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Land at Bird in Eye Farm, South of Bird in Eye Hill: Transport Assessment Second Addendum Q

1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Bellamy Roberts has been instructed by Croudace Homes Limited to prepare a
Transport Assessment Second Addendum to address the further consultation
comments received from the County Highway Authority (CHA) which are dated 12"
May 2022 and are provided at Appendix 1 for reference.

1.2 In summary, the CHA has maintained their objection to the proposal and has
commented on the following matters:
e Site Access.
o Right Turn Lane.
o Access Visibility.
e Framfield Road Improvements.
o Road Safety Audit.

1.3 A meeting was held with the CHA and LPA on 24" May 2022 and the above matters
were discussed in further greater detail.

1.4 The CHA response of 121" May 2022 is the second consultation response received

from the CHA. The first CHA response was dated 8" December 2021 and a
Transport Assessment Addendum (ref. MT/5330/TAA.4 — March 2022) was
prepared to address the matters raised, which are summarised as follows:

¢ Site Access.

¢ Road Safety Audit.

e Pedestrian and Cycle Access.

e Highway Impact.

e Internal Layout.

e Travel Plan.

1.5 This Second Addendum report has been prepared to address the matters raised
by the CHA in their response of 12" May 2022 and has done so under the same
headings as set out the CHA response.
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2.0

21

2.2

2.3

24

CONSIDERATION OF HIGHWAY AUTHORITY
COMMENTS

Site Access

Right Turn Lane

The CHA has previously recommended that a right turn lane be provided to access
the proposal because the distribution of traffic is predominantly weighted to and

from the centre of Uckfield, west of the application site.

As set out in the Transport Assessment Addendum, the CHA has previously
advised that the request for a right turn lane had originated from the ESCC Traffic
and Safety team who had requested this feature due to a purported concern
regarding emergency vehicles travelling along Framfield Road from Uckfield
Hospital. Their concern related to emergency vehicles being obstructed by

vehicles turning right into the application site.

In their response of 12" May 2022, the CHA has stated that the access into the
application site should incorporate a right turn lane for the reasons set out below:

o Site related traffic would be weighted towards the west with more right turns
into the site than left turns.

e Emergency vehicles (associated with the nearby hospital) would be
obstructed by right turners waiting within the carriageway to make a right
turn.

e This arrangement would afford right-turning vehicles (including cyclists)
some protection and assist free flow of major road through traffic.

e The daily traffic accumulation from the site exceeds 1400 trips. For
developments generating an AADT of over 500 vehicles, right turning traffic
should not impinges on general flows which are 5560. Furthermore, the
event that other potential developments such as Bird in Eye North comes

forward, it is likely that the flows on Bird in Eye Hill will increase further.

The above four bullet points have been dealt with in turn.
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Site related traffic would be weighted towards the west with more right turns
into the site than left turns.

25 The weighting of development traffic to/from the west has been allowed for. The
distribution diagram provided at Appendix 17 of the submitted Transport
Assessment (ref. ITR/MT/5330/TA.3 — April 2021) shows that traffic from the
application site has been distributed approximately 80/20 to/from the west, see
Figure 1.
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Figure 1: Development Traffic Distribution (ref. 5330/406 rev. A)
2.6 As requested by the CHA, the traffic flows used in the PICADY analysis for traffic

generated by the development and that generated by the existing BIE industrial
estate has been presented on flow diagrams (5330/433 & 5330/434) which are
provided at Appendix 2.
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Emergency vehicles (associated with the nearby hospital) would be
obstructed by right turners waiting within the carriageway to make a right

turn.

2.7 PICADY modelling of the proposed simple priority site access T-junction
demonstrates that this will operate well within capacity with very limited queuing
and delay. This analysis was provided at Appendix 3 of the Transport Assessment
Addendum and the results are summarised in Table 1. Of particular note is the
minimal queuing relating to vehicles turning right into the application site from Bird
in Eye Hill.

Table 1: Summag of Site Access Simele Prioritz T-Junction — 2027 Design Year

AM Peak PM Peak
Arm
Queue (PCU) Delay(s) RFC Queue (PCU) | Delay(s) RFC
2022 Base Year
Site Access (left out) 0.2 8.15 0.18 0.1 6.92 0.09
Site Access (right in) 0.1 8.57 0.05 0.0 8.43 0.03
BiE Hill (right in) 0.2 6.38 0.09 0.4 6.36 0.21
2.8 The PICADY analysis clearly demonstrates that a simple priority T-junction will

operate with adequate capacity and with minimal queueing and delays, particularly
with regard to traffic turning right into the application site from Bird in Eye Hill. Itis
evident that eastbound emergency vehicles would not become obstructed by right

turners within waiting within the carriageway.

29 Furthermore, the analysis undertaken is for the peak hour periods only (i.e., 2
hours). Outside of these periods, it is even more evident that a right turn lane is
not needed for the remaining 22 hours of the day and on the weekend when flows
are typically lower. The values shown in Table 1 are the highest values
encountered over all time segments analysed and so even during the peak hour
periods, the delay/queue experienced by motorists will be below the values set out
in Table 1.
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2.10 If the peak hour periods do not warrant a right turn lane (as demonstrated by the
analysis undertaken), then clearly outside these peak periods a right turn lane

cannot be justified either.

This arrangement would afford right-turning vehicles (including cyclists)

some protection and assist free flow of major road through traffic.

211 As demonstrated by the PICADY analysis, the free flow of traffic along Bird in Eye
Hill will not be impeded by right turning traffic into the application site. Additional

protection for right turning vehicles is therefore not required.

212 Furthermore, a segregated footway/cycleway is to be provided to Bird in Eye Hill at
the north-eastern corner of the site. Any cyclists accessing the scheme from the

west would do so via this route and not via the main site access.

The daily traffic accumulation from the site exceeds 1400 trips. For
developments generating an AADT of over 500 vehicles, right turning traffic
should not impinge on general flows which are 5560. Furthermore, the event
that other potential developments such as Bird in Eye North comes forward,

it is likely that the flows on Bird in Eye Hill will increase further.

213 Guidance contained in the DMRB document CD 123 (Geometric design of at-grade
priority and signal-controlled junctions) states at paragraph 2.3.1 that the selection
of priority junction and major road central treatment for single carriageway roads

should be determined based on the traffic flows on the major and minor roads.

214 Set out at Figure 2.3.1 of CD123 is approximate (my emphasis) level of junction
provision for varying traffic flows. For reference, Figure 2.3.1 from CD123 has

been provided at Figure 2.
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Figure 2: Approximate Junction Provision (Figure 2.3.1 from CD 123)

The minor road AADT flow from the proposed development of 290 units and the
existing industrial uses being retained on site is 1,284 two-way vehicles. The major
road AADT flow as recorded in 2019 is 4,235 two-way vehicles. Figure 2 therefore
advises that the approximate junction provision for these flows is ghost island right

turn lane.

However, the note that accompanies Figure 2.3.1 states that “the 2-way AADT
design year flows are used to determine the approximate level of junction provision

prior to more detailed traffic modelling to check capacity.”

As per the CD123 guidance, a ghost island right turn lane was considered in the
first instance, however more detailed traffic modelling has been undertaken to
check capacity from which it was determined that a simple priority T-junction is
suitable to serve the scheme and to allow safe and suitable access to be achieved,
see PICADY results in Table 1.
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2.18 It is evident from the information set out in the preceding paragraphs that a ghost

island right turn lane is not required to allow safe and suitable access to be

achieved to the application site.

219 Nevertheless, and to assist the CHA in providing a positive recommendation for the
scheme, the site access arrangement has been revised to incorporate a right turn
lane (see drawing 5330/021 Rev. H, at Appendix 3).

2.20 A previous revision of this drawing was submitted to the CHA and comments were
received on 22" June 2022. In summary, the CHA advised that the 2.5m wide
right turn lane (as proposed originally) does not meet DMRB design criteria as it's

a new junction (ref. paragraph 6.10 of CD123).

2.21 The proposal has been revised accordingly and the scheme as proposed at
Appendix 3 incorporates a 3m wide right turn lane to accord with DMRB CD123
guidance. The through lane widths have been maintained at 2.75m which is

consistent with the existing road widths along this section of Bird in Eye Hill.

2.22 The tapers shown are 1:25 (ref. Table 6.1.1 from CD123) which are commensurate
to a design speed of 85kph (52mph). The recorded speeds as per the 2019 ATC
survey were 42.4mph eastbound and 45.9mph westbound. If the CHA maintain
that a right turn lane is necessary to allow safe and suitable access to be achieved
to the application site, it is evident that such an access can be provided which
accords with all relevant design criteria and is not dependant on the proposed

extension to the 30mph speed limit.

Access Visibility

2.23 The CHA has requested visibility splays of 113m to the west and 127m to the east
from an x-distance of 2.4m, which correspond to the Desirable Minimum distances
as per DMRB guidance, albeit these include an allowance for bonnet length which

is not a requirement for y-dimension.

2.24 Nevertheless, and to assist the CHA, the requested visibility splays have been

provided. To accommodate the requested visibility splays, the proposed site
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access has been relocated approximately 20m east of the position previously
shown. The requested visibility splays are achievable at both the ghost island right
turn lane and simple priority T-junction. See Appendix 3 and Appendix 4
respectively. The requested visibility splays can be achieved and do not require

third party land.

2.25 Visibility to the east has been taken to the nearside carriageway edge. Visibility to

the west has been taken to the

2.26 Notwithstanding our view that a right turn lane is not necessary to serve the
proposed development and for the avoidance of doubt, the right turn lane option
represents the proposed access strategy for the development, as requested by the
CHA.

2.27 With regard to the proposed extension to the 30mph speed limit, the CHA has
advised that in their response of 12" May that this would be subject to a Traffic
Regulation Order (TRO) and have support from Sussex Police. The CHA has also
advised that the proposal to extend the 30mph speed limit was proposed
historically by the Parish Council, albeit it was not implemented due to the cost of

installing engineered traffic calming measures.

2.28 The CHA has advised that any proposal to extend the 30mph limit will require a
highway related scheme that would effectively reduce speeds and be self-
enforcing. The extent of the 30mph would need to be agreed and the CHA has
stated that the bend in the existing carriageway of Bird in Eye Hill east of the site
access should not conflict with the terminal point of the 30mph limit. To address
this, the extent of the 30mph zone has been positioned further to the east so as to

not conflict with this bend (see Appendices 3 and 4).

2.29 The revised scheme also incorporates an improved ‘gateway’ feature and traffic
calming along the length of Bird in Eye Hill from the site frontage to the junction for
Uckfield Hospital.
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2.30 The CHA’s comments on the revised proposal are welcomed. However, if the CHA
is not willing to support the proposed 30mph speed limit extension, it has been
demonstrated that commensurate visibility splays which accord with the actual
speed of traffic, can be achieved and therefore the extension to the 30mph is not
required to ensure safe and suitable access can be achieved to the proposed

development.

Framfield Road
2.31 Comments on the proposed parking improvements to Framfield Road have been
received from the ESCC Traffic and Safety Team, specifically with regard to the

improvements set out on drawing 5330/017 Rev. E.

2.32 It was discussed and agreed with the CHA in the meeting of 24" May that the
previously proposed build-out features would be removed and the improvement
scheme would instead comprise a formal crossing between 45 and 52 Framfield

Road and installation of bus cages to serve the existing bus stops at this location.

2.33 The Traffic and Safety Team has advised that this would provide more benefit than
the scheme proposed previously as set out in the Transport Assessment
Addendum. In this regard, drawing 5330/017 and 018 have been updated to
Revision F and E respectively (see Appendix 5) to include the requested crossing

and bus cages, and the removal of the build out features.

2.34 The CHA has commented on the proposed demarked bays for parking and noted
there are no restrictions for parking where the caged areas are not shown. The
proposed parking regime has sought to respect the existing dropped crossings
where vehicles are unlikely to park. At these locations, no additional parking
restrictions have been shown, such as double yellow lines or white access

protection marking.

2.35 The applicant is willing to work with the CHA to agree a suitable improvement

scheme along Framfield Road.
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2.36 The CHA has requested swept path analysis to demonstrate whether access to the
undercroft parking area to the rear of 69 Framfield Road can be achieved in a
situation where the proposed parking bays to either side are occupied. The
requested swept path analysis has been undertaken which demonstrates that

access to this area is achievable (see Appendix 6).

2.37 The CHA has requested clarification regarding the parking surveys undertaken in
February 2022 and specifically the information set out in the first table. For

reference, the table queried is shown at Figure 3.

Waiting Restrictions

Street Name

ACCESS
ACCESS/DROPPED KERB
DOUBLE YELLOW
DOUBLE YELLOW/ACCESS
DOUBLE YELLOW/DROPPED KERB
BROPPED KERB
DROPPED KERB/WHITE LINE
KEEP CLEAR
PARKING BAY
PEDESTRIANISED DROPPED KERB
RESTRICTED CARRIAGE WAY
UNRESTRICTED BAY
UNRESTRICTED BAY/NO KERB
Total

N | RESTRICTED CARRIAGE WAY/ ACCESS

FRAMFIELD ROAD 3 1 62 4 22 15 9 3 4

Figure 3: Summary of On-Street Parking Survey Results (February 2022)

o

7 72

©

212

2.38 The data in set out in Figure 3 provides a summary of the parking restrictions
present along the surveyed section of Framfield Road. Plans of the survey area at
the time of each survey showing the location of parked cars and the location of all

parking restrictions is provided at Appendix 7.

Road Safety Audit

2.39 The CHA has stated that a right turn facility should be the design standard for the
proposed scale of development. As set out previously, the provision of a right turn
lane is not considered necessary in this instance, however it is clear that such a

facility can be provided at the site access.

2.40 A Stage 1 RSA of the proposed right turn lane access and the highway
improvements along Bird in Eye Hill and Framfield Road has been instructed and

the results will be forwarded to the CHA upon receipt.
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2.41 Drawings 5330/008 (Appendix 8) and 016 (Appendix 9) have been amended
following comments received from the Safety Auditor and from the CHA,
particularly regarding the previously proposed improvements to the bus stops at
the Hospital access. The CHA has recently Technically Approved improvements
to these bus stops as part of the nearby Mallard Drive development. This drawing
has been supplied by the CHA and our proposed improvements have been

amended to reflect these works.
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3.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
Summary
31 Bellamy Roberts has been instructed by Croudace Homes Limited to prepare a

Transport Assessment Second Addendum to address the further consultation
comments received from the County Highway Authority (CHA) dated 12" May
2022.

3.2 As requested by the CHA, the site access will incorporate a right turn lane which
meets all relevant design guidance and is not reliant on the proposed speed limit
reduction at this location (ref. drawing 5330/021 Rev. H).

3.3 Whilst it is not considered that a right turn lane is necessary, such a facility can be
provided.
34 The proposed improvements to Framfield Road have been revised to address

matters raised in the Stage 1 RSA and by the CHA.

Conclusions
3.5 The scheme fully complies with relevant policies contained in the NPPF and is

acceptable in transport and highway terms.
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Communities Economy and Transport

Rupert Clubb
BEng(Hons) CEng MICE
Director

County Hall

St Anne’s Crescent
Lewes

East Sussex

BN7 1UE

East Sussex
County Council

Tel: 0345 60 80 190
www.eastsussex.gov.uk

To: Head of Planning

Planning and Environmental Services
Wealden District Council

Council Offices

Vicarage Lane, Hailsham

BN27 2AX

FAO: Claire Turner

Copy to: Passenger Transport Team; Highway Implementation Team; PRoW Team
Date: 08.12.21 & 12.05.22

Our Ref: WD/2021/2198/MAQO

District/Borough Ref: WD/2021/2198/MAQO

Applicant: Croudace/Berry
Location: LAND AT BIRD IN EYE FARM, SOUTH OF BIRD IN EYE HILL, FRAMFIELD, TN22 5HA
Development: OUTLINE PLANNING APPLICATION FOR THE ERECTION OF UP TO 290 DWELLINGS,

ASSOCIATED LANDSCAPING, INFORMAL OPEN SPACE AND STRATEGIC SANG, WITH ACCESS FROM THE
B2102.

Road Name or|B2102 .

Number Bird In Eye Hill Consultation Date |1 October 2021
Kal Kamboh

National Grid Contact

Reference >48366120913 Officer Details: 01273 482287
kal.kamboh@eastsussex.gov.uk

Recommendation:

No objection Objection X

Objection due to insufficient

information

No objection subject to the
imposition of conditions

Comments on Transport Assessment Addendum dated March 2022 following Highway response dated
08.12.21.

2.1 Site Access — Right turn lane requirement

Reference is made to the appeal decision dated 2006 and AADT flows at that time on Bird-In -Eye Hill
(4400 vehicles). Data provided by the County Monitoring Team indicated 2019 AADT flows are 5560 and
2020 flows are 4830. As stated previously, the 2020 flows are evidently lower as a result of Covid travel



restrictions. The 2019 flows are applicable and should be used for this application. The figures presented
by the applicant are less at 3900 and cannot be accepted. PICADY modelling at the proposed site access
has been provided but there is no breakdown of the farm/industrial unit related trips in peak periods
which would need to be added to the proposal related peak trips. The PICADY analysis should be
presented on flow diagrams for each peak for scenarios baseline 2019, baseline 2019 + development and
existing uses, 2027 baseline, and 2027 baseline + development and existing uses.

For access to the site, the junction arrangement is required to have a right-turn lane for several reasons:

i) Site related traffic would be weighted towards the west with more right turns into the site than
left turns.

ii) Emergency vehicles (associated with the nearby hospital) would be obstructed by right turners
waiting within the carriageway to make a right turn.

iii) This arrangement would afford right-turning vehicles (including cyclists) some protection and
assist free flow of major road through traffic.

iv) The daily traffic cumulation from the site exceeds 1400 trips. For developments generating an
AADT of over 500 vehicles, right turning traffic should not impinge on general flows which are
5560. Furthermore, the event that other potential development such as Bird In Eye North comes
forward, it is likely that the flows on Bird In Eye Hill will increase further.

The modelling provided is incomplete and although it is stated by the applicant that a priority junction
would not result in significant queues for right turning vehicles, it is unclear form the submission what
data has been used for the PICADY analysis.

Quotes from the 2006 former planning application and dismissed appeal are outdated and not valid for
the current proposal now 16 years on. Furthermore, the former application was for 197 dwellings, not
290 and highway response dated June 2007 had requested that the priority junction be upgraded to be a
right turn lane. The current standards are in DMRB CD123 CD 123 Geometric design of at-grade priority
and signal-controlled junctions.

Access Visibility
A speed survey demonstrates 85th percentile speeds of 42.4mph EB and 45.9mph WB.

The required driver sightlines based on actual speeds are 113m looking west and 127m looking east, from
a setback point of 2.4m (desirable minimum distances). The distances stated in the transport assessment
addendum are not accepted. Manual for Streets standards are applicable where 85 percentile speeds
are up to 37mph, and higher speeds should take account of Stopping Sight Distances. In this case
desirable minimum distances should be applied. The sightline looking west is indicated on drawing
5330/020D as only 91m, some 22m short of the requirement based on actual speeds.

The proposal to extend the 30-mph speed restriction was not supported previously unless speeds can be
reduced to an appropriate and conducive speed. This was proposed historically by the Parish Council, and
it was indicated to them that traffic calming measures would be required to effectively provide suitable
traffic calming. It was due to the cost of installing engineered measures that the speed limit reduction
was not proceeded with. Any proposal to extend the 30mph limit will require a highway related scheme
that would effectively reduce speeds and be self-enforcing and an extent of the limit extension would
need to be agreed. A matter to flag up is the bend in the road to the east of the site which should not
conflict with the terminal point of a 30mph limit as traffic may be encouraged to accelerate towards this
section. Such traffic calming schemes should ideally benefit from frontage development to guide drivers
that they are entering a change in environment. It is expected that a continuation of built form should be
visible from drivers’ position to support a change to 30 mph. The 30-mph limit extension will require



engineered speed reducing solution to bring mean speeds to a maximum of 33mph. Speed limit reduction
schemes should accord with the guidance found in ESCC document Local Speed Limits PS05/02 which can
be forwarded to the applicant’s transport consultant. As shown in appendices 4 and 5, | note that a
30mph extension is shown which terminates just east of the proposed access position. The area of
highway contained within the proposed 30mph extension has no significant change in character or
appearance other that additional signage and three islands over a section of 500m which may not have a
speed influencing effect that would be necessary for accommodating residential development associated
travel needs such as walking and cycling.

A change to the speed limit would need to be authorised by a Traffic Regulation Order and have support
from Sussex Police, the enforcing body. It is advised that further discussion with the highway authority is
necessary to develop a suitable traffic calming scheme. As mentioned previously, collaborative working
with site proponent for Bird In Eye North would assist to influence a suitable design for a traffic calming
scheme from the junction for Uckfield Hospital up to a suitable point east of the proposed site access.

Following the previous RSA1, a further audit has been commissioned and the designer’s response refers
to scheme amendment drawings that have not been provided as part of the Transport Addendum. The
only highway related application plans are provided in appendices 4, 5 and 6 [5330/020D; 5330/008E;
5330/1001]. The RSA response refers to drawings 5330/16E; 5330/18D and 5330/17E which are part of
appendix 9 which in accordance with their revisions, would supersede the plans in the original TA.

Framfield Road

The parking scheme on Framfield Road has received comments from the Traffic and Safety Team in
relation to the build-outs: The series of build outs proposed on Framfield Road do not appear to form
part of the audit (first) and do not appear to serve any useful purpose? At the same width as the parking
bays, they offer no contribution in terms of traffic calming and as there is a bollard central to each one,
they do not aid crossing movements. As such, an alternative proposal in Framfield Road may offer more
value to assist pedestrians crossing. It is noted that plan 5330/017 rev E shows an uncontrolled crossing
with dropped kerbs and tactile paving outside 52 and 45 Framfield Road. There has been a request to the
Traffic and Safety team from a local Councillor for a formal crossing with suggestion for a zebra crossing in
the vicinity of Harcourt Road/Alexandra Road. There may be constraints in terms of the physical
requirements for a zebra, in terms of driveways, junctions and bus stop but a more formal crossing would
be preferable to one that is informal.

Proposed build outs have been questions and the locations of them are questioned.

i) the build out opposite the former church potentially prevents a bus from stopping close to the kerbs to
allow passengers to board and alight safely. Installation of bus cages here is likely to be more useful than
a build out.

ii) parking bays marked either side of 69 Framfield road leave a very narrow space for access into an
under croft access leading to a yard in which a vehicle is parked. Access is likely to be restricted to the
yard area if vehicles are parked at capacity either side of the access and opposite within the shown
marked bays. See extracts below. Furthermore, the build-outs are provided but it is not known the
reason. DYLs are present to restrict parking around the junction Keld Avenue.



i) the proposal indicates demarked bays for parking, though no restrictions for parking where the caged
areas are not shown. It is presumed that the parking would still be permitted in the areas outside the
marked bays unless DYLS are provided. As parking restrictions are secured through a TRO requiring public
consultation, there would need to be a convincing scheme not only to the Highway Authority, but to the
local residents that a parking scheme would be beneficial. | have noted the2nd parking survey provided,
undertaken on 9% February 2022. | do not understand what information the first table provides. Does the
survey have a plan and photographs indicating the areas that are restricted that have been used for
parking?

The parking scheme and survey required further discussion to understand how the survey was carried out
and what the overall benefits are of the parking scheme.

Road Safety Audit

Again, a number of safety matters were raised by the auditor.

Regarding the proposed access, as | have indicated that a right turn facility should be the design standard
for the proposed scale of development, this element would need to be revisited and so further comments
on the access proposal are not provided to this aspect of the audit. Access provision is reliant on
achieving driver sightlines and potentially reducing the speed limit with engineered traffic calming
features. Turning provision of larger vehicles should also be considered at this stage and not left to
detailed design as this application seeks approval for the access and accessibility.

Splitter islands on Bird in Eye Hill: the proposed tapers are not in accordance with CD123, and revisions
have been made in dwgs 5330/008E, 020C and 016E. | do not have access to these drawings as they are
not provided as part of the TA addendum or application submission.

Problems highlighted on Framfield Rd, that relate to the parking reconfiguration would need to be further
discussed and so further comments in this regard are not provided.

Problems A.4.2, A.4.3, and A.4.4 relate to access and accessibility and are likely to require further
intervention in design terms and should not be left to detailed design stage. Problem A.4.4 may be
affected by off-site highway works relating to Mallard Drive (Harlands Farm) approved development
which is under construction. As part of their s278 agreement, bus stops on Framfield Road close to the
medical centre are enhanced and tactile paving at the existing dropped kerbs are technically accepted. A
drawing can be provided on request.

Relocation of street furniture and telegraph poles can be reviewed as part of the detailed design as these
can be moved. The footway sign is adjacent to land being opened up for the footway/cycleway route into
the site and there would be scope to relocate this sign and potentially alter the content to indicate



direction into the site. For cyclists wishing to continue eastbound, there would need to be a measure for
safely re-joining the carriageway.

My concerns remain intact with regard to achieving suitable access and accessibility based on the points
raised and having had discussions with the transport consultant with regard to the access, and the need
to have verified the impact of the development on the adjacent and wider network, the application
attracts objection. Discussions with the applicant have been arranged and the above will be raised to seek
solutions.

K Kamboh —12.05.22

Original response Dec 2021

Executive Summary

This application can only be considered on the access arrangements proposed. The impact of the
development cannot yet be considered as the applicant has agreed to jointly work together with other
development proponents to consider wider highway impact on the network in Uckfield and surrounding
areas. As this work is being carried out currently with purpose to study the existing network and identify
the opportunities, constraints and potential mitigation required for future growth that has not been
possible through the local plan process, the impact on the network and principle of the development is
not yet accepted or understood. Until this joint working group has completed the transport modelling the
formal highway response cannot be provided in full. As such a highway objection is presented based on
insufficient information that the applicant is fully aware of.

Response:

This application seeks outline planning consent for up to 290 dwellings on a greenfield site (agricultural)
and retains an area of existing development comprising Bird-In-Eye farm business units (12 in total). The
site is shown to be served from Bird-in-Eye Hill (B2102). The site has history of a planning appeal dismissal
for housing dating back to 2009 (WD/2006/3564 for 197 dwellings), when 2 other sites were subject to
the appeal inquiry (Downlands and BIE North). At the time of that appeal, the development at Ridgewood
Farm had not been submitted or approved.

A Transport Assessment, Road Safety Audit and Travel Plan have been submitted which will be referred to
within this response. Pre-application advice for approximately 175 dwellings was provided for site but
was not extensive as the scope for the proposed development kept changing and a response was
provided which highlighted the constraints of the site location and connectivity by non-motorised users.
The applicant refers to meetings with the County Highway Authority which relate to wider impact
modelling for several major sites in the Uckfield area.

Existing conditions — B2102

Actual speeds for the B2102 have been measured in two separate positions either side of the proposed
access for a 7-day period 9-15™ July 2019 and the results of the speed survey indicate that the 85
percentile speeds are 42.4mph EB and 45.9mph WB. Peak period flows 08-0900hrs and 17-1800hrs are
approximately 400 vehicles in each hour segment.



The B2102 has Average Annual Daily Traffic count of 5560 (1% HGV) vehicles as of 2019; and 4830 (1%
HGV) in 2020. The count for last year demonstrates a Covid19 related reduction in overall trips on the
network, hence the 2019 data should be used as baseline and the 2020 is not accepted.

Police reported crash data within the highway has been interrogated for a period of 5 years for area
between Sandy Lane junction and Framfield Road junction with Newtown/High Street. A total of 8 injury
crashes (categorised as 5 slight, 2 serious and 1 fatal) occurred. Although this is unfortunate, the
contributing factors were driver error in all cases, and not contributory to the road design or character.

The site is located within 2km walking distance of Uckfield High Street shops and amenities and
approximately 1-1.5km from the railway station and bus station.

The pedestrian infrastructure towards the town centre, when using Framfield Road, is poor as a result of
narrow footways, parked vehicles straddling footways, no defined crossing points until the signalised
junction with New Town/Bridge Farm Road. Here the inter-visibility for pedestrians is poor, there is little
footway width and when pedestrians are waiting to cross the road, there is little space for other
pedestrians to pass by. The junction here is very much vehicle dominant and the current pedestrian
experience between the site and the Framfield Road signalised junction is not convivial nor would it
encourage travel on foot.

Cycling is a mode of travel available to confident cyclists who are not discouraged by the existing local
infrastructure/characteristics. However, encouraging new users or less confident cyclists would require
the use of quiet residential streets, as an alternative to the main roads that are bus routes and carry high
volumes of traffic. The availability of permeable residential streets to serve a suitable cycle route is a
convoluted route through Keld Avenue which avoids a potential wait at the signals but this location has
uncontrolled connection between the B2102 (New Town) and Mill Drove.

Public bus transport is available on Framfield Road, but which is very limited and cannot support
commuter journeys. Although there are bus stops within 300m of the site, the most regular service (231
Uckfield to Etchingham) operates 6 buses per day between 0740 and 1740 so allows a passenger to reach
destinations up to Etchingham before 0900 but the last bus to return arrives at 1726 with no option after
that. Bus services are also available in the town centre/bus station, but entails a 1.3km walk which
exceeds the recommended distance (400m), the walking environment is below a suitable standard and
would take 20 minutes plus bus waiting time, which is not convenient and encourage car use instead.

Rail services are available within 1.1km which is an acceptable distance to walk for commuting long
distances and trains generally run to schedule with waiting times minimal for regular users. Again, the

walking route is using Framfield Road, where constraints have been highlighted.

Employment areas in Uckfield are the Bell Lane and Ridgewood industrial estates; High Street (tertiary
sector).

The Application

For the proposed development of 290 units comprising 189 market and 101 social/affordable (unit type
unspecified), the main issues to consider and requirements that would need to be met are:

e Access - Suitable vehicle, pedestrian and cycle access, to include sufficient width, gradient and
visibility splays are a standard requirement.



The proposed vehicular access into the site is in a position a short distance east of the existing farm
access which would be closed as part of the proposal. The retained uses at BIE Farm, and existing
dwellings Lycroft, 18 and 19 Bird In Eye Hill would have vehicular access from the proposed arrangement.
The proposed access is within a section of Bird In Eye Hill (B2102) that is currently subject to a
derestricted speed limit (60mph).

The geometry and configuration of the access should take account of the traffic expected to use it and
290 dwellings, 12 business units and 2 existing dwellings would generate in excess of 1400 trips per day.
The types of business or related vehicles are not provided. The type of junction shown is a simple priority
arrangement, and at pre-application stage, when 175 dwellings were proposed, the site proponent was
requested to consider a right-turn stack lane and given the uplift to the quantum of housing proposed
within this application with daily trips on the minor access road exceeding 1400 movements, a right turn
lane is recommended, bearing in mind the anticipated distribution of traffic being predominantly
weighted to and from Framfield Road junction. Furthermore, the assessment at the site access has been
based on 2020 observed trips which are not acceptable and does not account for trips that are derived
from the existing dwellings and businesses served by the site access. The TA indicates in 5330/405D the
proposal will generate 80 trips turning right into the site in the PM peak hour which is likely to be greater
as a result of the businesses and visitors to the proposed SANG (the existing Horsted Green Park SANG
should be considered as an example in terms of trip generation).

Driver sightlines at the access should reflect either posted speed limit, or where speeds are lower, the
85" percentile recorded speeds over a period of 7 days. The emerging 85" percentile speeds of 42.4mph
EB and 45.9mph WB would require sightlines to be imposed in accordance with Manual for Streets 2. The
actual speeds would need to be much lower for consideration for 30 mph speed limit reduction as the
speed limit should be self-enforcing. As 30mph limit is suited to urban areas, the extension of an urban
zone would need to display the visual character [frontage development, street lighting, built form,
footways - as examples] to provide visual guidance for road users that they are within a restricted area.
Speed limit signage alone is not acceptable for self-enforcement in this case. The required driver
sightlines based on actual speeds are 113m looking west and 127m looking east, from a set back point of
2.4m (desirable minimum distances). The distances stated in the transport assessment are not accepted,
nor is there a plan to demonstrate what is achievable.

It is repeatedly mentioned that a 30mph limit extension is supported by the highway authority. This is not
the case, and this is not explicitly stated in the pre-application response as this notion is reliant on the
view of ESCC Road Safety Team and Sussex Police and as mentioned earlier is reliant on visual
characteristics for an urban area to enable self-enforced lower speeds. These parties have been consulted
and their views can be provided in due course.

Road safety audit
The vehicular access to the site should be supported with a RSA 1 and scheme promoter’s response. It is
noted that this has been provided and a total of 10 problems have been highlighted.

1) LOCAL ALIGNMENT - proposed access
Auditor Comment: Vehicles may approach Bird in Eye Hill at inappropriate speeds. The application site is
currently set at a level above the adjacent Bird in Eye Hill with the existing access rising gradually away
from the main carriageway. The proposals relocate the existing access to Bird in Eye Farm in order to
serve a proposed development of 300 residential dwellings as well as two existing dwellings outside of
the application site. The scheme drawings do not identify the gradient of the proposed carriageway at



this stage, however, the land in proximity appears to be approximately 2 to 2.5 metres higher than the
level of the existing carriageway. A gradient in excess of 1 in 20 on approach to a simple priority access
could lead to junction overshoot type incidents. It is recommended that the access road is set at a
gradient shallower than 1 in 20 on approach to

the B2102.

Designer Response: The proposed access will be designed with 1 in 20 or slacker gradient than in
accordance with standards with the land either side, graded up away from the carriageway at an
appropriate gradient.

LHA view — it is considered that the access details are required as part of the detail for this outline
application and the appropriate gradient proposed should be presented as part of the matters for
considering suitability and deliverability of the vehicular access. As such as there are no access details
such as cross sections, or junction geometry, the access detail is incomplete.

2) GENERAL— Bird in Eye Hill
Auditor Comment: Drivers approaching the proposed traffic island may not become aware of the
feature at a safe distance. In proximity of the proposed access, Bird in Eye Hill is derestricted, subject to
the 60 mph national speed limit and accommodates a number of bends in proximity of the proposed
access. The proposals that are subject to this Stage 1 Road Safety Audit includes two options; one to
extend the existing 30mph zone to a point just east of the proposed access and another where the
derestricted nature of the road remains unchanged but a splitter island is to be installed just to the
west of the proposed access to ensure that eastbound vehicles approaching the proposed access,
do not encroach the opposing lane and thus ensure the achievable visibility accords observed
speeds. The scheme drawing illustrates that illuminated keep left bollards are to be provided which
should highlight the features to approaching drivers, however, due to the existing alignment of Bird
in Eye Hill to the west as well as vegetation abutting the carriageway, forward visibility for
eastbound drivers is limited. As such, there may be insufficient warning of the traffic island which
could lead to vehicles striking the feature and a loss of control type incidents. It is recommended that
sufficient forward visibility is achievable to an object within the carriageway.
Designer Response: The Highway Authority are supportive of the extension to the 30mph speed limit and
as set out in MfS2, the starting point for visibility on non-trunk roads is MfS. It is clear that Bird in Eye Hill
is not a trunk road and sufficient forward visibility is achievable.
LHA view — the 30mph speed limit extension cannot be supported without clear acceptance from Sussex
Police and the Road Safety Team at ESCC. Frontage development and an environment conducive to
supporting lower speeds is a prerequisite. Although forward visibility is available there is evidence that
traffic does breach the speed limit. The presence of the isolated island within a derestricted speed limit
that is not supplemented by street lighting or frontage development may encourage middle of road
driving during quieter times such as night when road traffic volumes are low.

3) GENERAL — Proposed access

Auditor Comment: Existing Telegraph / Electric pole will become an obstruction to vehicles. Signage and
telegraph poles are situated within the existing verge along Bird in Eye Hill. The proposals relocate an
existing access approximately 30 metres to the east which is to serve the existing dwellings as well as the
proposed development of 300 dwellings. However, a telegraph/electric pole is situated in the proposed
bell mouth access in the path of vehicles and will be an obstruction. It is recommended that the
telegraph/electric pole is relocated, and the access is free of obstructions.

Designer Response: All existing street furniture, utility covers and gullies will be reviewed during the detail
design of the scheme.



LHA view: The pole would need to be relocated to accommodate the access, and it is agreed that this
should be reviewed at detailed design stage (S278) and the pole placed in a position that does not
obstruct access safety requirements of the highway and its users.

4) GENERAL - Proposed Access and Bird in Eye Hill
Auditor Comment: Existing road gully will be within the path of vehicles. Bird in Eye Hill is cambered with
surface water falling to the channels either side of the carriageway where road gullies are present. During
the site visit associated with this Audit, a number of gullies in proximity to the proposed works were
observed to be blocked and therefore ineffective. The proposals that introduce a traffic island to the west
of the proposed access, widen the Bird in Eye Hill carriageway where a gully is present either side of the
road. No details of the proposed surface water drainage have been provided at this stage; however, an
insufficient network is likely to result in ponding during inclement conditions which increases the
likelihood of loss of control type incidents. Furthermore, a road gully within the path of a vehicle could
give rise to loss of control type incidents particularly for two wheeled vehicles and vehicles undertaking a
braking manoeuvre. It is recommended that an adequate surface water drainage network is provided.
Designer Response: All existing street furniture, utility covers and gullies will be reviewed during the detail
design of the scheme.
LHA view: it is agreed that features in the highway that are affected by a highway related scheme can be
reviewed at detailed design stage (5278).

5) JUNCTIONS - Bird in Eye Hill
Auditor Comment: Drivers approaching and waiting to turn right into the proposed access may not
become aware of each other at a safe distance. In proximity of the proposed access, Bird in Eye Hill is
derestricted, subject to the 60 mph national speed limit and accommodates a bend on each approach.
The proposals that are subject to this Stage 1 Road Safety Audit includes two options; one to extend the
existing 30mph zone to a point just east of the proposed access and another where the derestricted
nature of the road remains unchanged but a splitter island is to be installed just to the west of the
proposed access to ensure that eastbound vehicles approaching the proposed access, do not encroach
the opposing lane and thus ensure the achievable visibility accords with the splays illustrated. The Audit
Team took measurements whilst on-site and visibility splays of 2.4x117.2 metres and 2.4x102 metres are
achievable from the proposed access to an approaching vehicle, however, due to vegetation within the
verge to the north of the carriageway, forward visibility to and from a vehicle attempting to turn right into
the access, is restricted to below 117.2 metres for westbound drivers. As such, a westbound driver will
have insufficient warning of the traffic attempting to turn right and vice versa. It is recommended that the
sufficient forward visibility is achievable.
Designer Response: As stated by the Auditor’s, the proposed access is clearly visible for westbound
drivers and as such, one would approach cautiously in the knowledge that a vehicle may attempt to turn
right. It must be noted that a right turning vehicle will be moving across the carriageway and not be a
stationary object. The Highway Authority are supportive of the extension to the 30mph speed limit and in
any event, MfS2 advises that the starting point for calculating visibility for non-trunk roads should be MfS.
It is evident that sufficient visibility is therefore achievable to/from the proposed access.
LHA view: designer response is assuming that a 30 mph speed limit is supported, and vehicles would
approach cautiously, and a right turning vehicle is not stationary (a vehicle waiting to turn has to ensure
that it is safe to do so and eastbound vehicles may prevent this). Furthermore, there would be an
increase in traffic volume approaching from the west as a result of the proposal. It was raised that a ghost
right turn lane at the proposed access should be considered. The auditor comments remain valid.

6) JUNCTION - Proposed access



Auditor Comment: No road markings are provided to highlight the need for exiting vehicles to give-way.
The existing access arrangement serving a mixed-use development on land at Bird in Eye Farm

does not accommodate any road markings. The proposals subject to this Stage 1 Road Safety Audit are to
provide a priority access that serves a development of 300 dwellings. The scheme drawings provided with
the Audit Brief provided do not identify that any carriageway markings are to be provided at its junction
with Bird in Eye Hill. Vehicles exiting may not therefore align themselves sufficiently to allow space for a
vehicle to enter simultaneously which could give rise to sideswipes type incidents as well as rear end
shunts along Bird in Eye Hill and junction overshoot type incidents. It is recommended that road markings
are provided to guide vehicles sufficiently.

Designer Response: Give-way and road centreline markings are to be provided.

LHA view: it is considered that the access specification is required as part of the detail for this outline
application and the appropriate junction configuration should be presented as part of the matters for
considering suitability and deliverability of the vehicular access. As such as there are no access details
such as cross sections, gradient, or junction geometry, and the access detail is incomplete.

7) JUNCTION — Proposed access

Auditor Comment: Insufficient space may be provided to allow service vehicles to enter. The existing
access to Bird in Eye Farm is approximately 5 metres wide with large corner radii that allow for Heavy
Goods and Agricultural Vehicles to manoeuvre safely. The proposals include the relocation of the priority
access with 8 metre corner radii which provides access to a 5.5m wide carriageway. No swept path
analysis has been provided with the Audit Brief and as such, the corner radii may not be sufficient to
allow for the infrequent HGV movements that could be expected from a development of 300 dwellings.
Should turning movements be restrictive, vehicles could be required to encroach the opposing lane or
vehicles may be required to reverse out of the proposed access or in order to enter and exit the access
raising the risk of rear-end, sideswipe collisions.

Designer Response: A swept path analysis has been undertaken and the proposals are adequate for the
expected vehicles.

LHA view: A refuse truck has been tracked through the access as shown. The access details are insufficient
as stated previously. A further note is that the access will serve existing industrial related uses and
although the weekly occurrence of a refuse truck would ordinarily be accepted with some overhang onto
adjacent lanes, more frequent use of such vehicles for the 12 business units (details been excluded in this
application) would require an access that accommodates larger vehicles that require regular use. The
access should accommodate regular use by all vehicles without the risk of conflict on the highway or at
the access.

8) WALKING, CYCLING & HORSE RIDING — proposed footpath connection BIE Hill

Auditor Comment: Existing signage will become an obstruction to pedestrians. In proximity of the
proposed footway cycleway access the verges of Bird in Eye Hill accommodates a number of telegraph /
electric poles and road signs. The proposals introduce a connection between Bird in Eye Hill and the local
pedestrian network, to the west of the proposed access via footpath through a wooded area. An existing
telegraph / electric pole is situated just to the west of the proposed connection will be situated central to
the footway and become an obstruction to pedestrians that could force one to enter the carriageway
suddenly raising the risk of vehicle collisions with pedestrians. It is recommended that the telegraph pole
is relocated.

Designer Response: All existing street furniture, utility covers and gullies will be reviewed during the detail
design of the scheme.



LHA view: Agreed, though the proposal should be able to demonstrate deliverability and any relocation of
telegraph poles and road signage would require alternative locations that are suitable for their revised
positions and should not compromise accessibility or highway safety.

9) WALKING, CYCLING & HORSE RIDING — proposed footpath connection BIE Hill
Auditor Comment: Cyclists are likely to utilise the proposed footpath. Bird in Eye Hill benefits from a footway
along the southern side that terminates just to west of the gated access to the application site. The scheme
drawing provided with the Audit Brief illustrates that a footpath connection is proposed at this location which
is approximately the same width as the existing footway, however, as identified within the Transport
Assessment associated with the scheme, a 3.0-metre-wide shared use footway / cycleway link is to be
provided. The proposed link is considerably shorter than following Bird in Eye Hill and as such, it is highly likely
that cyclists will utilise the link. Should the link be insufficient to accommodate a high number of pedestrians
and cyclists, there could give rise to cyclist-pedestrian collisions. It is recommended that the width of the
facility is increased appropriately to accommodate cyclists.
Designer Response: The section of footway between the pedestrian/cycle access and the bus stops to the
west will be widened to 3m to facilitate its use as a shared footway/cycleway.
LHA view: Agreed, though the proposal should be included as part of access detail submission included in
the audit brief, and considering the provision being up to the carriageway, it is advised that a section of
verge of say 0.5m is included to separate the non-motorised provision with the carriageway to prevent
users from sidestepping into oncoming traffic that may be driving close to this facility (HGV and bus
route).

10) WALKING, CYCLING & HORSE RIDING — proposed footpath connection BIE Hill

Auditor Comment: Existing road sign could become an obstruction to users of the footway. Bird in Eye Hill
benefits from a footway along the southern side that terminates just to west of the gated access to the
application site at a location where a ‘pedestrians in carriageway’ road sign with a ‘no footway for 1 mile’
plate is present. The sign face appears to provide insufficient headroom for a pedestrian to walk beneath.
Should a pedestrian step slightly off the existing footway, the sign would be an obstruction resulting in a
personal head injury. It is recommended that the sign face is relocated further back from the edge of
footway or raised to a suitable level.

Designer Response: All existing street furniture, utility covers and gullies will be reviewed during the detail
design of the scheme.

LHA view: Auditor recommendation is accepted, and detailed design of the scheme can include the minor
adjustment of the sign in position or height provided it does not conflict with the proposed provision of
the footway/cycleway

To summarise the Road Safety Audit, it is apparent that insufficient details were included in the audit
brief and submitted as part of the application documents. A 30mph speed limit can only be accepted if
the environment is conducive to supporting a self-enforcing reduction in speeds. This would be assisted
by frontage development, street lighting, and a visual change in character supported by urbanising the
street infrastructure. It is contested that the highway authority supports a 30mph as this would be reliant
on a suitable scheme to support this notion. Consideration of the Bird In Eye North site which is being
offered as a potential housing site has the potential to contribute to the urban extension of Uckfield and
the sites are advised to be considered collaboratively as they can coordinate highway enhancements for
mutual and wider benefit. As such the vehicular access details submitted are not accepted.

Pedestrian and Cycle Access
This is indicated on the submitted plan as a route from the northern corner on the westernmost point
where the site meets the highway. The submitted plans do not show this in detail though a plan is



provided within the Transport Assessment documents (5330/008C) which also includes the proposal for a
30mph limit with gateway features.

The ESCC Passenger Transport team have been consulted on this proposal and have provided the
following comments and contribution request:

In terms of this application, | have the following observations/concerns.

The size of the site means that dwellings in the south east part of the development will be in excess of 500
metres walking distance to the B2102. The consultant’s Transport Assessment, in Appendix 21, appears to
be it acceptable to walk a further 450 metres to the existing ‘Uckfield Community Hospital’ bus stops on
the B2102 to the west. Clearly this is totally inappropriate.

Two new bus stops (one in each direction) would need to be provided adjacent to the main site entrance,
and even then, they would be in excess of the accepted 400 metre walking distance. Each would need to
have a raised kerb, bus stop clearway, bus shelter with seating, new bus stop pole (sourced from
Externiture), lighting and real time information provision. A safe and accessible road crossing point would
be required.

In Appendix 22 it is noted that the consultant has approached the bus operator for costed proposals to
improve the frequency of the weekdays daytime only 2 hourly bus service 231. A couple of return journeys
are also provided on Saturdays by a community transport operator.

It is not appropriate for the developer to secure service improvements directly through a bus operator. The
current contract with the bus operator of service 231 is due to end in 2022. The indicative prices provided
that operator in April 2021 will now have significantly increase due to the cost of securing driving staff due
to the national shortage of bus drivers. The particular is suggesting future contract price increases of up to
20% so as to account for additional driver costs and other cost pressures.

The level of service specified is also not sufficient. Already the existing service is reaching capacity at
school times, so additional provision will be needed for pupils from the development attending secondary
schools in Heathfield and Uckfield. There is additionally the requirement for an early morning, evening and
Sunday service. In particular, the last journey from Uckfield currently is 1735, which is too early for
commuters from a wider (eqg. from Brighton making connections at Uckfield Bus Station, and train
commuters from London).

We estimate the additional cost of these bus requirements to be:

e £69,256 per annum for the level of Monday to Saturday provision as shown in Appendix 22 (ie a 20%
increase).

e £10,120 per annum for the additional early morning provision (Mondays to Fridays ).

e £43,560 per annum for the additional evening provision (daily).

e £18,061 for the Sunday daytime service provision.

Therefore, a total of £140,997 per annum, which will be required for a minimum of 3 years.

The proposals on Framfield Road include a crossing point in vicinity of 2-8 Framfield Road. This is close to
a signalised junction where traffic queues back to and beyond, and where footways are narrow (less than
1.5m in width). This is not included in the RSA and cannot be considered as a deliverable solution as part
of accessibility strategy. Bus stop improvements are proposed but these are not to the requirements of
the Passenger Transport Team nor have these been part of the RSA.



The installation of parking controls on Framfield Road has been presented by the applicant and supported
by a parking survey on one day. The Lambeth methodology requires :

Residential Developments The Council requires a parking survey to cover the area where residents of a proposed
development may want to park. This generally covers an area of 200m (or a 2 minute walk) around a site. For
further detail see ‘Extent of survey’ below. The survey should be undertaken when the highest number of residents
are at home; generally late at night during the week. A snapshot survey between the hours of 0030-0530 should be
undertaken on two separate weekday nights (ie. Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday or Thursday).

The methodology is directed at proposed development and not necessarily for securing parking
restrictions for existing development that benefits from unrestricted parking provision. If the applicant
wishes to understand where residents park, it may not be solely on Framfield Road as other minor roads
are also utilised. The outcome of the parking survey is therefore not considered to be an appropriate
parking assumption for this road and further surveys are recommended, jointly with the BIEN site
proponents in accordance with a methodology that is agreed with the Highway Authority.

A non-motorised user audit is required carried out to understand any constraints experienced by
pedestrians and cyclists using the highway network to connect to local service providers and amenities, to
then seek appropriate and commensurate solutions to assist accessibility for this group of highway users.
Ideally, as BIEN has a direct relationship to this site and potential link to the north of the railway line, and
mentioned earlier, a collaborate approach drawing together sustainable solutions from each site (they
are very much reliant on each other) would benefit both sites. Joint solutions to overcome the
accessibility constraints for both these sites are likely to be more meaningful and effective if both sites
work together to prevent conflicting mitigation measures that come forward independent of each site.

It is recommended that these sites coming forward independently is likely to result in collaborative
working to address appropriate and safe mitigation measures later down the line, and as such it would
make sense not to have conflicting solutions and have solutions and measures that are conducive to both
sites worked out form the outset, given that both these sites have been considered at appeal with the
Inspector’s comments highlighting the constraints and opportunities in this location.

Since pre-application discussions, which | highlight were not conclusive and did not indicate support for a
30mph extension explicitly (no reference was made within the pre-application response that the
applicant has provided in appendix 1).

At this stage, the access and accessibility aspects of the application have not been fully addressed or
justified.

Highway Impact

Modelling for this site is being prepared in conjunction with several other major sites in Uckfield as part of
an agreed strategy between the County Highway Authority and Wealden District Council. The applicant
has signed and committed to a Statement of Common Ground to understand the wider impact of traffic
on the highway network. The trip assessment of the proposal, as mentioned earlier is based on 2020
baseline surveys which were taken during a Covid restricted period and are unrepresentative.

Proposals to install SCOOT has been explored as part of the highway assessment for land at Eastbourne
Road for 90 dwellings (WD/2020/0410). At that time both MOVA and SCOOT solutions were considered
by the East Sussex Highways signals team and deemed as ineffective and it is unlikely that this can be
considered as a solution or be modelled to demonstrate mitigation at the critical junctions Framfield Rd



or High Street/Bell Lane. Further comments on this aspect of the application cannot be provided until the
outcome of the wider modelling exercise is complete.

Internal Layout

An indicative layout of the proposed development is provided. The details do not give any indication fo
housing types or amount of parking. The TA suggests that the parking will be provided in accordance with
the ESCC parking standards. This is essentially a reserved matter, though it should be clear at this stage
that the indicative layout can meet the proposal description and highway related requirements. The
SANGS car parking area shown as 30 spaces appears to be served from a minor road which is potentially
to unadopted standard. If the SANG is available to the general public it would have amenity value and
road that connects to it should ideally be adopted or responsible to the SANG managing authority for its
maintenance if it remains privately owned.

There is a public right of way that runs along the south boundary of the SANG, and suitable connections
should be provided to allow SANG users to link to it, though gated sections.

Swept path plans have been provided throughout the site, though the application seeks consent for
access only. As the layout is not for determination, the swept path plans are not considered as part of this
response. The swept path plan for the access is shown though the details of the access are not complete
and it has been requested that other vehicle movements from the business units are considered as they
would require use of this access.

It has not been specified if the proposed site road network is to be offered for adoption. This should be
indicated at outline stage.

Travel Plan

This is required to be secured through a s106 agreement.

It is essential that this site and its proposed uses are supplemented with a suitable travel plan which
covers a 5 year period (and phased, if phases identified). The applicant has provided with the application
a framework travel plan which is welcomed. The Passenger Transport team has suggested that bus
service and infrastructure improvements are required as part of this development. In addition, hard
measures which have yet to be agreed and would be identified through a NMU audit, would need to form
part of the Travel Plan so that it can be promoted effectively and define non-motorised routes.

Measures that have been included in the submitted travel plan framework are:

1) Travel Plan Coordinator

2) Residents’ information pack — to include local walking and cycle routes, cycle journey planning
resources, promotion of cycle training, public transport information on routes and timetables,
locations of nearby destinations and mapping with cycle/walking times and distances. A £150
travel voucher offered for sustainable travel.
This pack should also include car club membership details/promotion, home deliveries for
shopping, setting up a local group on a social network site by the travel plan coordinator which
should also promote car sharing, walking and cycle groups.

3) Carclub -only 1 vehicle has been included and is likely to be appropriate initially.
For a development of this scale 2 EVs are recommended with fast-charge facilities within an
adopted road to enable wider use. For each household, Car club membership for a minimum of 2
year period with 50 miles drivetime should also be provided for each household.

4) For inclusion: A twice annual Dr Bike visit to the development ensure that resident’s cycle
equipment is maintained to a good standard during the travel plan period.



Monitoring of the travel plan — baseline surveys should be provided by 25" occupation and future surveys
are required in years 1, 3 and 5 at this site, on the basis that sustainable travel modes should be
reinforced on a much more regular basis to minimise where possible, the potential impact on the
highway network by single occupancy vehicles. This attracts an audit fee of £6k.

Summary:

The application is currently incomplete in terms of access, accessibility and modelling details.
Assumptions for a 30mph extension and SCOOT infrastructure are not accepted. Mitigation measures to
improve non-motorised environment along Framfield Road should derive from the outcome of a NMU
audit, ideally in conjunction with proponents of BIEN site to achieve meaningful and effective transport
schemes to create a more sustainable environment.

To note:
S106 requirements (not conclusive)

1) Travel Plan for a 5-year period and travel plan audit fee of £6k. TP to include and flexible voucher
for £150 for use on sustainable travel measures; car club membership for first occupant of each
dwelling for 2 years and 50 miles drive time.

2) Car club provision — 2 E-vehicles and 2 dedicated fast-charging bays within the site

3) Road layout and access provision - subject to a combined s278/s38 agreement where internal
roads are offered for adoption.

4) Provision of bus infrastructure (Two new bus stops adjacent to the main site entrance with a
pedestrian crossing, raised kerb, bus stop clearway, bus shelter with seating, new bus stop pole,
lighting, and real time information provision - subject to a s278 agreement and service
improvement contribution of £140,997 per annum, which will be required for a minimum of 3
years.

5) Accessibility related highway works — to be agreed

On behalf of the Highway Authority
For Director of Communities, Economy and Transport
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traffic survey partners

Client: Bellamy Roberts
Project Number: TSP14950
Project Name: Uckfield Surveys
Survey Type: Parking Occupancy
Survey Date: 09 Feb 2022, Wednesday
Survey Time: 00:00-19:00
Weather: Dry

Comments:



TSP14950

Project Number:

Uckfield Surveys

Project Name:

traffic survey partners

09 February 2022, Wednesday

Parking Occupancy
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Survey Type:
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FRAMFIELD ROAD




Project Number:
Project Name:
Survey Type:
Date:

TSP14950
Uckfield Surveys

Parking Occupancy
09 February 2022, Wednesday

e_

2,

traffic survey partrners

Parking Occupancy

3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

S - A - - T < I T - - I - =T = < I A - - S -

Street Name/ Regulations ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® g ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ®

£ ® £ ® £ = £ ® £ = £ ® = 8 £ ® £ = £ ® £ ® £ = £ = £

@ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @
FRAMFIELD ROAD 64 60 46 50 51 53 52 52 57 60 65 63 62 212 | 30% | 28% | 22% | 24% | 24% | 25% | 25% | 25% | 27% | 28% | 31% | 30% | 29%
ACCESS 3 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
ACCESS/DROPPED KERB 1 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
DOUBLE YELLOW 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 62 2% 2% 0% 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 2% 2% 2% 2%
DOUBLE YELLOW/ACCESS 2 4 0% 50% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
DOUBLE YELLOW/DROPPED KERB 22 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
DROPPED KERB 2 1 1 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 15 13% 7% 7% 13% 13% 7% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13%
DROPPED KERB/WHITE LINE 1 1 1 9 0% 11% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 11% 11%
KEEP CLEAR 3 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
PARKING BAY 3 3 2 4 5 5 4 4 4 5 4 4 3 4 75% 75% 50% 100% 125% 125% 100% 100% 100% 125% 100% 100% 75%

PEDESTRIANISED DROPPED KERB 1 1 1 1 0

RESTRICTED CARRIAGE WAY 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 2 7 14% 14% 14% 14% 14% 29% 14% 14% 14% 14% 29% 29% 0%
RESTRICTED CARRIAGE WAY/ ACCESS 2 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
UNRESTRICTED BAY 57 51 42 43 43 44 45 44 49 50 55 53 55 72 79% 71% 58% 60% 60% 61% 63% 61% 68% 69% 76% 74% 76%
UNRESTRICTED BAY/NO KERB 8 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Parking Stress 60 54 44 47 483 49 49 48 53 55 59 57 58 84 | 71% | 64% | 52% | 56% | 57% | 58% | 58% | 57% | 63% | 65% | 70% | 68% | 69%




No of

STREET NAME ““‘;'“'"“ Regulation Bay No B Comments 00:00 | 08:00 | 09:00 11:00 | 12:00 | 13:00 | 14:00 | 15:00 18:00 | 19:00
AMFIELL 1A

RAMFIELI 1B

AMFIELL 1C

RAMFIELI 1D

AMFIELL 1E

RAMFIELI 1F

AMFIELL 1G

RAMFIELI H

AMFIELL 1

RAMFIELI

AMFIELL

RAMFIELI

AMFIELL

RAMFIELI 11

AMFIELL 10

RAMFIELI 1P

AMFIELI 0

RAMFIELI R

AMFIELI S

RAMFIELI UBLE T

AMFIEL DOUBLE YELLOW/ACCESS A Oavt

RAMFIELI DOUBLE YELL //ACCESS Lav

AMFIELI INRESTRICTED BAY A Car Car Car Car_ Car Car Car Car Car Car Car Car Car
RAMFIELI INRESTRICTED BAY Car_ Car Car_ Car Car_ Car Car_ Car Car_ Car_ Car Car
AMFIELI INRESTRICTED BAY C Car Car Car Car_ Car Car Car Car Car Car Car Car
RAMFIELI DROPPED KERB A

AMFIEL UNRESTRICTED BAY A Car | Car Tav

RAMFIELI UNRESTRICTED BAY 5B Car_ Car Car_ Car Car_ Car Car Car Car Car_ Car
AMFIEL UNRESTRICTED BAY 5C Car | Car | car | car | Car | Car | car | Car | Car | car | car | car | car
RAMFIELI DROPPED KERB/WHITE LINE 6A

AMFIELT DROPPED KERB/WHITE LINE 68

RAMFIELI UNRESTRICTED BAY 7A Car_ Car Car_ Car Car_ Car Car_ Car Car_ Car Car Car_ Car
AMFIELI UNRESTRICTED BAY 7B Car Car_ Car Car Car Oavi Car Car Car Car

RAMFIELI DROPPED KERB 8A

AMFIEL] UNRESTRICTED BAY 9A

RAMFIELI DROPPED KERB/WHITE LINE 10A Car Car

AMFIEL DROPPED KERB/WHITE LINE 0B Car
RAMFIELI DROPPED KERB/WHITE LINE

AMFIEL UNRESTRICTED BAY Car | Car | car | Car | Car | Car | car | Car | Car | Car | car | Car | car
RAMFIELI UNRESTRICTED BAY Car_ Car Car_ Car Car_ Car Car_ Car Car_ Car Car Car_ Car
AMFIELI DROPPED KERB

RAMFIELI UNRESTRICTED BAY Car_ Car Car_ Car Car_ Car Car Car Car_ Car Car Car_ Car
AMFIELI UNRESTRICTED BAY Car Car Car Car_ Car Car Car Car Car Car Car Car Car
RAMFIELI DOUBLE YELLOW/DROPPED KERB

AMFIELL DOUBLE LOW. 5,

RAMFIELI DOUBLE YELLOW. 5B CROSS HARCOURT ROAD

AMFIELI DOUBLE YELLOW 6A

RAMFIELI DOUBLE YELLOW. 6B

AMFIEL DOUBLE YELLOW/DROPPED KERB TA

RAMFIELI DOUBLE YELLOW/DROPPED KERB 7B

AMFIELI OUBLE YELLOW. 18A

RAMFIELI DOUBLE YELLOW/DROPPED KERB 19A

AMFIELI DOUBLE YELLOW/DROPPED KERB 198

RAMFIELI DOUBLE YELLOW/DROPPED KERB 19C

AMFIELI DOUBLE YELLOW/DROPPED KERB 19D

RAMFIELI DOUBLE YELLOW. 20A

AMFIEL OUBLE YELLOW/DROPPED KERB 1A

RAMFIELI OUBLE YELLOW/DROPPED KERB 1B

AMFIEL OUBLE YELLOW/DROPPED KERB 1C

RAMFIELI OUBLE YELLOW/DROPPED KERB 1D

AMFIEL OUBLE YELLOW/DROPPED KERB 1E

RAMFIELI OUBLE YELLOW/DROPPED KERB 1F

AMFIEL OUBLE YELLOW/DROPPED KERB 21G

RAMFIELI DOUBLE YELLOW 22A

AMFIELI UNRESTRICTED BAY 23A Car Car Car Car Car Car Car
RAMFIELI DROPPED KERB 24A Car_ Car Car Car Car_ Car Car_ Car Car_ Car Car Car_ Car
AMFIELI UNRESTRICTED BAY 25A Lav Lav Lav Lav Lav lav Lav lav Lav lav Lav. lav Lav.
RAMFIELI DROPPED KERB 26A

AMFIELI DROPPED KERB 268

RAMFIELI UNRESTRICTED BAY 27A Car_ Car Car_ Car Car Car_ Car Car Car_ Car
AMFIELI UNRESTRICTED BAY 278 Lav lav Car
RAMFIELI DROPPED KERB 28A

AMFIEL NRESTRICTED BAY 29A Car | Car | car | car | Car | Car | car | Car | Car | car | car | Car | car
RAMFIELI INRESTRICTED BAY 298 Car_ Car Car_ Car Car
AMFIEL NRESTRICTED BAY 29C Car | Car | car | Car | Car | Car | car | Car | car | car

RAMFIELI INRESTRICTED BAY 29D Lav Lav. Lav Lav.
AMFIEL NRESTRICTED BAY 29€

RAMFIELI INRESTRICTED BAY 29F Car_ Car Car_ Car Car_ Car Car_ Car Car Car_ Car
AMFIELT DROPPED KERB/WHITE LINE 304

RAMFIELI DROPPED KERB/WHITE LINE 308

AMFIELT DROPPED KERB/WHITE LINE 30C

RAMFIELI DROPPED KERB/WHITE LINE 30D

AMFIELI UNRESTRICTED BAY 31A Car Car Car Car
RAMFIELI DROPPED KERB 32A

AMFIELI DROPPED KERB 328

RAMFIELI DROPPED KERB 32C

AMFIELI UNRESTRICTED BAY 33A

RAMFIELI DROPPED KERB 34A

AMFIELI DROPPED KERB 348

RAMFIELI DOUBLE YELLOW/DROPPED KERB 35A

AMFIEL DOUBLE YELLOW/DROPPED KERB 358

RAMFIELI DOUBLE DROPPED KERB 35C

AMFIELI W 36A

RAMFIELI W 36B CROSS SELBY ROAD

AMFIELL W 37A

RAMFIELI W 378

AMFIELI LLOW. 37C

RAMFIELI DOUBLE YE 'DROPPED KERB 38A

AMFIELI DOUBLE YELLOW/DROPPED KERB 388

RAMFIELI UNRESTRICTED BAY 39A

AMFIELI DROPPED KERB 40A

RAMFIELI UNRESTRICTED BAY 41A

AMFIELL UNRESTRICTED BAY 41B

RAMFIELI UNRESTRICTED BAY 41C

AMFIELI DROPPED KERB 42A

RAMFIELI DROPPED KERB 42B

AMFIELI DROPPED KERB 42C

RAMFIELI UNRESTRICTED BAY 43A

AMFIELI DROPPED KERB 44A

RAMFIELI DROPPED KERB 44B

AMFIELI DROPPED KERB 44C

RAMFIELI UNRESTRICTED BAY 45A Car_

AMFIELL UNRESTRICTED BAY 45B

RAMFIELI KEEP CLEAR 46A

AMFIELI KEEP CLEAR 46B

RAMFIELI KEEP CLEAR 46C

AMFIELI UNRESTRICTED BAY 47A Car Car lav Lav lav Lav. lav Lav. lav Lav
RAMFIELI DROPPED KERB 48A Car_ Car Car_ Car Car Car_ Car Car_ Car_ Car
AMFIEL NRESTRICTED BAY 49A Car | Car | car | Car | Car | Car | car | Car | Car | cCar | car | Car | Car
RAMFIELI INRESTRICTED BAY 498 Car_ Car Car_ Car Car_ Car Car_ Car Car_ Car Car Car_ Car
AMFIEL NRESTRICTED BAY 49C Car | Car | car | Car | Car | Car | car | Car | Car | cCar | car | Car | Car
RAMFIELI INRESTRICTED BAY 49D Car_ Car Car Car Car_ Car Car_ Car Car_ Car Car Car_ Car
AMFIEL NRESTRICTED BAY 49E Car | Car | car | car | Car | Car | car | Car | Car | car | car | car | car
RAMFIELI INRESTRICTED BAY 49F Lav. Lav. Lav Lav. Lav Lav.
AMFIEL RESTRICTED CARRIAGE WAY 50A Car | Car | car | Car | Car | Car | car | Car | Car | car | car | car

RAMFIELI RESTRICTED CARRIAGE WAY 50B Car Car_ Car

AMFIEL RESTRICTED CARRIAGE WAY 50C

RAMFIELI RESTRICTED CARRIAGE WAY 50D

AMFIEL] RESTRICTED CARRIAGE WAY 50E

RAMFIELI ACCESS 51A ACCESS TO HOSPITAL

AMFIELI ACCESS 51B ACCESS TO HOSPITAL

RAMFIELI ACCESS 51C ACCESS TO HOSPITAL

AMFIELI Ce 51D CROSS OVER

RAMFIELI RESTRICTED CARRIAGE WAY 52A

AMFIELL RESTRICTED CARRIAGE WAY 52B

RAMFIELI RESTRICTED CARRIAGE WAY/ ACCESS 53A

AMFIELI RESTRICTED CARRIAGE WAY/ ACCESS 538

RAMFIELI RESTRICTED CARRIAGE WAY 54A

AMFIELL RESTRICTED CARRIAGE WAY 548

RAMFIELI DROPPED KERB 55A

AMFIELL INRESTRICTED BAY/NO KERB 56A

RAMFIELI INRESTRICTED BAY/NO KERB 568

AMFIELI INRESTRICTED BAY/NO KERB 56C

RAMFIELI INRESTRICTED BAY/NO KERB 56D

AMFIELL INRESTRICTED BAY/NO KERB 56E

RAMFIELI INRESTRICTED BAY/NO KERB S56F

AMFIELI INRESTRICTED BAY/NO KERB 56G

RAMFIELI INRESTRICTED BAY/NO KERB 56H

AMFIELL INRESTRICTED BAY/NO KERB 561

RAMFIELI UNRESTRICTED BAY 57A Car_ Car Car_ Car Car_ Car Car Car_ Car
AMFIELI 7 UNRESTRICTED BAY 578 Car Lav Lav Lav Lav lav Lav lav Lav lav Lav. lav Lav.
RAMFIELI 7 UNRESTRICTED BAY 57C

AMFIELI PEDESTRIANISED 58A Car Car Car Car

RAMFIELI INRESTRICTEL 59A Car Car_ Car Car_ Car Car
AMFIELI INRESTRICT BAY 598

RAMFIELI INRESTRICT BAY 59C Lav. Lav. Lav Lav.
AMFIELI INRESTRICT BAY 59D Car Car Car Car_ Car Car Car Car Car Car Car Car Car
RAMFIELI INRESTRICT BAY 59E Car_ Car Car_ Car Car_ Car Car_ Car Car_ Car Car Car_ Car
AMFIELI INRESTRICT BAY 59F Car Car
RAMFIELI INRESTRICT BAY 59G Lav

AMFIELI INRESTRICT BAY S59H Lav.

RAMFIELI INRESTRICT BAY 591 Car Car_ Car Car_ Car Car_ Car Car Lav Lav Lav Lav
AMFIELI INRESTRICT BAY 59) Car Car_ Car Car Car Car Car Car

RAMFIELI INRESTRICT BAY 59K Car_ Car Car Car Car_ Car Car_ Car Car Car Car Car_ Car
AMFIELI INRESTRICT BAY 59L Car Car Car Car Car Car Car Car Car Car Car Car Car
RAMFIELI INRESTRICT BAY 59M Car_ Car Car Car Car_ Car Car Car Car_ Car Car Car_ Car
AMFIELI INRESTRICT BAY 59N Car Car_ Car Car_ Car Car Car Car Car Car Car Car Car
RAMFIELI INRESTRICT BAY 590

AMFIELI INRESTRICT BAY 59P Car Car Car Car_ Car Car Car Car Car Car Car Car Car
RAMFIELI INRESTRICT BAY 590

AMFIELI INRESTRICT BAY 59R Car Car Car Car Car Car Car Car Car Car Car Car Car
RAMFIELI INRESTRICT BAY 5958 Car_ Car Car_ Car Car
AMFIELI INRESTRICT BAY 59T Car_ Car Car Car Car Car Car Car Car Car
RAMFIELI INRESTRICT BAY 59U Car_

AMFIELI INRESTRICT BAY 59V Car Car
RAMFIELI INRESTRICT BAY 59W. Lav. Lav Lav. Lav Lav. Lav Lav. Lav Lav. Lav Lav Lav Lav
AMFIELI INRESTRICT BAY 59X Car_ Car Car Car Car Car Car
RAMFIELI INRESTRICT BAY 59Y Car_ Car_ Car Car_
AMFIELI INRESTRICT BAY 59Z Car Car Car Car Car Car Car Car

RAMFIELI INRESTRICT BAY 59AA Car_ Car Car_ Car Car_ Car Car Car Car_ Car
AMFIELI INRESTRICT BAY 59AB Car Car Car Car Car Car Car Car Car Car Car
RAMFIELI INRESTRICT BAY 59AC Car_ Car Car_ Car Car Car Car_ Car Car_ Car_ Car
AMFIELI INRESTRICT BAY 59AD Car Car Car Car Car Car Car Car Car Car
RAMFIELI INRESTRI BAY S9AE Car_ Car Car_ Car Lav

AMFIELI DOUBLE oW 60A Car Car_ Lav lav Lav.
RAMFIELI 60 DOUBLE W 60B CROSS KELD AVENUE

AMFIELI 61 DOUBLE oW 61A

RAMFIELI 61 DOUBLE LLOW 61B

AMFIEL 62 UNRESTRICTED BAY 62A

RAMFIELI UNRESTRICTED BAY 62B Car Car_ Car Car_ Car Car_ Car Car_

AMFIELI DROPPED KERB 63A

RAMFIELI UNRESTRICTED BAY 64A

AMFIELI UNRESTRICTED BAY 648 Car Car Car Car Car Car
RAMFIELI UNRESTRICTED BAY 64C Car_ Lav. Lav Lav. Lav Lav. Lav

AMFIELI UNRESTRICTED BAY 64D Car Car_ Car Car_ Car Car Car Car Car Car Car Car Car
RAMFIELI 65 ACCESS/DROPPED KERB 65A

AMFIEL UNRESTRICTEL 66A Car | Car | car | Car | Car | Car | Car | Car | Car | Car | car | Car | car
RAMFIELI UNRESTRICTED BAY 66B Car_ Car Car_ Car Car_ Car Car_ Car Car_ Car Car Car_ Car
AMFIEL UNRESTRICTED BAY 66C Car | Car | car | car | Car | Car | car | Car | Car | car | car | car | car
RAMFIELI UNRESTRICT BAY 66D CROSS BAKER STREET

AMFIELL 67A

RAMFIELI 678
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	1.0 INTRODUCTION
	1.1 Bellamy Roberts has been instructed by Croudace Homes Limited to prepare a Transport Assessment Second Addendum to address the further consultation comments received from the County Highway Authority (CHA) which are dated 12th May 2022 and are pro...
	1.2 In summary, the CHA has maintained their objection to the proposal and has commented on the following matters:
	 Site Access.
	o Right Turn Lane.
	o Access Visibility.
	 Framfield Road Improvements.
	 Road Safety Audit.
	1.3 A meeting was held with the CHA and LPA on 24th May 2022 and the above matters were discussed in further greater detail.
	1.4 The CHA response of 12th May 2022 is the second consultation response received from the CHA.  The first CHA response was dated 8th December 2021 and a Transport Assessment Addendum (ref. MT/5330/TAA.4 – March 2022) was prepared to address the matt...
	 Site Access.
	 Road Safety Audit.
	 Pedestrian and Cycle Access.
	 Highway Impact.
	 Internal Layout.
	 Travel Plan.
	1.5 This Second Addendum report has been prepared to address the matters raised by the CHA in their response of 12th May 2022 and has done so under the same headings as set out the CHA response.
	2.0 CONSIDERATION OF HIGHWAY AUTHORITY COMMENTS
	Site Access
	Right Turn Lane
	2.1 The CHA has previously recommended that a right turn lane be provided to access the proposal because the distribution of traffic is predominantly weighted to and from the centre of Uckfield, west of the application site.
	2.2 As set out in the Transport Assessment Addendum, the CHA has previously advised that the request for a right turn lane had originated from the ESCC Traffic and Safety team who had requested this feature due to a purported concern regarding emergen...
	2.3 In their response of 12th May 2022, the CHA has stated that the access into the application site should incorporate a right turn lane for the reasons set out below:
	 Site related traffic would be weighted towards the west with more right turns into the site than left turns.
	 Emergency vehicles (associated with the nearby hospital) would be obstructed by right turners waiting within the carriageway to make a right turn.
	 This arrangement would afford right-turning vehicles (including cyclists) some protection and assist free flow of major road through traffic.
	 The daily traffic accumulation from the site exceeds 1400 trips.  For developments generating an AADT of over 500 vehicles, right turning traffic should not impinges on general flows which are 5560.  Furthermore, the event that other potential devel...
	2.4 The above four bullet points have been dealt with in turn.
	Site related traffic would be weighted towards the west with more right turns into the site than left turns.
	2.5 The weighting of development traffic to/from the west has been allowed for.  The distribution diagram provided at Appendix 17 of the submitted Transport Assessment (ref. ITR/MT/5330/TA.3 – April 2021) shows that traffic from the application site h...
	2.6 As requested by the CHA, the traffic flows used in the PICADY analysis for traffic generated by the development and that generated by the existing BiE industrial estate has been presented on flow diagrams (5330/433 & 5330/434) which are provided a...
	Emergency vehicles (associated with the nearby hospital) would be obstructed by right turners waiting within the carriageway to make a right turn.
	2.7 PICADY modelling of the proposed simple priority site access T-junction demonstrates that this will operate well within capacity with very limited queuing and delay.  This analysis was provided at Appendix 3 of the Transport Assessment Addendum an...
	Table 1: Summary of Site Access Simple Priority T-Junction – 2027 Design Year
	2.8 The PICADY analysis clearly demonstrates that a simple priority T-junction will operate with adequate capacity and with minimal queueing and delays, particularly with regard to traffic turning right into the application site from Bird in Eye Hill....
	2.9 Furthermore, the analysis undertaken is for the peak hour periods only (i.e., 2 hours).  Outside of these periods, it is even more evident that a right turn lane is not needed for the remaining 22 hours of the day and on the weekend when flows are...
	2.10 If the peak hour periods do not warrant a right turn lane (as demonstrated by the analysis undertaken), then clearly outside these peak periods a right turn lane cannot be justified either.
	This arrangement would afford right-turning vehicles (including cyclists) some protection and assist free flow of major road through traffic.
	2.11 As demonstrated by the PICADY analysis, the free flow of traffic along Bird in Eye Hill will not be impeded by right turning traffic into the application site.  Additional protection for right turning vehicles is therefore not required.
	2.12 Furthermore, a segregated footway/cycleway is to be provided to Bird in Eye Hill at the north-eastern corner of the site.  Any cyclists accessing the scheme from the west would do so via this route and not via the main site access.
	The daily traffic accumulation from the site exceeds 1400 trips.  For developments generating an AADT of over 500 vehicles, right turning traffic should not impinge on general flows which are 5560.  Furthermore, the event that other potential developm...
	2.13 Guidance contained in the DMRB document CD 123 (Geometric design of at-grade priority and signal-controlled junctions) states at paragraph 2.3.1 that the selection of priority junction and major road central treatment for single carriageway roads...
	2.14 Set out at Figure 2.3.1 of CD123 is approximate (my emphasis) level of junction provision for varying traffic flows.  For reference, Figure 2.3.1 from CD123 has been provided at Figure 2.
	2.15 The minor road AADT flow from the proposed development of 290 units and the existing industrial uses being retained on site is 1,284 two-way vehicles.  The major road AADT flow as recorded in 2019 is 4,235 two-way vehicles.  Figure 2 therefore ad...
	2.16 However, the note that accompanies Figure 2.3.1 states that “the 2-way AADT design year flows are used to determine the approximate level of junction provision prior to more detailed traffic modelling to check capacity.”
	2.17 As per the CD123 guidance, a ghost island right turn lane was considered in the first instance, however more detailed traffic modelling has been undertaken to check capacity from which it was determined that a simple priority T-junction is suitab...
	2.18 It is evident from the information set out in the preceding paragraphs that a ghost island right turn lane is not required to allow safe and suitable access to be achieved to the application site.
	2.19 Nevertheless, and to assist the CHA in providing a positive recommendation for the scheme, the site access arrangement has been revised to incorporate a right turn lane (see drawing 5330/021 Rev. H, at Appendix 3).
	2.20 A previous revision of this drawing was submitted to the CHA and comments were received on 22nd June 2022.  In summary, the CHA advised that the 2.5m wide right turn lane (as proposed originally) does not meet DMRB design criteria as it’s a new j...
	2.21 The proposal has been revised accordingly and the scheme as proposed at Appendix 3 incorporates a 3m wide right turn lane to accord with DMRB CD123 guidance.  The through lane widths have been maintained at 2.75m which is consistent with the exis...
	2.22 The tapers shown are 1:25 (ref. Table 6.1.1 from CD123) which are commensurate to a design speed of 85kph (52mph).  The recorded speeds as per the 2019 ATC survey were 42.4mph eastbound and 45.9mph westbound.  If the CHA maintain that a right tur...
	Access Visibility
	2.23 The CHA has requested visibility splays of 113m to the west and 127m to the east from an x-distance of 2.4m, which correspond to the Desirable Minimum distances as per DMRB guidance, albeit these include an allowance for bonnet length which is no...
	2.24 Nevertheless, and to assist the CHA, the requested visibility splays have been provided.  To accommodate the requested visibility splays, the proposed site access has been relocated approximately 20m east of the position previously shown.  The re...
	2.25 Visibility to the east has been taken to the nearside carriageway edge.  Visibility to the west has been taken to the
	2.26 Notwithstanding our view that a right turn lane is not necessary to serve the proposed development and for the avoidance of doubt, the right turn lane option represents the proposed access strategy for the development, as requested by the CHA.
	2.27 With regard to the proposed extension to the 30mph speed limit, the CHA has advised that in their response of 12th May that this would be subject to a Traffic Regulation Order (TRO) and have support from Sussex Police.  The CHA has also advised t...
	2.28 The CHA has advised that any proposal to extend the 30mph limit will require a highway related scheme that would effectively reduce speeds and be self-enforcing.  The extent of the 30mph would need to be agreed and the CHA has stated that the ben...
	2.29 The revised scheme also incorporates an improved ‘gateway’ feature and traffic calming along the length of Bird in Eye Hill from the site frontage to the junction for Uckfield Hospital.
	2.30 The CHA’s comments on the revised proposal are welcomed.  However, if the CHA is not willing to support the proposed 30mph speed limit extension, it has been demonstrated that commensurate visibility splays which accord with the actual speed of t...
	2.31 Comments on the proposed parking improvements to Framfield Road have been received from the ESCC Traffic and Safety Team, specifically with regard to the improvements set out on drawing 5330/017 Rev. E.
	2.32 It was discussed and agreed with the CHA in the meeting of 24th May that the previously proposed build-out features would be removed and the improvement scheme would instead comprise a formal crossing between 45 and 52 Framfield Road and installa...
	2.33 The Traffic and Safety Team has advised that this would provide more benefit than the scheme proposed previously as set out in the Transport Assessment Addendum.  In this regard, drawing 5330/017 and 018 have been updated to Revision F  and E res...
	2.34 The CHA has commented on the proposed demarked bays for parking and noted there are no restrictions for parking where the caged areas are not shown.  The proposed parking regime has sought to respect the existing dropped crossings where vehicles ...
	2.35 The applicant is willing to work with the CHA to agree a suitable improvement scheme along Framfield Road.
	2.36 The CHA has requested swept path analysis to demonstrate whether access to the undercroft parking area to the rear of 69 Framfield Road can be achieved in a situation where the proposed parking bays to either side are occupied.  The requested swe...
	2.37 The CHA has requested clarification regarding the parking surveys undertaken in February 2022 and specifically the information set out in the first table.  For reference, the table queried is shown at Figure 3.
	2.38 The data in set out in Figure 3 provides a summary of the parking restrictions present along the surveyed section of Framfield Road.  Plans of the survey area at the time of each survey showing the location of parked cars and the location of all ...
	Road Safety Audit
	2.39 The CHA has stated that a right turn facility should be the design standard for the proposed scale of development.  As set out previously, the provision of a right turn lane is not considered necessary in this instance, however it is clear that s...
	2.40 A Stage 1 RSA of the proposed right turn lane access and the highway improvements along Bird in Eye Hill and Framfield Road has been instructed and the results will be forwarded to the CHA upon receipt.
	2.41 Drawings 5330/008 (Appendix 8) and 016 (Appendix 9) have been amended following comments received from the Safety Auditor and from the CHA, particularly regarding the previously proposed improvements to the bus stops at the Hospital access.  The ...
	3.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
	3.1 Bellamy Roberts has been instructed by Croudace Homes Limited to prepare a Transport Assessment Second Addendum to address the further consultation comments received from the County Highway Authority (CHA) dated 12th May 2022.
	3.2 As requested by the CHA, the site access will incorporate a right turn lane which meets all relevant design guidance and is not reliant on the proposed speed limit reduction at this location (ref. drawing 5330/021 Rev. H).
	3.3 Whilst it is not considered that a right turn lane is necessary, such a facility can be provided.
	3.4 The proposed improvements to Framfield Road have been revised to address matters raised in the Stage 1 RSA and by the CHA.
	Conclusions
	3.5 The scheme fully complies with relevant policies contained in the NPPF and is acceptable in transport and highway terms.
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