
From:                                 Steven King
Sent:                                  19 August 2026 16:27:42 UTC+01:00
To:                                      "'Scott@EllisdonArchitecturalAssociates.co.uk'" 
<scott@ellisdonarchitecturalassociates.co.uk>
Cc:                                      "Joseph Ray" <less2builditltd@gmail.com>
Subject:                             RE: Land south of Leacroft, London Road, Hickstead - DM/26/1199
Attachments:                   Generic GG 104 safety risk assessment template.docx

Hi Scott 
 
Thank you for the updated CEMP. I have received the following response from National 
Highways toady, together with this attachment: 
 
‘Thank you for your email of 29 July 2026 consulting National Highways on the revised 
Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) (July 2026) and note from the 
applicant. 
 
We have reviewed the additional information in the context of our response dated 20 July 2026. 
 
The updated CEMP does not fully demonstrate that construction HGVs can safely access and 
egress the site via the proposed widened access arrangement.  
 
Whilst the revised CEMP refers to an 8.5m widened access and includes supporting material, 
the submission does not clearly demonstrate that the arrangement can safely accommodate the 
relevant construction vehicles without unacceptable swept path encroachment. 
  
In addition, Appendix F of the CEMP does not fully meet the requirement previously raised, as a 
Safety Risk Assessment is distinct from a Walking, Cycling and Horse-riding Assessment and 
Review (WCHAR). The requirement was for an appropriate Safety Risk Assessment (SRA) 
prepared in accordance with the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB) GG 104 
document in support of the widened access arrangement. We have attached a template for the 
SRA that could be used. Further guidance on SRAs is available from our website: 
https://nationalhighways.co.uk/work-with-us/suppliers/health-safety-and-wellbeing/home-safe-
and-well/requirements-for-safety-risk-assessment/.  
  
The CEMP must be updated to include a general arrangement drawing, supporting visibility 
design, and a design statement confirming compliance with the relevant DMRB standards in 
respect of the proposed 8.5m widened access crossover, supported by an appropriate GG 104 
Safety Risk Assessment.  
 
The amended CEMP must include a swept path analysis for the longest construction vehicle 
expected to use the access, demonstrating that construction vehicles can safely access and 
egress the site in a forward gear via the widened access arrangement without unacceptable 
swept path encroachment. 
 
Evidence needs to be provided that the widening works would be secured, agreed, and 
delivered through the appropriate highway approval process (s.278 of the Highways Act 1980) 
in consultation with National Highways prior to any construction HGV movements taking place. 
  

https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fnationalhighways.co.uk%2Fwork-with-us%2Fsuppliers%2Fhealth-safety-and-wellbeing%2Fhome-safe-and-well%2Frequirements-for-safety-risk-assessment%2F&data=05%7C02%7CSteven.King%40midsussex.gov.uk%7C64be483573344906985408defdc3d78c%7C248de4f9d13548cca4c8babd7e9e8703%7C0%7C0%7C639227215353512938%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=rQnKUqbHaTGxzBkXAYCMQtBuNHTes97BReSjGysaEpk%3D&reserved=0
https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fnationalhighways.co.uk%2Fwork-with-us%2Fsuppliers%2Fhealth-safety-and-wellbeing%2Fhome-safe-and-well%2Frequirements-for-safety-risk-assessment%2F&data=05%7C02%7CSteven.King%40midsussex.gov.uk%7C64be483573344906985408defdc3d78c%7C248de4f9d13548cca4c8babd7e9e8703%7C0%7C0%7C639227215353512938%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=rQnKUqbHaTGxzBkXAYCMQtBuNHTes97BReSjGysaEpk%3D&reserved=0


On this basis, we recommend that condition 2 of planning permission DM/23/1339 is not 
discharged at this time and unless and until the above information has been submitted 
and approved as part of the CEMP. 
 
Should you or any others have any queries regarding our response, please contact us via 
planningse@nationalhighways.co.uk.’ 
 
 
Could I ask for your comments on the above please. 
 
Regards 
 
 
Steven King, BSc (Hons) Dip TP, MRTPI 
Team Leader, Major Development 
Mid Sussex District Council 
01444 477556 
 
Steven.King@midsussex.gov.uk 
www.midsussex.gov.uk 
 

Working together for a better Mid Sussex
 
 
 
From: Scott@EllisdonArchitecturalAssociates.co.uk 
<scott@ellisdonarchitecturalassociates.co.uk> 
Sent: 29 July 2026 13:25
To: Steven King <Steven.King@midsussex.gov.uk>
Cc: Joseph Ray <less2builditltd@gmail.com>
Subject: Re: Land south of Leacroft, London Road, Hickstead - DM/26/1199 
 
Hi Steven, 
 
Please see updated info attached and a note from my consultant below.  
 

mailto:planningse@nationalhighways.co.uk
mailto:Steven.King@midsussex.gov.uk
http://www.midsussex.gov.uk/


 
Many Thanks, 
 
Scott Ellisdon  
BA (hons) Architecture 
HNC Technical Construction & Management 
 
M:   07828 189525 
W:   www.EllisdonArchitecturalAssociates.co.uk  
E:    Scott@EllisdonArchitecturalAssociates.co.uk 
 
COMPANY NUMBER: 13380160 

Double O Architectural Management LTD 

(Trading as Ellisdon Architectural Associates) 

**** Please note that during the school summer holidays, from 22nd July to 7th September, my 
working hours will be Monday to Thursday, 6:30am to 6:00pm. I will not be easily contactable 
on Fridays during this period. **** 
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On Tue, Jul 21, 2026 at 12:04 PM Steven King <Steven.King@midsussex.gov.uk> 
wrote: 

Hi Scott 
  
My understanding is that it is revised information that will provide National Highways with the 
certainty that what they are seeking is going to be carried out. 
  
Regards 
  
  
Steven King, BSc (Hons) Dip TP, MRTPI 
Team Leader, Major Development 
Mid Sussex District Council 
01444 477556 
  
Steven.King@midsussex.gov.uk 
www.midsussex.gov.uk 
  

Working together for a better Mid Sussex  
  
  
  

mailto:Steven.King@midsussex.gov.uk
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From: Scott@EllisdonArchitecturalAssociates.co.uk 
<scott@ellisdonarchitecturalassociates.co.uk> 
Sent: 21 July 2026 09:28
To: Steven King <Steven.King@midsussex.gov.uk>
Cc: Joseph Ray <less2builditltd@gmail.com>
Subject: Re: Land south of Leacroft, London Road, Hickstead - DM/26/1199 
  
Hi Steven, 
  
Yes, sure, understood. 
  
Are highways asking for seperate consent or just revised information at this point to 
allow the discharge of the relevant condition?  
  
  
  
Many Thanks, 
  
Scott Ellisdon  
BA (hons) Architecture 
HNC Technical Construction & Management 
  
M:   07828 189525 
W:   www.EllisdonArchitecturalAssociates.co.uk  
E:    Scott@EllisdonArchitecturalAssociates.co.uk 
  
COMPANY NUMBER: 13380160 

Double O Architectural Management LTD 

(Trading as Ellisdon Architectural Associates) 

**** Please note that during the school summer holidays, from 22nd July to 7th September, 
my working hours will be Monday to Thursday, 6:30am to 6:00pm. I will not be easily 
contactable on Fridays during this period. **** 
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On Tue, 21 Jul 2026, 08:56 Steven King, <Steven.King@midsussex.gov.uk> wrote: 

Hi Scott 
  
As the site takes its access from a road which is the responsibility of National Highways, in 
discharging the condition we need to take account of the views of National Highways with 
regards to what is in the CMP. Whilst the decision on the discharge of the condition rests 
with the LPA, I would want to get to a position where National Highways were satisfied with 
what was being proposed. 
  
Regards 
  
  
Steven King, BSc (Hons) Dip TP, MRTPI 
Team Leader, Major Development 
Mid Sussex District Council 
01444 477556 
  
Steven.King@midsussex.gov.uk 
www.midsussex.gov.uk 
  

Working together for a better Mid Sussex  
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From: Scott@EllisdonArchitecturalAssociates.co.uk 
<scott@ellisdonarchitecturalassociates.co.uk> 
Sent: 21 July 2026 07:42
To: Steven King <Steven.King@midsussex.gov.uk>
Cc: Joseph Ray <less2builditltd@gmail.com>
Subject: Re: Land south of Leacroft, London Road, Hickstead - DM/26/1199 
  
Morning Steven, 
  
Thanks for sending the comments; I will liaise with our consultants. 
  
I note that the comments refer to the following: evidence that the widening works 
are secured, agreed and to be delivered through the appropriate highway approval 
process (s.278 of the Highways Act 1980) in consultation with National Highways 
prior to any construction. However, the wording of the planning condition states that 
the local authority will consult with highways; No development shall take place until 
a Construction Management Plan has been submitted to and approved in writing by 
the local planning authority, who shall consult with National Highways. 
  
We will of course, obtain separate consent directly from National Highways; 
however, the condition doesn't ask for evidence, only that the local authority will 
consult.  
  
Please can you let me know your thoughts on this.  
  
  
Many Thanks, 
  
Scott Ellisdon  
BA (hons) Architecture 
HNC Technical Construction & Management 
  
M:   07828 189525 
W:   www.EllisdonArchitecturalAssociates.co.uk  
E:    Scott@EllisdonArchitecturalAssociates.co.uk 
  
COMPANY NUMBER: 13380160 

Double O Architectural Management LTD 

(Trading as Ellisdon Architectural Associates) 

**** Please note that during the school summer holidays, from 22nd July to 7th 
September, my working hours will be Monday to Thursday, 6:30am to 6:00pm. I will not 
be easily contactable on Fridays during this period. **** 
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On Mon, Jul 20, 2026 at 6:40 PM Steven King <Steven.King@midsussex.gov.uk> 
wrote: 

Hi Scott 
  
I have received the attached comments from National Highways regarding the revised 
CEMP. As you can see, they have asked for amendments to the document. I’d be 
grateful for your response to their comments please. 
  
Regards 
  
  
Steven King, BSc (Hons) Dip TP, MRTPI 
Team Leader, Major Development 
Mid Sussex District Council 
01444 477556 
  
Steven.King@midsussex.gov.uk 
www.midsussex.gov.uk 
  

Working together for a better Mid Sussex  
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From: Scott@EllisdonArchitecturalAssociates.co.uk 
<scott@ellisdonarchitecturalassociates.co.uk> 
Sent: 24 June 2026 15:29
To: Steven King <Steven.King@midsussex.gov.uk>
Subject: Re: Land south of Leacroft, London Road, Hickstead - DM/26/1199 
  
Afternoon Steven, 
  
Further to your email below I would like to offer the updated CEMP. 
Additional comments from the consultant are below.  
  
Hi Scott, 
  
With regards to the planners’ comments: 
  

• I have added a Sweep path analysis report to appendix E and plans 
showing the vehicle movements to Figure 4 in Appendix A.

• The reference to dampening the stockpiles is in paragraph 5.2
• I have added the proposed information on the construction traffic to 

Appendix E
• The commitment for construction vehicles to avoid peak hours was 

already in paragraph 5.10 and I have added additional comments to this 
effect to paragraph 5.3.

• I have added additional information with regards to the lighting to 
paragraph 5.8.

  
Please see the attached revised report. 
  
Should you have any queries, please note that I am away for the next two weeks 
on annual leave and address your comments to Malcolm or Daniel @Carol 
Plummer 
  
  
Xanthe Lyford 
Environmental Consultant 
  
  
Many Thanks, 
  
Scott Ellisdon  
BA (hons) Architecture 
HNC Technical Construction & Management 
  
M:   07828 189525 
W:   www.EllisdonArchitecturalAssociates.co.uk  
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E:    Scott@EllisdonArchitecturalAssociates.co.uk 
  
COMPANY NUMBER: 13380160 

Double O Architectural Management LTD 

(Trading as Ellisdon Architectural Associates) 

  

  
  
  
On Thu, Jun 4, 2026 at 8:54 AM Steven King <Steven.King@midsussex.gov.uk> 
wrote: 

Hi Scott 
  
I’ve now received the attached response from National Highways regarding the 
condition 2 (Construction Management Plan). Could I ask for your response to their 
comments please. 
  
With regards to condition 4 (contaminated land), I have received the following 
comments from our Contaminated Land Officer: 
  
‘Comments:      I have reviewed the submitted Contamination Risk Assessment 
prepared by Environmental Assessment Services Ltd, Ref: 872/Ellisdon/Leacroft/CRA, 
and dated May 2026, in relation to discharging Condition 4 of planning permission 
DM/23/1339. 
  
The report presents the findings of an intrusive site investigation. The investigation 
comprises trial pitting across the site, laboratory analysis of soil samples, and a 

mailto:Scott@ellisdonarchitecturalassociates.co.uk
mailto:Steven.King@midsussex.gov.uk


qualitative risk assessment undertaken with reference to appropriate commercial land 
use screening criteria. Potential contaminant linkages have been identified and 
assessed, and risk rated. The findings are consistent with the presence of 
contamination within shallow made ground across the site. The submission is 
therefore considered to satisfy the requirements of Condition 4(a). 
  
Whilst the report is acceptable, it would benefit from improved clarity in the 
presentation of ground conditions and sampling. In particular, the inclusion of detailed 
trial pit logs and a clearer summary of soil strata and sampling depths would assist in 
supporting the interpretation of contaminant distribution and the conceptual site model. 
There is a impression that exceedances are only found within the made ground, and 
that this is approximately only 30cm in depth, but the lack of data provided makes this 
unclear. However, the conclusions of the report are still acceptable. 
  
The report also includes a remediation strategy comprising removal of made ground 
within areas of proposed soft landscaping, placement of a geotextile membrane, and 
the importation of clean cover soils of up to 600 mm in planting areas. This approach 
is considered acceptable and would appropriately break identified pollutant linkages, 
ensuring the site is suitable for its proposed commercial end use, and therefore 
satisfies the requirements of Condition 4(b). The report also identifies the potential for 
contaminants to affect potable water infrastructure. The applicant should ensure that 
relevant contamination data is provided to the water undertaker to confirm whether 
barrier pipe or other protective measures are required. If not required, evidence of 
contact with the undertaken should be included within the verification process. If 
required, photos of the implemented protective measures should be included in the 
verification document.  
  
I would note the proposed cover system is relatively conservative given the nature of 
the development, which will be commercial, predominantly covered by buildings and 
hardstanding, and the identified exceedances being largely confined to shallow made 
ground within limited areas. A more targeted or reduced remediation approach may be 
achievable through further delineation, testing or refinement of the risk assessment, 
although this would require additional justification. The applicant may wish to consider 
this, as while there may added cost at this stage, the reduced scope of remediation 
may be more cost effective and sustainable.  
  
The applicant is reminded that verification of the remediation scheme is required 
under Condition 17 of the planning permission.  
  
On this basis, the submitted information is considered sufficient to discharge Condition 
4 (parts a and b) of planning permission DM/23/1339.’ 
  
As you can see, he has suggested that there may be an opportunity for a more 
targeted or reduced remediation approach. Could I ask if this is something you would 
want to consider or are you content to proceed with the submitted details? 
  
Regards 
  
  



Steven King, BSc (Hons) Dip TP, MRTPI 
Team Leader, Major Development 
Mid Sussex District Council 
01444 477556 
  
Steven.King@midsussex.gov.uk 
www.midsussex.gov.uk 
  

Working together for a better Mid Sussex  
  
  
  
From: Scott@EllisdonArchitecturalAssociates.co.uk 
<scott@ellisdonarchitecturalassociates.co.uk> 
Sent: 03 June 2026 15:56
To: Steven King <Steven.King@midsussex.gov.uk>
Subject: Re: Land south of Leacroft, London Road, Hickstead - DM/26/1199 
  
Hi Steven, 
  
I will deal with this straight away.  
  
  
Many Thanks, 
  
Scott Ellisdon  
BA (hons) Architecture 
HNC Technical Construction & Management 
  
M:   07828 189525 
W:   www.EllisdonArchitecturalAssociates.co.uk  
E:    Scott@EllisdonArchitecturalAssociates.co.uk 
  
COMPANY NUMBER: 13380160 

Double O Architectural Management LTD 

(Trading as Ellisdon Architectural Associates) 

  

mailto:Steven.King@midsussex.gov.uk
https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.midsussex.gov.uk%2F&data=05%7C02%7CSteven.King%40midsussex.gov.uk%7C7d98fc917427458a7d5e08deed6c783a%7C248de4f9d13548cca4c8babd7e9e8703%7C0%7C0%7C639209248264449351%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=nNz0Hh1UgAP%2BBoyDRM%2BGHikNw7FKXl1GgY%2FH2wZzTjs%3D&reserved=0
mailto:Scott@ellisdonarchitecturalassociates.co.uk
mailto:scott@ellisdonarchitecturalassociates.co.uk
mailto:Steven.King@midsussex.gov.uk
https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.ellisdonarchitecturalassociates.co.uk%2F&data=05%7C02%7CSteven.King%40midsussex.gov.uk%7C7d98fc917427458a7d5e08deed6c783a%7C248de4f9d13548cca4c8babd7e9e8703%7C0%7C0%7C639209248264469409%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=lWNe7mNZRwJ6RvXXwZOjQA3tFJCNDbVBaQwLTo0XgLQ%3D&reserved=0
mailto:Scott@ellisdonarchitecturalassociates.co.uk


  
  
  
On Wed, Jun 3, 2026 at 3:53 PM Steven King 
<Steven.King@midsussex.gov.uk> wrote: 

Dear Scott

I have received the attached consultation response from the Lead Local 
Flood Authority in relation to condition 3. As you can see, they have asked 
for further information.

I'd therefore be grateful for your response to the queries that they have 
raised.

Regards

Steven King, BSc (Hons) Dip TP, MRTPI
Team Leader, Major Development
Mid Sussex District Council
01444 477556

Steven.King@midsussex.gov.uk
www.midsussex.gov.uk

Working together for a better Mid Sussex

The information contained in this email may be subject to public disclosure 

mailto:Steven.King@midsussex.gov.uk
mailto:Steven.King@midsussex.gov.uk
https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.midsussex.gov.uk%2F&data=05%7C02%7CSteven.King%40midsussex.gov.uk%7C7d98fc917427458a7d5e08deed6c783a%7C248de4f9d13548cca4c8babd7e9e8703%7C0%7C0%7C639209248264488383%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=7sOrrWPfCy2CpwwbB9tEl9b08VnEN2wFGKSlWBr5MXU%3D&reserved=0


under the Freedom of Information Act 2000. Unless the information 
contained in this email is legally exempt from disclosure, we cannot 
guarantee that we will not provide the whole or part of this email to a third 
party making a request for information about the subject matter of this email. 
This email and any attachments may contain confidential information and is 
intended only to be seen and used by the named addressees. If you are not 
the named addressee, any use, disclosure, copying, alteration or forwarding 
of this email and its attachments is unauthorised. If you have received this 
email in error please notify the sender immediately by email or by calling +44 
(0) 1444 458 166 and remove this email and its attachments from your 
system. The views expressed within this email and any attachments are not 
necessarily the views or policies of Mid Sussex District Council. We have 
taken precautions to minimise the risk of transmitting software viruses, but 
we advise you to carry out your own virus checks before accessing this email 
and any attachments. Except where required by law, we shall not be 
responsible for any damage, loss or liability of any kind suffered in 
connection with this email and any attachments, or which may result from 
reliance on the contents of this email and any attachments. 

The information contained in this email may be subject to public disclosure 
under the Freedom of Information Act 2000. Unless the information contained 
in this email is legally exempt from disclosure, we cannot guarantee that we 
will not provide the whole or part of this email to a third party making a request 
for information about the subject matter of this email. This email and any 
attachments may contain confidential information and is intended only to be 
seen and used by the named addressees. If you are not the named addressee, 
any use, disclosure, copying, alteration or forwarding of this email and its 
attachments is unauthorised. If you have received this email in error please 
notify the sender immediately by email or by calling +44 (0) 1444 458 166 and 
remove this email and its attachments from your system. The views expressed 
within this email and any attachments are not necessarily the views or policies 
of Mid Sussex District Council. We have taken precautions to minimise the risk 
of transmitting software viruses, but we advise you to carry out your own virus 
checks before accessing this email and any attachments. Except where 
required by law, we shall not be responsible for any damage, loss or liability of 
any kind suffered in connection with this email and any attachments, or which 
may result from reliance on the contents of this email and any attachments.  

The information contained in this email may be subject to public disclosure under 
the Freedom of Information Act 2000. Unless the information contained in this 
email is legally exempt from disclosure, we cannot guarantee that we will not 
provide the whole or part of this email to a third party making a request for 
information about the subject matter of this email. This email and any 
attachments may contain confidential information and is intended only to be seen 
and used by the named addressees. If you are not the named addressee, any 
use, disclosure, copying, alteration or forwarding of this email and its attachments 
is unauthorised. If you have received this email in error please notify the sender 
immediately by email or by calling +44 (0) 1444 458 166 and remove this email 



and its attachments from your system. The views expressed within this email and 
any attachments are not necessarily the views or policies of Mid Sussex District 
Council. We have taken precautions to minimise the risk of transmitting software 
viruses, but we advise you to carry out your own virus checks before accessing 
this email and any attachments. Except where required by law, we shall not be 
responsible for any damage, loss or liability of any kind suffered in connection 
with this email and any attachments, or which may result from reliance on the 
contents of this email and any attachments.  

The information contained in this email may be subject to public disclosure under 
the Freedom of Information Act 2000. Unless the information contained in this email 
is legally exempt from disclosure, we cannot guarantee that we will not provide the 
whole or part of this email to a third party making a request for information about 
the subject matter of this email. This email and any attachments may contain 
confidential information and is intended only to be seen and used by the named 
addressees. If you are not the named addressee, any use, disclosure, copying, 
alteration or forwarding of this email and its attachments is unauthorised. If you 
have received this email in error please notify the sender immediately by email or 
by calling +44 (0) 1444 458 166 and remove this email and its attachments from 
your system. The views expressed within this email and any attachments are not 
necessarily the views or policies of Mid Sussex District Council. We have taken 
precautions to minimise the risk of transmitting software viruses, but we advise you 
to carry out your own virus checks before accessing this email and any 
attachments. Except where required by law, we shall not be responsible for any 
damage, loss or liability of any kind suffered in connection with this email and any 
attachments, or which may result from reliance on the contents of this email and 
any attachments.  

The information contained in this email may be subject to public disclosure under the 
Freedom of Information Act 2000. Unless the information contained in this email is 
legally exempt from disclosure, we cannot guarantee that we will not provide the 
whole or part of this email to a third party making a request for information about the 
subject matter of this email. This email and any attachments may contain confidential 
information and is intended only to be seen and used by the named addressees. If 
you are not the named addressee, any use, disclosure, copying, alteration or 
forwarding of this email and its attachments is unauthorised. If you have received this 
email in error please notify the sender immediately by email or by calling +44 (0) 1444 
458 166 and remove this email and its attachments from your system. The views 
expressed within this email and any attachments are not necessarily the views or 
policies of Mid Sussex District Council. We have taken precautions to minimise the 
risk of transmitting software viruses, but we advise you to carry out your own virus 
checks before accessing this email and any attachments. Except where required by 
law, we shall not be responsible for any damage, loss or liability of any kind suffered 
in connection with this email and any attachments, or which may result from reliance 
on the contents of this email and any attachments.  



[image: ]	





	









[Insert name of activity]



GG 104 safety risk assessment













	















































Click or tap to enter a date.



[bookmark: _Toc137028926]Quality control

[bookmark: _Toc531697082]Document history

		Revision

		Purpose description

		Originated

		Reviewed

		Authorised

		Date



		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		

		












[bookmark: _Toc531697083][bookmark: _Toc137028927]Table of contents

[bookmark: _Toc531697084]Chapter	Page

Quality control	2

Table of contents	3

A.	How to use this template [delete this page once documented]	5

1.	Planning	6

2.	Categorisation of activity type	6

3.	Identification of affected populations	12

4.	Scope		12

5.	Safety baselines and safety objectives	12

6.	Safety risk assessment	13

7.	Update the safety risk assessment	15

8.	Assumption validation and monitoring	15

9.	Appendices [as applicable]	16



[image: ]	





	





		1.0 | Click or tap to enter a date.

Name of project, name of document  

		Page 2 of 5







Introduction/ Executive summary






Insert text here…






























[image: ]	



		1.0 | Click or tap to enter a date.

Name of project, name of document  

		Page 5 of 5







A. [bookmark: _Toc137028928]How to use this template [delete this page once documented]





[bookmark: _Hlk134612282]The steps outlined below should be used to prompt the outputs required to complete your safety risk assessment (SRA), completing the sections in red text. Please see the GG 104 framework, A step by step guide to using GG 104 and directorate specific documents/ templates to support the completion of your safety risk assessment, available via our online resources.
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Description automatically generated]

Note that the GG 104 framework is scalable, and the level of SRA detail will vary dependent on the activity being assessed. The framework shall also be used to document where a safety risk is not present, through completion of the planning stages.







1. [bookmark: _Toc137028929]Planning



· Introduction and context for the proposed project/activity.

· A question that clarifies the purpose and what is trying to be achieved in applying the SRA process. E.g. “How does the introduction of XX on the MX change the existing safety risk to affected populations, and is it tolerable?”

· Document who is managing/has managed the application of the SRA process and who the activity owner is.

· What options may be available, including doing nothing?



1. [bookmark: _Toc137028930]Categorisation of activity type

· Provide an A, B or C selection for each feature using Table 2.6 from GG104 (below).

· Include a commentary in the final column to justify why each feature selection is appropriate.

· Include a statement of the overall outcome of the categorisation (below) based on Table 2.7N in GG104, including any additional rigour that will be applied to features that have a higher categorisation, where applicable.

· Include a commitment to convene an SCRG for a Type B or C overall outcome and also to escalate the activity to the NSCRG for an overall Type C outcome.









2





		Ref

		Feature

		Selection criteria

		A/B/C selection and justification



		

		

		Type 

		Indicator (highlight selection)

		



		1

		Extent of prior experience of activity. 

The degree of knowledge available from undertaking the activity previously 
or the degree to which knowledge is available from the activity being undertaken by other industries or organisations.

		A

		Activities for which there is significant experience within National Highways. Previous safety studies and data are available, and some activity features are codified in a standard or formal procedure.





		Complete this column…



		

		

		B

		Activities for which there is limited experience within National Highways but there is transferable experience elsewhere in the UK or internationally. 


Activities for which there is limited experience in National Highways but there is experience elsewhere in the UK or internationally, including in different industries, which is deemed sufficiently similar to the activity in question to be deemed relevant. 


Activities for which there is experience within National Highways but that experience is in a different application of the activity and some adaptation will be required. There might also be local and site specific issues to take into account that can affect the relevance of the available experience.





		



		

		

		C

		Activities for which there is no previous applicable experience from either National Highways or other industries.









		



		2

		Statutory and formal processes and procedures (including standards and legislation). 

Consideration of the applicability of current standards, formal processes or procedures, guidance and legislation.

		A

		The activity is substantially or entirely within the scope of existing standards, guidance, formal processes or procedures and applicable legislation. 

The activity requires minimal or no safety related departures from standard or safety related changes to formal processes or procedures (including any legislation). 

The nature and type of a departure is the most important element in determining the categorisation and so a single safety departure may change this.



		



		

		

		B

		The activity is largely within the scope of existing standards, guidance, formal processes or procedures. There can be some safety related departures from standards needed and/or safety related changes to formal processes or procedures. 

The activity can need minor changes to existing legislation.

Whilst the number of safety departures from standards, formal processes or procedures can affect the categorisation, the most important element in determining this is the nature and type of the departures.

		



		

		

		C

		Activities that are not within the scope of existing standards, formal processes or procedures and require new ones to be developed. 
Activities for which significant departures from standards, formal processes or procedures are required. 

Activities which require significant changes to existing legislation or new legislation to be written. 
Whilst the number of safety departures from standards, formal processes or procedures can affect the categorisation, the most important element in determining this is the nature and type of the departures. For example, a large number of safety departures that can be addressed straightforwardly will have less impact on feature type than a single safety departure that cannot and requires a detailed risk assessment to support it.

		



		3

		Impact on the organisation. 

The effect that the activity will have on current National Highways processes, procedures, structure, roles and responsibilities, competencies, policies and strategy, in addition to contractual and workforce arrangements.

		A

		The activity has no impact on National Highways. 
The activity has a minor impact on any of these for a finite period of time. 


Length of time National Highways is affected by decision to undertake the activity is short term.





		



		

		

		B

		The activity can lead to permanent minor changes to any of these. These minor changes can introduce new roles and responsibilities, policies, contractual and workforce arrangements. 


The activity can require a change to organisational arrangements. 


Length of time National Highways is affected by decision to undertake the activity is medium term.





		



		

		

		C

		The activity has significant impact on any of these. 
The activity can change core safety roles and responsibilities. 


Length of time National Highways is affected by decision to undertake the activity is long term.





		



		4

		Activity scale. 

Consideration of the size and/or scale of the activity. Does or can the activity have an impact on the motorway and all-purpose trunk roads, either directly or indirectly.



		A

		The impact of the activity is limited in nature or scale.





		



		

		

		B

		The impact of the activity is significant in nature or scale.





		



		

		

		C

		The impact of the activity is wide ranging across the network, and/or significantly impacts infrastructure, interventions or workforce. 







		



		5

		Technical. 

Measure of technical and/or technological novelty and/or innovation the activity involves.

		A

		An activity where any processes, techniques, methodologies and/or technologies involved are currently in widespread use and re-examination is unlikely to be needed.





		



		

		

		B

		There can be some experience of the processes, techniques, methodologies and/or technologies. 
The experience can be from use in either another application, or by another road authority, supplier, industry or perhaps from overseas in which case some additional work can be required to adapt them and/or to demonstrate that safety can be assured for the intended application.





		



		

		

		C

		Activities that use new processes, techniques, methodologies and/or technologies for which there is no previous experience in the UK or elsewhere.





		



		6

		Stakeholder impact and interest. 

The quantity and/or impact of stakeholders, their interest in terms of safety risk and resulting ability to influence or/impact on the activity. The degree to which the safety issues, as perceived, are capable of being understood and fully addressed.

		A

		Activities for which the quantity and/or impact of stakeholders, their interest in terms of safety risk and resulting ability to influence or impact the activity is low. 



		



		

		

		B

		Activities that have only a single or a few stakeholders but their impact, in terms of their attitude towards, or ability to influence, and/or interest in the successful achievement of the activities aim in terms of safety risk can be significant. 
Alternatively, it will represent an activity that has several stakeholders but the amount, or type, of safety issues involved are limited.





		



		

		

		C

		Activities for which there are a large number of stakeholders and their impact in terms of their attitude towards, or ability to influence safety can be significant. Stakeholders with a strong interest in the potential safety impact of the activity on themselves. 
Activities where there are conflicting needs arising from different stakeholders or stakeholder groups.

		



		Overall Categorisation

		

A/B/C selection and justification





		

		

Complete to confirm overall categorisation of the activity, justification for this, and advise of any individual features that have a higher categorisation that will require additional rigour to be applied, explaining how this will be undertaken. E.g. a comms plan where a lot of stakeholders are identified.













1. [bookmark: _Toc137028931]Identification of affected populations

· Document the populations considered affected (below) with a yes/no response.

· Add in any identified sub-division of the population. E.g. Traffic officers and highways inspectors are worker sub-populations.

· Where a population is identified as not being affected, document that ‘This population will not be further assessed past this point in the document.’ 

		
Identification of affected populations (Use GG104 Table 1.3 to identify affected groups)





		Group:

		Describe group and how decision affects them. Mention any specific risk groups (i.e. motorcyclists):

		Affected? 



[Complete this column]





		

Workers

		Add any further relevant text within this column. People directly employed by and in a contractual relationship with National Highways.

		Yes/No



		

Users

		All road users, including the emergency services, walkers, cyclists, horse riders, and those at work, but who are not in a contractual relationship with National Highways.

		Yes/No



		

Other parties

		Any persons who could be affected by the National Highways network, but who are neither using it, nor working on it.

		Yes/No









1. [bookmark: _Toc137028932]Scope

· A clear statement of the scope of the SRA - what is included and what is not included. E.g. national/ regional/ local, timeframes, trial/ permanent, carriageway extents.

· A list of assumptions that have helped shape the outcome. E.g. any departures from standard.

· The justification for any assumptions and explanation of why they are considered appropriate and applicable.

· A plan/map of the physical scope of the assessment if appropriate.



1. [bookmark: _Toc137028933]Safety baselines and safety objectives

Using the best available, most recent data, please document:



· Safety baseline parameters such as road user fatal and weighted injuries (FWI) that can be measured in both the ‘before’ and ‘after’ scenarios.

· Safety objectives for each affected population identified in Step 3.

· Analysis of recent safety data to evidence the selection of the baseline parameters and safety objectives.

Example tabulated approach:



		Population

		Safety baselines

		

		Safety objectives



		

		Data source/location

		Data parameter 1

		Data parameter 2[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Where data is unavailable, additional sources and time periods may need to be used as appropriate. Parameters will need to be considered on a project basis.] 


		



		Users



		The existing situation over [3 years], prior to start of works (construction).

		The average annual number of Fatal and Weighted Injury (FWI)* casualties.

[Insert data]

		The rate of FWIs per billion vehicle miles per annum.

[Insert data]

		That for a period of [3 years] after becoming fully operational metrics are better compared to the baseline.



		Workers

		N/A

		N/A

		N/A

		SFAIRP



		Other parties

		N/A

		N/A

		N/A

		SFAIRP









There won’t always be data or proxy data susceptible to change from your project/activity, and then a non-numerical commitment to managing safety risk so far as is reasonably practicable (SFAIRP) will typically be sufficient for all populations.



1. [bookmark: _Toc137028934]Safety risk assessment

Note that much of the documentation for Step 6 can be recorded in tabular format, using example tables from GG104, and as such it may be appended to the main SRA document. The tables below give example values for likelihood and severity of outcomes, which should be adapted to reflect activity needs and scaled appropriately to enable distinction between the scoring of hazards with different values. Qualitative values may provide a preferable scoring methodology, as outlined in the 'Step by Step Guide to Safety Risk Assessment'.



[image: ]



· A list of the reasonably foreseeable hazards to each affected population. 

· A list of reasonably foreseeable safety risks associated with the hazards.

· A list of confirmed safety risk treatments (control measures / mitigations).

· A list of any additional/potential safety risk treatments.

· A summary of the expected change in safety risk for each affected population.

· A written evaluation that provides evidence as to whether the safety objectives can be met for each affected population.



[image: Table

Description automatically generated]



		

Ref

		

Hazard and Risk description
What is the hazard and what risk(s) does it present? How – does this have potential to cause harm, loss or failure?

		

Population(s) Affected 

		Likelihood

		Severity

		Risk

		

Response/Treatments/Control measures

		Likelihood 

		Severity

		Risk

		

Details/Assumptions/ Monitoring requirements



		1

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		2

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		3

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		4

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		5

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		6

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		7

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		8

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		…

		

		

		

		

		

		 

		 

		

		

		 









1. [bookmark: _Toc137028935]Update the safety risk assessment

[Document wording similar to:]



Should there be any significant changes to the project design, optioneering, safety risk analysis or assumptions made within this safety risk assessment, it will be updated to consider and control any new safety risks.  Significant changes include, but are not limited to:



· Significant assumptions in the assessment.

· Milestones in the activity development, such as trial development.

· A change to a/an additional safety control measure/treatment.

· New information emerging as a result of monitoring of the activity (see step 8).

· Business area specific procedures, such as document control.



Identify any assumptions, timescales/milestones or Business specific procedures relevant to this activity.

1. [bookmark: _Toc137028936]Assumption validation and monitoring

· A list of aspects such as key safety challenges/high risks, that justify specific monitoring.

· An explanation of how the safety objectives will be evaluated.

· An explanation of how the assumptions will be evaluated to assure they were correct/ require review.

· A plan, or reference to other processes, for the monitoring proposed.



Document either 1 or 2:



1. The safety risk assessment will be monitored and updated throughout the lifecycle of the project by [insert team] and the Project [Sponsor/Director] shall be accountable for this monitoring of the scheme, typically being BAU activities.  At a minimum this will be on a [timeframe] basis with relevant project stakeholders.  



2. If bespoke/ more complex monitoring and validation is required, such as for a trial, please include what this is. The monitoring requirements table below is an example, with example content, and can be replaced by one that is more relevant to the project being assessed, or not used if BAU monitoring is deemed sufficient.

		

Ref

		

Monitoring requirement

		

Parameters

		

Monitoring method(s)



		1

		Road traffic collisions (RTCs)

		• High level analysis of the number of injury RTCs since scheme opening (as reported in ControlWorks).

• Initial analysis of causes of injury RTCs.

• Compare injury RTCs to safety baseline.

• Report non-injury RTCs (no comparison as no reliable before figure).

• Assessment of RTC (location and severity).

		ROC ControlWorks logs / Traffic officer liaison meetings /

Stakeholder liaison (if no ControlWorks logs)



		2

		Maintenance access, roadworks and resources

		• Feedback on the use of maintenance access such as: 

· Off network access (inc. fixed access gantries)

- Temporary traffic management (TTM)

• Number of incidents during TTM including: 

- Incidents during deployment and removal

- Vehicle breaches into roadworks

- Technology / power failure

• Severity (consequence) of incidents and near misses

		MSP performance feedback



		3

		Impact of weather conditions

		• Assess if the winter maintenance procedure is performing as expected (note: this will be particularly relevant to snow ploughing activities)

• Record any instances of flooding and its impact, quantitative information will be used if available.

		ROC ControlWorks logs / Traffic officer liaison meetings / MSP performance feedback



		4

		Junction operation

		• Review of junction operation / layout: 

- Identification of congestion seed points and compare to baseline

- Assessment of driver behaviour at junction locations

• Consideration of impact of any emergency areas / laybys on diverges

		Drive through survey / CCTV monitoring / HALOGEN, TCD, TRIS and traffic plots / Traffic officer liaison meetings



		5

		Operational performance 

		• Overall performance of scheme

- Does traffic flow smoothly through the scheme

- Any impact from technology failures or operational issues

• Flow of traffic through all lanes by considering lane utilisation and traffic flow

		Drive through survey / HALOGEN, TCD, TRIS and traffic plots / Traffic officer liaison meetings / Stakeholder liaison



		6

		

		

		 



		7

		

		

		 



		8

		

		

		



		Etc.

		



		

		 

































































1. [bookmark: _Toc137028937]Appendices [as applicable]
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