
HAYWARDS HEATH, B2112 FOXHILL S. OF FOX & HOUNDS - Speed report
 (Speed Limit 30 Mph) for FOX HILL -extracted from WSP/Homes Engalnd application data Total Flow
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COS 5670 8323 4932 2823 21748 16078 74% 7755 36%

26% 38% 23% 13%

Note - Dept for transport data confirms that the average breach of speed limit in Great Britain 30 MPH is routinely 50% between 08:00 and 09:00 and 14:00 to 16:00 daily. 
Between 00:00 to 06:00 it rises significantly to 70% and between 20:00 to 24:00 to over 60% on a NATIONAL BASIS * Foxhill in Haywards Heath Speed averages are well over 70%

Based on Dept for Transport Data - A pedestrian has over a *52% greater chance of death or permanent disability if involved with a motor vehicle in Fox Hill than almost anywhere else
 in Great Britain in a 30 MPH limit  ** Source 2013 WSCC Public Website Highways Data
**Source 2016 and 2020 data submitted by Homes England Consultant WSP to support Planning Application DM 22/2272
COS = Chance of Survival, even if permanently disabled.

HHTC have seperately reviewed the observed peak hour traffic data for Hurstwood Lane and fully accept the raw data supplied by the applicant in their submission.

Pedestrians and other vulnerable road users are now legally the most important entities in terms of Highway users, and must be given appropriate priority by other users, and by default 
must be the primary consideration when considering Highways matters when considering the determination of a Planning Application.

It is Haywards Heath Town Council's draft contention that that the application proposal is broadly acceptable in general Planning terms, save for the omission of Traffic Lights to control 
the Hurstwood Lane junction from the southern edge of the development where it joins the B2112 Wiveslfield Road/Fox Hill opposite the Fox and Hounds.
Traffic Lights are necessary and required to ensure the safety of existing and future residents at this key school commuting route and desire line. The development without traffic lights
at the Hurstwood Lane Junction with the B2112 would lead to pedestrian casualties, and therefore would be potentially unacceptable in planning terms without them.
The application can only safely be approved with traffic lights installed before any occupation. The applicant can then consider the merits of  a section 73 application alongside 
the very clear message they would send to the community we all serve if they believe it is not economically viable to install.

ACPO 
Points/Ban

Their data confirms existing predevelopment traffic Peak Flows (07:00 to 10:00 and 15:00 to 19:00 daily M-F) up/down Hurstwood Lane in March 2020 as 786 and 1084 totalling >1870 Peak hour, and 
4000 daily Traffic movements. Our own checks verify this data. The closure of Hurstwood Lane will force this traffic to route via the A272 Fox Hill and the Wivelsfield Road/Rocky Lane Roundabouts 
before heading South on the B2112. There is no other viable route. Adding >300 VMPH to existing peak flows >970 on B2112/Foxhill using the same applicant data set, totals over 1270 peak VMPH. 
This equates to an extra 30% peak loading. 
This threat to Pedestrians and other vulnerable road users will be further exacerbated by the additional School traffic during the critical peak periods, and by the routine traffic flows emanating 
to/from the southern side of the Hurst Farm residential development of 185 new homes during the critical School Drop/Collection hours. Combining these movements and adding in the impact of 
traffic from the new school = ~400 Peak VMPH, provides a huge cumulative impact at this bullseye location. This is likely to be over 1800 VMPH during the vulnerable school drop off hours. This 
represents an 85% Peak increase at a location where excessive speed is a known issue on the B2112, an  overstretched network route, already operating over capacity. Combining this road network 
stress with the known/documented speeding issues are critically relevant in Mid Sussex, specifically at the Fox Hill location.

<2% COS/Chance of Survival



For clarity, Stephen King the Hurst farm application case officer has recently confirmed that Highway Safety is a material Planning Consideration.

If a Condition is attached to an application to make it acceptable in Planning Terms, then it can potentially be removed after approval via a successful Section 73 application.
This is a simple process, and the appeal would not be required.

www.gov.uk/guidance/use-of-planning-conditions

3. Section 73 permissions – www.christophercant.co.uk/section-73-permissions-planning-conditions-and-planning-obligations/

The Chartered Institution of Highways and Transport confirm that Highways experts are fallible. Councillors must decide this application based on the facts. Critically, the data provided by the 
applicant proves overwhelmingly that Highway safety is severely compromised by the absence of traffic lights at the Fox Hill B2112/Hurstwood Lane junction. This is a material planning 
consideration.

www.ciht.org.uk/media/8069/road_safety_auditing.pdf  THE CHARTERED INSTITUTION OF HIGHWAYS & TRANSPORTATION                                                                                                                                                                                                                        
have published advice detailing their professional concerns relating to changes in road networks.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            
Page 4 "The purpose of a road safety audit is to review a scheme’s ongoing design, ensuring, wherever possible, any potential hazards are eliminated or minimised before construction begins. It follows the principle that 
“prevention is better than cure” and "that it’s far easier (and cheaper) to change design elements on a page than to make alterations to a new piece of highway."                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   
Page 5 "Audits are required even when professional highway designers are expected to use the latest design standards. This is because each scheme is a unique design and, generally, a balance between operational 
efficiency, cost, environmental factors and the priorities of the client. (Not the community) Even when full compliance with the latest standards is achieved: • highway designers may lack the skills to spot potential safety 
hazards, especially the knowledge of human-vehicle-road interaction"                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    Page 6 states 
"Road safety audits check that a scheme meets the safety needs of all road users – drivers, pedestrians and cyclists. Special attention is given to whether the needs of vulnerable road users are being met, as experience 
indicates that highway designs focus largely on motor vehicles. In this case, vulnerable would mean anyone not in control of a vehicle, such as pedestrians, passengers waiting for transport, and roadside vendors. 
However that may also include motorcyclists and bicycle users. The audit process ensures the scheme design takes account of all road users but also factors in other considerations, such as the local climate and weather, 
road user indiscipline, difficulties of law enforcement and whether the proportion of vulnerable road users is higher than average"

  - Traffic Lights installed via Condition would pass all 6 tests. 

Section 73 of the Town and County Planning Act 1990 (‘the 1990 Act’) allows an application to be made to a LPA for planning permission for the development of land without complying with 
conditions subject to which a previous planning permission was granted.  www.no5.com/media/publications/legal-update-section-73-applications/

From NPPF "What approach should be taken to using conditions?
What should a local planning authority do to ensure that the tests in national policy have been met?
Paragraph 55 of the National Planning Policy Framework makes clear that planning conditions should be kept to a minimum, and only used where they satisfy the following tests:

      1.necessary;  2.relevant to planning;  3.relevant to the development to be permi ed; 4.enforceable;  5.precise; and  6.reasonable in all other respects.

(i) statutory power – this permits a fresh planning permission to be granted with the same description of development as in an earlier planning permission but removing or varying one or more 
planning conditions attached to an earlier permission or adding one or more new planning conditions or any combination of such steps. Lord Carnwath in the Lambeth case stated (para. 11) that a 
“permission under section 73 can only take effect as an independent permission to carry out the same development as previously permitted, but subject to the new or amended conditions.” ("or 
removed")



Department for Transport statistics
https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-for-transport/series/speeds-statistics

Table SPE2502

Percentage of cars exceeding the speed limit by hour of day 
on roads with free flowing conditions in Great Britain, 2019, 2020 and 2021

Per cent

Hour beginning

January to 
March

April to 
June

July to 
Septem

ber

October 
to 

Decembe
January 

to March
April to 

June
July to 

September
October to 
December

January to 
March

April to 
June

July to 
September

October to 
December

(c) 30 mph roads   (18 
sites) 00:00 74 71 70 71 71 71 68 72 66 67 66 65

01:00 75 74 72 73 72 72 70 72 67 69 69 67
02:00 77 77 75 76 74 76 73 76 70 72 72 69
03:00 80 79 77 77 78 78 76 77 71 75 74 73
04:00 82 82 81 80 80 81 77 79 73 79 78 78
05:00 81 84 81 79 79 83 80 78 77 81 79 77
06:00 72 77 75 68 70 79 75 69 71 75 73 68
07:00 54 60 60 50 52 71 63 55 60 59 60 52
08:00 50 52 52 48 49 65 55 49 54 50 51 47
09:00 54 53 52 52 53 62 54 53 56 50 51 50
10:00 53 51 49 51 52 59 50 51 54 48 47 49
11:00 52 50 49 50 52 58 49 50 53 47 46 48
12:00 53 51 50 50 52 58 50 51 54 48 47 49
13:00 54 53 51 51 53 59 51 51 54 49 49 49
14:00 52 52 51 49 52 58 50 49 52 47 48 48
15:00 50 50 50 46 49 58 50 45 51 46 47 44
16:00 50 53 51 44 49 61 52 45 52 50 49 43
17:00 48 55 53 44 46 64 55 47 52 52 51 43
18:00 49 59 56 46 48 67 60 51 54 57 55 46
19:00 54 63 58 50 52 68 60 55 58 60 56 49
20:00 60 64 59 56 59 69 60 59 61 61 56 55
21:00 64 62 58 60 62 67 60 63 64 59 56 59
22:00 66 62 60 62 64 65 61 65 67 59 58 62
23:00 70 67 65 67 68 68 65 69 69 63 63 66

61 63 61 58 60 67 61 60 61 59 58 57
Notes & definitions and methodology note can be found here.
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/road-traffic-speeds-and-congestion-statistics-guidance
Telephone: 020 7944 3095
Email: roadtraff.stats@dft.gov.uk Source: DfT Automatic Traffic Counters
The figures in this table are National Statistics. Last updated: March 2022

2019 2020 *Covid 2021



   
Road Safety Auditing

 

Any change to the highway network, whether new 
roads or improvements to existing ones, will 
involve a change in user behaviour. This leads to 
increased risk and potential accidents.

A formal road safety audit process is now employed to give an 
independent assessment of a scheme. It ensures, at key stages, that 
safety aspects of design and implementation have been scrutinised 
and addressed. This benefits both the road user and community alike.

The photos in this article all highlight particular issues that would be 
reported in a road safety audit. See if you can spot them! Answers are 
given at the end.
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THE CHARTERED
INSTITUTION OF HIGHWAYS
& TRANSPORTATION
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The Road Safety Audit process is a formal, independent assessment of 
the operational safety of a section of road. They are undertaken during 
the design and implementation of a new scheme or improvements to an 
existing road, but the process can equally be used to assess other 
transport projects, such as junction improvements, public transport 
interchanges and pedestrianisation schemes. While all road schemes are 
designed and built to the highest safety standards at the time, road 
safety can never be taken for granted. The aim of the audit is to 
minimise the number and severity of situations in which road users are 
injured whilst using the streets and roads.



Road safety audits are undertaken by an independent team not involved 
with scheme design. They provide fresh eyes not influenced by design 
considerations and which can spot aspects of a scheme that could be 
made safer. This is a low cost process with potential to produce 
significant benefits if carried out in a formal and co-ordinated manner, 
throughout the planning, design and implementation stages of a road 
project. It requires strong management commitment, skilled auditors, 
cooperation from design teams, and an on-going training programme. 

Development of road safety checking or auditing in the UK started in the 
1970s, specifically the Road Traffic Act 1974. Section 8 of the Act 
requires that Highway Authorities: 

“...in constructing new roads, shall take such measures as appear to the 
authority to be appropriate to reduce the possibilities of such accidents 
when the roads come into use”.

In meeting the requirements of the Act, highway authorities were able to 
determine themselves what were ‘appropriate measures’. However, with 
many local authorities lacking the capability and experience, the initial 
response was limited.

This changed following local government reorganisation in 1974. Many 
smaller authorities were merged into the municipal county councils and, 
prompted by the legislation and pooling of resources, began to set up 
dedicated engineering safety teams. Tyne and Wear, Durham and 
Northumberland County Councils were all pro-active from the start, 
enabling them to be at the forefront of developing data-led approaches to 
accident reduction, of which road safety audits are now a key element.

Development of assessment techniques continued over the years, 
culminating in road safety audits being formalised into the UK highway 
design process. It is now a formal requirement for them to be carried out 
on all schemes on the trunk road network, under the Highways Agency, 
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and recommended as good practice, for local schemes. Consequently the 
majority of highway authorities have their own procedures for safety 
audits on most highway works.

The purpose of a road safety audit is to review a scheme’s ongoing 
design, ensuring, wherever possible, any potential hazards are eliminated 
or minimised before construction begins. It follows the principle that 
“prevention is better than cure” and that it’s far easier (and cheaper) to 
change design elements on a page than to make alterations to a new piece 
of highway.

4
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The following stages (or types) of audit are commonly recognised:

• Stage 1 - Preliminary Design

• Stage 2 - Detailed Design

• Stage 3 - Pre-Opening (on completion of construction)

• Stage 4 - Post-Opening and existing roads

• Audit of Traffic Management Schemes

• Audit of Building Development (e.g. shopping malls, sports stadia)

Audits are required even when professional highway designers are 
expected to use the latest design standards. This is because each scheme 
is a unique design and, generally, a balance between operational 
efficiency, cost, environmental factors and the priorities of the client. 
Even when full compliance with the latest standards is achieved:

• compliance does not guarantee safety – there will be situations not 
covered by the standards and, sometimes, individual elements, 
which are all designed to standard, when combined, be may be 
deemed unsafe

• safety can be compromised in the trade-off between conflicting 
requirements – it is difficult to produce a highway design that meets 
all objectives, and safety is not always given adequate priority 

• highway designers may lack the skills to spot potential safety 
hazards, especially the knowledge of human-vehicle-road 
interaction
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Road safety audits check that a scheme meets the safety needs of all 
road users – drivers, pedestrians and cyclists. Special attention is given 
to whether the needs of vulnerable road users are being met, as 
experience indicates that highway designs focus largely on motor 
vehicles. In this case, vulnerable would mean anyone not in control of 
a vehicle, such as pedestrians, passengers waiting for transport, and 
roadside vendors. However that may also include motorcyclists and 
bicycle users. The audit process ensures the scheme design takes 
account of all road users but also factors in other considerations, such 
as the local climate and weather, road user indiscipline, difficulties of 
law enforcement and whether the proportion of vulnerable road users is 
higher than average.
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Safety audits involve three parties, each with a defined role:

• the Audit Team is composed of safety specialists (at least 2) who 
are commissioned by the client to perform the audit and produce a 
report that identifies potential safety problems and offers solutions

• the Scheme Design Team will be asked to comment on the audit 
report and will, if necessary, be instructed by the client to alter the 
design in response to the audit; these duties should be included in 
their terms of reference

• the Client usually represents the highway authority (Highways 
Agency or local government) who commissions the audit and 
decides whether its recommendations should be accepted or rejected
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The audit team should be independent of the design team and be 
instructed to carry out the audit directly from the client. As the process, 
by its very nature, is subjective, more than one person is usually 
required to increase the chances of spotting safety problems. In any 
event, discussion amongst team members generates fresh observations 
and ideas, and usually enhances the assessment.

Road safety audits at different stages call for different skills. For 
example, at the Detailed Design stage, knowledge of design standards is 
fundamental, along with the experience to check specific elements like 
signs, safety barriers and street lighting. For a Pre-Opening audit it is not 
uncommon to include a traffic police officer with knowledge of local 
travel patterns, congestion and accident hot-spots, as part of the team.

A good auditor will be able to read engineering drawings and visualise 
what the scheme will look like. They should be capable of putting 
themselves in the shoes of each road user and imagining what it would 
be like, for example, to be a pedestrian crossing the road at night, or a 
motorist turning right at a junction.



Typical things that auditors will look for include:

• Mistakes or misunderstandings in the design

• Departure from design standards

• How all types of road user would react to the scheme, at all times 
and conditions

• Interaction between design elements

• Opportunities to include accident-reducing elements

In organising road safety audits, highway authorities have three 
options:

• In-house audit teams – this has the advantage of being quick and 
easy to arrange and means auditors can see the scheme through to 
completion; there has to be a degree of caution in keeping the team 
independent, and members from outside an authority are often 
recruited to prevent ‘in-house complacency’ developing 

• Design consultant carries out the audit – if this option is used, the 
client must instruct the consultant to use auditors not involved in the 
design work; it may be difficult for auditors to be completely 
objective if there is a conflict of interest when assessing colleagues’ 
work but, for the avoidance of doubt, a member from the client's 
engineering team, or other independent party, are usually involved

• Independent consultant - this option ensures the audit is 
completely independent but, in a competitive market, the 
appropriate checks and balances will assist in assessing the 
consultant’s credentials for the work

9
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It is important to understand that road safety audits:

• are not technical audits or checks for design standard compliance - 
they are only concerned with road safety

• are not informal checks or design reviews - these may still be useful

• will not involve redesigning aspects of a scheme considered to be 
unsafe - this is the responsibility of the design team

• are not just for large schemes - even small projects can give rise to 
serious safety problems

• help sensitise road engineers to safety issues, and feedback from 
audits lead to improved design standards

• cannot demand changes to the design – that final responsibility rests 
with the client, and it is not necessary for them to have the 
agreement of the auditor or the designer
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Audits are relatively inexpensive and typically take no more than a few 
weeks to complete. Many of the recommendations from audits cost 
little or even nothing to implement and evidence from countries that 
have adopted safety auditing suggest the costs of any changes are 
significantly outweighed by the safety benefits. These may include 
avoiding expensive reconstruction to remedy safety deficiencies, less 
damage to road furniture and lower liability claims. Lifecycle costs may 
also drop, as safer designs tend to carry lower maintenance costs. 
Benefits to road users are lower risks of injury.

Road safety audits are undoubtedly of benefit but the auditor is not 
superhuman and may not always be fully aware of the constraints 
placed on a project and its designers. While safety is important it is not 
the only factor and improvements cannot be highlighted without regard 
for cost or potential adverse impact in other areas of the scheme. It is a 
level of diplomacy that comes with continuous training and awareness 
of an auditor’s role by all parties involved in the scheme.

The Chartered Institution of Highways and Transportation (CIHT) play 
a prominent role in supporting the road safety audit process. They have 
published a number of detailed guides, not least of which is the ‘Safety 
Audit of Highways’, issued in 1996. In 2003 the Highways Agency 
issued the standard ‘Road Safety Audit HD19/03’ guidelines, using 
feedback and experience to bring their audit process up-to-date. The 
CIHT responded in kind with an update to ‘Road Safety Audit’, 
published on 1st October 2008. HD19/03 must be used on trunk road 
schemes but the CIHT guidelines are more expansive and aimed at local 
authorities, for more minor road improvements.

Not least, the CIHT has formed the Society of Road Safety Auditors 
(SoRSA), representing an exciting initiative for developing 
professional highways safety auditing best practice. SoRSA was 
established as a response to growing calls from UK safety auditors and 
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safety practice engineers, for a forum to exchange knowledge, ideas 
and, importantly, provide advice and routes to professional recognition.

Thanks to John Barrell of TRL, for preparing this article. John has many 
years experience as a road safety auditor and is a member of SoRSA.

Page 2   - Lack of foresight or co-operation – which came first, the sign or the tree 
growth? Even on new road schemes, it is not uncommon for the traffic signs 
designer and landscape designer to work oblivious to each other’s plans.

Page 4   - Lack of attention to detail or co-operation – an out of control vehicle will be 
guided along the bridge parapet to hit the lamp column. Was the lamp column 
location and safety fence on different drawings? If so, the two were not 
co-ordinated to make it clear the column should be behind the fence.

Page 6   - Lack of awareness and oversight – the pedestrian is apparently guided along 
the footway by the guardrail but there is nowhere to go. It is not uncommon for 
highway work, in this case, a bridge replacement, to compound an already 
existing problem, rather than resolving it.

Page 7   - Lack of understanding and oversight – there appears to be little empathy for 
visually impaired pedestrians. They are guided into an object that is not lined up 
with the route of the footway. Was the designer concerned only with the exit 
from the building? Could a continuous footway have been provided with exiting 
vehicles giving way to pedestrians?

Page 8   - The very purpose of audits – sometimes it is difficult to foresee the actual 
impact of road furniture (signs in this case) until they are already in place. While 
traffic signs sometimes block a motorist’s view momentarily, in this case, the 
auditor established the view of the road was blocked for a considerable length to 
emerging motorists by road signs too close to the edge of the road.

Page 10 - Some situations can be difficult to resolve – there are many constraints on 
design, not least the land available to a scheme and the topography. In this case, 
the road curves sharply into a roundabout, slowing approaching vehicles. 
Awareness of the roundabout is vital as the line of sight goes off to the horizon, 
meaning the position of the warning chevron boards is crucial. In this case 
however, the safety signs actually obscure the boards.


