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1.

1.1,

1.2.

1.3.

1.4,

1.5.

Introduction

This Transport Addendum has been produced by Ardent Consulting Engineers (ACE)
on behalf of Fairfax Acquisitions Limited, in response to the highways related
consultation comments received on the proposed development at the Land Adjoining

Ansty in Mid Sussex.

The Local Planning Authority (LPA) is Mid Sussex District Council (MDSC) and the
Local Highways Authority is West Sussex County Council (WSCC), with National
Highways (NH) retaining specific responsibility for the A23 corridor.

The location of the proposed development is shown in Figure 1.1 below.

Legend 1
e Stte Area

Google Earth

Figure 1.1: Site Location

A planning application for the development was submitted under MSDC planning
reference DM/23/2866 on 6™ November 2023 and validated on 215t November 2023.

The following highways specific consultation responses were received on the

application:

e Active Travel England (ATE)

e  WSCC Public Rights of Way (PRoW) team
¢ National Highways

e WSCC Highways

JS 12207280-R28D
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1.6. Transport Technical Notes (TTNs) were produced to set out the additional information
and clarifications requested by each consultee. These notes are provided as
Appendices to this Addendum and contain the full detail of the responses to each

consultee.

1.7. The content of all notes has been the subject of engagement and development with
each consultee during post-submission discussions to form an agreed approach to
take for each matter highlighted. In respect to the WSCC comments, dialogue is
ongoing but the current status has been confirmed within this report. This Transport
Addendum has been produced to summarise the queries raised by each consultee

and the response from ACE.

1.8. The structure of this TTN is to provide the comment made by each consultee in order

and summarise the agreed ACE response.

JS 12207280-R28D
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2. Active Travel England Comments

2.1. A meeting was held between ACE and ATE on the 15% August 2024.

2.2. The ATE TTN (ACE Report Reference 2207280-R25A) is provided at Appendix
A.

2.3. A further consultation response was provided by ATE on the 16% December 2024
which provided a recommendation for “approval of the application subject to the
agreement and implementation of planning conditions and/or obligations as set out

in this response.”

Comment #1 - Multi-modal trip generation and assignment

"A multi-modal daily trip generation assessment should therefore be provided, based
not simply on existing unsustainable travel patterns and behaviours, but the
outcomes the applicant has pledged to realise in its DAS. This is necessary to enable
ATE to use its 'Route Check Tool’ to assess designs in terms of their suitability
regarding the identification of any critical issues and scores for Active Travel service

and placemaking”.

2.4. The full multi-modal daily trip generation figures and modal split were provided to
ATE.

2.5. The above methodology, including the expected mode shift, were agreed with WSCC

as being representative of the proposed development.

2.6. The results were shared with ATE following the August 2024 meeting, where no

concerns were raised.

Comment #2 — Access Roundabout Crossings

"The provision of precise and detailed information of the recommended junction
design treatments at the proposed roundabouts located on the site’s three nominated
access points. This is in addition to the drawings submitted as the ‘cycle route
improvement plan’ (Drawing 22072800-SK05 in the attached Travel Plan drawings
section). This includes a consideration of potential future collaboration and
subsequent contributions to be negotiated. In the submission of these designs ATE
will apply the Junction Assessment Tool as included in LTN 1-20 to assess the

design’s suitability.”

JS 12207280-R28D
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2.7.

2.8.

2.9.

2.10.

2.11.

Details of the information provided to ATE in response to the points made is included
within ACE Report Reference 2207280-R25.

The Junction Assessment Tool (JAT) was applied to the junctions by ATE and the
approach was confirmed to be suitable by ATE during the August 2024 meeting.

Comment #3 - Public Rights of Way (PRoW)

“"Design details of the active travel infrastructure to be incorporated into all of the

PRoWs. These include, but are not exhaustive to:

e Details of the proposed upgrades to footpaths (para, 4.12, FTP, P.29) and

inclusion of cycling facilities as per LTN 1-20.

e Details of the signalised pedestrian/cycle crossing on the eastern arm of the
northern access roundabout and the 2m footway and its extent (para, 4.14,
FTP, p.29)

e The improvements to the bridleway between the proposed site and Tyler
Green to the East of the site (via Copyhold Lane) ...This is also needed for

external network provision.”

The PRoW strategy has since been agreed with the WSCC PRoW team, as detailed in
Section 3 of this addendum, and ACE Drawing 2207280-014A issued to ATE, who

were contented with the strategy adopted.

Comment #4 - Internal Crossing Locations

"Details of all other crossings required internally for the proposed development and
confirmation of materials, lighting and other supporting infrastructure such as

seating.”

Detail on the internal lighting design and supporting infrastructure such as seating
will be provided at detailed design stage, as this would form part of a later level of
detail which is not expected, or can be provided, at the outline planning application

stage.

The design code has been shared with ATE following the August 2024.

JS 12207280-R28D
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Comment #5 - Internal Permeability

“"More precise details of how the applicant will accentuate the permeability and street
layout of the site for not only the above major access points but internally. This
includes demonstration of where opportunities for paths to link cul-de-sacs exist;
technical details of junctions,; Active Travel facilities at bus stops; and ensuring
recreational routes through the option space are safe, fit for all active purposes and
considerate of all road users as per LTN 1-20 and Inclusive Mobility. ATE requests
that this (and other opportunities to improve permeability) are forwarded by the

applicant for further review.”

2.12.The development remains in outline form reflecting the ‘outline’ status of the

2.13.

2.14.

2.15.

planning application, and therefore the proposed development masterplan is not
anticipated to yet be fixed and the details will be provided as part of future Reserved

Matters (RM) application(s).

The indicative links between parcels and cul-de-sacs are shown on the emerging
masterplan submitted as part of the planning application to reinforce the

commitment to a permeable layout.

The Design Code for the development, which includes details of materials and
internal crossings has been provided to ATE and includes assurances to ensure
suitable provision is incorporated to provide a suitably permeable layout is

developed, with details to be confirmed at RM stage.

Comment #6 — Mobility Hubs

"The location of amenities provided and overall design of both the proposed mobility
hubs and mini-mobility hubs and ensure that the number of type of cycle parking is
in accordance with LTN 1-20. While the reference material of examples the applicant
has provided in the FTP are welcomed and likely to be suitable, specific scheme

details are necessary for review.”

As stated within the TA for the proposed development, each bus stop within the
development will be a mini-mobility hub built to CoMoUK silver accreditation
standards, with the bus stop next to the local centre / school to be a large mobility

hub built to CoMoUK gold accreditation standards.
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2.16.

2.17.

2.18.

The final details of the hubs are subject to agreement with WSCC and as such, the
applicant is willing to accept a condition attached to any planning consent granted
or a commitment within the Section 106 legal agreement for the development to

deliver the above infrastructure.

Comment #7 — Active Travel Infrastructure

“"Details of the active travel infrastructure at the proposed school, community
services and retail sites — also to ensure that the numbers proposed are consistent
with the guidance pertained within LTN 1-20 e.g., a space per 8 car parking spaces
for shops and retail (FTP p.24) is not consistent with Table 11.1 of LTN 1-20 (p.12).

Details of the other schemes which will support active and sustainable travel such as

the scale of both the cycle hire and car hire scheme.

Cycle Parking — While the applicant has suggested that cycle parking will be in
accordance with West Sussex County Council (WSCC) guidance for residential cycle
(FTP p.23) it states that most parking will be accommodated within properties or
internally. Parking for flats/apartments needs to be detailed, including the location
of such provision. Also, for active travel to be a prominent way of people making
short journeys e.g., to the schools, local shops and services, the applicant is advised
to indicate the location of dedicated cycle parking spaces for all components of the
proposed site including short-stay visitor cycle parking in accordance with Chapter
11 of LTN 1-20.”

The scale of the cycle hire and car hire scheme will be determined in consultation
with the relevant cycle hire / car club operators during the progression of the scheme
towards delivery. The requirement to reach and agreement on a Full Travel Plan
provides stakeholders with a further point of agreement on the scope of these

facilities.

The applicant is willing to accept a planning condition attached to any consent
granted or a commitment in the Section 106 legal agreement for the investigation
and delivery of proportionate cycle hire, while the car club will form one of a number
of schemes which the Full Travel Plan will cover, following sanction of the document
by WSCC.

JS 12207280-R28D
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2.19.

2.20.

2.21.

Comment #8 — Travel Plans

“"A comprehensive and highly ambitious approach towards achieving high is required
for the entire application which forecasts the level of active travel trips to be
generated. The applicant has clearly considered active travel modes throughout the
application, for example, stating its intention to provide a ‘comprehensive walking,
cycling and public transport network’ (DAS p.52). However, the indicative targets of
a 3% reduction within the first 3 years of occupation and 5% within 5 years (FTP.
P.40) without any baseline data does not suggest a development with active travel
movement at its priority. These and targets outlined in a future STP need to be

revised”

It is important to note that the proposed targets contained within the Framework
Travel Plan (FTP) align with the *‘Monitor and Manage’ approach, and are considered
in addition and cumulative on that baseline position, which has already reflected the
vehicular trip rate reduction factors agreed within the TA. The targets therefore take
into account the effect of the (hard) active travel infrastructure inherent to the

development and then seek to further increase the degree of active travel through

additional (softer) measures and initiatives.

As such, the targets within the FTP are considered suitably ambitious, to be amended
subject to a comparison with existing datasets, as well as the results of initial travel

surveys.

The applicant is willing to accept a condition attached to any planning permission, or
a commitment in the Section 106 legal agreement for the proposed development, to
provide a full Travel Plan, aligning with the ‘Monitor and Manage’ approach, to be
agreed in writing with the local authority prior to occupation. This would again
provide sufficient gateways through which to sanction targets, as well as set out the
institutional framework for stewardship, including the appointment of a Travel Co-
ordinator, as well as the Focus Group of Forum who would be responsible to agreeing
how to use and monitor the measures and the use of the funding that would be put

into the Travel Plan.

JS 12207280-R28D
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3.

3.1.

3.2.

3.3.

3.4.

WSCC PROW Team Comments

The PRoW TTN (ACE Report Reference 2207280-R22) is provided at Appendix
B.

A further consultation response was provided by the WSCC PRoW team on the 5t

December 2024 in which they amended their position to one of ‘No Objection’.

Comment #1 — Footpath Upgrades

“"The planning Statement and Travel Plan State an intention to upgrade all PROW to
bridleways which would allow for pedestrian, cycle and equestrian use. It isn’t

realistic to upgrade all PRoWs and I am objecting on this basis.”

Following receipt of the WSCC PRoW consultation comments and to reflect further
discussions with WSCC PRoW team during and following the meeting on the 3 April
2024, the PRoW strategy has been amended to the upgrade of all of Footpath 62CR
to a bridleway, with an alternative onward cycle / equestrian route provided through
the active travel network within the site. This now reflects the agreed strategy

between ACE and the WSCC PRoW team.

Figure 2.1 shows the existing PRoWs through and surrounding the site, and Figure
2.2 shows the indicative upgraded PRoW network. ACE Drawing 2207280-D014A
provides the proposed upgraded PRoW network in full context of the emerging

development masterplan.

Google Earth

Figure 2.1: Existing PRoW Network
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3.5.

3.6.

Google Earth

Figure 2.2: Proposed PRoW Network

Comment #2 - Continuity

"Continuity is an issue in many cases. Where PRoW within the site extends or leads
only to PRoW footpaths outside of the site’s boundaries or onto busy roads, how

would cyclists and equestrians continue their journeys safely, if at all?

The upgrade of Footpath (FP) 62CR may be acceptable if cyclists and equestrians

can continue their journeys safely at both ends.”

The above proposed PRoW network shows continuity of route through the site and
onwards for cyclists which reflects the strategy agreed between ACE and the WSCC
PRoW team.

Comment #3 - Surfacing Improvements

“"Any upgraded surface would therefore need to be robust enough to cater for
vehicular access yet suitable for equestrian use. We would suggest a chip and spray

surface but would need to approve any suggested specification.

Whilst upgrades may not be possible however, improvements to all PRoW surfaces
will be required to mitigate against increased usage. These will need to be approved

by the PRoW team and delivered by the developer.”

Improvements to upgraded PRoW surfaces will be made, in line with the WSCC PRoW

surfacing specification, or an alternative to be agreed with the WSCC PRoW team
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3.7.

3.8.

and to be delivered by the developer. This arrangement will be secured via the

Section 278 process, as requested by the WSCC PRoW team.

In addition, vegetation along Footpath 69CR will be cut back if necessary and the
surface of 69CR will be improved to the WSCC bridleway specification within the
development red line, with a Section 278 agreement to be put in place to improve
the surface of the remainder of 69CR to the same standard immediately in the

vicinity of the development red line, as requested by the WSCC PRoW team.

Comment #4 - Improvements to Bridleway 67CR / 50bCU

"I note that the Travel Plan states improvements will be made to the Bridleway
extending north-east towards Tylers Green and discussions are ongoing with WSCC
with regards to specifications of the improvements that can be made in recognition
of underlying constraints along the route. As the land lies outside the developers
control, we would require proof of landowner approval before and such

improvements could be discussed.”

Due to the constraints along the route, improvements to the Bridleway extending
north-east towards Tylers Green will be limited to surfacing improvements with no
widening provided. As such, the surfacing improvements will be made utilising the
local authority’s right to maintain or improve existing public rights of way, funded by
the applicant. As above, these improvements will be conducted via a Section 278

agreement as requested by the WSCC team, reflecting the agreed strategy.

10
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4.

4.1.

4.2.

4.3.

4.4,

WSCC Highways Development Management Comments

A number of meetings were held between ACE and WSCC, whilst in addition to this,
there has been ongoing dialogue between both parties to progress the aspects of the

highways analysis that were flagged in the WSCC consultation response.

The WSCC TTN (ACE Report Reference 2207280-R23D) is provided at Appendix

C and details the outcome of the discussions to date.

Comment #1 — Designers Responses

"The junctions have been designed in line with DMRB guidance, vehicle tracking for
articulated HGV provided and stage 1 RSA undertaken. Visibility splays can be
provided in line with a 60mph design speed as per DMRB standards.

The Designers Responses undertaken should be provided in word format to allow a
WSCC response and agreed actions to be developed. It should be noted that the

auditors recommendations should either be agreed with or disagreed with.”

The Designer’s Responses for all schemes proposed as part of the development have

been provided separately to WSCC and agreed and finalised as necessary.

Comment #2 — Public Rights of Way (PRoW)

"All PRoW across the site would be upgraded to Bridleways. It is noted that WSCC
PROW response raises concerns at what happens at the sites boundaries where the

routes would become footpaths again and these concerned are echoed.”

The proposed PRoW strategy has been amended to refine the extent of bridleways

that can be provided, and this strategy has been agreed with the WSCC PRoW team.

Comment #3 - Cycle Route to Haywards Heath

Consultation Response - "Alongside the A272 only a 0.5m buffer strip is provided
in line with LTN 1/20 this should be increased due to the existing/and or proposed
speed limit, priority across side roads provided, considerations of levels (behind
existing VRS).

Consideration should be given to improving pedestrian and cycle priority over
Copyhold Lane.

Information on remaining lane widths at the bend should be provided where tracking

has been provided.

11
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4.5.

4.6.

4.7.

Considerations should be given to widen the shared use route between the new
crossing and Haywards Heath. A 3m provision would for the most part have it’s
effective use (as per LTN 5.3) reduced by 0.5m to 0.75m due to the edge constraints
and vertical features.

In the vicinity of the Martlot Manor Care home the effective width is only 1.75m and
should be increased. It is assumed in this area, ped cycle priority is provided over

the accesses but not text confirms this.”

Meeting Comments

e WSCC requests expected cycle flows on new cycle route.

e WSCC has some concerns over deliverability of cycle route, particularly with
regards to levels at pinch points.

e WSCC requested additional topographical surveys of key areas along the route
to be provided.

e WSCC recommended carriageway narrowing at pinch points.

Further Discussions

e WSCC requested additional widths of carriageways where the cycle route was
extended into the carriageway.

e WSCC requested confirmation of the status and retained width of the ghost right
hand turn lane next to the Marlet Manor Care House in Haywards Heath.

e WSCC requested clarification on the status of the island opposite the Marlet

Manor Care House.

Following feedback from WSCC during the meeting, the proposed cycle route to
Haywards Heath has been designed such that a 3m cycle path is provided with a
2.5m verge as requested. In addition, more topographical surveys have been
conducted on sections of the A272 and B2272 to provide a check for appropriate
levels and gradients for the proposed cycle route and to investigate potential pinch

points.

In the vicinity of the Martlet Manor Care home, improvements have been
incorporated that will enable a 3m shared pedestrian / cycle facility to be provided.
While there is there an electricity pole in this area, this would represent a single point

where the effective width is narrowed below the full 3m shared facility.

In addition to the above, the bus stop on the northern side of the B2272 Butler’s

Green Road in the vicinity of the care home is to be relocated to be within the active

12
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4.8.

4.9.

4.10.

4.11.

carriageway, thereby enabling a continuation of the active travel route at its full

width through removal of the layby.

The ghost island right hand turn lane next to the Martlet Manor Care Home would
remain at 3m in width and the existing pedestrian refuge crossing point is retained,
whilst the island adjacent to the bus stop has been relocated slightly to accommodate

the relocation of the bus stop as detailed above.

During the April 2024 meeting, WSCC requested an indication of cycle flows along
the proposed cycle route. Based on the multi-modal trip generation methodology
which has been agreed for use within the Transport Assessment, the proposed
development is expected to generate a total of 2,816 daily pedestrian and cycle trips.
On the basis that the majority of these trips will be internal, the expectation is that
the proposed cycle route would cater for approximately 422 two-way trips per day

(15% of total pedestrian cycle trips).

Indicative street lighting is shown to demonstrate that year-round lighting can be
provided, however this is subject to technical review, including but not limited to

ecological constraints.

The proposed cycle connection to Haywards Heath has been agreed with WSCC.

Comment #4 - Crossing A272

Consultation Response - "Justification should be provided for the need for a
signalised crossing including anticipated number of pedestrians that would cross to
utilise the PROW.

The following comments have been offered by the WSCC Signals Team on the
crossing:

e It is our preference that signalised crossings are installed a minimum of 20m
from a roundabout, to prevent confusion for drivers that the roundabout is
signalised.

e As above, the speed limit of the A272 should be 50mph or lower for a
signalised crossing, ideally 40mph. Whilst the regulations have been altered,
removing this requirement, as a team we feel this is the maximum speed that
a signalised crossing should be installed, and whilst speeds will be
significantly lower due to the roundabout, lowering the speed limit will keep

the parameters of this site consistent across the country.

13

JS 12207280-R28D



LAND ADJOINING ANSTY 2207280-R28D
TRANSPORT ADDENDUM May 2025

4.12.

4.13.

4.14.

4.15.

4.16.

e The minimum width should be 2.4m; both crossing points are shown to be
2.0m.

e Along the A272, ongoing maintenance will be required to ensure vegetation
does not impact visibility of the signals once installed.

e [ assume there is a suitable power source nearby which can be utilised for
the signal crossing?

e Street Lighting will be required, with the same potential challenge as
highlighted above.

e Ifthe footway on the northern side of the signalised crossing cannot meet the
criteria for shared use (3.0m wide) then during detailed design there should
be corduroy paving installed on both the east & west of the crossing,
instructing cyclists to dismount / remount.”

Meeting Comments

e WSCC requested a ADPV? assessment be provided for the signalised crossing
over the A272.

e  WSCC suggested that any contribution towards a Traffic Regulation Order (TRO)
to change the speed limit on the A272 could be done as a pre-commencement

requirement.

Proposed crossings in the vicinity of the site have all been located 20m from the

proposed junctions.

As per the TA for the development and as agreed during the meeting, the applicant
is willing to work with WSCC to provide the funding required to WSCC to advertise
the Traffic Regulation Order (TRO) required to promote a change in speed limit along
the A272. It is expected that this would be managed by a pre-commencement

condition or obligation.

The proposed crossing has been amended to be 2.4m in width as requested by

WSCC.

Vegetation will be trimmed as required, with any on-going maintenance falling under
the responsibility of WSCC to manage as Highways Authority. This was agreed during
the April 2024 meeting with WSCC.

Information on power sources and the lighting design for the scheme will be provided

at detailed design stage. This was agreed during the April 2024 meeting with WSCC.

14
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4.17. As requested by WSCC during the meeting, an ADPV? assessment of the proposed
crossing over the A272 has been conducted, based on the agreed multi-modal trip

generation methodology agreed with WSCC.

4.18. The ADPV? assessment takes into account the local collision record within the vicinity
of the proposed crossing, the difficulty of crossing (calculated through a comparison
of the proposed crossing distance against a standard 7.3m road), the average peak
hour pedestrian and cycle demand and the average two-way peak hour vehicular
flow. The resulting value is then provided per 108 which is used to determine the

appropriate level of crossing.

4.19. The results of the assessment was a ADPV? value of greater than 0.7 per 108 and
there the crossing should signalised, as proposed. The conclusion of the ADPV?

assessment was agreed with WSCC.

Comment #4 — B2272 into Haywards Heath

"The following comment have been offered by the WSCC Signals Team on the toucan

crossing

There are concerns with the location of this crossing, and the achievable
forward visibility, especially during Spring/Summer, with the existing
hedgerows/trees on both sides of the carriageway. This will need to be
checked on street during this time of year to ensure compliance can be
achieved.

e The WSCC standard for Toucan crossings are 4.0m wide,; currently it’s shown
as 2.0m.

e Installation of ducting for loops may be challenging on the westbound
approach, particularly between the crossing location and the entrance to The
Old Cottage, the available highway boundary seems limited and will require
checking to ensure safe maintenance can be undertaken.

e The position of the crossing in relation to existing overhead power cables will
need to be considered, to ensure minimum clearances can be achieved.

e The existing street lighting will need to be checked, to ensure it is compliant

for a controlled crossing.”

15
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4.20.

4.21.

4.22.

Vegetation will be trimmed to maintain forward visibility in coordination with the local
highways authority. The proposed crossing is shown at 4.0m wide with dimension

added to help to clarify this.

Information on the ducting for loops, separation with overhead power cables and

street lighting design will be provided at detailed design stage.

All of the above amendments were agreed with WSCC.

Comment #5 - Cycle routes to Burgess Hill

Consultation Response - "The southwestern access would require cyclists to rejoin
the carriageway in close proximity to the roundabout and continue on road along the
B2036 towards the Brookleigh development and Burgess Hill. Given the flows and
speeds of the road then the promotion of on road cycling would not be in keeping
with the requirements of LTN 1/20.”

Meeting Comments

e The connection to Burgess Hill / the Northern Arc Development is a key concern
of WSCC, with the development like to generate cycle trips to the south for
employment purposes.

e WSCC stated that the on-carriageway cycling is not appropriate.

e WSCC suggested reviewing the Northern Arc improvements and providing a
design that would provide a consistent provision with those works.

e WSCC stated that delivery of a connection between the development and

Burgess Hill / the Northern Arc would result in no sustainability concerns.

Further Discussions

e WSCC requested further information on lane widths for the priority sections.

e WSCC had concerns about the buildability of the route.

¢ WSCC requested that forward visibility at the priority sections should be
commensurate with 40mph requirements.

e WSCC requested that Northern Arc improvements be revisited to allow
consistent route from Ansty site to the Northern Arc.

e ACE undertook additional review of proposed improvements and integration with

Northern Arc proposals.

16
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4.23.

4.24.

4.25.

e During a meeting between ACE and WSCC held on the 13t February 2025, WSCC
acknowledged that a cycle connection between the proposed development and

Burgess Heath was not feasible due to width constraints on the B2036 Pains Flat.

As agreed with WSCC during a meeting held on the 13% February 2025, the proposed
development no longer includes a cycle connection to Burgess Hill and instead
provides a public transport connection to Burgess Hill at a minimum weekday peak
hour frequency of hourly. Further details of the proposed public transport strategy

are provided in the response to WSCC Comment #11 below.

Comment #6 — Cycle Routes to Cuckfield

"The cycle improvement plan shows a cycle route between the existing A272/B2036
Roundabout and Cuckfield, however no details are supplied of the provision, the
suitability of on road cycling and how the route would link at either end with other

proposed facilities.”

The proposals include a cycle connection onto the western side of the B2036 to the
north of the A272 / B2036 roundabout, and then onto the B2036 into Cuckfield. It
is not proposed to provide a cycle route along the B2036 heading north at this time

as has been clarified on the updated strategy drawing.

The relevant drawings have been amended to accurately reflect the proposed cycle
and pedestrian improvement strategy. This was agreed during the April 2024
meeting with WSCC.

Comment #7 - Link to country park

"The following comments have been offered by the WSCC Signals Team on the

toucan crossing:

e It would be our recommendation that the speed limit is reduced to a
maximum 50mph, and ideally 40[mph] for this stretch of the A272.

e Street lighting will be required; given the rural nature of this may be
challenging, assuming a suitable power connection is available for both
lighting and the crossing.

e Currently there are a lot of overhanging trees, the canopy may need to be

dramatically altered to ensure suitable visibility.
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4.26.

4.27.

4.28.

4.29.

4.30.

e The WSCC standard for Toucan crossings are 4.0m (distance between the
studs); currently it’s shown as 2.0m, assuming the tactiles shown are

intended to represents the standard 400x400mm.”

As above, the proposals include supporting a change in speed limit along the A272,
in line with WSCC Speed Limit Policy. This will include the necessary funding for
WSCC to publish and advertise the TRO.

Information on the street lighting design will be provided at detailed design stage.
Vegetation can be trimmed to maintain visibility in coordination with the local
highways authority. The proposed toucan crossing has been widened to 4.0m as

requested.

The above has been agreed with WSCC.

Comment #8 — Cycle Gates

"The provision of 'cycle gates’ would reduce the ability for alternative bicycles to
utilise the accesses. LTN 1/20 states 5.1.4 "It is important that infrastructure can

”

accommodate the full range of cycles to ensure routes are accessible to all cyclists.

The cycle gates have been replaced with a bollard, as requested by and agreed with
WSCC.

Comment #9 — Cycle Provision on B2114

"No cycle provision at northern end on to B2114. With a speed limit of 50mph simply
requiring cyclists to rejoin the carriageway would not accord with the guidance in
LTN 1/20 Table 4.1 which indicates that the provision of only a fully kerbed cycle

track would be an appropriate provision for most people”.

Following feedback from WSCC during the April 2024 meeting, a suitable transition
point has been provided between the B2114 Staplefield Road in the form of a cycle
bellmouth. This reflects the approach agreed during post-meeting discussions with
WSCC.
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Comment #10 - Cycle Connections A272 / Bolney Road / B2036

“"Additional information should be provided including suitability of on road provision
in accordance with LTN 1/20, confirming refuge island width, HGV tracking for all

movements, consideration of returning movements.”

4.31. Details of the proposed improvements at the A272 / Bolney Road / B2036 mini-

roundabout have been provided and agreed with WSCC.

Comment #11 — Public Transport

Consultation Response - "Comments are being sought from the WSCC Public
Transport Team on the options however it is considered that the applicant would
need to firm up proposals prior to the application being determined so they can

appropriately be secured.”

Meeting Comments

e WSCC requested additional details include proposed bus route and proposed bus
timetable.

Further Discussions

e WSCC requested a timescale for support and confirmation of the sustainability
of the proposed bus strategy.

e WSCC requested that, in lieu of a cycle connection to Burgess Hill, that the
proposed bus route be extended to Burgess Hill.

e WSCC requested that the proposed bus route provide a minimum service of a
half-hourly connection to Haywards Heath and hourly connection to Burgess Hill

during weekday peak periods.

4.32. A bus report providing details of the proposed bus route and timetables was shared
confidentially with WSCC.

4.33. A highly robust bus commercial sustainability assessment was also conducted. The
assessment indicated that the proposed bus service would be expected to achieve
commercial sustainability between year 5 and year 10 of construction, depending on

bus uptake rates.

Comment #12 — Trip Generation

"Trip rates for the other uses are assumed to be taken from the MSSHM as per the

TN within the appendix but should be confirmed.”
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4.34.

4.35.

4.36.

4.37.

4.38.

4.39.

It was confirmed that trip rates for the other uses have been taken from the MSSHM,

utilising the trip rates adopted for the Scenario 4 local plan modelling.

Comment #13 - Trip Rate Reduction

Consultation Response - "Further info should be provided on the approach taken
and the cumulative effect of the reduction e.g the main impact of the 25% reduction

is shorter trips and as such may be covered by the other reductions.”

Meeting Comments
e WSCC requested that key destinations be provided for each distance band to

demonstrate where cycle trips would be going.

As agreed in principle during pre-application discussions with WSCC, the trip rate

reductions have been applied on a distance banding basis

The distance banding results in an overall relative vehicular trip reduction of

approximately 6% cumulatively across both peak hours.

A series of images were provided to WSCC showing the destinations within each

distance band.

Comment #14 — Monitoring Strategy and Alternative Scenario

"No monitoring strategy has been provided to detail the impact should the reductions

not be met (and these are significantly in excess of those proposed within the travel

plan).

No scenario has been provided to detail what the impacts of the trip rates not being
met are and what additional mitigation would be required, given the current

deficiencies in the strategies this should be provided.”

As discussed with WSCC, the applicant is willing to accept a condition or obligation
for providing a Trip Monitoring Strategy, which sets out the trip monitoring and

mitigation strategy in line with the ‘Monitor and Manage’ paradigm.

An outline of the Trip Monitoring Strategy, akin to the strategy approved as part of
the West of Chichester Development (Chichester District Council Planning Reference:
14/04301/0UT), has been presented to WSCC, which is to be used as the foundation

for a suitably worded condition or obligation.
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Comment #15 — Sifting Criteria

“Junctions have been scoped out based on a percentage impact assessment, stating
that flows with 10% would be within daily fluctuations. This approach is not

acceptable and the scope of junctions should be revisited”.

4.40. Following feedback from WSCC additional junction capacity modelling has been
conducted for key junctions between the site and Haywards Heath. Specifically the

following junctions have been considered in additional detail:

e Junction E - A272 / B2036 Roundabout
e Junction G - A272 / Tylers Green / Broad Street Roundabout

e Junction H - A272 / Tylers Green / Issac’s Lane Roundabout

4.41. The results of the junction capacity modelling were provided to WSCC, showing that

the effect of the proposed development on these junctions is negligible.

4.42. Nonetheless, as Junction H operates over capacity in both the 2039 Do Minimum and
2039 Do Something scenarios, a preliminary mitigation scheme has been developed
to provide mitigation to this junction in the form of a bypass between the A272 and
the B2272.

4.43. Further modelling of the mitigation scheme shows a significant improvement the

operation of the roundabout in the future year.

4.44. Based upon further discussions with WSCC, the roundabout operates above capacity
in the future year without the proposed development in place (ie as a result of

background traffic growth).

4.45. Due to the potential effect of the roundabout operating above capacity on the
proposed public transport strategy, a better-than-nil-detriment mitigation scheme

has been produced for the roundabout.

4.46. Delivery of the mitigation scheme is to be secured via a suitably worded condition or

obligation.
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4.47.

4.48.

4.49.

4.50.

Comment #16 — Local Plan Mitigation

“"Stating that junctions will be resolved by proposed local plan mitigation is also not
acceptable, the addition of development traffic may bring forwards the requirements

of mitigation or change the scheme being provided.”

It has been clarified that no junctions would be resolved by proposed local plan

mitigation.

Comment #17 — Traffic Flow Diagrams

Consultation Response - "Apart from Table 7.1 no data has actually been provided
on the impact on the local highway network, the applicant should provide RFCs and
flow plots to identify where background traffic is rerouting (in particular causing

reductions in flows).”

Meeting Comments

e WSCC requested additional clarification on how existing background traffic was
effect by the proposed development.

¢ WSCC requested a zonal review and the provision of difference plots to show
how background traffic was affected by the proposed development.

e WSCC queried the traffic assignment at the A272 / B2036 Roundabout.

Difference plots and a zonal comparison from the strategic traffic modelling and a
comparison of assigned trips were provided to WSCC to clarify changes in

background traffic, which were agreed with WSCC.

Strategic model outputs for the A272 / B2036 roundabout have been checked and
confirmed to be accurately reported. As advised to WSCC, concerns regarding the
assignment of trips should be raised with the designers and maintainers of the

strategic traffic model.

Notwithstanding the above and to provide additional reassurance, further junction
capacity testing of the A272 / B2036 roundabout has been conducted to determine
the maximum number of trips that would result in the junction operating over its
theoretical capacity (the ‘Maximum Trips’ scenario), and to determine the effect of

imbalanced flows on this roundabout (the ‘Imbalanced Flows’ scenarios).
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4.51. The results of the sensitivity testing indicate that the junction can operate within
theoretical capacity in a variety of scenarios with substantially increased and

alternate distributions of traffic flows.

Comment #18 — B2036 London Road / Ardingly Road Mini-Roundabout

“"Concerns are raised about the suitability of provision given that it only serves
cyclists heading north. Realignment of access to Manor Drive to reduce width -

tracking required.

e Tassume vehicle and pedestrian flows have been captured to establish zebra’s
are the most suitable option for these locations.
e The bus shelter will require relocation to outside of the zig-zags

e The minimum width for zebras should be 2.4m; these are shown as 2.0m”

4.52. Changes were made to the design at this junction and were agreed during the WSCC

meeting.

Comment #19 - Car Club

Consultation Response - "Car club operators have been approached and indicate
working with the applicant, the details for a minimum number of vehicles should be

secured at outline sage rather than RM as suggested within the TA.”

Meeting Comments
e WSCC requested further information on potential car clubs, including a minimum
number of vehicles to be utilised within the Section 106 agreement for the

development.

4.53. A more detailed proposal was obtained in liaison with Enterprise Rent-a-Car which
sets out a potential car club scheme for the development including a minimum of
two car club vehicles and up to 4 car club vehicles. While this proposal remains
indicative, it has been accepted by WSCC as a guide for wording of a Section 106

agreement for the minimum provision of car clubs within the development.

4.54.This approach was agreed with WSCC, with the minimum time period for the
provision of car club vehicles to be agreed prior to resolution to grant planning

permission.
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4.55.

4.56.

4.57.

Comment #20 - Speed Limit Changes (B2036 Harvest Hill)

"B2036 Harvest Hill — Within the existing 30mph speed limit there is footway
provision to the Cuckfield Road junction. The implies pedestrian activity which
supports the need of the 30mph speed limit on that section. The documentation
supplied does not demonstrate whether there will be a continuation of footway south
to the new roundabout or indicate the potential for vulnerable road user activity in
that section of road, and indeed beyond to where they indicatively show the 30mph
speed limit could be extended to. There are no road traffic collisions recorded on that

section in the last 5 years.

On this basis I would not support an extension of the 30mph speed limit and would
suggest that if there is any need to reduce the speed limit from the current national

speed limit, 40mph would be more appropriate.”

A footway connection has been provided to Ansty from the proposed southern access
roundabout which was agreed with WSCC. In addition, the applicant is willing to

support a change in speed limit as suggested by WSCC.

Comment #21 - Personal Injury Collisions

"No information has been provided on the accident history / records of the local

highway network.”

Collision data has been obtained for the highway network surrounding the proposal
site and along the primary cycle route into Haywards Heath from the Sussex Safer

Roads Partnership and provided to WSCC.

Comment #22 - Travel Plan

"A travel plan has been provided and sets a 5 year target of reducing single
occupancy car travel by 5%. This figure is below the 10% figure included within the
WSCC travel plan guidance for rural sites. One key measure that should be included

is the provision of £150 travel plan vouchers for each dwelling.”

The applicant has submitted a revised Framework Travel Plan amends the target to
a 10% reduction in single occupancy car trips over 5 years and includes a

commitment to £150 travel plan voucher for each dwelling, as requested.
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Comment #23 — Journey Times

4.58. During the April 2024 meeting, WSCC requested additional information to confirm
that the route through the proposed development would be less attractive to drivers

than travelling on the A272.

4.59. A first principles assessment based on recorded speeds and expected delays was
provided to WSCC which showed that the proposed primary street within the
development would be a less attractive route than the A272 / B2036 route, which

was agreed by WSCC.
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5.

5.1.

5.2.

5.3.

5.4.

5.5.

5.6.

National Highways Comments

NH provided a consultation response on the application on the 19t January 2024.

A draft of the response TTN was submitted to NH on the 13% June 2024, following
which NH provided a further response on the 3™ July 2024. A second iteration of the
response TTN was prepared incorporating their second response, whilst a third
response from NH was provided on 4t December 2024. A further revision of the
response TTN was then prepared to resolve the comments raised in the third

response for issue within this TAA on the 19* December 2024.

A further consultation response was provided by NH on the 4% April 2025, amending

their position to one of ‘No Objection subject to conditions”.
The NH TTN (ACE Report Reference 2207280-R24B) is provided at Appendix D.

Comment #1 — Vision Statement

Response #1 - "We have reviewed the TA and while there is reference to DfT

Circular 01/2022, there is no vision statement, this is required.

We have previously advised at the pre-application stage that to align with DfT
Circular 01/2022, the TA should include a vision that can be realistically achieved,

along with sufficient evidence to demonstrate how that vision can be realised.

However, we acknowledge that the TA does currently highlight the provision of
guality broadband, improvements to walking and cycling infrastructure and a public

transport strategy.”

Response #2 - "JSJV previously requested that the vision for the development
should be provided, in line with the requirements of DfT Circular 01/2022 paragraph
48. TTN10 does contain at paragraph 2.3 the vision for the development and JSJV

considers this to be acceptable.”

The consideration of the proposed development has not progressed in isolation but
has been subject to prior plan-making processes and evidence base, which complies

with Paragraph 26 of Circular 01 /2022.

In this respect, the vision for the proposed development follows that as set out by
the West Sussex Transport Plan 2022-2036.
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5.7.

5.8.

5.9.

5.10.

5.11.

5.12.

5.13.

As such, the vision for the proposed development is to create a sustainable, liveable
neighbourhood anchored by an internal and external network of active and
sustainable travel options, with convenient opportunities for mode change threaded

throughout the site.

As per the Transport Assessment (TA) submitted with the application in support of
the proposed development, the scheme has been designed on a ‘Vision and Validate’
\ ‘Decide and Provide’ approach, which itself is described as a “Vision lead approach”
in paragraph 15 of Circular 01/2022. As such, details of the scheme have been
designed in collaboration and co-ordination with a number of internal and external
entities, as detailed below, to achieve an objective-led vision for a sustainable

community.

The consideration of the scheme has been through an iterative process covering all
aspects of the development, including multiple discussions on internal streetscapes
with WSCC, which have culminated in the production of a Design Code. The Design

Code is now available for review within the submitted materials with the application.

Local bus operators were consulted to determine the most flexible approach to public
transport, allowing for the development of options for interim public transport
provision as well as options for the eventual final strategy for the site, which in turn

have shaped the siting of on-site public transport infrastructure.

Similarly, the developer has positively engaged with the charity Collaborative
Mobility UK (CoMoUK) with regards to the initial design of the development mobility
hub strategy, as detailed within the TA. As with all other aspects of the development,
initial Mobility Hub designs were produced for review, with subsequent amendments
made based on feedback given by CoMoUK who were supportive of the approach we

have adopted and presented within the TA/Design Code.

As such, the proposed development has complied with the approach desired by DfT
Circular 01/2022 by embedding sustainable transport at the centre of the design

decisions taken and services that are to be provided.

With regards to the residual traffic effect of the development, this has also been
taken account of the same Local Plan tools in the form of the Mid Sussex Strategic
Highways Model (MSSHM). The underlying coding of this model iteration was then

reviewed and amended by ACE in agreement with WSCC, as model controller.
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5.14.

5.15.

5.16.

5.17.

5.18.

The assumptions underpinning the residual vehicular trip generation assumptions
were based on previous work conducted for the Regulation 18 process for the Draft
Mid Sussex District Plan 2031 - 2039. In terms of evidential backing, the latest Mid
Sussex Transport Study Report (Scenario 5 Report produced by Systra on behalf of
MSDC, available under the Mid Sussex District Plan 2021-2039 evidence base)
provides an evidence base for any trip rate adjustments used within the latest
iteration of the MSSHM.

As such, the scenario assessed within the TA for the proposed development is
sufficiently evidenced to define an approach to assumption setting which is vision-
led, and thus is capable of meeting the requirements of Circular 01/2022. Further to
this, the proposed development has now been recommended for approval, subject
to conditions, by Active Travel England (ATE) thereby further demonstrating the

suitability of the approach outlined within this note.

A *‘Monitor and Manage’ approach can subsequently be taken to identify and address
if the vision is unlikely to be achieved, which is addressed as part of the Travel Plan
submitted with the application, of which further detail can be included in the Final

Travel Plan which would be submitted as part of a Reserved Matters Application.

To conclude, the proposed development has been created with a clear central vision
in mind, which was then reflected in a multi-faceted and iterative process of

assessment based on a clearly evidenced future scenario.

As noted above, within the second response NH stated that the vision for the

development was considered to be acceptable.

Comment #2 — Collision Analysis

Response #1 - "As highlighted at pre-application stage, at those locations on the
SRN where capacity analysis is required, STATS19 analysis of the relevant SRN
location(s) will need to be undertaken for the five years pre-pandemic, as well as the

pandemic period.”

Response #2 - "STATS 19 analysis should be presented to provide detailed
assessment of collisions at the assessed junctions. Our requirement is for only the

most recent five years of STATS 19 data.”
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5.19.

5.20.

5.21.

5.22.

5.23.

5.24.

5.25.

STATS19 collision data has been obtained from the Safer Sussex Roads Partnership
(SSRP) for the period 2018 - 2023 (the most recent 5 years available - covering pre-
and post-pandemic). Figures were provided to NH to show the results for each of the

relevant SRN junctions, including the additional junctions requested by NH.

The only junction with any semblance of a cluster of collisions (defined as one or

more collisions per year on average) is the A23 / Cowfold Road Junction.

The A23 / Cowfold Road Junction had a cluster of 7 recorded collisions, 4 events
were classified as being of ‘Slight’ severity and the remaining 3 were classified as
being ‘Serious’ in severity. The ‘Serious’ collisions occurred in 2020, 2021 and 2022
respectively. Considering the frequency of these serious collisions, the apparent
geographical cluster at this location is considered to be lower than would be expected

for the relatively higher level of volume of traffic experienced at this location.

As a consequence, the PIA data is not indicative of any existing road safety
deficiency, or one that would be materially worsened by the proposed development,
which would be the primary ‘test’ that would under any planning obligation relating

to defined mitigation scheme(s).

The full STATS19 data, including the reports for each collision, were provided to NH.

Comment #3 - Travel Plan

"The information presented above is noted to not align with the trip reduction

forecasts contained within the Framework Travel Plan. This needs to be rectified.”

The targets set within the Framework Travel Plan are in addition to the trip rate
reduction assumptions considered within the TA, aligning with the ‘vision and
validate’ principles. The monitoring would consider the combined effects of the
design interventions and measures in determining how successful the Travel Plan

will be and what remedial measures, if any, may be required.

The expected daily multi-modal trips to the development, as agreed by WSCC, were

provided to NH.

Comment #4 - Trip Rate Reduction

Response #1 - "There is a need to provide additional evidence to demonstrate how

the above trip generation 'with reduction’ has been achieved.”
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5.26.

5.27.

5.28.

5.29.

Response #2 - "The statement within the TA related to the 25% assumption agreed
with WSCC is unclear, as it refers to modal shift (e.g. active travel and public
transport) and also refers to home working. TT10 thn states that the 25% is solely
associated with home working and internalisation. In combination with the

comments below we request that this apparent contradiction is clarified.”

Response #2 - "In addition, in terms of the degree of traffic impact on the SRN a
comparative exercise is requested for a less ambitious modal shift scenario (which
will need to be defined and agreed). The associated impacts at each of the SRN
junctions will need to be established to identify the materiality of the difference in

vehicular trip impacts.”

Response #2 - "The trip generation should be clarified, noting the above points. In
addition, we request that a table or graphic is provided which provides greater clarity
to what main routes the generated traffic is travelling to and from the development

during each peak period.

Response #3 - "We therefore reiterate that information is provided which provides
greater clarity as to what main routes the generated traffic is travelling to and from
the development during each peak period, for example, A23 (Southbound), A23
(Northbound) etc. This would typically be in the form of 'select link analysis’ showing

trips to and from the development site during each assessment period.”

The trip rate reductions utilised within the strategic modelling for the proposed
development were provided by WSCC (independently from any travel planning

effects).

WSCC then clarified that the proposed development qualified for the first two

reductions, with the total reduction in vehicular trips therefore being 25%.

As detailed in the response to NH Comment #1, this trip rate reduction is based on

evidence reference within the Systra Scenario 5 MSSHM report.

The above was the justification given by WSCC for the application of an overall 25%
trip rate reduction. ACE then took this reduction rate and applied it via distance
banding as requested by WSCC, such that lower reduction rates applied to trips
travelling further from the site to reflect the above reductions being filtered through

the improvements to active travel.
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5.30.

5.31.

5.32.

5.33.

5.34.

5.35.

Considering that trips travelling via the SRN are likely to be for the purpose of
travelling to / from more distant destinations such as Brighton (approximately 18km
via the A23) and Crawley (approximately 14km via the A23) only the 10-50km band
reduction would be applied to trips potentially travelling via the SRN, thereby

reflecting a reasonable assumption on the effect of active travel on trips via the SRN.

Given that the 3% trip reduction for the 10-50km distance band represent a total of
10 two-way vehicular trips in the AM peak hour and 9 two-way vehicular trips in the
PM peak hour, the materiality of the difference in vehicular trip impacts between a
scenario with no trip rate reductions and the assessed scenario is negligible. As such,
a comparative exercise as requested by NH will not give additional information

beyond the assessment already provided.

With regards to the trip generation for the proposed development it should be noted
that the only revision is a text-only error where arrivals and departures in the PM
peak in the post-reduction scenario were reversed. The strategic modelling and
subsequent assessment utilised the correct number of arrivals and departures for all

assessed scenarios.

With regards to the trip distribution from the development, traffic flow diagrams have
been provided which shows the change in traffic flow as a result of the proposed
development. For further clarification, difference plot outputs from the MSSHM
showing the change in trips between the Do Minimum (Future year without
development) and Do Something (Future year with Development) scenarios were

also provided to NH.

As requested by NH, Select Link Analysis (SLA) has been conducted showing trips to
and from the proposed development travelling via the NH junctions. Plots showing
the SLA for the gross effect of the proposed development (ie without any
redistribution effect on background traffic) were incorporated within the updated
TTN.

Given the process for monitoring the residual vehicular trip generation through the
Travel Plan, there will be a means of aligning with the *‘Monitor and Manage’ approach
to understand how successful the development has been in meeting the vision, and
for remedial measures to be implemented to rectify any non-compliance, as part of

a continual review by the Travel Plan co-ordinator of the development, as well as
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5.36.

5.37.

5.38.

5.39.

any other exogenous factors that could affect (either positively or negatively) the

modal split for the development.

It has been agreed with WSCC that a Trip Monitoring Strategy be secured via the
S106 agreement. The terms of this strategy will be agreed prior to any resolution to
grant planning permission as request by WSCC, which should provide NH

reassurance that sufficient contingencies will be in place.

Comment #5 — Committed Developments

“"There is a need to provide details of the specific sites and the traffic flows associated

with each.

We previously advised at the pre-application stage that there is need to review the
committed developments considering the requirements of DfT Circular 01/2022.
There is also a need to agree the committed developments and committed highway
schemes with the LPA and to then provide this information for us to review, with
evidence of the LPA’s acceptance. Paragraph 49 of the Circular states 'Assumptions
underpinning projected levels of traffic should be clearly stated to avoid the default

factoring up of baseline traffic.”

As referenced in the response to NH Comment #1, the traffic assessment of the
proposed development included within the TA was based on the latest version of the
MSSHM available at the time. As such, the committed developments included within

the traffic assessment were already inherently agreed by WSCC.

The committed development information is included within the model in an
aggregated form. Sufficient comfort should be drawn from the fact that the
methodology followed by WSCC, which NH has commented on, has taken account of

this information within the forecast baseline assessments.

Beyond this, as detailed in the TA for the development, WSCC requested that TEMPro
Growth was utilised to simulate generalised development growth within a wider Mid
Sussex geographical area, utilising the ‘High Economy’ scenario. This will have
purposefully been overly pessimistic regarding the treatment of growth arising from

both background traffic and committed developments.
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5.40. The Alternative Assumptions function of TEMPro was used to avoid double counting
when it comes to the proposed Ansty development, the specifics of which were also
agreed with WSCC.

Comment #6 — TEMPro

"There is a need to provide justification as to why the modelling has been
developed to 2039 and not 2031, alternatively the assessment year should
be revised to 2031 (as this is the year of the adopted Local Plan).

e TEMPro Version 8.1 contains the National Road Traffic Projections 2022 which
is acceptable to use, whereas this is not included within TEMPro version 8.0,
please clarify the dataset which has been used

e Specific details of the TEMPro growth factors should be provided, including
the area and road type

e Details are required to be provided of the specific TEMPro growth factors

which have been applied to the model.”

5.41. The use of 2039 as the future year is at the request of WSCC, as this is consistent
with the end of the emerging draft Mid Sussex District Plan 2031-2039, and we note

this was accepted by NH in their pre-application response.

5.42. It should be noted that while the planning application is seeking to meet the housing
delivery challenges within Mid-Sussex the site is currently not part of the draft
allocation, the development will be able to significantly contribute towards the

current Local Plan housing trajectory to 2031.

5.43. However, it is unlikely that the proposed development would be fully built out by
2031 and so, it would be more appropriate to match the local plan review period to
2039 rather than utilise a 2031 horizon year. This will also provide a more robust
scenario when focusing on the residual impact of car-borne traffic on the local road

network.

Comment #7 — Strategic Modelling

"In terms of this specific planning application, the Baseline calibration and validation
report should be provided to demonstrate that the model is suitably calibrated, in

particular at the SRN junctions.
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5.44.

In line with the requirements of DfT Circular 01/2022, there is a requirement to
consider all development which is committed and/or allocated within the adopted

Local Plan”

As referenced in the response to Comment #5, the starting point for the traffic
assessment of the proposed development was the latest iteration of the MSSHM,
which included the committed developments associated with the adopted Mid Sussex
District Plan. The version of this model was also approved by WSCC. The relevant
Systra report is available for review by NH under the Mid Sussex District Plan 2021-
2039 Evidence Base.

Comment #8 - Traffic Flow Diagrams

Response #1 - "The traffic flow diagrams included within Appendix G of the TA have
been reviewed. At the pre-application stage we requested that, in addition to the
identified SRN assessment locations, the trip distribution / assignment should be

extended to the following SRN junctions, and this has not yet been done:

e A23/B2115 Sloughgreen Lane / B2115 Cuckfield Lane Junction
o A23/ Broxmead Lane junction
o A23/A2300 junction”

Response #2 - "We would typically expect the proposed development trips during
the PM peak hour to be broadly the reverse of the AM peak hour, however at many

locations along the SRN this is not the case

A2300 (westbound) to A23 (southbound) is 93 vehicles during the AM peak, while
A23 (northbound) to A2300 (eastbound) is 3 vehicles during the PM peak, there is
negligible traffic from the A23 (northbound) at the other junctions, evidence should

be present to justify the differences between each peak hour

A272 to A23 (northbound) is 116 vehicles during the AM peak while A23
(southbound) to A272 is 52 vehicles during the PM peak, acknowledge this is closer

to what we would expect, however it remains a relatively large difference”

Response #3 -"As a way of moving forward we suggest:

The applicant provides a ‘'manually adjusted alternative 2023 Do Something’ scenario
to ensure that the PM peak hour assessment better aligns with the AM peak hour.

For example, this would mean manually adjusting the 3 A27 northbound trips
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5.45.

5.46.

5.47.

5.48.

5.49.

referred to above to 93 to provide some reassurance given our concerns which have
not been addressed. The same procedure should be applied at the other movements
where there is a noticeable discrepancy between the AM and PM development impact

at SRN junctions.”

There are instances where the traffic flow diagrams show the 'total traffic flow’ as
zero, but then there is an amount of heavy goods vehicles reported, the reverse is
also apparent with total traffic flows having zero heavy goods vehicles where this is
not likely to be correct. This should be reviewed within all traffic flow diagrams and

correct where necessary.

In association with this we request the applicant to explain why the right turn from
the A23 southbound off-slip to Cowfold Road has zero traffic flows, as our technical

advisors do not accept this as reasonable.

We note that at the A23 / London Road roundabout, at 2039 Do Nothing and 2039
Do Something there are no (or very low, such as 1 vehicle) traffic flows on the
London Road (arm) of the junction. The application should advise the reason for

there being no (or negligible) traffic flows at the above noted locations.”

The traffic assessment study area has been expanded to include the above junctions,

with new diagrams provided.

Based on the provided information, there appears to be justification for no triggering
a further assessment of the said junctions. Nonetheless, at the request of NH,
junction capacity modelling of junction AG has been conducted as detailed in the

response to comment #10 below.

With regards to the difference between AM and PM peak hour flows at the highlighted
junctions, further checks have been conducted to determine that the trips shown are
accurate representations of the MSSHM outputs. We can confirm that the traffic flows

shown on the traffic flow diagrams are correct.

Notwithstanding the above, the specific queries by NH have been further investigated

with responses provided for each movement in question.

As such, we conclude that the assignment of traffic to the SRN is a product of the
coding of the MSSHM, or rerouting occurring within the model, and therefore

concerns with perceived imbalances in traffic flows between peak periods should be
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5.50.

5.51.

5.52.

5.53.

addressed to the designer and maintainer of the MSSHM, namely Systra on behalf
of MSDC.

With regards to the manually adjusted alternative scenario, we have assumed that
the reference to 2023 was intended to reference 2039. As such, a ‘2039 Do
Something (Manually Adjusted Alternative - NH)’ scenario has been produced for the

PM peak period.

To determine the effect of the manual adjustments requested by NH, additional
junction capacity modelling of junctions P (Mitigation), Q, AH and AG have been

conducted as a sensitivity test, as detailed in the response to comment #10.

Comment #9 - Sifting Criteria

Response #1 - "Of the three SRN locations currently assessed, the TA has
concluded that only Junction O requires further assessment. We do not agree with

this based on our pre-application advice.”

Response #2 - "JSJV reiterate that we do not accept the 30 trips or 5% increase
thresholds as the determining factor for junction assessment. JSJV consider the
forecast increase in traffic flows, existing operation and any safety concerns at the

junctions.”

Feedback from NH was provided on a larger scale of proposed development than the
application submission. As such the identified study area was more suitably adjusted

to reflect lower development impact, but we note NHs comments on the study area.

Within the TA we detailed the sifting criteria and clarified the impact the proposed
development would have on junctions within the study area. We have clarified wit