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Proposed Decision to be made by the Portfolio Holder for 
Transport and Environment on or after 16 March 2018 

 
TUCKEY’S BRIDGE, CATHIRON LANE,  

HARBOROUGH MAGNA 
PROPOSED 10 TONNE WEIGHT LIMIT 

 
Recommendation 

 
 That the Portfolio Holder for Transport and Environment approves that the 

Warwickshire County Council (Tuckey’s Canal Bridge, Cathiron Lane, 
Harborough Magna) (10 Tonnes Weight Restriction) Order be made as 
advertised. 

 
 
1.0 Key Issues 
 
1.1 A weight limit assessment has been carried out on Tuckey’s Bridge, Cathiron 

Lane, Harborough Magna by the Canal and Rivers Trust (Appendix A). The 
Structure Location Plan is shown in Appendix B. The Canal and River Trust 
(CRT) contacted Warwickshire County Council (WCC) to inform WCC that 
they had assessed the load bearing capacity of this bridge based on its 
current condition as being 10 tonnes. As a result, and in the interest of public 
safety, a reduced statutory weight limit is proposed on the bridge. 

 
1.2 CRT owns the structure of the bridge. CRT is obliged under the Transport Act 

1968 to maintain their highway structures to a standard such that they are 
capable of carrying the weight of traffic which would ordinarily use the 
highway carried by the bridge on the day the Act came into force. 

 
1.3 The standards at the time the Transport Act 1968 was enacted required 

masonry arches to be capable of carrying vehicles with a maximum single 
axle load of 11 tons or tandem 9 ton axles. This roughly equates to an 18 
tonne gross vehicle weight restriction when assessed to modern standards 
but this is dependent on the size of the structure and it is not possible to make 
a direct comparison between the new and old standards. CRT is still permitted 
to assess and maintain their highway structures to these outdated standards 
and these loads are lower than the maximum permissible axle loads of 
modern vehicles. As a result older canal bridges are often subject to weight 
restrictions. 

 
1.4 WCC’s assessment of the load bearing capacity of Tuckey’s Bridge in its 

current condition is that a 10 tonne maximum gross weight is suitable to 
prevent further damage to the bridge and to protect public safety. 

 
1.5 WCC has responsibility for the safety of the public using the public highway, 

which, in this case, includes Cathiron Lane where it crosses Tuckey’s Bridge. 
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1.6 On 7 April 2016, WCC issued a notice imposing a temporary 10 tonne weight 

restriction on Tuckey’s Bridge for a period of 21 days. This was followed by a 
second temporary notice on 29 April 2016 for a further period of 21 days. On 
21 May 2016, WCC made a temporary traffic order continuing the temporary 
10 tonne weight restriction on Tuckey’s Bridge for a period of 18 months. This 
temporary order has now expired.  

 
1.7 As a result of the temporary weight restriction order expiring, in the interests 

of public safety owing to the condition of the bridge, on 15 December 2017 
WCC issued a further notice imposing a temporary 10 tonne weight restriction 
on Tuckey’s Bridge for a period of 21 days (being the maximum permissible 
length of time for a temporary notice).  On the expiry of this notice on 5 
January 2018 WCC issued another notice imposing a temporary 10 tonne 
weight restriction on Tuckey’s Bridge for a further period of 21 days in the 
interests of public safety.  This temporary weight restriction was subsequently 
extended by a second temporary traffic order which expires on 14 June 2018.  

 
1.8 With regard to the longer term, CRT has informed WCC that it does not intend 

to apportion any funds to pay for works to strengthen Tuckey’s Bridge. WCC 
does not receive any funding for the maintenance of the bridge structure and 
does not have any resources to commit to maintaining structures owned by 
third parties.  

 
2.0 Options and Proposal 
 
2.1 In notifying WCC, CRT suggested the following options to deal with this weak 

bridge: 
 

● Enact a weight limit by Traffic Regulation Order and erect appropriate 
signage; 

● Fund intrusive investigation works and further analysis in an attempt to 
demonstrate adequate load capacity; or  

● Fund strengthening works to the bridge. (In which case WCC would prefer 
ownership of the bridge to be transferred from CRT to the Highway 
Authority to avoid having split liability for future maintenance.)  

 
2.2 WCC does not receive any funding for the maintenance of canal bridges and 

does not have the resources to strengthen structures owned by others. 
Further investigation and analysis is not expected to result in any significant 
increase in load bearing capacity therefore the preferred option is to enact a 
weight limit. Works to strengthen a similar weak masonry arch bridge to raise 
its load bearing capacity to 18 tonnes have been estimated to cost £90,000. 
Strengthening the bridge to carry full, unrestricted highway loading is likely 
require a replacement structure and would cost considerably more. 

 
2.3 WCC is therefore proposing to make a Traffic Regulation Order imposing a 

weight limit of 10 tonnes maximum gross weight on Tuckey’s Bridge to protect 
the structure of the bridge and to avoid danger to persons or traffic using the 
road which crosses the bridge or to prevent the likelihood of any such danger 
arising. 
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2.4 A public notice setting out WCC’s proposal to make a 10 tonne weight limit 

traffic regulation order was published in the Rugby Observer newspaper on 12 
October 2017 and a statutory consultation was undertaken. 

 
2.5 The statutory criteria for decisions on the making of Traffic Regulation Orders 

is included in this report (Appendix C). 
 
 
3.0 Support/Objections 
 
3.1 As a result of the statutory consultation, two objections have been received by 

WCC as outlined below.  
 
 
3.2 Objection 1 – local County Councillor 
 
  

I object strongly to this attempt to downgrade this bridge. My grounds are as 
follows. 
 
Traffic 
 
Most users of this bridge are rural farmers. Most of their equipment is well 
over this limit, as are the delivery vehicles that serve them. This limit will 
involve huge and expensive diversions. 
 
Pollution  
 
Do we really want to increase the road miles of diesel agricultural vehicles? 
We are seeing the issues around their emissions, and this change will cause 
older agricultural vehicles to cover more miles unnecessarily. 
 
Please record my objection to this consultation. 
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3.3 Objection 2 – Harborough Magna Parish Council (received via Mark 
Pawsey MP)  

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Letter continues on next page of report 
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3.4 Warwickshire County Council Response to both objections 
 
The bridge known as Tuckey’s Canal Bridge has been assessed as being 
structurally unable to support vehicles exceeding 10 tonnes maximum gross 
weight.  
 
As previously mentioned in this report, the bridge structure is owned by the 
CRT and the CRT have previously stated that it does not intend to fund any 
works to strengthen the bridge. The CRT’s position is that they are meeting 
their statutory obligations under the Transport Act 1968 and as such are 
under no legal obligation to undertake works to strengthen the bridge. 
 
An alternative route has been identified for vehicles heavier than 10 tonne 
maximum gross weight, avoiding Tuckey’s Bridge. This route follows the 
B4112 to the east of Cathiron Lane and follows a similar north to south 
routing. This road is more suited to heavier traffic than Cathiron Lane. The 
route increases journey lengths by up to four miles and will be clearly signed. 
Traffic count data from taken from Cathiron Lane to the north-east of the 
bridge indicates that traffic flows in the area are very low. The low traffic flows 
and relatively short diversion route indicates that the impact on local residents 
and businesses will be low.  
 
WCC does not have funds available to spend on structures such as this 
bridge, which it neither owns nor controls and does not have a legal 
responsibility to maintain. Therefore, funding intended for some other priority 
would have to be diverted. Similar considerations arise in relation to other 
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bridges owned by third parties in the county and that would add to the 
pressure on funding intended for purposes where WCC does have a legal 
duty to act. The policy of Parliament in the Transport Act 1968 effectively 
accepts that bridges owned by transport organisations like the Canal Trust will 
be unable to accommodate heavy goods traffic as standard vehicle weights 
increase. In this instance, the diversion of traffic will have an impact but it is 
not considered that the net economic and environmental impacts are such as 
to justify the significant expenditure that would be required to bring the bridge 
up to modern standards. WCC would be happy to work with the Canal and 
Rivers Trust in developing a scheme to increase the load bearing capacity of 
the structure should it identify other funding. 
 
WCC have contacted Network Rail on two occasions to ensure that their 
drivers are made aware of the weight restriction and use suitable alternative 
routes when travelling to and from their site on Cathiron Lane. 
 
From both financial and public safety perspectives, it is recommended that a 
10 tonne maximum gross weight limit should be made permanent on Cathiron 
Lane where it crosses Tuckey’s Bridge over the Oxford Canal. 
 
 

4.0 Timescales associated with the decision and next steps 
 
4.1 If the decision by the Portfolio Holder is to go ahead with the weight restriction 

traffic regulation order, the order could be sealed within a month of the 
decision, with the aim of the order commencing within six months. Objectors 
will be notified within fourteen days of the sealing of the order in accordance 
with the statutory requirements. Permanent traffic signs showing the 10 tonne 
weight restriction and appropriate alternative route signs will be installed on 
site and on roads in the vicinity within six months.  

 
5.0 Financial implications 
 
5.1 All works under this scheme will be funded from within existing 2017/18 

approved budgets. 
 

6.0 Background papers 
 

1. Email objection to TRO proposal 
2. Letter from Mark Pawsey MP enclosing copy of letter from Chair of 

Harborough Magna Parish Council 
 

 
 Name Contact Information 
Report Author Phil Salter philipsalter@warwickshire.gov.uk 

Tel: 01926 412076 
Head of Service Mark Ryder markryder@warwickshire.gov.uk 
Strategic Director Monica Fogarty monicafogarty@warwickshire.gov.uk 
Portfolio Holder Cllr Jeff Clarke jeffclarke@warwickshire.gov.uk 
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The report was circulated to the following members prior to publication: 
 
Local Member(s): Cllr Adrian Warwick 
Other members:  Councillors Horner, Shilton, Singh Birdi, Clarke and Chattaway 
 

























































Appendix B  
Structure Location 

 

 
 



Appendix C  
Statutory criteria for decisions on the making of Traffic Regulation Orders 
 
The Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984  enables the Council to implement Traffic 
Regulation Orders (TROs) for one or more of the following purposes:- 

a) avoiding danger to persons or traffic; 
b) preventing damage to the road or to buildings nearby; 
c) facilitating the passage of traffic; 
d) preventing use by unsuitable traffic; 
e) preserving the character of a road especially suitable for walking and 

horseriding; 
f) preserving or improving amenities of the area through which the road runs; 
g) for any of the purposes specified in section 87(1)(a) to (c) of the Environment 

Act 1995 in relation to air quality. 
TROs are designed to regulate, restrict or prohibit the use of a road or any part of the 
width of a road by vehicular traffic or pedestrians.  Permanent TROs remain in force 
until superseded or revoked.  
TROs must not have the effect of preventing pedestrian access at any time or 
preventing vehicular access for more than 8 hours in 24 to premises on or adjacent 
to the road.  This restriction does not apply if the Council states in the order that it 
requires vehicular access to be limited for more than 8 hours in 24.  
In deciding whether or not to make a TRO, the Council is required to have regard to 
the matters set out in section 122 of the 1984 Act.  Section 122(1) requires the 
Council to exercise the functions conferred on it by the 1984 Act as (so far as 
practicable having regard to the matters specified in section 122(2)) to secure the 
expeditious, convenient and safe movement of vehicular and other traffic (including 
pedestrians), and the provision of suitable and adequate parking facilities on and off 
the highway.   
The matters to which the Council must have regard are:- 

● the desirability of securing and maintaining reasonable access to premises; 
● the effect on the amenities of any locality affected and the importance of 

regulating and restricting the use of roads by heavy commercial vehicles so 
as to preserve or improve the amenities of the areas through which the roads 
run; 

● the national air quality strategy prepared under section 80 of the 
Environmental Protection Act 1995; 

● the importance of facilitating the passage of public service vehicles and of 
securing the safety and convenience of persons using or desiring to use such 
vehicles 

● and any other matters appearing to the Council to be relevant 
Therefore whilst the overall objective of the Council must be to secure the 
expeditious convenient and safe movement of vehicular traffic this will sometimes 



need to give way to the objectives in section 122(2) and a balance has to be 
achieved between the overall objective and the matters set out in section 122(2). 
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