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Importance: High

Dear Jane
 
Further to our recent correspondence regarding the above application, we write in response to the
objection letter received from West Sussex County Council’s Highways Department dated 2nd July
2014.
 
As stated in our letter dated 8th July 2014, Celtique is disappointed that, despite seeking to work
positively with WSCC throughout the application process, Officers are recommending refusal on the
basis of the Highway Officer’s consultation response received on 2nd July 2014 (over 9 weeks after
additional highway information was submitted for consideration on 25th April 2014 and only 5
working days before Officer’s Committee Report was due to be completed on the 9th July 2014).
 
We understand from your emails of 7th July and 9th July 2014 that Officers were not prepared to
meet with Celtique and their Highways consultant or defer the application so that Celtique may have
a reasonable period of time to prepare and provide the additional highways information being
requested.
 
In the meantime, the Council published its committee report on the 11th July 2014 recommending
the application for refusal on the basis of the objections received by the Council’s Highways Officer.
 
On the basis that, to date, Officers have declined to meet with Celtique and their Highways
consultant or defer the application to allow additional work to be undertaken, Celtique have had no
option but to instruct their Highways consultant (along with a second Highways consultant to assist)
to work the overtime required in order to prepare the additional information and comprehensively
respond to the Council’s Highways comments dated 2nd July 2014 prior to the Council’s committee
meeting on the 22nd July 2014.
 
The additional information and response has been prepared by Celtique’s Highways consultant, Mr
John Russell, Regional Director at SCP Transportation Planning (who has over 20 years experience in
the fields of traffic engineering and transport planning). Celtique have also sought to undertake an
independent review of the work, which has been carried out by Mr David Bird, Founding Director of
Vectos (who has over 30 years experience in this field).
 
Accordingly, please find attached the following:
 

·         Covering letter dated 18th July 2014, prepared by Barton Willmore;
·         Draft ‘Transport Objection Technical Response’ dated July 2014 (including Appendices 1 –

10), prepared by SCP (and independently reviewed by Vectos);
 
4 hard copies of this material and 1 CD have been sent to the Council by special delivery in today’s
post. We will also arrange for this information to be sent by file transfer.
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SPECIAL DELIVERY & EMAIL 


Ms Jane Moseley 


Principal Planner 
West Sussex County Council 


Strategic Planning Business Unit  
2nd Floor, Northleigh 


County Hall 
Chichester 


PO19 1RH            


   23074/A3/BM/AO 
 


 18th July 2014 
 


Dear Ms Moseley 


 
LAND SOUTH OF BOXAL BRIDGE, NORTHUP FIELD, WISBOROUGH GREEN, WEST SUSSEX, 


RH14 ODD 
WSCC REFERENCE: WSCC/083/13/KD 


 
We write on behalf of our client, Celtique Energie Weald Ltd (‘Celtique’), and with regard to the 


above planning application and with reference to the following correspondence:  


 
 Barton Willmore email dated 4 th July 2014; 


 West Sussex County Council (WSCC) email dated 7th July 2014; 


 Barton Willmore letter dated 8 th July 2014; 


 WSCC email dated 9th July 2014. 


 


As stated in our letter dated 8 th July 2014, Celtique is disappointed that, despite seeking to work 
positively with WSCC throughout the application process, Officers are recommending refusal on the 


basis of the Highway Officer’s consultation response received on 2nd July 2014 (over 9 weeks after 


additional highway information was submitted for consideration on 25 th April 2014 and only 5 
working days before Officer’s Committee Report was due to be completed on the 9 th July 2014). Our 


email dated 4th July 2014 and letter dated 8 th July 2014 sets out Celtique’s Highways consultant 
attempts to contact the Council’s Highways Officer, Mr Smith, during June 2014 to discuss the 


proposals and ascertain whether he had any comments or concerns, but Mr Smith has not sought to 
reply or adequately engage with SCP Transportation Planning (Celtique’s Highways Consultant). 


 


We understand from your emails dated 7th July and 9th July 2014 that Officers were not prepared to 
meet with Celtique and their Highways consultant or defer the application so that Celtique may have 


a reasonable period of time to prepare and provide the additional highways information being 
requested (which, in our view, does not relate to matters of pr inciple but rather aspects of detailed 


design that can most definitely be overcome).  


 
In the meantime, the Council published its committee report on the 11 th July 2014 recommending 


the application for refusal on the basis of the objections received by the Council’s Highways Officer, 
as follows: 


 


 
 







 


 


Suggested Reasons for Refusal  
 


1. The applicant has failed to demonstrate that vehicles could enter and exit the site safely and 


without detriment to the highway network, contrary to Policies 26, 47 and 48 of the West 
Sussex Minerals Local Plan (2003), paragraph 32 of the National Planning Policy Framework 


(2012), Policy TR7 of the Chichester Local Plan (first review)(1999), and Policy 39 of the 
Chichester Local Plan (Key Policies Pre-Submission Document (2014).  


 


2. The applicant has failed to show that vehicles could travel the proposed route to the site 
safely and without harm to highway capacity or road safety, contrary to policies 26, 47 and 


48 of the West Sussex Minerals Local Plan (2003), Policy TR7 of the Chichester Local Plan 
(first review)(1999), Policy 39 of the Chichester Local Plan (Key Policies Pre -Submission 


Document (2014) and paragraph 32 of the National Planning Policy Framework (2012).  
 


3. The applicant has failed to accurately assess the increase in HGV  movements resulting from 


the development and so has failed to demonstrate that it would not have a detrimental 
impact on highway capacity and road safety, and on residential amenity through increased 


noise. The development would, therefore, be contrary to policies 19, 26, 47 and 48 of the 
West Sussex Minerals Local Plan (2003), Policies RE12 and TR7 of the Chichester Local Plan 


(first review)(1999), Policies 39 and 48 of the Chichester Local Plan (Key Policies Pre -


Submission Document (2014) and paragraphs 32, 120 and 123 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (2012).  


 
4. The heavy goods vehicles resulting from the development would harm the character of 


Wisborough Green village and conservation area. The development would, therefore, be 
contrary to Policy 26 of the West Sussex Minerals Local Plan (2003), Policies RE12 and BE6 of 


the Chichester Local Plan (first review)(1999), paragraphs 28, 131 and 134 of the National 


Planning Policy Framework (2012), and Policies 25, 39, 45, 47 and 48 .  
 


On the basis that, to date, Officers have declined to meet with Celtique and their Highways 
consultant or defer the application, Celtique have had no option but to instruct their Highways 


consultant (and an additional Highways Consultant to assist with the  matter) to work the overtime 


required in order to prepare the additional information and comprehensively respond  to the Council’s 
Highway comments dated 2nd July 2014 prior to the Council’s committee meeting on the 22 nd July 


2014.  
 


The additional information and response has been prepared by Celtique’s Highways consultant, Mr 


John Russell, Regional Director at SCP Transportation Planning (who has over 20 years experience in 
the fields of traffic engineering and transport planning) . Celtique have also sought to undertake an 


independent review of the work, which has been carried out by Mr David Bird, Founding Director of 
Vectos (who has over 30 years experience in this field). 


 
Accordingly, please find enclosed FOUR hard copies and ONE CD copy of the following: 


 


 Draft Transport Objection Technical Response July 2014, prepared by SCP;  


 Appendix 1 – WSCC Highways Objection; 


 Appendix 2 – Scoping Correspondence with WSCC; 


 Appendix 3 – Assessment Correspondence with WSCC; 


 Appendix 4 – Vehicle Classifications; 


 Appendix 5 – A272 Traffic Data; 


 Appendix 6 – Road Safety Assessment, Proposed Temporary Haul Route, Wisborough Green, 


West Sussex; 
 Appendix 7 – Road Safety Audit Stage 1, Kirdford Road, Wisborough Green Site Access;  


 Appendix 8 – Site Access (Drawing No. SCP/14809/F01); 


 Appendix 9 – Construction Traffic Route – 20T Construction Tipper; and 


 Appendix 10 – Construction Traffic Route – Low Loader HGV. 







 


 


The Response is provided in draft at this stage as we would wish to discuss the content  and 
conclusions with Officers so that an agreed Report can be made available to Members to inform their 


consideration of the application. 


 
In summary, the additional information and response prepared by SCP and independently reviewed 


by Vectos fully addresses the Highway comments received and overcomes the suggested reasons for 
refusal as follows: 


 


Response to Reason for Refusal 1 
 


Swept path analysis of the site access has been undertaken for a 20te tipper truck and a 16.6m 
articulated low-loader. This demonstrates that the proposed site access design can safely 


accommodate the movements of the typical design vehicle as well as the worst case design vehicle. 
Mitigation measures can be put in place which minimise the potential risks identified.   


 


Average recorded speeds for traffic at the site access (provided with the submission assessment) are 
recorded at 36.1mph (58.1kph) for eastbound traffic and 35.5mph (57.1kph) for westbound traffic.  


85th percentile recorded speeds for traffic at the site access provided with the submission 
assessment are recorded at 41.3mph (66kph) for eastbound traffic (this is traffic travelling from the 


west of the site access) and 40.2mph (64.3kph) for westbound traffic (this is traffic travelling from 


the east of the site access). Based on these observed speeds, the following desirable minimum SSDs 
have been calculated using guidance provided in Manual for Streets 2 (September 2010): 


 
 Desirable minimum SSD = 109m for a speed of 41.3mph. This compares to 117m provided; 


and 


 Desirable minimum SSD = 104m for a speed of 40.2mph. This compares to 121m provided.  


 
The visibility splays provided therefore meet design requirements.  


 


This information addresses the concerns of Officers as set out in the highway objection and 
suggested reason for refusal 1. 


 
Response to Reason for Refusal 2 
 


At the request of WSCC, a route safety study was commissioned by the Applicant and this was 
provided with the submission assessment. This study entitled the “Road Safety Assessment, 


Proposed Temporary Haul Route, Wisborough Green, West Sussex”, Malcolm Gandy Road Safety 
Consulting Ltd, 16th July 2013 (provided at Appendix 6 of the enclosed Transport Objection 


Technical Response) provided an independent safety audit of the proposed route between the A272 
and the site access. The recommendations of the auditor referred to in the extract from the report 


have been incorporated into the design and mitigation proposals.  


 
Swept path analysis of the construction route between the A272 and the site access has been 


undertaken for a 20te tipper truck and a 16.6m articu lated low-loader. 
 


Review of the swept paths identifies four locations in addition to the site access at which further 


assessment has been undertaken. These locations comprise:  
 


 Boxal Bridge; 


 Corner on Kirdford Road east of junction with Skiff Lane;  


 Junction of Durbans Road / Kirdford Road; and 


 Junction of Durbans Road / A272. 


 
The assessment provides a summary of the swept path analysis,  identifies potential risks which the 


swept path analysis suggests, proposed mitigation to remove or reduce the risk and then provides 


an assessment of the likelihood of the mitigated risk.  







 


 


Mitigation measures can be put in place which minimise the potential risks identified such that this 
suggested reason for refusal is fully addressed.  


 
Response to Reason for Refusal 3 
 


Comments were sought from WSCC regarding the scope of the Transport Assessment prior to 
submission and this correspondence is provided at  Appendix 2 of the Transport Objection Technical 


Response. This included submitting a completed draft of the Assessment. The 1.5 tonnes (te) 


threshold was included in this scoping and was chosen to differentiate between cars and light 
commercial vehicles (LCV). Notwithstanding this, the alternative assessment of impacts provided in 


the enclosed Transport Objection Technical Response responds to the request from WSCC that the 
split between light vehicles and heavy vehicles should be 3.5te. Appendix 4 provide s details of the 


types of vehicles included in each category.  
 


On this basis, the assessment set out in the Technical Response arrives at the same conclusion as 


the submission assessment that there is expected to be a Negligible Impact in terms of road tra ffic 
arising from the proposed development. The number of HGV movements associated with the 


proposed exploration remains the same at 20 per day for most of this period but 24 per day for the 
two weeks of rig mobilisation and demobilisation (see ES Addendum Table 10.11). It should be 


noted that 24 HGV movements are anticipated during 2 periods that will last no more than one week 


each (i.e. a maximum of two weeks over the course of the exploration). For the remainder of the 
time activity is occurring on site, HGV movements will be between 4 and 20 per day.  


 
Response to Reason for Refusal 4 
 
In terms of the 4th reason refusal relating to the suggested harm that would be caused to the 


Character of Wisborough Green village and conservation Area, the publication of the Council’s 


Committee Report is the first time that this issue has been raised thus Celtique has had no prior 
opportunity to review and respond.  


 
We would draw Officers attention to paragraphs 186 and 187 of the National Planning Policy 


Framework (NPPF) (March 2012). These require local planning authorities to ‘approach decision -


taking in a positive way’ (para 186), ‘look for solutions rather than problems’ and ‘work proactively 
with applicants’ (para 187). Including this additional 4 th reason for refusal over and above the 


technical comments raised by the Council’s Highways Officer would appear to be a t odds with the 
spirit of the NPPF. 


 


Nevertheless, it is our view that these temporary proposals would not cause any significant or long -
term harm to the character of the Wisborough Green Conservation Area for the following reasons:  


 
 As set out in Chichester District Council’s ‘Wisborough Green Conservation Area Character 


Appraisal & Management Proposal’ (September 2010), this highway route has been in 


existence for hundreds of years (see 1842 and 1912 map on page 7) and will have been  (and 
still is) utilised by a variety of commercial vehicles, including those serving the surrounding 


farmsteads. 


 
 The existing A272 already runs through the southern section of the Wisborough Green 


Conservation Area and is therefore an integral part of the village and Conservation Area. As 


stated in the Council’s Highways objection dated 2nd July 2014, the A272 carries 
approximately 7,000 vehicles per day. It is therefore a busy road with the Conservation Area 


and Section 4.2 of the Conservation Area Appraisal states:  


 
“Whilst the A272 forms its southern boundary, the busy traffic does not 
impinge too much…” 


 


 







 


 


 The existing A272 running through the village and Conservation Area is already designated 


as a Local Lorry route by WSCC and the application proposals seek to utilise the existing 
strategic and local lorry route to its full extent before taking the shortest and most practical 


route to the application site from the A272 along Durbans Road and Kirdford Road. On this 


basis, it is encouraged by the Council that Lorr ies and HGVs should utilise the A272 route 
and its impact on the Wisborough Green Conservation, along with any traffic that needs to 


turn into the village or pass through, must therefore be deemed to have an acceptable 
impact. Furthermore, the use of the stretch of road from the A272 to the application site 


along Durban / Kirdford Roads would only represent a very small percentage of the overall 


total journey length of HGVs associated with the proposals . 
 


 Any perceived harm would only be for a temporary per iod and would not cause any long-term 


impact on the village or Conservation Area. Indeed, the planning application clearly states 
that HGVs would only need to access the site for 24 weeks during the entire exploration 


programme. The absolute HGV numbers (which the Council has based its assessment on) are 
20 per day for most of this period but 24 per day for the two weeks of rig mobilisation and 


demobilisation. It is therefore hard to see how this short term impact is sufficient enough 


reason to suggest that a level of harm would be caused to the Conservation Area that would 
warrant a reason for refusal. In addition, any reference to Policy BE6 of the Chichester Local 


Plan (first review)(1999) in this respect would appear incorrect as the policy makes no 
reference to the impact of traffic within Conservation Areas. 


 


 We have been unable to find any appeal cases that have been allowed on the basis of a 


refusal relating to traffic impact in a Conservation Area. We would therefore suggest that this 
is not a robust reason that could stand up to scrutiny at appeal , particularly in relation to 


traffic on the primary route network, defined as “major roads intended to provide large -scale 
transport links within or between areas” (DfT, Guidance on Road Classification and the 


Primary Route Network, January 2012).   
 


 Finally, the Council has not sought to pro-actively engage with Celtique on this issue and 


discuss what potential management/ mitigation measure might be appropriate in order to 


help reduce any perceived harm to the character of the Conservation Area.  
 


On the basis of the additional highways information prepared by SCP and independently reviewed by 
Vectos, along with the summary reasons given above setting out how the reasons for refusal could 


be overcome or discussed further to agree any appropriate management/ mitigation measures, 


Celtique are respectfully requesting that the Council reconsiders its decisions not to defer the 
application from the 22nd July committee meeting. 


 
We believe that deferring the application to the next Committee to be held on 2 nd September 2014 is 


justified for the following key reasons: 
 


 Council Officers and Committee Members need sufficient time to consider all information 


available to them ahead of making a formal decision on the application;   


 
 The Council’s Highway objection was received late (2nd July 2014) in relation to the 


completion of Officer’s committee report (by 9th July 2014) and did not provide a reasonable 


period of time for Celtique and its advisors to respond to the matters raised which included 
new matters, not previously discussed; 


 


 Taking into account that Celtique agreed to extend the determination period when WSCC 


have asked (working pro-actively with the Council to resolve all outstanding issues) ; 
 


 The fact that WSCC Highways Officer did not respond to SCP’s telephone calls/ emails during 


June 2014 (ahead of receiving the objection letter); 
 







 


 


 The fact that we are confident that the objections can be overcome locally;  


 
 Bearing in mind paragraphs 186 and 187 of the NPPF which require local planning authorities 


to ‘approach decision-taking in a positive  way’ (para  186), ‘look  for  solutions  rather  than  


problems’ and ‘work proactively with applicants’ (para 187); 


 
 Any refusal could result in a re-submission or appeal which could be a further expense to 


taxpayers’ money via the Planning Inspectorate and unnecessary cost to Celtique (who are 


merely seeking to undertake essential exploratory works within a licenced area granted by 
central government) and a further period of uncertainty for local people ; 


 
 The extension of time would only be for a short period of time (over the Summer) until 2nd 


September 2014. 


 


On the basis that WSCC Highway’s objection letter has been received so late in the process and we 
are confident that the points raised can be adequately addressed, as demonstrated in the additional 


information prepared by SCP and independently reviewed by Vectos, we would kindly request that 
the application is deferred from the July committee in order to allow full consideration of this 


additional information.  


 
Celtique Energie is extremely keen to work with the Council to overcome this matter and continue to 


work positively with the Council. 
 


We look forward to hearing from you. 


 
Yours sincerely 


 
BOB MCCURRY 
Director 


 
cc: Mike Elkington, Strategic Planning Manager, West Sussex County Council  


 Dominic Smith, Highways Officer, West Sussex County Council  
 Geoff Davies, CEO, Celtique Energie 


Jenny Massingham, Planning Advisor, Celtique Energie 


Simon Ricketts, Partner, King & Wood Mallesons SJ Berwin 
Gareth Wilson, Partner, Barton Willmore  


Lucy Wood, Director, Barton Willmore 








WEST SUSSEX COUNTY COUNCIL    DATE: 2nd July 2014 
STRATEGIC PLANNING CONSULTATION 
 
 
FROM: Dominic Smith    TO: County Planning 
     FAO: Jane Moseley 
 
SUBJECT: WSCC/083/13/KD  
 


The installation of a well and associated infrastructure, including access road 
and soil bunds, for the drilling of a vertical borehole and contingent 
horizontal borehole from the same well for the exploration, testing and 
evaluation of hydrocarbons for a temporary period of three years. 


   
Land south of Boxal Bridge, Northup Field, Kirdford Road, Wisborough 
Green, West Sussex, RH14 0DD 


   
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Advice    Modification    More Information  
Objection    No Objection    Refusal   
 
 
The Local Highway Authority (LHA) has been consulted on the proposed installation of an 
exploratory well and associated infrastructure as a result of additional information that has been 
submitted to address matters in the initial consultation response of the LHA on the 21st November 
2013. 
 
An objection is raised on the following grounds; 
 


• It has not been satisfactorily demonstrated that safe and suitable access to the site can be 
achieved, contrary to paragraph 32 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and 
objective 4 of the WSCC Local Transport Plan 2011-2026 (LTP3). The Application has failed 
to: 


o Provide suitable visibility at the site access and its junction with Kirdford Road to 
satisfy the stopping sight distances of the recorded 85th percentile speed; 


o Submit an accurate assessment of the likely traffic impacts of the proposed 
development and establish an accurate and realistic baseline position; 


o Demonstrate that approach roads are suitable to accommodate the additional traffic 
generated by the development and, in particular, large vehicles at the junctions of the 
A272/Durbans Road, Durbans Road/Kirdford Road and along Kirdford Road given 
width constraints and two-way vehicular flow; and 


o Demonstrate that large vehicles are able to execute a right hand turn out of the site 
access and its junction with Kirdford Road.  
 


 
Site Access 
Speed surveys undertaken on the approach to the access indicate a recorded 85th percentile speed 
of 41.3mph eastbound and 40.2 mph westbound. Given the recorded speeds the application of 
Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB) standards would be appropriate. Visibility splays 
extending 136m to the west and 150m to the east have been identified and shown on drawing 
number ‘3582 P 18 Rev E’. The splays are shown drawn to the far side verge line. As a result, the 
visibility splay would preclude any vehicles travelling along the near side verge line or centre of the 
road. To the west this would include any vehicles that may be overtaking slower moving users such 


 


X 


 


 


 


 







as horse riders, cyclists, pedestrians or agricultural vehicles all of which have been observed using 
Kirdford Road. To the east this would include any vehicles travelling in the main westbound vehicular 
flow.  
 
Given the recorded speed, the DMRB identifies in ‘Figure 1’ of ‘Part 1 TD9/93’ that the appropriate 
design speed for a recorded speed of 64kph is 70A. This equates to a visibility splay of 120m in 
order to provide sufficient stopping sight distance. To both the east and west of the access it appears 
that visibility splays in the region of 90-100m can be achieved, 20-25% less than the required splay, 
when measured to the nearside verge line of the carriageway. 
 
Vehicle tracking of the access that accompanied the initial submission demonstrated that the point 
of access can only accommodate one-way vehicular flow when in use by a large vehicle. A passing 
place has been proposed on the approach road but intervisibility between vehicles approaching the 
site and the passing place is limited, restricted by the presence of vegetation along the site frontage. 
While it may be possible to control movements associated with the operation of the site through a 
Traffic Management Plan, the LHA understand that the access will continue to serve third party 
movements associated with the existing agricultural use and it is unclear whether the applicant 
would have any control over such movement. As a result, and even with the implementation of the 
TMP, the inability of the access to cater for two-way movement may result in congestion at the point 
of access and the introduction of an obstruction hazard on the highway.  
 
The vehicle tracking does not demonstrate the right hand turn from the site access junction onto 
Kirdford Road and whether this can be executed within the confines of the highway or land in control 
of the Applicant. 
 
Traffic Assessment 
The LHA sought clarification regarding the justification behind setting the heavy vehicle threshold at 
1.5t, whereas the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges identifies large vehicles to be in excess of 
3.5t (p.1.19 of TD50/04). While revised traffic assessment figures have been submitted in light of 
the earlier response from the LHA the 1.5t threshold has been retained without sufficient justification. 
It is not possible to accurately assess the figures against counts undertaken on the surrounding 
network that use standard class definitions, or against WSCC count data that use detailed class 
definitions. By way of comparison, a 4x4 vehicle such as a Range Rover weighs approximately 2.5t 
and would be classed as a heavy vehicle using the Applicants vehicle categorisation.  
 
There is a significant disparity between the heavy vehicles (HV) set out in the baseline traffic flows 
(table 10.3) for Kirdford Road and the data recorded through the Axiom count submitted as part of 
the revised submission. Table 10.3 indicates that there is 183 movements in a 24 hour period, 
whereas the count data indicates that the daily average is 38 heavy goods vehicle movements 
(HGV). Basing the percentage increase in HV movements as a result of the development on these 
figures indicates a 23 week period during construction of access road and well site, main rig 
mobilisation, main rig demobilisation, lateral workover rig mobilisation, lateral workover rig 
demobilisation, workover rig mobilisation, restoration and workover rig demobilisation where the 
increase in HVs will be between 50-64% of the baseline level, rather than the 11 – 13% increase set 
out in Tables 10.3 to 10.5. No count data has been submitted to undertake a similar assessment of 
the impact on the A272. 
 
The LHA do not consider the traffic assessment associated with the proposed development to be a 
realistic or accurate representation of the existing or anticipated impact of the proposed 
development. An accurate assessment is required to fully assess the impact of additional HGV 
movements and any mitigation required to facilitate their presence on the network, as well as 
informing other material planning considerations. 
 
 
Access Route 







Given safety concerns and the travel distances identified through the Applicants feasibility study for 
route 2 (Skiff Lane/B2133) and route 3 (Kirdford Road west – A283), route 1 was identified by the 
LHA as the preferred route for further analysis and additional information was requested by the LHA 
to determine the suitability of the route to accommodate the additional traffic, in particular the large 
vehicle movements, associated with the proposed exploratory well site. 
 
The Applicant has undertaken a swept path assessment from the junction of Durbans Road and the 
A272. While a left turn from the A272 onto Durbans Road has been assessed the left turn from 
Durbans Road onto the A272 has not been demonstrated. It is unclear whether the Applicant intends 
to restrict all vehicular movements towards Petworth and whether this would form part of an 
extended routing agreement. In order to execute a left turn into Durbans Road the large vehicle is 
required to manoeuvre into the opposing lane of the carriageway and use the entire width of the 
junction in order to enter Durbans Road. In the event that there is an oncoming vehicle travelling 
along the A272, or a vehicle waiting to emerge from Durbans Road, the large vehicle would not be 
able to undertake the turn and would present an obstruction hazard. Alternatively, any oncoming 
vehicle who may not be expecting a vehicle to enter the opposing carriageway would be at an 
increased risk of vehicular conflict exacerbated by the alignment of the A272 on the westbound 
approach limiting forward visibility to the junction. Table 10.3 of the assessment indicates that the 
A272 carries approximately 7000 vehicles per day and a peak hour flow of approximately 600 
vehicles. On average, this equates to 1 movement every 6 seconds. 
 
A similar manoeuvre is required to execute a turn from Durbans Road into Kirdford Road. A large 
vehicle would enter the opposing lane of the carriageway and require the full width of the junction in 
order to complete the manoeuvre. This would present a similar hazard through obstruction or 
opposing flow conflict as identified at the Durbans Road/A272 junction. 
 
The vehicle tracking assessment does not extend from Wisborough Green to the site access. The 
Applicant has failed to demonstrate whether the remainder of Kirdford Road is suitable to 
accommodate the traffic generated by the proposed development, with the exception of Boxal Bridge 
where mitigation has been proposed. A Road Safety Assessment has been undertaken but limited 
supporting information was available to the Auditors. No vehicle tracking or detailed baseline 
vehicular data was submitted for consideration alongside the audit. 
 
Dominic Smith 
Strategic Planning
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John Russell



From: Dominic.Smith@westsussex.gov.uk



Sent: 04 May 2012 16:20



To: Russell, J.N. (John)



Subject: Re: Woodbarn farm Trasnport and Access chapter



Attachments: 3261 WL SK 01 A.PDF; 28 02 12 Woodbarn Farm Transport and Access Chapter RH 



Rev 3.pdf; Appendix 10.1.pdf; Appendix 10.2.pdf



 
Hello John,  
 
My apologies for the delay in coming back to you. However, I have had the opportunity to review the 
documents/proposed layout and can provide some comment.  
 
Although we wouldn't provide direct comment on the acceptability in terms of the environmental impact, I am satisfied 
that the figures are representative of the traffic conditions and movements expected of the proposed development. In 
capacity terms, the thresholds that would require junction analysis are not exceeded and we would not consider the 
development to have a material impact.  
 
In terms of the access, ideally the large vehicle movements wouldn't cross the centre line on exiting the site. However, 
given the restricted width I appreciate that this would be difficult to achieve with an excessively wide bellmouth. I note 
that the swept path demonstrated is for an articulated vehicle and I imagine that the site will only attract a handful of 
these movements, with the bulk of stone deliveries using smaller 'tipper' style HV's?  
 
We would look for the full extent of the visibility splay to be demonstrated on the access drawing, with detail of the 
maximum achievable distance. A splay of 2.4m x 215m would be suitable given the posted speed limit, although a 
reduction to 2.4m x 175m would be acceptable given the recorded 85th percentile speed.  
 
Given the number of movements and scale of development we would look for a Road Safety Audit (Stage 1) to be 
undertaken on the junction and submitted in support of the application, accompanied by a 'Designer Response' or 
'Exception Report' if required. I'll be happy to review this prior to submission of the application once produced.  
 
I imagine that there will be some concern from local residents, particularly those in Adversane, regarding the 
presence of large vehicles and the suitability of Adversane Lane. While large vehicles are shown to use the road I'm 
unsure of the size; has consideration been given to producing swept paths of articulated vehicles negotiating the 
A29/Adversane Lane junction?  
 
I appreciate that the details are a work in progress and I'll be happy to answer any queries as they crop up or review 
any documents as they are produced.  
 
Kind regards,  
 
Dominic  



Dominic Smith | Planner, Strategic Planning, West Sussex County Council | Location: 2nd Floor, Northleigh, County Hall, Chichester, 



PO19 1RH 



Internal: 53597 | External: +44 (0) 1243 753597 | E-mail: dominic.smith@westsussex.gov.uk 



 



Think sustainably. Do you have to print? Can you double side? Do you need colour?  
 



"Russell, J.N. (John)" <j.russell@royalhaskoning.com>  



04/04/2012 13:57  



To "dominic.smith@westsussex.gov.uk" <dominic.smith@westsussex.gov.uk>  
cc  



Subject Woodbarn farm Trasnport and Access chapter 
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Hello Dominic  
   
We spoke a couple of weeks ago about the proposed oil exploration site located off Adversane Lane and being proposed by 



Celtique Energy.   We have now completed the EIA traffic assessment of the proposals and moved on with the highway access 



design.  As I promised, in advance of a planning application, I attach an initial working draft copy of the EIA assessment for your 



comments.  I also attach the current proposed access layout but I emphasise that this is currently work in progress as there 



remains on-going discussions with other EIA team consultants (tress mainly) and so it may change.  However the principle of 



where it is located and  the right –in / left-out operation will remain the same.  
   
I look forward to hearing from you  
   
Kind regads  
   
John  
   
John Russell  
Director - Planning  
Transport UK  
   
T: +44 (0) 1932 569566 F: +44 (0) 1932 569531  
M: +44 (0)7825 714000  
E: j.russell@royalhaskoning.com  
   
   



 
________________________________________________________ 
For information on Royal Haskoning, please visit our website at www.royalhaskoning.com 
 
This electronic transmission and any attachments may be confidential and is intended solely for the 
recipient(s) named above. If you are not the intended recipient, please note that you must not distribute, 
disclose, copy or rely on any of this transmission, or any of its contents. If you receive this transmission in 
error, please inform us as soon as possible and delete/destroy the original message and any copy of it from 
your system. 
________________________________________________________  



 
--  
This e-mail and any attachments are confidential and intended solely for the persons addressed. If it has come to you 
in error please reply to advise us but you should not read it, copy it, show it to anyone else nor make any other use of 
its content.   West Sussex County Council takes steps to ensure e-mails and attachments are virus-free but you 
should carry out your own checks before opening any attachment.  
________________________________________________________ 
 
This message has been checked for all known viruses 
by the Royal Haskoning E-mail Virus Protection service. 
________________________________________________________ 
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John Russell



From: Dominic.Smith@westsussex.gov.uk



Sent: 16 July 2013 13:48



To: Russell, J.N. (John)



Subject: Re: Wisborough Green



Attachments: Wisborough Green Scoping Opinion July 2013.pdf



 
Hello John,  
 
In response to this query I can advise that the approach we have been discussing would be appropriate. I offered 
comment on the scoping opinion and indicated an assessment/statement would be required, but it was really just to 
emphasise that we would require further information than what would typically required through an EIA, such as 
access drawings, audits etc.  
 
Just starting to look at your other email and will come back to you shortly.  
 
Kind regards,  
 
Dominic 



Dominic Smith | Planner, Strategic Planning, West Sussex County Council | Location: 2nd Floor, Northleigh, County Hall, Chichester, 



PO19 1RH 



Internal: 53597 | External: +44 (0) 1243 753597 | E-mail: dominic.smith@westsussex.gov.uk 



 



Think sustainably. Do you have to print? Can you double side? Do you need colour?  
 



"Russell, J.N. (John)" <john.russell@rhdhv.com>  



08/07/2013 09:11  



To "Dominic.Smith@westsussex.gov.uk" <Dominic.Smith@westsussex.gov.uk>  
cc  



Subject Wisborough Green 
 
  



 



 
 
 
Hello Dominic  
   
I have been sent through this scoping response from West Sussex Council regarding the proposals for oil exploration 
in Wisborough Green.  
   
The opinion states that we will need to complete a TA to accompany the application: is this the case or are you 
satisfied that our proposed approach is satisfactory for the scale of development proposed.  
   
Kind regards  
   
   
John  
   
   
John Russell BEng (Hons), CMILT MCIHT 
Director Advisory Group (Transport UK South), Transport & Asset Management  
T +44 1784 839129 | M +44 7825 714000 | E john.russell@rhdhv.com  | W www.royalhaskoningdhv.com 
HaskoningDHV UK Ltd., a company of Royal HaskoningDHV | Blays House, Wick Road, Englefield Green, Egham, Surrey TW20 0HJ, United Kingdom  
Registered Office: Rightwell House, Bretton, Peterborough PE3 8DW | Registered in England 1336844  
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This email and any attachments are intended solely for the use of the addressee(s); disclosure or copying by 
others than the intended person(s) is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please treat 
this email as confidential, notify the sender and delete all copies of the email immediately.  



This email and any attachments are confidential and intended solely for the persons addressed. If it has 
come to you in error please reply to advise us but you should not read it, copy it, show it to anyone else nor 
make any other use of its content. West Sussex County Council takes steps to ensure emails and attachments 
are virus-free but you should carry out your own checks before opening any attachment.  
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John Russell



From: Russell, J.N. (John)



Sent: 17 June 2013 11:02



To: Dominic.Smith@westsussex.gov.uk



Subject: Gas and oil Exploration - Wisborough Green



Attachments: 9Y089302 - Figure 10.1.pdf; Appendix 10.1 - Advisory Lorry Routes.pdf; Appendix 



10.2 - PIC.pdf; Appendix 10.3A - Traffic volumes.pdf; Appendix 10.4 - 3582 P 



16B.pdf; Wisborough-1Transport and Access ES Chapter Final Draft.pdf



Hello Dominic 
 
Following our conversation last week, attached is the draft transport EIA chapter for our proposals at Wisborough 
Green.  If you are able to provide me with any comments by the end of this week that would be marvellous.  We have 
an evening meeting with Kirdford and Wisborough Green parish councillors next Monday and it would be useful to 
pass on any thoughts. 
 
On a related matter, we also spoke about one local at Fernhurst who was asking about traffic survey data.  For 
information we have moved the counter nearer to the Haslemere Road.  I am still unsure how long the water board 
will be out as neither there or your colleagues in Streetworks seemed to be aware that there was a road closure on 
Vann Road which is a little worrying! Anyway the same local has asked for information on who to contact at the 
Council regarding traffic assessment.  I wouldn’t pass any details on before first speaking to you (I called earlier and 
have left a voicemail) about what the protocol is for members of the public contacting officers to discuss 
applications.  If you could let me know that would be great. 
 
Many thanks for your help. 
 
Kind regards 
 
John 
 
 
 
John Russell BEng (Hons), CMILT MCIHT 
Director Advisory Group (Transport UK South), Transport & Asset Management 



T +44 1784 839129 | M +44 7825 714000 | E john.russell@rhdhv.com  | W www.royalhaskoningdhv.com 
HaskoningDHV UK Ltd., a company of Royal HaskoningDHV | Windsor House,37 Windsor Street, Chertsey, Surrey KT16 8AT, United Kingdom 
Registered Office: Rightwell House, Bretton, Peterborough PE3 8DW | Registered in England 1336844 
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John Russell



From: Russell, J.N. (John)



Sent: 24 June 2013 08:20



To: Massingham, J (Jenny) - Celtique Energie Holdings Limited; Stuart Catterall 



(StuartCatterall@celtiqueenergie.com)



Cc: Thomas Reynolds (thomas.reynolds@ppsgroup.co.uk); Paul Kelly 



(paul.kelly@ppsgroup.co.uk)



Subject: FW: Gas and oil Exploration - Wisborough Green



Hello All 
 
In advance of this evening, please see below comments from Dominic Smith who is the highways DC officer at West 
Sussex.  I would note this was sent late Friday night to ensure that we had his feedback today so I for one am 
extremely impressed at the commitment. 
 
The Road Safety Audit is also a point Dominic made for the Broadford Bridge access but he is here suggesting we 
include the route along Kirdford Lane in the audit.  Whilst RDHV can undertake safety audits and I know that our 
auditors would be wholly neutral (if anything over-zealous with in-house designs!), my recommendation here would be 
to have an independent auditor in order to reinforce the neutrality of the process.  The auditor would recommend 
mitigation measures to overcome areas he considered to have potential safety concerns during the works.  These 
may include temporary traffic lights at some locations. 
 
Turning to the bridge, I have been promised a response today from West Sussex but verbally they tell me they don’t 
see a problem with the weight of the drilling rig vehicle. 
 
Kind regards 
 
John 
 
John Russell BEng (Hons), CMILT MCIHT 
Director Advisory Group (Transport UK South), Transport & Asset Management 



T +44 1784 839129 | M +44 7825 714000 | E john.russell@rhdhv.com  | W www.royalhaskoningdhv.com 
HaskoningDHV UK Ltd., a company of Royal HaskoningDHV | Windsor House,37 Windsor Street, Chertsey, Surrey KT16 8AT, United Kingdom 
Registered Office: Rightwell House, Bretton, Peterborough PE3 8DW | Registered in England 1336844 
 
 



 
 



 
 



 



From: Dominic Smith [mailto:dom.smitz@ntlworld.com]  
Sent: 21 June 2013 23:15 



To: Russell, J.N. (John) 
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Cc: Dominic.Smith@westsussex.gov.uk 



Subject: Re: Gas and oil Exploration - Wisborough Green 



 
Good evening John, 



Thanks for providing this detail; sorry for having to send this from a private email - I'm on annual leave 



from Monday and my remote email facilities at the Council leave a lot to be desired. No better way to 



spend a Friday evening than finishing up a bit of work. 



If I recall correctly, the project looks broadly similar to the Adversane Lane scheme? The proximity to the 



advisory lorry network is a positive so its only that small stretch between the A272 and the site access that 



really needs to be focused on.  



In terms of the number of traffic movements although they obviously represent an increase, given the 



temporary nature and the movements and the relatively low volume it is unlikely that they would have a 



capacity impact that could be considered 'severe'. We wouldn't require junction capacity analysis as the 



hourly threshold would not be exceeded. 



In terms of the route I think you indicate a left in, right out arrangement with all movements being routed 



to and from the A272? This minimises the distance travelled away from advisory lorry network; I haven't 



had the chance to visit the site yet but I've had a look at various mapping programs. Is the access being 



taken where the double wooden gate currently is? If so, I think it would be beneficial to avoid the need for 



vehicles to turn right into the site as forward visibility looks quite restricted. I note there is a bridge on the 



approach to the site; are there any weight restrictions? It would probably be useful to demonstrate the 



largest vehicle to access the site can get across without striking it. 



Attachment 'Chapter 10.4' was site sections as opposed to the site access drawing suggested in the 



transport chapter of the EIA so I haven't had a chance to review the access arrangements. Given the 



derestricted nature of the road it would be beneficial to establish the 85th percentile speeds either side of 



the access in order to set the visibility splays as I imagine 215m isn't achievable but speeds are unlikely to 



be in the region of 60mph. I note that there is a lot of vegetation and that some of this might need to be 



trimmed back but if an x distance of 4.5m, or failing that 3m, can be achieved then that is likely to be 



preferred given the nature of the vehicles using the access. We would also require the usual swept paths, 



Stage 1 RSA, Designer Response etc. 



Whilst on the subject of RSA's, it might be beneficial to get the Auditor to review the construction route 



whilst on site auditing the access. We did something similar for a sensitive location in Crawley where there 



was quite a bit of construction traffic routing through a residential area to deliver soil for a driving range. It 



was a similar kind of scenario - short term, largish number of HV's delivering material etc and the Auditor 



highlighted areas that required signage, temporary speed limit etc as mitigation during construction. It 



essentially directed the construction management plan (CMP) and helped give assurance to local residents 



and Councillors that safety would not be adversely impacted during operations. 



Happy for a CMP to be secured via condition and it would be worth considering how movements can be 



managed to avoid the need for HV's to pass one another on Kirdford/Durbans Road. We might 



recommend that a Section 59 Agreement is entered into but this is something I'll consult our Asset 



Management team on going forward. 



Sustainability - I agree, probably not much you can do to encourage modal shift. I'll reference the 'take into 



account nature and location of the proposed development' part of the NPPF (paragraph 29?) in my report 



to the District on this aspect, as there would be little benefit of improving links given temporary nature 



and the limited benefit it would offer. 
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That’s all I can think of for now but if you have any queries or should anything crop up during your meeting 



on Monday I'll be happy to discuss. On an aside, I haven't heard from Mr Buchannan yet - feel free to pop 



the assessment over for that site once produced. 



Kind regards, 



Dominic 



----- Original Message -----  



From: Dominic.Smith@westsussex.gov.uk  
To: dom.smitz@ntlworld.com  
Sent: Friday, June 21, 2013 1:18 PM 
Subject: Fw: Gas and oil Exploration - Wisborough Green 
 
 



Dominic Smith | Planner, Strategic Planning, West Sussex County Council | Location: 2nd Floor, Northleigh, County Hall, Chichester, 



PO19 1RH 



Internal: 53597 | External: +44 (0) 1243 753597 | E-mail: dominic.smith@westsussex.gov.uk 



 



Think sustainably. Do you have to print? Can you double side? Do you need colour?  
----- Forwarded by Dominic Smith/SU/WSCC on 21/06/2013 13:18 -----  



"Russell, J.N. (John)" <john.russell@rhdhv.com>  



17/06/2013 11:01  



To "Dominic.Smith@westsussex.gov.uk" <Dominic.Smith@westsussex.gov.uk>  
cc  



Subject Gas and oil Exploration - Wisborough Green 
 
  



 



 
 
 
Hello Dominic  
   
Following our conversation last week, attached is the draft transport EIA chapter for our proposals at Wisborough 
Green.  If you are able to provide me with any comments by the end of this week that would be marvellous.  We have 
an evening meeting with Kirdford and Wisborough Green parish councillors next Monday and it would be useful to 
pass on any thoughts.  
   
On a related matter, we also spoke about one local at Fernhurst who was asking about traffic survey data.  For 
information we have moved the counter nearer to the Haslemere Road.  I am still unsure how long the water board 
will be out as neither there or your colleagues in Streetworks seemed to be aware that there was a road closure on 
Vann Road which is a little worrying! Anyway the same local has asked for information on who to contact at the 
Council regarding traffic assessment.  I wouldn’t pass any details on before first speaking to you (I called earlier and 
have left a voicemail) about what the protocol is for members of the public contacting officers to discuss 
applications.  If you could let me know that would be great.  
   
Many thanks for your help.  
   
Kind regards  
   
John  
   
   
   
John Russell BEng (Hons), CMILT MCIHT 
Director Advisory Group (Transport UK South), Transport & Asset Management  
T +44 1784 839129 | M +44 7825 714000 | E john.russell@rhdhv.com  | W www.royalhaskoningdhv.com 
HaskoningDHV UK Ltd., a company of Royal HaskoningDHV | Windsor House,37 Windsor Street, Chertsey, Surrey KT16 8AT, United Kingdom  
Registered Office: Rightwell House, Bretton, Peterborough PE3 8DW | Registered in England 1336844  
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This email and any attachments are intended solely for the use of the addressee(s); disclosure or copying by 
others than the intended person(s) is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please treat 
this email as confidential, notify the sender and delete all copies of the email immediately. 
--  
This e-mail and any attachments are confidential and intended solely for the persons addressed. If it has come to 
you in error please reply to advise us but you should not read it, copy it, show it to anyone else nor make any other 
use of its content.   West Sussex County Council takes steps to ensure e-mails and attachments are virus-free but 
you should carry out your own checks before opening any attachment.  
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Subject: Wisborough Green Hydrocarbon Exploration



From: Jane Moseley  
Sent: 06 May 2014 14:15 
To: Jenny Massingham; Lucy Wood (Lucy.Wood@bartonwillmore.co.uk) (Lucy.Wood@bartonwillmore.co.uk) 
Subject: JM JMass fwd highways comments alt route 6May14 
 
Jenny/Lucy 
 
Please see below from our Highways officer regarding the Wisborough Green application. This 
information is not essential to the determination of the application, but it would be useful for you to 
provide it, particularly given the importance of HGV routing to this application.  
 
Kind regards 
Jane.  
 



Jane Moseley | Principal Planner, Communities & Infrastructure, West Sussex County Council | Location: Strategic Planning 
Business Unit, 2nd Floor Northleigh, County Hall, Chichester, PO19 1RH 



Internal: 26948 | External: +44 (0) 330 222 6948| E-mail: jane.moseley@westsussex.gov.uk 



 
From: Dominic Smith  
Sent: 02 May 2014 13:41 
To: Jane Moseley 
Cc: Alex Jack 
Subject: Wisborough Green Hydrocarbon Exploration 
 



Jane, 
 
In light of recent debate at the Balcombe Committee I wanted to raise the issue of vehicle routing with 
you. At present, we have indicated that our preferred route for vehicles is the most direct to the 
‘Advisory Lorry Network’ which would route vehicles through the centre of the village. From a technical 
perspective we are satisfied that this is not detrimental to safety or capacity (although there are other 
planning matters such as amenity that should be considered). 
 
A second route via Skiff Lane has been ruled out as it would result in a significantly extended journey 
on local roads where a shorter and suitable route is available, and that there are potential safety 
concerns relating to the junction at the north of Skiff Lane and at the point where the vehicles then 
join the A272. This recommendation has been based on the professional view of both the consultants 
acting on behalf of the applicant and that of officers of Local Highway Authority. 
 
However, while similar advice was offered at the Balcombe site a number of the Members expressed a 
desire to route vehicles away from the local village although the route to the Advisory Network was 
less direct. In order to offer Members a greater scope in their deliberations and an alternative to the 
preferred route if so desired, it would be beneficial for the applicant to work up a proposal for the 
alternative route and identify any works required to mitigate the safety concerns. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
Dominic 
 



Dominic Smith | Planner, Strategic Planning, West Sussex County Council | Location: 2nd Floor, Northleigh, County Hall, 
Chichester, PO19 1RH 



Internal: 25711 | External: 0330 222 5711 | E-mail: dominic.smith@westsussex.gov.uk 
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John Russell



From: Dominic.Smith@westsussex.gov.uk



Sent: 16 July 2013 16:18



To: Russell, J.N. (John)



Cc: Chris.Bartlett@westsussex.gov.uk



Subject: Re: Wisborough Green - oil and gas exploration site



 
Hello John,  
 
Thank you for this information and for the review of the alternative route.          
 
Although likely to be unpopular and amenity issues aside (I've copied the Planning Case Officer who might be able to 
offer some input on that side of things), from a purely technical perspective I think the preference would still be for the 
construction vehicles to take the most direct and shortest route from the A272. The alternative route appears to 
introduce some potential safety hazards; although some of this can be mitigated by physical improvement, the issues 
mitigated signage wouldn't remove the problem entirely but the residual impact could be avoided by using the original 
route.  
 
It could be that any vehicles routing through Wisborough could be subject to controls to minimise their impact, such as 
operating outside of school travel times, outside of school holidays, not at weekends, subject to a construction vehicle 
speed limit of 20mph or being brought through in convoy with supporting vehicle as a means of traffic management 
etc.  
 
However, with that said, I have consulted our local Community Officers to see if they have any thoughts that they 
would like to offer. I've highlighted the urgency of the matter and I'll pass on any comment once received.  
 
Kind regards,  
 
Dominic  



Dominic Smith | Planner, Strategic Planning, West Sussex County Council | Location: 2nd Floor, Northleigh, County Hall, Chichester, 



PO19 1RH 



Internal: 53597 | External: +44 (0) 1243 753597 | E-mail: dominic.smith@westsussex.gov.uk 



 



Think sustainably. Do you have to print? Can you double side? Do you need colour?  
 



"Russell, J.N. (John)" <john.russell@rhdhv.com>  



09/07/2013 18:16  



To "Dominic.Smith@westsussex.gov.uk" <Dominic.Smith@westsussex.gov.uk>  
cc  



Subject Wisborough Green - oil and gas exploration site 
 
  



 



 
 
 
Hello Dominic  
   
I have tried calling but keep getting cut off.  We have new phones in our office so I expect it is a problem our end so I 
will keep on trying.  However I thought I would drop you an e-mail to set out my thoughts on the alternative route to 
the proposed exploration site at Wisborough Green.  
   
Just to remind you of the background which we discussed, our preferred route for construction traffic is from the A272 
through Wisborough Green and along Kirdford Lane.  The only technical challenge we have is the right-angled bend 
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on Kirdford Road just to the east of the Skiff Lane junction with Kirdford Road.  Our suggested proposal would be to 
provide temporary signing on both approaches to this corner advising traffic to slow due to construction 
traffic.  Notwithstanding the technical aspects of the route and what we would agree are the very low volumes of traffic 
using it, there is a ground swell of local objection to construction traffic travelling through the village no matter how low 
the volumes and no matter how temporary.    
   
The alternative route would be A272 / B2133 / Skiff Lane.  This is longer than the direct route through the village but 
avoids the village entirely.  I went out last Friday and walked the alternative route.  Before we take this proposal any 
further, I was hoping to get some feedback on the potential constraints and opportunities to overcome these.  I list 
these below:  
   
1)     Problem: Junction with A272 / B2133.  Fast moving traffic and sub-standard visibility. Recommendation: 
advance signing on all approaches of turning construction traffic.  
2)     Problem: left turning traffic from B2133 into Skiff Lane cannot undertake this manoeuvre without swinging into 
the on-coming carriageway.  Recommendation: highway verge to the west of Skiff Lane is very wide and either 
temporary matting or more permanent works such as grasscrete can be provided to enable traffic to turn left.  This 
would be backed up by temporary signing on all approaches warning of turning construction traffic.  
3)     Problem: narrow bridge half way along Skiff Lane.  Recommendation: Install priority shuttle working (signs and 
road markings).  This could be temporary or left as a permanent feature.  
4)     Problem: traffic turning right from Skiff Lane in to Kirdford Road.  Sub-standard visibility to the left around right-
angle bend.  Recommendation: advance signing on all approaches o slow moving, turning construction traffic.  
   
Notwithstanding our willingness to provide an alternative route in response to public consultation concerns, it would 
be helpful to fully understand what the county’s view of it would be should we submit it with the above measures 
suggested?  
   
I will try and get through to you tomorrow by phone but please feel free to call first!  
   
I look forward to speaking to you  
   
Kind regards  
   
John  
   
John Russell BEng (Hons), CMILT MCIHT 
Director Advisory Group (Transport UK South), Transport & Asset Management  
T +44 1784 839129 | M +44 7825 714000 | E john.russell@rhdhv.com  | W www.royalhaskoningdhv.com 
HaskoningDHV UK Ltd., a company of Royal HaskoningDHV | Blays House, Wick Road, Englefield Green, Egham, Surrey TW20 0HJ, United Kingdom  
Registered Office: Rightwell House, Bretton, Peterborough PE3 8DW | Registered in England 1336844  
   
   



 
   
   
   
   



 
This email and any attachments are intended solely for the use of the addressee(s); disclosure or copying by 
others than the intended person(s) is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please treat 
this email as confidential, notify the sender and delete all copies of the email immediately.  



This email and any attachments are confidential and intended solely for the persons addressed. If it has 
come to you in error please reply to advise us but you should not read it, copy it, show it to anyone else nor 
make any other use of its content. West Sussex County Council takes steps to ensure emails and attachments 
are virus-free but you should carry out your own checks before opening any attachment.  
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James Neave



From: Dominic Smith
Sent: 17 February 2014 16:04
To: James Neave
Subject: RE: WSCC/083/13/KD



James, 
 
In response to your email I can advise the following. 
 
The relevant policy information is as follows; 
 
Local Transport Plan 1.4.9 
 



 maintaining and promoting lorry route network for main lorry movements in the 
County 



 identifying and assessing lorry routes for construction traffic and site which require 
high levels of  HGV movements, such as mineral extraction and waste sites 



 
Lorry Route Network  
 



 2. ‘Local Lorry Routes’; used for starting or final leg of longer distance lorry trips or for 
travelling between built up areas in West Sussex.  



 3. Local access trips using roads not shown on the map must be made in accordance 
with traffic signing and these roads should be avoided as far as possible 



 
The LHA approach is to minimise travel distances on local roads by identifying the most direct 
route that is not considered to detrimentally impact highway safety or service. 
 
Putting aside the policy considerations and looking purely from a technical perspective there 
is insufficient information provided as part of the Applicant’s assessment to determine 
whether the alternative route would be considered safe. A similar process to that undertaken 
for ‘Route 1’ would be required, including an assessment of the haul route from the primary 
road carried out by a independent Road Safety Auditor. However, I would concur that there 
are several locations where there are safety concerns. 
 
Vehicles approaching from the south along the B2133 would be required to undertake a very 
tight turn and would result  large vehicles entering the opposing traffic flow or failing to make 
the turn. This could lead to rear shunt accidents by vehicles suddenly slowing, or head on 
and side impact collisions where large vehicles are struck by oncoming traffic mid turn. 
Junction improvements could be sought to mitigate and would require the provision of 
temporary or permanent widening to the junction. However, this could lead to smaller 
vehicles leaving the B2133 and entering Skiff Lane at much higher speeds. 
 
There is sub-standard visibility at the A272/B2133 junction due to the alignment of the road 
and the presence of vegetation; this could lead to side impact collisions from vehicles pulling 
into the carriageway, or rear shunt accidents from sudden emergency braking. 
 
A couple of things that are not mentioned in the ‘Route 2’ assessment that I observed on-
site; 
 



 Visibility at the Skiff Lane/Kirdford Road junction is sub-standard due to the road 
alignment 











2



 There is a narrow bridge half way along Skiff Lane, however, this could be overcome 
through traffic management measures 



 
Without the full assessment, including view of a Road Safety Auditor, it is difficult to conclude 
whether the route could be considered acceptable after measures of mitigation. However, I 
have concern given the constraints to visibility where large, slow moving vehicles would be 
expected to enter a derestricted flow of traffic of relatively high volume. While mitigation 
such as junction widening and vegetation clearing is practical, other factors such as road 
alignment are more difficult to overcome. Signing could be used to alert other road users to 
the presence of large vehicles but this would not enhance the visibility. Visibility could be 
enhanced to a degree by clearing as much vegetation as possible from the side of the 
carriageway but is likely to make only a minor enhancement and unlikely to bring visibility up 
to suggested levels. 
 
The Road Safety Audit of the proposed ‘Route 1’ indicated that the route was generally 
considered acceptable with some intervention required in respect of overgrown vegetation. 
Junctions are onto roads with slower speed limits and therefore reduced visibility 
requirements. The length of the route 1 minimises the amount of time large vehicles spend 
away from the network; route 2 results in longer journeys on a route that is likely to retain 
sub-standard elements with higher speed limits and therefore increasing the likelihood of 
conflict. If route 2 is pursued I would recommend further assessment of the route is 
undertaken with proposals to mitigate identified issues prior to determination. 
 
Neither route is considered to have operating capacity constraints. 
 
I trust this assists but if you have any queries please do not hesitate to contact me. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
Dominic 
 



Dominic Smith | Planner, Strategic Planning, West Sussex County Council | Location: 2nd 
Floor, Northleigh, County Hall, Chichester, PO19 1RH 



Internal: 25711 | External: 0330 222 5711 | E-mail: dominic.smith@westsussex.gov.uk 



 
 
From: James Neave  
Sent: 06 February 2014 14:13 
To: Dominic Smith 
Subject: WSCC/083/13/KD 
 



Dominic, 
 
As discussed earlier today, I would like a Highways view with regard to the applicants 
alternative routes assessment (within ES chapter 10). Please could your review include an 
assessment of the acceptability of the two additional traffic routes considered (via Kirdford 
road to the A272 at Petworth/via Skiff Lane and the B2133) in terms of highways safety and 
capacity. In particular; 
 



 Whether either route is likely to be acceptable (subject to improvements or otherwise); 
 Whether you agree with the constraints identified; 
 What scale/nature of potential junction improvements might be likely to be required (a 



number are identified for route 2); 
 Whether you agree that the proposed option (via Wisborough Green) is the best in 



terms of highways safety and capacity. 
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In addition to that above, I would be grateful if you could set out the highways policy context 
for determining appropriate routing of HGVs to the highways network from rural location. 
 
Many thanks in advance, 
 
James Neave 
 
 
James Neave| Planner, Communities & Infrastructure, West Sussex County Council | Location: Strategic Planning Business Unit, 



2nd Floor Northleigh, County Hall, Chichester, PO19 1RH 
Internal: 25571 | External: (+44) 033022 25571| E-mail: james.neave@westsussex.gov.uk 



 
 













 








AADFYear CP Region LocalAuthorityRoad RoadCategoryEasting Northing StartJunctionEndJunctionLinkLength_kmLinkLength_milesPedalCyclesMotorcyclesCarsTaxis BusesCoachesLightGoodsVehiclesV2AxleRigidHGVV3AxleRigidHGVV4or5AxleRigidHGVV3or4AxleArticHGVV5AxleArticHGVV6orMoreAxleArticHGVAllHGVs AllMotorVehicles


2000 6848 South East West SussexA272 PR 500000 122670 A283 B2133 11.4 7.08 37 29 5741 30 905 231 28 27 14 12 9 321 7026


2001 6848 South East West SussexA272 PR 500000 122670 A283 B2133 11.4 7.08 33 32 5758 30 935 228 32 27 12 10 10 319 7074


2002 6848 South East West SussexA272 PR 500000 122670 A283 B2133 11.4 7.08 23 120 6292 45 961 301 24 15 6 13 24 383 7801


2003 6848 South East West SussexA272 PR 500000 122670 A283 B2133 11.4 7.08 24 88 7089 46 901 304 55 32 9 7 20 427 8551


2004 6848 South East West SussexA272 PR 500000 122670 A283 B2133 11.4 7.08 14 59 5376 7 722 225 29 22 8 12 8 304 6468


2005 6848 South East West SussexA272 PR 500000 122670 A283 B2133 11.4 7.08 3 73 4316 11 638 159 25 26 10 9 13 242 5280


2006 6848 South East West SussexA272 PR 500000 122670 A283 B2133 11.4 7.08 37 105 6068 21 867 274 31 39 9 21 12 386 7447


2007 6848 South East West SussexA272 PR 500000 122670 A283 B2133 11.4 7.08 16 36 5478 13 914 210 15 47 7 22 12 313 6754


2008 6848 South East West SussexA272 PR 500000 122670 A283 B2133 11.4 7.08 11 95 4958 16 1038 151 14 28 16 19 8 236 6343


2009 6848 South East West SussexA272 PR 500000 122670 A283 B2133 11.4 7.08 12 99 4898 16 1058 137 14 26 14 15 8 214 6285


2010 6848 South East West SussexA272 PR 500000 122670 A283 B2133 11.4 7.08 12 87 4805 16 1089 143 14 22 16 14 8 217 6214


2011 6848 South East West SussexA272 PR 500000 122670 A283 B2133 11.4 7.08 11 95 4819 16 1152 145 16 25 13 14 8 221 6303


2012 6848 South East West SussexA272 PR 500000 122670 A283 B2133 11.4 7.083632 10 88 4684 16 1209 147 17 29 9 13 8 223 6219


2013 6848 South East West SussexA272 PR 500000 122670 A283 B2133 11.4 7.1 10 89 4597 14 1298 146 19 32 7 12 8 224 6222


Light 5895


HGV 238


ped / cycle / mbikes99


6232


3.9%







AllMotorVehicles
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1  Introduction 
  


1.1  This report results from a Road Safety Assessment carried out on a proposed temporary haul 


route for construction purposes in Wisborough Green, West Sussex at the request of Kit Ko of 


Royal Haskoning UK Ltd.  The Assessment was carried out during July 2013.  


1.2 The Assessment Team membership was as follows: 


Malcolm Gandy, MCIHT, MSoRSA 
Road Safety Consulting Ltd  
 
Kevin Seymour, B Sc, PG Dip TS, MIHT, MSoRSA 
Road Safety Consulting Ltd 
  


1.3  The audit took place at the offices of Road Safety Consulting Ltd on 16th July 2013.  The 


assessment was undertaken in accordance with the brief with information provided relating to the 


proposed usage of the route, including the types numbers and frequency of trips.  The route was 


inspected on 15th July 2013.  During the site visit the weather was fine and dry and traffic 


conditions were light.   


 


1.4  The proposed route runs from the A272 northwards along Durbans Road, then left into Kindford 


 Road over a total of approximately 1.3 miles.  
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2 ROUTE DESCRIPTION 


 The route commences from the priority junction with the A272 northward along Durbans Road for 


approximately 150m.  Durbans Road is subject to a 30mph speed limit and, on entering from the 


A272, there are no signs indicating any prohibition or restriction relating to vehicle type, size or 


weight. There is a good width carriageway, with a long parking lay-by on the western side. There 


are large open green areas, mature trees and a footway on the western side along Durbans 


Road. There is a bus stop sign, but no buses were observed along the route during the site 


inspection. 


 At a crossroad junction, the route turns left into Kirdford Road, also subject to a 30 mph speed 


limit at this point. Kirdford Road also has a good width carriageway, with a large open green 


area, mature trees and a footway on the southwestern side. The footway is set back behind a 


wide verge. Along the northeastern side, there is grass verge and smaller trees. A children’s 


playground is sited on the southwestern side and is enclosed within secure fencing.  


 Beyond this point, the character of the road becomes very rural with mature hedging and no 


footways. The 30 mph speed limit extends for a total of approximately 450m before changing to 


40 mph. Along these sections there are private accesses and a small plant nursery. The 40 mph 


speed limit extends for approximately 600m and then changes to the National speed limit.   


 Kirdford Road, within the National speed limit, is entirely rural. There is high mature hedging 


bordering most of the road and, in places, the foliage of trees forms a canopy over the 


carriageway. At approximately 300m, there is a sharp left hand bend followed by a junction on 


the right (Skiff Lane). There are clear warning signs. Carriageway width is around 5.5 to 6m 


throughout, with one exception.  Approximately 150m prior to the route terminal point, there is a 


pinch point of single width (3.1m) over a narrow bridge. There is a downhill gradient on both 


approaches to the bridge. The bridge is preceded by warning signs-Road Narrows (Diagram 


516) and sub-plate ’Oncoming vehicles in the middle of the road’ (Diagram 575). 


 There is then a slight uphill gradient to the site access. The access is located on the left hand 


side (southern) on this approach. The carriageway is approximately 6m wide. 


 It is understood that exiting vehicles will travel in the reverse direction along the same route. 


There is no system of street lighting along the entire route. 
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3 OBSERVATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


 
 The site inspection overlapped the 1700 to 1800 hrs peak period. Traffic levels along the route 


were observed to be light, consisting mainly of cars and vans but with some heavy goods 


vehicles, light goods vehicles and agricultural vehicles. It is understood that use of the haul route 


will take place over a period of up to 6 months, with use of large vehicles mainly during the early 


construction period and the terminal restoration periods. 


 


 Road collision data (Appendix 2) has been provided for the 60-month period 1st January 2008 to 


31st December 2012, recording 4 collisions in different locations on the route. 


 


 Problem - Forward visibility is generally adequate along the route but there are some limitations 


due to the profuse growth of bordering greenery. Forward visibility is particularly affected on the 


westbound approach to the narrow bridge and, although the Narrow Road warning sign is 


correctly sited, it is inconspicuous in the vegetation. On the eastbound approach, the Narrow 


Road warning sign is hidden, partly by the vegetation and partly by the contrast between an open 


approach and the siting under tree canopy. On the bend near the junction with Skiff Lane, 


reflector posts are engulfed by greenery and forward visibility limited.  The overgrowth and 


inconspicuous signs limit driver awareness of possible hazards they are approaching.  


 Recommended - Overgrown foliage along the route should be cut back, with particular attention 


to the bend near Skiff Hill and the approaches to the river bridge. The Road Narrows signs and 


sub-plates should be replaced with plates with yellow back plates to increase conspicuity. The 


Road Narrows sign on the eastbound approach should be positioned further westwards to be 


sited clear of the tree canopy. 


 Problem - Most carriageway markings along the route are worn away and barely visible. Poor 


line markings could result in drivers failing to keep to the correct side of the carriageway or 


leaving the carriageway.  


 Recommended - Carriageway markings should be re-marked on both approaches to and over 


the bridge. Carriageway markings should be re-marked on both approaches to and around the 


bend near Skiff Hill.  


 


 Recommended - Abnormal loads, that is loads or vehicles that are larger than standard, should 


be escorted. 
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 Recommended - It is recommended that the weight carrying capacity of the small bridge, 


adjacent to the site access, be checked with the highway authority.  
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4 CONCLUSIONS  
 


 It is concluded, taking into account existing traffic flows, additional flows and collision data, that 


the risk of collisions along the proposed haul route over the limited period, as proposed, will not 


increase more than marginally. The implementation of the recommendations in Paragraph 4 


above would ameliorate the marginal increase. 
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Signed .................................................... Malcolm Gandy, MCHT, MSoRSA 
 


 


 Date......25th July 2013 


 
Road Safety Consulting Ltd 
The Gables        
Church Lane 


 Yaxham 
 Dereham 
 Norfolk NR19 1RQ 


 
 
Kevin Seymour, B Sc, PG Dip TS, MIHT, MSoRSA 
Road Safety Consulting Ltd 
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APPENDIX 1 
 


Information provided 
 
Drawing showing the construction route 
 
Collision location data 
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1  Introduction 
  


1.1  This report results from a Stage 1 Road Safety Audit carried out on a proposed junction access in 


Kirdford Road, Wisborough, at the request of Kit Ko of Royal Haskoning UK Ltd.  The Audit was 


carried out during July 2013.  


1.2 The Audit Team membership was as follows: 


Malcolm Gandy, MCIHT, MSoRSA 
Road Safety Consulting Ltd  
 
Kevin Seymour, B Sc, PG Dip TS, MIHT, MSoRSA 
Road Safety Consulting Ltd 
  


1.3  The audit took place at the offices of Road Safety Consulting Ltd on 16th July 2013.  The audit 


was undertaken in accordance with the audit brief.  The audit comprised an examination of the 


documents provided by Royal Haskoning UK Ltd, and listed in the Annex.  These documents 


consisted of design drawings.   A visit to the site was made on 15th July 2013.  During the site visit 


the weather was fine and dry and traffic conditions were light.   


 


1.4 The team has examined and reported only on the road safety implications of the scheme as 


presented and has not examined or verified the compliance of the designs to any other criteria. 


 


1.5 All comments and recommendations are referenced to the design drawings and the locations 


have been indicated on plans in Appendix 2. 


 


1.6 The proposals involve the temporary upgrading and temporary use of an access junction in 


Kirdford Road, with turning movements restricted to left in and right out only.  
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2 ITEMS RAISED BY THIS STAGE 1 AUDIT 


 
2.1. GENERAL 


 
2.2.1 Problem  
 


Location: At the site access 
 


Summary: Conflict between large vehicles on entry and exit  
 
There is some concern that large vehicles may arrive to enter the access at the same time as 
another is exiting. A large vehicle stopping unexpectedly mid-turn could result in rear end shunt 
type collisions. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
It should be ensured that the arrival and departure of large vehicles at the access do not 
coincide. 


 
2.2.2 PROBLEM 
 


Location: At the site access 
 


Summary: Detritus on the carriageway 
 
Large vehicles leaving a site can carry mud and other detritus onto the carriageway. This could 
result in single vehicle loss-of-control type collisions. Riders of two-wheeled vehicles are 
particularly vulnerable. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
The entry area and an appropriate length of the access road should be hard surfaced. It may 
also be necessary to provide on-site wheel cleaning. 


 


 


End of Safety Comments 
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3      Auditor Team Statement 


 
   I certify that this audit has been carried out in accordance with HD 19/03.  
 
 


Audit Team Leader 
Malcolm Gandy, MCHT, MSoRSA 
Road Safety Consulting Ltd 


                                                                          
  
 
Signed ....................................................25th July 2013 


 


  


 
Road Safety Consulting Ltd 
The Gables        
Church Lane 


 Yaxham 
 Dereham 
 Norfolk NR19 1RQ 


 
 
Audit Team Member 
 
Kevin Seymour, B Sc, PG Dip TS, MIHT, MSoRSA 
Road Safety Consulting Ltd 
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APPENDIX 1 
 


List of Drawings 
 
Drawing No. 3582 P 16 Rev 0 
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APPENDIX 2 


Drawings showing Problem Locations 
 


Problem numbers shown on the attached drawing refer to Problem numbers within the report. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 


Context 


1.1 This Report has been prepared by SCP Transport in response to a recommended objection by 


West Sussex County Council Highway Authority in relation to planning application 


WSCC/083/13/KD.  The planning application seeks permission for the following activities at a site 


located on Kirdford Road, Wisborough Green (hereafter referred to as the “Application Site”): 


The installation of a well and associated infrastructure, including access road 


and soil bunds, for the drilling of a vertical borehole and contingent horizontal 


borehole from the same well for the exploration, testing and evaluation of 


hydrocarbons for a temporary period of three years. 


1.2 The local highways authority’sgrounds for objection states that it has not been satisfactorily 


demonstrated that safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved.  The LHA considers the 


application therefore fails to meet the thrust of national and local transport policy in this regard, 


specifically paragraph 32 of NPPF and objective 4 of the WSCC LTP.  The LHA lists four points 


of technical detail that they consider support their grounds for objection.  These comprise: 


• Failure to submit an accurate assessment of the likely traffic impacts of 
the proposed development and establish an accurate and realistic 
baseline position; 


• Failure to provide suitable visibility at the site access and its junction 
with Kirdford Road to satisfy the stopping sight distances of the recorded 
85th percentile speed; 


• Failure to demonstrate that approach roads are suitable to 
accommodate the additional traffic generated by the development and, 
in particular, large vehicles at the junctions of the A272/Durbans Road, 
Durbans Road/Kirdford Road and along Kirdford Road given width 
constraints and two-way vehicular flow; and 


• Failure to demonstrate that large vehicles are able to execute a right 
hand turn out of the site access and its junction with Kirdford Road.  


1.3 A copy of the recommendation for objection dated 2nd July 2014 is provided at Appendix 1 . 


Background 


1.4 The Applicant has sought to maintain a dialogue with the local highway authority throughout the 


pre and post application stage of the proposed development including scoping the assessment 


with officers of WSCC.  Appendix 2  provides copies of correspondence with WSCC scoping the 


assessment of the likely traffic impacts of the proposed development and establishing an accurate 
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and realistic baseline position through the provision of a draft copy of the completed assessment.  


Following the submission of this draft copy, WSCC’s response dated 24th June 2013 (Appendix 


2) states, inter alia:- 


In terms of the number of traffic movements although they obviously represent an 


increase, given the temporary nature and the movements and the relatively low volume 


it is unlikely that they would have a capacity impact that could be considered 'severe'. 


We wouldn't require junction capacity analysis as the hourly threshold would not be 


exceeded. 


1.5 Correspondence with WSCC continued to take place regarding the traffic and road safety 


assessment.  In correspondence dated 16th July 2013 (provided at Appendix 3 ) the highway 


authority states that:  


from a purely technical perspective I think the preference would still be for the 


construction vehicles to take the most direct and shortest route from the A272 


1.6 In correspondence dated 17th February 2014 (provided at Appendix 3 ) the highway authority 


states that:  


The Road Safety Audit of the proposed ‘Route 1’ indicated that the route was 


generally considered acceptable with some intervention required in respect of 


overgrown vegetation. Junctions are onto roads with slower speed limits and 


therefore reduced visibility requirements; and 


Neither route is considered to have operating capacity constraints 


1.7 In correspondence dated 2nd May 2014 (provided at Appendix 3 ) the highway authority states 


that:  


From a technical perspective we are satisfied that this [the shortest route to and 


from the ‘Advisory Lorry Network’ which routes vehicles through the centre of 


the village] is not detrimental to safety or capacity 


1.8 In the context of this full and frank exchange of information between the Applicant and County 


Highways it is unclear why WSCC as Local Highway Authority has based its recommended 


objection in its July 2014 consultation response to County Planning on four points of technical 


detail that it considers the Applicant has failed to produce in order to satisfactorily demonstrate 


that safe and suitable access to the site can be provided.   
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1.9 The traffic assessment submitted to County Highways in support of the Applicant’s proposals was 


based on a tried and tested methodology that has been accepted by WSCC in the consideration 


of similar projects with equivalent levels of construction activity. 


1.10 Notwithstanding the degree of understanding which we considered we had reached with WSCC 


through the exchange of correspondence during scoping and post submission of the application, 


WSCC’s highways consultation response clearly suggests that they have still been unable to 


confirm the suitability of the proposals in terms of highway capacity and safety for the reasons 


repeated at 1.2 above. 


1.11 Instead, the LHA cite grounds for objection that appear to rely on reasons that cannot technically 


be sustained given the level of information that has already been submitted in support of the 


application and the willingness of the Applicant to provide information. 


1.12 This report therefore seeks to provide further clarification in relation to the four points of technical 


detail which the LHA considers the applicant has failed to address.   


Report structure 


1.13 The suitability of the assessment provided and the conclusions of an alternative approach is set 


out in Section 2.0  of this report.  Section 3.0  considers the queries raised with respect to the site 


access and a swept path analysis of the highway route is provided in Section 4.0 . 


1.14 A summary and conclusion is provided in Section 5.0 . 
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2.0 TRANSPORT ASSESSMENT 


Context 


2.1 The local highway authority’s recommended grounds for objection in relation to the transport 


assessment submitted relates to the following points: 


• The threshold for the classification of traffic between light and heavy vehicles being 
set at 1.5 tonnes rather than 3.5 tonnes; 


• The ensuing assessment of percentage increases in light and heavy vehicles on 
Kirdford Road; and 


• Baseline traffic survey data for the A272.  


2.2 Comments were sought from WSCC regarding the scope of the transport assessment prior to 


submission and this correspondence is provided at Appendix 2 .  This included submitting a 


completed draft of the assessment.  The 1.5 tonnes(te) threshold was included in this scoping 


and was chosen to differentiate between cars and light commercial vehicles (LCV) e.g. “white 


vans” and “pick-ups” delivering to the Application Site.  The ensuing assessment is referred to in 


this report as the “submission assessment”. 


2.3 Notwithstanding this, an alternative assessment of impacts is provided in this section in response 


to the points raised in the recommendation for objection which requests that the split between 


light vehicles and heavy vehicles should be 3.5te.   


2.4 Appendix 4  provides a vehicle type chart showing the types of vehicles surveyed which are 


contained within each category.  Referring to the classification numbers shown in Appendix 4 , in 


this assessment the following split has been assumed: 


• Light vehicles: classification 1,2,3 and 5; and 


• Heavy vehicles: classification 4 (buses), 6,7,8,9,10,11,12 and 13 


2.5 As with the submission assessment, this classification is applied equally to both observed 


baseline data and construction traffic data so that there is a direct comparison. 


2.6 As a consequence of this change in the split between light vehicles and heavy vehicles in this 


assessment compared to the submission assessment, the number of heavy vehicles already 


using the roads in Wisborough Green in this assessment will be lower than in the submission 


assessment.  The total number of vehicles in this assessment will be the same as in the 


submission assessment. 
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2.7 However, the number of heavy vehicles associated with the proposed development in this 


assessment will be the same as in the submission assessment.  This is because the vehicle types 


and numbers associated with the proposed development have not changed between the 


submission assessment and this assessment. 


Baseline traffic 


2.8 To determine baseline traffic volumes Automatic Traffic Count (ATC) surveys were obtained for 


the following locations: 


• the A272 adjacent to Wisborough Green (June 2012); and 


• Kirdford Road adjacent to the Assessment Site (March 2013). 


2.9 A more recent traffic survey is available for the A272 which is WSCC survey site 6848 which is to 


the west of Wisborough Green along the A272.  This data provides annual average daily flow 


data (AADF) for the whole of 2013 broken down by vehicle type and is used in this assessment.  


The survey data is provided at Appendix 5 .  The survey data over a 24 hour period are presented 


below in Table 1 .   


Table 1: Baseline Traffic Flows  


Location  Time period  Two-way Traffic Volumes  


Total 
vehicles 


Light 
vehicles 


Heavy 
vehicles 


A272 west of Wisborough Green. Daily  6133 5895 238 


Kirdford Road adjacent to the Application 
Site. 


Daily 1396 1354 42 


Notes 
Light vehicles: classification 1, 2, 3 and 5 as shown in Appendix 4 
Heavy vehicles: classification 4 (buses), 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13 as shown in Appendix 4 


 


Development traffic 


2.10 The Proposed Development would comprise the following phases which are: 


Phase 1 - Construction of access road and well site comprising: 


• Construction 
• Mobilisation of Conductor Setting 
• Drill and Set Conductor 
• Demobilisation of Conductor Setting  


Phase 2 - Mobilisation and drilling comprising: 


• Main rig mobilisation 
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• Drilling (vertical) 


Phase 3 – Testing (vertical) 


Phase 2 - Drilling and demobilisation comprising: 


• Drilling (Lateral) 
• Main rig demobilisation 


Phase 3 - Testing (Lateral) comprising: 


• Workover rig mobilisation 
• Testing (Lateral) 
• Workover rig demobilisation 


Phase 4a – Restoration comprising: 


• Workover rig mobilisation 
• Restoration 
• Workover rig demobilisation 


Phase 4b – Retention 


2.11 The forecast volume of development traffic for each phase and activity of the proposed 


development is provided in Table 10.11 of the submitted Environmental Impact Assessment.  The 


data from Table 10.11 is reproduced below in Table 2 .  It is noted that notwithstanding the revised 


vehicle classification, the number of heavy vehicle movements arising from the development and 


assessed in this report is no different to the number of heavy vehicle movements assessed in the 


submission assessment.  Both this assessment and the submission assessment are based on 


the same number of heavy lorry movements needed to establish and serve the drilling operations.  


This has not changed. 


Table 2: Development traffic flows 


Phase Activity Description  Duration  Light Vehicle (LV) 2,4 
Movements per day 


Heavy 
Vehicle (HV) 3 
Movements 


per day 


Total 2 -way 
Vehicle 


Movements 
per day 


1 Construction of access 
road and well site 


8 weeks 9 20 29 


2 
Main rig mobilisation 3-4 days1 38 24 62 


Drilling Mode (vertical)  14 weeks 38 6 44 


3 Testing (vertical) 2 weeks 38 6 44 
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2 
Drilling (lateral) 12 weeks 38 6 44 


Main rig demobilisation  3-4 days1 38 24 62 


3 


Workover rig mobilisation 3-4 days1 16 20 36 


Testing (lateral) 26 weeks 8 4 12 


Workover rig 
demobilisation 


3-4 days1 16 20 36 


4a 


Workover rig mobilisation 3-4 days1 16 20 36 


Restoration 10 weeks 9 20 29 


Workover rig 
demobilisation 


3-4 days1 16 20 36 


4b Retention unknown 2 per week 0 2 per week 


Notes: 
1Parameters assume these activities will last 1 week.  In terms of traffic movements this assessment assumes that they are completed 
in 3-4 days rather than 5 days which is a realistic possibility. The assessment is therefore based on higher daily traffic numbers than 
the parameters suggest.  
2Light vehicles: classification 1, 2, 3 and 5 as shown in Appendix 4 
3Heavy vehicles: classification 4 (buses), 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13 as shown in Appendix 4 
4This figure assumes that construction personnel will drive to the Application Site and makes no allowance for bringing construction 
personnel to the Application Site via mini-bus in order to reduce daily vehicle movements (see paragraph 2.38 for further details) 


 


Assessment Methodology 


2.12 The assessment in this report follows the ‘Guidelines for the Environmental Assessment of 


Road Traffic’, 1993, by the Institution of Environmental Assessment (IEA) hereafter 


referred to as the “IEA Guidelines”. 


2.13 The approach to identifying if traffic arising from the proposed development has the potential to 


cause an impact is set out in paragraphs 10.19 and 10.20 of the Environmental Impact 


Assessment.  The approach follows the IEA Guidelines which suggest that the following screening 


tests should be applied: 


• Test 1: include highway links where traffic flows will increase by more than 30% (or the 


number of heavy vehicles will increase by more than 30%); and 


• Test 2: include any other specifically sensitive areas where traffic flows have increased by 


10% or more. 


2.14 For the purposes of this assessment, both Test 1 and Test 2 will be applied i.e. highway links 


where total traffic flows have increased by 10% or more and / or the number of heavy vehicles 


(as defined in paragraph 2.4 of this report) will increase by more than 30%. 
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2.15 Where the screening tests outlined above identify that there are links on which transport impacts 


have the potential  to be more than negligible, the effect of changes in road traffic on these links 


is considered in more detail in order to assess the level of impact.  


2.16 Environmental impacts can be either adverse or beneficial and are a function of the magnitude of 


effect and sensitivity of receptor. 


Magnitude of effect 


2.17 The magnitude of effect depends upon the effect being assessed.  However the IEA Guidelines 


relating to severance suggests that 30%, 60% and 90% changes in traffic levels should be 


considered as “minor”, “moderate” and “major” impacts respectively.  This has therefore been 


used in this assessment as a starting point.  For the purposes of this assessment, Table 3  below 


sets out the categories for magnitude of effect. 


Table 3: Definitions of magnitude of effect 


Magnitude of effect Definition 


Very High  


Effects will be of a consistently high magnitude and 
frequency with Standards exceeded by a significant 
margin. Secondary impacts also likely to have a high 
magnitude and frequency. Significant residual effects. 
Change in traffic volumes of greater than 90%. 


High 


Effects are likely to be of a high magnitude and frequency 
with quality standards being exceeded, at times 
considerably. There may be secondary effects of some 
magnitude, residual effects will be of some significance. 
Change in traffic volumes of between 60% and 89%. 


Medium 


Noteworthy, material – effects are of moderate magnitude 
and frequency. Relevant quality standards may be 
exceeded to limited extent. Possible secondary effects, 
residual effects will be minimal. Change in traffic volumes 
of between 30% and 59% 


Low 


Not noteworthy or material – effects are of low magnitude 
and frequency and will not exceed relevant quality 
standards, residual effects will be negligible. Between 
10% and 29% increase in total traffic volumes and less 
than 30% increase in total HGV volumes. 


Negligible Less than 10% increase in total traffic volumes and less 
than 30% increase in total HGV volumes. 


 


2.18 It is noted in the IEA Guidelines that the assessment of environmental impacts arising from road 


traffic is not an exact science and a degree of professional judgement is required. Therefore the 


definitions set out above are generally applied in this assessment but not exclusively. Reference 


is also made to other definitions where these are available for specific impacts. Details of these 
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definitions are provided for each impact as relevant in the Impact Assessment section of this 


report. 


Receptors and Receptor Sensitivity 


2.19 The IEA Guidelines provide advice on particular groups or locations which may be sensitive to 


changes in traffic conditions. The Groups and special interests which the Guidance identifies 


include: 


• People at home; 


• People in work places; 


• Sensitive groups including children, the elderly and disabled; 


• Sensitive locations e.g. hospitals, churches, schools, historical buildings; 


• People walking; 


• People cycling; 


• Open spaces, recreational sites, shopping areas; 


• Sites of ecological / nature conservation value; and 


• Sites of tourist / visitor attraction. 


2.20 These categories and groups have been used to outline in broad terms the sensitivity of receptors 


to traffic, although in detail, each receptor assessed has a different sensitivity to each specific 


impact. The broad definitions are set out below in Table 4.   


Table 4: Definitions of sensitivity of receptor 


Sensitivity of receptor Definition 


High 


Sensitivity to traffic such as: 


• Schools, colleges and other educational 
institutions; 


• Retirement / care homes for the elderly or infirm; 
• Roads used by pedestrians with no footways; and 
• Accident clusters at a regional scale.  


Medium 


Sensitivity to traffic such as: 


• Hospitals, surgeries and clinics; 
• Parks and recreation areas; 
• Shopping areas; 
• Public Rights of Way (PROWs) / Bridleways at 


road crossings; 
• Roads used by pedestrians with narrow footways; 


and 
• Accident clusters at a local scale.  


Low 


Some sensitivity to traffic such as: 


• Open space; 
• Tourist / visitor attractions; 
• Historical buildings; 
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• Churches; 
• PROWs / Bridleways away from road crossings; 
• Roads used by pedestrians with standard 


footways; and 
• Residential areas.  


 


Impact Matrix 


2.21 Combining the magnitude of the impact with the sensitivity of the receptor leads to the following 


matrix to determine the significance of the impact. 


Table 5: Impact Matrix 


Receptor 
Sensitivity 


Magnitude of Effect  


Very High  High  Medium  Low  Negligible  


High  Major Major Moderate Minor Negligible 


Medium  Major Moderate Minor Minor Negligible 


Low  Minor Minor Negligible Negligible Negligible 


 


Screening Test of the Proposed Development Effects 


2.22 Based on the traffic data set out in Tables 1 and 2, Table 6  provides an assessment of the 


potential impacts on the A272 arising from the proposed development. 


Table 6: Percentage change in traffic flows on A272  


Phase Activity Description  Duration  Percentage 
change in Light 


Vehicle 2 
Movements 


Percentage 
change in Heavy 


Vehicle 3 
Movements 


Percentage 
change in All-


Vehicle         
2-way Daily 
Movements 


1 Construction of access 
road and well site 


8 weeks 0.15% 8.40% 0.47% 


2 
Main rig mobilisation 3-4 days1 0.64% 10.08% 1.01% 


Drilling Mode (vertical)  14 weeks 0.64% 2.52% 0.72% 


3 Testing (vertical) 2 weeks 0.64% 2.52% 0.72% 


2 
Drilling (lateral) 12 weeks 0.64% 2.52% 0.72% 


Main rig demobilisation  3-4 days1 0.64% 10.08% 1.01% 


3 Workover rig mobilisation 3-4 days1 0.27% 8.40% 0.59% 
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Testing (lateral) 26 weeks 0.14% 1.68% 0.20% 


Workover rig 
demobilisation 


3-4 days1 0.27% 8.40% 0.59% 


4a 


Workover rig mobilisation 3-4 days1 0.27% 8.40% 0.59% 


Restoration 10 weeks 0.15% 8.40% 0.47% 


Workover rig 
demobilisation 


3-4 days1 0.27% 8.40% 0.59% 


4b Retention unknown - - - 


Notes: 
1Parameters assume these activities will last 1 week.  In terms of traffic movements this assessment assumes that they are completed 
in 3-4 days rather than 5 days which is a realistic possibility. The assessment is therefore based on higher daily traffic numbers than 
the parameters suggest.  
2Light vehicles: classification 1, 2, 3 and 5 as shown in Appendix 4 
3Heavy vehicles: classification 4 (buses), 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13 as shown in Appendix 4 


  


2.23 Table 6  demonstrates that the percentage change in impacts is less than 10% during all phases 


except for a total of 8 days during Phase 2 when the impacts are marginally greater than 10%.  


All impacts are less than 30%. 


2.24 The IEA Guidelines states that changes in traffic volumes of this magnitude would result in 


imperceptible changes in the environmental effects of traffic.  On this basis, it is concluded that 


insofar as changes in total traffic volumes and the heavy vehicle element of those traffic volumes 


on the A272 are concerned, the proposed development would lead to a Negligible Impact  in 


terms of changes in road traffic volumes.  No further detailed traffic impact analysis is therefore 


considered necessary. 


2.25 Based on the traffic data set out in Tables 1 and 2, Table 7  provides an assessment of the 


potential impacts on Kirdford Road arising from the proposed development. 


Table 7: Percentage change in traffic flows on Kird ford Road 


Phase Activity Description  Duration  Percentage 
change in Light 


Vehicle 2 
Movements 


Percentage 
change in Heavy 


Vehicle 3 
Movements 


Percentage 
change in All-


Vehicle         
2-way Daily 
Movements 


1 Construction of access 
road and well site 


8 weeks 0.66% 47.62% 2.08% 


2 
Main rig mobilisation 3-4 days1 2.81% 57.14% 4.44% 


Drilling Mode (vertical)  14 weeks 2.81% 14.29% 3.15% 
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3 Testing (vertical) 2 weeks 2.81% 14.29% 3.15% 


2 
Drilling (lateral) 12 weeks 2.81% 14.29% 3.15% 


Main rig demobilisation  3-4 days1 2.81% 57.14% 4.44% 


3 


Workover rig mobilisation 3-4 days1 1.18% 47.62% 2.58% 


Testing (lateral) 26 weeks 0.59% 9.52% 0.86% 


Workover rig 
demobilisation 


3-4 days1 1.18% 47.62% 2.58% 


4a 


Workover rig mobilisation 3-4 days1 1.18% 47.62% 2.58% 


Restoration 10 weeks 0.66% 47.62% 2.08% 


Workover rig 
demobilisation 


3-4 days1 1.18% 47.62% 2.58% 


4b Retention unknown - - - 


Notes: 
1Parameters assume these activities will last 1 week.  In terms of traffic movements this assessment assumes that they are completed 
in 3-4 days rather than 5 days which is a realistic possibility. The assessment is therefore based on higher daily traffic numbers than 
the parameters suggest.  
2Light vehicles: classification 1, 2, 3 and 5 as shown in Appendix 4 
3Heavy vehicles: classification 4 (buses), 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13 as shown in Appendix 4 


 


2.26 Table 7  demonstrates that the percentage change in all-vehicle 2-way daily movements on 


Kirdford Road arising from the proposed development reaches a maximum increase of 4.44% of 


existing traffic flows.  This is less than 10% during all phases.     


2.27 Table 7  demonstrates that the percentage change in the heavy vehicle component of the traffic 


reaches a maximum increase of 57.14% of existing traffic flows.  This is during the main rig 


mobilisation / demobilisation, the Workover rig mobilisation / demobilisation and during site 


establishment and restoration phases (should the site be restored and not retained).  During these 


phases, this is greater than the 30% screening criteria set out in paragraphs 2.12 and 2.13.    


2.28 Transport impacts on Kirdford Road therefore have the potential  to be more than negligible. The 


effect of changes in road traffic on Kirdford Road is considered in more detail below in order to 


assess the level of impact.   


Impact Assessment 


2.29 Chapter 10 of the submission assessment identifies that changes in traffic volumes could give 


rise to the following impacts: 
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• Landscape and Visual (these have been separately assessed);  


• Air Pollution (see Air Quality Statement submitted in support of the planning application); 


• Noise (this has been separately assessed); 


• Severance; 


• Driver delay; 


• Pedestrian delay and amenity; 


• Fear and intimidation;  


• Accidents and road safety; and 


• Hazardous Loads (no hazardous loads are expected). 


2.30 The percentage change in all-vehicle 2-way daily traffic movements arising from the proposed to 


development reaches a maximum increase of 1.01% and 4.44% of existing traffic flows on the 


A272 and Kirdford Road respectively.  The percentage change in the heavy vehicle component 


of the traffic on the A272 reaches a maximum increase of 10.08% of existing traffic flows.  The 


IEA Guidelines states that changes in traffic volumes of this magnitude would result in 


imperceptible changes in the environmental effects of traffic.   


2.31 However the percentage change in the heavy vehicle component of the traffic on Kirdford Road 


reaches a maximum increase of 57.14% of existing traffic flows. The impact of this increase in 


the heavy vehicle component of the traffic flow on Kirdford Road has the potential  to be more 


than negligible in instances where the heavy vehicle component is a main contributory factor to 


environmental impact.  Considering the list of potential impacts set out in paragraph 2.29, the 


following are those which relate to the composition of traffic as well as the total traffic volumes: 


• Severance (whilst this is primarily related to traffic volume, composition of traffic can also 


affect severance especially at the margins of increases in traffic); 


• Pedestrian amenity; 


• Fear and intimidation; and 


• Accidents and road safety; 


2.32 These impacts associated with increases in the heavy vehicle component of road traffic are 


assessed in more detail below. 


Receptor sensitivity 


2.33 An assessment has been made of receptors potentially affected by traffic arising from the 


Proposed Development. This assessment has been undertaken in accordance with the receptor 


definitions set out in Table 4  combined with professional judgement as recommended in the IEA 
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Guidelines. Receptors which could be impacted by increased heavy vehicle movements on 


Kirdford Road have been identified through a combination of desktop study and on-site 


observation and are set out in Table 8  below together with an assessment of the receptor 


sensitivity. 


Table 8: Receptor sensitivity – Kirdford Road 


Route Receptor 
Receptor  


Sensitivity 


Kirdford Road 


• Parks and recreation areas 
• Roads used by pedestrians with narrow 


footways 
• Tourist / visitor attractions 
• Residential areas 


Medium 
Medium 


 
Low 


Low 


  


2.34 Table 8  shows that there are no receptors of High sensitivity along Kirdford Road.  However given 


the proximity of Wisborough Green Primary School to Kirdford Road and that Kirdford 


Road is used by children accessing the primary school which would be classed as 


receptor of High sensitivity, to be robust “High” receptor sensitivity has been used in this 


assessment 


Magnitude of effect 


2.35 Table 9  provides an assessment of the magnitude of effect arising based on the definitions set 


out in Table 3  and the commentary in paragraph 2.18. 


 Table 9: Magnitude of Effect 


Impact  Assessment criteria  Baseline heavy 
vehicles 


(from Table 1) 


Baseline heavy 
vehicles plus 
Proposed 
Development 
heavy vehicles 


(maximum value 
from Table 2 which  
occurs for 8 days)  


Magnitude 
of effect 


Pedestrian  


amenity 


A threshold for judging the significance 
of changes in pedestrian amenity is 
suggested which is where the traffic 
flow (or its lorry component) is halved 
or doubled. 


(Source: IEA guidance paragraph 4.39) 


42 66 


Less than double the 
baseline  


Negligible 


Fear and 
intimidation 


IEA guidance notes that there are no 
commonly agreed thresholds to assess 
the degree of pedestrian fear and 
intimidation. However it suggests the 
following: 


42 66 


Less than 500 heavy 


vehicles 


Negligible 
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• 18-hour HGV two-way flow of < 
500 - negligible fear and 
intimidation effects*; 


• 18-hour HGV two-way flow of 
500 - 1,000 - low fear and 
intimidation effects*; 


• 18-hour HGV two-way flow of 
1,000 – 2,000 - moderate fear 
and intimidation effects;  


• 18-hour HGV two-way flow of 
2,000 – 3,000 - great fear and 
intimidation effects; and 


• 18-hour HGV two-way flow of 
+3,000 - extreme fear and 
intimidation effects. 


(Source: IEA guidance paragraph paragraph 4.41.  
Criteria marked ‘*’ not included in guidance but 
added for the purposes of this assessment) 


Accidents 
and road 
safety 


Where a development is expected to 
produce a change in the character of 
the traffic (e.g. HGV movements on 
rural roads), then data on existing 
accident levels may not be sufficient. 
Professional judgement will be needed 
to assess the implications of local 
circumstances. 


(Source: IEA guidance paragraph paragraph 4.42.  
Criteria marked ‘*’ not included in guidance but 
added for the purposes of this assessment) 


Two documents were submitted with 
the planning application which consider 
whether the proposed access 
arrangements provide “safe and 
suitable access to the site”.  These 
documents were prepared by an 
independent and suitably qualified road 
safety auditor (not part of the design 
team or involved in the project in any 
other way) at the request of the local 
highway authority and comprised: 


• “Road Safety Assessment, 
Proposed Temporary Haul 
Route, Wisborough Green, West 
Sussex”, Malcolm Gandy Road 
Safety Consulting Ltd, 16th July 
2013 (provided at Appendix 6 ); 
and 


• “Road Safety Audit Stage 1, 
Kirdford Road, Wisborough 
Green Site Access”, Malcolm 
Gandy Road Safety Consulting 
Ltd, 16th July 2013 (provided at 
Appendix 7 ). 


Neither document identified material 
safety concerns regarding the access 
route or the design of the access itself 


Negligible 


Severance As Table 3 . Increase in all-vehicle traffic volumes is 
4.44%.  This is less than half of the 
lower 10% threshold therefore changed 
composition unlikely to impact on 
severance. 


Negligible 


 


2.36 Table 9  demonstrates that the temporary increase in heavy vehicle movements during some 


phases of the proposed development are expected to lead to a negligible magnitude of effect in 


relation to traffic on Kirdford Road. 
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Impact Assessment 


2.37 On the basis of the assessments set out in Table 8 (Receptor sensitivity) and Table 9  (Magnitude 


of Effect), Table 10  below sets out the Impact Assessment for Kirdford Road based on the Impact 


Matrix set out at Table 5 . 


Table 10: Impact Assessment – Kirdford Road 


Location Magnitude of 
effect 


Receptor 
Sensitivity Impact 


Pedestrian  amenity Negligible High Negligible 


Fear and intimidation Negligible High Negligible 


Accidents and road safety Negligible High Negligible 


Severance Negligible High Negligible 


 


2.38 Table 10  demonstrates that there is expected to be a Negligible Significance of Impact  in terms 


of road traffic on Kirdford Road arising from the proposed development.  It is further noted that 


the worst case road traffic impacts are expected only to last for a very temporary period of 8 days.  


There are no residual road traffic impacts on completion of these 8 days.   


Mitigation 


2.39 Notwithstanding the conclusions of the traffic assessment set out above, a Construction Traffic 


Management Plan (CTMP) will be prepared with the focus of minimising disturbance which could 


potentially arise from development traffic.  


2.40 The key elements of the CTMP would include:  


• Bringing construction personnel to the Application Site via mini-bus in order to reduce daily 


vehicle movements.  This would reduce the total number of light vehicles accessing the Site.  


This reduction has not been allowed for in the forecast development traffic data provided in 


Table 2  in order to present the worst case development traffic volumes for assessing in this 


report; 


• Where identified as necessary for unconventional HGV traffic, police presence and 


assistance with traffic control will be arranged; 


• Routing traffic to the Application Site in order to maintain heavy vehicle traffic on WSCC’s 


advisory lorry route network for as long as possible and thereby minimise the impact of 


construction traffic on local communities. Signage will be put in place on both approaches to 
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Boxal Bridge warning that traffic should slow and that there is a risk of oncoming traffic being 


in the middle of the road; 


• Provision of a hardstanding area within the Application Site in order to stagger vehicle arrivals 


and departures and therefore prevent queuing on the highway at the site entrance; 


• Scheduling of construction traffic movements (equipment and materials), when possible, to 


avoid the peak traffic periods at the beginning and end of each working day and other 


sensitive periods, in order to minimise any potential disturbance to local traffic or safety 


impacts at junctions.  The exact times will be set out in the agreed CTMP and relate to 


consultation responses to the planning application.  Notwithstanding this, the Applicant will 


liaise prior to commencing on site and throughout work on site with stakeholders including, 


but not limited to, Kirdford and Wisborough Green Parish Councils in order to understand 


when events are planned, such as sports events, which are expected to be traffic sensitive 


and avoid routing heavy vehicles through the village at such times.  By avoiding busy periods, 


the need to provide temporary parking restrictions on sections of the access route will be 


avoided; 


• Provision of information to parish councils relating to the construction period, including any 


unconventional HGV traffic which may be scheduled; 


• Signage to identify access routes and to inform motorists that the local roads are 


accommodating construction traffic;  


• Wheel cleaning on site and road sweeping carried out to keep the local highway clear of mud 


and debris; and 


• An enforcement strategy to be agreed with WSCC. 


2.41 It is proposed that the preparation of the CTMP would be a planning condition and that the CTMP 


would be prepared and agreed with the Highway Authority prior to commencing activities on site. 
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3.0 SITE ACCESS 


Site access 


3.1 The proposed site access layout is illustrated on SCP Drawing No. SCP/14809/F01 which is 


provided at Appendix 8 .  The access is designed to be left-in, right-out only for construction traffic 


and this will be enforced through the CTMP.  A layby is provided as part of the on-site access 


road within clear visibility of the access with Kirdford Road.  This allows heavy vehicles to lay-


over on the site access road to allow other vehicles to safely clear the highway. 


3.2 Visibility splays are provided amounting to 117m to the west and 121m to the east along Kirdford 


Road (‘y’ distance) at a set-back (‘x’) distance of 2.4m (Illustrated at F01 Rev A).  While this is 


less than the 3m ‘x’ distance initially recommended by the LHA, we do not consider this to be a 


recognised standard for the assessment of visibility.  The 2.4m ‘x’ distance is the typical length 


from the front of an average car to the driver’s eye.  In reality, HGV drivers sit much further forward 


than a car driver and so a relaxation in the ‘x’ distance to 2.0m could easily be justified. 


3.3 An independent Stage 1 Road Safety Audit (RSA1) of the junction was prepared and is provided 


at Appendix 7 .  The comments raised in the RSA1 are responded to in the design of the junction 


and the CTMP.  


Site access layout 


3.4 The layout of the junction has been designed to accommodate the expected typical design vehicle 


which is a 20te tipper truck (this is the type of vehicle which is expected to make up the majority 


of the heavy vehicle movements) and a 16.6m articulated low loader which is the expected worst 


case design vehicle.  The analysis is shown on the following drawings: 


• Access to and egress from the site by a 20te tipper truck, which is the expected typical design 


vehicle swept path.  Swept path analysis is shown on Drawing nos. SCP/14809/SPA06 and 


SCP/14809/SPA07 which are provided at Appendix 9 ; and 


• Access to and egress from the site by a 16.6m articulated low loader which is the expected 


worst case design vehicle swept path.  Swept path analysis is shown on Drawing nos. 


SCP/14809/SAP02 and SCP/14809/SPA03 which are provided at Appendix 10 . 


3.5 Table 11  provides a summary of the swept path analysis for the Site Access junction together 


with identifying the potential risks arising from HGV traffic and proposed mitigation to control these 


potential risks.  
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Table 11: Swept path analysis Site Access 


Vehicle  Analysis summary  Potential risk  Proposed Mitigation  Likelihood  
of Risk 


20te tipper 


truck 


• Can access and 
egress in single 
movement. 


• Vehicles do not cross 
the centreline of the 
carriageway entering 
or egressing from the 
Application Site. 


• Conflict 
between large 
vehicles on 
entry and 
exit. 


• Provision of a hardstanding 
area within the Application 
Site in order to stagger 
vehicle arrivals and 
departures and therefore 
prevent queuing on the 
highway at the site entrance. 


• Passing place positioned on 
the access track so that an 
exiting lorry can wait until 
the incoming lorry has 
negotiated the entrance   


• Clear visibility provided for 
the exiting lorry to view the 
entrance and move into the 
passing place to allow the 
other vehicle to pass. 


• Movement of HGVs 
controlled by banksmen. 


Low 


16.6m 


articulated low 


loader 


• Can access and 
egress in single 
movement. 


• Vehicles do not cross 
the centreline of the 
carriageway entering 
or egressing from the 
Application Site. 


• Conflict 
between large 
vehicles on 
entry and 
exit. 


Low 


 


3.6 Table 11  shows that the proposed site access design can safely accommodate the movements 


of the typical design vehicle as well as the worst case design vehicle.  Mitigation measures can 


be put in place which minimise the potential risks identified. 


Visibility 


3.7 Average recorded speeds for traffic at the site access (provided with the submission assessment) 


are recorded at 36.1mph (58.1kph) for eastbound traffic and 35.5mph (57.1kph) for westbound 


traffic.  85th percentile recorded speeds for traffic at the site access provided with the submission 


assessment are recorded at 41.3mph (66kph) for eastbound traffic (this is traffic travelling from 


the west of the site access) and 40.2mph (64.3kph) for westbound traffic (this is traffic travelling 


from the east of the site access).  


3.8 Manual for Streets 2 (MfS2) provides guidance on visibility splay requirements for rural roads 


which do not form part of the strategic road network and which are not busier ‘A’ roads.  Advice 


on calculating visibility splay lengths is provided in Section 10 of MfS2 which advises that the ‘y’ 


distance should be the same as the Stopping Site Distance (SSD) for the speed of road and the 


‘x’ distance should be 2.4m.   


3.9 Table 10.1 of MfS2 sets out the recommended SSD for calculating the desirable minimum SSD.  


For the site access, the criteria used for calculating the ‘y’ distances are: 


• Speed: 85%ile observed speeds; 
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• Driver reaction time: 2 seconds; and 


• Deceleration rate: 0.25g. 


3.10 The application of these criteria results in the following desirable minimum SSDs: 


• Desirable minimum SSD=109m for a speed of 41.3mph. This compares to 117m provided; 


and 


• Desirable minimum SSD=104m for a speed of 40.2mph. This compares to 121m provided.  


3.11 MfS2 is a good starting point from which to identify appropriate visibility splays for junctions on a 


road such as Kirdford Road. 


3.12 Advice on visibility at major / minor junctions is provided in the Manual for Streets and the Design 


Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB).  TD42/95 of DMRB provides advice on the design of 


trunk roads and motorways in England.   


3.13 As with MfS2, DMRB recommends that traffic approaching a major/minor priority junction along 


the major road approaches shall be able to see the minor road entry from a distance 


corresponding to the Desirable Minimum Stopping Sight Distance (SSD) for the speed of the 


major road.   


3.14 SSDs are provided in Table 3 of TD 9/93 (DMRB) identifies a desirable minimum SSD for 60kph 


as 90m and for 70kph as 120m.  The observed 85th percentile speed lies between these two 


speeds.  One step below desirable is 70m and 90m respectively. 


3.15 It is important to note that DMRB is a guide for the design of trunk roads and is applicable to other 


high speed roads which carry high volumes of traffic.  MfS2 was sepcificaly developed to provide 


guidance for more minor, lightly trafficked roads with lower speeds than trunk roads. 


3.16 The proposed site access meets the visibility requirements of MfS2.  The east visibility splay 


meets the DMRB desirable minimum design standards for 70kph and the west visibility splay 


comes close.  Observed speeds are less than 70kph in both directions.   


3.17 Given temporary nature of the proposals, low traffic flows and the nature of road, it is concluded 


that the visibility splays provided are suitable. 


  







Proposed Exploratory Well, Wisborough Green 
Draft Transport Objection Technical Response 
 


 
Page 22 


4.0 CONSTRUCTION ROUTE 


Route between A272 and Site Access 


4.1 At the request of WSCC, a route safety study was commissioned by the Applicant and this was 


provided with the submission assessment.  This study entitled the “Road Safety Assessment, 


Proposed Temporary Haul Route, Wisborough Green, West Sussex”, Malcolm Gandy Road 


Safety Consulting Ltd, 16th July 2013 (provided at Appendix 6 ) provided an independent safety 


audit of the proposed route between the A272 and the site access.   


4.2 The conclusion of the “Road Safety Assessment, Proposed Temporary Haul Route, Wisborough 


Green, West Sussex”, Malcolm Gandy Road Safety Consulting Ltd, 16th July 2013 (provided at 


Appendix 6 ) set out in Section 4 of that document is reproduced below: 


It is concluded, taking into account existing traffic flows, additional flows and 


collision data, that the risk of collisions along the proposed haul route over the 


limited period, as proposed, will not increase more than marginally. The 


implementation of the recommendations in Paragraph 4 above would 


ameliorate the marginal increase. 


4.3 The recommendations of the auditor referred to in the extract from the report provided above 


have been incorporated into the design and mitigation proposals. 


Swept Path Analysis 


4.4 Swept path analysis of the construction route between the A272 and the site access has been 


undertaken as follows: 


• Access to the site by a 20te tipper truck, which is the expected typical design vehicle swept 


path.  Swept path analysis is shown on Drawing nos. SCP/14809/SPA05 and 


SCP/14809/SPA06 which are provided at Appendix 9 ; 


• Egress from the site by a 20te tipper truck, which is the expected typical design vehicle swept 


path.  Swept path analysis is shown on Drawing nos. SCP/14809/SPA07 and 


SCP/14809/SPA08 which are provided at Appendix 9 ; 


• Access to the site by a 16.6m articulated low loader which is the expected worst case design 


vehicle swept path.  Swept path analysis is shown on Drawing nos SCP/14809/SAP01 and 


SCP/14809/SPA02 which are provided at Appendix 10 ; and. 


• Egress from the site by a 16.6m articulated low loader which is the expected worst case 


design vehicle swept path.  Swept path analysis is shown on Drawing nos. 


SCP/14809/SPA03 and SCP/14809/SPA04 which are provided at Appendix 10 . 
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4.5 Review of the swept paths identifies four locations in addition to the site access at which further 


assessment has been undertaken.  These locations comprise:  


• Boxal Bridge; 


• Corner on Kirdford Road east of junction with Skiff Lane; 


• Junction of Durbans Road / Kirdford Road; and 


• Junction of Durbans Road / A272 


4.6 The assessment provides a summary of the swept path analysis, identifies potential risks which 


the swept path analysis suggests, proposed mitigation to remove or reduce the risk and then 


provides an assessment of the likelihood of the mitigated risk. 


Boxal Bridge 


4.7 Table 12  provides a summary of the swept path analysis for the Boxal Bridge section of Kirdford 


Road junction together with identifying the potential risks arising from HGV traffic and proposed 


mitigation to control these potential risks.  


Table 12: Swept path analysis Boxal Bridge 


Vehicle  Analysis summary  Potential risk  Proposed Mitigation  Likelihood  
of Risk 


20te tipper 


truck 


• Sufficient road width 
for single vehicle to 
pass safely. 


• Vehicles enter the 
centre of the 
carriageway in order 
to negotiate the 
bridge. 


• Good forward 
visibility on both 
approaches to the 
bridge. 


• On-coming 
vehicles 
unaware that 
vehicles may 
be in the 
middle of the 
carriageway. 


• The Road Narrows warning 
signs and sub-plates 
replaced with plates with 
yellow back plates to 
increase conspicuity. 


• The Road Narrows sign on 
the eastbound approach 
should be moved further 
westwards to be sited clear 
of the tree canopy. 


• Signage will be put in place 
on both approaches to Boxal 
Bridge warning that there is 
a risk of oncoming traffic 
being in the middle of the 
road. 


• Overgrown foliage along the 
route cut back to improve 
forward visibility to bridge 
and warning signs. 


Low 


16.6m 


articulated low 


loader 


• Sufficient road width 
for single vehicle to 
pass safely.. 


• Vehicles enter the 
centre of the 
carriageway in order 
to negotiate the 
bridge. 


• Good forward 
visibility on both 
approaches to the 
bridge. 


• On-coming 
vehicles 
unaware that 
vehicles may 
be in the 
middle of the 
carriageway. 


Low 


 


4.8 Table 12  shows that Boxal Bridge is suitable to accommodate the movements of the typical 


design vehicle as well as the worst case design vehicle.  Mitigation measures can be put in place 


which minimise the potential risks identified. 
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Corner on Kirdford Road east of junction with Skiff  Lane 


4.9 Table 13  provides a summary of the swept path analysis for the corner section of Kirdford Road 


east of the junction with Skiff Lane together with identifying the potential risks arising from HGV 


traffic and proposed mitigation to control these potential risks.  


Table 13: Swept path analysis of corner on Kirdford  Road east of junction with Skiff Lane 


Vehicle  Analysis summary  Potential risk  Proposed Mitigation  Likelihood  
of Risk 


20te tipper 


truck 


• Sufficient road width 
for vehicle to pass 
safely. 


• Vehicles encroach 
into opposing lane. 


• On-coming 
vehicles 
unaware that 
vehicles may 
be in the 
middle of the 
carriageway. 


• Signage will be put in place 
on both approaches to Boxal 
Bridge warning that there is 
a risk of oncoming traffic 
being in the middle of the 
road. 


• Overgrown foliage along the 
route cut back to improve 
forward visibility to corner 
and warning signs. 


Low 


16.6m 


articulated low 


loader 


• Sufficient road width 
for vehicle to pass 
safely. 


• Vehicles encroach 
into opposing lane. 


• On-coming 
vehicles 
unaware that 
vehicles may 
have 
encroached 
over centre of 
carriageway. 


Low 


 


4.10 Table 13  shows that Kirdford Road where it bends just east of its junction with Skiff Lane is 


suitable to accommodate the movements of the typical design vehicle as well as the worst case 


design vehicle.  Mitigation measures can be put in place which minimise the potential risks 


identified. 


Durbans Road / Kirdford Road Junction 


4.11 Table 14  provides a summary of the swept path analysis for the junction of Durbans Road and 


Kirdford Road together with identifying the potential risks arising from HGV traffic and proposed 


mitigation to control these potential risks.  


Table 14: Swept path analysis of Durbans Road / Kir dford Road junction  


Vehicle  Analysis summary  Potential risk  Proposed Mitigation  Likelihood  
of Risk 


20te tipper 


truck 


• Vehicles do not cross 
the centreline of the 
carriageway when 
turning in or out of 
Kirdford Road from / 
to Durbans Road. 


• Very good visibility 
for vehicles 
approaching / waiting 
at the junction on all 


- - - 
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approaches (greater 
than desirable SSD).  


16.6m 


articulated low 


loader 


• Vehicles turning left 
from Durbans Road 
into Kirdford Road 
encroach over centre 
line at the junction. 


• Vehicles turning right 
from Kirdford Road 
encroach over centre 
line at the junction. 


• Very good visibility 
for vehicles 
approaching / waiting 
at the junction on all 
approaches (greater 
than desirable SSD). 


• Conflict 
between 
worst case 
design 
vehicles 
turning and 
traffic waiting 
at the 
junction. 


• Visibility to and from the 
junction is good such that 
worst case design vehicles 
will be able to see vehicles 
waiting at or approaching 
the junction. 


• Sufficient carriageway width 
for worst case design 
vehicles to safely wait on 
Durbans Road or Kirdford 
Road without interfering with 
oncoming traffic, until 
vehicles have cleared the 
junction. 


Low 


 


4.12 Table 14  shows that the junction of Durbans Road and Kirdford Road is suitable to accommodate 


the movements of the typical design vehicle as well as the worst case design vehicle.  Mitigation 


measures can be put in place which minimise the potential risks associated with the worst case 


design vehicle. 


Durbans Road / A272 Junction 


4.13 Table 15  provides a summary of the swept path analysis for the Durbans Road and A272 junction 


together with identifying the potential risks arising from HGV traffic and proposed mitigation to 


control these potential risks.  


Table 15: Swept path analysis of Durbans Road / A27 2 junction  


Vehicle  Analysis summary  Potential risk  Proposed Mitigation  Likelihood  
of Risk 


20te tipper 


truck 


• Vehicles can turn into 
Durbans Road from 
A272 without needing 
to encroach over 
centre line at the 
junction. 


• Vehicles can turn 
right from Durbans 
Road onto the A272 
without needing to 
encroach over centre 
line at the junction 


• Vehicles turning left 
from Kirdford Road 
onto A272 encroach 
over centre line on 
A272 whilst 
straightening up. 


• Vehicles turning into 
Durbans Road from 
the A272 encroach 
over the centre line of 


• Conflict 
between 
typical case 
design 
vehicles 
turning and 
traffic waiting 
at the 
junction. 


• Visibility to and from the 
junction is good such that 
typical case design vehicles 
will be able to see vehicles 
waiting at or approaching 
the junction. 


• Sufficient carriageway width 
for typical case design 
vehicles to safely wait on 
Durbans Road or A272 
without interfering with 
oncoming traffic, until 
vehicles have cleared the 
junction. 


- 
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Durbans Road at the 
junction before 
straightening up. 


• Very good visibility 
for vehicles 
approaching / waiting 
at the junction on all 
approaches (greater 
than desirable SSD). 


16.6m 


articulated low 


loader 


• Sufficient road width 
for vehicle to pass 
safely  


• Vehicles turning left 
from Durbans Road 
into Kirdford Road 
encroach over centre 
line at the junction. 


• Vehicles turning right 
from Kirdford Road 
encroach over centre 
line at the junction. 


• Very good visibility 
for vehicles 
approaching / waiting 
at the junction on all 
approaches (greater 
than desirable SSD). 


• Conflict 
between 
worst case 
design 
vehicles 
turning and 
traffic waiting 
at the 
junction. 


• Visibility to and from the 
junction is good such that 
worst case design vehicles 
will be able to see vehicles 
waiting at or approaching 
the junction. 


• Sufficient carriageway width 
for worst case design 
vehicles to safely wait on 
Durbans Road or A272 
without interfering with 
oncoming traffic, until 
vehicles have cleared the 
junction. 


Low 


 


4.14 Table 15  shows that the Durbans Road and A272 junction is suitable to accommodate the 


movements of the typical design vehicle as well as the worst case design vehicle.  Mitigation 


measures can be put in place which minimise the potential risks identified. 
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5.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 


5.1 This Report has been prepared by SCP Transport in response to a recommended objection on 


highways grounds by West Sussex County Council Highway Authority in relation to planning 


application WSCC/083/13/KD.  The planning application seeks permission for the following 


activities at a site located on Kirdford Road, Wisborough Green. 


5.2 The local highways authority lists four points of detail that the Applicant has failed to demonstrate 


which has led them to recommend an objection.  These are set out below together with a summary 


of the conclusions reached in this report. 


Submit an accurate assessment of the likely traffic impacts of the proposed development and 


establish an accurate and realistic baseline position; 


5.3 Comments were sought from WSCC regarding the scope of the transport assessment prior to 


submission and this correspondence is provided at Appendix 2 .  This included submitting a 


completed draft of the assessment based on a methodology that had been previously been 


accepted by WSCC in relation to similar applications. The 1.5 tonnes(te) threshold was included 


in this scoping and was chosen to differentiate between cars and light commercial vehicles (LCV).  


Notwithstanding this, the alternative assessment of impacts provided in this report responds to 


the request from WSCC that the split between light vehicles and heavy vehicles should be 3.5te.  


Appendix 4  provides details of the types of vehicles included in each category. 


5.4 On this basis, the assessment set out in this report arrives at the same conclusion as the 


submission assessment which is that there is expected to be a Negligible Impact  in terms of 


road traffic arising from the proposed development 


Provide suitable visibility at the site access and its junction with Kirdford Road to satisfy the 


stopping sight distances of the recorded 85th percentile speed 


5.5 Average recorded speeds for traffic at the site access (provided with the submission assessment) 


are recorded at 36.1mph (58.1kph) for eastbound traffic and 35.5mph (57.1kph) for westbound 


traffic.  85th percentile recorded speeds for traffic at the site access provided with the submission 


assessment are recorded at 41.3mph (66kph) for eastbound traffic (this is traffic travelling from 


the west of the site access) and 40.2mph (64.3kph) for westbound traffic (this is traffic travelling 


from the east of the site access).  Based on these observed speeds, the following desirable 


minimum SSDs have been calculated: 
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• Desirable minimum SSD=109m for a speed of 41.3mph. This compares to 117m provided; 


and 


• Desirable minimum SSD=104m for a speed of 40.2mph. This compares to 121m provided.  


5.6 The visibility splays provided therefore meet design requirements.  The construction of the 


visibility splays at drawing 3582 P 18 Rev E was erroneous in that it took them to the far side 


verge line, rather than the nearside.  Nevertheless, the drawing was provided at a suitable scale 


for those with sufficient technical knowledge to appreciate that there was no restriction to 


achieving adequate visibility to the nearside as well. 


Demonstrate that approach roads are suitable to accommodate the additional traffic generated 


by the development and, in particular, large vehicles at the junctions of the A272/Durbans Road, 


Durbans Road/Kirdford Road and along Kirdford Road given width constraints and two-way 


vehicular flow 


5.7 At the request of WSCC, a route safety study was commissioned by the Applicant and this was 


provided with the submission assessment.  This study entitled the “Road Safety Assessment, 


Proposed Temporary Haul Route, Wisborough Green, West Sussex”, Malcolm Gandy Road 


Safety Consulting Ltd, 16th July 2013 (provided at Appendix 6 ) provided an independent safety 


audit of the proposed route between the A272 and the site access.  The recommendations of the 


auditor referred to in the extract from the report provided above have been incorporated into the 


design and mitigation proposals. 


5.8 Swept path analysis of the construction route between the A272 and the site access has been 


undertaken for a 20te tipper truck and a 16.6m articulated low-loader. 


5.9 Review of the swept paths identifies four locations in addition to the site access at which further 


assessment has been undertaken.  These locations comprise:  


• Boxal Bridge; 


• Corner on Kirdford Road east of junction with Skiff Lane; 


• Junction of Durbans Road / Kirdford Road; and 


• Junction of Durbans Road / A272 


5.10 The assessment provides a summary of the swept path analysis, identifies potential risks which 


the swept path analysis suggests, proposed mitigation to remove or reduce the risk and then 


provides an assessment of the likelihood of the mitigated risk. 


5.11 Mitigation measures can be put in place which minimise the potential risks identified. 
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Demonstrate that large vehicles are able to execute a right hand turn out of the site access and 


its junction with Kirdford Road.  


5.12  Swept path analysis of the site access has been undertaken for a 20te tipper truck and a 16.6m 


articulated low-loader.  This demonstrates that the proposed site access design can safely 


accommodate the movements of the typical design vehicle as well as the worst case design 


vehicle.  Mitigation measures can be put in place which minimise the potential risks identified. 


5.13 The right turn out of the site is less onerous than the left turn in and the drawings already 


submitted were provided at a suitable scale for those with sufficient technical knowledge to 


appreciate that both manoeuvres were achievable on land within the applicant’s or LHA’s control. 


Conclusion 


5.14 On the basis of the analysis set out in this report, it is concluded that there are no valid highways 


grounds to object to the proposed development.   Each of the alleged failures cited by the LHA in 


support of their grounds for objection have been shown to have been either misguided, redundant 


or unnecessary in light of the information already submitted.  Nevertheless, for clarity, we have 


addressed each issue in turn in this report to ensure that there can be no doubt that the proposals 


will not be contrary to either NPPF by way of creating a severe residual impact or to objective 4 


of the WSCC LTP to improve safety, security and health. 
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On the basis of the additional highways information prepared by SCP and independently reviewed
by Vectos, Celtique are respectfully requesting that the Council reconsiders its decisions not to defer
the application from the 22nd July committee meeting. The response provided by SCP is in draft at
this stage as we would wish to discuss the content and conclusions with Officers so that an agreed
Report can be made available to Members to inform their consideration of the application.
 
We believe that deferring the application to the next Committee to be held on 2nd September 2014
is justified due to the following key reasons:
 
·                     Council Officers and Committee Members need sufficient time to consider all information

available to them ahead of making a formal decision on the application; 

·                     The Council’s Highway objection was received late (2nd July 2014) in relation to the
completion of Officer’s committee report (by 9th July 2014) and did not provide a
reasonable period of time for Celtique and its advisors to respond to the matters raised
which included new matters, not previously discussed;

 
·                     Taking into account that Celtique agreed to extend the determination period when WSCC

have asked (working pro-actively with the Council to resolve all outstanding issues);

·                     The fact that WSCC Highways Officer did not respond to SCP’s telephone calls/ emails
during June 2014 (ahead of receiving the objection letter);

·                     The fact that we are confident that the objections can be overcome locally;
 
·                     Bearing in mind paragraphs 186 and  187 of the  NPPF which require local planning

authorities to ‘approach decision-taking in a positive  way’ (para  186), ‘look  for  solutions 
rather  than  problems’ and ‘work proactively with applicants’ (para 187);

 
·                     Any refusal could result in a re-submission or appeal which could be a further expense to

taxpayers’ money via the Planning Inspectorate and unnecessary cost to Celtique (who are
merely seeking to undertake essential exploratory works within a licenced area granted by
central government) and a further period of uncertainty for local people;

·                     The extension of time would only be for a short period of time (over the Summer) until 2nd

September 2014.
 
On the basis that WSCC Highway’s objection letter has been received so late in the process and we
are confident that the points raised can be adequately addressed, as demonstrated in the additional
information prepared by SCP and independently reviewed by Vectos, we would kindly request that
the application is deferred from the July committee in order to allow a full consideration of this
additional information.
 
Celtique Energie is extremely keen to work with the Council to overcome this matter and continue to
work positively with the Council.
 
We look forward to hearing from you soon.

Regards

Bob McCurry
Director

Planning . Design . Delivery
bartonwillmore.co.uk
7 Soho Square
London
W1D 3QB
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