\\

TRNT
.

23
N

77

3
Yibrr.

regpen

robren

i

M
AN

oy

S

<

N

3§

O\BT A

<

24

i

&
BN/

INCIL

N
N

N

N

@

R

ST

2

%

ARUN D¥



SRR S \‘&\\\\}\\\

=
, \k\ \\\ \\wvx\%\%\x\\\b\‘i\\\:\\\\\% \\\\\\\\

QT OSIAN T b . LR prary e ¥
+ ATT AR I ather el feviassy
AR W) {DRBTNOLTT oW

Start of tane 3, approx
335m from the stopline.

Start of right wirn fane, approx o ®
158m fron the stopiing, ' ;

B o E 1 et s e by e RO,
ARUN DWTRIGY dognei BRafzaolr O 11 FYT Q3 1Y Y



AN ISR I I N T A Y Ne\sk ‘\‘\\\‘m‘\\ RN RSN
A\

T I A R LY \\&\N\:wm%\\&\\k& \“N\\\\x\mN

Siarnrn X - Forweard Visihilfity L aoking Sasiba
PGS &~ PONWATS VISIHITY {(LOOKIN Dasiuoung

> o Vo aene
TOWATES JUNCTION;




D . TR -
ARUN DYSTRIGY cogneiL Rnizgoflir £ ¥ YT {3

7

\\\\\\\\\ R RS R N

7
7,

%i\\&\i R \ﬂ\\\\\ NGRS \ \‘;“\ l\\:?% \:}\\\\\w\

\\\

\\§ R T T Y \\N-‘:\\\m\\

i
N




il Seeey
HEE A

Y N N
Saren e 8 b
SAMIMNIE & B
Rl :\&L-‘\ M Lt § AR N

DY o E 1 2 e s s b e e s e
ARUN CRSTRGY dogneil BlAfdolr €0 T YT Y iy Y



From: MORTON Hazel <huy
Sent: 01 June 2023 17:29

To: Stephen Evans

Cc: Planning SE ¥ >; Cleaver, Elizabeth

aul Smith <_; Charlotte Smith

Subject: RE: National Highways response: BN/11/22/0UT, BEW Parcel SC1 Barnham - PF Technical Note

Good Afternoon Stephen and Charlotte,

Further to Charlotte’s email from last week, | have re-examined the analysis which we previously conducted in
relation to the material presented on the Whyke roundabout, which is summarized in the comments and action in
the current NHPR.

The TA states on page 91 that WSCC have advised that the 2017 EBR scheme (signalized junction) should be tested
in addition to the current roundabout layout (it is understood that this was the most “up to date” mitigation scheme
at the time that the TA was issued). As far as | have been able to determine, any additional work being done to
develop a new scheme is not yet at the point where it can be used to test against current applications, so the 2017
EBR is assumed to be what will be implemented in future for the purposes of testing current applications and
determining what conditions (if any) are relevant. The November 2022 technical note confirms that this is the
scheme which has been tested.

As is shown in tables 6.93 to 6.96 on page 92 of the TA (as referenced in Charlotte’s email) the queues on the A47
West arm increase from 49 PCUs in the PM peak DM to 59 PCUs in the DS PM peak. As is also noted, the junction is
operating beyond 100% DoS on this arm in all scenarios and as such the changes in queues need to be treated with a
degree of caution. However, it is also evident that, because the junction is over-capacity, even a small impact from
the proposed development has the potential to cause significant volatility in “real world” queues. As is identified in
the NHPR (and also stated at paragraph 2.2.9 of the technical note) the queuing lane for this turn is only 158 metres
long and blocking of the adjacent ahead lane will result.

Whilst this issue is not triggered by the proposed development, it will add traffic to an already lengthy queue.
Paragraph 2.2.8 states that “...the latest mitigation scheme, which is proposed to be amended” — we originally
interpreted this as being that the applicant would be putting forward some form of amendment on the basis that
the issue with the queue is clearly identified in the technical note, but | see from Charlotte’s email that this is in fact
referring to the “new” scheme apparently being developed by others.

The issue that we therefore need to address is that the modelled impact of the proposed development on the EBR
2017 scheme leads to worsening of an already significant queuing concern. In order for National Highways to
consider this issue to have been appropriately dealt with, it needs to be demonstrated either that:

1. The safety implications of an extension of the queue are manageable —i.e. that adding 10 PCUs (the figure
taken from the 2031 DM and DS model comparisons) to the DM queue does not block access points, or lead
to issues with sighting of the rear of the queue that would increase the risk of vehicle collisions; or
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2. That this specific impact can be addressed through a form of mitigation which the proposed development
itself can deliver — as we have noted previously, financial contributions in isolation are not acceptable to
National Highways.

If we can establish that option 1 is acceptable, we will be able to frame a condition which links this scheme to
delivery of the EBR 2017 mitigation, or such alternative as may be agreed in future. If option 1 cannot be
demonstrated to be acceptable, we will need some form of variation of the EBR 2017 scheme which reduces the
queue in question; the corresponding condition will then reference this scheme as the requirement, which will
similarly be able to be replaced with a new scheme once this reaches the required stage of approval.

If a drawing can be provided showing the change in the physical extent of the queue between the DM and DS 2031
models, | would be hopeful that we can agree option 1, in which case we should have what we need to be able to
confirm the necessary conditions and provide our formal response accordingly.

As | have noted previously, if you have access to any more robust information on the “new” scheme for this
junction, | can take this back to National Highways colleagues and determine if there is a method by which it can be
appropriately referenced as potential mitigation for the identified issue.

Hopefully this provides clarity on this remaining issue; please let me know if you wish to discuss further.

Kind Regards,
Hazel
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