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Introduction / Background 

In May 2017 Cheltenham Borough Council (CBC) invited proposals for a consultant team to 
undertake a local highways site assessment to provide the transport evidence base that would 
support the emerging Cheltenham Local Plan (CLP). Following the submission of proposals, CBC 
appointed Arup to undertake this work. 

The assessment of the Cheltenham Plan started in August 2017 and the findings were reported in 
February 2018. 

Arup has delivered three reports: 

 Sustainable Transport Assessment on the 8th December 2017, 

 Phase 1 Report on the 22nd of February 2018, and 

 Phase 2 Report on the 22nd of February 2018. 

 

The Phase 1 Report describes the assessment of the Cheltenham Plan using the Central Severn Vale 
(CSV) SATURN strategic highway model which was updated by Amey plc in 2017 and used to 
support the Joint Core Strategy (JCS) submission. The Phase 1 Report includes modelled highway 
flow diagrams, modelled highway flow difference diagrams and identification of key junctions to be 
taken forward for further assessment based on the following criteria set: 

 Node inbound traffic volume increase more than 20%, or 

 Node delay is above 60s, or 

 Node delay increase is above 30s, or 

 Node V/C ratio is above 85%, or 

 Node V/C ratio increase is above 20%. 

The Phase 2 Report presents the results of detailed junction modelling using industry standard 
‘LinSig’ and ‘Junctions 9’ software. 

This briefing note is written to address the relevant transport modelling matters raised by 
Gloucestershire County Council (GCC) in their draft position statement dated 17th January 2019. 
The relevant transport modelling matters raised by the inspector are included in Matter 8: Transport 
and are Key Issues 1, 2 and 4. Key Issues 3 and 5 are not relevant to the work undertaken by Arup. 

A copy of the GCC position statement is provided in Annex A of this briefing note. 
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Key Issue 1 

Key Issue 1 raised by the Inspector raised the following matter for discussion: 

To what extent has the impact of proposals within the Cheltenham Plan (CP) been assessed in 
accordance with the package of key transport and highway improvements in both the local and 
strategic networks proposed to accommodate the proposals in the Joint Core Strategy (JCS)? 

GCC position Matter 1, paragraph 1: 

Arup updated the CSV Strategic Transport Model to forecast the  demand as accurately as possible 
at the time the work was undertaken and agreed the methodology at the “Modelling Methodology 
Discussion” meeting with CH2M, Highways England & GCC on the 24th October 2017. The 
minutes of the meeting are provided in Annex B. In order to develop the ‘without Cheltenham Plan’ 
scenario the 3 specific non-strategic sites were removed from the forecast trip matrix. The ‘with 
Cheltenham Plan’ scenario was formed based on the ‘without Cheltenham Plan’ scenario by adding 
the Cheltenham Plan allocations. 

GCC position Matter 1, paragraph 5:  

The primary aim of the Cheltenham Plan Transport Assessment was to identify the impact of the 
Cheltenham Plan on its own. Therefore, within Phase 1 the ‘without Cheltenham Plan’ scenario was 
compared against ‘with Cheltenham Plan’ scenario, both using the highway network excluding the 
JCS DS7 mitigation. Further to this the ‘without Cheltenham Plan’ scenario was compared against 
‘with Cheltenham Plan’ scenario, both using the highway network including the JCS DS7 
mitigation.  

The Phase 1 Report, Section 6.3.2, Table 13 and Table 14 shows that Impact of the Cheltenham 
Plan on the highway network incorporating the mitigation package is a slight (0 – 3% change in 
Volume, 0 – 3% change in volume over capacity). The flow difference plots (Phase 1 Report, 
Appendix A, Drawing 020 to 023) also show very minor change in link volumes. Figure 1 below 
presents the assessed scenarios. 

Figure 1: Model scenarios assessed 

 

In Phase 2 the ‘with’ and ‘without’ scenarios were modelled excluding the JCS mitigation package 
assuming a ‘worst case scenario’. This was for the following reasons: 
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 The DS7 mitigation package did not include delivery phasing. The mitigation measures are 
not a final and definitive list of infrastructure. 

 The Phase 1 study shows that the JCS DS7 mitigation package is still a possible mitigation 
option of the ‘with development’ scenario. 

GCC position Matter 1, paragraph 6: 

Within Phase 1 the ‘with development’ and ‘without development’ scenarios were compared in the 
same way both excluding and including the DS7 schemes as illustrated in Figure 1. 
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Key Issue 2 

Key Issue 2 raised by the inspector raised the following matter for discussion: 

Do the proposals for new development in the CP comply with scenario DS7 in the evidence base to 
the JCS? 

GCC position Matter 2, paragraph 1: 

Phase 1 work shows 1%-3% change in volumes, 1%-3% change in volume capacity ratio and plus 6 
– 20 s in delay. 

GCC position Matter 2, paragraph 2: 

The detailed junction modelling did not include the mitigation measures included in the JCS DS7 
and this was for the following reasons: 

 Additional scope, 

 Additional significant work extracting turning volumes, and 

 Missing data – design signal timings 

GCC position Matter 2, paragraph 3: 

The evidence base considering the JCS DS7 mitigation included was presented in the Phase 1 
report. Comparison of ‘with Cheltenham Plan’ scenario compared to ‘without Cheltenham Plan’ 
scenario provided in Table 13 and Table 14 

Key Issue 4 

Key Issue 4 raised by the inspector raised the following matter for discussion: 

Does there need to be any assessment at the time of submission of relevant planning applications to 
determine how much development may proceed in advance of the JCS highway interventions being 
in place? If so, does this need to be made clear in any relevant CP policies? 

As recommended in the Phase 2 report establishing how much each development can proceed prior 
to the JCS mitigations implemented further assessment is required. 
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ANNEX A 
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ANNEX B 



File Note 
  
  22 January 2019 
 

\\GLOBAL\EUROPE\BRISTOL\JOBS\256XXX\256784-00\4.50_REPORTS\05 PRE HEARING NOTE\BRIEFINGTOGCC.DOCX 

Page 11 of 15 Arup | F0.15  
 

 



File Note 
  
  22 January 2019 
 

\\GLOBAL\EUROPE\BRISTOL\JOBS\256XXX\256784-00\4.50_REPORTS\05 PRE HEARING NOTE\BRIEFINGTOGCC.DOCX 

Page 12 of 15 Arup | F0.15  
 

 



File Note 
  
  22 January 2019 
 

\\GLOBAL\EUROPE\BRISTOL\JOBS\256XXX\256784-00\4.50_REPORTS\05 PRE HEARING NOTE\BRIEFINGTOGCC.DOCX 

Page 13 of 15 Arup | F0.15  
 

 



File Note 
  
  22 January 2019 
 

\\GLOBAL\EUROPE\BRISTOL\JOBS\256XXX\256784-00\4.50_REPORTS\05 PRE HEARING NOTE\BRIEFINGTOGCC.DOCX 

Page 14 of 15 Arup | F0.15  
 

 



File Note 
  
  22 January 2019 
 

\\GLOBAL\EUROPE\BRISTOL\JOBS\256XXX\256784-00\4.50_REPORTS\05 PRE HEARING NOTE\BRIEFINGTOGCC.DOCX 

Page 15 of 15 Arup | F0.15  
 

 

DOCUMENT CHECKING (not mandatory for File Note) 
 Prepared by Checked by Approved by 

Name Gabor Jenei Tom Metcalfe Andrew Jenkins 

Signature    

 

                                                 


