These did not include the full link road.  All the options 
tested include the Preferred Options level of development (1,120 dwellings) 
but included different networks.  The different options were: 

• 1,120 dwellings with link road between A381 Bishopsteignton Road 
and Headway Cross Road with improvements to the existing 
Shepherds Lane 

• 1,120 dwellings without link road 
• 1,120 dwellings with southern part of link road only between A381 

Bishopsteignton Road and Mill Lane.   
These three options are discussed in more detail in section 3.   

1.4. Existing Situation and Challenges 

1.4.1. As mentioned in the previous report, one of the main concerns in 
Teignmouth is the Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) along Bitton Park 
Road between Shaldon Bridge junction and Exeter Road junction. This is 
because it currently exceeds air quality objectives caused by slow moving 
traffic on Bitton Park Road. The Teignmouth Transport Access Strategy also 
discussed the issue of Shaldon Bridge junction which is currently over 
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capacity. Both these will be considered in this report for the identified 
preferred option. 
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2. Sustainable Transport Assessment 

2.1.1. Some of the trips generated by the proposed development could be 
undertaken by either walking or cycling but the topography and the 
remoteness of the allocations from key services and facilities in the town 
makes this an unattractive option. It is more likely that the people will drive 
or use public transport. To reduce the number of private car trips from these 
development sites they will need to provide good accessibility to the town 
and include measures to increase the attractiveness of sustainable transport 
modes. 

2.2. Public Transport: Bus Services 

2.2.1. Trips by public transport can replace car trips, especially where services are 
convenient and frequent. To enable this it may be possible to extend the 81 
service to continue into TE2 from Moorview Drive and then pass south 
through TE2 and along the link road through TE1 before rejoining 
Teignmouth Road. The Teignmouth circular bus service could also be 
extended through TE3 as shown in the map in Appendix 2.  Not providing a 
complete link road would mean that it was not possible for buses to make 
this loop, but it may be possible to achieve a shorter loop, potentially through 
a bus gate on Headway Cross Road.   

2.2.2. The previous report suggests the idea of a park and change site to the south 
west of the town just off Teignmouth Road. This would allow drivers to 
change modes and use existing bus services as well as change modes to 
cycle, walk or car share for the rest of their journey. This would also help to 
capture summer peak traffic on the outskirts of the town, which affects 
congestion on Bitton Park Road. With good quality, pedestrian links east of 
Shaldon Bridge, there may also be options for people to walk to the town 
centre.  
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3. Transport Assessment: Modelling Methodology 

3.1. SATURN Model 

3.1.1. The SATURN model used for the previous report was modified to reflect the 
three options being tested. The model has a base year of 2006.  As set out 
in the Teignmouth Access Strategy, work was undertaken to compare the 
model to more recent counts to ensure that the model remains fit for 
purpose.  The comparisons undertaken show that it is fit for purpose.   

3.1.2. The committed developments to the west of Higher Exeter Road and north 
of New Road have also been included in the future model as before. 

3.1.3. The trip rates taken from TRICS were kept the same as in the original report. 

3.1.4. The network for the model was amended for the different scenarios as 
follows: 
 
With link road 

The alignment of the link road was changed to reflect the alignment shown 
in TDC’s Preferred Options report.  The section of road between Headway 
Cross Road and Higher Exeter Road (Shepherds Lane) currently exists and 
is in the base model. The preferred option includes a scheme to widen this 
road so the speed limit of this section was increased from 20mph to 30mph 
to reflect the improvements. The rest of the proposed road was included in 
the previous analysis for option 3, but has been realigned to reflect the 
updated layout. Headway Cross Road was added to the future model 
because it was not included in the base model and may be improved along 
with the provision of the link road. It is a narrow lane and would not carry 
large volumes of traffic so was not included in the model, but flows on this 
road could increase in the future with the identified development. 

 
Without link road 

The link road was removed from this option to reflect the current network 
along with Headway Cross Road.  It was initially tested whether the existing 
Shepherds Lane should be included in the network with a lower speed limit 
as this currently exists.  The AM model with the improvements to Shepherds 
Lane, but without Headway Cross improvements showed over 500 vehicles 
using this link, which was not considered suitable for the existing road.  It 
was decided to remove the Shepherds Lane link from the model as 
restrictions to its use would be needed with the development in place and it 
was considered removing the link would replicate this.  In addition to this, the 
improvements to Headway Cross Road that had been coded into the model 
in the preferred option were removed.  The network therefore represents the 
current situation, but with additional links to the development areas 

With southern part of link road 
 

The southern part of the link road was coded into the model between A381 
Bishopsteignton Road and Mill Lane, the same as in the option with the link 
road.  Headway Cross Road was removed from the network, as with the 



Teignmouth Addendum Report 
 

  

 

 9 

option without the link road as this option was testing infrastructure which 
may be delivered by the development.   

3.1.5. The traffic generated by the housing at TE1 was loaded onto the network at 
a new zone between Mill Lane and the proposed new road. TE2 traffic was 
connected to the network at a new zone to the east of Shepherds Lane while 
all of TE3 traffic was added to the existing zone to the west of Exeter Road 
and north of Headway Cross Road, (see Figure 1 below).  This was the 
same for all options.   

 

 
 

Figure 1: Development traffic loading locations for  the model 

3.1.6. The distribution of traffic from all three development zones was assumed to 
be the same as the nearby residential zone that the TE3 traffic was loaded 
onto. 

3.1.7. As with the original report, background growth was not used for the future 
year model because this would result in double counting of trips. It was 
assumed that the development loaded onto the model is the future growth.   
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4. Traffic Assessment: Future Year Modelling Result s 

4.1.1. This section compares the options tested with the base scenario using the 
SATURN model to see what impact the proposed development would have 
on the local highway network. This does not include the park and change 
site which would potentially reduce the future traffic levels.  

4.2. Traffic Flows 

4.2.1. Table 1 below shows the demand flows for number of vehicles entering the 
major junctions in Teignmouth along with the AQMA for the base and future 
year scenarios. This is the total number of vehicles using the junction.  

 

Junction Time 
Period  Base Link 

road 

% 
difference 
from base 

No link 
road 

% 
difference 
from base  

Southern 
link road  

% 
difference 
from base  

AM 1918 1819 -5% 2252 17% 2001 4% Shaldon Bridge 
Junction PM 2071 1987 -4% 2591 25% 2165 5% 

AM 1959 1875 -4% 2415 23% 2049 5% Mill Lane 
Junction PM 2052 1930 -6% 2556 25% 2177 6% 

AM 1245 1268 2% 1491 20% 1363 9% Higher Coombe 
Drive / New 

Road PM 1161 1198 3% 
1515 30% 1322 

14% 

AM 2025 2002 -1% 2333 15% 2045 1% Exeter Road 
Junction PM 1898 1941 2% 2221 17% 2050 8% 

AM 839 926 10% 918 9% 926 10% New Road / 
A379 Junction PM 848 955 13% 955 13% 961 13% 

AM 1132 1087 -4% 1296 14% 1251 11% Raleigh Road 
Junction PM 1068 1212 13% 1317 23% 1244 16% 

AM 1750 1710 -2% 2074 19% 1803 3% Coombe Vale 
Junction PM 1786 1722 -4% 2007 12% 1831 3% 

AM 2282 1896 -17% 2428 6% 2073 -9% 
AQMA 

PM 2390 1950 -18% 2555 7% 2193 -8% 
Table 1: Number of vehicles entering junctions 

 
With Link Road 

4.2.2. Most junctions show a decrease in vehicles due to the provision of the link 
road. With the link road included, some vehicles change their route to use 
the link road, resulting in fewer vehicles using other roads. Most changes 
are relatively small given that the numbers are the total number of vehicles 
using the junction and are the total number of vehicles on the approaches to 
the junction. Where there are increases, these junctions are all on Exeter 
Road and on New Road and are likely to be due to the location of 
development, in particular TE3 which is accessed from Exeter Road and 
vehicles may then travel along New Road.  The reduction of vehicles 
entering the AQMA in both the morning and evening peaks will help improve 
the air quality of the area and is due to the provision of the link road. 
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Without Link Road 

4.2.3. Without the link road in place, there are large increases in vehicles using the 
junctions.  Some increases are over 500 vehicles.  Such large increases will 
affect the operation of the junctions.  Shaldon Bridge junction is currently 
over capacity and experiences queuing.  Without the link road in place, this 
would be exacerbated as there is a significant increase in vehicles using this 
junction.  The New Road / A379 junction experiences limited change as it is 
more remote from the development areas.  Without the link road in place, 
there will be an increase in vehicles traveling through the AQMA, which will 
have a detrimental impact.   

 
With Southern Part of Link Road 

4.2.4. Generally there is an increase in vehicles using the junctions from the base 
scenario and preferred options, but the increase is much smaller than 
without any of the link road in place.  The increase in vehicles is in the 
region of 100-150 vehicles, spread across a few arms of a junction.  This 
level of increase may be able to be accommodated and further testing of key 
junctions is required.  This would be expected to be undertaken when a TA 
comes forward for development.  Smaller scale improvements to the 
junctions may be required.  With the southern part of the link road in place, 
the number of vehicles traveling through the AQMA is higher than with the 
full link road in place, but is lower than the base level of traffic traveling 
through the AQMA.  This shows that there is some benefit from having only 
the southern part of the link road in place.   

4.3. Exeter Road Junction Assessment 

4.3.1. The Exeter Road junction was assessed in more detail using LINSIG. The 
ratio of flow to capacity (RFC) gives an idea of how close to capacity each 
arm of the junction is while the Practical Reserve Capacity (PRC) provides 
an indication of the spare capacity within the junction, with a negative value 
suggesting the junction is operating over capacity. 
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AM Peak PM Peak 

Exeter Road Junction Cap 
(PCU) 

RFC (%) 
MMQ 
(PCU) 

Cap 
(PCU) 

RFC (%) 
MMQ 
(PCU) 

Bitton Park 
Road (West) 

Ahead / 
Left 

1106 75.3% 13.2 1177 70.5% 10 

Ahead 1011 51.9% 7.8 1077 47.2% 6.1 Station Road 
(East) Right 213 44.6% 1.4 264 40.9% 1.2 

Exeter Road 
(North) 

Left / 
Right 

756 75.7% 8 639 70.7% 5.9 

Base 

Practical reserve Capacity 18.9% 27.2% 

Bitton Park 
Road (West) 

Ahead / 
Left 

1108 78.9% 16.3 1288 66.4% 11.1 

Ahead 1022 43.9% 6.9 1206 45.6% 7.1 Station Road 
(East) Right 182 51.6% 1.6 285 48.0% 1.7 

Exeter Road 
(North) 

Left / 
Right 

759 77.0% 9.6 600 65.0% 5.2 

With Link 
Road 

Practical reserve Capacity 14.1% Difference -4.8% 35.5% Difference 8.3% 

Bitton Park 
Road (West) 

Ahead / 
Left 

1419 70.9% 10.3 1285 71.1% 11.3 

Ahead 1308 51.1% 7.9 1165 61.0% 11.2 Station Road 
(East) Right 244 106.3% 19.6 249 63.1% 2.4 

Exeter Road 
(North) 

Left / 
Right 

499 102.8% 23.3 631 69.8% 6 

No Link 
Road  

Practical reserve Capacity -18.1% Difference -37.0% 26.5% Difference -0.7% 

Bitton Park 
Road (West) 

Ahead / 
Left 

1409 69.0% 10.2 1328 70.4% 12.5 

Ahead 1308 41.2% 5.7 1246 48.1% 7.6 Station Road 
(East) Right 261 85.3% 4.8 249 47.0% 1.4 

Exeter Road 
(North) 

Left / 
Right 

502 87.5% 8.8 561 71.2% 5.7 

Southern 
Link 
Road  

Practical reserve Capacity 2.8% Difference -16.1% 26.5% Difference -0.7% 

Table 2: Exeter Road Junction Analysis 

With Link Road 

4.3.2. Table 2 above shows that the Exeter Road junction operates under capacity 
with both the base and future traffic flows.  This assumes that the link road is 
in place, which will divert some trips from Exeter Road.  The impact of the 
proposed development with the link road in place at this location is therefore 
considered to be acceptable.  

 
Without Link Road 

4.3.3. Without the link road, this junction operates within capacity in the PM peak. 
In the AM peak Exeter Road junction is expected to operate over capacity, 
with significant queuing on two of the approach arms.  This because a link 
road not being in place to divert some trips from Exeter Road.  Therefore, 
more trips from the proposed development travel on Exeter Road and 
impact on the junction.   
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With Southern Part of Link Road 

4.3.4. The inclusion of just the southern section of the link road gives similar 
results to the base traffic levels and the scenario with no link road in the PM 
peak. The AM peak is predicted to operate within capacity but has less 
spare capacity than the base and preferred options.  The reason for the 
reduction in capacity is because there is not a complete alternative to using 
Exeter Road, therefore some additional vehicles from the proposed 
development travel along Exeter Road and impact on the junction.  The 
impact at this junction is considered acceptable in this scenario.   

4.4. Shaldon Bridge Junction Assessment 

4.4.1. Shaldon Bridge junction was assessed in more detail using LINSIG.  Two 
runs of the LINSIG model were undertaken.  The junction was first assessed 
with its current layout for the three different options (Table 3) and then with 
the proposed changes of increasing the green time and advancing the stop 
line, as proposed in the Teignmouth Transportation Access Strategy Report 
(Table 4).   

AM Peak PM Peak 
Shaldon Bridge Current Layout Cap 

(PCU) RFC (%) 
MMQ 
(PCU) 

Cap 
(PCU) RFC (%) 

MMQ 
(PCU) 

Bitton Park 
Road (East) 

Ahead / 
Left 

1002 92.6% 27.5 954 92.1% 20.6 

Shaldon 
Bridge (South) 

Left / 
Right 

550 90.5% 19.5 549 92.7% 17.2 

Ahead 1068 42.5% 8.7 1057 57.3% 10.3 
A381 (West) 

Right 105 37.1% 1.5 137 56.4% 2.5 

Base 

Practical Reserve Capacity -2.9% -3.0% 

Bitton Park 
Road (East) 

Ahead / 
Left 

1051 80.3% 7 923 91.2% 15.7 

Shaldon 
Bridge (South) 

Left / 
Right 

680 80.5% 13.9 701 91.1% 19.3 

Ahead 870 41.4% 6.3 870 47.6% 7.5 
A381 (West) 

Right 137 49.1% 2.1 137 68.1% 3.3 

With Link 
Road 

Practical Reserve Capacity 11.7% Difference 14.6% -1.4% Difference 1.6% 

Bitton Park 
Road (East) 

Ahead / 
Left 

1026 111.9% 95.1 952 115.8% 107.1 

Shaldon 
Bridge (South) 

Left / 
Right 

491 111.6% 49.1 550 116.2% 68.1 

Ahead 1098 47.0% 7.8 1057 73.0% 15.5 
A381 (West) 

Right 137 28.6% 1.1 137 56.4% 2.5 

No Link 
Road  

Practical Reserve Capacity -24.4% Difference -21.5% -29.1% Difference -29.1% 

Bitton Park 
Road (East) 

Ahead / 
Left 

1000 87.4% 13.4 914 97.6% 25.1 

Shaldon 
Bridge (South) 

Left / 
Right 

629 87.1% 15.6 669 95.5% 22.7 

Ahead 933 51.9% 8.6 912 59.3% 10.3 
A381 (West) 

Right 137 19.6% 3.4 137 68.1% 3.3 

Southern 
Link Road  

Practical Reserve Capacity 3.0% Difference 5.9% -8.5% Difference -5.5% 

Table 3: Shaldon Bridge junction analysis with Curr ent Layout 
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AM Peak PM Peak Shaldon Bridge with Increased Green 
Time and Advances Stop Line Cap 

(PCU) 
RFC (%) 

MMQ 
(PCU) 

Cap 
(PCU) 

RFC (%) 
MMQ 
(PCU) 

Bitton Park 
Road (East) 

Ahead / 
Left 

1094 84.8% 18.3 1038 84.7% 16.2 

Shaldon 
Bridge (South) 

Left / 
Right 

589 84.6% 16.6 600 84.9% 14.1 

Ahead 1010 44.9% 9.7 992 61.1% 11.9 
A381 (West) 

Right 57 68.6% 3.3 98 78.8% 5.2 

Base 

Practical Reserve Capacity 6.1% Difference 9.0% 6.1% Difference 9.1% 

Bitton Park 
Road (East) 

Ahead / 
Left 

1187 71.1% 8.5 1007 83.6% 6.6 

Shaldon 
Bridge (South) 

Left / 
Right 

733 74.8% 8.5 737 86.6% 11.7 

Ahead 622 57.9% 4.6 642 64.4% 5.3 
A381 (West) 

Right 137 49.1% 2.1 137 68.1% 3.3 

With Link 
Road 

Practical Reserve Capacity 20.3% Difference 23.2% 3.9% Difference 6.9% 

Bitton Park 
Road (East) 

Ahead / 
Left 

1127 101.9% 40.9 1024 107.7% 66.8 

Shaldon 
Bridge (South) 

Left / 
Right 

544 100.8% 21.1 587 108.9% 44.6 

Ahead 850 60.7% 5.8 829 93.1% 16.6 
A381 (West) 

Right 137 28.6% 1.1 137 56.4% 2.5 

No Link 
Road  

Practical Reserve Capacity -13.3% Difference -10.4% -21.0% Difference -18.0% 

Bitton Park 
Road (East) 

Ahead / 
Left 

1100 79.5% 6.1 1008 88.5% 13 

Shaldon 
Bridge (South) 

Left / 
Right 

699 78.4% 8.8 705 90.6% 13 

Ahead 663 73.0% 6.7 684 79.1% 7.9 
A381 (West) 

Right 137 69.6% 3.4 137 68.1% 3.3 

Southern 
Link Road  

Practical Reserve Capacity 13.2% Difference 16.1% -0.7% Difference 2.3% 

Table 4: Shaldon Bridge junction analysis with extr a green phase and advances stop line 

With Link Road 

4.4.2. With the proposed development, including the link road, the level of traffic 
travelling through the junction will decrease, allowing the junction to operate 
more efficiently. With the current layout, the junction would still operate over 
capacity in the PM peak, although there would be some improvement in its 
operation when compared to the base scenario. In the AM peak the junction 
would operate within capacity.  With the proposed changes, the pressure on 
this junction is further reduced and the model shows that the junction would 
operate within capacity in both the AM and PM peaks.  
 
Without Link Road 

4.4.3. The junction analysis shows that without a link road, the junction would 
operate significantly over capacity and even with the mitigation measures at 
this junction, would still have significant delays in both the AM and PM 
peaks.  Without a link road in place, no vehicle trips from the development 
are diverted from Bitton Park Road, resulting in a greater impact on the 



Teignmouth Addendum Report 
 

  

 

 15 

Shaldon Bridge junction.   
 

With Southern Part of Link Road 

4.4.4. Constructing the southern section of the link road would reduce the pressure 
on Shaldon Bridge junction in the AM peak with the existing layout, but it 
would operate over capacity in the PM peak, showing a worsening from the 
base scenario. Increasing the green time and advancing the stop line would 
further reduce the delay at the junction but the number of vehicles arriving 
from Shaldon is expected to be greater than the practical capacity of this 
arm. With the identified improvements, the junction would operate only 
slightly over capacity in the PM peak and would perform better than in the 
base scenario, therefore achieving a nil detriment impact.  With further 
investigation it may be possible to identify a solution where the junction 
operates within capacity.   

 
Impact of Park and Change 

4.4.5. It has been identified that a park and change site on the A381 into 
Teignmouth may help to assist with air quality management on Bitton Park 
Road by capturing vehicles on the edge of the town.  The impact of such a 
site has not been investigated, but if it were provided it would take some 
vehicles off of the A381 into Teignmouth.  If some vehicles were removed, 
the operation of Shaldon Bridge junction would improve.  This is likely to 
result in the southern link road option operating within capacity as it is shown 
as operating only marginally overcapacity without a park and change site.  It 
is therefore recommended that a location for a park and change site is 
investigated to help mitigate the impact of development and address air 
quality problems.   

4.5. New Road Impact 

4.5.1. Teignbridge District Council asked the county council to assess whether the 
development would increase the number of vehicles using New Road as an 
alternative to Bitton Park Road.  The results are shown in Table 5 below. 

 

New Road Base 
With 
link 
road 

% 
difference 

from 
base 

Without 
link 
road 

% 
difference 

from 
base 

Southern 
link road 

% 
difference 

from 
base 

AM 276 372 35% 589 213% 422 152% EB 
PM 224 288 23% 529 192% 341 123% 

AM 290 323 12% 280 101% 278 100% WB 
PM 197 197 0% 189 68% 268 97% 

Table 5: New Road Traffic Analysis 

With Link Road  

4.5.2. With the link road in place, the flows are considered to be low and able to be 
accommodated, even though there is an increase.  It is not considered that 
any capacity improvements are needed to accommodate the flows. Any 
increased capacity would further encourage traffic to use this route and it is 
recommended that, instead, alternative measures to reduce speeds and 
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improve pedestrian crossing points to achieve safer routes to schools are 
investigated.   

 
Without Link Road 

4.5.3. There is an increase in vehicles using New Road with the development in 
place.  Although Table 1 identifies no change without the link road at the 
junction of New Road and the A379, the flow in Table 5 is taken from the 
west end of New Road.  The reason for the increase is that there are a 
number of vehicles using New Road and travelling along Buckeridge Road.  
With this increase in traffic flow, there would be a need to improve 
pedestrian crossing points, particularly at the western end of New Road.   

 
With Southern Part of Link Road 

4.5.4. With only the southern part of the link road in place there is a higher flow on 
New Road than the base or with the full link road in place.  Similar to the 
option without the link road, flows are higher on the western end as there are 
a number of vehicles which travel along New Road and then along 
Buckeridge Road.  The junction with the A379 has similar flows to the base.  
With higher flows at the western end, there would be a need for improved 
pedestrian crossing points.   

4.6. Link Road Impacts 

4.6.1. Further consideration has been given to the direct impact of the link road 
and how many vehicles will use it.   

4.6.2. This was investigated to understand the use of the roads with the link road in 
place.  This will show the need for the improvements.  Table 6 and Table 7 
below show the comparison of impact between the base and the option with 
the link road in place.   

 

Shepherds Lane Base With link 
road 

AM 72 292 
NB 

PM 24 35 

AM 3 42 
SB 

PM 20 105 

Table 6: Shepherds Lane Traffic Analysis 
 

Headway Cross Road Base With link 
road 

AM - 141 
EB 

PM - 283 

AM - 387 
WB 

PM - 178 

Table 7: Headway Cross Road Traffic Analysis 

4.6.3. This shows a large percentage increase in the traffic using Shepherds Lane 
and although base flows are not available for Headway Cross Road, it is 
likely that there is also a large percentage increase on this road. The flows 
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on Shepherds Lane remain low, although the current standard of the road 
would make it difficult to accommodate this increase due to poor forward 
visibility and lack of passing places.  TDC have recommended widening 
Shepherds Lane to accommodate the development.  Improvements will also 
be needed at the junction with Higher Exeter Road to provide sufficient 
visibility for traffic accessing the B3192 as well as a right turn lane.  This will 
need further investigation as part of a Transport Assessment for 
development.  Should the link road be delivered, Headway Cross Road 
should also be improved as its use is likely to increase.   

4.6.4. This shows that improvements are needed to accommodate vehicles from 
new development, or alternatively restrictions implemented to limit the use of 
the roads and avoid any safety or capacity issues.   

4.6.5. In addition to the above analysis which suggests that use of the road will be 
low, it is considered that the topography of the area will make delivery of the 
road difficult, with the cost estimated by TDC being £9 million.  The flows on 
the link road are lower than other link roads being progressed as part of the 
LDF system elsewhere in the county such as Cullompton and Okehampton.  
Given the low traffic flows using the road, as shown by the SATURN model, 
it is considered that the link road is not justified.   
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5. Conclusion 

5.1.1. This report has assessed the transport impacts of the preferred option 
development on the western edge of Teignmouth.  It was initially assessed 
whether the full level of development with a link road would be acceptable in 
transportation terms.  Following concerns about the deliverability of the link 
road, it was also assessed what the impact of the development would be 
without the link road and with the provision of only the southern part of the 
link road.  All three options have assumed that there will be 1,120 dwellings 
and the location of these dwellings was the same in all options.   

5.1.2. The modelling has shown that the least impact on the town is with the full 
link road in place.  This is as expected as it distributes traffic away from 
between Bitton Park Road and Exeter Road.  Whilst this option results in the 
smallest impact on the town, the cost is significant (estimated £9 million) and 
the actual number of vehicles using the road is low when compared to other 
link roads which are being progressed, for example Crediton and 
Cullompton.  This suggests that the link road is not viable and does not have 
a clear prospect of funding, this makes it difficult to justify the provision of 
the link road.   

5.1.3. Without the link road in place, the impact of the development is considered 
to be unacceptable, with queuing and delays experienced at junctions within 
the town.  It is considered that this impact cannot be mitigated against and 
therefore recommended that this option is not progressed.   

5.1.4. With only the southern part of the link road in place, the Exeter Road 
junction is shown to operate within capacity.  The Shaldon Bridge junction, 
including the identified improvements, is slightly over capacity in the PM 
peak with the southern part of the link road in place, although it would 
operate better than the base scenario without any improvements to the 
junction.  With a park and change in place, the Shaldon Bridge junction is 
likely to operate within capacity.  If development comes forward with the 
proposal of the southern part of the link road only, there will be a need to 
undertake further junction analyses.  The model shows that there will be 
increased vehicles at some junctions when compared to the base.  This will 
need to be tested, although it is anticipated that as the increase are in the 
region of 100-150 vehicles an hour across a number of arms, solutions can 
be found to ensure that there is a nil detriment impact from development.  
Peak spreading, further use of sustainable modes and the provision of a 
park and change site will help to minimise the impact of development at 
junctions.   

5.1.5. Investigation has taken place into the impact on New Road, which shows 
that the flows on this link remain low and are within the capacity of the road. 
Rather than introducing measures to increase capacity further, which could 
attract further traffic, additional facilities for pedestrians such as crossing 
facilities to improve safety on routes to school should be assessed and 
funded by development.   

5.1.6. In summary, it is recommended that the full link road and development 
without the link road are not progressed.  The link road does not represent a 
good value for money investment and has no prospect of development 
funding the infrastructure.  The preferred option is the provision of the 
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southern part of link road.  There are opportunities for the delivery of this link 
by development and the impact on the highway network is considered to be 
acceptable, although more detailed assessment is needed when 
development comes forward in a Transport Assessment and further 
mitigation and junction improvements may be required.  Table 8 identifies 
the infrastructure necessary is the development comes forward to support 
TDC’s preferred option for 1,120 dwellings at TE1, TE2 and TE3.   

 
Infrastructure Required Reason 
Improvements to Shaldon Bridge 
Junction.   

Any development in Teignmouth would 
require alterations to this junction as it is 
already over capacity and further trips will 
exacerbate this.  Increased green time and 
an advanced stop line offer the greatest 
benefits 

Location for a suitable site for a park 
and change service 

To reduce inbound and outbound car trips.  
This will also help to improve the air quality of 
the Bitton Park Road corridor and reduce 
congestion into the town centre 

Extend existing circular bus services 
in the town to pass through the 
proposed development sites 

To maximise sustainable access. Important in 
reducing the reliance on the private car. 

Alternative access to Tesco Express 
garage 

To reduce queuing from First Avenue out 
onto Bitton Park Road to allow easier access 
through the AQMA. 

Link road between Bitton Park Road 
and Higher Exeter Road (option 3 
only) 

To provide an alternative route for vehicles 
travelling from the west to the north as well as 
accessing the development.  This will help to 
reduce the traffic passing into the AQMA and 
through Shaldon Bridge Junction 

Public realm and safety 
improvements to New Road 

To improve safety for pedestrians and cyclists 
and to ensure safe routes to schools.   

Table 8 – Infrastructure required for development 
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6. Appendices 
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6.1. Appendix 1: Teignmouth Preferred Options 
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6.2. Appendix 2: Potential Bus Route 
 

 


