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FFBRA Supplementary Traffic Objection WSCC/045/20 

Introduction 
Whilst reviewing the documentation from previous applications and responses, I came upon a 
reference to the definition of “significant” HGV movements per day in Balcombe Parish Council’s 
2019 response, which suggested a fundamental error in each of the last three planning applications, 
submitted firstly by Cuadrilla and subsequently by Angus Energy. 

Upon further detailed analysis I found that WSCC Highways had been negligent in its responses to 
each of these three planning applications, by adopting the “significant” definition that both Cuadrilla 
and Angus Energy had stated. 

This report is an analysis of each of the three planning applications and WSCC Highways’ responses 
to them. 

I have included relevant extracts from each in italics, with my observations and comments, outlined 
in text boxes. 

I have included two attachments to illustrate some of the consequences of this flawed interpretation 
of “significant” HGV movements per day. I refer to these in my report. 

Attachment A 
This is based on Table 1: Balcombe 2z Hydrocarbon Well Testing – Estimated HGV Movements, on 
page 4 of Angus Energy’s document Traffic and Transport Effects. Two additional columns show the 
Maximum daily HGVs (one-way movements) and a resultant %age increase on 96 average, 96 
being the average one-way movements on the B2036 London Road, as reported in the WSCC 
Highways traffic survey of January2018, by Kemps Farm, a short distance towards the village from 
the site. 

Attachment B 
This was downloaded from the WSCC Highways online system. I have amended it to show only those 
vehicles in Bin 5 - 2 axle, to Bin 13 - >= 7Axle multi. The actual vehicle counts have then been 
expressed as a percentage of the relevant total for each of the 4 time periods. This shows that 2 axle 
vehicles form 83% of all HGV traffic, with 3 axle forming 10%. 

M Kenward 
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Cuadrilla Planning Application – 2017 (WSCC/040/17/BA) 
Ref: Cuadrilla - Planning Statement 
This refers traffic matters to the Environmental Report below. 

Ref: Cuadrilla – Environmental Report 
8.2 Legislation, Policy and Guidance 

8.2.1 The relevant guidance which has been used to assess the effects of the proposed 
development comprises the following: 

• National Planning Policy Framework (DCLG, 2012);  

• Planning Practice Guidance (DCLG, 2016); and 

• WSCC Transport Assessment Methodology 

8.2.1.1 National guidance recommends that a transport assessment should be submitted where a 
development generates significant amounts of transport movements. Referring to the WSCC 
methodology, this defines significant to be in excess of 20 HGV movements per day. 

Ref: Cuadrilla - Appendix 8.2 – Predicted Traffic Movements 
This contains a Gantt chart laying out the predicted HGV traffic over the flow test period. 

Ref: WSCC Highways response 2 
Transport Assessment 
A Transport Assessment (TA) has not been submitted in support of the application as the applicant 
considers that the site will not generate a significant number of vehicular or HGV movements. 
Appendix (b) of the Department for Transport publication ‘Guidance on Transport Assessments’ 
indicates that a Transport Assessment should be submitted where there a development generates a 
‘significant number of HGV movements’. This document has been recently archived and replaced by 
guidance in paragraph 32 of the National Planning Policy Framework and paragraph 13 of the 
Planning Practice Guidance which requires a TA to be submitted where developments generate 
significant amounts of transport movements. In the absence of a clear definition from the National 
guidance, the LHA uses the definition set out in the WSCC Transport Assessment Methodology where 
significant is considered to be in excess of 20 HGV movements per day. 

The environmental report details that only on two days would the site would be expected to generate 
20 or more two way HGV trips on 2 days during the construction period. 

The above does not report the exact wording on that contained in the WSCC Transport 
Assessment Methodology. See below for the full definition. 

From this point on Cuadrilla and then Angus Energy have relied on this being two-way rather 
than one-way. And WSCC Highways have gone along with this incorrect definition of “significant 
HGV movements per day”. At best this was an oversight by WSCC Highways. 
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This last paragraph is where the mistake was made by WSCC Highways. It states 20 or more two 
way HGV trips, whereas the WSCC Transport Assessment Methodology specifically states in 
section 2 Thresholds for requiring a Transport Assessment 

“Significant HGV movements per day” is defined as 20 or more one-way 
HGV movements per day 
 

This should therefore have triggered the need for a full Transport Assessment meeting all the 
additional criteria it defines which are required for seeking planning approval. 

This document also states: 

10.6 Environmental Impact of Development Traffic 10.6.1 The TA must comment on 
environmental impacts of traffic including noise, vibration and emissions where increases in 
traffic flow of over 20% are predicted on any highway or where the development generates any 
additional HGV flows through a residential area or on a rural lane or where the development is 
within or adjacent to a designated Air Quality Management Area (AQMA).  
 

The report takes no account of traffic composition; the sizes of the HGVs Cuadrilla will be using 
versus those that typically appear on that stretch of the road, applying a simple total HGV %age 
increase. 

Consequently, WSCC Highways should have objected to this planning application. 
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Angus Planning Application – 2019 (WSCC/071/19) 
Ref: Angus Energy – Planning Statement 
9.3 Other Material Considerations National Planning Policy Framework (February 2019) 
9.3.30 PPG: Air Quality notes that when deciding whether air quality is relevant to a planning 
application, considerations could include whether the development would (in summary): significantly 
affect traffic (through congestion, volumes, speed, or traffic composition on local roads); introducing 
new point sources of air pollution; give rise to potentially unacceptable impact (such as dust) during 
construction; or affect biodiversity (paragraph 5). 

10.2 Highways Capacity and Road Safety 
Policy Context and Consideration of Previous Planning Application 

10.2.1 With regards to transport, Policy M20 of the JMLP sets out planning policy regarding 
highway capacity and road safety. 

10.2.2 Policy M20 part c criteria (ii) sets out that where the need for road transport is needed: 
“vehicle movements associated with the development will not have an unacceptable impact on the 
capacity of the highway network”. It should be noted that, West Sussex County Council Highways did 
not raise any objections for the previous scheme (ref: WSCC/040/17/BA), subject to a condition 
requiring a Transport Management Plan. Within the response it was considered that increase in 
vehicle movements is not sufficient to materially impact on the operation of the highway network 
safety. 

10.2.3 Vehicle movements as part of this application are largely the same as the previous 
application and therefore, will not materially impact on the capacity or safety of the highway 
network. In terms of phase 1 vehicle movements, these are anticipated to be Angus Energy Weald 
Basin No.3 Ltd Balcombe Hydrocarbon Exploration Site Supporting Planning Statement 34 September 
2019 less than that approved under planning application ref: WSCC/040/17/BA as they will not 
include the full testing kit, only a minimal spread until the phase 1 operations are complete. 
However, as a maximum case scenario, the movements have been assessed in the accompanying 
Transport Technical Note (discussed below) as the same as approved under the previous application. 

Technical Report – Traffic and Transport Summary 

10.2.8 A technical note was produced by RSK consultants Ltd – dated 16th August 2019, which sets 
out the effects that the proposed development is likely to have on traffic flows within the local area. 
A summary of the report is as follows: 

10.2.9 This Technical Report provides a summary of the likely increase in traffic flows associated 
with the proposed development. Utilising data provided by Angus it is considered that the proposed 
operations will have a negligible effect on the local road network and no greater than that previously 
approved for flow testing operations. 

10.4.4 In terms of planning application ref: WSCC/040/17/BA with regards air quality, the Council 
considered that the development has the potential to result in impacts on air quality through the 

Note the term “traffic composition” which should require a proper comparison of typical 
classifications of vehicles with those proposed rather than a simple comparison of volumes. A six 
axle articulated HGV is not directly comparable with the smallest two axle HGV classification in 
terms of both impact on local traffic and noise and air pollution levels. 
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flare, and an increase in vehicles travelling to and from the site. However, emissions from the flare 
are controlled by the Environmental Permit which applies to the operations. The potential impact 
upon amenity and air quality as a result of increased vehicle numbers is not considered to be 
significant, as numbers are relatively low, on B- and A-roads, and for a temporary period. 

10.6.1 The TA must comment on environmental impacts of traffic including noise, vibration and 
emissions where increases in traffic flow of over 20% are predicted on any highway or where the 
development generates any additional HGV flows through a residential area or on a rural lane or 
where the development is within or adjacent to a designated Air Quality Management Area (AQMA).  
 

Ref: Angus Energy – Traffic and Transport Effects 
1.3 Legislation, Policy and Guidance 

The relevant guidance which has been used to assess the effects of the proposed development 
comprises the following: • National Planning Policy Framework (DCLG, 2019); • Planning Practice 
Guidance (DCLG, 2016); and • WSCC Transport Assessment Methodology 2 National guidance 
recommends that a transport assessment should be submitted where a development generates 
significant amounts of transport movements. Referring to the WSCC methodology, this defines 
significant to be in excess of 20 HGV movements per day. 

1.6 Mitigation 

Although there is no discernible effect on the traffic flow as a result of the proposed operations a 
TMP has been developed (Appendix 1) to ensure that HGVs only use appropriate routes to access the 
site. 

1.7 Predicted Effects 

(Note: A table provides estimated HGV movements plus the maximum daily HGV movements, which 
are: 20 / 23 / 20 / 23 / 4 two-way vehicle movements) 

As discussed above, these figures were examined to identify the maximum volume of HGVs on any 
given day with consideration for the duration of such an effect. They have also been compared with 
the previous consent to determine the scale of impact with what has already been considered 
acceptable. 

Given that these vehicle movements are the same as previously consented, it is considered that the 
existing site access could accommodate the proposed development without any further 
improvements. It is also expected that the level of traffic generated by the proposed development 
would be likely to have a negligible impact on the local highway network. 

1.8 Conclusion 

This assessment provides a summary of the likely increase in traffic flows associated with the 
proposed development. Utilising data provided by Angus it is considered that the proposed 
operations will have a negligible effect on the local road network and no greater than that previously 
approved for flow testing operations. 
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The proposed mitigation measures, comprising good practice preparation of a TMP, should be 
sufficient to overcome any concerns raised over increased HGV and non-HGV movements generated 
during the proposed operations. 

Ref: WSCC Highways response 
Summary 

Having reviewed the technical documents submitted in support of the application, and in utilising 
documents relating to previous applications/permissions on the site, no objection is raised subject to 
conditions. 

Transport Assessment 

A traffic and transport technical note has been submitted by the applicant. The report details that the 
trip generation would be largely the same as those approved under planning ref WSCC/040/17/BA . 

Existing Traffic/Trip Generation 

A January 2018 traffic survey ref: 00004431 in close proximity to the site access is available to view 
on the WSCC Traffic Monitoring database. The survey details the 5 day average flow is 3122 vehicles 
over a 24 hr period. Of the average 3122 vehicles, 96 daily movements are by HGVs. 

The following table replicates the information that which has been provided for previous applications 
on the site. 

  

All the above points from this application rely on a previous WSCC Highways ‘no objection’ 
response, which, as demonstrated early, was based on an incorrect definition of “significant” HGV 
movements per day. 

Question 

4.1.4 Heavy goods vehicles are those over 7.5 tonnes and can be identified by the high visibility 
markers (red and orange stripes) on the rear of the vehicles. 

The above line is from Appendix 1 – Traffic Management Plan 

Are the 83% 2 axle vehicles from the WSCC traffic survey all HGVs, given this 7.5 Tonnes definition 
by Angus Energy? Or indeed the 3 axle vehicles? 
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Given the temporary nature of the movement and the limited average increase on existing HGV 
traffic for the duration of the flow test it is not considered that the proposal will have a material 
impact on the operation of the network. 

  

All the above points rely on a previous WSCC Highways ‘no objection’ response, which, as 
demonstrated early, was based on an incorrect definition of “significant” HGV movements per day. 

Despite this error being pointed out by Balcombe Parish Council in its response to the now 
withdrawn planning application, both Angus Energy and WSCC Highways have continued to take 
“significant” HGV movements as meaning in excess of 20 two-way rather than the 20 or more one-
way, as defined in WSCC Transport Assessment Methodology. 

Is this an attempt by WSCC Highways to cover up for its earlier mistake simply by perpetuating the 
problem, hoping that no one will spot it, or have they applied insufficient expertise to their 
response? 

The % increase in HGV flows in the table above are all out. Each should be double to: 42% ; 48% ; 
42% ; 48% ; 8%. 
Two-way movements have been calculated as a percentage of the 96 one-way movements per day 
from the WSCC Traffic survey, which shows a combination of both North and South vehicle 
movements. 

WSCC Highways should have objected to this application as it is based on the incorrect 
interpretation of “significant” HGV movements. 

WSCC Highways should have objected to this application on the grounds that it met the criteria 
for a full TA. 

WSCC should have refused this application based on the erroneous use of an incorrect definition 
of what constitutes “significant” HGV movements per day. 

WSCC should refuse this application as WSCC Highways have incorrectly calculated the % 
increase in HGV flows. 
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Angus Planning Application – 2020 (WSCC/045/20) 
Ref: Angus Energy- Planning Statement 
8.6.4 Previous application, WSCC/071/19, Committee Report, 24th March 2020 concluded 
that, “the increase in HGV traffic would not be significant in highways terms, and 
would not result in an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or a severe impact on 
the road network. WSCC Highways Officers raise no objection to the proposal, 
concluding that the increase in vehicle movements is not sufficient to materially 
impact on the operation of the highway network in safety or capacity terms, subject 
to the imposition of a condition requiring the submission and approval of a Traffic 
Management Plan.” 

 

Ref: Angus Energy Traffic and Transport Effects 
1.5 Legislation, Policy and Guidance 
The relevant guidance which has been used to assess the effects of the proposed development 
comprises the following: 
• National Planning Policy Framework (DCLG, 2019); 
• Planning Practice Guidance (DCLG, 2016); and 
• WSCC Transport Assessment Methodology 
National guidance recommends that a transport assessment should be submitted where a 
development generates significant amounts of transport movements. Referring to the WSCC 
methodology, this defines significant to be in excess of 20 HGV movements per day. 

Ref: WSCC Highways response 2 
The application is for the removal of drilling fluids and to carry out an extended well test at Lower 
Stumble Exploration Site, off London Road, Balcombe. The application is similar to form to that of ref: 
WSCC/071/19 1) Pumping out previously used drilling fluids to ascertain any oil flow (up to 4 weeks) , 
2) Should oil be seen to flow, an extended well test at Lower Stumble Exploration Site. London Road, 
Balcombe in which the highway authority raised no objection subject to conditions. The application 
was withdrawn prior to determination. 

Note there is no reference to 20 HGV movements; instead Angus Energy are relying on the 
flawed response from WSCC Highway on WSCC/071/19, the withdrawn application. 

This incorrect interpretation of “significant” is also used to claim that the impact of operational 
phase traffic on local air quality have been considered to be negligible. This would have to be 
included in a full Traffic Assessment 

As in Cuadrilla’s 2017 application, this continues to wrongly state WSCC Highway’s definition of 
“significant” HGV movements per day. 

A further error with this application is that their document entitled Appendix 1 – Traffic 
Management Plan, is identical to that submitted as part of the 2019 application. It therefore 
does not reflect the changes made to HGV movements in the Traffic and Transport Effects 
document. Approval of the application presumably means approval of this Appendix., which still 
refers to: 

Stage 2 – Flow Testing – 52 -156 weeks 

i.e. It still refers to a 3 year testing period. 
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Having reviewed the technical documents submitted in support of the application, and in utilising 
documents relating to previous applications/permissions on the site, no objection is raised subject to 
conditions. 

A transport note has been submitted with the application which details the trip generation, this 
would largely be the same as accepted and approved with regard to a previous application at the site 
ref WSCC/040/17/BA. 

Trip Generation The estimated HGV movements are detailed within Table 1 of the Transport Note. 
The maximum daily HGV two-way movements per day are 16 during 3 weeks of the 86week 
timescale, during 62 weeks of the timescale HGV flows would be at or below 4 HGV two-way 
movements. 

There are significant differences between this planning application and the 2019 application and 
yet WSCC ignores this fact. 

I find it hard to believe that WSCC Highways has read this application, or if so, has failed to 
compare it with the 2017 and 2019 applications to identify any differences. 
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Given the temporary nature of the movement and the limited average increase on existing HGV 
traffic for the duration of the flow test it is not considered that the proposal will have a material 
impact on the operation of the network. 

WSCC Highways notes the maximum daily HGV two-way movements as 16, but has failed to 
recognize that this represents 32 one-way movements, exceeding their own definition of 
“significant” by 12, a 60% increase on what is deemed “significant” by WSCC. 
See attachment A for a corrected Estimated HGV movements table. 

The average increase on existing HGV traffic fails to take into account that by far the majority of 
typical HGV movements comprises of 83% of 2 axle HGVs, the smallest classification, and 10% of 3 
axle HGVs, the 2nd smallest classification. 
See attachment B for a table of %age of HGVs by classification, based on a WSCC Highways traffic 
survey. 

This application should be objected to by WSCC Highways: 

 It fails to apply the correct meaning of “significant” to HGV traffic movements, as 
defined in their own document - WSCC Transport Assessment Methodology. 

 The application meets the criteria for requiring a full TA. 
 The application includes an Appendix 1 – Traffic Managament Plan which gives different 

HGV movements to that in the Traffic and Transport Effects document. 

WSCC should therefore reject this application for the following reasons: 

 Angus Energy have incorrectly stated WSCC’s methodology for assessing “significant” 
HGV movements. 

 The application includes a document, Appendix 1 – Traffic Management Plan, which 
does not match with the contents of the Traffic and Transport Effects document, for 
doing so would seem to approve a 3 year testing period. 

 WSCC Highways has failed in its duty to apply its own methods correctly when assessing 
“significant” HGV traffic movements 

 WSCC Highways has failed to assess how this application will alter the traffic 
composition on local roads; i.e. that by far the majority of existing HGV traffic is of the 
smallest 2 axle and 3 axle classifications, being 83% and 10% respectively, based on a 
WSCC Traffic survey in January 2018. 

 WSCC Highways has simply relied upon its previous approvals using the same flawed 
interpretation of its own methodology for assessing “significant” and has not assessed 
the application correctly. 

 WSCC Highways has been negligent in not noticing that Appendix 1 – Traffic 
Management Plan, contains details that are counter to that in Angus Energy’s Traffic 
and Transport Effects document. 

I suggest there are grounds for a formal complaint on the performance of WSCC Highways in 
regard to their assessment of this application and of the previous applications in 2017 and 
2019. 
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Attachment A 

 

Table 1: Balcombe 2z Hydrocarbon Well Testing – Estimated HGV Movements

Phase Activity
Approximate 

Timescale 
(weeks)

Estimated HGVs over 
period (two-way 

movements)

Maximum 
daily HGVs 
(two-way 

movements)

Average HGVs 
per week (two-

way 
movements)

Maximum daily 
HGVs (one-way 

movements) 
See Note 1

%age increase 
on 96 average 

See Note 2

1
Mobilisation / 
equipment set-up

1 56 16 56 32 33%

Pumping (removal of 
drilling fluids)

2 40 4 20 8 8%

Demobilisation of 
equipment

1 56 14 56 28 29%

2
Mobilisation of civil 
engineering

1 34 14 34 28 29%

Earthworks and 
membrane installation

7 112 4 16 8 8%

Demobilisation of civil 
engineering

1 34 8 34 16 17%

3
Mobilisation of well 
test equipment

1 56 16 56 32 33%

Mechanically lift well / 
natural flow

53 424 2 8 4 4%

Contingency N2 lift 2 72 12 36 24 25%
Contingency treatment 
(acid wash)

2 65 12 34 24 25%

Contingency install 
(install plug)

2 60 12 30 24 25%

Demobilisation of well 
test equipment

1 56 16 56 32 33%

4
Plug and decommission 
well

4 168 12 42 24 25%

Restoration 8 352 10 10 20 21%

Total estimated HGV two-way movements 1,585

Total estimated HGV one-way movements 3,170

Notes:
1. "Significant HGV movements per day" is defined as 20 or more one-way HGV movements per day
Source: WSCC Transport Assessment Methodology
Percentages in red are those that are deemed "Significant" using the above criteria.
2.  The 96 '5 day average' is over a 24 hr period.
Source: WSCC Consultation, Highways Authority. WSCC/071/19 (Application withdrawn by Angus energy)

 HGV movements occur 07:30hrs - 18:30hrs Weekdays, less 45mins each @school opening & closing, = 11.5 hrs
 Saturdays 08:00 - 13:00. No movements on Sundays and Bank holidays
The percentage increase figures shown are therefore probably an under-estimate of the real increase.
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Attachment B

 

Site Number 00004431 Site ReferenceB2036007L01 Grid Ref 531097,128925
BALCOMBE, B2036, LONDON RD, S. OF KEMPS FARM 
Classification Report (FHWA 13) 08 January 2018 Channel: Total Flow
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00:00 1% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
01:00 0 0 0 1% 0 0 0 0 0
02:00 1% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
03:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
04:00 1% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
05:00 1% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
06:00 0 0 0 1% 0 0 0 0 0
07:00 13% 1% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
08:00 8% 2% 0 0 0 0 0 0 1%
09:00 4% 3% 0 1% 0 0 0 0 0
10:00 4% 3% 0 0 1% 0 0 0 0
11:00 6% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:00 8% 0 0 1% 0 0 0 0 0
13:00 4% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14:00 6% 2% 0 1% 0 0 0 0 0
15:00 12% 0 0 1% 0 0 0 0 0
16:00 5% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
17:00 4% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
18:00 3% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
19:00 2% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
20:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
21:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
22:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
23:00 1% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Totals
12H(7-19) 83% 11% 0 4% 1% 0 0 0 1%
16H(6-22) 83% 10% 0 5% 1% 0 0 0 1%
18H(6-24) 83% 10% 0 5% 1% 0 0 0 1%
24H(0-24) 83% 10% 0 5% 1% 0 0 0 1%

AM Peak 07:00 10:00 11:00 09:00 10:00 11:00 11:00 11:00 08:00
14 3 0 1 1 0 0 0 1

PM Peak 15:00 14:00 23:00 15:00 23:00 23:00 23:00 23:00 23:00
13 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

West Sussex County Council VDA-net R2 17/09/2020

%age of each type of HGV during the WSCC survey period.


