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Executive Summary 

 

This study has been undertaken by Amey on behalf of Staffordshire County Council (SCC). 

The works brief was to conduct an independent option review of a potential weight 

restriction on a section of the A5127. The section of road under consideration is the A5127 

between the junction with Cappers Lane and the A51 London Road. 

The A5127 has been found to be correctly classified as an A road and not part of the 

Principal Road Network. 

The percentage of HCVs in A5127 traffic ranges between 3 to 4% which is acceptable for 

an A road. HCVs are not over-represented in accidents for the latest 5 year period of 

accident data available. 

The implementation of a weight restriction would need to be with access exemptions. 

The number of HCVs affected by a weight restriction is not known without further survey 

work. 

Sections of the A5127 are used as part of the Emergency Diversion Route for the A38 and 

there may be a conflict between this role (except for the section under review, see 

Appendix 1 for map of EDR). 

A weight restriction would be difficult to enforce and without enforcement and the 

restriction is unlikely to be effective. 

It is the recommendation of this option review that a weight limit should not be 

considered. However, should the decision be taken to progress with further data capture 

and analysis to support the weight restriction on the A5127, a number of issues that need 

to be addressed before implementation are listed in the conclusions. 
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1 Introduction 

Following concerns raised by local residents and Councillors, Amey have been 

commissioned to conduct an independent review of a potential weight restriction on a 

section of the A5127. The specific tasks Amey were requested to undertake were: 

 

• Determine if the route is designated correctly, 

• Determine what changes (if any) are required, 

• Determine if a weight limit (7.5t) is feasible and deliverable and the costs 

associated. 

 

To recommend alternative options if these exist to reduce the volume of HCVs that pass 

through the City Centre, in conjunction with the A51 Lichfield to Tamworth route review, 

to recommend signage improvements to encourage HCVs to use the alternate route that 

bypasses Lichfield City Centre. 
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2 Existing Situation 

The A5127 is approximately 17 miles long, running from Lichfield, Staffordshire to Birmingham in 

a roughly north-south orientation. 

The section of the A5127 under consideration in this report is between the junction with Cappers 

Lane and the A51 London Road. It is a single carriageway road, with at-grade intersections and 

private and commercial accesses along its length. It passes through an urban area. 

It is bisected by local routes (including the A51 and A5192) with links to conurbations such as 

Tamworth, Rugeley and Burton-upon-Trent and to the distribution park at Fradley. 

The speed limit on this section is 30mph. This section of the A5127 does not form part of the 

Emergency Diversion Route (EDR) for the A38 (see Appendix 1 for map of EDR). 

The number of HCVs that use this route has grown steadily over the years either passing along its 

route or delivering goods and services to the City Centre. 

Recently  Highways England (HE) have been undertaking major resurfacing works on the A38, A5 

and A5127 and overnight diversions have been set up to divert the traffic away from the works, 

using an existing Emergency Diversion Route (EDR) set up around two years ago. The EDR 

diverts traffic off the A5/A38 at either Wall Island or Muckley corner and sends traffic along the 

A5127 towards Lichfield to Santé Foy Way (in the case of Muckley Corner it diverts traffic along 

the A461 to Santé Foy Way), the traffic is then diverted along the A51 Western Bypass to the 

A5192 Eastern Avenue before re-joining the A5127 at the A5127/Cappers Lane island. 

Northbound traffic then travels north on the A5127 to the A38 at Streethay and Southbound joins 

the A38 at the Cappers Lane slip road and vice versa. 

However large proportions of these diverted HCVs (possibly as much as 40% some nights) ignore 

the signed diversion and continue up through Lichfield City Centre travelling in excess of the 

speed limit and causing noise and disruption to adjoining properties. The residents report that 

they find the noise and disruption very difficult for them to sleep as the HCVs are shaking their 

houses as they pass. Despite SCC intervention to request additional signing to reinforce this 

diversion, many of the HCVs ignore them and continue through the City Centre. 

The existing symbol markings on the existing road signs are also incorrect and do not reflect the 

changes made to this route several years ago. There is an agreement for SCC/HE to review this 

EDR but this had not yet taken place. 
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In the 2015/16 capital programme a route review of the A51 Lichfield to Tamworth was included 

in order to provide signing improvements to sign HCVs to the most appropriate route. The 

Member Councillor Caroline Wood agreed to evolve the review to cover this route too. 

Within the study area above there is an alternative route for high sided vehicles which routes 

these HCVs via Cherry Orchard, Sturgeons Hill and Rotton Row, this will need to be considered as 

part of the review. 

The Lichfield Southern Bypass is not yet complete, as such a ‘Ring Road’ around the City is not 

yet in place. The final section between the A5127 Birmingham Road and the A5206 London Road 

is due for completion as part of future residential development. There are no dates yet set for 

this. 

The effect of such a weight limit order may put pressure upon other routes and also potentially 

require zonal weight limits to side roads off the proposed route. This needs to be considered as 

part of the proposal. 

 
2.1 Route designation 

Discussions in this report relating to road classification are based on the Guidance on Road 

Classification and the Primary Route Network document published by the Department for 

Transport (January 2012). 

 
2.1.1 A Road 

As the name indicates, the A5127 is an ‘A’ road. ‘A’ roads are defined as “major roads 

intended to provide large-scale transport links within or between areas.” ‘B’ roads are 

defined as “roads intended to connect different areas, and to feed traffic between ‘A’ roads 

and smaller roads on the network.” 

‘A’ roads are generally among the widest, most direct roads in an area, and will be of the 

greatest significance to through traffic. There is not a single standard for selecting classes 

of road; instead classifications are set in a way that reflects the road network in their local 

area. 

Relative to the roads that intersect with it, the A5127 has a greater significance to through 

traffic, and these other roads have in turn a greater significance to through traffic than the 

surrounding unclassified roads. Given the local relative hierarchy the A5127 is considered to 

be correctly classified as an ‘A’ road. 

 
 
 



Doc. Ref.:CDT6562 / Revision 02 /01  Rev. First Issue - 6 - Issued: February 2016 

2.1.2 Principal Road Network (PRN) 

In addition to being an ‘A’ road, the A5127 is part of the PRN (except for the section under 

review). The PRN designates roads between places of traffic importance across the UK, with 

the aim of providing easily identifiable routes to access the whole of the country. 

The PRN is constructed from a series of locations (primary destinations) selected by the 

Department for Transport, which are then linked by roads (primary routes) selected by the 

Local Highway Authority. Local centres classified as primary destinations include Lichfield, 

Uttoxeter and Ashbourne. 

The A5127 is logically part of the PRN given its location relevant to nearby primary 

destinations. 

 
 
2.2 Freight 

SCC’s Freight Strategy (2011) recognised that the freight transport and logistics industry is an 

important activity in Staffordshire and the prevalence of the logistics industry with storage and 

warehousing facilities in the county is, in part, a reflection of good access and the central position 

in the country to serve a national distribution service. It is evident that there is strong market 

interest for major logistics operations, particularly in the East Staffordshire and Lichfield areas of 

the county, and employment in these industries is well above the national average. 

The Strategy also identified that much of the HCV traffic in rural areas has a legitimate right of 

access to a point of collection or delivery and a significant proportion of it is related to business 

operating in the rural area. However, SCC recognises that freight movement can have negative 

environmental and social implications for local communities and has pledged to support ways of 

migrating freight from unsuitable roads and neighbourhoods, supporting prosperity and growth 

but protecting and enhancing communities. 

 

2.3 Percentage of HCVs 

Traffic counts on the A5127 provided by the County Council indicate that the percentage of HCVs 

ranges between 3 to 4%. This percentage is what would be expected on a typical ‘A’ road. 

Table 1: Traffic volumes and calculated HCV content  
(12hr 2-way 5 day averaged flows) 
 

Road Location HCV volume Total volume % HCVs 

A5127 Church Street (Oct 2014) 442 14213 3.1% 
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2.4 Accident analysis 

Accident data for the latest 5 year period available (May 2010 to April 2015) for the A5127 

between the A51 and the A5192 was analysed. A total of 17 accidents were recorded on this 

section of the A5127 during the time period addressed. HCVs were involved in NONE of the 

reported accidents. 

 

HCVs are represented in accident figures at a similar rate to their composition in traffic. 

2.5 Speed Data 

The data was taken over a week (08 to 16/10/2014). This shows that the 85th percentile speed 

of 26mph (east) and 29mph (west) (12h 7-19). These speeds are within enforceable limits for 

30mph speed limit. 

(85th percentile speed - the speed at or below which 85% of vehicles are travelling) 

 
 
2.6 HS2 

The alignment of HS2 stage 1 crosses the A5127/A38 intersection at the northern end of the 

study area, approximately 1km north of the A5127 junction with A5192 Cappers Lane. 

HS2 Phase One environmental statement volume 5: traffic and transport indicates that 

construction traffic will affect some of the study area. 

 

2.7 Community Concerns 

Local residents have expressed their concerns regarding the amount of HCV traffic travelling 

along the study section of the A5127. The following is a statement from the Lichfield Action Group 

(LAG) that was setup in response to local concerns:  

 

"We remain deeply concerned about the continual use of Birmingham Road /Church Street/ 

Trent Valley Road by HGVs and their impact on the road infrastructure (including underground 

services such as water; gas & electricity supplies and sewage); the integrity of the road-surface 

and the safety of all road-users due to its continual degradation; the safety of pedestrians and 

the impact on both quality-of-life (Noise/ Vibration/Pollution/Speed of HGVs) of those living on 

this route and the structure of homes flanking the route which are susceptible to potential 

vibration damage. We also refuse to accept that a simple weight limit cannot be imposed on 

the affected roads which will encourage HGVs to utilise the more appropriate bypasses (The 

diversion route as agreed by the SCC and Highways England when there are A5/A38 

closures) around the city and alleviate these problems" 
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The residents of Birmingham Road/ Church Street/Trent Valley Road. http://www.l-a-g.co.uk/  

 

"I have just returned from a holiday and the HGV traffic seems to be as bad, particularly at night, 

impacting on sleep. I have also noticed an increased frequency of traffic queuing back from 

Birmingham Road/St John's Street traffic lights towards the Friary. This has an impact on 

emergency vehicles trying to pass vehicles to get to incidents. I can only think this problem will 

be exacerbated when the new fire station /Town centre opens. Traffic mounts the pavement to 

let emergency vehicles pass also impacting on pedestrian safety! 

I would also like to point out that I have recently witnessed articulated lorries using Shortbutts 

Lane. One had to reverse back on to London Road lights to be able to get round into Shortbutts. 

This road is definitely not suitable for HGVs but indicates that they seem to feel able to go 

wherever they please." 

 



Doc. Ref.:CDT6562 / Revision 02 /01  Rev. First Issue - 9 - Issued: February 2016 

3 Option - Weight restriction 

The implementation of a weight restriction on the A5127 between the junction A5192 Cappers 

Lane and A51 London Road is being considered.  

The weight restriction would prohibit goods vehicles with a plated maximum gross weight 

exceeding 7.5 tonnes from using the A5127 for the length the weight restriction applies unless 

accessing locations within the restricted area. The restriction would be displayed on route with 

the installation of signs to diagram 622.1A from the Traffic Signs Manual with a plate to diagram 

620 reading, “Except for access”. 

 

   

 
 
 
 
3.1 Height restriction vehicles 

Along the southern side of the route there are several bridges with heights restrictions. Currently 

HCVs approaching Lichfield from the south and attempting to enter Lichfield via Upper St John 

Street are re-routed via Cherry Orchard, Sturgeons Hill and Rotton Row and along the proposed 

weight restriction route. This would require reviewing and would be unacceptable if a weight 

restriction were implemented. 

 

 
3.2 HS2 

As the overall aim of a weight restriction is to reduce the numbers of HCVs on the A5127, it 

should be noted that there will be an increased volume of HCV traffic on the northern section of 

the study area during HS2 construction. The construction traffic would be affected by a weight 

restriction and will have to find alternate routes and could object to the order. 



Doc. Ref.:CDT6562 / Revision 02 /01  Rev. First Issue - 10 - Issued: February 2016 

4 Option impacts 

 
4.1 Journey of similar convenience 

Google Maps was used to compare a typical journey along A5127 between the junction A5192 

Cappers Lane and A51 Sante Foy Avenue and to see if a route via the A51 & A5192 is a “journey 

of similar convenience” compared to a route using the A5127. A comparison of the alternatives 

offered by the query indicates that a typical journey between the two locations would be 2.4 

miles longer and take an additional 4 minutes if the A51 & A5192 was used instead of this section 

of the A5127. 

 
Table 2: Journey details Lichfield to Ashbourne (Google Maps) 

Journey via Distance (miles) Journey Time (mins) 

A5127 1.5 6 

A51 & A5192 3.9 10 

Difference 2.4 4 

 

 

Figure 1: A5127 Route 
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Figure 2: A51 & A5192 Route 

 

It is acknowledged that more rigour could be applied to the analysis of the difference between 

the two routes, but this initial investigation suggests that an argument could be made against the 

implementation of a weight restriction. This is on the basis that the use of the A51 & A5192 

doesn’t represent a journey of similar convenience due to the additional distance and travel time 

caused by using this route instead of the A5127. 

Before an argument can be made either for or against, further investigation would be required 

including assessment of observed journey times, journey time reliability and the impacts on the 

A51 & A5192 from the displaced traffic. 

 
4.2 Signage 

Road signs currently along the route are green with white and yellow text. This colouring also 

appears on patches and panels on directional signs on adjacent roads. The implementation of a 

weight restriction of this section of the A5127 would require replacement or modification of all 

signs and directional signs on the approach and entrance of this section of the A5127. The cost of 

this sign replacement would be the responsibility of SCC, and should be part of any consideration 

of the implementation of a weight restriction (est. £50-75K). 
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4.3 Emergency Diversion Route (EDR) 

This section of the A5127 unofficially forms part of the EDR for the A38. Should a weight 

restriction be implemented, it would need to be better signed, otherwise the weight restriction 

would hamper the A5127’s ability to accommodate the HCVs that would inevitably be required to 

use the route as part of the emergency diversion. Consultation with Highways England would be 

required and approval for the removal is unlikely to be granted. 

Emergency diversion routes are routes deemed to be the most suitable/closest equivalent to the 

strategic road. The A5127 is the logical EDR route for the A38. If EDR routes are too much longer 

than the route being diverted from, drivers are likely to ignore the route and find their own way, 

which in the case of an A38 closure is likely to include the A5127 regardless of its EDR status. Not 

having an effective EDR would also cause unnecessary dispersion of traffic through local road 

network and would contravene SCC’s legal responsibilities for traffic management and emergency 

planning. 

 
4.4 Enforcement 

Experience in other parts of the country indicates that weight limits with access exemptions are 

unlikely to be effective unless they are rigorously enforced and enforcement is notoriously 

difficult. Enforcement would require evidence that “access” to premises along the route was not 

required. Due to difficulties in enforcement local Police may not allocate resources to enforce the 

restriction. 

Should a weight limit with exemption be implemented on the A5127, a clear and funded plan for 

enforcement, agreed with and supported by local Police, would be required for the scheme to be 

effective. 

 
4.5 Magnitude of problem 

A weight limit with access exemptions on the A5127 would impact HCV through movements only. 

The remaining HCV traffic would be using the A5127 for access and therefore remain unaffected. 

It is not known what proportion of the HCV traffic is using the A5127 for access and what 

proportion for through journeys. An Origin-Destination (OD) survey would be required to 

ascertain the percentage of HCVs accessing the A5127 that are using it as a through route and 

therefore the number of HCVs that would be affected by the weight restriction. 

Without knowing the proportion of HCVs using the A5127 as a through route, it is not possible to 

determine if a weight restriction would have any significant impact on the number of HCVs on the 

route, even if the restriction was 100% effective. 

oc. Ref.:COSTCDT6562 /002 Rev. 02 - 13 - Issued: May 2015 
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5 Conclusions 

 
5.1 Designation 

The A5127 is correctly designated as both an A road according to the descriptions in the Guidance 

on Road Classification and the Primary Route Network document published by the Department for 

Transport (January 2012). 

 
5.2 Access exemption 

The implementation of a weight restriction on this section of the A5127 would need to be with 

access exemption so that residents and businesses along the road could still be serviced by HCVs. 

The implementation of a weight restriction with access exemptions would only target a 

(unknown) proportion of the HCVs on the A5127 and the effectiveness of the restriction on these 

HCVs is unlikely to be high due to the length of road covered and subsequent difficulties with 

enforcement. 

The implementation of a weight restriction with access exemptions would require this section of 

the A5127 to be signed as a non-primary route. There would be a cost implication for the 

replacement or modification of signage to reflect this change, as this section is currently signed as 

part of the Primary network. 

 

5.3 Recommendations 

It is the recommendation of this option review that a weight limit should not be considered. The 

issues leading to this conclusion are detailed in this report, and are summarised below: 

• The A5127 contributes to the efficient movement of traffic within the County and to 

destinations along the route. 

• A HCV restriction along the entire route would be practically unenforceable. Enforcement 

would require evidence to confirm that “access” to premises along the route was not 

required. 

• Restricting HCV movement along the A5127 could serve to displace traffic to other 

sensitive areas. 

• The A5127 is designed and maintained to an A road standard, appropriate for HCV usage. 
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• Freight transport and logistics industry is an important activity in Staffordshire. Any 

disruption to HCV movements within Staffordshire may have a negative impact on this 

industry. 

• There would be a cost implication to update signs on the A5127 and surrounding road 

network. 

• Construction traffic for the HS2 may use this section of the A5127. 

• Without knowing the proportion of HCVs using the A5127 as a through route, it is not 

possible to determine if a weight restriction would have any significant impact on the 

number of HCVs on the route, even if the restriction was 100% effective. 

• The main problem appears to be the use of this section as part of the EDR. 

• Lack of HCV related recorded accidents. 

 
5.4 Further considerations 

It is the recommendation of this option review that a weight limit should not be considered due to 

the issues highlighted in this review. However, should the decision be taken to progress with the 

establishment of a weight restriction on the A5127, it is recommended that the following need to 

be addressed before implementation.  

• The number of HCVs affected needs to be determined. Origin-Destination surveys over 

the length of the study area would show how many HCVs are using the A5127 as a 

through route as opposed to for access. 

• Further investigation of the relative performance of the A5127 against the A51 & A5192 is 

required to determine if the A51 & A5192 represents a journey of similar convenience. 

• The impacts on the A51 & A5192 and other surrounding roads of a weight restriction on 

the A5127 need to be assessed. It is possible that any displaced HCV traffic onto the other 

roads may have a significant impact on the efficient traffic performance of those roads. 

• A plan to confirm whether this part of the route is being used as the Emergency Diversion 

Route for the A38. Either way, the A5127 would need to be removed from the EDR in 

consultation with Highways England. A review of the EDR diversion symbol would also be 

required. 

• Funding would need to be allocated for the modification or replacement of road signs on 

the A5127 and adjacent roads to reflect the weight restriction and removal of the A5127 

signage, from the local primary signs. 
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• A clear and funded plan for enforcement, agreed with and supported by local Police, 

would need to be developed. 

• Possible use of Temporary and Experimental TROs. 

 
 
 

5.5 Costing  

 
If SCC addressed all the considerations, then the indicative costings are: 
 

• Origin-Destination surveys         £10k 

• Modelling for displaced HCVs         £5k 

• TRO/Pre Consultation/Letters/Reports/Objections     £10k 

• Weight Restriction Signage         £20k 

• Replacement or modification of all signs and directional signs   £50k 

• Maintenance of new illuminated signage      £10k 

• Review/assess existing weight restriction orders in the area   £5k 

• Design Fees           £10k 

………………………………………………………………………………..………TOTAL  £120k 
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APPENDIX 1 – Map of EDR 

 

 


