SYSTRA TRANSPORT STUDY - MSDC RESPONSE TO OUR QUESTIONS

SOFLAG commissioned an expert Transport Consultant, GTA Civils, to examine the SYSTRA
transport study. They found many issues with it.
We emailed Sally Blomfield with a set of 6 questions on 15 May, and received the response on
9 July.
It appears that MSDC’s continued acceptance of the flawed SYSTRA traffic study is
based on the line that new development “cannot be responsible for solving preexisting conditions and issues” and agrees with the fact that it only considers
additional “severe” impacts to be relevant.
In layman’s terms this is like saying if a glass of water is full, pouring in more water
can’t make it more full, therefore it has no impact on the “fullness”.
But pouring in more water just makes a big mess, and that’s what you’ll get in Burgess
Hill and surrounding villages if Sites SA12 & 13 are allocated.

Here are our questions, MSDC’s responses, and our interpretation of what that actually
means…

1. Could you clarify whether the description in the SATURN model incorporates the
erroneous speeds as shown in Figure 6 of the LMVR (Local Model Validation Report)?
Namely:
The B2112 on the approach to Ditchling from the Folders Lane direction is shown
partly as 60 mph (correct) but 40 mph on the entire stretch approaching Ditchling
crossroads – in reality the final section approaching Ditchling crossroads is not only 30
mph but has traffic calming in place that would reduce cruise speed substantially
below that.
The B2112 from Folders Lane roundabout north to Janes Lane is shown as having a
30mph speed limit – in reality most is 60 mph;

MSDC Response:
The model uses assumed average speeds for each road section taking account of the speed
limit (which may vary along the length of the model link) along with gradients, bends, side
roads and other hazards. The study requires realistic traffic flows, volume over capacity and
delay and this is achieved by correctly modelling journey times to ensure that the appropriate

traffic flows are using each road. The Local Model Validation Report (LMVR) shows that the
modelled traffic flows are close to the observed traffic flows for the B2112 and Folders Lane,
which suggests that route shares are realistic.
The road links referred to above meet on the same route, one is faster than observed and one
is slower which would balance out for end to end traffic. The modelled traffic flow is close to
observed traffic counts, which again suggests that the model is assigning a realistic flow to
this road.
MSDC admit that the model uses average speeds to create traffic flows. An average is
useless when the problems occur at specific junctions during the vital morning and
evening peaks. (In addition MSDC confirm that their road link modelling is not
reflected in observable flows but magically these differences will balance out because
one is faster than the model and one is slower. They are not providing any empirical
proof to confirm this.)

2. In the Reference Case alone, many junctions are forecast to experience “severe”
impacts for which no mitigation is proposed – hardly a glowing endorsement of the
situation that would arise. This is without the potential additional impacts of the
SSDPD. How therefore, can you claim that the traffic levels around the town are
acceptable and that the SSDPD will make no detrimental difference to the traffic flow?

MSDC Response:
The baseline (Reference Case) is made up of existing conditions, growth already planned for
(including existing allocations, planning permissions and mitigation) and forecasts for future
trip rates, excluding the Sites DPD proposed sites.
In accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, paragraph 109),
development should only be prevented or refused on highways grounds where the impact of
proposals in the Sites DPD itself would lead to a ‘severe’ additional impact on the road network
when compared with the Reference Case.
The test therefore is to identify the difference between the impact of the new development
versus any underlying conditions and determine whether the Sites in the DPD would add
additional traffic to the network which would lead to a ‘severe’ impact being triggered (i.e.
“residual cumulative impact as defined in NPPF para 109). This is essential to ensure the new
development mitigates the directly associated impacts. In accordance with national policy and
guidance, new development cannot be responsible for resolving pre-existing conditions and
issues.

Where junctions are assessed to be ‘severely’ impacted by the development, appropriate
sustainable measures and highway mitigation schemes are proposed and tested in the model,
to remove the ‘severe’ impacts. The definition of ‘severe’ is derived using WSCC’s position
statement in relation to the NPPF which sets out their interpretation of terms defining traffic
impacts.
This includes reference to “severe ADDITIONAL impact” and the line (repeated in the
Committee Report) that “new development proposed within the Sites DPD is not
responsible for resolving pre-existing conditions.”
They are happy that an already severe situation in the morning and evening peak will
inevitably be made worse, because you can’t make a full glass fuller, you just make a
mess.

3. The reviewed models do not include assessment of highway safety. This contravenes
para 109 of the revised NPPF 2019. Why is this omitted?
MSDC Response:
The transport modelling work and evidence base in support of the Sites DPD is an iterative
process. Safety evidence is required for submission and examination of the Sites DPD and now
that the authority has a preferred development scenario, the safety study work will be
completed to meet the requirements of para 109 of the NPPF.

THE MOST SERIOUS ISSUE OF ALL:
To comply with the NPPF, safety study work should have been done. MSDC admit that
this has not happened, and state that it will be completed in the future in time for the
examination, but not in time for public consultation or council votes.
Councillors are being asked to vote without knowing the safety impacts of Sites SA12 /
13, based on the evidence of an incomplete transport model that has no safety study,
does not comply with the NPPF, and will not comply until after they have voted on it.
*** It should be noted that this lack of mandatory safety modelling is absent from the
entire DPD selection process, meaning the process has not complied with the NPPF.

4. The 2020 modelling report at table 7 demonstrate that the effects of the mitigations
are woefully inadequate. They will have very marginal effects in practice, certainly in
the Burgess Hill area. Our expert advisor’s review of your own data states that the
widening of the A23 to 3 lanes is, in fact, a necessary mitigation to the reference case
(RC) scenario not just the SSDPD. Without this, there are many unmitigated impacts in
the local plan and RC scenarios that will only be made worse (and unsustainable) by
the changes in the SSDPD This mitigation also specifies a dependency on the ‘the
improved public transport interchange facility at Burgess Hill. However, this facility’s
extent, location and funding are not yet determined, with no agreed timescale for
delivery. Please give evidence of how this mitigation can be adequate to address the
community’s and our traffic experts’ concerns?
MSDC Response:
Conservative assumptions have been used in respect of sustainable measures, applying a
pragmatic and robust approach with regards to the level of mitigation. This level of traffic
reduction, (1% to 3%) is significant for network performance at already congested junctions.
Informed by WSCC Highway Authority (HA), conservative assumptions for sustainable
transport mitigation measures are included to ensure they are robust and deliverable and are
sufficient to ensure any ‘severe’ transport impacts associated with the Sites DPD development
can be mitigated.
At the detailed pre-application and planning application stage, of any sites, WSCC will explore
more significant sustainable transport mitigation measures, these negotiations will be
informed by site specific transport assessments and secured with any planning permission.
The Burgess Hill Public Transport Interchange scheme forms a part of the wider package of
measures which are being facilitated through the Burgess Hill Place and Connectivity
Programme the public engagement of which closed on 25 June. The measures will be funded
through the Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) Local Growth funding matched by funding
secured by Section 106 Agreement from local development.
In respect of GTA’s opinion regarding the proposed widening of the A23; it is assumed
reference is being made to table 8 Outline Highway Mitigation specifically, ‘S1 | Hickstead |
A23 / A2300 Southbound On-Slip | A23 widened to three lanes from A2300 southbound OffSlip to B2118/Mill Lane Off-Slip'.
As noted above and in accordance with national policy and guidance, new development
cannot be made responsible for resolving pre-existing conditions and issues. Where ‘severe’
impacts are identified as associated with the proposed development in the Sites DPD,
appropriate mitigation has been identified. The assessment in the GTA do not apply the
appropriate tests or judgement required to meet the NPPF.

This answer relies on mitigation measures which have not yet been agreed, let alone
implemented. Until these are live, how can their true impacts be measured? Once again

MSDC state that “new development cannot be responsible for resolving pre-existing
issues” but they expect Councillors and the public to accept that proposed mitigation
not yet agreed will resolve them?

5. Why are the impacts of the SSDPD being determined against the RC? This is a flawed
argument. The impacts of the SSDPD should be assessed against the base year, just as
the impacts of the plan itself have been. If the plan results in a ‘severe’ impact
compared to base year, any incremental impacts from any additional development is
also ‘severe’ compared to base year. It is not acceptable, no matter how small an
increment. Why is the MSTS using this flawed approach which gives an inaccurate
result?
MSDC Response:
The approach taken by MSDC is in line with government guidance and best practice and has
been agreed by WSCC.
This doesn’t answer the question. (In this response MSDC are saying they will not accept
any modifications of the model even in proven to be flawed. They have provided no
evidence of what WSCC have agreed to. For example have they merely agreed to the use
of SYSTRA or have they fully reviewed all aspects of the model?)

6. The dependency of the local plan itself, let alone the SSDPD, should be considered
to be critically dependent on the A23/A2300 issue. The A2300 work alone has not
actually been completed and is not due to be finished for nearly two years, so how can
you be confident again that the SSDPD will not have a detrimental impact on local
traffic?
MSDC Response:
Systra indicate that the severe impact on the A23/A2300 junction is caused by the proposed
Science and Technology Park allocation (SA9), and appropriate mitigation is being proposed.
There is no indication the severe impact is caused by the proposed housing sites.
Work on the A2300 scheme is underway and is scheduled to be completed by Spring 2021.
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