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1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

This Matter Statement has been prepared on behalf of Gleeson Land in respect of Matter 4A

relating to Transport Impacts of Chichester District Council’s (CDC) Local Plan strategy.

Gleeson Land has interests in the District across 3no. sites, as set out below, and have
submitted representations at earlier stages of Plan preparation through Regulation 18 and 19

consultations:
e Land west of Clay Lane, Fishbourne — SHLAA ref. HFB0018a;
e Land south of Scant Road (West), Hambrook — SHLAA ref. HCH0024; and

e Land South of Lagness Road, Runcton, not previously submitted for consideration but

subject to an Outline application being submitted in October 2024.
More detail on these sites is provided in our response to Matter 3.

This Matter Statement responds to the Inspectors’ questions and have been considered in the
context of the tests of ‘Soundness’ as set out at Para 35 of the NPPF (December 2023). These

require that a Plan is:

o Positively Prepared — providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet the
area’s objectively assessed needs; and is informed by agreements with other
authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is accommodated where it is

practical to do so and is consistent with achieving sustainable development;

o Justified — an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives,

and based on proportionate evidence;

o Effective — deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint working on
cross-boundary strategic matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as

evidenced by the statement of common ground; and

e Consistent with National Policy — enabling the delivery of sustainable development in
accordance with the policies in this Framework and other statements of national

planning policy, where relevant.
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Q.20
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2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

2.6

2.7

2.8

Transport evidence

The Chichester Area transport model was updated in 2018, and further analysis and
surveys were undertaken in November 2023 in order to verify its outputs and to attempt
to confirm that the evidence may be relied upon. Is the Plan underpinned by relevant
and up-to-date transport modelling evidence? Is this evidence adequate and

proportionate?

As set out throughout our Hearing Statements, the results of the transport work undertaken by
the Council has influenced a number of key areas of the Plan, including how the Council has
acted in regard to its duty to cooperate and discussion over unmet needs, the spatial strategy,

and the housing requirement. It is therefore critical the evidence underpinning this is sound.

As detailed in Gleeson’s Regulation 19 consultation response, we had significant concerns the

transport work underpinning the Plan was flawed.

Subsequent to this, the Council has published an updated Transport Assessment (April 2024,
TA3.01) which has been produced “to support the plan to be submitted for examination and to
address matters raised during the regulation 19 consultation” and “builds upon previous
versions of the Transport Assessment” (quotes from Executive Summary of the Transport

Assessment).

As a critical part of the Evidence Base we consider this should have been completed at an

earlier stage in the Plan-making process, pre-submission of the Plan to the Secretary of State.

Nevertheless, we do not consider this changes our concerns as set out at Regulation 19 stage
with the Transport Assessment only seeking to validate the previous work, rather than

addressing the identified areas of deficiency.

This Hearing Statement is accompanied by a Transport Evidence Review (TER, Appendix
4A.1), produced by i-Transport on behalf of Gleeson, which sets out the key concerns now
identified.

As setout in the TER, the evidence of the Council is not justified and, in reality, a higher number

of homes can be achieved across the District.
Section 2 of the TER considers the Baseline Data the Council is relying on and concludes:

e The Chichester Area Transport Model utilises a base year of 2014, the data is
therefore some 10 years old and has made no allowance for the considerable

behavioural changes that have occurred since that time;
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2.10

211

Q.22

2.12

2.13

2.14

e The analysis completed as part of the Transport Assessment identifies a clear
reduction in traffic flows in the period between 2014 and 2023, contrary to the

Transport Assessment conclusions that the 2014 flows are fit for continued use; and

e The model assumes forecast growth until 2039, despite no growth having being

observed until at least 2023.

Further, as set out in Section 3 of the TER, the modelling parameters applied are inconsistent
with those considered elsewhere in the region. This significant variation in trip rates,
compounded by other limitations of the transport assessment (including using ‘predict and
provide’ and no allowance for trip containment and other factors) results in a scenario where

the assessed impact is far greater than is likely to materialise.

Taken together, the transport evidence depended on by the Council considers an unrealistic

worst-case scenario.

It is our view the Plan is therefore not supported by up-to-date transport modelling evidence,

nor is it adequate or proportionate to justify the strategy underpinning the Plan.
The spatial distribution of housing to the southern plan area

The broad spatial distribution of housing proposed in the Plan is for 535 dwellings per
annum (dpa) in the southern plan area. In transport terms, what is the justification for

the 535 dpa ‘cap’ on new homes in the southern plan area?

As set out in our comments above, in response to Question 20, the evidence unpinning the
Council’'s transport assessment is flawed and does not represent a realistic scenario for
growth. As such, the artificial ‘cap’ applied to the housing requirement is not justified, and
clearly would not result in a positively prepared or effective strategy for addressing housing

needs.

The application of a high-trip rate (0.47 trips per dwelling) has the consequence of significantly
restricting the level of growth which can be accommodated on the road network, within the
wider parameters applied by the Transport Assessment. As detailed at Table 3.2 of the TER,
the use of the trip-rates utilised by Mid Sussex District Council (0.40) or the neighbouring
authority of Arun (0.35) would, alone, result in an increase from 535dpa to 629dpa or 718dpa

respectively.

Further, traffic flows obtained in 2023 are observed as being considerably lower than those
used in the Chichester Area Transport Model and obtained in 2014. Despite this, the 2014

traffic data has been retained and the issue exacerbated by the inclusion of ¢. 30% growth in
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2.17

2.18

flows by 2039, prior to development traffic, despite the evidence that traffic growth has not
occurred and is unlikely to do so.

Whilst the strategy asserts it is to move away from ‘predict and provide’, little allowance has
been made for the impact of sustainable travel initiatives, containment and internalisation and
change to travel behaviours.

Taken together, all these have resulted in the unjustified ‘cap’ which thereafter flows through
the Plan. This is not justified, and the actual quantum of development which can be
accommodated on the road network is likely considerably higher. This needs to be tested by

up-to-date modelling work which incudes realistic assumptions.

What is the evidence that there would be unacceptable impacts on highway safety,
and/or the residual cumulative impacts on the road network would be severe with alevel
of housing development in the southern plan area with alevel of housing provision over
535 dpa?

Section 4 of the TER reviews the assessment of impact considered by the Transport

Assessment. This identifies:

e |tis unclear how the Transport Assessment has concluded the impact of a quantum of

development above 535dpa would result in a “severe” impact;

e The Transport Assessment work shows, at worst, moderate increases in traffic flows
arising from a 535dpa v 638dpa strategy. This is not considered to meet the ‘high bar’
test of “severe”;

e The Transport Assessment does not assess any alternative development strategy in
the context of the proposed mitigation strategy, only considering a ‘without mitigation’

scenario; and

e The alternative development scenario is discounted on the basis of the flawed
modelling parameters, rather than being tested in the context of the proposed

mitigation strategy.

In addition, the results of the 535dpa scenario testing demonstrates in many locations across
the network the strategy achieves betterment in performance beyond baseline conditions. This
assessment, undertaken in the context of an overestimation of baseline and development
traffic flows, demonstrates an overall improvement in the operation of local network some of

which are by a large margin.
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2.22

2.23

2.24

This is not the objective of the NPPF, which seeks to prevent development only where the

residual impact of development is severe.

The TER concludes that given the headroom in the strategy, and with the benefit of more
accurate inputs, the mitigation strategy could comfortably accommodate an increase in the

number of dwellings that could be delivered.

A greater quantum of development would, alongside wider social, environmental and economic
benefits, have the beneficial effect of enabling transport mitigation costs to be spread across
a greater number of dwellings, enhancing viability and enabling the delivery of other

infrastructure required to support the growth strategy.

What is the specific evidence that new housing development over 535 dpa in the

southern plan area over the plan period should be prevented on highways grounds?

We do not consider there is evidence to demonstrate a cap of 535dpa in the southern plan

area is justified.

A greater quantum of development is achievable, and up-to-date modelling work should be
completed to consider this scenario including realistic assumptions for inputs such as trip rates,
forecasted growth, and consideration of the impact of sustainable travel initiatives, containment

and internalisation and change to travel behaviours.

The results of the TER supporting this matter statement concludes there is headroom within
the strategy to accommodate a greater quantum of development and this would have the
beneficial effect of enabling transport mitigation costs to be spread across a greater number of
dwellings, enhancing viability and enabling the delivery of other infrastructure required to

support the growth strategy.
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i-Transport LLP

i_Tra nsport The Square, Basing View, Basingstoke, RG21 4EB

Tel: 01256 898 366

Chichester Local Plan (2021 — 2039) Examination: Transport
Evidence Review

Ref: DS/1TS19207-006
Date: 9 September 2024

SECTION 1 Background and Context

1.1 Background

1.1.1  This technical note has been prepared by i-Transport LLP on behalf of Gleeson and reviews the
evidence the most recent iteration of the transport evidence base underpinning the Chichester Local

Plan (2019 — 2039) prior to the upcoming examination.

1.1.2  The review builds upon a review of the previous evidence base undertaken in February 2023 (ref:

ITL:12230-001 TN), which concluded that:
e  The strategy made no allowance for the Road Investment Strategy 3 (RIS3) funding review.

e  The modelling underpinning the Local Plan Transport Study (LPTS) overestimated the amount

of traffic associated with the planned growth strategy.
e  Behavioural change post-COVID was not reflected in the pre-COVID transport model.
e  The traffic growth applied in the study overestimated likely future growth.

e Insufficient modelling had been undertaken to demonstrate that a development quantum in

excess of 535 dpa could not be achieved.

e  The mitigation strategy goes beyond the mitigation of development impacts and improves

conditions beyond baseline conditions.

e Thereis significant difference in the costing outputs of the mitigation strategy prepared by the

authors, Stantec, and the Chichester District Council and West Sussex County Council revisions.
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1.1.3  The Council has undertaken further transport work — however, many of the of the points previously

1.2

1.2.1

1.2.2

identified remain valid. A higher dpa, and therefore additional growth, can be achieved. In turn, this

would reduce the cost-per-dwelling required to deliver the mitigation strategy.
Context

In advance of the Examination, the Inspectors have released Matters, Issues and Questions to be
addressed. Questions 20 —35 relate to transport matters, and can be broadly summarised as seeking

answers to:
e Whether the Plan is underpinned by relevant and up-to-date transport modelling evidence.

e If there is justification for the 535 dpa cap on new homes in the plan area, and what evidence

is there that there would be unacceptable impacts with a provision of over 535 dpa.

e If the requirement for developer contributions to new development clearly written and

unambiguous.

This review considers the Transport Assessment April 2024 (Evidence Ref: TA3.01) with particular focus

on the matters identified above.

SECTION 2 Baseline Data

One of the criticisms of the previous transport evidence was that the Chichester Area Transport Model
used to inform the assessment, which utilises a base year of 2014. The data, some 10 years old, has
now aged and made no allowance for the considerable behavioural changes that have occurred since
the pandemic. The National Highways Reg 19 response continues to request that an up-to-date model

is used.

As part of the 2024 Transport Assessment, a comparison has been undertaken between 2014 and 2023
traffic flows in an attempt to validate continued use of the 2014 baseline data. At the two junctions
identified for improvement through the Local Plan, the following flows were presented during morning

and evening peaks (Appendix B of the TA — page 24):

Table 2.1: Baseline Flow Comparison

Morning Peak Evening Peak
2023 Change 2023 Change
Fishbourne 5,839 5,267 -572 5,839 5,063 -776
Roundabout
Stockbridge 4,998 4,667 -331 4,999 4,423 -576
Roundabout
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2.1.4

The analysis demonstrates that there has been a significant reduction in traffic flow in the period
between 2014 and 2023. At the Fishbourne Roundabout, this reduction is the equivalent of 1,650
additional dwellings accessing the junction directly, assuming a 0.47 trips per dwelling ratio as utilised

in the Transport Assessment.

However, paragraph 3.3.6 of the Transport Assessment concludes that the 2014 and 2023 traffic flows
are comparable and that the 2014 are fit for continued use. This is clearly not the case, with traffic flow

reductions of some 10% or more at the key roundabouts identified in Table 2.1.

This is further exacerbated by the application of forecast growth until 2039, which excludes that
proposed as part of the Local Plan, totalling c. 30%. This growth, including the application a TEMPro
derived growth factor, has been applied from 2014 despite no growth being observed for a until at
least 2023. This is demonstrated in the historic AADT flows on the A27 demonstrating this is

summarised below in Images 2.1 and 2.2:

Image 2.1: Historic Traffic Flows on the A27 (Eastbound) - AADT
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Image 2.2: Historic Traffic Flows on the A27 (Westbound) - AADT
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2.1.6  The effect of this has been:

e To use an out-of-date baseline flow which is demonstrably higher than the data used to

validate it.
e To layer growth, that did not occur, upon this out-of-date baseline data.

e  To add further growth in the future which, using evidence of the trends to date, is unlikely to

occur.

2.1.7  As a result, the Transport Assessment utilises baseline data that is not representative of current or
future traffic conditions, overestimating the amount of traffic that on the network. In itself, this
suggests a greater quantum of development could be achieved given that the proposed mitigation

strategy would have significant headroom between ‘actual’ and ‘assumed’ baseline positions.

SECTION 3 Modelling Parameters

3.1.1  The most recent iteration of the Transport Assessment has retained the high trip rates identified in the
previous review. Despite the southern plan area being considerably more ‘urban’ than other locations
across the primarily rural county of West Sussex, the trip rates used vary considerably from trip rates
used to inform other West Sussex based local plans. Table 3.1 provides a summary of the rates used

in Chichester, Mid Sussex and Arun:
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Table 3.1: Local Plan Trip Rate Comparison

Trip Rates Morning peak Evening peak

Chichester Local 0.120 0.352 0.472 0.318 0.159 0.477
Plan Transport
Assessment

MSDC 0.294 0.107 0.401 0.130 0.252 0.382
Transport Study
(2022)

Arun EBR 3 0.091 0.259 0.350 0.243 0.100 0.343
(2017)

3.1.2  Table 3.2 summarises the equivalent dpa were corresponding trips rates from each of the authorities

used:

Location DPA
‘ Chichester Rates (0.47 trips per dwelling) 535 ‘
‘ Mid Sussex Rates (0.40 trips per dwelling) 629 ‘
‘ Arun Rates (0.35 trips per dwelling) 718 ‘

3.1.3  The use of high trips rates is further compounded by the most recent iteration of the Transport
Assessment not following through on the intention to shift away from a ‘predict and provide’ to a
‘monitor and manage’ strategy for addressing traffic impacts, an approach which is supported by the
National Highway circular 01/22 as well as the most recent consultation upon the NPPF which

promotes a 'vision-led approach’ to management of the highway network.

3.14 Little allowance is made for within the assessment to recognise the impact that sustainable travel
initiatives and enhancement will have on traffic growth. Unlike studies accompanying other Local Plans

in the West Sussex region, no allowance is made for factors such as:

e  Trip containment — trips staying within the development site, particularly prevalent on larger

strategic allocations in particular.

e  Shift to homeworking —a 20% reduction in site trip rates have been applied within Mid Sussex

following evidence derived from Economic Growth Assessment.

e Distance based trip reductions, used in the Crawley, Horsham and Mid Sussex studies, where
reductions are applied on a sliding scale of 0% - 22% based on the likelihood of the success

of travel planning measures.
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e A realistic allowance for the effects of site-specific travel plans — an allowance of 5% is made
within the Chichester Transport Assessment, whereas the target specified within the WSCC
Travel Plan Guidance (which requires Travel Plans to be secured, and financial contributions

taken to enable the monitoring or Plans to ensure that targets are met) is set at 10%.

Combined with the already inflated baseline traffic flow (as per Section 2 of this review), the use of
inflated trip assumptions from development results in a scenario where the assessed impact is far
greater than is likely to materialise. Again, the quantum of development that could be accommodated
by the mitigation strategy proposed is likely to be far greater than the 535dpa cap that has been

applied, given the likely headroom between “assumed” and “actual” traffic flows.

This is further exacerbated by what can only be described as a ‘limited’ approach to the delivery and
consideration of sustainable travel measures within the Transport Assessment, and the subsequent
allowance for the modal shift impact that a more comprehensive sustainable travel mitigation package

would deliver.

Given the above, the 535dpa should be seen not as a cap, but as a starting point for the number of

houses that could be delivered by the growth strategy.

SECTION 4 Assessment of Impact

4.1.1

A greater quantum of growth is discounted in Section 8 of the Transport Assessment, through the
comparison of the highway network at a quantum of 535dpa and 638dpa. It sets out that there will be
an exponential increase in queue length and delay, and that the impact is ‘severe’ and thus no further
assessment is taken forward. However, it is unclear how this conclusion can be drawn on the

information that has been presented.

The NPPF does not set a threshold at which impact is deemed to be severe — however, it is and
continues to be a high bar. The Transport Assessment does not specify what this bar has been set at
or how it has been exceeded. Vague reference to traffic flows on the wider network, but the impact is
not quantified beyond an assessment of proportional traffic flows increases (para 8.2.7) which show,

at worst, modest increases in traffic flows arising from a 535dpa vs 638dpa strategies.

Most importantly, however, is that the Transport Assessment does not actually assess an alternative
development strategy in the context of the proposed mitigation strategy — it only assesses a ‘without
mitigation’ scenario, as per Table 8.1 (page 26). Paragraphs 8.2.10 then discounts the ability to deliver
a greater quantum of development solely on an assessment of baseline impacts which, as set out in
Sections 2 and 3 of this review, has an inflated baseline traffic flow and overestimates the traffic

generation of the growth strategy.
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414 At the very least, it would be reasonable to expect that an increased quantum of development be

tested in the context of the proposed mitigation strategy to ascertain whether the strategy, or a slightly
modified version thereof, could accommodate an increased level of housing as opposed to the
application of an arbitrary cap on the number of dwellings that could be delivered without the requisite
level of assessment. This is particularly important given the outputs of the subsequent testing of the

mitigation strategy on network performance.

The objective of the NPPF is that development should only be prevented if the residual cumulative
impact is severe. The NPPF does not specify a severe impact as being a material impact on
performance, and it is accepted that development can have a worsening of performance. The NPPF
does not require that development results in the overall enhancement of performance of the network

above baseline conditions.

However, the results of the post-mitigation testing of a 535dpa strategy demonstrates that, at many
locations across the network, the mitigation strategy does achieve betterment in performance beyond
baseline conditions as shown in Images 4.1 and 4.2.

Image 4.1 Operation of Local Junctions — Morning Peak Hour

Table 11-1  AM - Max Volume to Capacity Ratio

Junction Locat 2039 Reference | 2039 LP | 2039 Lp with
No. ocation Case ou Mitigation
Mitigation
A286 New Park Road / 71
7 A286 St Pancras Road 107 107
AZ259 Via Ravenna / A259
8 Cathedral Way 115 123 75
Roundabout
A259 Cathedral Way/ 108
10 Fishbourne Road East 129 141
Fishbourne Road West / 77
T Appledram Lane South L 100
12 Stockbridge Link Road / ) ) 36
A286 Birdham Road
13 Fishbourne Roundabout 132 146 102
14 Stockbridge Roundabout 125 124 96
15 Whyke Roundabout 125 127 85
16 Bognor Road Roundabout 127 135 92
17 Bognor Road / Vinnetrow 93
Road ) )
18 Portfield Roundabout 102 103 110
19 Oving Junction 94 95 107
AZ286 Northgate / A286
20 Oaklands Way 100 100 a9
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Image 4.2 Operation of Local Junctions — Evening Peak Hour

Table 11-2  PM — bax Valume bo Capacsty Ralio

. 2039 LP
Junction . . 2039 Reference ) 2039 LP With
No. Junction Location Case 'irul!thu_ut Mitigation
Mitigation

3 AZ59/B2132 Comet Comer 112 114 76
A286 Mew Park Road /

7 AZBE 5t Pancras Road 106 110 110
A259 Via Ravenna / A259

8 Cathedral Way 41 56 40
Roundabout
AZ58 Cathedral Way/

10 Fishbourne Road East 63 103 L
Fishbourne Road West [

1 Appledram Lane South 100 109 [

12 Stockbridge Link Road / 97
A286 Birdham Road - )

13 Fishbourne Roundabout 191 189 106

14 Stockbridge Roundabout 136 142 61

15 Whyke Roundabout 136 142 60

16 Bognor Road Roundabout 118 126 a4
Bognor Road [/ Winnetrow

7 Road - - 84

18 Portfield Roundabout 131 142 136

19 Owving Junction 13 143 109

20 A2B6 Morthgate / A286
Oaklands Way 105 108 e

Key:

Improvement in operation

No material difference in operation

Worsening of operation

4.1.7  The assessment, undertaken in the context of an overestimation of baseline and development traffic

flows, demonstrates an overall improvement in the operation of local network some of which are by a

large margin. Given the headroom in the strategy and with the benefit of more accurate inputs, it

would suggest that the mitigation strategy could comfortably accommodate an increase in the number

of dwellings that could be delivered. Again, 535dpa should not be a cap on growth, but rather a starting

point.
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4.1.8 The associated cost of the mitigation package equates to a contribution per dwelling of nearly £8,000,

and this does not include the costs associated with the delivery of sustainable transport measures or
any other site-specific mitigation that may be identified by transport assessments accompanying any

future planning application.

The use of more appropriate baseline and development traffic generation parameters, combined with
an increase in the dwellings per annum ratio that would be allowed for within the headroom created
by the mitigation strategy would enable the costs to be distributed across a greater number of
dwellings — this would enhance the viability of development coming forward under the plan and allow
for contributions to be secured towards the delivery of other infrastructure required to support the

growth strategy.

SECTION 5 Summary

511

The baseline traffic flows used to inform the modelling within the most recent iteration of the Transport
Assessment accompanying the Chichester Local Plan overestimate traffic on the network. Traffic flows
obtained in 2023 are observed as being considerably lower than those used in the Chichester Area
Transport Model and obtained in 2014. Despite this, the 2014 traffic data has been retained and the
issue exacerbated by the inclusion of c. 30% growth in flows by 2039, prior to development traffic,

despite the evidence that traffic growth has not occurred and is unlikely to do so.

The modelling overestimates the traffic generation of the proposed growth strategy and is out of step
with other assessments and studies informing other Local Plans across the West Sussex region. Despite
the assertion that the strategy is to move away from ‘predict and provide’, little allowance has been
made for the impact of sustainable travel initiatives, containment and internalisation and change to

travel behaviours.

An increased quantum of development has been discounted on an assessment of baseline conditions
only, and no testing of the proposed mitigation strategy has been undertaken on an increased

quantum of development.

The assessment of the mitigation strategy on a 535dpa strategy shows a betterment in performance
beyond baseline network conditions at many junctions across the study area. This is not the objective
of the NPPF, which seeks to prevent development only where the residual impact of development is

severe. There is headroom within the strategy to accommodate a greater quantum of development.
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5.1.5 The Transport Assessment demonstrates that 535dpa can be delivered without causing severe residual

cumulative impacts and that this has been robustly assessed given the parameters applied. However,
the growth strategy should not be capped at 535dpa, rather, this should be a minimum requirement.
A greater quantum of development will enable the considerable transport mitigation costs to be
spread across a greater number of dwellings, enhancing viability and enabling the delivery of other

infrastructure required to support the growth strategy.

SECTION 6 Recommendations

6.1.1

Given the shortfall in housing to be delivered by the plan, Chichester District Council should not rule
out further investigation of the ability for the highway network to accommodate a greater number of
dwellings than that proposed by the plan —i.e. growth is not capped at 535dpa but that this represents

a minimum.

Should the Inspectors consider the Plan “sound”, the Plan should include a policy allowing for the
delivery of windfall housing sites on the basis that the accompanying transport assessment does not

demonstrate a severe residual impact on the performance of the highway network.

Any future assessment of the traffic impact, albeit as part of a review or as evidence bases
accompanying planning applications, should be based on up-to-date traffic data and utilise trip rates
that are appropriate for ‘'monitor and manage’ / ‘vision-led" assessments (i.e. lower than that
underpinning the transport modelling work), with suitable adjustments made to reflect the nature and

character of the development proposal and the impact of sustainable travel initiatives.
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