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INTRODUCTION 
 

This rebuttal addresses claims made in the Appellant’s evidence and with particular reference to the 

following documents:- 

 CD1.5j - Appellant’s Highways Proof of Evidence 

 CD1.5k - Appellant’s Highways Proof of Evidence – Summary 

 CD2.1d - Transport Assessment, prepared by Motion 

 CD2.5d - TN08, Response to Bellamy Roberts Highway & Transportation Considerations 

Report, dated 9th May 2023 

To avoid unnecessary repetition, we will present the majority of our case in respect of Highways at 

the hearing. 

However, there is one topic which it would be helpful to address now – that of ‘Traffic Generation 

and Impact’. 

This topic is quite technical in nature and so we consider it is better aired at this stage so that all 

parties have ample time to consider it and hopefully, so that we might save time at the hearing. 

This is a topic we would have preferred to cover in detail via our Proof of Evidence but (as previously 

explained) the very late disclosure of ‘CD2.5d - TN08, Response to Bellamy Roberts Highway & 

Transportation Considerations Report, dated 9th May 2023’ seriously undermined our ability to 

prepare fully detailed evidence before the deadline for its submission.  NB. Even at the time of 

writing, this document is still missing from the LPA’s Planning Portal. 

Regardless of the circumstances, we have given prior notice of our intent to examine this topic at the 

hearing and the rebuttal issued here is entirely relevant to the Appellant’s Proof of Evidence. 

Based on the information available to me when preparing this document, I confirm that it is accurate 

and that where conclusions are drawn, they are balanced and reasonable. 

Signed: 

 

 

Date:  07 Nov 2023 
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SUMMARY 
 

In CD1.5j (2.9 – 2.14), the Appellant discusses traffic-generation and its impact on the local highway 

network. 

Many of the conclusions they have reached depend heavily on their own projections of the likely 

increase in traffic (2022-2028) and which they estimate to be around 3%. 

The sources of increased traffic are attributable to:- 

 the development itself 

 external factors (‘the background’) 

We will leave our discussion in respect of increases attributable to the development itself until the 

hearing. 

In this document, we will focus on those ‘external factors’ and demonstrate that they have been 

profoundly underestimated by the Appellant. 

The direct consequence of this error is that the Appellant’s prediction of future traffic-growth is 

massively understated. 

Furthermore, the Appellant has not considered the focussed impact of this future traffic-growth 

upon Knowle Lane and Cranleigh. 

We will discuss the significance of this at the hearing; this document serves mostly to explain the 

source of the error. 
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APPELLANT’S CLAIMS 
 

In CD1.5j, the Appellant states:- 

 

The relevant section of CD2/1d states:- 

 

 

The Appellant has therefore claimed that:- 

 Their modelling does ‘take account of future sources of increasing traffic volumes’ 

 Their modelling does ‘take account of … traffic associated with other new developments’ 

 They estimate the increase in traffic between 2022 and 2028 to be around 3.1% 

 

Furthermore, the Appellant places complete reliance on the results obtained from its traffic-

modelling software as the basis for many of its subsequent conclusions. 
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INTRODUCING TEMPRO 
 

Baseline Data and Zones 

In calculating traffic-growth, the Appellant used the “TEMPro” software (freely available online and 

widely used in the industry). 

To summarise its operation, TEMPro takes baseline data, applies various assumptions of what might 

have happened in the past and what might happen in future and then outputs its predictions. 

Like any modelling software, it can only produce results as good as its baseline data and the 

assumptions supplied to it. 

The baseline data for TEMPro is from the 2011 Census and this is summarised at a zonal level. 

A ‘zone’ is the finest level of detail available and typically encompasses part of a town, a larger 

village or the infill area surrounding these.  As such, TEMPro cannot accurately model effects at a 

finer level of detail (for example, a specific road or junction). 

Indeed, specific warnings are provided that TEMPro should not be relied upon for localised 

assessments without suitable corrections having been made [APP-T6].  The importance of this is 

highlighted by the fact its estimates of traffic on rural roads for Cranleigh are reduced because a 

proportion of vehicles are assumed to be travelling on the motorway network (although of course, 

there are no motorways in or near to Cranleigh…) 

Projecting into the Future 

In an attempt to keep its projections aligned with reality, updates are applied from two sources – 

NTEM and NTM.   Collectively, these are forecasts of growth attributable to a variety of factors such 

as population, employment, car ownership, allocation by road-type, etc. 

These updates are not necessarily frequent or particularly recent.  Neither are they claimed to be of 

high accuracy. 

For example, the NTM dataset used by the Appellant’s TEMPro v7.2c would almost certainly have 

included the following update for Waverley (which dates from 2011/12) [CD7.5e p.105].  We have been 

unable to establish if a more recent version is available:- 

 

The Appellant also confirmed that they used the ‘National Transport Model (NTM) RTF 2018 

Scenario 1 dataset’. 

So at this stage, the software used by the Appellant would appear to have been using ‘local’ data last 

updated in 2011/12 and projections last updated in 2018 (before UK left the EU and long before 

COVID).   
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However (and as we will show) we don’t consider this to be the main cause of error.  Whilst these 

‘fudge factors’ are relevant, the underlying data is also of great importance. 

Before progressing, it is important to note that the NTM dataset has no detailed knowledge of local 

factors (such as new housing-developments – either recently built or approved to be built in future).   

There is no ‘real-time’ update feature (or similar) as one might have expected.  Specifically, TEMPro’s 

only way of adjusting figures for the future is to apply the regional ‘guesses’ provided via the 

updates (however outdated those might be). 

So whilst TEMPro might be in common use, it is by no means a fool-proof or infallible tool; at best, it 

can only provide semi-educated guesses as to what might happen (and even then, only at a regional 

level).   

As to why it is still in widespread use, we suspect that in most cases, the errors it might produce are 

small enough to be ‘absorbed’ by the highway network or in all probability, that nobody ever comes 

back to validate its predictions after the event? 

Either way, its use in the context of Knowle Lane (and without suitable corrections) is entirely 

inappropriate. 

As is shown in this rebuttal, if the Growth Factors submitted by the Appellant are to be accepted 

then the following must also be held to be true:- 

 The number of new households in Cranleigh will not exceed 209 whilst 552 new houses are 

to be built there in the same period. 

 The population of Cranleigh will either decrease by 25 or increase to a maximum of 284 

people whilst 552 new houses are to be built there in the same period. 

 The number of new households in the area neighbouring Cranleigh will not exceed 157 

whilst 727 new houses are to be built there in the same period. 

 The population of the area neighbouring Cranleigh will increase by no more than 243 people 

whilst 727 new houses are to be built there in the same period. 

 Collectively, the 1,279 houses approved for development (on or within 2 miles of Knowle 

Lane) will have no impact whatsoever on volumes of traffic on Knowle Lane or its junction 

with the High Street. 
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ALTERNATIVE TEMPRO RESULTS 
 

Having struggled to comprehend the 3% growth figure claimed by the Appellant, we downloaded 

TEMPro v8.1 to see if we could spot an ‘obvious’ issue. 

We included two ‘zones’:- 

 Waverlely 013 (Cranleigh itself) 

 Waverlely 015 (the area wrapped around Cranleigh) 

The justification for including “Waverley 015” is that almost all of the housing approved for 

development by 2028 in that zone is located on its border with Cranleigh’s zone (and very close to 

Knowle Lane).   

Cranleigh is the nearest ‘town’ to these developments and so Knowle Lane (via Wildwood Lane) will 

be a desirable route for new traffic they generate. 

 

Approved Major Developments south of Cranleigh [CD1.6e.iv] 

 

Given the dependency of TEMPro on the underlying ‘prediction’ model (NTEM) we used four 

‘scenarios’ to ensure we didn’t inadvertently bias our results in one direction or the other:- 

 Core 

 High - high rates of population, employment, and GDP growth  

 Low - low rates of population, employment, and GDP growth  

 Regional - (“Levelling Up”) higher relative growth outside London, SE and E. England.  

We first ran each of these scenarios without any alterations to the underlying data (results in 

Appendix A). 

The results were fairly consistent across the scenarios with projections of between 2.3% and 3.9%.   

These results align broadly with the Appellant’s claimed levels of growth (3.1%). 
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Perplexed, we then ‘dug a little deeper’ into TEMPro and discovered that its starting-point involves 

two sets of values - the number of households and the number of jobs it has estimated for the 

relevant years (2022 and 2028 in this case).  

TEMPro then goes on to derive population and employment figures from those (already derived) 

figures before applying its projections (c/o NTM and NTEM) to produce its results. 

When we inspected these underlying figures, we immediately spotted a large discrepancy between 

what TEMPro had ‘assumed’ would happen by 2028 as opposed to the known future.   

For example:- 

 50% of scenarios predicted the population of Cranleigh will fall by 2028 (by 4 or 25 people) 

 Even the “High” model only projected an increase of 284 for Cranleigh’s population 

 There will only be 130-366 new households in the entire area for the period 2022-28 

This cannot possibly be reconciled against the fact that 1,279 new houses are already approved for 

development in these areas 2023-28 (552 of which will be in Cranleigh and the remainder within 2 

miles of Knowle Lane). [CD1.6e.ii] 

(A further 2,226 houses will follow as the result of the Dunsfold Park development but we have 

ignored those in this discussion to stay within the somewhat artificial constraint of 2028). 

So finally, we understood the source of the error – a set of regional assumptions have been applied 

to data that is itself estimated whilst highly relevant, local factors were overlooked. 

Fortunately, TEMPro allows for the use of “Alternative Assumptions” in which you can manually 

override its prediction of future households/jobs with your own figures. 

Consequently, we allocated the known number of new houses (and linearly extrapolated numbers of 

jobs) into TEMPro (Appendix B).  (We note that households and houses are subtly different but for 

our purposes and given the nature of the new builds, we feel that is an academic consideration). 

With this more accurate data fed into the model (to reflect the known situation) then the traffic-

growth figures increase uniformly to an average of 19.5% (Appendix C). 

To calibrate that increase, 19.5% represents a further 1,987 car journeys in the AM peak (a three 

hour period so around 662 per hour). 

It must be noted that the 1,279 developments are close to Knowle Lane (a few of them are actually 

on Knowle Lane) so that the impact is likely to be focussed acutely on Knowle Lane and Cranleigh (vs 

being diluted across the whole of the two areas). 

Therefore, this 19.5% increase across both zones will translate into a much higher percentage 

increase for Knowle Lane and the immediate area.   

According to the Appellant’s traffic-survey, around 302 vehicles per hour were using the junction at 

PM peak in 2022.  If just one tenth of the additional car journeys identified above use this route then 

that will represent an increase of 22% at the junction. 

This is approaching the scale of increase that we locals suspected and now (with suitable inputs) 

TEMPro supports it.  The PICADY analyses previously submitted by various parties demonstrate that 

levels far below this would lead to extreme congestion at Knowle Lane and Cranleigh High Street. 
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APPENDIX A: BASELINE TEMPRO RESULTS 
 

The ‘raw’ (uncorrected) outputs from TEMPro. 

 

  



11 
 

APPENDIX B: TEMPRO CORRECTIONS 
 

The corrections subsequently applied in Appendix C (and derived from CD1.6e.ii). 
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APPENDIX C: CORRECTED TEMPRO RESULTS 
 

The results obtained by applying the corrections from Appendix B to the ‘raw’ results of Appendix A.  (Simple addition of households at 2028 HH and 

extrapolated jobs at 2028 Jobs). 

 


