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1. INTRODUCTION 

Qualifications and Experience 

1.1. My name is James Atkin. I hold the position of Director (Landscape) in the Birmingham 

Office of the Pegasus Group. The Company undertakes all aspects of planning, urban 

and landscape design and environmental planning. I have a Bachelor of Science Degree 

in Landscape Design and Plant Science and a Diploma in Landscape Management, both 

from the University of Sheffield. I am also a Chartered Member of the Landscape 

Institute (2005). 

1.2. I have over 19 years professional experience specialising in the application of landscape 

and visual assessment and the use of best practice guidance. I have authored landscape 

and visual impact appraisals, assessments and evidence, both in the UK and in the 

international context.  

1.3. Prior to joining the Pegasus Group I have worked in multidisciplinary consultancies, 

including Wardell Armstrong LLP and Atkins, advising on landscape and visual matters 

across a range of sectors including power, highways, rail, housing, waste, land 

reclamation and restoration, mineral extraction, commercial developments and 

renewable energy.  

1.4. Since joining the Pegasus Group I have completed a number of detailed LVIA's for sites 

across the UK, including residential development and mixed use development schemes, 

care home developments, solar installations and commercial development. As an 

inherent part of this work I apply an iterative process of landscape and visual appraisal 

and assessment to inform masterplanning principles which avoid or respond to 

landscape and visual constraints and opportunities.  

1.5. In this context I have produced technical documents on landscape and visual matters 

for use in the emerging design process, for planning applications and at appeal. I am 

currently involved in a variety of projects for mixed use and residential masterplans, of 

varying scales between 10 and 1000 units, in both urban and urban fringe 

environments, where matters of sensitive and designated landscapes are key 

considerations. The diversity of these different project types has enabled me to develop 

a strong understanding as to how different landscapes can respond to different types of 

development. 
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Terms of Reference 

1.6. This evidence is written on behalf of Fareham Land LP and Bargate Homes Ltd (the 

appellants) and relates to an appeal for non-determination by Fareham Borough Council 

in respect of two outline applications for residential development, both on land to the 

east of Newgate Lane. This evidence sets out an overview of relevant landscape and 

visual matters.  

1.7. The outline application for 'Land at Newgate Lane (North) (Fareham Land LP; LPA ref. 

P/18/1118/OA) sought permission for: 

• The demolition of existing buildings and development of up to 75 dwellings, open 

space, vehicular access point from Newgate Lane and associated and ancillary 

infrastructure, with all matters except access to be reserved. 

1.8. The outline application for 'Land at Newgate Lane (South) (Bargate Homes Limited; LPA 

ref. P/19/0460/OA) sought permission for: 

• The demolition of existing buildings and development of up to 115 dwellings, open 

space, vehicular access point from Newgate Lane and associated and ancillary 

infrastructure, with all matters except access to be reserved. 

1.9. These are referred to as the 'northern' site and the 'southern' site respectively.  

1.10. Whilst the two sites are subject of separate applications, it is important to note that the 

proposals have always been conceived as a cohesive development, together addressing 

the constraints and opportunities in respect of the local landscape context and providing 

a cohesive and complementary strategy for development and mitigation.  

1.11. The evidence presented herein applies to both appeals, unless specifically stated 

otherwise. 

1.12. Each application was supported by a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA), 

prepared by Pegasus Group on behalf of the appellants. Reference is made to the 

content and findings of these where relevant, supplemented by additional professional 

judgement as necessary. 
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Evidence Structure 

1.13. The evidence is structured as follows, including this introduction (section 1): 

• At section 2, I give a brief description of the appeal sites in their context, and the 

appeal scheme, including an analysis of constraints and opportunities and 

development potential (based on my own observations and judgement); 

• At section 3, I present a brief background to the appeal, including a summary of 

the Council’s reasons for refusal where these are relevant to landscape and visual 

matters; 

• At section 4, I address the key issues in the reason for refusal in respect of 

landscape and visual matters, and present additional analysis of these;  

• At section 5, I address policies relevant to landscape and visual matters; and 

• At section 6, I provide a summary and conclusions. 

1.14. Principles and good practice for undertaking landscape and visual impact assessment 

(LVIA) and/or applying the principles of LVIA are set out in the Landscape Institute (LI) 

and the Institute of Environmental Management (IEMA) Guidelines for Landscape and 

Visual Impact Assessment, Third Edition (2013)1 (GLVIA3). The concepts and 

procedures set out in this guidance have been adopted where appropriate. 

1.15. The professional judgements which are presented in this evidence for this appeal 

(reference LPA reference P/18/1118/OA and P/19/0460/OA) have been prepared in 

accordance with the guidance of my professional institution. I confirm that the opinions 

expressed are my true and professional opinions. 

 

  

 
1 Landscape Institute and Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment, Guidelines for Landscape and 
Visual Impact Assessment 3rd Edition (April, 2013) 
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2. THE APPEAL SITES 

2.1. This section sets out an overview of the appeal sites and their context.  

Overview 

2.2. Together, the appeal sites extend to ca. 10 hectares (ha) of agricultural land, situated 

close to the urban edge of Fareham and Gosport and within a discreet parcel of land 

that is bounded by Newgate Lane to the west, Woodcote Lane to the south and Newgate 

Lane East to the east (with Newgate Lane and Newgate Lane East framing the northern 

edge of the sites also). 

2.3. Hambrook Lodge (accessed from the west, off Newgate Lane) Lodge and its curtilage is 

located between the two sites, but the property (and the access to the property) is not 

included in the red line boundary for the sites. 

2.4. The appeal sites are located outside the defined settlement boundary identified in the 

Local Plan policies map, in a 'Strategic Gap' known as the Fareham/Gosport to 

Stubbington/Lee on Solent Gap (or simply the Fareham - Stubbington Gap).  

2.5. They are not subject to specific statutory or non-statutory landscape related planning 

designations. 

Description and Context 

2.6. The sites are located between Fareham and Gosport, adjacent to the suburbs of Woodcot 

and Bridgemary which are located to the east and adjacent to Peel Common which is 

located to the west.  

2.7. The northern site comprises three enclosures, the largest of which is currently in arable 

production, the smaller two are in pastoral use. These cover an area that surrounds the 

northern extent of Hambrook Lodge which itself includes a number of related buildings 

(some dilapidated) and is generally enclosed by mature vegetation.  

2.8. The southern site comprises four mixed use agricultural enclosures, the fields to the 

east are currently in arable production, whilst the field to the west, adjacent to Peel 

Common and Newgate Lane are in use as pastoral and equestrian paddocks. A small 

watercourse and drainage ditch bisects the southern site and reinforces the 

differentiation between the land uses of the eastern and western areas. 
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2.9. Newgate Lane is located immediately to the west of the sites and forms a connection 

with the southern edge of Fareham and, further south Gosport Road (noting that this is 

closed to traffic but retains a link for pedestrians and cyclists). Immediately to the east 

is the route of the new relief road, Newgate Lane East. Newgate Lane East is accessed 

from Newgate Lane by a T-junction, situated just north of the northern parcel. 

2.10. The wider landscape context is set within the low-lying ground of the coastal plain 

landscapes and characterised by abrupt transitions between the open landscapes of the 

coastal plain and the urban environments which abut these. These urban areas include 

Fareham, Gosport and Woodcot and Bridgemary to the north and east. The settlement 

area of Stubbington, a medium scale, predominantly residential area is located to the 

west. The settlement edge of Stubbington forms the western extent of the Fareham to 

Stubbington strategic gap. In this context the strategic gap comprises an area of open 

landscape that extends across the coastal plain between the local settlement areas. 

Separation is most pronounced across the arable areas between Fareham/Peel Common 

and Stubbington. 

Recent Landscape Change  

2.11. The LVIA reports submitted in support of the planning applications were prepared and 

finalised in late 2018. These included reference to the published landscape character 

study for the Borough (The Fareham Landscape Assessment, 2017) which was prepared 

by LUC on behalf of Fareham Borough Council (FBC) and forms part of the evidence 

base to the current Local Plan.  

2.12. The appeal sites are located in an area defined by the LUC study as 'LCA 8, Woodcot-

Alver Valley' (including sub areas 08.1a and 08.2b). In relation to 'LCA 8, Woodcot-Alver 

Valley', the LUC study acknowledges the emerging proposals of the Fareham bypass 

(Newgate Lane East) and potential strategic housing development on the edge of 

Woodcot/Bridgemary (parcel HA2) and the landscape change that these may bring. 

2.13. Since the publication of the LUC study (and submission of the Pegasus Group LVIA work) 

the proposals for Newgate Lane East have been constructed and the route has been 

open to traffic since April 2018; the majority of landscape works were completed in the 

2018/19 season. 

2.14. Although both the LUC study and the assessment of impacts undertaken in the 

submitted Pegasus Group LVIA make reference to the potential bypass and how it will 
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influence the local landscape, there is now scope to consider the actual and current 

baseline situation.  
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3. BACKGROUND TO THE APPEAL 

3.1. The background to the proposal is set out in full, in the main Statement of Case, 

prepared by Pegasus Group on behalf of the appellant. This section provides a brief 

overview of the background relevant to landscape and visual matters.  

Application 

3.2. The applications were submitted in September 2018 (north) and April 2019 (south), 

with each supported by a separate Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, prepared 

by Pegasus Group (CDA.48 and CDA.106). 

3.3. In respect of both appeal sites, landscape and visual matters formed part of an iterative 

design process that guided the evolution of the masterplans and integration of 

mitigation measures into the schemes.  

3.4. For both sites, the submitted LVIA work demonstrated a limited effect on landscape 

character, whereby impacts are restricted to a local level.  

3.5. The work also demonstrated that the proposed developments would not detract from 

the function of the wider strategic gap, both due to the inherent character of the 

landscape itself, and also due to the physical and visual separation that is present 

between the sites and the more obvious and open part of the strategic gap between 

Peel Common and the eastern edge of Stubbington.  

3.6. For views and visual amenity, the submitted LVIA work also demonstrated that the sites 

(and proposed developments) would be generally screened by existing development and 

existing mature vegetation, the influence of both being augmented by the low lying and 

relatively flat nature of the landform. Prominent views of the sites would only be 

available from its immediate context along Newgate Lane and Woodcote Lane with the 

greatest degree of visual effect from locations immediately adjacent to the sites, and 

from a small number of existing individual residential properties, again, located close to 

(or adjacent to) the site. Together, and in the balance of landscaped and visual matters 

overall, these impacts and effects are were not considered significant in landscape and 

visual terms. 

3.7. During the process of the application, further design changes have occurred; these 

either maintain or improve the proposed mitigation which forms an inherent part of the 

schemes.  
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Further Landscape and Visual Studies 

3.8. Since the submission of the planning applications, the LPA has continued with the 

development and review of the Local Plan.  

3.9. In previous iterations, notwithstanding the continued adoption of ‘Strategic Gap’ policies 

in this part of the Borough, the emerging local plan proposals had identified a ‘Strategic 

Growth Area’ situated across the landscape between Stubbington and Fareham, 

overlapping with a large part of the retained Strategic Gap. This had also indicated the 

inclusion of a housing allocation (HA2) on the southern edge of Fareham.  

Plate 1: Extract from Fareham Draft Local Plan 2036 Supplement 

 

3.10. In that previous iteration, the boundary of the Strategic Gap had been drawn to extend 

up to the settlement edge of Bridgemary (whilst incorporating the proposed housing 

allocation of HA2 and the recently constructed New Newgate Lane). In contrast, the 

Strategic Growth Area had been drawn to an eastern limit up to the existing waste water 

treatment works and the solar farm that are present to the south-west of the edge of 

Approx. location of sites 

Approx. extent of HA2 

Page 10



Fareham Land LP and Bargate Homes Ltd 
Land at Newgate Lane, Fareham, Hampshire 
Proof of Evidence | Landscape and Visual Matters  
 
 

 
28.10.2020 | JWA | BRS.4989 | PoE L&V – FINAL Page | 10  

Fareham, noting that the extent of that boundary would exclude both appeal sites and 

exclude the emerging HA2 allocation.  

3.11. Notwithstanding that the Fareham Landscape Assessment (LUC, 2017) forms part of the 

evidence base for the policy proposals, it was necessary to address the purpose and 

function of the gap and the proposed area of strategic growth. 

3.12. In order to address this issue, Pegasus Group undertook a strategic level study of the 

Fareham-Stubbington Strategic Gap, including the area up to the Gosport boundary 

(CDA.54).  

3.13. The aim of that study was to identify the core areas of Strategic Gap which were 

considered more fundamental to the function of the Strategic Gap in terms of preventing 

coalescence between settlements and maintaining of settlement identities. The study 

identified 'Priority Areas' that should be maintained as Strategic Gap, with areas outside 

of these considered further for growth. 

3.14. The study concluded that areas on the northern and western edges of Stubbington and 

at Fareham (along Longfield Avenue and between Peel Common and 

Woodcot/Bridgemary) can accommodate growth and that development in these areas 

would not fundamentally undermine the physical separation, nor the sense of separation 

between Stubbington and Fareham.  

3.15. During the course of the appeal FBC continued to progress their Local Plan. The evidence 

base to the latest draft Local Plan 2036 included a 'Technical Review of Areas of Special 

Landscape Quality and Strategic Gaps' (2020) undertaken by Hampshire County Council 

on behalf of FBC (CDG.7). The content and findings of this study are considered later 

in my evidence.  

Consultation Responses 

3.16. A summary of the main relevant consultation responses to the application are set out in 

the following section. 

Urban Design, Fareham Borough Council 

3.17. The response from FBC on landscape and visual matters was prepared by the Urban 

Design officer (4th February 2019) (CDB.5a). These comments were limited to the 

northern site and broadly suggested that the proposed development would have an 
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‘unacceptable negative impact upon the integrity of the existing open, predominantly 

rural agricultural character’, of the landscape'. 

3.18. However, it was felt that the conclusions of the consultation response did not sufficiently 

consider the (then) emerging baseline of Newgate Lane East and potential strategic 

development site (HA2), consequently the response overemphasised the degree of 

impact arising from the scheme.  

3.19. In this context Pegasus Group prepared a comprehensive response to address the points 

raised (refer to CDA.41). 

3.20. In a separate, later, response, the Urban Design officer requested that the layout be 

reworked to make a 'less formal block structure' (CDB.5b). These comments were 

addressed in revisions to the LVIA and ILMP, which were resubmitted as LVIA Rev D 

(CDA.48). 

Principal Tree Officer, Fareham Borough Council 

3.21. No objection is raised in response to trees, with the tree officer noting that 'the 

illustrative masterplan shows the developable area with the majority of the existing field 

boundary trees and hedges retained and incorporated into public green space' and 

concluding that 'the principle of development within the area shown is broadly 

acceptable in arboricultural terms'. 

Gosport Borough Council 

3.22. Gosport Borough Council (GBC) have objected to the applications, noting issues of the 

strategic gap and green infrastructure.  

3.23. In relation to the first point, GBC suggest that the 'scale and location will undoubtedly 

harm the integrity of the gap and will diminish the physical and visual separation of the 

settlements.  

3.24. GBC go on to suggest that the sites would diminish the opportunities to make the 

'optimum use' of green infrastructure, and particularly in providing green linkages from 

Fareham to the coast via the Alver Valley Country Park. 
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Natural England 

3.25. The response from Natural England refers to green infrastructure provision, noting that 

the development is within in area that could benefit from enhanced green infrastructure 

provision.  

3.26. In relation to landscape, the Natural England response notes that the proposal does not 

appear to be within, or within the setting of, any nationally designated landscape but 

also notes that proposals should complement, and where possible enhance, local 

distinctiveness, as guided by relevant landscape character assessment for the Borough. 

Environment Agency 

3.27. Further design changes to the masterplan were implemented in response to consultation 

comments from the Environment Agency and their provision of up to date flood map 

data.  

3.28. This resulted in amendments to the southern appeal site and removal of a parcel of 

proposed development from an area to the west of the watercourse.  

3.29. An LVIA addendum (CDA.119) was prepared that addressed the minor design change, 

along with the iteration of the Illustrative Landscape Masterplan. 

Officers Reports to Committee 

3.30. Appeals against the non-determination of the applications were submitted to the 

Planning Inspectorate, and the Council were notified in June 2020 as to the validity of 

these. 

3.31. A report was prepared for Members which confirmed the position of the Council in 

respect of the case that would be presented at a forthcoming appeal, and inviting 

Members to confirm the decision that they would have made, had they been able to 

determine the planning application. 

3.32. In both instances (north and south sites) the reports confirm that they would have 

refused the application.  

3.33. The reports to committee set out a brief summary of the consultation responses received 

under several sub-headings (CDC.1 and CDC.2). Those relevant to landscape and visual 

matters are summarised as follows: 
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Principle/location/policy issues 

• Located in strategic gap; 

• Loss of countryside; 

• Impact on character of the ‘new’ Newgate Lane and the ‘old’ Newgate Lane; 

• Impact on "green belt" (notwithstanding that the site is not in fact in an area 

defined as green belt); 

• The site is not ‘well integrated’ contrary to policy DSP40; 

• Loss of green land and linkages; and 

• Impact on landscape. 

Strategic Gap 

• Impact on the strategic gap; 

• Coalescence of Fareham and Gosport;  

• The proposed development will not strengthen the strategic gap; and  

• Development in the strategic gap will set a precedent for further development. 

Environment 

• Loss of green/open space and loss of agricultural land; and 

• Impact on ability to make optimum use of green infrastructure, including providing 

green linkages from Fareham to the coast. 

3.34. The report includes reference to a petition entitled ‘Stop building in the 

Fareham/Gosport Strategic Gap' that was published in August 2020 and refers to several 

points in respect of landscape and visual matters and the strategic gap.  

3.35. The main issues raised in respect of landscape and visual matters are set in the context 

of Local Plan Policy DSP 40 (paragraphs 8.32 to 8.61 of the North committee report and 

8.31 to 8.6 of the South committee report). 

3.36. The applications were subsequently refused (24th June 2020) (CDC.4) with the reasons 

for refusal as listed in the reports to committee. The overarching reason for refusal state 

that: 

3.37. "The development is contrary to Policies CS2, CS4, CS5, CS6, CS14, CS15, CS16, CS17 

and CS22 of the Adopted Fareham Borough Core Strategy 2011 and Policies DSP6, 

DSP13 & DSP40 of the Adopted Local Plan Part 2: Development Site and Policies Plan, 

paragraphs 103, 109 and 110 of the NPPF and is unacceptable in that:  
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3.38. For the southern site this is identical, save for the omission of reference to Policy CS16. 

3.39. "The development is contrary to Policies CS2, CS4, CS5, CS6, CS14, CS15, CS17 and 

CS22 of the Adopted Fareham Borough Core Strategy 2011 and Policies DSP6, DSP13 

& DSP40 of the Adopted Local Plan Part 2: Development Site and Policies Plan, 

paragraphs 103, 109 and 110 of the NPPF and is unacceptable…" 

3.40. More specific reference to landscape and visual matters is made in the following reasons 

for refusal (noting that these are repeated for both the north and south sites): 

b) The proposed development fails to respond positively to and be respectful of the 

key characteristics of the area and would be harmful to the character and appearance 

of the countryside;  

c) The provision of development in this location would significantly affect the integrity 

of the strategic gap and the physical and visual separation of settlements;  

d) The application site is not sustainably located adjacent to, well related to or well-

integrated with the existing urban settlement boundaries;  

 

3.41. On review of the consultation responses, reports to committee and relevant reasons for 

refusal, several common themes are apparent in respect of landscape and visual 

matters. These are summarised as follows: 

• Issue 1A: What are the key characteristics of the site and its immediate context 

and how have the schemes responded to these in terms of mitigation?  

• Issue 1B: The degree of impact on the key characteristics of the site and its 

immediate context and the extent to which these can be considered as harmful. 

3.42. These matters are effectively addressed in the submitted landscape and visual impact 

assessments which set out a comprehensive baseline for the site and the local landscape 

context, including an assessment of the impact and approach to mitigation. I will return 

to these documents in later sections of my evidence. 

• Issue 2: The purpose and function of the strategic gap in terms of providing 

physical and visual separation between settlements and how the site functions in 

relation to the wider gap. 
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3.43. During the course of the application a 'strategic landscape and visual appraisal' of the 

strategic gap was prepared to identify the role and function of the strategic gap, 

variations therein, the core areas and also how the strategic gap could be maintained 

whilst accommodating the strategic growth in the area. I will return to the gap study in 

later sections of my evidence.  

• Issue 3: The context of the application sites in relation to the existing urban 

settlement edges/boundaries. 

3.44. This issue is also touched upon in the submitted landscape and visual impact 

assessments in terms of the local landscape context to the appeal sites. I will return to 

the relevant findings of the LVIA reports in later sections of my evidence.  

3.45. I consider these issues in the following sections, along with the different parts of the 

reason for refusal, thereafter drawing my conclusions. 
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4. ANALYSIS OF LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL MATTERS 

4.1. In this section I set out an analysis of landscape and visual matters. I have presented 

the analysis under the broad topics raised in the reason for refusal, with reference to 

the key issues identified in the previous section of my evidence. 

Reason for refusal b) The proposed development fails to respond positively to 

and be respectful of the key characteristics of the area and would be harmful 

to the character and appearance of the countryside. 

Landscape character and key characteristics 

4.2. The reasons for refusal suggest that the proposed development fails to respond 

positively to, and be respectful of, the key characteristics of the area. In this section I 

set out the key characteristics relevant to the local landscape character, including 

reference to published guidance, but also with reference to recent landscape change 

that has resulted from the relatively recent completion of the new bypass, Newgate 

Lane East. 

4.3. Landscape character for the area is defined by the 'Fareham Landscape Assessment', 

with the sites being located in the 'Woodcot/Alver Valley landscape character area, sub 

areas 08.1a for the northern site, and 08.1 and a small part of 08.1b for the southern 

site (relevant extracts are included in Appendix FL&BH 1.2.1). Peel Common, along 

with adjacent residential areas and remnant parts of the landscape up to the edge of 

Gosport, are also included in the same LCA; by contrast, the landscape between 

Fareham and Stubbington (including the wastewater treatment plant and solar farms) 

are located within the adjacent area of LCA 7, the Fareham/Stubbington Gap. There is 

a clear difference in the character between these areas that is based on the scale and 

pattern of the landscape, land use, enclosure landscape, and the degree of influence of 

the settlement edge along with urbanising influences. 

4.4. The key characteristics of the relevant LCAs are considered in the baseline of the 

submitted LVIA (para 4.34, CDA.48 and CDA.106) and consequently informed the 

analysis, constraints and opportunities, and ultimately the landscape strategy for the 

mitigation that is included as an integrated part of the two masterplans for northern and 

southern schemes.  

4.5. Greenfield development retains an inherent impact on the physical landscape, but it is 

possible to bring development forward in a positive manner that addresses landscape 

and visual constraints. The appeal schemes do so. Where this positive approach is 
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adopted, the perception of those physical impacts in terms of landscape character are 

also minimised, also something that the schemes achieve. 

4.6. In respect of the key characteristics the Fareham Landscape Assessment (FLA) notes 

that 'key characteristics aim to improve understanding of the how places are distinctive 

and different from one another, rather than being an appraisal for areas that are 'better 

or worse'. It is the second and third sections of the FLA that address Landscape 

Sensitivity and the designations review that address matters of value, sensitivity and 

designations.  

4.7. Key characteristics are defined in the 'Landscape Character Assessment' section of the 

FLA. For the Woodcot/Alver Valley (LCA8) the FLA notes that (FLA, page 62): 

4.8. "The Alver Valley also forms part of the strategic gap separating Fareham and Gosport 

but it is very different in character and scale from the open farmed landscape to the 

west. It comprises a mixed pattern of wooded common, small-scale pasture and ribbon 

development along the corridors of the River Alver and Newgate Lane and is bounded 

to the east by the urban edge of Gosport and to the north by the outskirts of Fareham." 

4.9. This sets out a clear distinction between the landscape context of the site, and the wider 

strategic gap area to the west and north-west, between Fareham and Stubbington. The 

description of the LCA also establishes the influence of the urban fringe; from the edge 

of Gosport, edge of Fareham, but also from ribbon development in the LCA (as reflected 

by the character of Peel Common). These influences should be considered in the 

appraisal of the appeal sites in the context of the local landscape.  

4.10. The LCA defines several 'essential characteristics'. These are set out in the following 

table, set against a brief description as to how the appeal schemes would influence these 

or has responded to these. 

Table 1: Summary of essential characteristics of the Woodcot/Alver Valley 
and anticipated change 

Essential characteristics of the 
Woodcot/Alver Valley 

Influence on landscape and design response 

A mosaic of small and medium scale 
fields at Woodcot, forming a mixture 
of small horse-grazed pasture and 
larger arable fields divided by 
fences, ditches and gappy 
hedgerows; 

The scale and pattern of fields contribute to a more 
enclosed landscape. 

Grazed pasture, equestrian uses are not always 
positive aspects of the landscape and can be seen as 
detracting components of a landscape, driving needs 
for enhancement. 

Development and landscape strategy generally works 
within the scale of the existing field pattern aiming to 
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limit overall 'massing' by working within the existing 
enclosures. 

This has an added benefit that vegetation is retained 
and subsequently enhanced through programmes of 
supplementary planting and longer term management.  

As part of the overall green infrastructure strategy for 
the appeal schemes, the sites can provide additional 
and reinforcement planting to hedgerows with 
additional tree planting also.  

Although this area forms the upper 
part of the Alver Valley it lacks a 
distinct valley character; 

A 'valley' landform is not pronounced here, reinforcing 
that this part of the landscape is a transition between 
the more distinct valley to the south-east and the 
flatter, slightly undulating plain to the west. 

This reinforces the nature of boundaries between 
character areas that they are rarely fixed along a 
defined alignment and instead tend to form a 'merging' 
or transition.  

The hedgerow pattern is gradually 
replaced by scrubby woodland to 
the south, enclosing Chark Common 
and the golf course; 

The hedgerow network is a stronger characteristic of 
the appeal sites and their context, with this network 
forming much of the green infrastructure framework. 

Newgate Lane East has impacted on the network to a 
degree, severing the hedgerows and field patterns in 
some parts of the landscape, particularly in proximity 
to the eastern edge of the appeal sites.  

The appeal schemes incorporate the hedgerow 
network as part of the overall masterplan, using this 
landscape component to guide the scale and form of 
the development envelope. There are likely to be some 
limited losses in parts of the appeal sites but retention, 
management and additional planting can mitigate 
these losses.  

The character is influenced by the 
busy road corridor and the urban 
characteristics of Peel Common and 
Solent Enterprise Zone at HMS 
Daedalus on one side and the urban 
edge of Bridgemary on the other. 

In the local landscape context of the appeal sites, 
urban influences and the settlement fringes are 
generally a prominent feature and, given the appeal 
sites and the surrounding undeveloped landscape 
areas do not existing in isolation, these urban edges 
do have an influence on the local landscape character. 

Newgate Lane East and its associated infrastructure 
(including prominent acoustic fencing, road junctions 
and crossings) have further influenced local landscape 
character, drawing the urban influence into the 
landscape between Peel Common and Gosport (at 
Bridgemary). 

The acknowledge landscape impact largely relates to 
the introduction of residential development into the 
appeal sites. However this will be congruent with the 
settlement pattern of Peel Common due to the 
placement and relationship between the appeal sites to 
Peel Common (along Newgate Lane) and the contained 
to the east and north by the alignment of Newgate 
Lane East. 

There also remains the existing connection between 
Peel Common and the edge of Gosport at Bridgemary, 
whereby the settlement pattern is connected by 
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existing properties along Woodcote Lane and the 
amenity land use of Brookers Field Recreation Ground 
(which is suburban in its character and contrasts to the 
agricultural land uses).  

4.11. Overall, I consider the approach taken to the design of the respective masterplans to 

have adopted a positive approach in landscape and visual terms. The loss of the 

agricultural enclosures and replacement of these areas with residential development is 

largely the main cause of impact, however this is balanced by the response to the grain 

and pattern of the landscape and its scale, as well as the response to the characteristics 

of the landscape, several of which are defined as 'essential' by the published guidance. 

Where these are referenced, mitigation adopts an approach of retention and/or 

enhancement. Further details are described in the following sections.  

4.12. In relation to the scale of the field patterns (and scale of the landscape), this has been 

used to guide the scale and pattern of the development areas on site. Field boundaries 

and parcels of development have been formed within the field patterns and their 

boundaries consequently breaking down the massing of proposed development 

Notwithstanding the change in land use from agricultural fields to residential 

development, this approach to mitigation does draw on and reflect the key 

characteristics. Furthermore, the scale of development is consistent with the types of 

existing residential area that are present in the surrounding context, the appeal sites 

being subservient to the stronger and larger scale residential edges of Fareham and 

Gosport and also being compatible with the adjacent settlement area of Peel Common. 

4.13. In respect of the landform, the proposed development will not unduly influence this 

characteristic; a characteristic which is not necessarily distinctive in any respect. The 

landform of the site in its context is not reflective of the broader Alver Valley and, I 

consider, shows part of a transitional area of topography that emerges from the valley 

and up toward the undulating plain to the north-west. Man made features such as the 

earth banks around the waste water treatment works are also a feature in the local 

landscape, maintaining a distinction between the landscape to the west and east of Peel 

Common.  

4.14. As with the scale of the landscape, the proposed development has intentionally 

incorporated the field boundary hedgerows into the layout as far as possible, retaining 

the existing framework of vegetation. Notwithstanding that this will be set in the 

framework of a residential development and its open spaces, the hedgerow field pattern 

is retained, whereas elsewhere in the LCA (such as the golf courses) it would appear to 

have been eroded). Disruption to the hedgerow network is also apparent as a 
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consequence of the new bypass, Newgate Lane East, which has severed several of the 

local field patterns and hedgerows; the replacement of these with highways green 

infrastructure is acknowledged, but this does not respond to the pattern of the landscape 

in this locality. Vegetation and hedgerows retained within the layout are proposed to be 

augmented with new additional planting, supplemented by added diversity and 

landscape management, and where lost the additional planning will replace these. 

4.15. In relation to urban influences, the landscape impact of introducing residential 

development into the site is acknowledged, and the impacts are clearly set out in the 

submitted LVIA. However in response to landscape character, and the existing 

influences of the urban edge that are noted in the FLA, the site has responded by 

avoiding and minimising this influence. This includes the provision of 'buffers' to form 

an offset to the edge of the proposed development and the adjacent landscape context. 

This will also help to create a partial screen, presenting a scheme that is not entirely 

defensive in terms of how it integrates with the adjacent landscape, but instead adopts 

a more positive approach of presenting a 'fair face' and more attractive, softer 

settlement edge. 

4.16. More detail on landscape character is set out in section 2 of the FLA, relating to local 

landscape character areas and the sensitivity assessment. This divides LCA8 into five 

sub-areas, with areas 08.1a, 08.1b and 08.2a most relevant to the sites given they sit 

adjacent to each other and include the site. 08.2b and 08.2c provide some context to 

the local landscape but sit further afield and are slightly separate from the site context. 
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Plate 2: FLA extract (page 151) showing landscape types for LCA8 

 

4.17. The structure of the landscape of 08.1a and 08.2a is defined predominantly as 'weak 

structure' or 'fringe character' with just a small part of 08.1a that is defined as 'strong 

structure' which is concurrent with parts of the southern site (refer to Plate 2).  

4.18. In relation to the appeal sites, I agree with the definition of the structure as broadly 

'weak' or 'fringe' character. This is because it is reflective of the various suburban 

influences that are prominent in this part of the landscape and contribute to the 

suburban continuity in the landscape that draws Peel Common, Bridgemary, Woodcot 

and the edge of Fareham together. Physical influences include the prominent residential 

edges of Gosport and Fareham, cycleway connections and the alignment of Newgate 
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Lane East (and substantial pieces of highways infrastructure that accompany this), but 

also the pocket of amenity land use situated to the north and south of these areas. 

4.19. The more detailed sections of the LCA do not set out 'key characteristics' (over and 

above the 'essential characteristics' defined for the wider LCA) but instead include a 

more detailed descriptions (refer to Appendix FL&BH 1.2.1). These are presented for 

each sub-area in relation to: 

• the landscape resource (landscape character and quality);  

• the visual environment (views, visual features and viewers); 

• setting of the urban area (contribution to setting and settlement character); and 

• green infrastructure (contribution to green infrastructure). 

4.20. Each also includes descriptions of sensitivity and development potential. 

4.21. The descriptions are extensive, but a summary is presented in the format of addressing 

'development criteria and enhancement opportunities'. This section states that the area 

is of 'high sensitivity' and refers to matters of coalescence and it's 'generally unspoilt 

rural character'.  

4.22. In itself this is a characteristic, but this part of the landscape does not exist in insolation, 

nor is it experienced in isolation and the sense of the rural character is equally influenced 

by the settlement fringe and amenity land uses that are presented by the residential 

areas and nearby sports and playing fields. 

4.23. Furthermore, the FLA goes on to state that: 

4.24. "The situation is further complicated by the proposed new road which will have some 

effect on the integrity and character of the landscape resource and undeveloped gap." 

4.25. Newgate Lane East is now constructed and in use. The route includes additional road 

junctions as well as some prominent fencing along the route, visible from the road but 

also from the local rights of way and settlement fringes. I consider the road has 

effectively severed this part of the landscape, and provided a very urbanised corridor 

that connects previously suburban fringes, linking as it does such features as the urban 

edge of Fareham (with the solar installation and sports facilities also on this edge), the 

waste water treatment works, Peel Common itself and the amenity landscapes of 

Brookers Field recreation ground. 
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4.26. Consequently, this part of the landscape is no longer representative of the 'unspoilt' 

landscape described in the 2017 LA, nor does it fulfil its role of preventing coalescence 

between these edges of the settlement.  

4.27. The FLA does acknowledge that, in relation to sub-area 8.2 there is some potential for 

development, stating that (page 167): 

4.28. "The only opportunities may lie within areas that are closely associated with existing 

development (e.g. at Peel Common or in the SW corner of area 8.2c) and can be 

integrated within the landscape without any physical or perceived encroachment within 

the gap." 

4.29. This part of the landscape does (and will), however, remain distinct from the wider 

strategic gap between Fareham and Stubbington which, in landscape character terms, 

is a clearly distinct part of the landscape from the suburban fringes of Fareham and Peel 

Common.  

4.30. Turning back to the reason for refusal in respect of the key characteristics of the 

landscape, there are several development criteria and enhancement opportunities 

defined by the FLA which the proposed developments positively respond to. The relevant 

issues are set out in the following table, accompanied by a brief response as to how/why 

the proposed development responds positively. Although the two appeal schemes are 

separate applications, I include a plan of a composite landscape strategy that illustrates 

how the landscape strategy forms a comprehensive and connected mitigation strategy 

(refer to Appendix FL&BH 1.2.2). 

Table 2: Summary of LCA8 sub-area development criteria/enhancement 
opportunity and design response of the appeal schemes 

Relevant FLA development criteria 
and enhancement opportunity 

Proposed development design response 

Sub area 8.1 Woodcot  

Maintain and strengthen the existing 
structure of trees, hedgerows and 
other mature vegetation, to maximise 
its landscape and wildlife value and to 
minimise impacts on the rural 
character of the landscape 

The appeal schemes reference the scale and pattern of 
the landscape by placing a limit on the development 
envelope for built form and retaining hedgerow (and 
other) vegetation as far as possible. Losses will be 
mitigated by additional planting.  

The landscape strategy includes for a diverse range of 
tree, hedgerow and grassland areas, contributing to 
biodiversity potential. 

Being contained between Peel Common and Newgate 
Lane East, other than the 'on site' impact, impacts on 
the 'rural character' will be contained and limited.  
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Maintain the essentially open, 
undeveloped character of the public 
open space, playing fields and sports 
facilities within area 8.1b, and be 
designed to relate closely to the 
existing structure of trees hedgerows 
and existing characteristic built 
features within the area 

Brookers Field Recreation ground is located 
immediately to the south-east of the appeal sites with 
additional playing fields and formal play areas located 
on the edge of Fareham to the north of the appeal 
sites. Notwithstanding the connections to these areas 
by the settlement pattern and roads/footpaths, the 
appeal schemes are physically contained and will not 
influence the openness of these areas. 

Avoid any major incursion of the urban 
area into the countryside beyond 
existing well defined boundaries, or 
create significant new pockets of urban 
or urbanising development within open 
farmland 

The presence of the solar farm, waste water treatment 
works and Peel Common itself all form a physical and 
perceptual barrier to the west; these are further 
reinforced for much of the western edge by various 
tree and woodland cover. To the east, Newgate Lane 
East has severed the agricultural landscape and now 
broadly forms an eastern limit to the appeal schemes, 
however there remains a perception and some physical 
connection to Bridgemary. Overall this does not 
represent a 'major incursion; into the countryside as in 
either respect, the appeal schemes will form an 
appropriate fit with the existing settlement patterns.  

Protect the area’s role in maintaining 
the separation of settlements and a 
clear distinction between urban and 
rural areas. In particular, avoid ribbon 
development strung out along road 
corridors (e.g. along the existing and 
proposed new alignment of Newgate 
Lane) and any development beyond 
the existing urban edge that cannot be 
successfully integrated within the 
existing landscape structure and which 
could affect the visual, physical or 
perceived integrity of the strategic gap 

As noted, Peel Common and its immediate environs 
form a distinct edge to the settlement pattern 
associated with the edge of Fareham and Gosport. The 
appeal schemes will not breach this and will not have 
an impact on the overall strategic gap to the edge of 
Stubbington.  

In terms of ribbon development, together the appeal 
schemes will present an area of development that 
dovetails with the existing settlement pattern of Peel 
Common which in itself is partly comprised of ribbon 
development along Newgate Lane. The appeal 
schemes will alter this and consolidate the settlement 
pattern of Peel Common as a small core settlement 
area within the broader strategic gap (much in the way 
that Titchfield, to the north, exists between Titchfield 
Common and Fareham). 

Maintain significant distance and 
separation from the corridor of the new 
road to minimise its urbanising effects 
upon the rural character of the area 

The appeal schemes include a landscape buffer along 
their eastern edge which will integrate with the linear 
landscape proposals that have been implemented to 
mitigate the urbanising influence of the new road.  

Avoid the introduction of tall buildings 
or structures that would be particularly 
visually prominent within the open, flat 
landscape 

The appeal sites are physically well contained by the 
combination of existing built form and green 
infrastructure and consequently it is not considered 
that residential development on the appeal sites will be 
particularly visible or prominent.   

Protect and enhance enjoyment of the 
landscape by maintaining and 
enhancing the existing areas of public 
open space and access network, and 
by making further provision for 
accessible greenspace and access links 
within and across the area 

The appeal schemes will not unduly affect any of the 
open spaces in the area, not are they prominent or 
visible from the open spaces or prominent from the 
local PROW network.  

Furthermore, green infrastructure and open space is 
included on the western edges of the appeal sites 
which makes further provision for accessible green 
space and green links.  
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Provide substantial new investment in 
the landscape through extensive tree, 
hedgerow and woodland planting using 
native broadleaved species appropriate 
to the locality and soil conditions and 
habitat creation to diversify the 
intensively farmed landscape 

The appeal schemes include for a range of landscape 
and habitat types as part of the landscape strategy. 
Use of native and locally prevalent species would be an 
inherent part of the proposals and this element of 
detailed design can be controlled by condition.  

Demonstrate design that has minimal 
impact on the surrounding landscape 
and is in keeping with the character of 
the local landscape context 

The detailed LVIA, along with additional analysis in this 
evidence, illustrates that mitigation measures will be 
successful in minimising impacts in respect of both 
landscape and visual matters.  

Sub-area 8.2 – Peel Common and Alver 
Valley 

 

Safeguard the area’s vital role in 
maintaining the separation of 
settlements and a clear distinction 
between urban and rural areas. In 
particular, avoid ribbon development 
along road corridors (e.g. Broom Way, 
Shoot Lane and Gosport Road) and any 
development beyond the existing urban 
edge that cannot be successfully 
integrated within the existing 
landscape structure and which could 
affect the visual, physical or perceived 
integrity of the strategic gap; 

The appeal schemes will consolidate the settlement 
pattern f Peel Common and can be integrated into the 
landscape with very limited influence on the adjacent 
landscape areas, particularly due to the considerable 
degree of enclosure from existing green infrastructure.  

The integrity of the overall strategic gap will be 
retained; where this is narrowed between  

Maintain the distinctly ‘isolated’ nature 
of settlement at Peel Common and 
ensure that any potential small-scale 
infill development within this area 
effectively ‘rounds off’ rather than 
extends the settlement boundary, to 
avoid the risk of physical or perceived 
coalescence with other built areas; 

The appeal schemes will consolidate the settlement of 
Peel Common being limited as they are by the 
alignment of Newgate Lane East. The appeal sites 
represent an opportunity to round off this edge of the 
settlement, up to the existing junction, without overly 
diminishing the remaining countryside to the east of 
Newgate Lane East. Further south, the perception of 
separation between the existing edges of Peel 
Common and Bridgemary is already limited due to the 
presence of residential development along Woodcote 
Lane and also the amenity character of Brookers Field 
Recreation Ground which influences character at a 
local level.  

Protect the semi-rural, undeveloped 
character of areas 8.2b and c; 

The appeal sites are separated and distinct from these 
areas due to distance and the alignment of the Gosport 
Road.  

Maintain and strengthen the existing 
structure of woodland, trees, 
hedgerows and other mature 
vegetation in all parts of the area, to 
maximise its landscape and wildlife 
value; 

As previously noted, the comprehensive landscape 
strategy would deliver this.  

In particular, maintain and enhance the 
mosaic of woodland, heathland, 
grassland and wetland habitats of 
value within the Lee-on-the-Solent golf 
course at Chark Common and 

As previously noted, the comprehensive landscape 
strategy would deliver this – the strategy includes for 
diversity of habitats and landscape components.  
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encourage further habitat creation and 
diversification within intensively 
managed areas to maximise wildlife 
and landscape value; 

Avoid the introduction of tall buildings 
or structures that would be particularly 
visually prominent within the 
landscape; 

As noted, the appeal schemes will not be unduly 
prominent in the landscape and are both physically 
and visually well contained.  

Protect and enhance enjoyment of the 
landscape by maintaining and 
enhancing the existing areas of public 
open space and access network, and 
by making further provision for 
accessible greenspace and access links 
within and across the area, particularly 
along the River Alver corridor and with 
the Country Park to the south; 

The appeal schemes include areas of green 
infrastructure and open space which will make a 
positive contribution to the network of green 
infrastructure in the area. Connections to the River 
Alver corridor and Country Park will not be impacted.  

Demonstrate design that has minimal 
impact on the surrounding landscape 
and is in keeping with the character of 
the local landscape context. 

As noted, the detailed LVIA, along with additional 
analysis in this evidence, illustrates that mitigation 
measures will be successful in minimising impacts in 
respect of both landscape and visual matters. 

Use native broadleaved species 
appropriate to the locality and soil 
conditions in new tree and hedgerow 
planting. 

Also as noted, the use of native and locally prevalent 
species would be an inherent part of the proposals and 
this element of detailed design can be controlled by 
condition. 

Interim summary on landscape character 

4.31. In this section so far, I have considered the first part of the reason for refusal (b), 

namely that the proposed development fails to respond positively to and be respectful 

of the key characteristics. This includes: 

• A description of the characteristics with reference to the published guidance, 

reiterating that this baseline position was fully considered and acknowledged in 

the submitted LVIA; 

• That there is a distinction in landscape character between this area (the site and 

its context) and the wider part of the strategic gap between Fareham and 

Stubbington; 

• That the published baseline makes clear reference to the suburban nature and 

influences in this part of the landscape and that it gives give some context to the 

scope for potential development in this area; 

• That this baseline is slightly out of date by virtue of Newgate Lane East, which is 

now constructed and in operation; 

• Having set out this baseline position on the key characteristics, I have also 

described clearly, again reiterating that this was addressed in the submitted LVIA, 
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how the proposed development responds to these characteristics through the 

landscape strategy that forms the basis for the proposed development.  

4.32. The mitigation strategy is largely integrated into the proposed development as a whole, 

with landscape and visual matters addressed in the layout, extent of developable area, 

green infrastructure strategy and areas of open space.  

4.33. In summary, the appeal schemes can clearly demonstrate how they have responded 

positively to the local landscape character and is respectful of this through the 

restrictions placed on built form and nitration of green infrastructure an open space 

(with associated landscape proposals) as an integral and positive component of the 

masterplan for the two appeal sites.  

4.34. Not only is the landscape strategy consistent with the local landscape character, it also 

plays an important role in terms of lessening the predicted impacts of the 'built' 

component of the developments (as does the baseline context of the suburban edges of 

the settlement).  

4.35. This leads me to the second part of the reason for refusal (b) where it suggests that the 

proposed development would be 'harmful' to the character and appearance of the 

countryside.  

Impacts on the character and appearance on the countryside 

4.36. In respect of landscape and visual matters, it is typical for landscape character to 

discussed first, with views/visual receptors and appearance following. However, I will 

address the visibility and perception of the site (and proposed development) up front as 

it sets a very useful the context in respect of landscape character.  

4.37. It is important to note that a comprehensive landscape and visual impact assessment 

was prepared in support of the applications. These present a technical assessment of 

the baseline scenario, judgements on landscape value, susceptibility and overall 

landscape sensitivity as well as consideration of visual impacts from a range of visual 

receptors in the local area.  

4.38. The technical assessment and professional judgements therein are based on a 

transparent approach and can be referred to for specific points. Overall, notwithstanding 

that there is an inevitable landscape impact on the appeal sites and that for locations 

directly adjacent to or close to the appeal sites might be of a higher significance of 
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effect, the overall balance of judgments found that, this degree of impact was acceptable 

and that mitigation had been successful in avoiding or minimising the impact and effect.  

4.39. The overall visibility of the appeal sites is defined as follows: 

• To the north, the visibility of the appeal sites is restricted to a short section of 

Newgate Lane and the junction/short section of Newgate Lane East. Views from 

the more northern section of Newgate Lane, and also the route of the public 

footpath between Newgate Lane and Woodcot, are generally screened by 

intervening vegetation and the route of Newgate Lane East;  

• To the east, the visibility of the appeal sites is restricted to locations on the very 

edge of Woodcot and Bridgemary. This is generally restricted to the upper storeys 

of residential properties situated on the very edge of the settlement, views from 

ground floor levels and the street scene being generally screened by intervening 

vegetation. Newgate Lane East is highly visible from the east, large sections of the 

route being defined by tall acoustic fencing panels. In the future, views from the 

east of the appeal schemes is likely to be further screened and contained by the 

highways mitigation planting along Newgate Lane East, which will form a linear 

belt of green infrastructure in views from this direction; 

• To the south, the visibility of the site is limited to a small number of properties 

located off Woodcote Lane, with filtered views from the road itself. Some views 

from Newgate Lane East and Newgate Lane will also be available, albeit limited in 

duration. In the longer term, highways mitigation planting will screen such views; 

and 

• To the west, the visibility of the site is limited to the route of Newgate Lane with 

views from locations further west (including public footpaths) being screened by 

various sections of green infrastructure. 

4.40. On balance, the potential visibility of the appeal schemes is very restricted and highly 

localised. Higher sensitivity receptors such as PROW have very few views. Views from 

receptors across the strategic gap between Stubbington and Peel Common (including 

PROW) will have no views. 

4.41. Views from Bridgemary, although partially available now, are influenced by highways 

infrastructure of Newgate Lane East and in the longer term will potentially be fully 

screened by the mitigation planting along that route. 

4.42. What remains is a small number of private dwellings in relatively close proximity to the 

appeal sites and some public vantage points from the local road network that have views 
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of the proposed developments. Such locations include a short section of Newgate Lane, 

the passing traffic (and receptors) along Newgate Lane East, and a short section of 

Woodcote Lane. 

4.43. I raise the matter of views/visibility in the first instance, not just to demonstrate how 

limited the potential views and visual impacts are in their extent, but also to 

demonstrate that any perception of the change to landscape character is equally limited. 

In turn, this influences the extent to which any impact could be judged as 'harmful' to 

the character and appearance of the landscape. 

4.44. In respect of character and appearance of the landscape, the limited 'scale of change' 

is just one consideration in the balance of judgement, other matters that are accounted 

for in the LVIA process include the nature of change. In this case, the appeal sites are 

not located in a landscape context where residential development, or other urbanising 

influences, are absent. 

4.45. The settlement edges at Bridgemary and Fareham are prominent and influential on the 

local character; the appeal sites sit adjacent to Peel Common and the appeal schemes 

will complement this settlement pattern, particularly given its containment by the route 

of Newgate Lane East. Amenity landscapes are present in the form of Brookers Field 

Recreation Ground and the open spaces and sports fields to the north of the appeal 

sites.  

4.46. The agricultural components of the landscape are noted and included in the 

consideration of landscape impacts, however the peri-urban influences described above 

are also a relevant part of the baseline consideration against which impacts are judged.  

4.47. Impacts are also judged on the basis of avoiding or minimising the type and extent of 

any impact and the positive design approach, reflective of the local landscape context, 

is successful in avoiding and reducing such impacts. Previous sections of my evidence 

have clearly demonstrated the positive approach to mitigation.   

4.48. Overall, an inevitable impact on the landscape will generated, largely due to the loss of 

agricultural land to built development. This is addressed by the LVIA which, in reference 

to the relevant character area if the ‘Woodcot/Alver Valley LLCA - Sub area 08.1a’ 

concluded that the magnitude of impact within the study area will be medium which, 

assessed alongside the low to medium sensitivity, would result in a minor to moderate 

adverse effect. 
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4.49. In terms of landscape and visual impact assessment, this is at the lower end of the scale 

for the assessment of significance (which general range across a scale of negligible, 

minor, moderate and major). At this level of significance, at the lower end of the 

threshold, these impacts are considered to be acceptable in landscape terms and do not 

constitute an overall 'harm' to the landscape. 

c) The provision of development in this location would significantly affect the 

integrity of the strategic gap and the physical and visual separation of 

settlements;  

4.50. In this section I consider the purpose and function of the strategic gap in terms of 

providing physical and visual separation between settlements and how the site functions 

in relation to the wider gap.  

4.51. During the course of the application a 'strategic landscape and visual appraisal' of the 

gap was prepared and submitted and this addresses issues in respect of function of the 

gap, core areas and how the strategic gap can be maintained whilst accommodating the 

strategic growth in the area. 

4.52. The overarching aim was to establish which areas of the gap were a priority to maintain 

its function and separation between settlements, and which parts of the gap could, 

subject to further detailed assessment, accommodate some form of built development 

that would be integrated, not highly visible and ensuring that it would not erode the 

physical, visual and perceived gap.  

4.53. Albeit undertaken at a high level, the study found that the appeal sites (and landscape 

generally between Peel Common and Fareham/Gosport) were not a priority area 

required to maintain the integrity and function of the wider Fareham to Stubbington 

Strategic Gap.  

4.54. In September 2020, in support of the emerging Local Plan, the evidence base was 

updated to include a recent study of strategic gaps across the Borough. 

4.55. This document, a 'Technical Review of Areas of Special Landscape Quality and Strategic 

Gaps' was undertaken by Hampshire County Council on behalf of FBC and published in 

September 2020 (CDG.7). The study undertook a technical review of the six proposed 

'Areas of Special Landscape Quality' and two proposed strategic countryside gaps 

(including the Meon Gap and the Fareham and Stubbington Gap). 

4.56. The study reiterates the Fareham Draft Local Plan 2036, stating that (page 5, CDG.7): 
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4.57. “…Strategic Gaps do not necessarily have intrinsic landscape value but are important in 

maintaining the settlement pattern, protecting settlement identity and providing green 

infrastructure opportunities (page 27, Fareham Draft Local Plan 2036)" 

4.58. Study states that the approach and methodology established a set of criteria for 

determining strategic gap characteristics and boundaries 

4.59. The executive summary makes two observations in respect of the Fareham to 

Stubbington Strategic Gap, stating that (following extracts from pages 6 and 7 of the 

study, CDG.7): 

"The Fareham-Stubbington Strategic Gap is proposed for continued designation, also 

having strong sub-regional agreement for its designation, and a clear role in 

preventing settlement coalescence through continued and heavy pressure for 

Southern expansion of Fareham and Northern and Eastern expansion of Stubbington, 

but it is considered that there are some opportunities for development to be 

accommodated within the landscape, without compromising the Strategic Gaps 

function… 

Possible adjustments to the Fareham-Stubbington Strategic Gap could be considered 

in the following locations: 

• An area to the South of Fareham, and west of HMS Collingwood, as some 

development in this area could be visually absorbed into the Gap without 

compromising the Gap function… 

It is also noted that the Newgate Lane Area (Newgate Lane West and East from 

Fareham to Peel Common Roundabout) has undergone a significant amount of change 

in the recent past." 

4.60. The study goes on to 'test' a series of areas against defined criteria, including primary 

and secondary measures (described on page 19 of the study, CDG.7). These are 

summarised in the following table. 

Table 3: Summary of primary and secondary measures for strategic gap 
criteria 

Principles of primary measures Principles of secondary measures 

Physical and visual separation: 

- absence of urban land uses 

Green infrastructure provision: 

- role and purpose of green infrastructure 
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- primarily an absence of residential 
development 

- feeling relatively tranquil 

- have dark night skies 

- retain a sense of leaving a settlement, 
passing through a distinct tract of 
countryside before entering another 

- maximum and minimum distances are a 
'rule of thumb' 

- influence appropriate gap distances 

 

4.61. Further detail of these measures is set out in the detailed methodology to the study. 

Also in relation to the approach and methodology of the study, it notes that (page 20, 

para 45, CDG.7): 

4.62. "Whilst it has been stated earlier that Strategic Gaps, do not necessarily have an intrinsic 

landscape value, landscape character and it’s quality does have a role to play in helping 

to understand and determine the extent of a gap and it’s sensitivity to development…" 

4.63. Chapter 4 of the study sets out an overview of the Strategic Gaps, it states that (page 

84, para 8, CDG.7): 

4.64. "The aim of the Fareham-Stubbington Gap is to avoid coalescence between the 

settlements of: Fareham and Bridgemary, with Stubbington and Lee-on-the-Solent." 

4.65. The study goes on to define a series of 'key features' within the Fareham to Stubbington 

Gap (page 96, CDG.7). I summarise these in the following table, along with a brief 

analysis as to whether these key features are reflected by the appeal sites and their 

immediate context. 

Table 4: Summary of the defined 'Fareham-Stubbington Gap' key 
characteristics 

Key feature as defined by the 
study 

Relevance to the appeal sites and context 

Open, predominantly arable 
farmland and horticulture with 
some glasshouses, a weak 
hedgerow structure and few trees 

This is reflective of the core part of the gap, whereas 
the appeal sites are contained within a smaller scale 
arable landscape contained by a strong framework of 
hedgerows and hedgerow tree. This distinction is 
acknowledged by the defined landscape character 
guidance. 

Consequently, given the fundamental difference in 
landscape character here, the appeal schemes will not 
unduly influence this particular key feature. 

The settlement edges are for the 
most part well screened by mature 
tree canopy, but there is some 

The landscape context to the appeal sites also include 
the settlement edge of Gosport at Bridgemary, which is 
also visually apparent from the local landscape. Closer 
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minor visual intrusion from 
Fareham, Stubbington and HMS 
Collingwood 

to the appeal sites, Peel Common forms an incidental 
'satellite' of the settlement pattern which has grown out 
of ribbon development along Newgate Lane and this is 
more prominent in the local landscape context.  

Given the existing context of the residential edges, 
particularly Peel Common, the appeal schemes are not 
considered to unduly influence this key feature of the 
Strategic Gap, particularly given the urbanising 
influence (and associated infrastructure of Newgate 
Lane East) along with mitigation in the appeal schemes 
which includes landscape buffers and additional 
landscape planting. 

A few scattered 
farmsteads/horticultural holdings 
and a mosaic of small fragments 
of open farmland and horse 
grazed pastures sandwiched 
between. 

 

This is more reflective of the appeal site and their local 
context, however it is useful to contrast this with similar 
farmsteads and horticultural buildings set within the 
more open arable landscape to the west. Fragmentation 
f the arable landscape in this area has also occurred 
through te implementation of Newgate Lane East which 
has severed several field parcels and hedgerows 
through the area.  

The appeal schemes have taken an approach of 
minimising impacts through reference to the scale and 
field pattern within the landscape which has define the 
development envelopes for built form. Notwithstanding 
this positive approach, there is an acknowledged loss of 
agricultural land. 

Large scale non-agricultural uses 
of business and airfield 
development at Solent Airport in 
Daedalus to the south. 

There is limited physical and visual connections between 
the appeal sites and these features. 

The appeal schemes will not increase the prominence or 
extent of these uses in the landscape.  

Utilities of: 

Peel Common Water Treatment 
Works enclosed from views by an 
earth bund and mature tree belt 

Peel Common Solar Farm 

Both utilities are in close proximity to the appeal sites, 
the former acting as one of the main features that 
enclosure the appeal site physical and visually and 
restrict the potential visibility of the appeal schemes in 
terms of visual effects. 

These features effectively contain the appeal scheme 
and prevent any perception (physically or visually) of 
them from the west, and in particular from the context 
of the arable landscape across to Stubbington.  

Construction site of Stubbington 
Bypass, which will provide an 
east-west route through the gap 
that has not previously existed. 

This feature is physically and visually separate from the 
appeal schemes, but will likely introduce a detracting 
feature into the landscape, much in the same way 
Newgate Lane East has in the locality of the appeal 
sites.  

Urban fringe character of Peel 
Common residential area 

The appeal sites are located adjacent to the 'satellite' 
residential area of Peel Common and will consolidate 
this area of the settlement. 

In terms of the gap, notwithstanding the extension of 
the settlement (albeit limited y the alignment of 
Newgate Lane East, the gap will continue to function 
much in the same way that the strategic gap in the 
north continues to function, with the consolidated 
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settlement area of Titchfield situated between the two 
more pronounced settlement edges.  

Recently completed highway 
works to Newgate Lane and Peel 
Common Roundabout, with 
associated noise attenuation 
fencing and bus and cycle 
infrastructure.  

Overall these key features reflect the independent 
judgements in the LVIA and earlier in this evidence as to 
the impact of Newgate Lane East on the landscape.  

In term of the gap, these features conflict with some of 
the primary measures in relation to tranquillity and 
drawing a distinction between settlements along major 
routes.  

4.66. In respect of the Fareham-Stubbington Gap, the study draws together key conclusions 

in respect of the primary and secondary measures. Several key conclusions are 

summarised as follows (I include the full extract of the conclusions at Appendix FL&BH 

1.2.3 of my evidence): 

• Minimum and maximum distances of ca. 300m to 1.8m [sic] (assumed km); 

• That Peel Common represents a 'false' settlement edge; 

• Two areas of the gap have distances of 350m and 300m but that these distances 

are still perceived ass a sense of separation between neighbouring settlements, 

partly due to presence of mature vegetation; 

• These represent 'minimum' gaps (within the 'rule of thumb') but are not 

appropriate to become a standard dimension as they would be weak and at risk of 

being lost (i.e. they are acceptable, but not ideal) – furthermore they function due 

to the context of linking to wider sections of the gap either side; 

• Moderate to large gap distances of ca. 600m to 1.8km are 'good' distances; 

• Presence of urban land uses can correspond to loss of tranquillity and dark night 

skies as urban fringe characteristics 'creep into the gap'; 

• In terms of land uses, sports fields and recreation grounds on the fringes of urban 

settlements have the potential to bring urbanising influence; 

• In comparison to the Meon Gap there is not the same level of GI resource, however 

measures could be taken to increase these through positive environmental 

management; and 

• Mitigation will be required where there is considered to be capacity to absorb 

development. 

4.67. These conclusions are illustrated in the study by analysis diagrams of legibility/visibility 

and key distances (refer to extracts at Plates 3 and 4). 
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Plate 3: Extract illustrating the analysis of legibility/visibility 

 

Plate 4: Extract illustrating key distances across the strategic gap 
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4.68. Having considered the analysis of the gap study, I refer back to the executive summary 

of the gap study where it notes that there exists some opportunities for development to 

be absorbed within the strategic gap without compromising its function. Further to 

illustrative extracts (Plates 3 and 4) I include some additional analysis of the gap in 

the context of the appeal sites (refer to Appendix 1.2.4, Landscape Analysis of the 

Strategic Gap).  

4.69. The study suggest that an area south of Fareham and west of HMS Collingwood be 

considered, however this would place development in a more open and exposed part of 

the landscape, at a point where the existing gap (between HMS Collingwood and 

Newlands Farm/Stubbington) is only between ca. 325m and 550m. This would seem to 

contradict some of the principles set out in the analysis and conclusions.  

4.70. I don't intend to critique the approach of the strategic gap study or its analysis, however 

I do think it is necessary to interrogate the robustness of the overall conclusions. The 

aims of the study include a review of the function of the strategic gaps in the Borough, 

but also to consider their boundaries. The study includes the necessary analysis to 

present a clear evidence base for amending boundaries in parts of the strategic gap. In 

relation to the edges of Fareham and Gosport, there is no recommendation to adjust 

the boundaries in this area, despite the findings of the study that: 

• Some physical coalescence has already occurred; 

• These are some of the narrowest parts of the gap, resulting in a 'minimum 

functioning gap, that is weak'; 

• Suburban edges and influences are often prominent, which reduces the 

effectiveness of the gap, including loss of tranquillity and presence of lighting; 

• Recreational land uses are present in the form of several sports and recreation 

grounds and these are noted as an issue in terms of their 'visual appropriateness'; 

and 

• The road network is such that there is no genuinely clear experience of a break 

between the settlement areas, particularly between Peel Common, Bridgemary 

and the southern edge of Fareham. 

4.71. In relation to the landscape around the appeal sites, and particularly between Peel 

Common and Bridgemary, I cannot see how these trends would be reversed nor how 

the strategic gap could be strengthened, particularly with Newgate Lane East now 

forming such a strong urbanising feature in the local landscape context. The result is 

now the continued inclusion of a part of the gap that is weak and under pressure in the 

long term.  
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4.72. In that context I would think a logical and appropriate conclusion for the study would 

be to amend the boundary to omit this part of the landscape from the strategic gap, 

creating capacity for appropriate forms of development that could come forward with a 

strong framework of green infrastructure and mitigation. This would place an emphasis 

on the importance of the core, priority areas of the gap, between Fareham and 

Stubbington where the gap clearly delivers its role and function in full. However, I do 

appreciate that this is not the conclusion of the published study.  

4.73. Returning to the conclusions of the study, it notes that development coincidental with 

LCA8 (Woodcot-Alver Valley) would be inappropriate. However, it goes on to state that 

Gosport and Fareham have already partly coalesced (along the A32) and that urban 

characteristics are present throughout the study area 8C (which is coincidental with the 

appeal sites).  

4.74. Given the urbanising influences, along with the considerable green infrastructure which 

provide appropriate visual qualities and separation thresholds, I consider that 

development in this area would not be inappropriate, particularly given that the inherent 

mitigation would also contribute substantially to the green infrastructure network (as 

illustrated on the Composite Landscape Strategy (refer to Appendix FL&BH 1.2.2)  

4.75. Having considered the analysis within the study analysis of the Fareham to Stubbington 

gap, I consider the appeal sites are well placed to accommodate development without 

undue consequences or impacts on the role and function of the strategic gap. This is on 

the basis that (refer also to Appendix FL&BH 1.2.4): 

• In relation to distances, the appeal schemes will reduce the gap between 

Bridgemary and Stubbington physically from ca. 1.6km to ca. 1.1km which 

remains a considerable distance and well within the thresholds of the 'rule of 

thumb' appropriate distances; 

• In terms of visibility, the appeal schemes will be physically and visually well 

contained – they site within the strong green infrastructure framework that is 

evident by blocks of woodland and tree lined hedges which screen or partially 

screen views – furthermore they will not be visible across the strategic gap from 

Stubbington; 

• Existing screening is present immediately adjacent to the appeal sites in terms of 

the woodland around the waste water treatment works, also along Newgate Lane 

and within the merging framework of vegetation along Newgate Lane East that 

will continue to establish and increasingly provide a robust visual screen from the 

east; 
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• The surrounding context and urbanising influences, including the settlement area 

of Peel Common which reduce the degree of change; 

• The opportunity to contribute to, and maintain, a strong green infrastructure 

network that complements both the strategic gap and the areas of settlement, in 

the form of the landscape d areas and landscape buffers along the eastern and 

western edges of the appeal sites which will reinforce and connect the linear routes 

which cross broadly north to south through this area; 

• In connection with the green infrastructure provision, the ability to incorporate 

substantial mitigation that will successfully avoid or minimise landscape and visual 

effects.  

4.76. I also note that, notwithstanding differences in the technical approaches, the Pegasus 

group and Hampshire County strategic gap studies both independently acknowledge 

that the strategic gap can accommodate some form of growth and development within 

it. Both also recognise the need for additional, more detailed assessment on a site 

/project basis.  

4.77. For the appeal schemes, this more detailed site analysis has been completed in the form 

of the submitted landscape and visual impact assessments. This iterative approach to 

design, based on the impact assessment, has informed the inherent mitigation to the 

masterplan and concludes that the proposed developments would be acceptable. 

4.78. On this basis, I consider that the appeal schemes can come forward without a significant 

effect on the integrity and function of the strategic gap and without conflict to the aim 

of the Fareham to Stubbington Gap which is to avoid coalescence between Fareham and 

Bridgemary with Stubbington and Lee-on-the-Solent.  

d) The application site is not sustainably located adjacent to, well related to 

or well-integrated with the existing urban settlement boundaries. 

4.79. The final issue raised buy the reason for refusal in respect of landscape and visual 

matters related to the settlement boundaries and relationship between the sites and the 

urban edge. 

4.80. Notwithstanding that this is more generally a planning matter related to the definition 

of settlement boundaries, I consider it useful to briefly consider the existing urban and 

suburban areas from a landscape and visual perspective; including how these relate to 

the site. This includes reference to Newgate Lane East and the potential 'future baseline' 

that could include emerging development of the former HA2 allocation.  
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4.81. In the context of the appeal sites, the current settlement pattern is defined by the edges 

of Fareham and Bridgemary which are generally defined by residential development, 

including some green infrastructure. Other settlement areas are that of Peel Common, 

which would appear to be a small 'satellite' of predominantly residential development, 

historically small scale ribbon development along Woodcote Lane and Newgate Lane. 

There is a mix of dwellings in terms of age, appearance and scale, and no one aspects 

really binds the settlement character together or delivers a unique sense of place.  

4.82. The strategic gap study describes Peel Common as a 'false urban edge' and this is likely 

due to the visibility of dwellings on the approach from Stubbington, which briefly gives 

way to the open space of Brookers Field Recreation Ground before entering Gosport.  

4.83. The surrounding landscape context to Peel Common is influenced equally by the 

agricultural landscape along with several areas of recreational open space and sports 

pitches. Newgate Lane East, Peel Common Roundabout and the utilities of Peel Common 

solar farm and the waste-water treatment works are all notable features that influence 

the character and pattern of the satellite settlement.  

4.84. In terms of the more extensive urban areas that are located nearby, there is some 

connectivity close to Gosport Road a partial connection between Peel Common to 

Gosport in the form of Woodcote Lane (and its associated residential dwellings) and the 

amenity open space of Brookers Field Recreation Ground.  

4.85. The reason for refusal suggests that the appeal schemes will not relate to, or integrate 

with, the existing urban settlement boundaries.  

4.86. However, the appeal sites are located immediate to the east of Newgate Lane, and are 

physical contained by the alignment of Newgate Lane East; they sit immediately 

adjacent to the existing residential dwellings off Woodcote Lane and directly opposite 

the mix of dwellings and urban influences along the northern section of Newgate Lane. 

Together the appeal schemes will consolidate the pattern of Peel Common within a 

clearly prescribed and defined limit.  

4.87. Furthermore, the proposals for green infrastructure and open space that form an 

integral part of the masterplans will set the proposed developments in a landscape 

framework that reflects some of the characteristics of Peel Common where tree belts 

and hedgerows are present to a greater or lesser degree across parts of the satellite. 

This includes proposals for an area of green space directly adjacent to Newgate Lane 
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that will form a green corridor that runs broadly through the centre of the emerging 

pattern. 

4.88. Green infrastructure and open space on the eastern edge will integrate with the 

highways landscape planting along Newgate Lane East and together this will add to the 

containment of this pocket of settlement.  

4.89. As such I consider that the appeal schemes will integrate well, and in a positive way, 

with the settlement area at Peel Common. 

4.90. As previously noted, there exists some physical connections between Peel Common and 

Bridgemary. With the appeal schemes in place, the consolidated pattern of Peel Common 

would continue to blend with the urban edge of Gosport and Bridgemary, focused along 

the green route into Bridgemary (along Woodcote Lane) and focussed on the large 

amenity open space of Brookers Field Recreation Ground.  

4.91. Whilst forming a consistent part of the overall settlement edge, these would be 

characterised by a softer transition than the current settlement edge, incorporating a 

strong network of green infrastructure which links the wider countryside to the west of 

HMS Collingwood, through the green infrastructure of the solar and waste water 

facilities, along the open spaces of the appeal schemes and Newgate Lane East, 

connection to the recreation ground and the wider extent of the Alver Valley further 

south.  

4.92. At the time of writing the direction of the Local Plan had altered slightly and the former 

emerging allocation of HA2 had been removed. However, were HA2 to come forward 

this broader allocation would form a logical connection between Peel Common (including 

the appeal sites) and the edge of Fareham. This would represent a clear connection to 

the settlement edge of Fareham and a logical pattern of the settlement in this area. 

Furthermore, given the opportunities for including and extending the green 

infrastructure network, that larger extent of the settlement can come forward with a 

suitable mitigation strategy.  

4.93. In each eventuality, I consider there to be a good connection between the appeal 

schemes and the existing areas of the settlement.  
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5. RESPONSE TO POLICY  

5.1. In the context of the analysis of effects identified in the previous section, I now go on 

to address the policy context, addressing these in respect of landscape and visual 

matters.  

5.2. There are also several other saved and emerging policies relevant to landscape and 

visual matters which are not referenced in the reason for refusal but against which the 

appeal scheme will potentially make a positive contribution.  

National Planning Policy Framework 

5.3. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) has a presumption in favour of 

sustainable development. Reference to the NPPF in the reason for refusal generally 

relate to sustainability and transport (noting paras 103, 109 and 110). Notwithstanding 

that landscape is not addressed at this level, there are other parts of the NPPF that are 

relevant.  

5.4. NPPF paragraph 8 defines three overarching objectives to sustainable development, 

economic, social and environmental. The environmental objective (c) is explained in the 

following terms: 

5.5. “To contribute to protecting and enhancing our natural, built and historic environment; 

including making effective use of land, helping to improve biodiversity, using natural 

resources prudently, minimising waste and pollution, and mitigating and adapting to 

climate change, including moving to a low carbon economy.” 

5.6. Section 15 of the NPPF is concerned specifically with conserving and enhancing the 

natural environment. Paragraph 170 notes that the planning policies and decisions 

should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by (a) protecting 

and enhancing ‘Valued Landscapes’ in a manner commensurate with their statutory 

status or identified quality in the Development Plan. 

5.7. It is common ground that The site is not a 'valued landscape' for the purposes of 

Paragraph 170 of the NPPF. 

5.8. The NPPF paragraph 170 also notes in sub section (b) that (my own emphasis): 

5.9. “Recognises the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, and the wider benefits 

from natural capital and eco system services – including the economic and other benefits 

of the best and most versatile agricultural land, and of trees and woodland.” 
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5.10. To satisfactorily address policy at a national level it is necessary to undertake an 

appraisal of landscape character making reference to published guidance, but also 

looking more specifically at the local landscape character. This establishes a detailed 

baseline position for the landscape character of a site or area in question and presents 

and understanding of its sensitivity.  

5.11. The submitted landscape and visual assessments that were prepared in support of the 

applications were undertaken using a methodology which accords with current best 

practice guidance for landscape and visual impact assessment (i.e. GLVIA3).  

5.12. The submitted LVIAs make reference to published landscape character assessment 

prepared at a national, regional and district level and also addresses local character by 

reference to the description of the appeal site and its immediate context. The 

subsequent design of the proposed development reflects the relevant aspects of the 

local landscape character to ensure that impacts are minimised, that the proposals can 

be assimilated into the landscape and that mitigation forms an inherent part of the 

proposed development. Consequently, the LVIA responds fully to the requirement of the 

NPPF. 

Adopted Fareham Borough Core Strategy 2011 

5.13. The following section responds to policies included in the reason for refusal that are 

relevant to landscape and visual matters.  

Policy CS4: Green Infrastructure, Biodiversity and Geological Conservation 

5.14. This policy relates habitats and biodiversity and also ecologically focussed designations, 

however it also refers to the protection of trees and woodland. There is some relevance 

to landscape and visual matters by virtue of the parts of the policy that refer to green 

infrastructure. The policy refers to networks of accessible multi-functional green 

infrastructure to be planned around existing green spaces in urban, urban fringe and 

rural areas. 

5.15. The appeal schemes incorporate a landscape strategy that forms an integrated part of 

the development proposals and sets a green framework for the masterplan. 

Notwithstanding the two applications are administratively separate, the landscape and 

green infrastructure strategies work together to provide a comprehensive framework of 

retained vegetation, proposed open space and augmentation of these through additional 

landscape works (refer to Appendix FL&BH 1.2.2). 
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5.16. Furthermore the green infrastructure network across the appeal sites dovetails with the 

wider green infrastructure network as it extends from the landscape to the west of 

Fareham, through the network of vegetation and open spaces to the north of Peel 

Common and along New Newgate Lane, and down toward the Alver Valley in the south.  

5.17. Overall, the appeal schemes are considered to be consistent with and positively 

contribute to the policy in landscape and visual terms.  

Policy CS14: Development Outside Settlements 

5.18. This policy states that, for land outside the defined settlements, development will be 

strictly controlled to protect the countryside and coastline from development which 

would adversely affect its landscape character, appearance and function.  

5.19. Both applications have been supported by comprehensive LVIAs which have found the 

proposals to be acceptable in landscape and visual terms. These documents also 

demonstrate the physical and visual containment of the appeal sites in relation to both 

the local landscape character and visual receptors.  

5.20. In my evidence I have presented additional analysis that demonstrates the appeal 

schemes respond positively to the local landscape character and that this approach 

integrates mitigation that aims to avoid or minimise potential impacts. Some degree of 

residual impact is acknowledged at a site level, however in the context of the urban 

fringe context in this part of the landscape, the degree of impact is not considered to be 

at a level that would adversely affect the overall character of this part of the landscape. 

Policy CS17: High Quality Design 

5.21. This policy requires that proposed developments be of a high quality of design. This 

includes the need to, amongst other criteria: 

• respond positively to and be respectful of the key characteristics of the area, 

including landscape 

• provide continuity of built form  

• provide green infrastructure, including landscaping, open spaces, greenways and 

trees  

Page 44



Fareham Land LP and Bargate Homes Ltd 
Land at Newgate Lane, Fareham, Hampshire 
Proof of Evidence | Landscape and Visual Matters  
 
 

 
28.10.2020 | JWA | BRS.4989 | PoE L&V – FINAL Page | 44  

Policy CS22: Development in Strategic Gaps 

5.22. This policy relates to land within a Strategic Gap and states that development proposals 

will not be permitted where it 'significantly' affects the integrity of the gap and the 

physical and visual separation of settlements. 

5.23. The submitted LVIAs demonstrate that the appeal sites are physically and visually well 

contained. Landscape and visual impacts are limited to a highly localised area and the 

appeal sites together are contained in a strong framework of the existing settlement 

area of Peel Common, infrastructure (with associated vegetation) and the alignment of 

Newgate Lane East. This containment will be strengthened over time as mitigation within 

the schemes – and along Newgate Lane East – becomes established.  

5.24. Additional analysis presented in my evidence also demonstrates several points in 

relation to the Strategic Gap, including that the key area for separation is between 

Stubbington and Fareham (including up to the western extent of Peel Common) and 

that the strategic gap in the area around Peel Common has been undermined to the 

point where is no longer fulfils its role effectively.  

5.25. Together, the containment of the site along with the strength of the gap between 

Stubbington and Fareham (at Peel Common) means that there will not be a significant 

effect on the integrity of the gap and consequently I do not see any conflict with this 

policy.  

Adopted Fareham Borough Local Plan Part 2: Development Site and Policies 

Plan (June 2015) 

Policy DSP40: Housing Allocations 

5.26. This policy notes that, in the scenario where the Council does not have a five year supply 

of land for housing, additional housing sites, outside the urban area boundary, may be 

permitted. The policy sets out several criteria of which the following is relevant to 

landscape and visual matters:  

• ii. The proposal is sustainably located adjacent to, and well related to, the existing 

urban settlement boundaries, and can be well integrated with the neighbouring 

settlement; 

Response: My evidence demonstrates the relationship between the appeal 

schemes and Peel Common and how this area, already party connected to the 
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edge of Gosport, would be consolidated as an aera of settlement and present a 

well defined edge to the eastern edge of the Strategic Gap. 

• iii. The proposal is sensitively designed to reflect the character of the neighbouring 

settlement and to minimise any adverse impact on the Countryside and, if 

relevant, the Strategic Gaps; 

Response: My evidence has also demonstrated, in addition to the submitted LVIA, 

how the appeal schemes reflect local landscape character and a limit landscape 

and visual effects overall. My evidence also demonstrates that there will be no 

significant effect on the integrity of the strategi gap between Stubbington and 

Fareham. 

5.27. Overall, in respect of landscape and visual matters, I do not consider there to be a 

conflict with this policy.  

Other Matters 

5.28. Matters raised in objection to the proposed scheme were summarised in the report to 

committee, including comments from the statutory consultees and several public 

comments. These include reference to matters of the countryside, strategic gap 

landscape and landscape character impacts and  

5.29. I have dealt with these issues throughout my evidence in respect of several of the 

related points, including with reference to the submitted LVIAs, additional landscape 

and visual analysis in this evidence and the subsequent response to policy.  
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6. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

6.1. This evidence is written on behalf of Fareham Land LP and Bargate Homes Ltd (the 

appellants) and relates to an appeal for non-determination by Fareham Borough Council 

in respect of two outline applications for residential development, both on land to the 

east of Newgate Lane. This evidence sets out an overview of relevant landscape and 

visual matters.  

6.2. Together, the appeal sites extend to ca. 10 hectares (ha) of agricultural land, situated 

close to the urban edge of Fareham and Gosport, that is bounded by Newgate Lane to 

the west, Woodcote Lane to the south and Newgate Lane East to the east (with Newgate 

Lane and Newgate Lane East framing the northern edge of the sites also). 

6.3. The wider landscape context of the appeal sites includes the low-lying ground of the 

coastal plain, characterised by abrupt the transition between the open landscapes and 

the adjacent urban environments of Fareham, Gosport (with Woodcot and Bridgemary). 

The settlement area of Stubbington forms the western extent of the Strategic Gap, 

extends across the coastal plain between the local settlement areas. Separation is most 

pronounced across the arable areas between Fareham/Peel Common and Stubbington. 

6.4. Both applications were submitted with a detailed LVIA. These not only set out a 

comprehensive baseline and robust assessment of predicted impacts, but include details 

as to how landscape and visual matters have influenced the design of the masterplan, 

with mitigation measures consequently forming an inherent part of the proposals, both 

independently but also in respect of the complementary approach of the two schemes. 

6.5. The reasons for refusal raises three main issues in reset of landscape and visual matters, 

stating that: 

• b) The proposed development fails to respond positively to and be respectful of 

the key characteristics of the area and would be harmful to the character and 

appearance of the countryside;  

• c) The provision of development in this location would significantly affect the 

integrity of the strategic gap and the physical and visual separation of settlements;  

• d) The application site is not sustainably located adjacent to, well related to or 

well-integrated with the existing urban settlement boundaries;  

6.6. This evidence considers the reasons for refusal against various information, including 

the submitted Landscape and Visual Impact Assessments, various consultation 
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responses, report to committee and other relevant baseline and evidence base material 

related to landscape and visual matters. 

6.7. The submitted LVIAs address the key characteristics of the appeal sites and their 

immediate context. The submitted LVIAs also set out an assessment of the impact and 

approach to mitigation. This comprehensive process also enables judgements to be 

drawn in respect of the context of the appeal sites in relation to the existing urban 

settlement edges/boundaries. 

6.8. The purpose and function of the strategic gap in terms of providing physical and visual 

separation between settlements and how the site functions in relation to the wider gap 

has been addressed the a 'strategic landscape and visual appraisal' (prepared by 

Pegasus Group) and also by reference to the updated Technical Review of Areas of 

Special Landscape Quality and Strategic Gaps, prepared by Hampshire County Council 

on behalf of FBC. 

6.9. With reference to this material, and supported by my own additional analysis where 

necessary, I conclude that the appeal schemes will not be harmful to the character and 

appearance of the countryside, will not significantly affect the integrity of the Strategic 

Gap and will relate well to the existing patterns of settlement.  

6.10. This is on the basis the relevant key landscape characteristics of the area have been 

considered through the process of LVIA, consequently informing the analysis of 

constraints and opportunities, and ultimately the landscape strategy for the mitigation. 

This forms an integrated part of the two masterplans for northern and southern 

schemes.  

6.11. Consequently, I consider the approach taken to the design of the respective masterplans 

to have adopted a positive approach in landscape and visual terms.  

6.12. The loss of the agricultural enclosures and replacement of these areas with residential 

development is largely the main cause of impact, however this is balanced by the 

response to the grain and pattern of the landscape and its scale, as well as the response 

to the characteristics of the landscape, several of which are defined as 'essential' by the 

published guidance. Where these are referenced, mitigation adopts an approach of 

retention and/or enhancement. 

6.13. I consider that the subsequent residual impacts of the appeal schemes will be acceptable 

in landscape and visual terms.  
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6.14. In terms of the Fareham to Stubbington gap, I consider the appeal sites are well placed 

to accommodate development without undue consequences or impacts on the role and 

function of the Strategic Gap. This is on the basis that: 

• In relation to distances, the appeal schemes will reduce the gap between 

Bridgemary and Stubbington physically from ca. 1.6km to ca. 1.1km which 

remains a considerable distance and well within the thresholds of the 'rule of 

thumb' appropriate distances set out in the FBC study; 

• In terms of visibility, the appeal schemes will be physically and visually well 

contained – they sit within the strong green infrastructure framework that is 

evident in the form of blocks of woodland and tree lined hedges which screen or 

partially screen views – furthermore they will not be visible across the Strategic 

Gap from Stubbington; 

• Existing screening is present immediately adjacent to the appeal sites in terms of 

the woodland around the waste water treatment works, along Newgate Lane and 

within the emerging framework of vegetation along Newgate Lane East that will 

continue to establish and increasingly provide a robust visual screen from the east; 

• The surrounding context and urbanising influences, including the settlement area 

of Peel Common which reduce the degree of change; 

• The opportunity to contribute to, and maintain, a strong green infrastructure 

network that complements both the strategic gap and the areas of settlement, in 

the form of the landscape d areas and landscape buffers along the eastern and 

western edges of the appeal sites which will reinforce and connect the linear routes 

which cross broadly north to south through this area; and 

• In connection with the green infrastructure provision, the ability to incorporate 

substantial mitigation that will successfully avoid or minimise landscape and visual 

effects.  

6.15. I also note that, notwithstanding differences in the technical approaches, the Pegasus 

Group and FBC Strategic Gap studies both independently acknowledge that the Strategic 

Gap can accommodate some form of growth and development within it. Both also 

recognise the need for additional, more detailed assessment on a site/project basis. 

6.16. In respect of the conclusions of the FBC Strategic Gap study (where these note the 

relatively poor state of the gap at this point), I would think a logical and appropriate 

conclusion would be to amend the boundary to omit this part of the landscape from the 

Strategic Gap, creating capacity for development to come forward with a strong 

framework of green infrastructure and mitigation. This would place an emphasis on the 
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importance of the core areas that are located further west, between Fareham and 

Stubbington where the Strategic Gap clearly delivers its role and function in full.  

6.17. Finally, the reason for refusal suggests that the appeal schemes will not relate to, or 

integrate with, the existing urban settlement boundaries. However, my evidence 

demonstrates that the appeal sites are well related to Peel Common, being located to 

the east of Newgate Lane, physical contained by the alignment of Newgate Lane East 

and situated immediately adjacent to the existing residential dwellings off Woodcote 

Lane and directly opposite the mix of dwellings and urban influences along the northern 

section of Newgate Lane.  

6.18. With existing and proposed green infrastructure in place, the appeal schemes will 

consolidate the pattern of Peel Common within a clearly defined limit. As such I consider 

that the appeal schemes will integrate well, and in a positive way, with the settlement 

area at Peel Common. 

6.19. Furthermore, there are some existing physical connections between Peel Common and 

Bridgemary. With the appeal schemes in place, the consolidated pattern of Peel Common 

would continue to blend with the urban edge of Gosport and Bridgemary, focused along 

the green route into Bridgemary (along Woodcote Lane) and focussed on the large 

amenity open space of Brookers Field Recreation Ground.  

6.20. If the previous emerging allocation of HA2 were to come forward, this broader area of 

development would reinforce the connection between Peel Common (including the 

appeal sites) and the edge of Fareham. In each eventuality, I consider there to be a 

good connection between the appeal schemes and the existing areas of the settlement.  

6.21. In all respects, considering Peel Common in itself, connections to Gosport, and with the 

potential for HA2 to come forward, development in this area will maintain a robust gap 

between Fareham (aligned with the western edge of Peel Common) and Stubbington.  

6.22. Overall, in the context of these limited issues, and with the appeal schemes in place, 

landscape and visual issues are not sufficient to support a prospective reason for refusal. 
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The National Planning Policy Framework makes 
a clear commitment to conserving the natural 
environment in the planning system and recognises 
that it has a key role to play in the achievement of 
sustainable development.  The Framework principles 
and policies make clear that planning should take 
account of the different roles and character of 
different areas, recognising the intrinsic character 
and beauty of the countryside and promoting local 
distinctiveness.  Planning policies and decisions 
should be based upon up-to-date and relevant evidence 
about the landscape characteristics of the area and 
the primary tools for achieving this are landscape 
character assessments and, where appropriate, 
assessments of landscape sensitivity.

Fareham Borough Council is currently undertaking 
a review of its adopted Local Plan and commissioned 
LDA Design to up-date and expand upon the previous 
Fareham Landscape Assessment, undertaken in 1996, 
to provide robust evidence to inform Local Plan policy 
and planning decisions.  The study brief included 
three main components: 

�� Landscape character assessment - a review
of the baseline ‘audit’ of the character of the
Borough landscape provided by the 1996
Landscape Character assessment, updated as
necessary.  The aim is to improve understanding
of the key characteristics of the landscape that
make places distinctive and different from
one another, rather than better or worse;

�� Landscape Sensitivity Assessment - detailed
analysis and judgements regarding the value of the
landscape and its sensitivity to change.  The aim is
to assist the Council in the evaluation of possible
development options/alternatives to meet housing
needs in the Local Plan Review and to inform the
assessment of potential impacts on the landscape
when determining planning applications;
�� Designations Review - a review of landscape

designations within the Borough, with
specific reference to ‘Strategic Gaps’ and ‘Areas
of Special Landscape Character’, but also
‘other areas of protected or valued landscape
designations’.  The aim is to assist the Council in
framing policy related to landscape protection,
strategic gaps and settlement boundaries
within the review of the Local Plan.

These components are presented in three separate 
‘parts’, supported by appendices, and together form 
the 2017 Fareham Landscape Assessment.  It should 
be emphasised that the assessment findings are based 
upon the professional judgement of the qualified 
landscape architects/planners within the consultant 
team and have not been influenced by, nor tested 
against, the opinions of the Council or the public.  

PART 
ONE

LANDSCAPE CHARACTER ASSESSMENT

PART 
THREE

DESIGNATIONS REVIEW

PART 
TWO

SENSITIVITY ASSESSMENT

PART 
FOUR

APPENDICES

        PREFACE

3FAREHAM LANDSCAPE ASSESSMENT         Preface
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GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE

LCA 8 - WOODCOT-ALVER VALLEY
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LANDSCAPE CHARACTER TYPES

LCA 8 - WOODCOT-ALVER VALLEY
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LANDSCAPE CHARACTER, QUALITY AND VALUE

This area forms part of the easternmost extent of the 
Stubbington–Fareham Strategic Gap.  It is bounded 
by Newgate Lane to the west, beyond which lie the 
Newlands Solar Farm and Peel Common Waste Water 
Treatment Works.  Out-of-town retail uses border 
the area to the north, while the eastern boundary 
is shared with the western edge of the Bridgemary 
area of neighbouring Gosport district.  The southern 
boundary is formed by Woodcote Lane.

The LLCA is divided into two sub-areas, reflecting 
different land uses and their effects on intrinsic 
landscape character and quality.  Area 8.1a comprises 
the land between Woodcote Lane in the south and 
Speedfield Park Playing Fields in the north.  This 
area shares the typically flat, low-lying character 
of the coastal plain landscape that extends south 
and westwards to the Solent, but lacks the very 
expansive and denuded character of these areas.  It 
is characterised by medium-scale, regular shaped 
fields, mostly under arable cultivation, bounded by 
a network of drainage ditches and a relatively intact 
structure of hedgerows, albeit heavily trimmed 
with some gappy sections and few mature hedgerow 
trees.  Internally, the area has an open character but 
tree belts form taller, denser boundaries around the 
periphery of the area, especially to the north, east and 
south, which give the area a sense of enclosure from 
surrounding urban areas.  The western boundary 
along Newgate Lane is more open and allows some 
intrusion from passing traffic but the area is devoid of 
built development (apart from farm buildings at Peel 
Farm) and retains a predominantly unspoilt, rural, 
agricultural character with limited intrusion from 
surrounding urban influences.  

Area 8.1b is comparatively small and comprises two 
separate areas of recreation land and playing fields 
collectively referred to as Speedfields Park, connected 
by a surfaced pedestrian and cycle route.  Both areas 
comprise amenity grassland and are enclosed by well-
treed boundaries.  The larger field adjacent to Newgate 
Lane contains a pavilion building and small car park 
along its northern boundary, with a variety of rugby 
posts, football goalposts and tall flood lights located in 
the centre of the field.  The smaller field to the north 
east contains a single sports pitch and a children’s 
play area in the south west corner.  Despite retaining 
some of the characteristics of the adjacent landscape 
type (e.g. flat landform, well-defined hedgerow and 
tree boundaries and a regular field pattern) the 
introduction of built elements, car parking and 
management for sports use give the area a suburban, 
rather than rural agricultural, character.  

The landscape of area 8.1 is not covered by any 
current national or local landscape designation.  
Scenic quality is not exceptional and is affected by 
some localised intrusion of urban features around its 
periphery and within area 8.1b.  It does not contain 
any features of recognised conservation interest and 
it lacks the sense of remoteness and natural qualities 
that are found in other parts of the coastal plain.  It 
has the sense of a ‘landlocked’ piece of countryside 
and the area’s urban context is perceptible even if 
not dominating.  However, area 8.1a does retain a 
predominantly rural, agricultural character and 
has a reasonably intact structure of hedgerows and 
significant tree cover around its periphery that 
contributes to its aesthetic appeal.  The landscape 
is generally well-managed as agricultural land and 
in good condition, with limited evidence of ‘fringe’ 
uses or influences (e.g. horse paddocks, vacant land, 
unkempt fencing, fly tipping etc.).  Overall, landscape 
value in area 8.1a is judged as moderate to high while 
in area 8.1b it is moderate, although the well-treed 
boundaries are valuable landscape features.

LLCA 8.1 - WOODCOT 

LANDSCAPE RESOURCE - SENSITIVITY ASSESSMENT
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SENSITIVITY AND DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL

The area lacks the very open, expansive character of 
other parts of the coastal plain (including adjacent 
land within the strategic gap to the west) but it 
nevertheless has a relatively open and large-scale 
character which makes it susceptible to change.  

The distinctive character of area 8.1a relies on 
this openness, its rural agricultural character and 
the absence of prominent urban features, and it 
would be difficult to accommodate significant new 
development without affecting these characteristics 
or altering the balance between a predominantly rural 
or predominantly urban landscape.  So, overall, the 
sensitivity of the landscape resource within area 8.1a 
is judged to be high (moderate to high value and high 
susceptibility to change), with very limited capacity 
to accommodate development without a significant 
impact on the integrity of the area’s rural,  
agricultural character.  

The existing balance will be affected, however, with 
the approved construction of the new southern section 
of Newgate Lane, which will provide a new connection 
from Newgate Lane to Peel Common Roundabout and 
a junction and link road to access the existing route 
of Newgate Lane.  The road alignment just clips the 
extreme south-western corner of area 8.1b but cuts 
right through the middle of the southern half of area 
8.1a and will inevitably introduce further activity, 
noise and urbanising features into the agricultural 
landscape, as well as resulting in physical disturbance 
to land and tree/vegetation cover.  

However, the road corridor is relatively narrow and 
unaffected land within the rest of the area should be 
of a sufficient scale to remain viable as farmland and 
to maintain its essentially rural character.  Mitigation 
proposals include new hedgerow and tree planting 
along the route to reduce its visibility and impact 
on the landscape and, if this is effective, the road 
itself may not have an overwhelming urbanising 
effect across the area as a whole in the longer term.  
However, significant further development in addition 
to the road scheme would almost certainly have 
this effect, potentially tipping the balance towards a 
predominantly urban character.

The sensitivity of the landscape resource within area 
8.1b is slightly lower, as its rural character is already 
influenced by the proximity to built up areas/roads 
and the development of sports facilities and amenity 
uses within the area.  Despite its more urbanised 
character, the area nevertheless has some value as 
part of the Borough’s amenity landscape resource (as 
well as a role in the strategic gap and local GI network, 
see below) and its essentially open, undeveloped 
character would be significantly altered by further 
encroachment of built development.  However, strong 
boundary vegetation would help to limit the influence 
of development within this area on the more rural 
landscape of area 8.1a to the south, particularly if 
located within the smaller northern field which is 
contained within very strong, well-treed boundaries.  

LANDSCAPE RESOURCE - SENSITIVITY ASSESSMENT

LLCA 8.1 - WOODCOT 
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VISUAL ENVIRONMENT – SENSITIVITY ASSESSMENT

LLCA 8.1 - WOODCOT 

VIEWS, VISUAL FEATURES AND VIEWERS

Long distance visibility towards the area is low due 
to the typically low-lying and flat topography of the 
Borough (including the area itself), and the screening 
effects of boundary vegetation and surrounding 
built form.  The area may be visible from some local 
elevated viewpoints (e.g. tall buildings in Fareham) 
and from higher ground at Portsdown, but from this 
distant location it forms an insignificant part of a wide 
panorama of the urban and coastal plain landscape. 
 

Shorter-distance views into the area from built 
up areas to the north and east are largely filtered 
through established trees and boundary vegetation 
or interrupted by built form.  Short distance visibility 
from the east is limited to private views from the 
rear of properties that back onto the area within the 
residential suburb of Bridgemary (e.g. Tuke’s Avenue, 
Pettycot Crescent and around Heron Way).  Short-
distance visibility from the north is also significantly 
restricted by planting along the southern edge of the 
retail park, but there open views through fencing 
into area 8.1b from the footpath that runs along the 
northern edge of the sports ground from Newgate 
Lane.  Views of area 8.1a are largely screened from this 
direction by intervening vegetation.  

Views from roads and public places to the south of 
the area are also very limited but there are some 
occasional views into the southern end of area 
8.1a over or through the hedgerow that runs along 
Woodcote Lane/Brookers Lane at the far south of the 
area.  Private properties along Woodcote Lane will 
experience similar views from upstairs windows.  

The most significant views are from Newgate Lane 
which runs along the western side of the area, and 
from a number of properties along the roadside.  Open 
views across large parts of areas 8.1a and b are possible 
from much of this length of road, where the roadside 
hedgerow is absent, gappy or trimmed to a low level.  
Land further to the east is less visible because of some 
intervening hedgerows or tree cover within the area. 
 
Most of the available views are across open, 
undeveloped and relatively attractive countryside, 
with a strong backdrop of mature trees and limited 
evidence of built development or other urbanising 
features.  The exceptions to this are views from the 
southern section of Newgate Lane between Peel Farm 
and Woodcote Lane, where a foreground of small-scale 
horse-grazed paddocks with wire fencing, shelters etc 
lends a fringe character to the view, and views into the 
sports fields in area 8.1b which have a more  
suburban character.

Currently, the main viewers are local residents within 
properties around the immediate periphery of the 
area, motorists and pedestrians on Newgate Lane 
and users of the sports facilities, public open space 
and footpath within area 8.1b.  In future, the new 
alignment of Newgate Lane will increase the extent of 
the views available to road users, opening up most of 
area 8.1a to potential views from the road.  Roadside 
planting will mitigate some of these effects but will 
take time to become effective.  
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SENSITIVITY AND DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL

Overall, visual sensitivity in this area is moderate to 
high.  Although it is screened from longer-distance 
views, a large proportion of area 8.1a is highly visible 
from short distance views from Newgate Lane to the 
west, and it is overlooked by a number of properties 
around its periphery through or over boundary 
vegetation.  The high intervisibility within the area 
means that these views are quite extensive across the 
area and they generally have an attractive, unspoilt 
rural character. 

The extent of visibility will be exacerbated, at least 
over the short term, by the introduction of the new 
alignment proposed for Newgate Lane.  This will 
open up additional views across the area from the 
new road and will affect the character of rural views 
across the area for a period of time.  Roadside planting 
will mitigate some of these effects but will take time 
to become effective and visual sensitivity of the 
remaining undeveloped area will remain high.  

While road users are only moderately susceptible to 
change, because of their focus on the road and fleeting 
nature of views, local residents are likely to be more 
focussed on the landscape and their surroundings and 
will be highly susceptible to change.  The introduction 
of further development into the agricultural 
landscape is likely to have a significant impact on the 
character and quality of existing predominantly rural 
views, unless it can be successfully integrated within a 
substantial framework of new vegetation.  

Area 8.1b is slightly less visually sensitive, partly 
because it benefits from more extensive tree cover 
around its boundaries, and also because the existing 
character of the views is already affected by some 
urbanising influences.  Nevertheless, local residents 
and recreational users of the public open space and 
PRoW network are highly susceptible to change and 
will value the existing open, essentially undeveloped 
character of this recreational landscape.  Their visual 
amenity would be significantly affected by the 
introduction of built development within this area.

VISUAL ENVIRONMENT – SENSITIVITY ASSESSMENT 

LLCA 8.1 - WOODCOT 
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SETTING OF URBAN AREA – SENSITIVITY ASSESSMENT

LLCA 8.1 - WOODCOT 

CONTRIBUTION TO 
SETTING AND SETTLEMENT CHARACTER

The area lies within the lower-lying parts of the 
Borough, forming part of the coastal plain that slopes 
gently up to the foot of Portsdown Hill in the far north.  
While the area does not play a significant role in the 
topographic setting of the urban area, together with 
LCA7 to the west it forms part of a swathe of largely 
undeveloped agricultural landscape that lies between 
the urban areas of Fareham in the north, Stubbington 
in the west and Gosport in the east, providing clear 
visual and physical separation of these settlements.  
The significant role of the area in separating and 
preventing coalescence of these settlements is 
enshrined in policy, with the area designated a 
Strategic Gap in the Fareham Borough Local Plan.  

The visual separation between settlements is apparent 
in all short distance views into the area from the edge 
of Fareham to the north, Newgate Lane to the west, 
Woodcote Lane to the south and in private views from 
Bridgemary (residential suburb of Gosport) in the east.  
The substantial vegetation along the northern and 
eastern boundaries provides strong definition of the 
edges of the urban areas of Fareham and Bridgemary 
and marks a clear distinction between town and 
country (albeit slightly blurred by the amenity uses 
in the north).  This helps to reinforce the separate 
identity of each settlement and also provides the 
urban areas with an attractive, essentially  
rural setting.  

The alignment of the approved Newgate Lane South 
encroaches within the Gap but, in itself, should not 
fundamentally alter the sense of separation, indeed it 
may in some ways strengthen it.  The lack of roadside 
development along the new route will reinforce the 
experience of moving out of Fareham, passing through 
an area of undeveloped countryside and entering 
the urban area of Gosport beyond the Peel Common 
roundabout.  Similarly the physical and visual gap 
across the area between the edge of Bridgemary and 
Peel Common may be more readily appreciated in 
views from the road as it passes through the middle of 
the gap between these two settlements.

The role of the area in separating Stubbington and 
Gosport is less easily perceived because of intervening 
development and other features that interrupt views, 
and occupy land, between the two areas.  These 
include the Newlands Solar Farm, the waste water 
treatment plant and housing development along the 
western side of the Newgate Lane corridor at Peel 
Common.  Nonetheless, the area does have a critical 
role in preventing the coalescence of these areas and 
this is likely to become more significant with the 
future redevelopment of land at MCA Daedalus and 
construction of the Stubbington Bypass to the west, 
within the existing gap between built areas.  

The area does not play a significant gateway role for 
the Borough as a whole, being some way to south 
of the M27 and main railway line and therefore not 
visible from the main approach routes.  However, it 
does provide a strong rural backdrop along Newgate 
Lane which forms part of a key approach into the 
Borough from Gosport District to the south via the 
B3334.  This reinforces the sense of moving between 
settlements and districts.

Overall, area 8.1 plays an important role in defining 
the edges, separate identity and settings of Fareham 
and Gosport and a critical role in preventing their 
coalescence.  It also makes an important contribution 
to the swathe of landscape that currently separates 
Stubbington from Gosport, a role that may become 
more critical to maintain with the redevelopment of 
the MCA Daedalus site in future years.
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SENSITIVITY AND DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL

Given the area’s designation as part of the Strategic 
Gap and the role it plays in preventing coalescence 
between the settlements of Fareham, Stubbington 
and Gosport, the area is highly sensitive to change.  
The landscape lacks any strong landform feature (e.g. 
ridges or valleys) or a mature framework of woodland 
that could potentially contain and provide a strong 
landscape edge to any major extension of built form 
into this area.  Intrusive development within the 
area would inevitably erode the visual and physical 
separation that currently exists and potentially alter 
the character of the landscape settings of the two 
settlements from predominantly agricultural to 
predominantly urban.  Ultimately, the function and 
integrity of the area as farmland could be significantly 
eroded to the point where the gap becomes a corridor 
of greenspace between urban areas, or an ‘urban 
park’, rather than a functioning area of agricultural 
landscape with a distinct character and identity.  

The proposed new bypass could potentially erode 
the integrity of the existing gap if it is regarded as 
forming a potential new edge for development.  If the 
rural, undeveloped and open character of this area is 
to be maintained, it will be crucial to keep the urban 
boundaries as tightly drawn as possible and avoid 
infilling the land between the existing urban edges 
and the new road.  Overall, therefore, there is very 
limited scope to accommodate development without a 
significant impact on the integrity of the area’s rural, 
agricultural character and the role it performs in 
maintaining the separate identity and character of the 
settlements and their landscape settings.  

SETTING OF URBAN AREA – SENSITIVITY ASSESSMENT

LLCA 8.1 - WOODCOT 
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GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE – SENSITIVITY ASSESSMENT  

LLCA 8.1 - WOODCOT 

CONTRIBUTION TO 
GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE NETWORK

This area does not support a wide range of GI assets 
in terms of biodiversity or landscape features (there 
are no designated features) but the area as a whole 
does make a contribution to the local GI network as 
an extensive area of undeveloped greenspace between 
the urban areas of Fareham and Gosport, albeit with 
limited public access.  The tree lined boundaries and 
reasonably intact structure of hedgerows provide a 
valuable framework of vegetation within this large-
scale, intensively managed landscape and the playing 
fields, public open space and footpath within area 
8.1b are valuable recreational assets for local people.  
The footpath along the northern edge of the area and 
Woodcote Lane/Brookers Lane in the south provide 
east-west access links between the residential suburbs 
of Gosport across the strategic gap to Stubbington and 
beyond to the Meon Valley.  There are no other PRoW 
or access routes across or within area 8.1a.  

The PUSH GI strategy identifies a sub-regional scale 
blue corridor following the drainage network that 
runs through the western side of the area southwards 
to join the River Alver (within Gosport District).  The 
strategy includes a project (C7) to strengthen wildlife 
corridors connected to the River Alver but this is 
focused on the Alver Valley outside of the Borough.  
The Fareham GI strategy does not identify any specific 
projects within the boundary of this area.
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SENSITIVITY AND DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL

The area’s GI value lies in its largely open, 
undeveloped nature, the public open space at 
Speedfields Park and the functional connections 
between Newgate Lane and Bridgemary provided 
by the public footpath to the north and Woodcote 
Lane to the south.  The area is moderately sensitive 
to change.  Any development that compromised the 
PRoW network or the sense of openness and being ‘in 
the countryside’ would have an adverse effect on the 
GI network.  

This area would benefit from improvements and 
extension of the local GI network, through major 
investment in the reinstatement or creation of 
hedgerows, woodlands and other habitats that have 
been lost or damaged by agricultural intensification, 
and through the extension of public open space or 
access connections through the area.

The main impacts of new road on GI resources are its 
potential interference with the east-west footpath link 
between Bridgemary and Peel Common that crosses 
the area along Woodcote/Brookers Lane, the loss of 
small areas of amenity space within the Speedfields 
Park and Brookers Field Recreation Grounds and the 
loss of some trees and hedgerow vegetation along 
the road alignment.  Mitigation proposals will offset 
much of this impact.

GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE – SENSITIVITY ASSESSMENT  

LLCA 8.1 - WOODCOT 
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LLCA 8.1 - WOODCOT 

As a whole, this area is of high sensitivity primarily 
on account of its critical role in preventing the 
coalescence of the urban areas of Fareham, 
Bridgemary and, to a lesser extent, Stubbington, 
and in defining the edges, setting and separate 
identity of these settlements.  The relatively small 
size of the area, the high degree of intervisibility 
and its generally unspoilt, rural character make it 
particularly vulnerable to change.  The generally 
open nature of the landscape means that it is 
difficult to integrate development without it being 
highly visible and potentially affecting the rural 
undeveloped character across a wide area, as well 
as eroding the physical, visual and perceived gap 
between settlements.  The situation is further 
complicated by the proposed new road which will 
have some effect on the integrity and character of 
the landscape resource and undeveloped gap.  Even 
a small amount of encroachment of further built 
development within the area could exacerbate 
these effects to the point at which the character of 
the whole area may be fundamentally altered.  

There may be potential for some modest, small 
scale development associated with existing 
recreational land uses and built form within area 
8.1b, as long as it is closely related to existing 
features and can be successfully integrated within 
the existing structure of hedgerows and trees 
without altering the essentially ‘undeveloped’ 
character of the amenity landscape or the wider 
agricultural landscape of area 8.1a.

In order to protect and enhance the character and 
quality of landscape resources, views and visual 
amenity, urban setting and green infrastructure, 
development proposals will need to: 

�� Protect the open, predominantly agricultural 
and undeveloped, rural character of area 8.1a;
�� Maintain and strengthen the existing 

structure of trees, hedgerows and other 
mature vegetation, to maximise its landscape 
and wildlife value and to minimise impacts 
on the rural character of the landscape;
�� Maintain the essentially open, undeveloped 

character of the public open space, playing 
fields and sports facilities within area 8.1b, and 
be designed to relate closely to the existing 
structure of trees hedgerows and existing 
characteristic built features within the area;
�� Avoid any major incursion of the urban area 

into the countryside beyond existing well-
defined boundaries, or create significant 
new pockets of urban or urbanising 
development within open farmland;
�� Protect the area’s role in maintaining 

the separation of settlements and a clear 
distinction between urban and rural areas.  
In particular, avoid ribbon development 
strung out along road corridors (e.g. along 
the existing and proposed new alignment 
of Newgate Lane) and any development 
beyond the existing urban edge that 
cannot be successfully integrated within 
the existing landscape structure and 
which could affect the visual, physical or 
perceived integrity of the strategic gap;
�� Maintain significant distance and 

separation from the corridor of the new 
road to minimise its urbanising effects 
upon the rural character of the area;
�� Avoid the introduction of tall buildings or 

structures that would be particularly visually 
prominent within the open, flat landscape;
�� Protect and enhance enjoyment of the 

landscape by maintaining and enhancing 
the existing areas of public open space and 
access network, and by making further 
provision for accessible greenspace and 
access links within and across the area; 
�� Provide substantial new investment in the 

landscape through extensive tree, hedgerow 
and woodland planting using native 
broadleaved species appropriate to the locality 
and soil conditions and habitat creation to 
diversify the intensively farmed landscape;
�� Demonstrate design that has minimal 

impact on the surrounding landscape 
and is in keeping with the character 
of the local landscape context.

DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA AND ENHANCEMENT OPPORTUNITIES
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LANDSCAPE RESOURCE - SENSITIVITY ASSESSMENT

LLCA 8.2 - PEEL COMMON AND ALVER VALLEY

LANDSCAPE CHARACTER, QUALITY AND VALUE

Landscape character, quality and value
This area forms the southern part of the Woodcot-
Alver Valley LCA and the south-eastern part of the 
wider Stubbington–Fareham Strategic Gap.  The area 
forms part of the flat, low-lying coastal plain but is 
very different in character and scale from the open 
agricultural landscape to the north and west.  It is 
characterised by a mixed pattern of wooded common, 
small-scale pasture and ribbon development along 
the corridors of the River Alver and Newgate Lane and 
is bounded to the east by the urban edge of Gosport, 
to the west by the Daedalus airbase, to the north by 
the Peel Common Waste Water Treatment Works and 
arable farmland, and to the south by the open amenity 
land of the Alver Valley.  

Area 8.2a comprises a strip of land on either side of 
Newgate Lane, extending from Peel Farm in the north 
to the Peel Common roundabout in the south.  To the 
west of the road, the area is occupied by residential 
ribbon development backed by gardens and a small-
scale pattern of fields, paddocks and other plots of 
land, contained by strong boundary vegetation to 
the rear.  The eastern side of the road is characterised 
by a similar patchwork of small-scale, horse grazed 
pastures, built development south of Woodcote Lane 
(including housing, church and care home), gardens 
and small parcels of land enclosed by woodland, trees 
and hedgerows.  In the far south-east corner is an area 
of public open space, including sports pitches and 
associated buildings.  The character of this corridor is 
significantly affected by the influence of busy roads, 
street lighting, built development and other urban 
land uses, while the management of the small-scale 
pastures and plots of land - with their associated rather 
ramshackle fencing and structures - lends a distinct 
fringe character to the remaining unbuilt landscape.  
This situation will be exacerbated by the construction 
of the proposed new Newgate Lane-Peel Common 
bypass which will further fragment and intrude upon 
areas of undeveloped landscape.  Overall landscape 
quality is therefore substantially degraded although 
the strong structure of vegetation that encloses this 
area is of some landscape value.  

On the southern side of the Peel Common Roundabout 
lies Chark Common, which marks a distinct change 
in character from the open arable landscape of the 
northern part of the Woodcot-Alver Valley LCA, to 
a landscape which is strongly enclosed by extensive 
cover of woodland and trees, within which small-
scale fields or open spaces are seemingly ‘carved out’ 
from the woodland cover.  Within the overall area, 
area 8.2b is distinctive in that it forms a relatively 
large, regularly shaped parcel of open land, divided 
into smaller horse-grazed paddocks by fencing.  This 
area shares some of the fringe characteristics of the 
roadside paddocks further north (e.g. fencing, land 
management, structures etc) but has a less urbanised 
context and is framed by a strong, attractive backdrop 
of woodland, mature trees and hedgerows.  Its quality 
is less degraded and it retains a semi-rural character.

The remainder of the Chark Common area (area 8.2c) 
is dominated by the Lee-on-Solent Golf Course, which 
extends across the majority of the area, excluding 
the far south-west corner (comprising fields in use 
for horse-grazing along with former farm buildings 
converted for residential use).   The landscape is 
characterised by open areas of grassland, heathland 
and wetland habitats (associated with the River Alver) 
contained within a strong structure of woodland belts, 
copses, mature trees and scrub.  Parts of the land are 
intensively managed as part of the golf course (e.g. 
greens, fairways, bunkers etc.) and there are associated 
buildings and structures, which have an amenity 
character that somewhat detracts from the rural 
character of the landscape.  However, most of the area 
is designated as a SINC (for its woodland, heathland 
and wetland habitats) and retains an attractive, 
enclosed and well-treed character with some ‘semi-
natural’ qualities.  The strong tree cover also provides 
an effective buffer to the influence of surrounding 
roads and neighbouring development within Gosport.  
The area is generally unspoilt and of relatively high 
landscape quality although it is not covered by any 
current national or local landscape designation.   
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SENSITIVITY AND DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL

The sensitivity of the landscape resource varies 
within this overall area.  Area 8.2a is already 
substantially degraded by urban influences and has 
a predominantly ‘fringe’ character which reduces 
its sensitivity to change.  This will be exacerbated 
by the construction of the proposed bypass.  Further 
development within this area would further erode 
the extent of surviving ‘undeveloped’ land but 
would not have a significant effect upon the overall 
character and quality of the landscape resource.  
Notwithstanding its value as part of the strategic 
gap or other roles, in landscape resource terms alone 
this area has relatively low sensitivity and high 
development potential.

Area 8.2b also has fringe qualities but has not been 
degraded in the same way.  It retains an essentially 
rural, pastoral character that is susceptible to 
change and would be significantly affected by the 
introduction of permanent built development.  The 
area is physically and visually detached from other 
built form by the strong surrounding woodland 
framework and significant development would 
appear as an isolated area of built land within open 
countryside.  A section of the western boundary along 
Broom Way is open and there is a visual relationship 
between the area and currently undeveloped land 
within the Daedalus site to the west which would 
also be affected by development within this area.  
Redevelopment proposals for the Daedalus site may 
change the situation but current indications suggest 
that the undeveloped ‘green’ character of this corner 
of the site is to be maintained.  Overall, therefore, 
landscape sensitivity is judged as moderate to high 
and the potential for development is low.

Area 8.2c is highly sensitive to change.  Although 
its use as a golf course has altered the underlying 
character of the landscape it nevertheless has an 
attractive wooded and enclosed character and 
supports a mosaic of other habitats and features of 
landscape and ecological value.  Built development 
would undoubtedly intrude upon its quiet, semi-
rural and secluded character.  There may be some 
modest potential for accommodating small-scale 
development (i.e. individual buildings) within the 
south west corner of the area, where it is associated 
with existing built form and can be more successfully 
integrated within the existing vegetation structure, 
but otherwise there is very limited potential for 
development within the area.

LANDSCAPE RESOURCE - SENSITIVITY ASSESSMENT

LLCA 8.2 - PEEL COMMON AND ALVER VALLEY
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VISUAL ENVIRONMENT – SENSITIVITY ASSESSMENT

LLCA 8.2 - PEEL COMMON AND ALVER VALLEY

VIEWS, VISUAL FEATURES AND VIEWERS

The area’s low lying position within the coastal plain 
means that there are few long distance views.  The 
area may be perceived as one part of a much wider 
panorama taking in the urban and coastal landscapes 
in views from higher ground to the north of the 
Borough.  However, its small size and lack of landmark 
features means the area is generally indistinguishable 
from the wider landscape within long-distance views.

More locally, large parts of area 8.2a are visible from 
roads, adjacent dwellings, lanes, public rights of way 
and open spaces within the area itself, although there 
are some small pockets of land enclosed behind built 
form and strong boundary vegetation that are less 
visible from public areas.  The character and quality 
of the available views is already heavily influenced by 
urban characteristics and would not be fundamentally 
altered by additional built development.  

Area 8.2b is largely enclosed within a strong wooded 
framework which restricts its visibility from 
surrounding areas but it is open along parts of its 
western boundary, allowing some direct views from 
adjacent Broom Way.  There are also occasional filtered 
glimpses through the roadside trees along Brune 
Lane, which cuts through the middle of this area.  
Given that the main viewers will be road users, the 
visual sensitivity of this area is moderate and could be 
reduced further by mitigation planting to close the gap 
along the western boundary, although this will take 
time to become effective.  

Area 8.2c is generally of low visual sensitivity.  The 
extensive cover of trees and woodland around and 
within the area prevent all but glimpsed views 
from surrounding roads, through trees and gaps in 
the boundary vegetation.  There are no views from 
neighbouring urban areas to the east.  There is a public 
footpath that cuts through the golf course, linking 
Shoot Lane with Brune Lane, and another sort section 
of footpath into the area off Rowner Lane on the 
northern side of the area, otherwise there are no other 
publicly accessible viewpoints in this area.  

The main viewers of this area are therefore local 
residents within Peel Common (area 8.2a), users of the 
main road network (Newgate Lane, Broom Way) and 
minor local lanes (Brune Lane, Shoot Lane), users of 
the limited network of PRoW and open spaces, and 
golf course members.  Apart from some attractive 
views within area 8.2c, the value of the landscape as a 
visual resource for these receptors lies primarily in its 
character as undeveloped land rather than its intrinsic 
scenic quality.
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SENSITIVITY AND DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL

Visual sensitivity is relatively low within this area.  
Area 8.2a is highly visible but the character of the 
views is such that further development is unlikely 
to have a major impact on visual amenity.  Area 8.2b 
is visually well-contained apart from a section of its 
western boundary, but this visual exposure could 
be mitigated by additional planting to close the gap.  
Likewise, area 8.2c is also highly visually contained 
by the extensive cover of trees and woodland within 
and around the area, with very limited publicly 
accessible views.  However, balanced against this is 
the relatively unspoilt character of the views in the 
Chark Common area which are highly susceptible 
to change, and the high level of sensitivity of people 
using the PRoW network (albeit very restricted) and 
otherwise accessing the area for recreational purposes, 
who appreciate their surroundings and will be very 
aware of changes.

Across much of the area, therefore, there are limited 
opportunities to integrate development into the visual 
environment without unacceptable adverse effects 
on the character and quality of existing views and 
on the visual amenity of sensitive viewers.  However, 
there may be some modest scope for accommodating 
small-scale development (i.e. individual buildings) 
within less visible, well-contained pockets of land 
within areas 8.2a and in the south-western corner of 
area 8.2c, where the existing vegetation structure has 
the potential to limit effects on high quality views and 
visual amenity.

VISUAL ENVIRONMENT – SENSITIVITY ASSESSMENT

LLCA 8.2 - PEEL COMMON AND ALVER VALLEY
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SETTING OF URBAN AREA – SENSITIVITY ASSESSMENT

LLCA 8.2 - PEEL COMMON AND ALVER VALLEY

CONTRIBUTION TO 
SETTING AND SETTLEMENT CHARACTER

The area lies within the lower-lying parts of the 
Borough, forming part of the coastal plain that slopes 
gently up to the foot of Portsdown Hill in the far north.  
While the area does not play a significant role in the 
topographic setting of the urban area, together with 
LCA7 to the west (and area 8.1 to the north) it forms 
part of a swathe of largely undeveloped landscape 
that lies between the urban areas of Fareham in the 
north, Stubbington in the west and Gosport in the 
east, providing clear visual and physical separation 
of these settlements.  The significant role of the area 
in separating and preventing coalescence of these 
settlements is enshrined in policy, with the area 
designated a Strategic Gap in the Fareham Borough 
Local Plan.  

The role of area 8.2a as part of the gap is evident 
to the east of Newgate Lane, where the strip of 
roadside paddocks forms part of a wider corridor of 
undeveloped landscape between the road and the 
western edge of Bridgemary.  However, the role of 
this area in maintaining the gap westwards towards 
Stubbington is less easy to perceive from the Newgate 
Lane corridor as views in this direction are blocked by 
built development along the roadside at Peel Common.  
Nevertheless, when viewed from the west (from the 
Gosport Road) it becomes apparent that Peel Common 
is an isolated small settlement that lies within the 
wider gap, rather than defining its western boundary 
or connecting to a larger urban area.  It will be vital 
to maintain this ‘isolation’ of development at Peel 
Common if the physical and visual integrity of the 
wider gap is to be maintained.  

The Peel Common Roundabout is a critical ‘pinch 
point’ within the gap between Peel Common and the 
edge of Bridgemary where there is a real risk of the 
two areas coalescing.  This will be further exacerbated 
by the new bypass which eats into the remaining 
undeveloped land to the north of the roundabout and 
also, potentially, by redevelopment of the Daedalus site 
to the south.  It will be vital to protect the undeveloped 
landscape within the public open space to the east of 
the roundabout in order to maintain a physical, visual 
and perceptual gap between the built areas.  

Areas 8.2b and c also play a pivotal role in 
maintaining separation of urban areas and as a link 
between the upper and lower parts of the Alver 
Valley corridor.  This triangle of semi-rural, heavily 
wooded landscape is important not only in physically 
and visually separating built areas at Peel Common 
and Bridgemary but also in separating Bridgemary 
from the northern edge of Lee-on-the-Solent.  The 
redevelopment of MCA Daedalus may potentially 
exacerbate the perceived closing of the gap between 
Lee-on-the-Solent and Peel Common.  It will be 
essential, therefore, to maintain the undeveloped 
character of all sides of this triangle, avoiding 
encroachment of development along Broom Way, 
Shoot Lane and Gosport Road.

This southern area also forms a vital link in the 
wider Alver Valley landscape corridor which extends 
southwards into Gosport District to the coast, 
providing a distinct edge and landscape setting to the 
urban areas to the south.  It will be very important to 
maintain the integrity of this continuous corridor of 
undeveloped landscape and avoid the encroachment of 
development within and across it.  
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SENSITIVITY AND DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL

Given the area’s designation as part of the Strategic 
Gap and the role it plays in preventing coalescence 
between the settlements of Fareham, Stubbington, 
Bridgemary and Lee-on-the-Solent, the area is highly 
sensitive to change. The area also contributes to 
the perceived sense of separation between Gosport 
District and Fareham Borough.  Any development that 
reduced the physical or visual separation between 
these settlements would have an adverse effect on the 
integrity of the gap and on the area’s contribution to 
the distinct identity and settings of the surrounding 
urban areas.  Consequently, the area offers very 
limited development potential in respect of its role in 
maintaining the separation and setting of settlements.  
The only opportunities may lie within areas that are 
closely associated with existing development (e.g. at 
Peel Common or in the SW corner of area 8.2c) and 
can be integrated within the landscape without any 
physical or perceived encroachment within the gap. 

SETTING OF URBAN AREA – SENSITIVITY ASSESSMENT

LLCA 8.2 - PEEL COMMON AND ALVER VALLEY
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GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE – SENSITIVITY ASSESSMENT 

LLCA 8.2 - PEEL COMMON AND ALVER VALLEY

CONTRIBUTION TO  
GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE NETWORK

The area’s main contribution to the GI network is 
through its role as an extensive area of undeveloped 
land between the urban areas of Fareham and Gosport 
and, in particular, as part of the wider corridor of 
greenspace and habitats that follow the course of the 
River Alver, identified within the PUSH GI strategy 
as a ‘sub-regional scale blue corridor’.  The strategy 
includes a project (C7) to strengthen wildlife corridors 
connected to the River Alver but this is focused on the 
Alver Valley outside of the Borough.  

The northern part of the area (8.2a) does not support a 
wide range of designated GI assets but the framework 
of mature hedgerows and trees and the playing 
fields to the east of the Peel Common Roundabout 
are all valuable GI resources in this urbanised area.  
Woodcote Lane and the footpath linking Newgate 
Lane with Gosport Road also provide a valuable access 
link connecting Bridgemary with Stubbington across 
the middle of this area.

The southern part of the area (areas 8.2b and 
c) contains significant biodiversity assets in the 
extensive woodland, grassland, heathland and 
wetland habitats (designated as a SINC) within the 
golf course and surrounding area but is relatively 
inaccessible to the public, with only three short 
lengths of public footpath and no public open space.  
An extension of public access in this area, particularly 
along the river corridor to link with the Alver Valley 
Country Park to the south (in Gosport District) would 
be desirable.  The Fareham GI strategy identifies 
project BW14 which aims to create ‘cross boundary 
links from South Fareham Gap and Daedalus to the 
Alver valley Country Park’ and ‘to provide a linear 
corridor between Stubbington, Lee-on-the-Solent  
and Gosport’.  

26

Page 82



169FAREHAM LANDSCAPE ASSESSMENT         Sensitivity Assessment 

SENSITIVITY AND DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL

The area’s primary GI value lies in its largely 
undeveloped nature and the extensive network of 
woodland, grassland, heathland and wetland habitats 
within the corridor of the River Alver and within 
Chark Common in the south of the area.  These assets 
are particularly scarce and valuable within the heavily 
urbanised and pressured context of this part of the 
Borough and are therefore very sensitive to change.  

The existing network of public access an open space 
is fairly sparse within the area and existing features 
need to be protected and their function and quality 
enhanced.  The area would benefit from improvements 
to the local access network to provide improved east-
west links between urban areas and the wider access 
network of the coastal plain, and north- south links to 
connect the northern part of the river corridor with 
the Alver Valley Country Park and the coast.

Any new development would need to maintain the 
largely ‘undeveloped’ character of the area, ensure 
the protection of features of landscape or biodiversity 
value, and maintain and extend the provision of access 
and public open space opportunities.  There is very 
limited scope for this to be achieved in this highly 
constrained area.

GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE – SENSITIVITY ASSESSMENT 

LLCA 8.2 - PEEL COMMON AND ALVER VALLEY
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LLCA 8.2 - PEEL COMMON AND ALVER VALLEY

As a whole, this area is of high sensitivity 
primarily on account of its critical role in 
preventing the coalescence of the urban areas 
of Fareham, Bridgemary, Lee-on-the-Solent and, 
to a lesser extent, Stubbington, and in defining 
the edges, setting and separate identity of these 
settlements.  The narrowness of the gap between 
development at Peel Common and the edge of 
Bridgemary means that this area has a particularly 
vital role in maintaining physical, visual and 
perceived separation and even a limited amount 
of development in the ‘wrong’ place, particularly 
along the main roads that enclose the southern 
part of the area, could threaten the integrity of 
the gap.  The situation is further complicated by 
the proposed new bypass which will inevitably 
have some effect on the integrity and character of 
the landscape resource and undeveloped gap and 
further ‘squeeze’ the gap at its narrowest point.  

Other key sensitivities include the important range 
of habitats within the Chark Common area and the 
area’s contribution to the corridor of undeveloped 
greenspace (albeit largely inaccessible) along the 
course of the River Alver, from Fareham to the 
Alver Valley Country Park and beyond to the coast. 
 
There may be potential for some modest, small 
scale development associated with existing built 
form at Peel Common or in the far south-west of 
the area, as long as it is closely related to existing 
features and can be successfully integrated within 
the existing structure of hedgerows and trees 
without altering the essentially ‘undeveloped’ 
character of the landscape or threatening the 
integrity of the gap.

In order to protect and enhance the character and 
quality of landscape resources, views and visual 
amenity, urban setting and green infrastructure, 
development proposals will need to:

�� Safeguard the area’s vital role in maintaining 
the separation of settlements and a clear 
distinction between urban and rural areas.  
In particular, avoid ribbon development 
along road corridors (e.g. Broom Way, 
Shoot Lane and Gosport Road) and any 
development beyond the existing urban 
edge that cannot be successfully integrated 
within the existing landscape structure and 
which could affect the visual, physical or 
perceived integrity of the strategic gap;
�� In particular, protect and strengthen the 

undeveloped character of the public open space 
to the east of the Peel Common roundabout;
�� Maintain the distinctly ‘isolated’ nature of 

settlement at Peel Common and ensure that 
any potential small-scale infill development 
within this area effectively ‘rounds off’ 
rather than extends the settlement boundary, 
to avoid the risk of physical or perceived 
coalescence with other built areas;
�� Protect the semi-rural, undeveloped 

character of areas 8.2b and c;
�� Maintain and strengthen the existing structure 

of woodland, trees, hedgerows and other 
mature vegetation in all parts of the area, to 
maximise its landscape and wildlife value;
�� In particular, maintain and enhance 

the mosaic of woodland, heathland, 
grassland and wetland habitats of value 
within the Lee-on-the-Solent golf course 
at Chark Common and encourage further 
habitat creation and diversification 
within intensively managed areas to 
maximise wildlife and landscape value;
�� Avoid the introduction of tall buildings 

or structures that would be particularly 
visually prominent within the landscape;
�� Protect and enhance enjoyment of the 

landscape by maintaining and enhancing 
the existing areas of public open space and 
access network, and by making further 
provision for accessible greenspace and 
access links within and across the area, 
particularly along the River Alver corridor 
and with the Country Park to the south; 
�� Demonstrate design that has minimal 

impact on the surrounding landscape 
and is in keeping with the character 
of the local landscape context.
�� Use native broadleaved species appropriate 

to the locality and soil conditions in 
new tree and hedgerow planting.

DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA AND ENHANCEMENT OPPORTUNITIES
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Executive Summary 

Fareham Borough Council is in the process 
of producing a new Local Plan to address 
housing, employment and retail 
development requirements across the 
Borough up to 2037. Once adopted, the 
new Local Plan will replace the adopted 
Local Plan Part 1 (Core Strategy) and Local 
Plan Part 2 (Development Sites & 
Policies). 

To support Local Plan development, 
Fareham Borough Council commissioned 
the Landscape Team, in Hampshire County 
Council, to undertake a technical review of: 

• six proposed Areas of Special 
Landscape Quality (ASLQ). 

• two proposed Strategic 
Countryside Gaps: Meon Gap and 
between Fareham and 
Stubbington. 

Fareham Borough Council’s recent past 
experience in the determining of two 
planning applications, identified the need 
to address the ‘valued landscapes’ of 
Fareham. 

“Two recent planning appeal decisions 
demonstrated how the argument of valued 
landscapes could help to determine 
planning decisions. Both decisions were on 
sites located in the Lower Meon Valley 
(Land west of Old Street, Stubbington and 
Land east of Posbrook Lane, Titchfield) and 
the Inspectors recognised the high-quality 
landscape concluding that the Lower Meon 
is a valued landscape. 

…with this in mind, the Council proposed 
the designation of valued landscapes as 
part of the Draft Local Plan Update 
consultation in the summer of 2019.”(page 
27, Fareham Draft Local Plan 2036) 

There was also the need to clarify the role 
that Strategic Gap designation plays within 
planning polices in the Countryside, and 
establish the clear difference between a 
policy that addresses landscape quality 
and a policy that addresses the prevention 
of coalescence of settlements with 
separate identities, as: 

“…Strategic Gaps do not necessarily have 
intrinsic landscape value but are important 
in maintaining the settlement pattern, 
protecting settlement identity and 
providing green infrastructure 
opportunities.” (page 27, Fareham Draft 
Local Plan 2036) 

This technical review is published at the 
Regulation 19 stage to support the 
proposed designations. 

The technical review undertaken during 
March to July 2020, reviewed recent 
relevant documents and developed an 
appropriate and concise methodology for 
determining Areas of Special Landscape 
Quality (or ASLQ), based primarily on 
criteria from the Guidelines for Landscape 
and Visual Impact Assessment (GLIVIA) 3rd 

Edition, Box. 5.1, supported by other 
examples of good practice and case law. 

As there is no standard national guidance 
on Strategic Gap determination, a 
methodology and set of criteria were 
established for determining Strategic Gap 
characteristics and boundaries through 
review and analysis of pertinent recent 
Strategic Gap proposals developed for 
other Local Plans and through Fareham 
Borough Council’s own Strategic Gap 
history. 
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Executive Summary 

The resultant analysis and site surveys of 
all Fareham Borough’s Landscape 
Character Areas concludes that: 

• The six proposed ASLQ put forward for 
designation in the Fareham Local Plan 
Supplement (Reg 18 consultation 
document, Jan-March 2020), can be 
considered as ‘valued landscapes’ as 
they scored highly against the 
assessment criteria and therefore 
should be identified for ASLQ 
designation in the Fareham Local Plan 
2037, with some modifications made to 
boundaries, to bring them into line with 
the current Fareham Borough 
Landscape Character Assessment 2017, 
but also; 

• Through this process, two further 
landscape character areas in Fareham 
Borough were identified as having 
equivalently ‘valued landscape’ 
characteristics and so it is 
recommended that Chilling-Brownwich 
Coastal Plain and parts of the Cams to 
Portchester Coast should also be 
designated. 

• Conservation Areas where they sit in or 
adjacent to a proposed ASLQ should be 
included as part of the ASLQ because of 
their mutually supportive relationship. 

The resultant analysis and site surveys of 
the two Strategic Gaps, conclude that: 

• The Meon Strategic Gap is proposed for 
continued designation, having both 
strong sub-regional agreement for its 
designation, and a clear role in 
preventing settlement coalescence, that 
could result from continued pressure for 
expansion of the Western Parishes; 
North and West Fareham, and from 
pressure for the expansion of 
Stubbington. 

• One moderate amendment is proposed 
to the North Eastern corner of the 
Meon Gap; that is an extension to the 
Gap around Funtley to prevent Funtley 
from coalescing with North and West 
Fareham. 

• The Fareham-Stubbington Strategic Gap 
is proposed for continued designation, 
also having strong sub-regional 
agreement for its designation, and a 
clear role in preventing settlement 
coalescence through continued and 
heavy pressure for Southern expansion 
of Fareham and Northern and Eastern 
expansion of Stubbington, but it is 
considered that there are some 
opportunities for development to be 
accommodated within the landscape, 
without compromising the Strategic 
Gaps function. 
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Executive Summary 

Possible adjustments to the Fareham-
Stubbington Strategic Gap could be 
considered in the following locations: 

• An area to the South of Fareham, and 
west of HMS Collingwood, as some 
development in this area could be 
visually absorbed into the Gap 
without compromising the Gap 
function. 

• An area to the north west of 
Stubbington south of Oakcroft Lane 
and east of Ranvilles Lane, as some 
development could be visually and 
physically absorbed into the Gap 
without compromising the Gap 
function. 

It is also noted that the Newgate Lane Area 
(Newgate Lane West and East from 
Fareham to Peel Common Roundabout) 
has undergone a significant amount of 
change in the recent past. 

In order to develop appropriate Green 
Infrastructure mitigation and 
enhancement associated with the areas of 
recent and future change described above, 
in the Fareham-Stubbington Gap, Green 
Instructure Frameworks or Strategies are 
required for each area. 
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Chapter 4: Strategic Gaps 

Figure 4.1. Photograph taken from road that leads to The Great Barn, near Titchfield 
Abbey, looking East towards edge of Fareham, in The Meon Gap. Beyond the tree line is 
Fareham. Photograph: Charlotte Webb June 2020 
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Chapter 4: Strategic Gaps Overview 

1. This chapter describes the application of 
methodology to determine the extent of 
the two Strategic Gaps in the draft 
Fareham Local Plan 2036 and gives 
specific recommendations for each Gap: 

1. Fareham/Stubbington and the 

Western Wards (the Meon Gap) 

2. Fareham/Bridgemary and 

Stubbington / Lee-on-the-Solent 

(the Fareham-Stubbington 

Strategic Gap) 

Role and purpose of the Strategic Gap 

2. As a reminder of the previously stated 
purpose of the Strategic Gap: 

“The primary purpose of identifying 
Strategic Gaps is to prevent the 
coalescence of separate settlements 
and help maintain distinct community 
identities. Strategic Gaps do not 
necessarily have intrinsic landscape 
value but are important in maintaining 
the settlement pattern, protecting 
settlement identity and providing 
green infrastructure opportunities.” 

(Fareham Publication Local Plan 2037) 

First Filter to establish Study Area Extents 

3. The Strategic Gap Study Area extents are 
shown in Figure 4.1. and detailed site 
analysis sheets can be found in Appendix 
5. The study areas were established to 
show specific tracts of land between the 
settlement boundaries of nearest 
neighbour settlements. 

Strategic Policy DS2: Development in 
Strategic Gaps 

“In order to prevent the coalescence of 
urban areas and to maintain the separate 
identity of settlements, Strategic Gaps are 
identified as shown on the Policies map 
between the following areas: 

1) Fareham / Stubbington and the 

Western Wards (Meon Gap) 

2) Fareham / Bridgemary and 

Stubbington / Lee-on-the-Solent 

(Fareham- Stubbington Strategic 

Gap) 

Development proposals will not be 
permitted where they significantly affect 
the integrity of the gap and the physical 
and visual separation of settlements or the 
distinctive nature of settlement 
characters.” 

4. Both the Meon Gap and Fareham-
Stubbington Gap are identified as ‘Cross-
authority’ Gaps, with the Meon Gap 
running north into Winchester City 
Council Local Plan Area and the 
Fareham-Stubbington Gap running 
South-East into Gosport Borough Council 
Local Plan Area.  Identified through PFSH 
Position Statement 2016. 

5. Within the sub-region of South 
Hampshire, the purpose of the Meon 
Gap “is of particular significance as it 
demarks the boundary of the 
Portsmouth and Southampton Housing 
Market Areas” .(PfSH Position Statement 
2016) 
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7.

Chapter 4: Strategic Gaps Overview 

5. Within Fareham Borough the aim of the 
Meon Gap is to prevent coalescence of 
Fareham and Stubbington with the 
Western Wards, but also important is 
the avoidance of coalescence with the 
settlement of Titchfield, that lies within 
the middle of the Gap. As stated earlier, 
the Meon Gap runs northwards 
following the River Valley across the 
borough boundary into Winchester City 
Council Local Authority Area, where 
Winchester Local Plan Policy CP18 -
Settlement Gaps’ includes the ‘Meon 
Gap’ (Whiteley – Fareham/Fareham 
Western Wards), with a local gap 
between North Fareham SDA and 
Knowle and Wickham designated under 
Policy SH4: North Fareham SDA. 

6. The aim of the Fareham- Stubbington 
Gap is to avoid coalescence between 
the settlements of: Fareham and , 
Bridgemary, with Stubbington and Lee-
on-the-Solent. Gosport Local Plan also 
supports PfSH Position Statement 2016 
and has designated a Strategic Gap 
which runs from the Borough border 
through the Alver Valley, but also 
Brookers Field Recreation Ground on 
the border with Fareham, is designated 
as Strategic Gap. The settlement 
boundary for Bridgemary, Gosport, lies 
on the Borough boundary with 
Fareham. The Strategic Gap 
designation is contained within Gosport 
Local Plan2011-2029 adopted October 
2015. 

Potential Development Impact 

7. As stated in Chapter 1, a key 
demonstration of pressure for 
development comes from the potential 
site allocations assessed in the Strategic 

Housing and Employment Land 
Availability Study, December 2019. The 
pressure for development in the 
Fareham-Stubbington Gap, is very 
significant to the risk for complete loss 
of countryside gap. The pressure in the 
Meon Gap is more moderate, with a 
‘squeezing’ of the central area around 
Titchfield, but with a significant 
pressure to develop pockets of land 
along the west side of Titchfield Road, 
between Titchfield and Stubbington. 
There is moderate pressure for 
development on the Western edge of 
Fareham and between Titchfield and 
Titchfield Common and Southwards 
pressure from Titchfield along Posbrook 
Lane. The indication of development 
pressure Southwards from Titchfield 
Common to Hook, is also of note, with 
the potential to put pressure on 
Chilling-Brownwich Coastal Plain. 

8. In addition to the two Appeal Sites at 
Posbrook Lane, Titchfield, and Old 
Street, Stubbington, which highlighted 
‘valued landscapes’ in the Meon Valley, 
recent noteworthy planning 
applications which also highlight 
development pressures, within the 
Strategic Gaps are: 

• P/14/0841/FP: Land of Cartwright 
Drive, Titchfield 

• P/19/0301/FP: Land East of Crofton 
Cemetery and West of Peak Lane, 
Fareham 

• P/14/0222/0A: Longfield Avenue, 
Land to the South – Fareham 
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14.

•

Chapter 4: Strategic Gaps Overview 

11. In the Meon Gap: P/14/0841/FP: Land 
of Cartwright Drive, Titchfield: 
Proposals for an 86 unit Care Homes, 
with associating landscape and car 
parking and a 15.4ha Country Park 
(with car parking), was approved 
though it was contrary to the current 
Policy C22: Strategic Gaps and within 
the setting of Titchfield Abbey 
Conservation Area. Construction on site 
was recently completed and is included 
in the site analysis. 

12. P/19/0301/FP: Land East of Crofton 
Cemetery and West of Peak Lane, 
Fareham: refused for several reasons, 
such as design in relation to the setting 
of the Cemetery, but not for it’s siting in 
the Fareham-Stubbington Gap. 

13. P/14/0222/0A: Longfield Avenue, Land 
to the South – Fareham, an outline 
application for up to 1550 dwelling and 
associated infrastructure was 
withdrawn. 

Key Routes for experiencing the Strategic 
Gaps 

14. Key routes for the primary purpose of 
experiencing the physical and visual 
separation of settlements have been 
identified and are shown in Figure 4.2.  
This work ties in closely with the 
previous analysis carried out by LDA 
and described in Chapter 3 of the 
Adopted Fareham Borough Landscape 
Character Assessment 2017.  As much 
as is possible, the key routes (or ‘paths’) 
pass between the settlement edges 
identified in the first filter, so that a 
significant number of drivers and 
walkers should experience the sense of 
leaving one settlement, passing 

through a distinctly different space, i.e. 
countryside between settlements 
before reaching another distinctly 
different settlement. This was tested 
out as part of the site analysis and is 
described in Appendix 5. 

Settlement Edge Characteristics 

15. This study builds upon the work 
previously carried out by David Hares 
Associates in the Fareham Borough Gap 
Review 2012. There have been 
negligible changes in the settlement 
edges since 2012 and the summary of 
settlement types shown in illustration 4 
of the Fareham Borough Gap Review 
2012 is still relevant: 

“The edges of new housing are often 
more visible than older housing 
stock as a result of garden tree 
planting, which has helped to screen 
the older properties adjoining the 
gap. Properties which back onto 
woodland have the most robust 
edge to the gap” (page 19, Fareham 
Borough Gap Review. David Hares, 
2012) 

16. A key feature of many of Fareham’s 
settlement edges is that of Woodland 
screening. Detailed findings are 
described in Appendix 5. The Spatial 
Visibility/Legibility maps A5.8-A5.10 
show key long views and views towards 
settlement edges where dwellings or 
other landmark buildings can either be 
seen or are hidden or partially hidden 
from view by woodland, tree canopies 
or hedgerows. Primary measure 10 
gives descriptions of the impact of the 
settlement edges on users from 
multiple vantage points. 
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Chapter 4: Strategic Gaps Overview 

Legend 

Strategic Countryside Gap Study Areas 

1) Gap between Whiteley and 
Fareham North (Welborne) 

2) Gap between Segensworth and 
Fareham North West (Hill Park) 1b 

3) Gap between and Titchfield Park 
and Fareham West (includes 
Titchfield Abbey) 

4) Gap between Titchfield Common 
2b and Titchfield 

5) Gap between Titchfield and West 
Fareham (Catisfield) 

6) Gap between Titchfield and 
Stubbington/Hill Head (and to a 
lesser extent Hook ) 

7) Gap between Fareham West and 
South and Stubbington 

8) Gap between Stubbington, 
Fareham and Gosport 

9) Gap between Hill Head/ 
Stubbington and Gosport 
(Bridgemary) and Lee-on-the-
Solent 

For detailed analysis see Appendix 5 

Figure 4.1. Plan showing Strategic Gap Study Area Extents 
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Chapter 4: Strategic Gaps Overview 

Key Vehicle Routes between the settlements to 

‘experience’ the Strategic Gaps 
i. M27 (between Whiteley Lane Bridge 

over motorway to Funtley Road, 

(under the motorway)) 

ii. Southampton Road/A27 (between the 

Roundabout with Cartwright Lane and 

The Avenue in Fareham) 

iii. Titchfield Road/B3334 (from Titchfield 

Gyratory to Stubbington) 

iv. Peak Lane (between Fareham and 

Stubbington) 

v. Newgate Lane East (between Fareham 

and Peel Common) 

vi. Gosport Road/B3334 between Marks 

Road and Peel Common Roundabout 

vii. St. Margaret’s Lane and Posbrook Lane 
(from A27 Roundabout South to Meon 

Shore) 

viii. Common Lane 

i 

ii 

iii 

iv 

v 
vii 

b 

c 

d 

e 

viii 
a 

vi 
Key Public Rights of Way/Pedestrian only Routes 

a. PRoW 67 & 68 across East-West across centre of Fareham-

Stubbington Gap 

b. PRoW 70  between Stubbington and corner of HMS 

Collingwood 

c. Ranvilles Lane 

d. PRoW 42 & 43 from A27 to Segensworth Rd, around 

Titchfield Abbey 

e. PRoW 34 & 51 along West side of Titchfield Haven Nature 

Reserve and through Little Posbrook 

Figure 4.2. Plan showing key experiential routes through the Strategic Gaps 
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Chapter 4: Strategic Gaps 
SG 2: The Fareham-Stubbington Gap 

Key features of the Strategic Gap 

1. Key Features of the Fareham-

Stubbington Strategic Gap are: 

• Open, predominantly arable 

farmland and horticulture with 

some glasshouses, a weak 

hedgerow structure and few trees 

• The settlement edges are for the 

most part well screened by mature 

tree canopy, but there is some 

minor visual intrusion from 

Fareham, Stubbington and HMS 

Collingwood 

• a few scattered 

farmsteads/horticultural holdings 

and a mosaic of small fragments of 

open farmland and horse-grazed 

pastures sandwiched between: 

• large-scale non-agricultural uses of 

Business and airfield development 

at Solent Airport in Daedalus to the 

South and the utilities of: 

• Peel Common Water 

Treatment Works enclosed 

from views by an earth bund 

and mature tree belt 

• Peel Common Solar Farm 

• Construction site of Stubbington-

bypass, which will provide an East-

West and South route through the 

Gap that has not previously existed 

• Urban fringe character of Peel 

Common residential area 

• Recently completed highway works to 

Newgate Lane, and Peel Common 

Roundabout, with associated noise 

attenuation fencing and bus and cycle 

infrastructure. 

Potential Development Impact 

2. As stated earlier, the potential impact 

of development is high within the 

Fareham-Stubbington Gap, with the 

potential to develop large tracts of 

farmland. 

3. It is too early to determine the full 

impact that Stubbington Bypass will 

have on the landscape character and 

development pressures of the Gap. As 

the Bypass is currently under 

construction and its alignment marked 

out, it is possible to see how it might 

affect the sense of separation between 

Fareham and Stubbington. In some 

respects it strengthens the sense of 

separation because it will be a physical 

demarcation and partial interruption to 

cross-movement. It also becomes 

another key route from which to 

experience the Gap, but it will bring 

more noise and activity and may exert 

a suburbanising influence on the 

landscape. It is strongly recommended 

that once the construction works have 

been completed and the road is fully 

operational a review of the Landscape 

Character Assessment for LCA 7: 

Fareham-Stubbington Gap is carried 

out. 

Technical Review of Areas of Special Landscape Quality and Strategic Gaps 22/09/2020 96 

49

Page 105



        

 

    

 

  

  

   

 

  

   

  

     

   

  

     

    

   

       

     

    

   

  

   

     

   

  

   

    

     

  

 

   

   

 

      

 

   

   

   

     

  

 

   

  

    

  

  

   

     

   

    

   

   

     

    

      

  

  

   

    

    

  

1.

Chapter 4: Strategic Gaps 
SG 2: The Fareham-Stubbington Gap 

Other Environmental and Planning 

Designations 

4. Unlike the Meon Gap, the Fareham-

Stubbington Gap does not have a 

significant number of environmental 

designations. The only are two areas of 

Ancient/Semi-Ancient Woodland: 

Oxleys Coppice, which is also a SINC 

(Southern edge of Fareham) and Tips 

Copse, (East edge of Stubbington, 

North of Crofton Secondary School). 

The Strategic Gap designation would be 

the key designation in this area. 

Summary findings of the Study Area 

Assessments: 

5. The descriptions run from West to East 

and then South. More detailed analysis 

of each area can be found in Appendix 

5. 

Area East of Titchfield Road and West of 

Peak Lane (Strategic Gap Study Area 7a): 

6. Due to the significant number of 

viewpoints from long stretches of the 

key roads that run through the area: 

Titchfield Road and Peak Lane (and 

from the Stubbington Bypass, when it is 

completed) and from the numerous 

footpaths that run through the middle 

of this area, it is strongly recommended 

that the vast majority of this section of 

Strategic Gap remains intact. It 

provides a useful informal recreational 

resource, within a distinctive 

landscape character, that is of good 

quality, where residents can walk in 

relative tranquility away from roads 

and enjoy long and varied views. Due 

to its moderate to large gap dimensions 

(800-1.2km) it has been able to retain a 

relatively high level of tranquility and 

dark nights skies, compared to other 

parts of Fareham and it would be a 

significant loss to local residents if they 

were not able to continue to enjoy this 

informal recreational resource. 

7. For this section of the Gap, this analysis 

agrees with the summary findings of 

LDA in Chapter 3 of the Fareham 

Borough Landscape Character 

Assessment 2017 - “The landscape 

performs a highly effective role in 

providing a 'sense' of separation and 

the experience of moving between one 

settlement and the other.  …..Edges of 
Fareham and Stubbington are clearly 

defined by strong boundary vegetation 

and there is a clear distinction between 

'town and country' there is a strong 

sense of leaving one urban area and 

moving through open countryside 

before entering another. Scale of the 

gap allows the time to appreciate sense 

of being in open countryside. Being able 

to see far across the gap and identify 

the edges, also strengthens the sense of 

separation.” (page 41) . 
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9.

Chapter 4: Strategic Gaps 
SG 2: The Fareham-Stubbington Gap 

8. However there exists the potential to 

make modifications to the settlement 

boundary of North Stubbington: to 

extend the boundary to run along 

Oakcroft Lane, as the isolated field that 

sits aside Crofton Cemetery, does not 

protrude into the landscape beyond the 

current Northern and Western edges of 

Stubbington. Largely sitting behind a 

mature line of Poplars also helps this 

isolated field absorb some 

development (subject to detail design), 

without risking the integrity of the Gap, 

as a whole.  Retention and 

enhancement of GI will be required, 

within the site. Development of a GI 

Framework or Strategy is 

recommended for the site in its 

context. 

Area East of Peak Lane and West of HMS 

Collingwood (Strategic Gap Study Area 

7b): 

9. Whilst this area comes under the same 

Landscape Character Area as Strategic 

Gap Study Area 7a, the terrain is much 

flatter, and the blocks of vegetation are 

less varied. Vegetation around the 

main large field screens the field from 

view from many vantage points. There 

are much fewer opportunities to see 

across this land, unless close to the 

field gates. From within the main field 

there are more visual detractors in the 

form of MOD buildings in HMS 

Collingwood, a low-rise tower in the 

adjacent estate off Longfield Drive and 

a long view to the Fareham Borough 

Council Office Tower Block. Subject to 

detailed design, scale and functions, it 

is considered possible for the main field 

to absorb some development without a 

significant impact on visual quality of 

the Strategic Gap. If managed 

appropriately, development could have 

beneficial effect on the GI network 

(recreational and environmental) that 

exists around the periphery of the field 

subject to appropriate attention being 

paid to GI provision and design. 

Therefore a change in Strategic Gap 

boundary could potentially be 

accommodated without undermining 

the principal purpose of the gap to 

prevent coalescence of settlements. 

However, such adjustment would be 

driven by more detailed testing of 

development forms, scale, landscape 

and GI interventions. Such work would 

also need to consider the potential 

reduction of tranquility and dark night 

skies ratings in the area. Establishing a 

GI Framework or Strategy is 

recommended. 

10. The experience of driving along Peak 

Lane is currently pleasant and it is 

recommended that with any potential 

boundary change that a GI zone of 

around 150m width between Peak Lane 

and any development, be established. 

This is to maintain the experience of 
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1. 1.

Chapter 4: Strategic Gaps 
SG 2: The Fareham-Stubbington Gap 

‘leaving’ Fareham driving through 
Countryside and arriving at the 

separate settlement of Stubbington. 

The Open Coastal Plain between 

Stubbington and the Peel Common Water 

Treatment Works, (Strategic Gap Study 

Area 8a) 

11. There are two key PRoW across this 

Landscape, that connect Stubbington 

and Fareham through a narrow gap of 

around 600m. The paths cross a 

dramatic flat landscape which has 

strong linear North-South views 

between Daedalus and Newgate Lane 

Farm, framed by blocks of woodland 

vegetation, on the boundary bund 

around the Peel Common Water 

Treatment Works and the east side of 

Stubbington, including Tips Copse 

Ancient Woodland. These views should 

be valued and retained, providing a 

great sense of space in an otherwise 

narrow corridor. 

12. There is very little opportunity to 

absorb development in this corridor. 

Visual intrusion of buildings would be 

unwelcome, as it would reduce 

tranquility. Some of the tree belts are 

thin, and a substantial belt of woodland 

would strengthen the landscape 

structure and provide an attractive 

edge to frame North South Views and 

views towards the eastern edge of 

Stubbington. Advance planting of this 

belt would be advised. A GI Framework 

or Strategy is recommended. 

Section of Fareham-Stubbington that 

provides a three-way Gap between 

Stubbington, Fareham and Gosport 

(Bridgemary) (Strategic Gap Study Area 

8b) 

13. There are no proposed changes to the 

Strategic Gap in this area. The strong 

screening around the Peel Common 

Water Treatment works provides an 

effective visual and physical barrier 

between all three settlements. 

14. There is pressure for development 

along Gosport Road (A334) between 

the Southern edge of Stubbington and 

Peel Common. It is strongly 

recommended that development 

pressure is resisted in this area as it 

would risk visual and physical 

coalescence between Stubbington and 

Gosport. 

Newgate Lane and Peel Common Area 

(Strategic Gap Study Area 8c) 

15. Despite the proximity of Fareham and 

Gosport in the north part, the gap is 

currently still effective in providing a 

‘sense of separation’, but it is at risk. 

Substantial vegetation around 

boundaries currently prevents visual 

coalescence. There is a defined 

boundary along settlement edges and a 

gap of sufficient scale and 
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15.

Chapter 4: Strategic Gaps 
SG 2: The Fareham-Stubbington Gap 

and coherence of character. Whilst the 

recently completed Newgate Lane 

South road development does not alter 

the experience of entering the urban 

area of Gosport beyond the Peel 

Common Roundabout, it does reduce 

tranquility and bring more built 

features (such as noise attenuation 

barriers) into this part of the gap. 

Further development within the gap in 

addition to the road scheme, together 

with existing urban fringe activity, is 

likely to cause visual, or even physical, 

coalescence of settlements on either 

side of the new road corridor. 

16. Even with the development of Newgate 

Lane South, the previous analysis 

carried out by LDA and described in 

Chapter 3 of the Fareham Borough 

Landscape Character Assessment 2017, 

is still relevant: “A cohesive area of 
undeveloped landscape which performs 

an important role in respect of the 

primary purposes of the Strategic Gap, 

i.e. in defining the edges, separate 

identity and settings of Fareham and 

Gosport, preventing their coalescence. 

Even minor encroachment beyond 

existing settlement boundaries could 

have an adverse effect on these 

functions and the overall integrity of 

the landscape and Strategic Gap.” 

(page 43) 

17. It is recommended that a GI 
Framework or Stratgey for the 
Strategic Gap Study Area 8c would be 
beneficial to enhance the GI value of 
the current gap and potentially help 
determine an appropriate GI 
framework for moderately scaled 
development. The planting associated 
with the Newgate Lane Highway works 
will exert a stronger 
woodland/hedgerow edge as it 
establishes, and this should be factored 
into a GI Strategy. The GI Strategy or 
Framework should reassess the Open 
Coastal Plain Landscape Type: with a 
view to creating stronger GI structure 
throughout, but highlighting and 
retaining long North-South views, and 
largely undeveloped views eastward 
from old Newgate Lane, to retain a 
sense of space and ‘big skies’. 

Daedalus and Lee-on-the-Solent Golf 
Course (Strategic Gap Study Area 9a and 
9b) 

18. This study does not suggest alterations 
to the Strategic Gap around the Airfield 
and Lee-on-the-Solent Golf Course. 
Current development within the 
Airfield is highly visible, but in keeping 
with current land uses/character of the 
area. Some further development could 
be accommodated in the Airfield but 
would depend on where within the 
site; scale and; what mitigation is 
delivered. 

Technical Review of Areas of Special Landscape Quality and Strategic Gaps 22/09/2020 100 

53

Page 109



 

        

   
 

  
  

  

 
  
  

  

  
  

   
  

  

Chapter 4: Strategic Gaps 
SG 2: The Fareham-Stubbington Gap 

Figure 4.12 Photograph from 
PRoW in Study Area 7a, looking 
North East towards Peak Lane, 
and South Fareham 
Photograph Charlotte Webb 
June 2020. 

Figure 4.13 Photograph from 
Peak Lane, looking towards 
Southern edge of Fareham. 
Photograph Charlotte Webb 
June 2020. 

Figure 4.14 Photograph from 
Stubbington By-pass 
Construction site, looking 
towards Crofton Cemetery, and 
distinctive row of Poplars. 
Photograph Charlotte Webb 
June 2020. 
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Chapter 4: Strategic Gaps 
SG 2: The Fareham-Stubbington Gap 

Figure 4.15 Photograph from 
Stubbington By-pass Construction 
site, looking South towards Glass 
houses on edge of Stubbington 
Photograph Charlotte Webb June 
2020. 

Figure 4.16 Photograph from 
Stubbington By-pass 
Construction site, looking East 
towards Newgate Lane Farm 
Photograph Charlotte Webb 
June 2020. 

Figure 4.17 Photograph from 
Stubbington By-pass 
Construction site, towards 
Fareham South (Longfield 
Avenue)and Broadlaw Walk 
centre. Photograph Charlotte 
Webb June 2020. 
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Chapter 4: Strategic Gaps 
SG 2: The Fareham-Stubbington Gap 

Figure 4.18 Photograph taken 
near Newlands Farm, from 
Stubbington Bypass 
Construction site, looking 
North East to Tower block near 
Longfield Avenue, Photograph 
Charlotte Webb June 2020. 

Figure 4.19 Photograph from 
Stubbington Bypass 
Construction site, looking 
North East to Peak Lane, 
Photograph Charlotte Webb 
June 2020. 

Figure 4.20 Photograph from 
PRoW crossing from 
Stubbington to Tanners Lane, 
looking South towards 
Meoncross School, Photograph 
Charlotte Webb June 2020. 
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Chapter 4: Strategic Gaps 
SG 2: The Fareham-Stubbington Gap 

Figure 4.21 Photograph from 
Newgate Lane West, looking 
South towards Peel Common 
Roundabout. Photograph 
Charlotte Webb June 2020. 

Figure 4.22 Photograph from 
Brookers Field, looking West 
towards Newgate Lane. 
Photograph Charlotte Webb 
June 2020. 

Figure 4.23 Photograph from 
verge on Newgate Lane East, 
looking towards settlement 
edge of Bridgemary. 
Photograph Charlotte Webb 
June 2020. 
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Chapter 5: Summary Conclusions and 
Recommendations 

Figure 5.1. Photograph of Titchfield Abbey, from the new Country Park adjacent to A27. 
Photograph: Charlotte Webb June 2020 
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Chapter 5: Summary Conclusions and 
Recommendations 

1. The resultant analysis and site surveys 
of all Fareham Borough’s Landscape 
Character Areas recommends that: 

• The six proposed ASLQ put forward 
for designation in the Fareham 
Local Plan Supplement (Reg 18 
consultation document, Jan-March 
2020), can be considered as ‘valued 
landscapes’ as they scored highly 
against the assessment criteria and 
therefore should be identified for 
ASLQ designation in the Fareham 
Local Plan 2037, with some 
modifications made to boundaries, 
to bring them into line with the 
current Fareham Borough 
Landscape Character Assessment 
2017, but also; 

• Through this process, two further 
landscape character areas in 
Fareham were identified as having 
equivalently ‘valued landscape’ 
characteristics and so it is 
recommended that Chilling-
Brownwich Coastal Plain and parts 
of the Cams to Portchester Coast 
should also be designated. 

• Conservation Areas where they sit 
in or adjacent to a proposed ASLQ 
should be included as part of the 
ASLQ because of their mutually 
supportive relationship. 

2. It is considered that there is a clear 
difference between the ASLQ 
designation, where the landscape 
value is the key reason for designation, 
in the context of Strategic Gaps, 
landscape character and its quality are 
a ‘part of the picture’ sitting amongst a 
broader range of criteria. 

3. The resultant analysis and site surveys 
of the two Strategic Gaps, conclude 
that the Meon Strategic Gap: 

• is proposed for continued 
designation, having both strong 
sub-regional justification for its 
designation, and a clear and 
continued role in preventing 
settlement coalescence, that could 
result from pressure for expansion 
of the Western Parishes; North and 
West Fareham, and from pressure 
for the expansion of Stubbington 
with; 

• one moderate amendment 
proposed to the North Eastern 
corner of the Meon Gap; that is an 
extension to the Gap around 
Funtley to prevent Funtley from 
coalescing with North and West 
Fareham. 

4. The Fareham-Stubbington Strategic 
Gap is proposed for continued 
designation, also having strong sub-
regional justification for its 
designation, with an important role in 
preventing settlement coalescence 
from continued and heavy pressure for 
Southern expansion of Fareham and 
Northern and Eastern expansion of 
Stubbington, but it is considered that 
there may be potential for some 
development to be accommodated 
within the landscape, without 
compromising its Strategic Gap 
function. 
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Chapter 5: Summary Conclusions and 
Recommendations 

5. Possible adjustments to the Fareham-
Stubbington Strategic Gap could be 
considered in the following locations: 

• An area to the south of Fareham, 
and west of HMS Collingwood, as 
some development in this area 
could be visually absorbed into 
the Gap without compromising 
the Gap function. 

• An area to the north west of 
Stubbington, south of Oakcroft 
Lane and east of Ranvilles Lane. 

6. It also noted that the Newgate Lane 
Area (Newgate Lane West and East 
from Fareham to Peel Common 
Roundabout) has undergone a 
significant amount of change in the 
recent past. 

7. In order to develop appropriate Green 
Infrastructure mitigation and 
enhancement associated with the 
areas of recent and future change 
described above, in the Fareham-
Stubbington Gap, Green Instructure 
Frameworks or Strategies are required 
for each area. 
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Peel 
Common 
Water 
Treatment 
Works 

Peel Common: small area of 
1940-50’s low density ribbon 
development. Large detached 
houses set back from Rd, semi-
rural/edge of village settlement 
character. ‘Interrupts’ the 
Strategic Gap’ between Gosport 
and Stubbington.  Provides a false 
urban edge to 
Stubbington/Fareham. 

HMS Daedalus: Long views 
over airfield to 
Industrial/Warehousing 
sheds, some under 
construction on brow of low 
hill. Vegetation planting on 
edge of Daedalus/adjacent to 
B3334, will reduce views into 
airfield in longer term 

Stubbington: Flat topography. 
1970’s/80’s low rise, low density 
housing, First signs of suburban/urban 
edge shown in highways materials and 
detailing: street lighting, signalled 
crossing, guardrails. Key entrance to 
Daedalus. 

Lee-on-The-Solent Golf 
Course: Vegetation in 
flat/gently undulating 
topography, screens many 
views into adjacent land, 
from roads, but there is a 
sense of large expansive 
skies. 

Stubbington1950’s bungalows.  Back 
gardens face onto fields/with 
Woodland fringe of trees.  Within the 
estate there is very little connection 
to the countryside, apart from sense 
of tranquillity. 

School 
Playing Field Brookers 

Field 
Recreation 
Ground 

Peel Common 
Solar Farm 

Broad and long 
uninterrupted  views 
across fields between 
Titchfield Road and 
Ranvilles Lane 

TCT 20: Defence 
1915-Present 
TCA: FARE08c: 
Royal Navy 
Training 
Establishment 
HMS Collingwood 
Low pitch roofs of 
large footprint 
buildings 
(typically 3 storey) 
set amongst tree 
canopy, can be 
seen from several 
locations. 

TCA FARE08e: 
Collingwood Retail Park 
and Newgate Lane 
Industrial Estate, 
Fareham Industrial 
Park environs 
TCT 11:Large Retail 
1950-Present .  Large 
footprint low rise, 
buildings poor public 
realm. 

TCT 8 (&9) Residential Post 1945–Present 
(Houses and Bungalows) (& Residential Post 
1945–Present (Flats, 4 storey and above)). 
TCA FARE09  South-west 1970s urban 
extensions 
South-western edge of the town 
characterised by low to medium density and 
generous open space provision. Consistent 2 
storey height, with some areas of grouped 
flat blocks. three sub-areas (FARE09a, 09b 
and 09c) with slight changes in grain, setting 
and differing built form between housing 
estates. 

Bridgemary: 
Flat 
topography. 
1960’s low 
rise, low 
density 
housing, with 
grass verges. 
Small 
garage courts 
back onto 
green edge 

Views into field 
restricted by 
vegetation, unless 
viewed from field 
gateways 

Mixed open 
and 
partly inter-
rupted mid-
distance and 
long views 
across fields 

Figure: A5.10 Plan showing Visibility/Legibility Analysis of FAREHAM-Stubbington Gap 

Dramatic 
North-South 
views over 
flat open 
fields 
framed by 
mature 
vegetation 

` 
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             Figure: A5.12 Plan showing Key Distances across the Southern Part of Meon Strategic Gap and the Fareham-Stubbington Strategic Gap between Settlement edges 
(distances are approximate) 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Qualifications and Experience 

1.1. My name is James Atkin, Director (Landscape) in the Birmingham Office of the Pegasus 

Group and a Chartered Member of the Landscape Institute (2005). I have over 19 years 

experience specialising in the application of LVIA across a range of sectors including 

power, highways, rail, housing, waste, land reclamation and restoration, mineral 

extraction, commercial developments and renewable energy.  

1.2. Since joining the Pegasus Group I have completed detailed LVIA's for sites across the 

UK, including schemes for residential, mixed use, care home, solar and commercial 

development. As an inherent part of this work I apply an iterative process of LVIA to 

inform masterplanning principles that respond appropriately to landscape and visual 

constraints and opportunities.  

Terms of Reference 

1.3. This evidence is written on behalf of Fareham Land LP and Bargate Homes Ltd (the 

appellants) and relates to an appeal for non-determination by Fareham Borough Council 

in respect of two outline applications for residential development, both on land to the 

east of Newgate Lane. This evidence sets out an overview of relevant landscape and 

visual matters.  

1.4. Principles and good practice for undertaking landscape and visual impact assessment 

(LVIA) and/or applying the principles of LVIA are set out in the Landscape Institute (LI) 

and the Institute of Environmental Management (IEMA) Guidelines for Landscape and 

Visual Impact Assessment, Third Edition (2013)1 (GLVIA3). The concepts and 

procedures set out in this guidance have been adopted where appropriate. 

1.5. The evidence included in this supporting statement for this appeal (LPA reference: 

P/18/1118/OA - AND - P/19/0460/OA) is true and has been prepared in accordance with 

the guidance of my professional institution. I confirm that the opinions expressed are 

my true and professional opinions. 

  

 
1 Landscape Institute and Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment, Guidelines for Landscape and 
Visual Impact Assessment 3rd Edition (April, 2013) 
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2. BACKGROUND 

2.1. The appeal sites extend to ca. 10 hectares (ha) of agricultural land, situated close to 

the urban edge of Fareham. The appeal sites are bounded by Newgate Lane to the west, 

Woodcote Lane to the south and Newgate Lane East to the east. 

2.2. The wider landscape context of the appeal sites includes the low-lying ground of the 

coastal plain and the adjacent urban environments of Fareham, Gosport (with Woodcot 

and Bridgemary). The settlement area of Stubbington forms the western extent of the 

Strategic Gap which extends across the coastal plain between the local settlement areas. 

Separation is most pronounced across the arable areas between Fareham/Peel Common 

and Stubbington. 

2.3. The applications were submitted with a detailed LVIA which set out a comprehensive 

baseline and robust assessment of predicted impacts. These included details as to how 

landscape and visual matters have influenced the design of the masterplan, with 

mitigation measures consequently forming an inherent part of the proposals. 

2.4. The reasons for refusal raises three main issues in reset of landscape and visual matters, 

stating that: 

• b) The proposed development fails to respond positively to and be respectful of 

the key characteristics of the area and would be harmful to the character and 

appearance of the countryside;  

• c) The provision of development in this location would significantly affect the 

integrity of the strategic gap and the physical and visual separation of settlements;  

• d) The application site is not sustainably located adjacent to, well related to or 

well-integrated with the existing urban settlement boundaries;  

2.5. This evidence considers these issues against various information, including the 

submitted LVIAs, consultation responses, report to committee and other relevant 

baseline and evidence base documents related to landscape and visual matters. 
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3. SUMMARY 

3.1. The submitted LVIAs address the key characteristics of the appeal sites and their 

context. The submitted LVIAs also set out an assessment of the impact and approach 

to mitigation. This process also enables judgements to be drawn in respect of the 

context of the appeal sites in relation to the existing urban settlement 

edges/boundaries. 

3.2. With reference to this material, and supported by my own additional analysis where 

necessary, I conclude that the appeal schemes will not be harmful to the character and 

appearance of the countryside, will not significantly affect the integrity of the Strategic 

Gap and will relate well to the existing patterns of settlement.  

3.3. This is on the basis the relevant key landscape characteristics of the area have been 

considered through the process of LVIA, consequently informing the analysis of 

constraints and opportunities, and ultimately the landscape strategy for the mitigation. 

This forms an integrated part of the two masterplans for northern and southern 

schemes.  

3.4. Consequently, I consider the approach taken to the design of the respective masterplans 

to have adopted a positive approach in landscape and visual terms.  

3.5. The loss of the agricultural enclosures and replacement of these areas with residential 

development is largely the main cause of impact, however this is balanced by the 

response to the grain and pattern of the landscape and its scale, as well as the response 

to the characteristics of the landscape, several of which are defined as 'essential' by the 

published guidance. Where these are referenced, mitigation adopts an approach of 

retention and/or enhancement. 

3.6. I consider that the subsequent residual impacts of the appeal schemes will be acceptable 

in landscape and visual terms.  

3.7. In terms of the Fareham to Stubbington gap, I consider the appeal sites are well placed 

to accommodate development without undue consequences or impacts on the role and 

function of the Strategic Gap. This is on the basis that: 

• In relation to distances, the appeal schemes will reduce the gap between 

Bridgemary and Stubbington physically from ca. 1.6km to ca. 1.1km which 

remains a considerable distance and well within the thresholds of the 'rule of 

thumb' appropriate distances set out in the FBC study; 

Page 127



Fareham Land LP and Bargate Homes Ltd 
Land at Newgate Lane, Fareham, Hampshire 
Summary Proof of Evidence | Landscape and Visual Matters  
 
 

 
28.10.2020 | JWA | BRS.4989 | FINAL Page | 5  

• In terms of visibility, the appeal schemes will be physically and visually well 

contained – they sit within the strong green infrastructure framework that is 

evident in the form of blocks of woodland and tree lined hedges which screen or 

partially screen views – furthermore they will not be visible across the Strategic 

Gap from Stubbington; 

• Existing screening is present immediately adjacent to the appeal sites in terms of 

the woodland around the waste water treatment works, along Newgate Lane and 

within the emerging framework of vegetation along Newgate Lane East that will 

continue to establish and increasingly provide a robust visual screen from the east; 

• The surrounding context and urbanising influences, including the settlement area 

of Peel Common which reduce the degree of change; 

• The opportunity to contribute to, and maintain, a strong green infrastructure 

network that complements both the strategic gap and the areas of settlement, in 

the form of the landscape d areas and landscape buffers along the eastern and 

western edges of the appeal sites which will reinforce and connect the linear routes 

which cross broadly north to south through this area; and 

• In connection with the green infrastructure provision, the ability to incorporate 

substantial mitigation that will successfully avoid or minimise landscape and visual 

effects.  

3.8. I also note that, notwithstanding differences in the technical approaches, the Pegasus 

Group and FBC Strategic Gap studies both independently acknowledge that the Strategic 

Gap can accommodate some form of growth and development within it. Both also 

recognise the need for additional, more detailed assessment on a site/project basis. 

3.9. In respect of the conclusions of the FBC Strategic Gap study (where these note the 

relatively poor state of the gap at this point), I would think a logical and appropriate 

conclusion would be to amend the boundary to omit this part of the landscape from the 

Strategic Gap, creating capacity for development to come forward with a strong 

framework of green infrastructure and mitigation. This would place an emphasis on the 

importance of the core areas that are located further west, between Fareham and 

Stubbington where the Strategic Gap clearly delivers its role and function in full.  

3.10. Finally, the reason for refusal suggests that the appeal schemes will not relate to, or 

integrate with, the existing urban settlement boundaries. However, my evidence 

demonstrates that the appeal sites are well related to Peel Common, being located to 

the east of Newgate Lane, physical contained by the alignment of Newgate Lane East 

and situated immediately adjacent to the existing residential dwellings off Woodcote 
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Lane and directly opposite the mix of dwellings and urban influences along the northern 

section of Newgate Lane.  

3.11. With existing and proposed green infrastructure in place, the appeal schemes will 

consolidate the pattern of Peel Common within a clearly defined limit. As such I consider 

that the appeal schemes will integrate well, and in a positive way, with the settlement 

area at Peel Common. 

3.12. Furthermore, there are some existing physical connections between Peel Common and 

Bridgemary. With the appeal schemes in place, the consolidated pattern of Peel Common 

would continue to blend with the urban edge of Gosport and Bridgemary, focused along 

the green route into Bridgemary (along Woodcote Lane) and focussed on the large 

amenity open space of Brookers Field Recreation Ground.  

3.13. If the previous emerging allocation of HA2 were to come forward, this broader area of 

development would reinforce the connection between Peel Common (including the 

appeal sites) and the edge of Fareham. In each eventuality, I consider there to be a 

good connection between the appeal schemes and the existing areas of the settlement.  

3.14. In all respects, considering Peel Common in itself, connections to Gosport, and with the 

potential for HA2 to come forward, development in this area will maintain a robust gap 

between Fareham (aligned with the western edge of Peel Common) and Stubbington.  

3.15. Overall, in the context of these limited issues, and with the appeal schemes in place, 

landscape and visual issues are not sufficient to support a prospective reason for refusal. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Anthony Jones, and I am a Director (Transport) at Pegasus Group.  I 

hold a Bachelor of Science Degree with Honours in Environmental Assessment in 

the Construction Industry.  I am a Member of the Chartered Institution of Highways 

and Transportation (MCIHT). 

1.2 I have been actively involved in providing highway and transportation planning 

advice relating to the development process since 2002.  I have advised a wide 

variety of clients operating in residential, retail, education, leisure, industrial and 

office sectors.  My experience ranges from initial feasibility studies to expert witness 

duties on projects located throughout the UK and have included proposals for 

development in Hampshire and elsewhere in the south of England. 

1.3 My Evidence for this Inquiry has been prepared and is given in accordance with the 

guidance of my professional institution and I confirm that the opinions expressed 

are my true and professional opinions. 

1.4 I am fully familiar with the appeal sites and the surrounding area, having first been 

instructed to work on this project in February 2018. 
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2. SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

2.1 My Evidence is given on behalf of both Fareham Land LP and Bargate Homes 

Limited and relates to both the appeal at Land at Newgate Lane (North)(Appeal A) 

(PINS Ref: APP/A1720/W/20/3252180) (LPA ref: P/18/1118/OA) and Land at 

Newgate Lane (South) (Appeal B) (PINS ref: APP/A1720/W/20/3252185) (LPA ref: 

P/19/0460/OA).  I shall refer to these as the ‘northern’ and the ‘southern’ sites 

respectively. 

2.2 The two sites are adjacent to one another and form a single parcel of land situated 

between Newgate Lane to the west and the newly constructed Newgate Lane East 

to the east.   

2.3 Cumulatively both sites propose to provide a total of 190 dwellings.  The northern 

site will provide 75 dwellings and the southern site 115 dwellings. 

Scope of Transportation Work 

2.4 The scope of the transportation work that was prepared to support the planning 

applications for both the northern and southern sites was agreed with the highway 

authority at Hampshire County Council (highway authority) in advance.  The outline 

planning applications for both the northern and southern sites were duly supported 

by detailed Transport Assessments, including the provision of Travel Plans.  

2.5 The outline planning applications for both schemes have been subject to significant 

negotiations with the highway authority.  This is reflected by the provision of 

several consultation responses either the transport planning department at the 

planning authority or the highway authority, as well as attendance at several in 

person and / or online meetings and submission of detailed email correspondence.  

The formal consultation responses are included at Core Documents CDB.2a to 

CDB.2d for the northern site and Core Documents CDB.7a to CDB.7d for the 

southern site. 

2.6 The overall accessibility credentials of both the northern and southern sites with 

respect to how well related the appeal sites are to local and wider amenities and 

facilities required on a daily and weekly basis has not been raised as a reason for 

objection by the highway authority in the consultation responses issued to date.  
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2.7 It is acknowledged that the Appellants have been requested to review and consider 

improvements to the existing walking and cycling routes to the north, east, south 

and west of the northern and southern sites.  However, the highway authority has 

confirmed that it considers that both sites are accessibly located and that the 

provision of the surrounding walking and cycling networks are generally of an 

acceptable standard, subject to agreement of the requested S106 contributions, as 

summarised below: 

i. a contribution of £241,920 to support bus services and associated 

infrastructure in the vicinity of the site (to be split proportionally between 

the two development, as set out in the draft Legal Agreement); 

ii. a contribution of £150,000 towards Newgate Lane crossing improvements 

at Woodcote Lane/ Brookers Lane (to be split proportionally between the 

two developments, as set out in the draft Legal Agreement); and 

iii. a contribution of £173,731 towards improvements to routes to school (to 

be split proportionally between the two developments, as set out in the 

draft Legal Agreement).    

2.8 Matters of agreement with the highway authority are set out in paragraphs 2.45 

and 2.46 below. 

2.9 The outstanding transport issues with the highway authority that remained to be 

resolved prior to the submission of the appeals against non-determination where:  

i. The proposed site accesses onto Newgate Lane; 

ii. Proposed Improvements at the junction between Newgate Lane and 

Newgate Lane East to mitigate the individual and cumulative impacts of the 

northern and southern sites; and 

iii. Travel Plan; and 

iv. Agreement of S106 contributions. 
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Fareham Borough Councils Reports to Committee and Statement of Case 

2.10 The Appellants submitted appeals against non-determination of both outline 

planning applications on the 06th May 2020.  At its Planning Committee on the 24th 

June 2020, Fareham Borough Council (planning authority) confirmed that should it 

have determined both schemes, it would have refused to grant planning permission 

for both.   

Reports to Committee 

2.11 A summary of the pertinent paragraphs relating to transport issues are set out in 

paragraphs 2.12 to 2.38 below.   

Accessibility - Northern Site 

2.12 Paragraph 8.40 of the report to committee for the northern site advises that each 

application must be considered on its own merits and that it cannot be assumed 

that the northern and southern sites will be approved collectively.  It also advises 

that northern site cannot rely on the links proposed as part of the southern site.  It 

goes onto say that the northern site is not well related to services in Bridgemary, 

despite its proximity given the severance effect of Newgate Lane east.  The 

planning authority acknowledge that there is a crossing point from Woodcote Lane 

to Brookers Lane, but in order to access it, residents for the northern site would 

need to take a very circuitous route down Newgate Lane and then east using 

Woodcote Lane.  The planning authority set out the concerns identified above again 

at paragraph 8.81.   

2.13 Paragraph 8.41 of the report to committee for the northern site notes that the TA 

prepared to support the outline planning application includes a walking and cycling 

isochrone figure that considered the accessibility of both the northern and southern 

sites collectively and that it was not clear what level of connection has been 

assumed between both sites.  It sets out the planning authority’s view that this is 

not appropriate, and that the conclusions in the TA cannot be relied upon.  It goes 

onto state that the only facilities located within 800 metres are the Peel Common 

Evangelical Church and a bus stop on each carriageway of Newgate Lane East and 

surmises that this suggests that the northern site is not well located to existing 

services and facilities. 
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2.14 Paragraph 8.42 of the report to committee for the northern site notes that the 

evidence base for the Fareham Local Plan 2036 a background paper was prepared 

on accessibility.  A copy of this paper is included at Appendix AHJ/A.  Paragraph 

8.42 goes onto advise that the background paper contains accessibility standards 

for a number of facilities including schools, shops, GP surgeries etc and notes that 

the northern site is not compliant with these distances. 

2.15 Paragraph 8.44 of the northern sites report to committee considers that Newgate 

Lane East physically severs the site from facilities and services in Bridgemary and 

that it is a significant constraint to sustainable east-west movements.  Paragraph 

8.45 notes that the highway authority advised that the uncontrolled pedestrian / 

cycling crossing point between Woodcote Lane and Bookers Lane will need to be 

improved for the development to be acceptable to be secured through a S106 

agreement.  However, the paragraph goes onto state that notwithstanding any 

improvement, this single crossing point will only provide a very limited sustainable 

means of access to local services in Bridgemary.  No technical or policy justification 

is provided to substantiate this conclusion.  

2.16 Paragraph 8.43 of the report to committee for the northern site acknowledges that 

the appeal site is serviced by bus routes 21 and 21A and that they provide an 

approximate hourly bus service from approximately 0700 to 1900 hours Monday to 

Friday and 0900 to 1400 hours on a Saturday.  However, the planning authority 

does not provide a view on the appropriateness of the frequency of these bus 

services to service the appeal site.  

Accessibility Southern Site 

2.17 Paragraph 8.39 of the report to committee for the southern site advises that each 

application must be considered on its own merits and that it cannot be assumed 

that the northern and southern sites will be approved collectively. 

2.18 Paragraph 8.40 of the report to committee for the southern site notes that the TA 

prepared to support the outline planning application includes a walking and cycling 

isochrone figure that considered the accessibility of both the northern and southern 

sites collectively and that it was not clear what level of connection has been 

assumed between both sites.  It sets out the planning authority’s view that this is 

not appropriate, and that the conclusions in the TA cannot be relied upon.   
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2.19 Paragraph 8.41 of the report to committee for the southern site notes that the 

evidence base for the Fareham Local Plan 2036 a background paper was prepared 

on accessibility.  A copy of this paper is included at Appendix AHJ/A.  Paragraph 

8.41 goes onto advises that Peel Common Infant and Junior School; Bridgemary 

School; the shops at Tukes Avenue and Carisbrooke Precinct local centre; and 

Bridgemary Medical Centre are within the accessibility standards advised to inform 

the Fareham Local Plan.  This is accepted again at paragraph 8.43 of the southern 

site's report to committee but goes on to advise that Newgate Lane East is a 

significant constraint to sustainable east-west movements because it physically 

severs the site from facilities and services in Bridgemary.  Paragraph 8.44 notes 

that the highway authority advised that the uncontrolled pedestrian / cycling 

crossing point between Woodcote Lane and Bookers Lane will need to be improved 

for the development to be acceptable to be secured through a S106 agreement.  

However, notwithstanding any improvement, paragraph 8.44 goes onto state that 

this single crossing point will only provide a very limited sustainable means of 

access to local services in Bridgemary.  No policy or technical justification is 

provided to substantiate this conclusion. 

2.20 Paragraph 8.42 of the report to committee for the southern site acknowledges that 

the appeal site is serviced by bus routes 21 and 21A and that they provide an 

approximate hourly bus service from approximately 0700 to 1900 hours Monday to 

Friday and 0900 to 1400 hours on a Saturday.  However, the planning authority 

does not provide a view on the appropriateness of the frequency of these bus 

services to service the appeal site.  

Accessibility Summary 

2.21 The planning authority’s view is that the northern site is not compliant with the 

planning authority’s accessibility standards for walking distances to local amenities 

and facilities in Bridgemary.  The planning authority accepts that the southern site 

is located within relatively close walking distance to a range of local services in 

Bridgemary.  However, the planning authority considers that Newgate Lane East 

severely constrains sustainable, permeable movement patterns between the local 

services in Bridgemary.   
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2.22 The planning authority acknowledges that a S106 contribution has been requested 

(and now agreed) towards the provision of a controlled TOUCAN crossing.  

However, notwithstanding any improvement, it is the planning authority’s view that 

this single crossing point will only provide a very limited sustainable means of 

access to the local services in Bridgemary and that both proposals fail to accord 

with policies criteria (ii) of DSP40; CS5 (Transport Strategy and Infrastructure) and 

CS17 (High Quality Design). 

2.23 The planning authority for both the northern and southern sites does not 

acknowledge in either of the reports to committee, the walking distances to nearby 

amenities and facilities that are located to the north, south and west of the northern 

and southern appeal sites.  It also does not review in detail what it considers to be 

acceptable cycling distances to local amenities and facilities.  The planning authority 

also does not offer a view on the appropriateness of the frequency of the 21 and 

21A bus services that serve the bus stops on Newgate Lane East or acknowledge 

the more frequent services that are located on Tukes Avenue to the east of the 

appeal sites. 

2.24 The planning authority’s views are provided despite the highway authority’s view 

that the provision of cycling and walking facilities and access to sustainable 

transport are generally of an acceptable standard subject to S106 contributions.  

The highway authority’s view is set out in paragraph 8.82 of the northern sites 

report to committee and paragraph 8.84 of the southern sites report to committee. 

2.25 It is my view that the determination of the accessibility of development schemes, 

through either the Local Plan or development control process, cannot be 

determined using a strict and inflexible approach.  It should not be a tick box 

exercise that reviews schemes based on meeting certain guidance thresholds.  The 

assessment should also not be restricted to only reviewing distances to local 

amenities and facilities that are located in a particular direction or place, whilst not 

acknowledging at the same time how a site relates holistically to its surrounding 

geographical context.   

2.26 It is my view that each site should be assessed on its own merits and that different 

opportunities to maximise sustainable transport solutions will vary from urban to 

rural locations.   
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2.27 It is also my view that the key tests in terms of accessibility is whether what can 

be provided locally provides a realistic and holistic choice of travel patterns, having 

regard to that particular land use.  I consider that the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF) in this respect, particularly at paragraph 104 noting that this is 

not an exercise in development of a Local Plan, takes a pragmatic view with 

reference to the context of the local geographical area.   

2.28 As advised in Mr Weavers evidence, although the outline planning applications for 

the northern and southern sites were made separately (and therefore must be 

submitted as separate appeals), the proposals have always been conceived as a 

cohesive development.  The evidence provided in this document applies to both 

appeals, unless specifically stated. 

2.29 Chapter 3 of my evidence confirms that the northern and southern sites are 

located within reasonable walking and cycling distance to a wide range of local 

amenities and facilities required by future residents on a daily and weekly basis.  It 

also confirms that these amenities and facilities are located to the north, south and 

west and that future residents that may reside at the northern and southern appeal 

sites are not solely reliant on amenities and facilities located within Bridgemary to 

the east that requires residents to cross Newgate Lane East.  It also confirms that 

the walking and cycling routes to these facilities are of a good standard, safe and 

attractive that will meet the minimum score using the Walking Route Audit Tool 

(WRAT) auditing tool as set out in the Department for Transport Local Cycling 

Walking Infrastructure Plans (DfT’s LCWIPs) with the implementation of the 

package of measures set out in Chapter 4.  It is considered that these measures 

will enhance the accessibility credentials of the northern and southern sites, 

address the severance effects of Newgate Lane East and encourage sustainable 

travel. 

2.30 I acknowledge that car journeys to local and wider amenities and facilities will often 

be the major means of travel for resident of the appeal scheme, as it is in many 

areas both urban and rural.  However, it is considered that the appeal sites are well 

located in terms of minimising trip lengths.   
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2.31 It is also considered that the available public transport facilities offer future 

residents with a real choice to use these services to travel to health, education, 

leisure, employment, transport and retail services in other nearby settlements 

including Gosport, Portsmouth and Southampton as a genuine alternative to single 

occupancy car travel. 

Highways Impact 

2.32 Paragraph 8.79 of the northern sites report to committee and paragraph 8.80 of 

the southern sites report to committee notes that the supporting Transport 

Assessments in support of the planning applications only considered the cumulative 

traffic impacts of the northern and southern sites and it is therefore not possible to 

fully assess the highway impacts of either the northern or southern sites in 

isolation.   

2.33 Paragraph 8.83 of the northern sites report to committee and paragraph 8.85 of 

the southern sites report to committee advise that off-site works would be required 

to improve the operation of the junction between Newgate Lane and Newgate Lane 

East to mitigate the cumulative impacts of the northern and southern sites.   

2.34 As set out in paragraphs 2.45 and 2.46 below, and as noted in paragraph 8.84 

of the northern sites report to committee and paragraph 8.86 of the southern sites 

report to committee, the highway authority agree that the individual and 

cumulative impacts of the northern and southern sites will not have an impact on 

the following junctions: - 

• Speedsfield Park roundabout and HMS Collingwood signal junction; 

• Peel Common signalised roundabout; and 

• Newgate Lane East / Longfield Avenue / Davis Way roundabout. 
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2.35 As set out in Ms Hoskins evidence, it is considered that the individual and 

cumulative impacts of the northern and southern sites will have a detrimental 

impact on the operation of the minor arm at the existing right turn lane ghost island 

junction between Newgate Lane and Newgate Lane East.  It is my view, as set out 

in Chapter 6 of this evidence, that the proposed improvements to signalise the 

junction will mitigate the individual and cumulative impact of both the northern and 

southern sites and will not undermine the objectives of the ‘Improving Access to 

Fareham and Gosport’ Strategy. 

2.36 Paragraph 8.85 of the northern sites report to committee and paragraph 8.87 of 

the southern sites report to committee summarise the outstanding transport issues 

with the highway authority at the time of writing, as advised in paragraph 2.9 

above. 

2.37 Paragraph 8.86 of the northern site report to committee and paragraph 8.87 of the 

southern sites report to committee note that that Gosport Borough Council has also 

raised concern over the potential for the northern and southern sites to negate the 

benefits of the improvements at Newgate Lane.  As advised in paragraph 2.45 

and 2.46, it is agreed with the highway authority that the cumulative impact of 

the schemes would not have a material impact on the operation of the wider local 

highway network.  It is also my view that the proposed signalised junction 

improvements will mitigate the individual and cumulative impacts of the northern 

and southern sites and will not lead to any material increases in delay / journey 

time for through traffic on Newgate Lane East to negate the benefits of the bypass. 

2.38 Paragraph 8.87 of the northern sites report to committee and paragraph 8.89 of 

the southern sites report to committee advise that the appeal sites would have an 

unacceptable environmental and traffic implications contrary to criteria (v) of 

DSP40. 

Putative Reasons for Refusal 

2.39 The complete list of putative reasons for refusal are set out at Chapter 3 of Mr 

Weavers Evidence.  It is considered that six of the reasons for refusal are related 

to the highway and transport impact of the schemes, as summarised in Table 1 

below. 
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Table 1 – Transport Related Putative Reasons for Refusal 

Reason/ Reason reference Northern 

Site 

Southern 

Site 

 

The development is contrary to Policies CS2, CS4, CS5, CS6, CS14, CS15, CS16 

(northern site only), CS17, CS18, CS20, CS21 and CS22 of the Adopted Fareham 

Core Strategy 2011 and Policies: DSP6, DSP13, DSP14, DSP15 & DSP40 of the 

Adopted Local Plan Part 2: Development Site and Policies Plan, paragraphs 103. 

109. 110 and 175 of the NPF and is unacceptable in that: 

 

Not sustainably located adjacent to, well related to or 

well-integrated with the existing urban settlement 

boundaries 

  

  

d 

  

d 

Insufficient information has been submitted to 

adequately assess the highway impacts arising from 

the proposed development 

f e 

 

The proposed access is inadequate to accommodate 

development safely  

  

 

g 

 

f 

The proposed development would have an 

unacceptable impact on the junction of old Newgate 

Lane/ Newgate Lane East resulting in a severe impact 

on the road safety and operation of the local transport 

network  

  

h g 

The proposed development provides insufficient 

support for sustainable transport options 

  

i h 

In the absence of a legal agreement to secure the 

submission and implementation of the a Full Travel 

Plan, payment of the Travel Plan approval and 

monitoring fees and the provision of a surety 

mechanism to ensure the implementation of the Travel 

Plan, the proposed would not make the necessary 

provision to ensure measures are in place to assist in 

reducing the dependency on the use of the private 

motor car.   

o o 

 

Note for information: Had it not been for the overriding reasons for refusal to the 

proposal, the Local Planning Authority would have sought to address points k) - 

o) above by inviting the applicant to enter into a legal agreement with Fareham 

Borough Council under Section 106 of the Town & Country Planning Act 1990. 
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Planning Authority’s Statement of Case 

2.40 Section 5 of the planning authority’s Statement of Case (SoC) sets out the relevant 

planning framework for the consideration of this appeal and outlines in further 

detail the policies that are considered relevant to this appeal.   

2.41 The overall planning compliance with national and local policy of the northern and 

southern sites is set out in further detail in Mr Weavers evidence, referring to my 

evidence as appropriate with respect to issues relating to highway safety, trip 

impact and accessibility.   

2.42 In my view, the local policies that are applicable to the outstanding transports 

issues concerning (i) the individual and cumulative impacts of the northern and 

southern sites at the Newgate Lane junction with Newgate Lane East; and (ii) the 

accessibility of the scheme to local and wider amenities and facilities are: 

1. Local Plan Policy CS5 ‘Transport Strategy and Infrastructure’; 

2. Local Plan Policy CS17 ‘High Quality Design’; and 

3. Core Strategy DSP criterions (ii) and (v). 

2.43 These policies are set out in detail in Section 8 of Mr Weavers evidence. 

2.44 Other material policy considerations relevant to the determination of this planning 

application on transport grounds are paragraphs 108 and 109 of the National 

Planning Policy Framework. 

Statement of Common Ground 

2.45 Subsequent to the issue of the putative reasons for refusal, a Statement of 

Common Ground (SOCG) has been agreed with the planning authority.  In relation 

to transport matters, this confirms at paragraphs 5.15 to 5.19 that: 

a) The principle of two vehicular access points onto Newgate Lane (one for 

each application) is not considered to represent a severe impact on the 

highway network (paragraph 5.15); 
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b) The operational phase of the proposed access arrangement for use by 

domestic vehicles only (e.g. residents entering and leaving the sites) is 

acceptable in principle subject to a full review of technical details, but the 

acceptability of the use of the proposed access arrangement for refuse 

vehicles servicing the sites remains in dispute (paragraph 5.16); 

c) The junction modelling models, junction modelling scenarios, committed 

development, traffic growth rates, trip distribution and associated traffic 

flows are agreed (paragraph 5.17): 

d) The Highway Authority agree in principle that appropriate S106 

contributions, a suitable travel plan and a north – south pedestrian and cycle 

link through the sites linking to Woodcote Lane would ensure that the 

proposal is adequately served by sustainable travel modes, albeit those 

items are yet to be agreed (paragraph 5.18); 

e) The cumulative impact of both the northern and southern sites on the 

junctions identified below as a result of additional trips generated by the 

proposal will not have a severe impact on the following junctions: - 

i. Speedsfield Park roundabout and HMS Collingwood signal junction; 

ii. Peel Common signalised roundabout; and 

iii. Newgate Lane East / Longfield Avenue / Davis Way roundabout. 

Statement of Common Ground on Transport 

2.46 The appellant is intending to agree a separate Statement of Common Ground on 

Transport issues with the Highway Authority (SOCGT) to confirm that: 

a) Sufficient information has been submitted to adequately assess the highway 

impacts arising from the proposed northern and southern sites; 

b) Safe and appropriate accesses can be provided to serve both schemes at 

Newgate Lane for domestic and refuse vehicles, as confirmed in the highway 

authority’s email dated 21st August 2020 (included at Appendix AHJ/B); 
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c) The proposed development provides sufficient support for sustainable 

transport options further to entering into a S106 agreement to provide the 

following obligations / contributions; and 

d) That a Travel Plan has been agreed with the highway authority that makes 

the necessary provision to ensure measures are in place in reducing the 

dependency on the use of the private motor car. 

Outstanding Transport Issue 

2.47 The outstanding transport issues that I consider are remaining to be addressed at 

the time of writing my Evidence are set out below. 

Newgate Lane East Junction with Newgate Lane 

2.48 It is considered that the sole remaining transport issue in dispute with the highway 

authority for both the northern and southern appeal sites is the acceptability of the 

proposed off-site highway works to the Newgate Lane East junction with Newgate 

Lane to not undermine the primary aim of the ‘Improving Access to Fareham and 

Gosport’ strategy.   

Accessibility 

2.49 As advised above, the overall accessibility credentials of the northern and southern 

sites with respect to how well related the appeal sites are to the existing urban 

settlement boundaries has not been raised as a reason for objection by the highway 

authorities in the consultation responses issued to date.  

2.50 It is acknowledged that the appellants have been requested to review and consider 

improvements to the walking and cycling routes.  However, as advised in 

paragraphs 2.45 and 2.46 above, the highway authority does not have an 

objection to the northern and southern sites on the grounds of accessibility, subject 

to the provision of appropriate S106 contributions.  

2.51 Unfortunately, despite the Highway Authority’s position, it is understood that the 

planning authority maintains reason for refusal d) for both schemes with a focus 

on the physical severance effects of the Newgate Lane East bypass to facilities and 

amenities located in Bridgemary.  
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Third Party Objections 

2.52 Third party transportation related objections can be summarised broadly as relating 

to accessibility, access, trip impact and highway safety. 

Issues Arising 

2.53 I consider that the key transportation issues arising as part of the appeals for the 

northern and southern sites are: 

Item A 

2.54 Can safe and appropriate off-site improvements be carried out to the Newgate Lane 

East junction with Newgate Lane junction to mitigate the individual and cumulative 

impacts of the northern and southern appeal sites? and 

2.55 The acceptability of the proposed off-site highway works to the Newgate Lane East 

junction with Newgate Lane to not undermine the primary aim of the ‘Improving 

Access to Fareham and Gosport’ strategy? 

2.56 To address both the individual and cumulative impacts of the northern and southern 

appeal sites at the Newgate Lane junction with Newgate Lane East, it is proposed 

to signalise the junction with an indicative arrow method of control. 

2.57 The proposed junction improvement option is shown at Figure AHJ/1.   

2.58 Matters concerning the production and calibration of the VISSIM and LINSIG 

modelling software programmes, as well as the appropriateness of using indicative 

arrow right turn filter stages at the proposed signalised junction option with 

consideration to best practice and guidance, are dealt with in Ms Hoskins evidence. 

2.59 The issues concerning compliance with design guidance (with the exception of the 

proposed indicative arrow right turn stage of the signalised junction); compliance 

with criteria (v) of DSP40 and paragraphs 108 and 109 of the National Planning 

Policy Framework (NPPF); and if the proposed signalised junction improvements 

undermine the ‘Improving Access to Fareham and Gosport’ strategy are addressed 

in my Evidence.   

Item B 

2.60 Whether the northern and southern appeals sites are accessibly located?  
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Accessibility 

2.61 Sustainability is a holistic term.  The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

sets out the three dimensions as economic, social, and environmental.  These are 

dealt with in Mr Weavers evidence.   

2.62 My Evidence addresses the accessibility of the northern and southern appeal 

schemes in transport terms in relation to criteria (ii) of DSP40, as well as Policies 

CS5 and CS17 of the Fareham Borough Core Strategy and Section 9 of the NPPF.  

My evidence confirms that the accessibility of both schemes is appropriate in the 

context of the likely travel demand and its geographical context. 

Scope of Evidence 

2.63 In my evidence, I will consider the following 

Section 3: Appeal Sites 

Section 4: Appeal Proposals 

Section 5: Improving Access to Fareham and Gosport Strategy 

Section 6: Issues Arising 

Section 7: Policy Context 

Section 8: Summary and Conclusions  
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3. APPEAL SITES 

Sites 

3.1 The northern and southern sites comprise a total 10 hectares of open land, bound 

by Newgate Lane to the west, Woodcote Lane to the south and Newgate Lane East 

to the east.   In between the northern and southern sites lies Hambrook Lodge, 

which is accessed from Newgate Lane.  Hambrook Lodge and its demise is not 

included in the red line boundary for the site and will be retained. 

3.2 The appeal sites are located outside the defined settlement boundary identified in 

the Local Plan policies map, in a ‘Strategic Gap’ known as the Fareham/Gosport to 

Stubbington/Lee on Solent Gap (or simply the Fareham – Stubbington Gap).   

3.3 Public Rights of Way footpaths 71b, 74, 71a and 72 provide a link to Stubbington 

(Tips Copse) from Newgate Lane immediately west of the northern Fareham Land 

LP site via the perimeter of the Peel Common Sewage Treatment Works. Footpath 

71c provides a link to Gosport Road via Albert Road to the south of the site.  These 

are shown on Figure AHJ/2. 

Locational Characteristics 

3.4 Fareham is a large market-town of approximately 45,000 residents which grew 

rapidly in the 1960s to provide additional housing as an alternative to the urban 

centers of Southampton and Portsmouth, along with other conurbations along the 

M27 corridor. Gosport is located around five kilometres to the south. 

3.5 The appeal sites are located approximately 1.9 kilometres from the settlement of 

Bridgemary to the east (which falls within the local authority area of Gosport), 

approximately 3.5 kilometers from the settlement of Stubbington to the west and 

approximately four kilometres from Fareham Town Centre to the north.  

3.6 Newgate Lane currently serves approximately 90-100 dwellings, two small vehicles 

repair garages, a small car showroom, two nursing homes and the Peel Common 

Sewage Works. 
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Local Highway Network 

Personal Injury Accident Analysis 

3.7 The highway authority accepts that there are no adverse highway safety issues 

associated with the current operation of the local highway network.  The highway 

authority also does not consider that there any accident patterns that will be 

exacerbated by the forecast development traffic in the area surrounding the sites.  

This is agreed in the highway authority’s consultation responses dated 11 April 

2019 and 23rd May 2019 included at Core Document CDB.2b and CDB.7a 

respectively. 

Newgate Lane East 

3.8 The Newgate Lane ‘relief road’, now known as Newgate Lane East, is subject to a 

40mph signed speed limit and is situated immediately east of the sites. The road 

was opened in April 2018 and diverts traffic travelling between Fareham and 

Gosport on a new section of road located closer to Bridgemary through the existing 

Strategic Gap.  

Newgate Lane Priority Junction with Newgate Lane East 

3.9 The Newgate Lane East junction with Newgate Lane is currently a priority right turn 

ghost island lane junction.   

3.10 The existing right-turn lane refuge on Newgate Lane East is approximately six 

metres wide, allowing safe refuge for traffic turning right into Newgate Lane from 

Newgate Lane East.  The highway authority acknowledge that the design of the 

right turn lane has been put in place to accommodate a two-step right turn 

movement from the Newgate Lane minor arm to Newgate Lane East.  This is 

acknowledged in the highway authority’s consultation response dated 06 November 

2018 included at Core Document CDB.2a.  This is further supported by on-site 

photos as shown at Plate 1 below. 
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Plate 1 – Two Step Right Turn Vehicle Manoeuvre from Newgate Lane to Newgate 

Lane East  

 

3.11 The Newgate Lane arm has a two-lane flare on approach to Newgate Lane East that 

enables two informal queues of vehicles approximately four to five vehicles in 

length to occur concurrently.  This is shown on at Plate 2 below. 

  

Page 152



Appeal by Fareham Land LP and Bargate Homes Limited 
Outline Planning Applications for Land at Newgate Lane (North & South), Fareham 
Proof of Evidence by Anthony Jones 

 

 

 

OCTOBER 2020 | AJ | BRS.4989 Page | 20  
 

 

Plate 2 – Two Informal Lanes of Vehicles Queuing Simultaneously  

 

Newgate Lane 

3.12 The Old Newgate Lane (referred to as Newgate Lane) is subject to a 30mph signed 

speed limit. It is accessed from the new Newgate Lane East which opened in April 

2018 via a priority tee junction with a right-turn lane  

3.13 Newgate Lane was stopped up to through-traffic as part of the installation of 

Newgate Lane East from its southern extent at the Peel Common Roundabout which 

now provides a pedestrian and cycle link from the south.  

Local Amenities and Facilities 

3.14 Table 2 shows the walking and cycling distances along with travel times from the 

centroid of the northern and southern sites assessed as a cohesive development 

towards a selection of local amenities and facilities.   

3.15 Separate tables showing the walking and cycling distances along with travel times 

from the centroid of each of the northern and southern sites is included at 

Appendix AHJ/C. 
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Table 2 – Distances to Local Services and Facilities 

 
Facility/Amenity Walking 

Distance 
(km) 

Cycling 
Distance 
(km) 

Walking 
Time 
80m/min 

Cycling 
Time 
320m/min 

2019 
National 
Travel 
Survey 
Average1 

% 
Difference 
to NTS 
Average 

Commuting 

Solent Enterprise Zone 
at Daedalus 

3.2 3.3 40 10 

14.7 km 

-78 

Fort Fareham Industrial 
Estate 

2.1 2.2 26 7 -86 

Gosport Business 
Centre 

2.8 2.8 35 9 -81 

HMS Collingwood 1.1 1.1 14 3 -93 

Palmerston Business 
Park 

2.0 2.1 25 7 -86 

Education 

Holbrook Primary 
School 

1.4 1.4 18 4 

5 km 

-72 

Peel Common Primary 
School (Infant/Junior) 

1.0 1.1 13 3 -80 

Bridgemary Secondary 
School 

1.7 1.6 21 5 -66 

Woodcot Primary 
School 

1.9 1.9 24 6 -62 

Crofton Secondary 

School 

1.9 1.9 24 6 -62 

CEMAST 1.9 2.0 24 6 -62 

Crofton Anne Dale 
Primary School 

3.5 3.5 44 11 -30 

Fareham College 3.7 3.8 46 12 -26 

Crofton Hammond 
Schools 

3.2 3.2 40 10 -36 

Grange Junior School 2.8 2.8 35 9 -44 

Stubbington Study 
Centre 

3.8 3.8 48 12 -24 

Personal Business 

Newgate Lane East Bus 
Stop 

0.5 0.5 6 2 

8.1 km 

-94 

Bridgemary Medical 
Centre 

1.8 1.8 23 6 -78 

Stubbington Medical 
Practice 

2.8 2.8 35 9 -65 

Fareham Railway 
Station 

3.7 4.0 46 13 -54 

Boots Pharmacy 2.2 2.3 28 7 -73 

Innovation Hair and 
Beauty 

2.8 2.8 35 9 -65 

Rowner Health Centre 2.2 2.2 28 7 -73 

Stubbington Post Office 2.8 2.9 35 9 -65 

Vets4Pets 2.3 2.3 29 7 -72 

Shopping  

Speedsfield Retail Park 
(Asda/Lidl/B&M) 

1.3 1.4 16 4 

6.2 km 

-79 

Carisbrooke Road Local 
Centre (Peels Chippy, 
McColls Convenience 
Store, The Lime Tree 
Indian Takeaway) 

1.7 1.8 21 6 -73 

Hoi's Takeaway 
Bridgemary 

1.8 1.8 23 6 -71 

Stubbington Co-
operative Store 

2.7 2.8 34 9 -56 

 
1 National Travel Survey Table NTS0403 
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Stubbington Fish and 
Chips 

2.8 2.9 35 9 -55 

Stubbington Kebabs 2.8 2.8 35 9 -55 

Bridgemary Co-
operative Store 

2.3 2.3 29 7 -63 

Dominos Pizza 
Takeaway 

2.7 2.7 34 8 -56 

Iceland Foodstore 2.8 2.8 35 9 -55 

Leons Bistro 3.4 3.6 43 11 -45 

Fareham Town Centre 4.0 4.0 50 13 -35 

Gosport Town Centre 7.1 7.5 89 23 +15 

Tesco Express 3.2 3.2 40 10 -48 

Sport: Participate 

Fareham Leisure 
Centre 

4.1 4.2 51 13 

11.9km 

-66 

Lee-on-the-Solent Golf 
Club 

1.6 1.6 20 5 -87 

Crofton Manor 
Equestrian Centre 

4.6 4.6 58 14 -61 

Crofton Saints Youth 
Football Club 

2.3 2.3 29 7 -81 

Fareham Sailing Club 2.8 3.0 35 9 -76 

Hampshire Aeroplane 
Club 

1.8 1.8 23 6 -85 

Lee-on-the-Solent 
Tennis and Squash 
Club 

2.8 2.8 35 9 -76 

Seafarers Sailing Club 4.2 4.4 53 14 -65 

Entertainment / Public Activity 

Peel Common Church 0.5 0.5 6 2 

11 km 

-95 

Brookers Field 
Recreation Ground 

0.7 0.7 9 2 -94 

Carisbrooke Arms 
Public House  

1.5 1.5 19 5 -86 

Lee-on-the-Solent 
Beach 

3.9 4.2 49 13 -65 

Bridgemary Methodist 
Church 

2.2 2.2 28 7 -80 

Alver Valley Country 
Park 

2.5 2.5 31 8 -77 

Planet Ice 3.5 3.5 44 11 -68 

Red Lion Public House 2.7 2.7 34 8 -75 

Stubbington Library 2.9 2.9 36 9 -74 

1st Stubbington Scout 
Group 

2.8 2.9 35 9 -75 

Stubbington Sports 
Club 

2.8 2.9 35 9 -75 

The Crofton 3.4 3.4 43 11 -69 

The Golden Bowler 3.2 3.2 40 10 -71 

 

3.16 Figure AHJ/3 illustrates some of the local facilities and amenities located within 

two, five and ten kilometres of the centroid of the appeal sites and Appendix 

AHJ/D and Appendix AHJ/E illustrate some the local facilities and amenities 

within two, five and ten kilometres of the centre of the northern and southern sites 

respectively. 

3.17 Fareham and the surrounding areas also provide a number of clubs and interest 

groups including for Seafarers Sailing Club (Lee-on-the-Solent), Fareham Town 

Football Club, Fareham and Crofton Cricket Club, Fareham Bowling Club, Fareham 
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Sailing and Motor Boat Club, Crofton Saints Youth Football Club, Fareham Heathens 

RFC and Gosport and Fareham RFC amongst others.  Details are included at 

Appendix AHJ/F. 

3.18 Community First offer a transport service from 09:00 to 16:00 Monday to Friday. 

The standard rate is £6.00 for non-buss pass holders and £4.50 for bus-pass 

holders. Dial-a-Ride can be used by residents of the boroughs of Fareham and 

Gosport who have difficulty or discomfort in using public transport for any reason. 

Details are included at Appendix AHJ/G. 

Pedestrian and Cycle Routes 

3.19 A detailed description of the local pedestrian and cycle networks to the north, east, 

south, and west of the northern and southern appeal sites are set out in detail 

below and shown at Figure AHJ/4.  

Overall View 

3.20 Existing pedestrian and cycle links on the surrounding local highway network have 

been improved with the recent Newgate Lane East works. It is considered that the 

upgrading of Woodcote Lane and the uncontrolled crossing point on the Newgate 

Lane East provides good access to Bridgemary to the east.  The Appellants of 

northern and southern sites are now agreeable to providing a signalised pedestrian 

crossing in the form of a TOUCAN crossing. 

3.21 The stopping up of the Newgate Lane arm at the Peel Common roundabout has 

created a good, quietly trafficked, north / south cycle and walking link along 

Newgate Lane which subsequently facilitates access between Fareham and Lee-on-

the-Solent. 

3.22 There are good footway / cycleway links that vary between 1.5 to three metres in 

width to the north and south of the northern and southern sites with signalised 

TOUCAN crossing facilities located at Peel Common Roundabout to the south and 

at the HMS Collingwood signalised junction to the north.  
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3.23 Pedestrian and cycle links will be provided from the northern and southern appeal 

sites onto Newgate Lane to the west and the southern site will provide pedestrian 

and cycle connections directly onto Woodcote Lane footway / cycleway to the south.  

The cohesive development of both the northern and southern sites will include for 

the provision of footpath and cycle path connections between both sites.  

Pedestrian Routes to the North 

3.24 There are good standard walking and cycling routes to the north of the northern 

and southern appeal sites towards Fareham and the Speedfields and Collingwood 

retail parks.  Speedsfield Retail park includes for a B&M Home Store, LIDL and Asda 

Superstore, where future residents can carry out their day to day and weekly 

shopping needs. 

3.25 There is an existing footway on the western side of Newgate Lane with crossing 

provision from the proposed development access. The footway is currently in the 

region of 1.5 – 1.8 metres in width and the road is illuminated. 

3.26 The footway continues along Newgate Lane to the HMS Collingwood junction where 

it links up with shared footway / cycleways located on both sides of the carriageway 

that are approximately three metres in width continuing northwards to Longfield 

Avenue and Fareham town centre. There are signal controlled TOUCAN crossings 

provided for all crossing movements at the HMS Collingwood signalised junction 

that provide safe and appropriate crossings for pedestrian and cyclist to across 

Newgate Lane East to travel to and from the Speedfields and Collingwood retail 

parks, industrial / employment areas accessed from the Longfield Avenue 

roundabout with Newgate Lane East, and ultimately further north towards Fareham 

town centre and railway station. 

Pedestrian Routes to the East to Bridgemary 

3.27 Access from the northern and southern appeal sites to the east and the amenities 

located there is via Woodcote Lane and Brookers Lane, crossing Newgate Lane East 

via an uncontrolled pedestrian crossing with pedestrian refuge island.  As set out 

in paragraph 2.7, the agreed mitigation package includes for upgrading current 

uncontrolled crossing to provide a controlled TOUCAN crossing on Newgate Lane 

East.   
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3.28 It is my view that the provision of a new controlled crossing represents a 

betterment over the current uncontrolled crossing arrangements.  In particular, a 

controlled crossing will assist in mitigating any severance effects created by the 

Newgate Lane East bypass and lead to an increase in more vulnerable non-

motorised users, such as young school children, persons with mobility and visual 

impairments and the elderly, travelling safely across Newgate Lane East to and 

from the amenities and facilities located in Bridgemary. 

3.29 Woodcote Lane is a 3m wide no-through access road for a nursing home and ten 

residential properties. It is partly illuminated by a street lighting system. 

3.30 As part of the Newgate Lane East works, Brookers Lane has been upgraded and 

improved to a three metre wide shared footway cycleway link paved with 

bituminous surfacing to the area of Bridgemary but does not benefit from a system 

of street lighting.  

3.31 Beyond Brookers Lane there is a network of suburban residential streets and off 

road paved footpaths to allow easy and safe pedestrian and cycle access to the 

primary schools (Peel Common, Holbrook), medical centre, church and local retail 

convenience stores, all of which are located within two kilometres walking distance 

of the northern and southern sites. 

3.32 It is understood that the recently refused planning application 19/00516/OUT that 

proposed access from Brookers Lane intends to maintain the Brookers Lane 

footpath lines and will not compromise pedestrian and cyclist desire lines to and 

from Bridgemary to the east. 

Pedestrian Routes to the South 

3.33 To the south of the northern and southern sites, pedestrian and cycling access is 

considered to be of a good standard and in good condition. 

3.34 There is a 1.8 – 2m wide paved footway on the west side of Newgate Lane which 

is also illuminated by a system of street lighting.  Uncontrolled crossing points from 

the development access provided suitable access to this footway provision. 

3.35 Newgate Lane is now a quiet no-through road providing access to a small number 

of properties at the southern end of the Lane. Traffic flows are very low and vehicle 

speeds are at an average of 26.2 mph. 
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3.36 Signal controlled toucan crossings are provided at the Peel Common roundabout 

across all arms to the east, west and south. To the south along the B3385 there is 

an illuminated 3m wide paved shared footway / cycleway facility. This provides 

good, safe access for pedestrians and cyclists to access Lee-On-Solent, the airport 

and the seafront amenities and facilities. 

Pedestrian Routes to the West   

3.37 To the west of the northern and southern appeal sites lies the settlement of 

Stubbington with its primary and secondary schools, Post Office and local retail 

stores. There are good pedestrian and cycle links to Stubbington from the northern 

and southern appeal sites. 

3.38 The footway on the west side of Newgate Lane links to a 3m wide shared footway 

/ cycleway facility on the south side of the B3334 from Peel Common roundabout.  

This route is currently unlit until it reaches Stubbington but is a safe and viable 

walking and cycling route to the west. 

3.39 There is also a Public Right of Way that extends westwards from the end of Albert 

Road from Newgate Lane. The footpath runs across a field before access back onto 

the B3334 just before entering the settlement of Stubbington. 

3.40 From Peel Common roundabout to the entrance to Stubbington the speed limit is 

40mph. This reduces to 30mph at the gateway into the settlement. There is a 

pedestrian crossing facility in the form of a TOUCAN controlled crossing at this 

location. This links the shared footway / cycleways on both sides of the B3334. 

Walking Route Audit Tool 

3.41 A Walking Route Audit Tool (WRAT) was developed to assist Local Authorities with 

the auditing of walking routes. It is a suggested auditing tool as set out in the 

Department for Transports (DfT) ‘Local Cycling and Infrastructure Plans – Technical 

Guidance for Local Authorities – April 2017’ (LCWIPs).   

3.42 The auditing methodology targets the five core design outcomes for pedestrian 

infrastructure, which are: 

• attractiveness  

• comfort 
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• directness 

• safety 

• coherence 

3.43 The assessment needs to consider the needs of vulnerable pedestrians who may 

be: older; visually impaired; mobility impaired; hearing impaired; with learning 

difficulties; buggy users, or children. 

3.44 The criteria are scored using the following scale: 

• 0 for poor provision; 

• 1 for provision which is adequate but should be improved if possible; or 

• 2 for good quality provision. 

3.45 A score of 70% (i.e. a score of 28 out of a potential 40 points) should normally be 

regarded as a minimum level of provision overall.  Routes which score less than 

this, and factors which are scored as zero, should be used to identify where 

improvements are required. 

3.46 Table 3 below provide a summary of the derived scores for the existing northern, 

eastern, southern and western routes, as described in detail in paragraphs 3.19 

to 3.40 above; as well as the with the improvements proposed to the routes as 

described in paragraph 2.7. 

Table 3 – WRAT Scores 

  North 
Existing 

North 
Proposed 

South 
Existing  

South 
Proposed 

East 
Existing 

East 
Proposed 

West 
Existing 

West 
Proposed 

Attractiveness 6 6 5 5 4 5 4 4 

Comfort 10 10 10 10 9 9 7 11 

Directness 9 9 11 11 6 12 12 12 

Safety 4 4 6 6 4 4 4 4 

Coherence 2 2 2 2 1 1 2 2 

Total 31 31 34 34 24 31 29 33 

3.47 Table 3 shows that the routes to the north, south and west obtain a score of 28 

out of 40 (70%) or more based on their current condition, which is considered to 

be the minimum level of provision.   
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3.48 The route to the east to Bridgemary that requires future residents to cross Newgate 

Lane East currently scores 24 out of 40 (60%).  This route improves to an 

acceptable score of 31 (77.5%) with the provision of the controlled TOUCAN 

crossing. The route to the west to Stubbington improves from 29 to 33 (82.5%) 

with the provision of the contributions towards improving school routes.  

3.49 The assessments are included at Appendix AHJ/H. 

Overall Conclusion on Pedestrian and Cycle Networks  

3.50 It is therefore considered that the pedestrian and cycle routes are safe and 

attractive and will allow future residents to walk and cycle to amenities and facilities 

located to the north, east, south and west of the northern and southern appeal 

sites. The provision of the agreed mitigation package as summarised in paragraph 

2.7 will address the severance effects of Newgate Lane East and encourage 

sustainable travel. 

Public Transport 

Bus Services 

3.51 The existing bus stops on Newgate Lane have been taken out of service with new 

provision now on Newgate Lane East. The new bus stops are provided with a shelter 

and high access kerbs in both north and south directions. The local bus routes can 

be seen in Figure AHJ/5. 

3.52 The existing bus services 21 has now been redirected from Newgate Lane to the 

new relief road and three bus stops have been incorporated into the scheme along 

the new route.  The nearest bus stop is located within circa 400 and 800 metres 

walking distance of the northern and southern appeal sites respectively, and circa 

500 metres from the centroid of both sites. 

3.53 As advised in paragraph 2.7, the agreed mitigation package includes for 

upgrading current uncontrolled crossing on Newgate Lane East within the vicinity 

of the nearest bus stops to provide a controlled TOUCAN crossing.  It is my view 

that the provision of a new controlled crossing represents a betterment over the 

current uncontrolled crossing arrangements and addresses the physical severance 

issue associated with the Newgate Lane East bypass.   
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3.54 The services are run weekdays between Fareham and Hill Head and return 

approximately with a frequency of every 75 minutes in each direction from 0836 to 

1739hrs Monday to Saturday.  There is no Sunday service.  

3.55 Bus stops are located in Bridgemary on Tukes Avenue approximately 1.3 kilometres 

walking distance to the east of the centroid of the northern and southern appeal 

sites. These bus stops are serviced by the service Nos 9 and 9A which links Fareham 

to Gosport and this provides a frequent service generally every 20 minutes from 

0629hrs to 1929hrs. There is also a more limited service operating on Saturdays 

and Sundays. 

3.56 Extracts of the relevant bus services timetables are shown in Appendix AHJ/i. 

3.57 It is considered that the available bus service provision within the vicinity of the 

sites provides regular bus services to Fareham town centre and the amenities and 

facilities located there.   

3.58 As set out in paragraph 2.7, the agreed mitigation package includes for a 

contribution to continue to subsidise the 21 and 21A bus services.   

Rail Services 

3.59 As set out in Table 2, Fareham Station is located approximately 3.7 kilometres to 

the north of the sites providing access to London Waterloo, Southampton, Havant, 

Portsmouth, Eastleigh, Winchester, Basingstoke and Chichester.  There are 

generally two train in each direction in the peak hours, with hourly train services 

in the off peak periods. 

3.60 It is considered that Fareham Railway Station is located within a comfortable cycling 

distance (13 minute journey) and by bus with a total door to door journey of circa 

31 minutes using the 21 services on Newgate Lane East; and a 41 minute journey 

using the No 9 service on Tukes Avenue.   
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4. APPEAL PROPOSALS 

Appeal Scheme 

4.1 Cumulatively, the appeal sites propose to provide up to 190 dwellings on land to 

the east of Newgate Lane, Fareham. The northern site will provide 75 dwellings and 

the southern site 115 dwellings. 

4.2 Vehicular and cycle access to each site is proposed via new priority tee junction 

arrangements with Newgate Lane as shown on Figure AHJ/6 and AHJ/7.  These 

junctions are agreed to be safe and appropriate for domestic, refuse and 

construction vehicles with the highway authority, as advised in paragraph 2.46. 

4.3 Pedestrian access is also proposed at the proposed vehicular access points with 

Newgate Lane, with the locations and available visibility agreed with the highway 

authority. Dropped kerb tactile pedestrian crossing points are proposed at each of 

the site accesses to connect future residents with this link.  

4.4 Pedestrian and cycle access are also proposed via the southern site onto Woodcote 

Lane. 

Internal Layout 

4.5 The detailed internal layout will be secured through a reserved matters application 

and I consider that the number of car and cycle parking spaces can be confirmed 

at that stage.  

4.6 The northern and southern sites also propose to provide an internal north – south 

pedestrian and cycle link through the appeal sites linking to Woodcote Lane.  

Traffic Impact 

4.7 The individual and cumulative vehicular trip generation of the northern and 

southern sites are set out below. 

4.8 It is forecast that the northern site will generate 42 two-way vehicle trips in the AM 

peak period and 47 two-way vehicle trips in the PM peak period.   

4.9 It is forecast that the southern site will generate 65 two-way vehicle trips in the 

AM peak period and 72 two-way vehicle trips in the PM peak period. 
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4.10 Cumulatively, both the northern and southern site will generate 107 two-way 

vehicle trips in the AM peak period and 120 two-way vehicle trips in the PM peak 

period. 

4.11 The cumulative development would lead to an average of a maximum of two 

additional vehicles per minute at the busiest times. 

4.12 The number of delivery and service vehicles on any given day requiring to access 

the sites on any given day will be low in real terms and I do not consider that these 

will have a material impact on the operation or safety of the local highway network.  

Many service vehicles visiting the northern and southern sites will already be 

serving the existing dwellings located at Newgate Lane. 

Forecast Pedestrian Generation 

4.13 The individual and cumulative pedestrian trip generation of the northern and 

southern sites are set out below. 

4.14 It is forecast that the northern site will generate three two-way pedestrian trips in 

the AM peak period and four two-way pedestrian trips in the PM peak period.   

4.15 It is forecast that the southern site will generate five two-way pedestrian trips in 

the AM peak period and six two-way pedestrian trips in the PM peak period. 

4.16 Cumulatively, both the northern and southern site will generate circa eight to nine 

two-way pedestrian trips in the AM and PM peak periods respectively. 

4.17 This could lead to a maximum of one additional pedestrian every seven minutes on 

average associated with the appeal scheme at the busiest times.   

Mitigation Package 

4.18 The appeal sites proposed to provide the following mitigation package, as set out 

within the draft S106 agreement: 

i. a contribution of £241,920 to support bus services and associated 

infrastructure in the vicinity of the sites (to be split proportionally between 

the two development, as set out in the draft Legal Agreement); 
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ii. a contribution of £150,000 towards Newgate Lane crossing improvements 

at Woodcote Lane/ Brook Lane (to be split proportionally between the two 

developments, as set out in the draft Legal Agreement); and 

iii. a contribution of £173,731 towards improvements to routes to school (to 

be split proportionally between the two developments, as set out in the 

draft Legal Agreement).    

4.19 The applicant is also willing to provide a car club spaces within the sites.  A quote 

provided by Co-wheels advises that the cost could be total of £22,750.  For each 

dwelling allocated with a garage, the applicant will also incorporate facilities for 

charging plug-in and other ultra-low emission vehicles.  The applicant is willing to 

secure these measures through the S106 agreement.   

4.20 I consider that the mitigation package is comprehensive and commensurate with 

the scale of the appeal scheme. 
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5. IMPROVING ACCESS TO FAREHAM AND GOSPORT STRATEGY 

5.1 The recent realignment and upgrade of Newgate Lane and the recent planning 

consent for the Stubbington Bypass make up part of the ‘Improving Fareham and 

Gosport’ strategy.  It is understood that the primary aim of the strategy is to 

stimulate the provision of investment in employment opportunities in Gosport. The 

technical assessment for the strategy assumed development of existing brownfield 

regeneration sites and not development of greenfield sites situated along the 

Newgate Lane Corridor.  Newgate Lane East was opened in April 2018. 

5.2 Representations made by the highway authority dated 26th February 2020 to the 

Fareham Draft Local Plan 2036 Supplement – Regulation 18 Consultation, advises 

the following in relation to proposed HA2 allocation located on the eastern side of 

Newgate Lane East advises: 

“The purposes of the current improvements to Newgate Lane is to address existing 

traffic congestion and environmental issues on Newgate Lane and other corridors 

provides access to the Gosport peninsula and to facilitate better strategic access to 

jobs at the Solent Enterprise Zone at Daedalus (which is also the case for the 

Stubbington Bypass).  An aim of the Enterprise zone is to contribute to reducing 

the number and duration of vehicles trips on roads on the Gosport peninsula, in 

particular out commuting towards the A27 / M27 to access employment in the 

morning peak travel period.  It is therefore the policy of the County Council to 

maintain the utility of the improvements provided to Newgate Lane in these terms.  

Consequently, the proposed housing allocation which is likely to both increase 

levels of out-commuting from the peninsula in the morning peak travel period and 

negate the purposes of the Newgate Lane improvement is not supported.” 

5.3 The correspondence is included at Appendix AHJ/J. 

5.4 It is my view that the highway authority is not supportive of any development that 

it considers to be detrimental to the Improving Access to Fareham and Gosport 

Strategy.  However, it is understood that this is not a position that is enshrined in 

local, regional or national policy. 
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5.5 In my view, it is the role of the planning system to assess the impacts of 

development schemes on various issues, including impact on the local highway 

network, in compliance with both national and local policy.  It is not considered that 

the impact of the individual and cumulative impacts of the northern and southern 

sites on Newgate lane East is any different in this respect.   

5.6 Notwithstanding, my Evidence will shows that the traffic impacts of the northern 

and southern sites and proposed improvements to the junction between Newgate 

Lane and Newgate Lane East does not undermine the purpose and objectives of 

the Newgate Lane East bypass, as well as the Stubbington bypass.  This is because 

it will provide a safe and operational off-site highway improvement scheme to the 

junction between Newgate Lane East and Newgate Lane that will not add any 

material levels of delay and journey times when compared to the extant situation. 
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6. ISSUES ARISING 

6.1 I have identified the transport issues arising at paragraphs 2.53 to 2.62 of my 

Evidence and will now consider each of these in turn below. 

ITEM A 

6.2 As set out in paragraph 2.48, it is considered that the sole remaining transport 

issue in dispute with the highway authority is the acceptability of the proposed off-

site highway works to the Newgate Lane East junction with Newgate Lane to not 

undermine the primary aim of the ‘Improving Access to Fareham and Gosport’ 

strategy.   

Can safe and appropriate off-site improvements be carried out to the 

Newgate Lane East junction with Newgate Lane junction to mitigate the 

impact of the scheme? 

6.3 Chapter 4 of Ms Hoskins evidence confirms that the individual and cumulative 

impacts of the northern and southern sites will have a detrimental impact on the 

operation of the existing right turn lane priority junction between Newgate Lane 

and Newgate Lane East.  Noticeable increases in journey times are observed for 

vehicles seeking to turn left and right out of the Newgate Lane minor arm when 

compared to the future base scenario with no development traffic. 

6.4 To address the individual and cumulative impact of the appeal schemes at the 

Newgate Lane junction with Newgate Lane East, the following options have been 

considered to mitigate the impact of the scheme: - 

➢ Proposed improvements to the priority junction to regulate movement in 

the central reserve; and 

➢ Proposed signalisation of the junction. 
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Proposed improvements to the priority junction to regulate movement in the central 

reserve 

6.5 The highway authority has confirmed in an email dated 21st August 2020 that the 

highway authority does not have an objection to the priority junction layout to 

improve the existing right turn lane priority junction arrangement between 

Newgate Lane and Newgate Lane East, as shown on Figure AHJ/8.  This is subject 

resolution of design comments and review of the modelling outputs.   

Stage 1 Road Safety Audit and Designers Response 

6.6 A stage 1 Road Safety Audit has been carried out for the design option shown on 

Figure AHJ/8.  This and Pegasus Group’s Designers Response is included at 

Appendix AHJ/K. 

Conclusions of VISSIM Modelling 

6.7 Ms Hoskins evidence has considered the individual and cumulative impacts of the 

northern and southern sites on the proposed priory junction improvements using 

the VISSIM modelling software programme.  However, Ms Hoskins evidence 

concludes that both the individual and cumulative impact of the northern and 

southern appeal sites cannot be mitigated by the proposed priority junction 

improvements.  This is because of the delay to vehicles seeking to turn left and 

right out of the Newgate Lane minor arm and the resulting queues that extend back 

and beyond the priority junction that is located approximately 70 metres to the 

west of Newgate Lane East.   

6.8 The priority junction option is therefore no longer being pursued for the purposes 

of the appeals for the northern and southern sites. 

Proposed Signalised Junction 

6.9 The highway authority in its email dated 21st August 2020, included at Appendix 

AHJ/B has also agreed that the proposed signalised junction layout, as shown on 

Figure AHJ/1, is compliant with guidance set out in Design Manual for Road and 

Bridges (DMRB) CD/123 – Geometric Design of at-grade priority and signal-

controlled junctions.   
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6.10 Notwithstanding, the highway authority is opposed to the proposals to provide an 

indicative arrow right turn stage for vehicles seeking to access Newgate Lane from 

Newgate Lane East across two lanes of traffic.  It is understood that this is because 

the highway authority does not consider that the provision of an indicative arrow 

stage is acceptable in safety terms irrespective of the right turn demand flow.  It 

is also understood that the highway authority considers that vehicles gap seeking 

to turn right across multiple opposing lanes has resulted in poor collision records 

at junctions in Hampshire and that remedial action has been taken at many 

junctions to separately signal the right turn movement from the opposing traffic.  

6.11 Evidence has been requested from the highway authority to confirm the locations 

of the junctions where remedial action has been undertaken to address the 

preserved highway safety issues where vehicles seeking gaps to turn right across 

two lanes of traffic has resulted in poor collision records.  At the time of writing, no 

technical or policy justification has been provided to substantiate the highway 

authority’s concerns other than an email received on the 02 July 2020 that 

confirmed the location of five junctions that have previously been subject to 

remedial action to address this concern.  A copy of the email is included at 

Appendix AHJ/L. 

6.12 The most recent remedial action was carried out 02 May 2018.  However, the 

remaining four junctions were most recently improved in 2004 and dating as far 

back to 1998.  Despite requests, no evidence has been provided by the highway 

authority at the time of writing this evidence relating to how the listed junctions 

have been operating prior to and if the operation of the junctions have improved 

subsequent to the remedial actions being implemented. 

6.13 It is also understood that the highway authority’s view is that paragraph 7.16.2 of 

DMRB CD/123 does not preclude the requirement to implement fully signalised 

right turn movements where speeds are less than 72 kph (45mph) or where it is 

unsafe to do so otherwise.  Paragraph 7.16.2 of DMRB CD/123 states: 

Where the 85th percentile approach speed is greater than 72 kph (45mph), right-

turns should be separately signalled. 
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Stage 1 Road Safety Audit and Designers Response 

6.14 A stage 1 Road Safety Audit has also been carried out for the design option shown 

on Figure AHJ/1.  This and Pegasus Group’s Designer Response is included at 

Appendix AHJ/M.  It should be noted that the safety audit raised one issue of 

concern on the proposed layout as set out below. 

Problem 

Potential collisions between northbound vehicles on Gosport Road and vehicles 

turning right into Newgate Lane.  

The traffic signal staging diagram doesn’t appear to show the Gosport Road 

southbound right-turn phase operating within a signal stage. DMRB CD123 states 

that, where the 85th percentile approach speed is greater than 72 kph (45 mph), 

there is an increased risk of collisions between right-turning vehicles seeking gaps 

and on-coming vehicles travelling at speed. DMRB also states that where the 85th 

percentile approach speed is greater than 72 kph (45 mph), right-turns should be 

separately signalled. 

Higher northbound vehicle speeds on Gosport Road (particularly in off-peak traffic 

conditions) may mean that gap acceptance by the drivers of right turning vehicles 

could lead to right-turn collisions or to sudden braking and shunt type collisions.  

 Recommendation to Problem 2.1  

At detailed design stage, signal staging / phasing should incorporate a separately 

signalled right-turn into Newgate Lane. It would be appropriate to measure 

northbound vehicle speeds to design signal staging and phasing arrangements 

accordingly.  

6.15 My designer's response is included at Appendix AHJ/M and summarised below: 

i. Traffic count data along Newgate Lane suggest that the northbound 85th 

percentile speeds between the hours of 06:00 and 23:00 speeds are below 

45mph and generally below 40mph; 
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ii. During the peak hours the forecast level of traffic turning into Newgate Lane 

will be very low. The vehicle flows forecast to make this manoeuvre during 

the DS2 Base + Committed Development + Development scenarios for the 

AM and PM peaks are 41 and 49 vehicles respectively, equating to less than 

one vehicle per minute. It is therefore considered that the right turning 

vehicles into Newgate Lane do not need to have a dedicated right turn stage; 

and 

iii. due to the low number of vehicles turning right it is assumed that this stage 

will not be demanded unless required. Vehicles wishing to turn right will 

likely turn in the interstage period and therefore not trigger the detectors 

to call the indicative arrow stage. The interstage is 6 seconds which is 

considered sufficient to allow 2 to 3 vehicles to turn and clear the 

northbound Newgate Lane before the Newgate Lane stage recommences.  

6.16 The appropriateness of using indicative arrow method of control at signalised 

junctions is considered in further detail in Chapter 5 of Ms Hoskins evidence.  It 

concludes that approach vehicle speeds on Newgate Lane East are less than 72 kph 

(45mph) from 0600 to 2300 hours; that the use of an indicative arrow method of 

control and vehicles seeking gaps to turn right across two opposing lanes of traffic 

is commonplace through the UK and is compliant with guidance.  It is therefore 

considered that the use of an indicative method of control to allow vehicles to turn 

right across two opposing lanes of traffic is appropriate at this location. 

Conclusions on LINSIG Modelling 

6.17 Chapter 6 of Ms Hoskins Evidence confirms that the proposed signalised junction 

with an indicative arrow method of control would operate efficiently below 100% 

capacity for all scenarios assessed with no material instances of queues or delay 

on all arms.   

6.18 With specific consideration to northbound and southbound through traffic on 

Newgate Lane, Chapter 6 of Ms Hoskins evidence also confirms that the proposed 

signalised junction with an indicative method of control would only result in delay 

of between nine to 31 seconds per cycle for both northbound and southbound traffic 

during the morning peak periods.  The variance in the results depends on the 

proportional usage split of the lanes assessed.   
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6.19 It is Ms Hoskins view that a 70 / 30 percentage lane usage split is more reflective 

of how the junction will operate in reality, which could result in a delay of around 

11 seconds to northbound and southbound travelling vehicles in the morning peak 

hour. 

6.20 Chapter 6 of Ms Hoskins evidence also confirms that the proposed signalised 

junction with an indicative method of control would only result in delay of between 

four to six seconds per cycle for both northbound and southbound traffic during the 

evening peak periods. 

6.21 The assessments are also considered to be robust.  This is because the assessments 

assume that all 190 dwellings will be privately owned houses.  No account has been 

made for the lower trip rates normally associated with affordable house types.  

Furthermore, the assessments also do not account for any modal shift away from 

single occupancy car travel to other sustainable modes of transport via the 

provision of a Travel Plan.   

6.22 The modelling scenarios accounting for the percentage of affordable houses and 

the agreed Travel Plan targets suggest that the signal junction will operate even 

more efficiently with lower propensity for vehicle queues and delay. 

6.23 It is therefore considered that a safe and appropriate improvement scheme 

compliant with appropriate design standards can be provided at the junction 

between Newgate Lane and Newgate Lane East that mitigates the individual and 

cumulative impacts of the northern and southern appeal sites and will not lead to 

any material levels of delay for through traffic on Newgate Lane east.   

The acceptability of the proposed off-site highway works to the Newgate 

Lane East junction with Newgate Lane to not undermine the primary aim 

of the ‘Improving Access to Fareham and Gosport’ strategy?  

6.24 Paragraph 5.4 confirms my view that the highway authority is not supportive of 

any development that it considers to be detrimental to the Improving Access to 

Fareham and Gosport Strategy.  However, it is understood that this is not a position 

that is enshrined in local, regional or national policy. 
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6.25 Paragraph 5.5 confirms my view that it the role of the planning system to assess 

the impacts of development schemes on various issues, including impact on the 

local highway network, in compliance with both national and local policy.  It is not 

considered that the impact of the individual and cumulative impacts of the northern 

and southern sites on Newgate lane East is any different in this respect.   

6.26 Paragraphs 6.17 and 6.20 above confirm that the proposed signalised 

improvements to the junction between Newgate Lane and Newgate Lane East will 

not lead to any material delay to through traffic on the bypass. 

6.27 Paragraph 2.45 confirms that the highway authority agrees that cumulative 

impact of both the northern and southern sites will not have a severe impact on 

the operation of the local highway network. 

6.28 Paragraph 6.21 above confirms that the junction modelling assessments carried 

out are robust.  This is because the assessments assume that all 190 dwellings will 

be privately owned houses with no account for using lower trips associated with 

affordable house types or the provision of a Travel Plan. The modelling scenarios 

accounting for the percentage of affordable houses and the agreed Travel Plan 

targets suggest that the signal junction will operate even more efficiently with lower 

propensity for vehicle queues and delay. 

6.29 It is therefore considered that the individual and cumulative impacts of the northern 

and southern sites do not undermine the purpose and objective of the Newgate 

Lane East, as well as the Stubbington bypass.  This is because it will not add any 

levels of delay and journey time when compared to the extant situation. 

Whether the appeal site is accessibly located? 

6.30 It is my view that determination of the accessibility of schemes cannot be through 

a restricted and inflexible approach based on meeting certain guidance thresholds 

and only reviewing distances to local amenities and facilities that are located in a 

particular direction or place, whilst not acknowledging at the same time how a site 

relates holistically to its surrounding environs.   
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6.31 It is my view that each site should be assessed on its own merits and that different 

opportunities to maximise sustainable transport solutions will vary from urban to 

rural locations.  It is also my view that the key tests in terms of accessibility is 

whether what can be provided locally provides a realistic and holistic choice of 

travel patterns, having regard to that particular land use.  I consider that the 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) in this respect, particularly at paragraph 

104 noting that this is not an exercise in development of a Local Plan, takes a 

pragmatic view with reference to the context of the local geographical area.   

Trip Distance 

6.32 Table 2 compares the distances by road between the appeal scheme and a 

selection of services and amenities against the national average trip distances 

taken form the National Travel Survey (NTS, 2019). 

6.33 The Table shows that the appeal site location provides the opportunity for new 

residents to travel less distance when compared to the national average journey 

distance to a wide range of employment, educational, retail, health and leisure and 

sport uses. 

6.34 Online shopping, including foodstore home shopping facilities at the local 

supermarkets, will also help minimise the need for longer food shopping trips. 

Bus Services 

6.35 The National Travel Survey (NTS) Statistics for 2019 contained at Appendix 

AHJ/N confirms that the average trip time for bus passengers on local bus located 

outside Greater London is 36 minutes in 2019.  The average trip time of 36 minutes 

by bus accounting for the initial or later part of the journey to be made by walking 

or cycling from the bus stops on Turks Road or Newgate Lane is shown at Figures 

AHJ/9 and AHJ/10.  

6.36 As set out in paragraph 3.60, the bus timetables advise that the journey time to 

and from Fareham town centre and railway station is approximately 25 minutes 

using the 21 service on Newgate Lane; and a 41 minute journey using the No 9 

service on Tukes Avenue. 
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6.37 Even allowing for the initial or later part of the journey to be made by foot, future 

residents can still travel to Fareham town centre and railway station in times 

comparable to the national average trip time of 36 minutes using the bus services 

on Newgate Lane East or Tukes Avenue and also allowing for walking to / from the 

bus stops.   

6.38 I therefore consider that the average trip time for bus passengers on local buses 

to facilities and employment opportunities shown on Figure AHJ/3 compares well 

with the NTS average trip time. 

6.39 The agreed Travel Plan measures will provide further encouragement by providing 

public transport taster tickets to new residents to seek to influence travel behaviour 

at the outset. 

Rail Service Provision 

6.40 The local bus services link the appeal scheme with Fareham Railway Station. 

6.41 The NTS statistics for 2019 contained at Appendix AHJ/N indicate that the 

average journey time for all rail passengers in 2019 is 82 minutes.  The average 

trip time of 82 minutes by rail accounting for the initial or later part of the journey 

to be made cycling and / or bus is shown at Figures AHJ/11 to 14.    

6.42 With reference to this, I consider that Havant, Portsmouth and Eastleigh are all 

within reasonable travel distance of the sites in terms of average travel times by 

rail, even allowing for part of the initial or final part of the journey to be undertaken 

by bike or bus. 
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Walking and Cycling 

6.43 The Department for Transport 'Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plans' 

(2017) guidance states at paragraph 3.4 that "Cycling has the potential to replace 

trips made by other modes, typically up to 10km, although some people will cycle 

greater distances. For walking, the distances travelled are generally shorter, up to 

2km.”.  Whilst MfS suggests that walking has the greatest opportunity to replace 

trips under two kilometres, Planning for Walking (PfW) states that "across Britain 

about 80 per cent of journeys shorter than 1 mile are made wholly on foot… for 

journeys that are 1 to 2 miles long, 26 per cent are made on foot (NTS 2012)." The 

proposed sites sit approximately 1.9 kilometres from the central area of Bridgemary 

and therefore it is considered that there is propensity for around 80 percent of trips 

to Bridgemary to be made on foot.  

6.44 The Department for Education guidance which advises that a maximum walking 

distance of 3.2 kilometres to school, for children up to the age of seven and 4.8 

kilometres to a school for children who are eight and older. 

6.45 Table 2 of my Evidence confirms my view that there are a range of local services 

and amenities located to the north, east, south and west of the northern and 

southern appeal sites and also a range of facilities for non-car travel.  Paragraph 

2.7 confirms that the highway authority considers that the site is accessibly located 

subject to provision of the S106 contributions, which the appellant is agreeable to 

providing.  This includes for improvements to the local walking routes including for  

the provision of a TOUCAN crossing on Newgate Lane East and the provision of 

monies towards the implementation of improvements on the school walking routes, 

which will enhance the accessibility credentials of the northern and southern appeal 

sites and address the severance issues associated with crossing Newgate Lane East. 

6.46 The availability of local facilities is illustrated with reference to an approximate two 

kilometres walking distance and five kilometres cycling distance is set out at Table 

2 and demonstrated on the isochrone plan on Figure AHJ/3.    
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6.47 Paragraph 3.47 confirms that the pedestrian and cycle routes to the north, south 

and west of the northern and southern appeal sites obtain a score of 28 out of 40 

(70%) or more based on their current condition, which is considered to be the 

minimum level of provision.   

6.48 Paragraph 3.48 confirms that the route to the east to Bridgemary that requires 

future residents to cross Newgate Lane East currently scores 24 out of 40 (60%).  

However, this route improves to an acceptable score of 31 (77.5%) with the 

provision of the controlled TOUCAN crossing. The route to the west to Stubbington 

improves from 29 to 33 (82.5%) with the provision of the contributions towards 

improving school routes.  

6.49 Paragraphs 2.24 confirm that highway authority accepts that the provision of 

cycling and walking facilities and access to sustainable transport are generally of 

an acceptable standard subject to the provision of the agreed mitigation package. 

6.50 It is therefore considered that these routes are safe and attractive that will allow 

future residents to walk and cycle to amenities and facilities located to the north, 

east, south and west of the northern and southern sites.  These will be further 

improved by the agreed mitigation package to address the severance effects of 

Newgate Lane East and encourage sustainable travel. 

Overall Conclusions on Accessibility 

6.51 I acknowledge that car journeys to local and wider amenities and facilities will often 

be the major means of travel for resident of the appeal scheme, as it is in many 

areas both urban and rural.  However, it is considered that the appeal sites are well 

located in terms of minimising trip lengths, when compared to the national 

averages.  

6.52 It is considered that the available public transport facilities offers future residents 

with a real choice to use these services to travel to health, education, leisure, 

employment, transport and retail services in other nearby settlements including 

Gosport, Portsmouth and Southampton as a genuine alternative to single 

occupancy car travel. 

 

Page 178



Appeal by Fareham Land LP and Bargate Homes Limited 
Outline Planning Applications for Land at Newgate Lane (North & South), Fareham 
Proof of Evidence by Anthony Jones 

 

 

 

OCTOBER 2020 | AJ | BRS.4989 Page | 46  
 

 

6.53 It is considered that there is a wide range number of amenities and facilities 

required by residents on a daily and weekly basis in terms of health, employment, 

leisure, education, retail and transport located within reasonable walking and 

cycling distance of the sites and that the walking and cycling routes to these 

facilities are of a good standard, safe and attractive. 

6.54 It is also considered that the package of measures set out in Chapter 4 will further 

enhance the accessibility credentials of the sites, address the severance effect of 

Newgate Lane East and encourage sustainable travel. 

6.55 I conclude that the sites are accessible located and provides the opportunity for 

future residents to reduce the need to travel by single occupancy car travel to both 

local and wider facilities.   
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7. POLICY CONTEXT 

National Planning Policy Framework 

7.1 Paragraph 108 of the NPPF states: 

In assessing sites that may be allocated for development in plans, or specific 

applications for development, it should be ensured that: 

a) appropriate opportunities to promote sustainable transport modes can be – or 

have been – taken up, given the type of development and its location; 

b) safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all users; and  

c) any significant impacts from the development on the transport network (in terms 

of capacity and congestion), or on highway safety, can be cost effectively mitigated 

to an acceptable degree.  

7.2 With reference to paragraphs 6.30 and 6.31 it is my view that the determination 

of the accessibility credentials of schemes cannot be through a restricted and 

inflexible approach.  Each site should be assessed on its own merits and that 

different opportunities to maximise sustainable transport solutions will vary from 

urban to rural locations.  The key test of a site’s accessibility credentials in my view 

is whether what can be provided locally provides a realistic and holistic choice of 

travel patterns, having regard to that particular land use.  It is my view that the 

NPPF, with consideration to paragraph 104 noting that this is not an exercise in 

development of a Local Plan, take a pragmatic view with reference to context of 

the local geographical area. 

7.3 Paragraphs 6.51 to 6.55 confirms that the appeal sites are well located in terms 

of minimising trip lengths, when compared to the national averages; that the 

location of the appeal sites are suitably placed to provide realistic sustainable 

transport choices to local and wider destinations; and that the agreed package of 

sustainability and travel plan measures agreed with both the planning and highway 

authorities provide the opportunity to reduce depending on the private car. 

7.4 Paragraph 2.46 (b) of my evidence confirms that it is agreed with the Council 

and highway authority that safe and suitable access arrangements can be achieved 

to serve both the northern and southern appeal sites. 
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7.5 Paragraph 6.3 of my evidence confirms that the individual and cumulative impacts 

of the northern and southern appeal sites will have a detrimental impact on the 

operation and safety of the existing right turn lane priority junction between 

Newgate Lane and Newgate Lane East.  Paragraphs 6.9 to 6.16 of my evidence 

confirms that the proposed signalised junction proposed to mitigate the individual 

and cumulative impacts of the northern and southern appeal sites can be provided 

designed in accordance with guidance set out in DMRB CD/123, that the Stage 1 

RSA did not raise any material highway safety concerns that have not been 

addressed.  This includes consideration of local vehicle speeds on Newgate Lane 

East and that use of an indicative arrow right turn stage across two lane of traffic 

is commonplace throughout the UK and is compliant within national guidance. 

7.6 Paragraph 6.17 of my evidence notes that Ms Hoskins evidence confirms that the 

proposed signalised junction with an indicative arrow method of control would 

operate efficiently for all scenarios assessed.  Paragraphs 6.18 and 6.19 confirms 

that the proposed signalised junction with an indicative method of control would 

only result in delay of between nine to 31 seconds per cycle for both northbound 

and southbound traffic during the morning peak periods.  The variance in the 

results depends on the proportional usage split of the lanes assessed.  It is 

considered that a 70/30 percentage lane usage split is more reflective of how the 

junction will operate in reality, which would result in a delay of around 11 seconds 

to northbound and southbound travelling vehicles in the morning peak hour. 

Paragraph 6.20 confirms that the proposed signalised junction with an indicative 

method of control would only result in delay of between four to six seconds per 

cycle for both northbound and southbound traffic during the evening peak periods. 

7.7 Paragraph 6.21 of my evidence confirms that the assessments are considered to 

be robust as they consider that all 190 dwellings will be privately owned houses.  

No account has been made for the lower trip rates normally associated with 

affordable house types or discounts for the agreed Travel Plans. 

7.8 Paragraph 6.23 confirms that a safe and appropriate improvement scheme 

compliant with appropriate design standards can be provided at the junction 

between Newgate Lane and Newgate Lane East that mitigates the individual and 

cumulative impacts of the northern and southern appeal sites and will not lead to 

any material levels of delay for through traffic on Newgate Lane East.   
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7.9 Paragraph 2.45(e) of my evidence confirms that the cumulative impact of both 

the northern and southern sites will not have a severe impact on the wider local 

highway network. 

7.10 Paragraph 109 of the NPPF states 

“Development should only be prevented or refused on highways grounds if there 

would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative 

impacts on the road network would be severe.” 

7.11 I have set out my views at paragraphs 7.4 to 7.8 above. 

Compliance with National Planning Policy Framework 

7.12 I conclude that the appeal scheme is compliant with the NPPF on transport grounds. 

Local Policy 

7.13 As set out in paragraph 2.42, the Councils transport policies are: Local Plan Policy 

CS5 and CS17; and the Councils Core Strategy DSP40 criterions (ii) and (v). 

7.14 In broad terms, the policies deal with the following transport issues; trip impact 

and highway safety and accessibility.  I deal with each of these points in turn below. 

Trip Impact and Highway Safety 

7.15 Paragraphs 2.45 (b) of my evidence confirms that it is agreed with the Council 

and highway authority that safe and suitable access arrangements can be achieved 

to serve both the northern and southern appeal sites. 

7.16 Chapter 6 confirms that a safe and appropriate improvement scheme compliant 

with appropriate design standards can be provided at the junction between 

Newgate Lane and Newgate Lane East that mitigates the individual and cumulative 

impacts of the northern and southern appeal sites and will not lead to any material 

levels of delay for through traffic on Newgate Lane East. 

7.17 Paragraph 2.45(e) of my evidence confirms that the cumulative impact of both 

the northern and southern sites will not have a severe impact on the wider local 

highway network. 
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Accessibility 

7.18 Chapter 6 confirms that the appeal sites are well located in terms of minimising 

trip lengths when compared to the national averages; that the location of the 

appeal sites are suitably placed to provide realistic sustainable transport choices to 

local and wider destinations; and that the agreed package of sustainability and 

travel plan measures agreed with both the planning and highway authorities 

provide the opportunity to reduce depending on the private car. 

Compliance with Local Policy 

7.19 I conclude that the appeal scheme is compliant with local policy on transport 

grounds. 

Overall Conclusion on Transport Policy 

7.20 I conclude that the appeal scheme complies with national and local policy.  
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8. CONCLUSIONS 

8.1 I conclude there are a range of local services and amenities in the local area 

accessible by walking and cycling.  

8.2 I conclude that the roads and footways are appropriate for walking and cycling trips 

associated with the northern and southern appeal sites with the agreed package of 

S106 measures including for the provision of a TOUCAN crossing on Newgate Lane 

East. 

8.3 I conclude that the available public and community transport facilities offers 

residents with a realistic and convenient choice to use these services to travel to 

wider and local facilities. 

8.4 I conclude that the northern and southern appeal sites are well located in terms of 

minimising trip lengths, when compared to the unitary authority and national 

averages. 

8.5 I conclude that the agreed package of sustainability and travel plan measures 

agreed with the highway authority provide the opportunity to reduce dependence 

on the private car. 

8.6 I conclude that the northern and southern appeal sites will provide the opportunity 

to reduce the need to travel by car to wider facilities. 

8.7 I conclude that a safe and suitable access can be provided to serve the northern 

and southern appeal sites. 

8.8 I conclude that the proposed signalised junction to mitigate the individual and 

cumulative impacts of the northern and southern sites is designed in accordance 

with guidance, is safe and will operate efficiently for all scenarios assessed with no 

material levels of queues or delay.   

8.9 I conclude that the cumulative impact of both the northern and southern sites will 

not have a severe impact on the wider local highway network. 

8.10 I conclude that the appeal scheme complies with national and local transport policy. 

8.11 I finally conclude that there is no highway or transportation related reasons why 

the appeal scheme should not be allowed. 
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FIGURE AHJ/1: NEWGATE LANE EAST/NEWGATE LANE JUNCTION 
PLAN SIGNALISED JUNCTION 
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FIGURE AHJ/2: PUBLIC RIGHT OF WAYS 
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FIGURE AHJ/3: PEDESTRIAN AND CYCLING ISOCHRONE PLAN 
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FIGURE AHJ/4: LOCAL PEDESTRIAN AND CYCLE ROUTES 
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FIGURE AHJ/5: LOCAL BUS ROUTES 
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FIGURE AHJ/6: PROPOSED ACCESS TO THE NORTHERN SITE 
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FIGURE AHJ/8 PROPOSED PRIORITY JUNCTION IMPROVEMENTS 
TO THE JUNCTION BETWEEN NEWGATE LANE EAST AND OLD 

NEWGATE LANE 
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FIGURE AHJ/9 AVERAGE BUS JOURNEY DURATION AM PEAK  
7-10AM 
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FIGURE AHJ/10   AVERAGE BUS JOURNEY DURATION PM PEAK  
4-7PM 
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FIGURE AHJ/11: AVERAGE RAIL JOURNEY DURATION AM 
PEAK 7-10AM (CYCLE DISCOUNT) 

Page 205



Bridgemary

Lee on the Solent

Fareham

Stubbington

Woodcot

Peel Common

Gosport Portsmouth

Portchester

Waterlooville

Havant

Rowlands

Castle

Emsworth

Hayling

Island

Wickham

Warblington

Bedhampton

Cosham

Hilsea

Botley

Hedge End Station

Botley

Station

Swanswick Station

Bursledon

Station

Hamble

Station

Nemble

Station

Fratton Station

Portsmouth and Southsea Station

Portsmouth Harbour Station

Warblington Station

Eastleigh

Broadbridge Station

Fishbourne Station

Isochrone Key:

Approximate centre of site 

Up to 64 minute rail journey duration

Fareham Town Centre Boundary

Employment Areas

Local Centre

Railway Station

Notes

1. Average rail duration is 82 minutes.

2. This has been discounted for a 13 minute cycle ride from the 
development to Fareham Railway Station and a 5 minute 
interchange time.

3. Therefore this isochrone represents a rail journey time of 64 
minutes from Fareham Railway Station.

4. Town Centre Boundary and employment areas taken from 
Fareham Local Plan Policies Map 2017

N

Copyright Pegasus Planning Group Ltd.  Crown copyright. All rights reserved. Ordnance Survey Copyright Licence number 100042093.  Promap  Licence number 100020449. Emapsite Licence number 0100031673  Standard OS licence rights conditions apply. Pegasus

accepts no liability for any use of this document other than for its original purpose, or by the original client, or following Pegasus’ express agreement to such use. T 01285 641717 www.pegasuspg.co.uk

Planning  |  Design  |  Environment  |  Economics

APPROVED:

PROJECT No:

SCALE @ A1:

DRAWING No:

DESIGN-DRAWN:

CHECKED:

DATE:

REV:

PROJECT:

CLIENT:

APDCHK
DESCRIPTIONBYDATEREV

First Floor, South Wing, Equinox

North Great Park Road,

Almondsbury,  Bristol , BS32 4QL

01454 625945

www.pegasusgroup.co.uk

DRAWING TYPE:

TITLE:

FAREHAM LAND LP & BARGATE HOMES LTD

LAND TO THE NORTH OF GOSPORT ROAD, FAREHAM

AVERAGE RAIL JOURNEY DURATION 
AM PEAK 7-10AM (CYCLE DISCOUNT)

1:50,000

BB

AHJ AHJ

28/09/2020
ISO

BRS.4989 AHJ/11 -

P
age 206



Appeal by Fareham Land LP and Bargate Homes Limited 
Outline Planning Applications for Land at Newgate Lane (North & South), Fareham 
Proof of Evidence by Anthony Jones 
 

 
   
 

FIGURE AHJ/12: AVERAGE RAIL JOURNEY DURATION PM 
PEAK 4-7PM (CYCLE DISCOUNT) 
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1.0 Introduction 
  
1.1 Accessibility can be described as “the extent to which individuals and households can 

access day to day services…” 
  
1.2 In a planning context, accessibility, in particular to shops, services and public transport is 

an important factor to consider when determining the future location of development. It 
can ensure that a number of key objectives are achieved. These include: the promotion of 
sustainable development, decreasing the reliance on the car whilst promoting the 
increased use of sustainable modes of transport, encourage greater social cohesion and 
promote health and wellbeing amongst local communities.  

  
2.0 Sustainability Appraisal  
  
2.1 Specific accessibility standards have been used to help inform the preparation of the new 

Local Plan and its development allocations. They have been included as key indicators 
within the Sustainability Appraisal (SA); which was carried out on the Local Plan. The 
purpose of the SA process is to help inform the decision-making process for the allocated 
sites within the Draft Local Plan. Potential development options where scored using a 
scale ranging from double positive through to double negative based on their conformity to 
the accessibility distances identified for key services and facilities. The Council seeks to 
allocate developments that are in sustainable locations as such, this is the reason for 
accessibility being included as one of the key indicators within the Sustainability Appraisal 
process. 

  
2.2 The Sustainability Objectives which used accessibility standards as an indicator are as 

follows:  

• SA4 promote accessibility and encourage Travel by sustainable means  

• SA5 to minimise carbon emissions and promote adaptation to climate change. 
  
3.0 Choice of Facilities 
  
3.1 The facilities that were chosen are based upon the frequency of need by the local 

community and their importance to maintaining the overall quality of life in the Borough. 
For example, in order to promote the use of sustainable modes of transport it is imperative 
that people are within a reasonable walking distance to a bus stop. Likewise, if families 
are within a reasonable walking distance to schools, there is an increased chance of 
children and parents walking to school and reducing the number of trips by car. Being 
close to GP surgeries, local centres and natural greenspaces is important for 
communities, particularly for their overall health and wellbeing. In addition, these facilities 
are often visited on a fairly regular basis so it seemed prudent to identify an accessibility 
standard for each of them.  

  
3.2 The list of potential facilities to have access to is not exhaustive, those chosen are 

deemed to be the most relevant and important to the residents of Fareham Borough. 
  
4.0 Accessibility Standards 
  
4.1 Table1 below demonstrates the facilities and their defined access standards which were 

used to determine the accessibility scores in relation to the Sustainability Objectives SA4 
and SA5 for the appraised plan and its allocations. 

  

3

Page 217



 

 Facilities Accessibility 
Standard in Metres 

(m) 

Approximate 
Walking 

Time 
(minutes) 

GP Surgeries 1200m 15 

Bus Stops 400m 5 

Cafes 1000m 12 

Community Centres 800m 10 

Secondary Schools 1200m 15 

Primary Schools 800m 10 

Newsagents/Convenience/Petrol Stations  800m 10 

Town/ District/Local Centres 1200m 15 

Accessible Green Spaces (unrestricted and not 
including greenways or incidental spaces) 

800m 10 

Play Equipment 800m 10 

 Table 1 Facilities and Associated Accessibility Standard 

  
5.0 Evidence Documents Which Underpin the Standards 
  
5.1 The standards have been derived from a variety of published sources, including: 

 

• The London Plan. Social Infrastructure Supplementary Planning Guidance. May 
20151 

• Eastbourne Borough Council Neighbourhood Assessment. 20112  
  
5.2 Figure 1 below is taken from the London Plan Social Infrastructure Supplementary 

Planning Guidance. It demonstrates the minimum reasonable accessibility standards (as 
distances in metres) at different gross densities, whilst assuming actual routes on the 
ground and not as the crow flies. 

  
5.3 Estimates for the average population across the Borough were produced based on ward 

level data taken from the 2011 Census. This enabled a determination of the average 
density for the wards in Fareham. Most of the predominantly urban wards in Fareham 
(Fareham South, Fareham West, Fareham North-west, Locks Heath Titchfield Common, 
Park Gate and Hill Head) had densities of close to 40 persons per hectare (pph) or slightly 
below. Given the fact that these urban areas of Fareham are where the facilities and 
services largely exist and for ease of comparison, an assumed average density of 40 pph 
was used for the Borough as shown in Figure 1 below.   
 

                                            
1The London Plan. Social Infrastructure Supplementary Planning Guidance. May 2015. Page 44, 45 
https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/implementing-london-plan/supplementary-planning-guidance/social-
infrastructure  
2 Eastbourne Borough Council Neighbourhood Assessment. 2011 page 39. 
http://www.eastbourne.gov.uk/EasysiteWeb/getresource.axd?AssetID=163443&type=full&servicetype=Inline  

4

Page 218

https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/implementing-london-plan/supplementary-planning-guidance/social-infrastructure
https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/implementing-london-plan/supplementary-planning-guidance/social-infrastructure
http://www.eastbourne.gov.uk/EasysiteWeb/getresource.axd?AssetID=163443&type=full&servicetype=Inline


 

5.4 

 
Figure 1 Accessibility Standards taken from London Plan, Social Infrastructure SPG. 2015 

  

5.5 In addition to the London Plan Social Infrastructure SPG, the accessibility standards used 
in the Sustainability Appraisal were also influenced by the Eastbourne Borough Council 
Neighbourhood Assessment (2011). Figure 2 shows the standards applied in the 
Eastbourne Neighbourhood Assessment and it was the distances used in this study which 
helped inform the choice of distances for facilities such as play equipment, bus stops and 
greenspaces shown in table 1.   

  
5.6  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
5.7 Catchment of the selected services and facilities was generated using a walking route 

built from the International Transport Network (ITN) Dataset. By using these derived 

Figure 2 Accessibility Standards taken from Eastbourne Borough Council, Neighbourhood 
Assessment. 2011 
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walking routes (from the International Transport Network (ITN) dataset), it was possible to 
generate realistic walking distance catchments around each facility rather than a general 
‘as the crow flies’ buffer. 

  
6.0 Reliability 
  
6.1 Each of the referenced documents that have been used to underpin the accessibility 

standards have been compiled based on their own research and subject to consultation. 
They can therefore be judged to be robust and reliable and provide a sound basis on 
which to derive accessibility standards from. 
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From: Gammer, Nick
To: Lauren Burnley
Cc: Mundy, Jonathan; Redman, Graham; Tony Jones; Kate Holden; Martha; Clifton, Ben; Simon Jacques; McCart, Gemma
Subject: P/18/1118/OA and P/19/0460/OA - Highways Response
Date: 21 August 2020 12:15:43
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png
image006.png
image007.png
image008.png
image009.jpg
RE Newgate Lane Fareham 04.08.20 meeting notes.msg
BRS.4989_FIGURE ADS JTN OP 3 SPA Rev.B.pdf
BRS.4989_FIGURE ADS JTN OP 3 VISI Rev.B.pdf
BRS.4989_FIGURE ADS JTN OP 3 Rev.B.pdf
DMRB CD123 Junction Design Compliance B.pdf

Hi Lauren

Thank you for your email below.

Site Access

Further to your comments below, an email (attached) was sent from Kate Holden on 6th August 2020 requesting that we review the
drawings contained within this email, namely BRS.4989_Figure 8 Rev D and BRS.4989_Figure 9 Rev D. I can confirm that the
proposed access arrangements shown in drawings BRS.4989_Figure 8 Rev D and BRS.4989_Figure 9 Rev D are acceptable in
principle. Please note that the reference on each drawing regarding landscaping or vegetation within the visibility splays is incorrect;
in the horizontal plane there must be no planting and any planting must be at least 1m behind the visibility splay line (grass verge
behind the footway is most appropriate); this can be dealt with at the detailed design stage should either of the developments come
forward.

Priority Junction Option (Option 3)

HCC Safety Audit Team comments
Regarding points a) c) and d), the design amendments shown in the attached have addressed these concerns.

Regarding points b), it is accepted that traffic does queue side by side at the old Newgate Lane egress, however this is an informal
arrangement and drivers may do this if they feel comfortable to do so. The proposed arrangement extends the length where vehicles
can queue side by side and formalizes the left and right turn lanes, therefore instructing drivers to queue side by side. As such, it will
be imperative from a safety perspective that the required visibility is achieved from a 2.4m setback in both the left and right turn
lanes, and not compromised by stationary vehicles. Unless suitable visibility can be demonstrated as achievable for both lanes in
both directions, the formalized flaring should be omitted and the operation of the old Newgate Lane arm of the junction should not
be changed. Furthermore, I am currently exploring with HCC’s Chief Engineer if a Departure from Standards (DfS) is required for the
proposed formalizing of left and right turn lanes, as it is not a standard layout in DMRB, and if so, the likelihood of a DfS being
accepted.

Regarding the requirement for implementation of a TRO banning u turning movements in both directions at the proposed junction,
the HA feel this is required on safety grounds. The blocking of right turn movements from field accesses could provide a strong
incentive for farm vehicles to make this manoeuvre rather than make the c.1.85km diversion, and the significantly increased width of
the junction’s central refuge area makes the manoeuvre more easily achievable and therefore more attractive. In terms of design
standards, paragraph 2.19 Note 2 of DMRB CD 123 states the following:
Where right turns in or out of a minor road at SLD junctions are restricted by traffic islands, u turns shall be prohibited at both ends of
the central island.
This was accepted in the attached Junction Design Compliance Rev B and therefore I assume u turns shall be prohibited at both ends
of the central island. This should be made clear on the general arrangement drawings.

I appreciate Note 2 of DMRB CD123 states:
A round trip of approximately 2 km can be considered an acceptable diversion to eliminate right turn movements out of the minor
road for private accesses, developments and little used minor or unclassified roads at SLD and dual carriageways junctions.
Given the diversion is within the accepted distance under DMRB CD 123, we do not have significant concerns regarding the length of
the diversion itself, but do have concerns regarding the increased incentives and opportunities to make u turn manoeuvres afforded
by the proposals. I would however reiterate that, whilst I also cannot see that there would be any reasonably substantiated
objections, the TRO process is open to public consultation and is not guaranteed. As stated previously, the Police will be consulted as
part of the TRO process and are unlikely to provide support for measures they feel will create an enforcement problem; as such the
junction layout should physically prevent, or at least reasonably deter, the u turn movements. For highway works requiring a TRO,
the TRO must be made prior to commencement of construction of the works.  

VISSIM modelling

A meeting took place 17th August 2020. Revised VISSIM modelling will be submitted by RedWilson for HA review in due course.

AADT data
It is accepted that previous reviews of alternative junction arrangements has been undertaken. Subject to provision of acceptable
modelling of the Option 3 proposal, AADT data is not required.  

Adopted highway boundary

As stated in a separate email dated 14th August, adoption of this junction has not been finalised yet, however, I’ve investigated this
with the project team and the highway boundaries will be the fence positions on site. These should be clearly marked on the
proposal drawings for review and confirmation that any land required for junction construction or to provide suitable visibility splays
is either within the land to be adopted as highway or within the developers ownership to enable it to be dedicated as highway as part
of a S278 agreement should the development come forward. It appears the 9m x 120m visibility splay to the west of old Newgate
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RE: Newgate Lane Fareham, 04.08.20 meeting notes

		From

		Kate Holden

		To

		Lauren Burnley; Redman, Graham; Gammer, Nick

		Cc

		Tony Jones

		Recipients

		Lauren.Burnley@pegasusgroup.co.uk; Graham.Redman@hants.gov.uk; Nick.Gammer@hants.gov.uk; Tony.Jones@pegasusgroup.co.uk



Thanks Lauren,





 





My action was to send the ‘final’ north and south access plans to Graham and Nick.





 





In the Statement of Common Ground, it is noted that the plans on which the LPA made its decision are Figures 8 and 9 (both Rev C). This resulted in the LPA’s assertion that the accesses are safe and suitable during the operational phase, but for domestic vehicles only. They assert that the accesses are not safe and suitable for the construction phase. 





 





Obviously, we would like to seek agreement that the accesses are safe and suitable for both construction and operational phases for all (relevant) vehicles. Can you confirm that Rev D of Figures 8 and 9 which you have issued this morning, and attached here for convenience, are the correct iterations for Graham and Nick’s final assessment of these for that purpose?





 





Graham/Nick – If you could then kindly reply to this email in due course that you are content with these plans and that the related reason for refusal is void, then it will be simple to me to pass this on to the LPA for confirmation.





 





Whilst I am writing, I can confirm that the inquiry is now fixed for 1st December. 





 





Many thanks,





 





Kate.





Kate Holden
Associate Planner
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From: Lauren Burnley <Lauren.Burnley@pegasusgroup.co.uk> 
Sent: 06 August 2020 11:13
To: Tony Jones <Tony.Jones@pegasusgroup.co.uk>; Simon Jacques <simon.jacques@pegasusgroup.co.uk>; Martha Hoskins <martha@redwilson.co.uk>; Kate Holden <Kate.Holden@pegasusgroup.co.uk>; Gammer, Nick <Nick.Gammer@hants.gov.uk>; Redman, Graham <Graham.Redman@hants.gov.uk>
Subject: Newgate Lane Fareham, 04.08.20 meeting notes





 





Hi All,





 





Please find a summary of Tuesdays’s meeting below, I would be grateful to receive any comments.





 





General Comments





1.	NG to facilitate meeting between Atkins, Hampshire County Council (HCC), Pegasus Group (PG) and RedWilson (RW) to discuss modelling issues (subject to receiving comments from Atkins);


2.	PG view remains that two safe and suitable junction options are available in the form of priority junction option 3 and the indicative right turn signalised junction option to mitigate the impact of the two residential schemes at the Newgate Lane East junction with Old Newgate Lane;


3.	GR requested the most recent iterations of access and priority junction arrangement drawings. (These are attached to this email);


4.	KH confirmed that an appeal date is yet to be confirmed.  The Planning Inspectorate is advising the 01 December, but Fareham Borough Council are advising that this date is not suitable;


5.	AJ confirmed that PG will draft a Transport Statement of Common Ground once a response is received from NG to their email dated 24th July 2020;





 





Site Access Arrangements





6.	NG confirmed that feedback will be provided on the site access arrangement, subject to discussions with GR regarding visibility splays;


7.	NG confirmed that concerns regarding access for construction and refuse vehicles have been addressed and the only outstanding issue relates to visibility as per comments dated 2nd July 2020. NG to respond to PG email dated 24th July 2020 which addresses visibility queries;


8.	NG confirmed that subject to visibility being acceptable, access arrangements are agreed and this reason for refusal can be withdrawn;





 





Priority Junction Arrangement (Option 3)





9.	AJ confirmed that priority junction option 3 is the preferred option to progress as this does not impact the free flow of traffic on the bypass;


10.	GR reiterated that he is still seeking 24 hour AADT flows to review the appropriate form of the junction. AJ advised that the planning applications had reviewed a number of potential junction improvements at the Newgate Lane East junction with Old Newgate Lane including a roundabout and left in / left out junction.  These two options had been discounted due to third party land constraints or the requirement for TROs and physical improvements not within the applicants control.  The current proposal is to improve the existing right turn lane layout to mitigate the cumulative impact of the two residential schemes.  The evolution of the junction design has been supported by extensive junction modelling, as well accommodating specific requests by HCC at the meeting on the 2nd April 2020 to accommodate HGV manoeuvres turning right out of Old Newgate Lane onto Newgate Lane East;


11.	NG is seeking to response to PG email dated 24th July 2020 by the 21st August. Capacity is to be separately addressed with RW further to receiving comments from Atkins;





 





Signalised Junction Arrangement (Indicative Right Turn)





12.	AJ noted that examples of indicative right turn options provided by HCC are relatively old (8/10/2003, 20/8/2004, 2/5/2018, 26/8/1998 and 1/2/1998), and requested, if possible, that more recent examples are provided.  AJ also noted that to PG and RW knowledge, HCC are the only highway authority that are not implementing signal junctions with indicative right turn stages.





 





Sustainable Travel / Travel Plan





13.	KH confirmed that Draft Heads of Terms have been submitted to Fareham Borough Council for consideration. These include contributions towards bus services and associated infrastructure, Newgate Lane crossing improvements at Woodcote Lane and Brook Lane and improvements to routes to schools.  AJ to formally confirm agreement to S106 contributions when issuing updated Travel Plan (TP);


14.	AJ confirmed that the TPs are currently being updated. NG confirmed that HCC will review one Travel Plan (North or South site) with a view to submitting final versions for each scheme ahead of the Appeal;


15.	NG confirmed that the principle of accessibility is agreed, subject to a final review of previous consultation responses. NG could not confirm whether FBC will withdraw this reason for refusal based on his recommendation;


16.	AJ confirmed that PG will issue a draft Travel Plan and summary of S106 contributions to HCC shortly.





 





Kind regards 





Lauren





 





Lauren
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Junction Design Compliance – DMRB CD123 (Revision B) 


Section/Paragraph Standard Priority Junction Design 


Compliance 


Signal Controlled Junction 


Design Compliance 


Chapter 1: Scope  


1.1 This document shall be used for the geometric design of at-grade 


priority junctions and signal-controlled junctions. 


Accepted. Accepted. 


1.2 This document shall be used for the geometric design of the 


priority junction element of a compact grade separated junction. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


1.3 This document shall be implemented forthwith on all schemes 


involving the geometric design of at-grade priority and/or signal 


controlled junctions on the Overseeing Organisations' all-purpose 


trunk roads according to the implementation requirements of GG 


101 [Ref 6.N]. 


Accepted. Accepted. 


Chapter 2: Junction Selection  


2.1 Priority junctions shall not be used on motorways or all-purpose 


dual three lane carriageways. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


2.1.1 Priority junctions should not be located on a sharp curve on a 


major road. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


2.1.2 Priority junctions should only be located on level ground or where 


any approach that is on a downhill gradient does not exceed 2% 


over the applicable desirable minimum stopping sight distance 


Accepted. Proposals seek to 


upgrade the recently 


constructed existing priority 


Not relevant. 







 


 


Section/Paragraph Standard Priority Junction Design 


Compliance 


Signal Controlled Junction 


Design Compliance 


(SSD). junction. The topography of the 


land appears to be of a flat or 


reasonable gradient. 


2.1.3 The number of priority junctions providing access to the all-


purpose trunk roads should be minimised. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


2.2 Priority junctions that do not form a through route shall not be 


provided on overtaking sections. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


2.3  Simple priority junctions shall only be used on single carriageway 


roads without a climbing lane. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


2.3.1 The selection of priority junction and major road central 


treatment for single carriageway roads should be determined 


based on the standard of major road and traffic flows on both the 


major and minor roads. Figure 2.3.1 illustrates approximate levels 


of provision for varying traffic flows. 


As per the note below, traffic 


modelling has been completed 


to assess the capacity, 


therefore superseding the 


requirement to assess the 


junction against Figure 2.3.1. 


 


NOTE: The 2-way AADT design 


year flows are used to 


determine the approximate 


As per the note below, 


traffic modelling has been 


completed to assess the 


capacity, therefore 


superseding the 


requirement to assess the 


junction against Figure 


2.3.1. 


 


NOTE: The 2-way AADT 







 


 


Section/Paragraph Standard Priority Junction Design 


Compliance 


Signal Controlled Junction 


Design Compliance 


level of junction provision prior 


to more detailed traffic 


modelling to check capacity 


design year flows are used 


to determine the 


approximate level of 


junction provision prior to 


more detailed traffic 


modelling to check capacity 


2.4 New priority junctions shall not be sited where they encroach on 


the visibility requirements of adjacent priority junctions on major 


roads with: 1) a speed limit of greater than 40 mph; or 2) a speed 


limit of 40 mph or less, where the minor road forms part of a 


through route. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


2.5 On WS2+1 roads, priority junctions shall only be; 1) located at 


changeovers; 2) located at WS2+1 to S2 interfaces; or 3) on the 


adjoining S2 road, at least 500 metres from the point where the 


road cross-section changes from a WS2+1 cross section. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


2.6 Priority junctions on WS2+1 roads shall include either; 1) a ghost 


island central treatment; or 2) a physical central reserve to 


prevent right turn movements. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


2.7 Left-in/left-out priority junctions shall only be provided on WS2+1 Not relevant. Not relevant. 







 


 


Section/Paragraph Standard Priority Junction Design 


Compliance 


Signal Controlled Junction 


Design Compliance 


roads where they are included as part of a compact grade 


separated junction, with a physical central reserve instead of the 


middle lane. 


2.8 Where there is a physical central reserve on WS2+1 carriageways, 


u turns shall be prohibited at both ends of the central island. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


2.9 An additional fourth lane for right turning vehicles shall not be 


provided on WS2+1 roads. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


2.10 At priority junctions on dual carriageways, where right turns in 


and/or out of the minor road are to be accommodated, the central 


reserve shall be widened to provide waiting space for vehicles 


turning right (as illustrated in Figure 2.10). 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


2.10.1 Priority junctions should not be provided on rural dual 


carriageway roads where the minor road flows exceed 3,000 


vehicles AADT 2-way. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


2.11 Priority junctions shall be located a minimum of 1 km in both 


directions from the end of the central reserve where the 


carriageway changes from a single carriageway to dual 


carriageway. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


2.12 Priority junctions shall include a major road central treatment Accepted and provided.  Accepted and provided. 







 


 


Section/Paragraph Standard Priority Junction Design 


Compliance 
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Design Compliance 


when the minor road flow exceeds 300 vehicles 2-way annual 


average daily traffic (AADT), or the major road flow exceeds 


13,000 vehicles 2-way AADT. 


2.13 Ghost islands shall not be used where overtaking opportunities on 


adjacent links are restricted. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


2.13.1 On new single carriageways where overtaking opportunity is 


limited, ghost island junctions should be sited on non-overtaking 


sections. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


2.14 Ghost islands shall only be used where major road traffic flows 


allow traffic turning right out of the minor road to do so in one 


manoeuvre. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


2.14.1 On urban roads with a speed limit of 30mph or less, where a ghost 


island cannot be accommodated, a passing bay as illustrated in 


Figure 2.14.1 may be used. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


2.15 SLD shall not be used within 3 km of the tip of taper to a dual 


carriageway. 


Accepted. Not relevant. 


2.16 SLD shall not be used on WS2+1 or where there is a climbing lane 


in one direction through the junction. 


Accepted. Not relevant. 


2.17 SLD layouts shall only be used on roads with hard strips. Accepted. Not relevant. 
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2.18 SLD shall be formed by widening the major road to provide a 


central reservation that includes waiting space for vehicles turning 


right. 


Accepted and provided. Not relevant. 


2.18.1 SLD should be used in preference to ghost islands where 


overtaking opportunities on adjacent links are restricted, and/or 


where traffic turning right out of the minor road would need to 


make this manoeuvre in two stages. 


Accepted and provided. Not relevant. 


2.18.2 On new single carriageways where overtaking opportunity is 


limited, SLD junctions should be sited on non-overtaking sections. 


Accepted. Not relevant. 


2.19 Where right turns in or out of a minor road at SLD junctions are 


restricted by traffic islands, u turns shall be prohibited at both 


ends of the central island. 


Accepted. Not relevant. 


2.19.1 Right turning movements out of the minor road at SLD and dual 


carriageway junctions should be restricted by traffic islands where 


these movements can be accommodated at a subsequent 


junction, such as a roundabout. 


Accepted. Not relevant. 


2.20 Where the centre line of a minor road, when extended across the 


major road, fits within an opposite priority junction carriageway 


(as illustrated on Figure 2.20) the junction shall be designed as a 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 
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Compliance 
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crossroads and not a staggered junction. 


2.21 Crossroads shall only comprise two opposing simple priority 


junctions. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


2.22 The stagger distance of a junction shall be measured as the 


distance along the major road between the centre lines of the two 


minor roads. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


2.22.1 Where staggered junctions are provided they should be right/left 


staggers (where minor road traffic crossing the major road first 


turns right, proceeds along the major road and then turns left). 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


2.23 The minimum right/left stagger distance shall be: 1) 50 m for a 


priority junction with no central treatment; 2) 50 m for a ghost 


island junction; 3) 40 m for a SLD junction; and 4) 60 m for a dual 


carriageway junction. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


2.24 The minimum left/right stagger distance for a priority junction 


with no central treatment shall be 50 metres. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


2.25 The minimum left/right stagger distance for a priority junction 


with central treatments shall be as given in Table 2.25. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


2.26 Staggered junctions shall not be used on climbing lane sections. Not relevant. Not relevant. 


2.27 Where the 85th percentile speed on the approach roads is greater Not relevant. Not relevant. 
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Compliance 
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than or equal to 104 kph (65 mph), a signal-controlled junction 


shall not be provided. 


2.28 Direct accesses shall not be used on motorways, all-purpose dual 


three lane carriageways and on WS2+1 roads. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


2.29 Direct accesses shall not be provided on overtaking sections. Not relevant. Not relevant. 


2.29.1 Direct accesses should be avoided where possible. Not relevant. Not relevant. 


2.29.2 Direct accesses on single carriageway roads should not be 


positioned facing each other. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


2.30 On dual carriageways, gaps in the central reserve to accommodate 


right turns in and out of a direct access shall not be provided. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


2.31 Direct accesses shall not be provided at locations where the major 


road gradient is greater than 4%. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


Chapter 3: Visibility  


3.1 On a minor road approach to a priority junction, there shall be 


unobstructed visibility of the junction from a distance 


corresponding to the desirable minimum SSD for the design speed 


of the minor road, including the give way sign where present, as 


illustrated in Figure 3.1. 


Accepted and provided. Not relevant. 


3.2 An approaching road user shall be able to clearly see the junction Accepted and provided. Accepted. 
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form, from a minimum distance of 15 metres back along the 


centreline of the minor road, measured from the continuation of 


the line of the nearside edge of the running carriageway of the 


major road (as illustrated in Figure 3.2a and 3.2b). 


3.3 Where a direct access crosses a footway, a visibility splay shall be 


provided in accordance with Figure 3.3. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


3.4 Unobstructed visibility shall be provided at all priority junctions 


and direct accesses by a visibility splay formed between the 


following three points, as illustrated in Figure 3.4: 1) a point W 


corresponding to the intersection point between the minor road 


centreline and the major road edge of carriageway; 2) a point X 


setback along the minor road centreline measured from the 


continuation of the line of the nearside edge of the running 


carriageway of the major road; and 3) a point Y on the major road 


nearside edge of carriageway, corresponding to the desirable 


minimum SSD for the speed of the major road measured along the 


edge of the major road carriageway from point W. 


Accepted and provided. Not relevant. 


3.5 The speed of the major road for determining point Y in the 


visibility splay shall be based on: 1) design speed only for direct 


Accepted. Not relevant. 
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accesses and priority junctions on new major roads; 2) design 


speed only for priority junctions that form part of a through route 


on existing major roads; and 3) design speed or speed 


measurement for direct accesses and priority junctions that do not 


form part of a through route on existing major roads. 


3.6 A visibility splay to the right on the minor road shall be provided: 


1) at all priority junctions and direct accesses where minor road 


traffic can join a 2-way major road; and 2) at all priority junctions 


and direct accesses where minor road traffic can turn left to join a 


1-way major road. 


Accepted and provided. Not relevant. 


3.6.1 Visibility splays to the right on the minor road should also be 


provided at priority junctions and direct access where minor road 


traffic can turn right to join a 1-way major road and there are 


contraflow provisions (e.g for cyclists). 


Accepted. Not relevant. 


3.7 A visibility splay to the left on the minor road shall be provided: 1) 


at all priority junctions and direct accesses where minor road 


traffic join a 2-way single carriageway major road; 2) at all priority 


junctions and direct accesses where minor road traffic can turn 


right to join a 2-way dual carriageway road and the central reserve 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 
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gap is not wide enough to accommodate a waiting design vehicle; 


and 3) at priority junctions and direct accesses where minor road 


traffic can turn right to join a 1-way major road. 


3.7.1 Visibility splays to the left on a one way road should also be 


provided at priority junctions and direct access where minor road 


traffic can turn left to join a 1-way major road and there are 


contraflow provisions (e.g for cyclists). 


Accepted. Not relevant. 


3.7.2 On a one-way major road, visibility splays may be provided in both 


directions for vehicles turning out of the minor road. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


3.8 The minimum distances used to locate point X and therefore 


generating the visibility splay shall be: 1) 2 metres for direct 


accesses; 2) 2.4 metres for simple priority junctions; and 3) 4.5 


metres for all other priority junctions. 


Accepted. Visibility splays of 


4.5m x 180m are provided from 


the proposed junction. 


Not relevant. 


3.8.1 The distances used to locate point X and therefore generating the 


visibility splay should be: 1) 4.5 metres for direct accesses; and 2) 


9 metres for all priority junctions. 


Accepted. Visibility splays of 9m 


x 180m are provided from the 


proposed junction. 


Not relevant. 


3.9 Where the line between points X and Y falls partially within the 


major road carriageway, an additional area shall be added to the 


visibility splay formed by drawing a line from X to a point 


Accepted. A tangential visibility 


splay of 4.5m x 51m is provided 


to the south of the junction. 


Not relevant. 
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tangential to the nearer edge of the major road running 


carriageway, as illustrated in Figure 3.9. 


3.10 Where a priority junction is located on the outside of a major road 


curve, an additional area shall be added to the visibility splay in 


the verge on the inside of the major road curve, formed by a line 


between the following two points, as illustrated in Figure 3.10: 1) 


a point X at a set back distance of 2.4m; and 2) a point V on the 


major road offside edge of running carriageway, corresponding to 


the desirable minimum SSD for the speed of the major road. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


3.11 The desirable minimum SSD at all priority junctions shall not be 


available from an X distance greater than 9 metres. 


Accepted. Not relevant. 


3.12 Unobstructed visibility shall be provided in the centre of the major 


road, on dual carriageway and SLD junctions where right turns are 


permitted, by a visibility splay formed between the following three 


points, as illustrated in Figure 3.12: 1) the intersection point 


between the centre of the opening and the offside edge of major 


road carriageway; 2) a point 2.4 metre setback along the centre of 


the opening measured from the continuation of the line of the 


offside edge of the running carriageway of the major road; and 3) 


Accepted. Not relevant. 
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a point Y on the major road offside edge of carriageway, 


corresponding to the desirable minimum SSD for the design speed 


of the major road measured from the 2.4 metre setback point. 


3.13 Visibility splays in the central reserve of dual carriageways or SLD 


shall be provided in the following circumstances: 1) visibility splay 


A, as illustrated in Figure 3.12, where right turn into the minor 


road is permitted/and/or; 2) visibility splay B, as illustrated in 


Figure 3.12, where right turn out of the minor road is permitted. 


Accepted. Not relevant. 


Chapter 4: Geometric Design of Direct Accesses  


Not relevant. 


Chapter 5: Geometric Design of Priority Junctions  


5.1 The road camber on the major road shall be retained through the 


junction with the minor road graded into the channel line of the 


major road. 


Accepted. Further clarity to be 


provided at Detailed Design 


stage. 


Not relevant. 


5.2 Allowance shall be made for the swept turning paths of the worst 


case design vehicle which is expected to use the priority junction, 


unless: 1) the design vehicle is expected to form only a very small 


percentage of the total number of vehicles that will use the 


junction; and 2) any swept path conflicts as a result of the design 


Accepted. Swept path analysis 


has been provided at OP3 SPA 


Rev A issued on 20th April 2020 


demonstrating that a maximum 


legal 16.5 metre articulated 


Not relevant. 
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vehicle encroaching into other lanes will not occur on bends. vehicle can safely and suitably 


manoeuvre the junction. 


5.3 For priority junctions, the gradient on the minor road approach 


shall not exceed 4% over a distance of at least 15 metres, 


measured from the edge of the major road carriageway. 


Accepted. Further clarity to be 


provided at Detailed Design 


stage. 


Not relevant. 


5.3.1 For priority junctions, the gradient on the minor road approach 


should not exceed 2% over a distance of at least 15 metres, 


measured from the edge of the major road carriageway 


Accepted. Further clarity to be 


provided at Detailed Design 


stage. 


Not relevant. 


5.4 At new priority junctions, the minimum approach angle of the 


minor road approach, measured over 15 metres from the edge of 


the major road carriageway, shall be 70 degrees. 


Accepted and provided in 


accordance with Figure 6.3D.  


Not relevant. 


5.4.1 At new priority junctions, the minimum approach angle of the 


minor road approach, measured over 15 metres from the edge of 


the major road carriageway, should be 90 degrees. 


Accepted and provided in 


accordance with Figure 6.3D. 


Not relevant. 


5.5 At all priority junctions, corner radii shall be provided where the 


edge of the carriageways or kerb lines of the major and minor 


roads intersect at each corner where turning movements need to 


be accommodated. 


Accepted and provided. Not relevant. 


5.6 Corner radii shall be measured for simple priority junctions, and Accepted and provided. Not relevant. 
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priority junctions with merge/diverge tapers or auxiliary lanes in 


accordance with Figure 5.6. 


5.6.1 At simple priority junctions where no provision is to be made for 


the design vehicle, the minimum corner radii should be: 1) 6 


metres in urban areas; and 2) 10 metres in rural areas. 


Not relevant. Design vehicle 


considered. 


Not relevant. 


5.6.2 At simple priority junctions where provision is made for the design 


vehicle, the corner radii should be: 1) 10 metres in urban areas 


followed by a corner taper of 1:5 over a distance of 30 metres; 2) 


15 metres in rural areas followed by a corner taper of 1:10 over a 


distance of 25 metres; and 3) 15 metres followed by a corner taper 


of 1:8 over a distance of 32 metres, when part of a staggered 


junction arrangement. 


Accepted and provided as 15 


metres followed by a corner 


taper of 1:10 over a distance of 


25 metres. 


Not relevant. 


5.6.3 At ghost island junctions where no diverge or merge tapers are 


provided the corner radii should be 15 metres followed by a 


corner taper of 1:6 over a distance of 30 metres. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


5.6.4 At ghost island junctions where a diverge taper is provided the 


corner radii should be: 1) 15 metres followed by a corner taper of 


1:6 over a distance of 30 metres at the merge; 2) a minimum of 40 


metres at the end of the diverge taper where the major road 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 
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design speed is greater than 85 kph; 3) a minimum of 20 metres at 


the end of the diverge taper where the major road design speed is 


85 kph or less. 


5.6.5 At SLD, dual carriageway priority junctions, and where there is a 


mainline physical central island on a single carriageway road, the 


diverge corner radii should be: 1) 20 metres where no diverge 


taper/auxiliary lane is provided; or 2) a minimum of 40 metres at 


the end of the diverge taper where the major road design speed is 


greater than 85 kph; or 3) a minimum of 20 metres at the end of 


the diverge taper where the major road design speed is 85 kph or 


less. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


5.6.6 At SLD, dual carriageway priority junctions, and where there is a 


mainline physical central island on a single carriageway road, the 


merge corner radii should be: 1) 20 metres where no merge 


taper/auxiliary lane is provided; or 2) 25 metres where the major 


road design speed is 85 kph and a merge taper is provided; or 3) 


30 metres where the major road design speed is greater than 85 


kph and a merge taper is provided. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


5.7 Where a physical traffic island is provided on the minor road, the Accepted and provided. Not relevant. 
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minor road approach lanes shall be 4.0 metres wide at the tip of 


the associated hatched marking. 


5.7.1 Where no physical traffic island is provided on the minor road, the 


existing minor road lane width should at least continue up until 


the start of the corner radius, or give way line if no corner radius 


is to be provided. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


5.8 Where a physical traffic island is provided on a minor road, the 


width of the minor road approach lane adjacent to the island at its 


furthest point from the major road (as illustrated in Figure 5.8) 


shall be: 1) 4.0 metres at simple priority and ghost junctions where 


there is a single lane at the give way line; 2) 4.5 metres at SLD and 


dual carriageway junctions where there is a single lane at the give 


way line; and 3) 5.5 metres where the approach widens to two 


lanes at the give way line. 


Accepted and provided. Not relevant. 


5.9 Where a physical traffic island is provided on a minor road, the 


width of the minor road exit lane adjacent to the island at its 


furthest point from the major road (as illustrated in Figure 5.8) 


shall be: 1) 4.0 metres at simple priority junctions; 2) 4.5 metres 


for ghost island junctions; and 3) 5.0 metres for SLD and dual 


Accepted and provided at 4m. Not relevant. 
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carriageway junctions. 


5.10 For curves which have a radius of 90 metres or less, minimum lane 


widths shall be in accordance with Table 5.10. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


5.11 For actual curve radii that fall between two curve radius values 


given in Table 5.10, the minimum lane width shall be interpolated. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


5.12 On single lane sections greater than 50 metres in length, there 


shall be sufficient carriageway space to allow a broken down 


vehicle to be passed by other vehicles. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


5.12.1 For curves which have a radius of 90 metres or less, hard strips 


that provide an additional 2.5 metres minimum of carriageway 


space should be added to the single lane carriageway widths given 


in column 2 of Table 5.10 to allow a broken down vehicle to be 


passed by other vehicles. 


Not relevant. 


 


Not relevant. 


5.13 Physical traffic islands shall have an area of at least 4.5 square 


metres. 


Accepted and provided. Not relevant. 


5.13.1 Traffic islands smaller than 4.5 square metres should be defined 


by road markings. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


5.13.2 Physical traffic islands should include features to make them 


conspicuous, e.g traffic bollards and signage. 


Accepted. Further clarity to be 


provided at Detailed Design 


Not relevant. 
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stage. 


5.13.3 Traffic islands on minor roads should be physical islands. Accepted and provided. Not relevant. 


5.14 Physical traffic islands shall be used on the minor road where one 


or more turning movements are prohibited to prevent or deter 


such movements. 


Accepted. Not relevant. 


5.15 Junctions that form part of a compact grade separated junction 


shall include physical islands to prevent right turn manoeuvres in 


to and out of the major road. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


5.16 Traffic islands on the minor road shall be setback a minimum of 1 


metre from the edge of running carriageway or in-line with the 


back of major road hard strip if the hard strip is equal to or greater 


than 1 metre wide. 


Accepted and provided. Not relevant. 


5.17 Nearside diverging tapers and auxiliary lanes shall not be 


provided: 1) at simple junctions; 2) where the design speed of the 


major road is less than 85 kph; and 3) at all other priority junctions 


that are on the inside of curves. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


5.18 At non-simple junctions which are not on the inside of a curve, a 


nearside diverging taper or auxiliary lane shall be provided in 


accordance with Table 5.18a and 5.18b. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 
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5.18.1 Where the major road flow exceeds 7000 AADT, auxiliary lanes 


should be provided instead of tapers for diverging traffic. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


5.19 Nearside diverging tapers shall be formed by an increase in width 


to 3.5 metres at the start of the corner radii into the minor road. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


5.20 Where right turns into the minor road are permitted, a give way 


line shall be provided at the end of the diverging taper or auxiliary 


lane. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


5.20.1 Where a give way line is provided, a traffic island should be 


provided to segregate the give way from the major road. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


5.21 The length of a nearside diverging taper or auxiliary lane shall be 


measured as the distance from the beginning of the taper up to 


the "Give Way" line, as shown in Figure 5.21a and 5.21b. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


5.22 The minimum length of a nearside diverging taper or auxiliary lane 


shall be in accordance with Table 5.22. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


5.22.1 For design speeds of 100 kph or less, auxiliary lane lengths should 


be a minimum of 80 metres, and sufficient to allow for the speed 


change from the major road to the turn into the minor road. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


5.23 Merging tapers shall only be used where the major road is a dual 


carriageway. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 
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5.24 Where the major road is a dual carriageway with a design speed 


of 85 kph or above, merging tapers shall be provided where: 1) the 


volume of left turning traffic in the design year exceeds 600 


vehicles AADT; 2) the volume of left turning traffic in the design 


year exceeds 450 vehicles AADT and the percentage of HGVs 


exceeds 20%; or 3) the volume of left turning traffic in the design 


year exceeds 450 vehicles AADT and the merging taper is for an 


up-gradient of greater than 4%. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


5.24.1 Merge tapers may be provided at dual carriageway priority 


junctions with lesser flows and/or lesser HGV percentages. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


5.25 Merging tapers shall be formed by a decrease in width from 3.5 


metres at the end of the corner radii out of the minor road. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


5.25.1 A traffic island should be provided to segregate the turning traffic 


from the major road prior to the commencement of the merging 


taper. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


5.26 The minimum lengths of the merging tapers shall be as given in 


Table 5.26. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


5.26.1 On dual carriageways with a design speed of 120 kph, the merging 


taper should be preceded by a 40 metres nose, which has a 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 
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minimum back of nose width of 2 metres (as indicated on Figure 


5.26.1). 


Chapter 6: Geometric Design of Major Road Central Treatments  


6.1 Carriageway widening for a central reserve treatment shall be 


formed using physical islands or islands defined by road markings. 


Accepted and provided. Accepted and provided. 


6.1.1 Central treatments for SLD and ghost islands, on single 


carriageways, should be developed to their maximum width using 


the tapers shown in Table 6.1.1. 


Accepted and provided. A taper 


of 1 in 20 has been provided as 


per Table 6.1.1. 


Not relevant. 


6.1.2 The tapers given in Table 6.1.1 on single carriageway roads, should 


be developed: 1) symmetrically on straight sections of road; 2) 


asymmetrically towards the outside of the curve on curved 


sections of road; and 3) asymmetrically away from the climbing 


lane on climbing lane sections. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


6.1.3 For SLD, the central island should be introduced by means of 


hatched road markings until there is sufficient width to safely 


accommodate the keep left arrow traffic sign (at an appropriate 


size for the speed of the road) on the nose of the physical island. 


Accepted. Further clarity to be 


provided at Detailed Design 


stage. 


Not relevant. 


6.1.4 Central treatments for dual carriageways should be developed to 


their maximum width using the tapers shown in Table 6.1.4. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 
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6.1.5 The maximum island width should continue through the junction 


to the tangent point of the minor road radius and the edge of the 


major road carriageway 


Accepted. Not relevant. 


6.2 On WS2+1 roads where compact grade separation is not provided, 


central treatments shall be formed as shown in Figures 6.2 a, b 


and c. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


6.3 For all central treatments, the right turning lane shall be 


comprised of a turning length, deceleration length and direct 


taper length as shown in Figures 6.3a to 6.3e. 


Accepted and provided. 


Arrangement to Figure 6.3d is 


being provided. 


Not relevant. 


6.4 The turning length shall be a minimum of 10 metres. Accepted and provided. Not relevant. 


6.5 Where capacity calculations indicate that for significant periods of 


time there can be vehicles queuing to turn right from the major 


road, the turning length shall be increased to accommodate the 


forecast maximum queue length. 


Accepted. An increased length 


is not considered appropriate 


given the low number of 


vehicles anticipated to make 


the turning manoeuvre. 


Not relevant. 


6.5.1 Where the turning length has been increased to the forecast 


queue length at a ghost island, physical islands should be provided 


within the hatched areas to provide greater protection to turning 


traffic. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 
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6.6 For right turning lanes, the direct taper length and the minimum 


deceleration length shall be provided in accordance with Table 


5.22. 


Accepted and provided.  Not relevant. 


6.7 At ghost island junctions on WS2+1 roads, the through lane widths 


in each direction shall be 3.5 metres, exclusive of hard strips. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


6.8 At ghost island junctions on roads other than WS2+1 roads, the 


through lane widths in each direction shall be a minimum of 3.0 


metres and a maximum of 3.65 metres wide, exclusive of hard 


strips. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


6.8.1 At ghost island junctions on climbing lanes, the through lane 


widths in each direction should be 3.5 metres, exclusive of hard 


strips. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


6.9 The width of the right turning lanes on WS2+1 roads shall be 4.5 


metres. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


6.10 The width of the right turning lanes for new junctions, excluding 


WS2+1, shall be a minimum of 3.0 metres. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


6.10.1 The width of the right turning lane at new and existing junctions 


should be 3.5 metres. 


Accepted and provided. Not relevant. 


6.10.2 On rural roads, with design speeds above 85 kph or where hard Not relevant. Not relevant. 
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strips are present, the width of the right turning lane at new and 


existing junctions should not exceed 3.65 metres. 


6.11 The width of the right turning lanes for improvements to existing 


junctions, where space could be limited, shall be a minimum of 2.5 


metres. 


Accepted and provided. Not relevant. 


6.12 On urban roads the width of the right turning lane shall not exceed 


5.0 metres. 


Accepted and provided. Not relevant. 


6.13 At left/right staggered junctions, where the deceleration lengths 


have the potential to overlap, the width of the ghost island shall 


not be increased to make them lie side by side. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


6.14 At left/right staggered junctions, where the deceleration lengths 


have the potential to overlap, the starting points of the right turn 


lanes shall be joined by a straight road marking, as shown in Figure 


6.14. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


6.15 At SLD junctions, the through lane in each direction shall be 4.0 


metres wide exclusive of hard strips. 


Accepted and provided. Not relevant. 


6.16 At dual carriageway junctions the through lane widths shall be the 


same as those either side of the junction. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


6.17 The width of the central island at the opening adjacent to the Accepted. Not relevant. 
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minor road, shall be a minimum of 10 metres, including central 


reserve hard strips. 


6.17.1 Where use by long vehicles is expected, the width of the central 


island at the opening adjacent to the minor road, should be 14.0 


metres or 16.5 metres including central reserve hard strips to 


accommodate the design vehicle and drawbar trailer vehicle 


respectively. 


Accepted. 16.5m used. Not relevant. 


6.18 The minimum width of any part of an SLD or central reserve island 


shall be 3.5 metres. 


Accepted and provided. Not relevant. 


6.19 The opening in the central reserve at the opening adjacent to the 


minor road, shall be 15.0 metres wide, as shown in Figure 6.17. 


Accepted and provided. Not relevant. 


6.19.1 Sections in the central reserve opening at SLD and dual 


carriageway junctions should fall towards rather than away from 


the minor road. 


Accepted. Further clarity to be 


provided at Detailed Design 


stage. 


Not relevant. 


6.19.2 The deceleration lengths at left/right staggered junctions on an 


SLD or dual carriageway may lie side by side. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


6.20 Where deceleration lengths at left/right staggered junctions on an 


SLD or dual carriageway lie side by side, a physical island shall be 


provided to separate them, as illustrated in Figure 6.20. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 
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6.21 The through lane in each direction shall be 3.5 metres wide with a 


1 metre wide nearside hard strip, as illustrated in Figure 6.21. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


6.22 The central island shall be introduced by means of hatched road 


markings over a taper of 130 metres as illustrated in Figure 6.22. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


6.23 The central island shall be 5 metres wide, made up of a 2 metre 


physical island and 1.5 metre hard strips either side. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


6.24 The central reserve shall extend a minimum of 50 metres at each 


end, measured from the end of the nearside radius of the minor 


road entry lanes, to prevent right turns. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


6.24.1 The central reserve may be extended further than 50 metres at 


either end to further reduce the risk of right turns and/or u-turns. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


6.25 Dimensions for passing bays shall be based on swept path analysis 


and the number and size of vehicles expected to be waiting to turn 


right at a given time. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


Chapter 7: Geometric Design of Signal-Controlled Junctions  


7.1 Each traffic lane shall have clear visibility of at least one primary 


signal associated with its particular movement, from a distance 


equivalent to the desirable minimum SSD of the approach road. 


Not relevant. Accepted and provided. 


7.1.1 Duplicate primary signals should be provided on approaches with Not relevant. Not relevant. 
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a speed of 85 kph or above. 


7.2 Visibility to the primary signal shall be in accordance with the CD 


109 [Ref 5.N] visibility envelope, but with the high object height 


amended to incorporate the signal head where this exceeds 2 


metres, as indicated in Figure 7.2. 


Not relevant. Accepted and provided. 


7.2.1 Where multiple lanes are provided on the approach, a signal-


controlled junction may have offside primary, double-headed or 


overhead additional signals to ensure visibility of the signals from 


all lanes. 


Not relevant. Accepted. 


7.2.2 A minimum of 2 signals should be visible from each approach arm 


and each stop-line. 


Not relevant. Accepted and provided. 


7.2.3 Additional signal heads may be provided, where a driver's vision 


of the signal head could be obscured, for example, by a lorry in the 


lane adjacent to the signal. 


Not relevant. Accepted. Further clarity to 


be provided at Detailed 


Design stage. 


7.2.4 Where separate signalling of turning movements is employed, a 


minimum of 2 signals should be visible from each approach lane 


associated with each of the turning movements and each 


associated stop-line. 


Not relevant. Accepted and provided. 


7.2.5 Primary signal heads should be located a minimum of 1 metre Not relevant. Accepted and provided. 
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beyond the stop-line. 


7.2.6 Primary signal heads should be located in advance of crossing 


studs or marks if pedestrian facilities are provided. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


7.2.7 At junctions with angled approaches, the secondary signal should 


be displaced a maximum angle of 30o from the driver's line of 


forward sight, as indicated in Figure 7.2.7. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


7.2.8 The distance between the stop-line and an associated secondary 


signal should not exceed 50 metres. 


Not relevant. Accepted and provided. 


7.2.9 Where multi phased signal layouts are provided, an additional 


secondary signal may be utilised. 


Not relevant. Accepted and provided. 


7.2.10 The desirable minimum SSD should be provided to the back of the 


queue. 


Not relevant. Accepted and provided. 


7.3 An intervisibility zone shall be provided that incorporates an area 


that extends across the full carriageway width of each arm from a 


distance of 2.5 metres back from each stop line, as indicated in 


Figure 7.3. 


Not relevant. Accepted and provided. 


7.4 Where an advance stop-line (ASL) is provided, the intervisibility 


zone shall be measured from a point 2.5m behind the cyclists' 


stop-line. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 
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7.4.1 Where a staggered pedestrian crossing is provided, the section of 


the crossing immediately adjacent to the junction should be 


included in the junction intervisibility zone. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


7.5 No substantial fixed obstructions shall be located within the 


intervisibility zone of new junctions. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


7.5.1 No substantial fixed obstructions should be located within the 


intervisibility zone of existing junctions. 


Not relevant. Accepted. 


7.6 Straight ahead lane widths shall be a minimum of: 1) 3.0 metres at 


new junctions; 2) 2.5 metres at existing junctions where the 85th 


percentile approach speed exceeds 56 kph (35 mph) and/or it is 


necessary to make provision for HGVs; and 3) 2.25 metres at 


existing junctions where the 85th percentile approach speed does 


not exceed 56 kph (35 mph) and it is not necessary to make 


provision for HGVs. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


7.6.1 At existing junctions, straight ahead lanes with widths of 2.5 


metres or less should only be used where the provision of them 


will allow for additional lane(s) to be provided on that particular 


arm. 


Not relevant. Accepted and provided. 


7.6.2 At existing junctions, straight ahead lanes should be a minimum of Not relevant. Accepted and provided. 
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3.0 metres wide. 


7.6.3 Straight ahead lanes should be a maximum of 3.65 metres wide. Not relevant. Accepted and provided. 


7.6.4 A minimum width of 4.0 metres should be provided between 


physical islands where cyclist demand indicates a need. 


Not relevant. Accepted and provided. 


7.7 Dedicated lanes for left or right turning traffic shall be a minimum 


of 3 metres wide. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


7.8 Dedicated lanes for left turning traffic shall be developed with 


tapers of 1 in 5, as illustrated in Figure 7.8. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


7.8.1 On single carriageway roads, right turn entry lanes may be 


accommodated by the provision of a hatched island, as illustrated 


in Figure 7.8.2. 


Not relevant. Accepted and provided. 


7.8.2 On single carriageway roads, hatched islands for right turn lanes 


should be developed symmetrically from the centre line of the 


road with a minimum taper of 1 in 10 and a direct taper of 7.5 


metres, as illustrated in Figure 7.8.2. 


Not relevant. Accepted and provided. 


7.9 The storage length shall be measured from the stop line to the 


furthest point upstream where the total number of entry lanes are 


at full width, as illustrated in Figure 7.8.2. 


Not relevant. Accepted and provided. 


7.9.1 The storage length of the left and right turn entry lanes should be Not relevant. Accepted and provided. 
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designed: 1) to meet the capacity requirements of the junction; 2) 


to accommodate the longest queue of stopped traffic (to avoid 


turning traffic blocking the adjacent lane); and 3) to avoid traffic 


being prevented from entering the left or right turn lane where 


there is a high proportion of straight ahead traffic queuing in the 


adjacent lane. 


7.10 Where it is necessary to reduce the numbers of lanes on an exit, 


this shall be carried out on either the nearside or the offside 


depending on the prevailing traffic flows on the exit arm. 


Not relevant. Accepted. 


7.10.1 Where it is necessary to reduce the number of lanes on the exit 


arm, a single lane should be reduced over a distance of 100 metres 


starting at or beyond the limit of the junction intervisibility zone, 


as illustrated in Figure 7.10.1. 


Not relevant. Accepted. 


7.11 The design of a signal-controlled junction shall allow for the swept 


turning paths of the design vehicle where provision is to be made 


for large goods vehicles. 


Not relevant. Accepted and provided. 


7.11.1 The design should incorporate turning radii to cater for the swept 


paths of the worst case vehicle that can be reasonably expected 


to use the junction on a frequent basis. 


Not relevant. Accepted and provided. 
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7.11.2 Where no provision is to be made for large goods vehicles, the 


minimum corner radii should be the same as for a priority 


junctions as given in Section 5. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


7.12 Where provision is to be made for large goods vehicles, the values 


for corner radii and associated tapers shall be the same as for a 


priority junction. 


Not relevant. Accepted and provided. 


7.12.1 Stop-lines on adjacent entry lanes should not be staggered. Not relevant. Accepted. 


7.13 The nosing of central reserves and pedestrian refuges shall be set 


back a minimum distance of 1.5m from the edge of carriageway of 


the intersecting road. 


Not relevant. Accepted and provided. 


7.13.1 Pedestrian crossings and any associated refuges should be located 


beyond the limits of the junction radii to minimise crossing 


distance. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


7.14 A minimum clearance of 450mm shall be provided between the 


edge of carriageway and any street furniture. 


Not relevant. Accepted and provided. 


7.15 Traffic islands shall be provided to separate uncontrolled traffic 


from controlled traffic where left turn slip lanes are provided. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


7.15.1 Traffic islands may be provided to separate two independently 


controlled lanes of traffic on the same entry. 


Not relevant. Accepted and provided. 
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7.15.2 Left turn slip lanes may be signal-controlled or uncontrolled. Not relevant. Not relevant. 


7.15.3 A left turn slip lane should be provided where: 1) the left turn 


traffic movement is high; 2) left turn manoeuvres for large goods 


vehicles need to be facilitated; 3) delay for left turn vehicles would 


otherwise be significant; 4) left turn traffic capacity requirements 


would extend the green time required for the straight ahead 


traffic movement phase. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


7.15.4 A single pedestrian crossing route through a signal-controlled 


junction should not include a mix of controlled and uncontrolled 


crossing points. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


7.16 On roads with a design speed of 85 kph or higher, right turning 


lane(s) shall be separately signalled and segregated from the 


adjacent ahead-only lane(s) by a traffic island. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. 


7.16.1 The central reserves on the major road may be offset to encourage 


right turning traffic to pass in front rather than behind each other. 


This is illustrated in Figure 7.16Nb. 


Not relevant. Accepted. 


17.6.2 Where the 85th percentile approach speed is greater than 72 kph 


(45 mph), right-turns should be separately signalled. 


Not relevant. Not relevant. Speed surveys 


obtained from HCC 


demonstrate that the 85th 
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percentile speeds (in 


accordance with DMRB) 


during hour of free flowing 


traffic are below 45mph. 


7.17 The controller cabinet shall not be situated such that it causes 


either physical or visual obstruction to road users and pedestrians. 


Not relevant. Accepted. Further clarity to 


be provided at Detailed 


Design stage. 


7.17.1 The controller cabinet should be positioned to allow visibility from 


the controller cabinet to the signal head and stop-line for each 


junction arm. 


Not relevant. Accepted. Further clarity to 


be provided at Detailed 


Design stage. 


 







Lane shown on drawing BRS.4989_FIGURE ADS JTN OP 3 VISI REV B falls outside the area of land to be adopted as highway.

Junction compliance review
The responses to points a, d, h, I, j and k are acceptable. The acceptance that AADT data is not required has addressed points b and c.
The principles set out within responses to points e, f and g are also acceptable, however drawing BRS.4989_FIGURE ADS JTN OP 3
VISI REV B is cluttered and clearer/ more detailed drawings will be required at the Section 278 submission stage should the proposals
come forward.

Principle of priority junction option 3
The HA were asked to provide a view on the acceptability of the principle of the proposed Option 3 junction and stated that the HA
does not in principle have an objection to the junction layout. This does not mean the proposed junction is acceptable in this location
with the forecast traffic conditions, including the proposed development impact; resolution of the above design comments and
review of agreed modelling outputs is required to determine this. Consideration and comment regarding whether the proposed
improvements to the junction have a severe impact on the operation of the highway network, in terms of either the operation of
Newgate Lane East or access to/ egress from old Newgate Lane, will be provided upon receipt of acceptable VISSIM modelling.

Signalised Junction Option

I agree that the proposed layout is compliant with CD123 with the exception of the below point, copied from my email dated 2nd July
2020.
Your internal audit of the signalisation design in relation to DMRB CD123 has been reviewed. Point 7.16.2 from CD123 relates to the
treatment of right turning movements and states where the 85th percentile approach speed is greater than 72 kph (45 mph), right-
turns should be separately signalled. This does not preclude the requirement to implement fully signalised right turn movements
where speeds are less or where it is unsafe to do otherwise. As set out above, local evidence is such that it would be unsafe not to fully
signalise the right turn movement when it crosses two lanes of on-coming traffic.

It is the case that matters of disagreement remain regarding acceptable signal phasing and appropriate lane usage splits, both
impacting the subsequent efficiency and capacity of the signalisation proposals.

Remaining Outstanding Matters

As stated by Pegasus when we met 4th August 2020, an updated Residential Travel Plan will be provided for review, as will confirm of
agreement to S106 sustainable transport contributions. This information has not been provided by the appellant to date.

If you have any queries regarding the above, please don’t hesitate to contact me.

Best wishes

Nick

Nick Gammer BA (Hons) MSc MCIHT
Principal Transport Engineer – Highways Development Planning
Strategic Transport 
Hampshire County Council 
Economy, Transport & Environment 
2nd Floor, EII Court West, The Castle, Winchester, SO23 8UD
Tel: 0370 779 4688
Email: nick.gammer@hants.gov.uk
Web: www.hants.gov.uk

Hampshire County Council operates a pre-application highway advice service for developers.
Hampshire County Council welcomes and encourages discussions before a developer submits a planning application. Please follow
this link for further information
https://www.hants.gov.uk/transport/developers/highwaysdevelopmentplanning
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Appeal by Fareham Land LP and Bargate Homes Limited 
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Northern Site P/18/1118/OA – Facilities and Amenities 

Facility/Amenity Walking 
Distance 
(km) 

Cycling 
Distance 
(km) 

Walking 
Time 
80m/min 

Cycling 
Time 
320m/min 

2019 
National 
Travel 
Survey 
Average1 

% 
Difference 
to NTS 
Average 

Commuting 
Solent Enterprise Zone 
at Daedalus 

3.4 3.5 43 11 

14.7km 

-77 

Fort Fareham Industrial 
Estate 

2.1 2.1 26 7 -86 

Gosport Business 
Centre 

3.0 3.0 38 9 -80 

HMS Collingwood 1.0 1.0 13 3 -93 
Palmerston Business 
Park 

1.9 2.0 24 6 -87 

Education 
Holbrook Primary 
School 

1.5 1.5 19 5 

5 km 

-70 

Peel Common Primary 
School (Infant/Junior) 

1.2 1.2 15 4 -76 

Bridgemary Secondary 
School 

1.8 1.8 23 6 -64 

Woodcot Primary 
School 

1.5 1.5 19 5 -70 

Crofton Secondary 
School 

2.0 2.0 25 6 -60 

CEMAST 2.1 2.1 26 7 -58 
Crofton Anne Dale 
Primary School 

3.6 3.6 45 11 -28 

Fareham College 3.6 3.7 45 12 -28 
Crofton Hammond 
Schools 

3.3 3.3 41 10 -33 

Grange Junior School 3.0 3.0 38 9 -30 
Stubbington Study 
Centre 

3.9 3.9 49 12 -22 

Personal Business 
Newgate Lane East Bus 
Stop 

0.4 0.4 5 1 

8.1 km 

-95 

Bridgemary Medical 
Centre 

1.9 1.9 24 6 -77 

Stubbington Medical 
Practice 

2.9 2.9 36 9 -64 

Fareham Railway 
Station 

3.7 3.9 46 12 -54 

Boots Pharmacy 2.4 2.4 30 8 -70 
Innovation Hair and 
Beauty 

2.9 2.9 36 9 -64 

Rowner Health Centre 2.3 2.3 29 7 -72 
Stubbington Post Office 2.9 3.0 36 9 -64 
Vets4Pets 2.4 2.4 30 8 -70 
Shopping  
Speedsfield Retail Park 
(Asda/Lidl) 

1.2 1.3 15 4 

6.2 km 

-82 

Carisbrooke Road Local 
Centre (Peels Chippy, 
McColls Convenience 
Store, The Lime Tree 
Indian Takeaway) 

1.8 1.8 23 6 -71 

Hoi's Takeaway 
Bridgemary 

1.9 1.9 24 6 -69 

Stubbington Co-
operative Store 

2.9 2.9 36 9 -53 

Stubbington Fish and 
Chips 

2.9 3.0 36 9 -53 

Stubbington Kebabs 2.9 2.9 36 9 -53 
Bridgemary Co-
operative Store 

2.4 2.4 30 8 -61 

 
1 National Travel Survey Table NTS0403 
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Northern Site P/18/1118/OA – Facilities and Amenities 

Dominos Pizza 
Takeaway 

2.9 2.9 36 9 -53 

Iceland Foodstore 2.9 2.9 36 9 -53 
Leons Bistro 3.5 3.7 44 12 -44 
Fareham Town Centre 3.9 3.9 49 12 -37 
Gosport Town Centre 7.2 7.7 90 24 +16 
Tesco Express 3.3 3.3 41 10 -47 
Sport: Participate 
Fareham Leisure 
Centre 

4.1 4.2 51 13 

11.9km 

-66 

Lee-on-the-Solent Golf 
Club 

1.7 1.7 21 5 -86 

Crofton Manor 
Equestrian Centre 

4.5 4.5 56 14 -62 

Crofton Saints Youth 
Football Club 

2.4 2.4 30 8 -80 

Fareham Sailing Club 2.7 2.9 34 9 -77 
Hampshire Aeroplane 
Club 

1.9 1.9 24 6 -84 

Lee-on-the-Solent 
Tennis and Squash 
Club 

2.9 2.9 36 9 -76 

Seafarers Sailing Club 4.3 4.5 54 14 -64 
Entertainment / Public Activity 
Peel Common Church 0.6 0.6 8 2 

11 km 

-95 
Brookers Field 
Recreation Ground 

0.8 0.8 10 3 -93 

Carisbrooke Arms 
Public House  

1.6 1.7 20 5 -85 

Lee-on-the-Solent 
Beach 

4.0 4.3 50 13 -64 

Bridgemary Methodist 
Church 

2.3 2.3 29 7 -79 

Alver Valley Country 
Park 

2.6 2.6 33 8 -76 

Planet Ice 3.6 3.6 45 11 -67 
Red Lion Public House 2.8 2.8 35 9 -75 
Stubbington Library 3.0 3.0 38 9 -73 
1st Stubbington Scout 
Group 

3.0 3.0 38 9 -73 

Stubbington Sports 
Club 

2.9 3.0 36 9 -74 

The Crofton 3.6 3.6 45 11 -66 
The Golden Bowler 3.3 3.3 41 10 -70 
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Southern Site P/19/0460/OA – Facilities and Amenities 

Facility/Amenity Walking 
Distance 
(km) 

Cycling 
Distance 
(km) 

Walking 
Time 
80m/min 

Cycling 
Time 
320m/min 

2019 
National 
Travel 
Survey 
Average1 

% 
Difference 
to NTS 
Average 

Commuting 
Solent Enterprise Zone 
at Daedalus 

3.1 3.2 39 10 

14.7 km 

-79 

Fort Fareham Industrial 
Estate 

2.5 2.5 31 8 -83 

Gosport Business 
Centre 

2.7 2.7 34 8 -82 

HMS Collingwood 1.4 1.4 18 4 -90 
Palmerston Business 
Park 

2.4 2.4 30 8 -84 

Education 
Holbrook Primary 
School 

1.3 1.3 16 4 

5 km 

-74 

Peel Common Primary 
School (Infant/Junior) 

1.0 1.0 13 3 -80 

Bridgemary Secondary 
School 

1.6 1.6 20 5 -68 

Woodcot Primary 
School 

1.8 1.8 23 6 -64 

Crofton Secondary 
School 

1.8 1.8 23 6 -64 

CEMAST 1.9 1.9 24 6 -62 
Crofton Anne Dale 
Primary School 

3.4 3.4 43 11 -32 

Fareham College 4.0 4.1 50 13 -20 
Crofton Hammond 
Schools 

3.1 3.1 39 10 -38 

Grange Junior School 2.7 2.8 34 8 -46 
Stubbington Study 
Centre 

3.7 3.7 46 12 -26 

Personal Business 
Newgate Lane East Bus 
Stop 

0.8 0.8 10 3 

8.1 km 

-90 

Bridgemary Medical 
Centre 

1.7 1.7 21 5 -79 

Stubbington Medical 
Practice 

2.7 2.7 34 8 -66 

Fareham Railway 
Station 

4.1 4.3 51 13 -49 

Boots Pharmacy 2.1 2.2 26 7 -74 
Innovation Hair and 
Beauty 

2.7 2.7 34 8 -66 

Rowner Health Centre 2.1 2.1 26 7 -74 
Stubbington Post Office 2.7 2.8 34 9 -66 
Vets4Pets 2.2 2.2 28 7 -73 
Shopping  
Speedsfield Retail Park 
(Asda/Lidl) 

1.6 1.7 20 5 

6.2 km 

-74 

Carisbrooke Road Local 
Centre (Peels Chippy, 
McColls Convenience 
Store, The Lime Tree 
Indian Takeaway) 

1.6 1.6 20 5 -74 

Hoi's Takeaway 
Bridgemary 

1.7 1.7 21 5 -73 

Stubbington Co-
operative Store 

2.6 2.7 33 8 -58 

Stubbington Fish and 
Chips 

2.7 2.8 34 9 -56 

Stubbington Kebabs 2.7 2.7 34 8 -56 
Bridgemary Co-
operative Store 

2.2 2.2 28 7 -65 

 
1 National Travel Survey Table NTS0403 
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Southern Site P/19/0460/OA – Facilities and Amenities 

Dominos Pizza 
Takeaway 

2.7 2.7 34 8 -56 

Iceland Foodstore 2.7 2.7 34 8 -56 
Leons Bistro 3.3 3.5 41 11 -44 
Fareham Town Centre 4.3 4.3 54 13 -31 
Gosport Town Centre 6.9 7.5 86 23 +11 
Tesco Express 3.1 3.1 39 10 -50 
Sport: Participate 
Fareham Leisure 
Centre 

4.5 4.6 56 14 

11.9km 

-62 

Lee-on-the-Solent Golf 
Club 

1.5 1.5 19 5 -87 

Crofton Manor 
Equestrian Centre 

4.5 4.5 56 14 -62 

Crofton Saints Youth 
Football Club 

2.2 2.2 28 7 -82 

Fareham Sailing Club 3.1 3.3 39 10 -74 
Hampshire Aeroplane 
Club 

1.7 1.7 21 5 -86 

Lee-on-the-Solent 
Tennis and Squash 
Club 

2.7 2.7 34 8 -77 

Seafarers Sailing Club 4.1 4.3 51 13 -66 
Entertainment / Public Activity 
Peel Common Church 0.4 0.4 5 1 

11 km 

-96 
Brookers Field 
Recreation Ground 

0.6 0.6 8 2 -95 

Carisbrooke Arms 
Public House  

1.4 1.4 18 4 -87 

Lee-on-the-Solent 
Beach 

3.8 4.1 48 13 -65 

Bridgemary Methodist 
Church 

2.1 2.1 26 7 -81 

Alver Valley Country 
Park 

2.4 2.4 30 8 -78 

Planet Ice 3.4 3.4 43 11 -69 
Red Lion Public House 2.6 2.6 33 8 -76 
Stubbington Library 2.8 2.8 35 9 -75 
1st Stubbington Scout 
Group 

2.7 2.8 34 9 -75 

Stubbington Sports 
Club 

2.7 2.8 34 9 -75 

The Crofton 3.3 3.3 41 10 -70 
The Golden Bowler 3.1 3.1 39 10 -72 
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10/27/2020 Crofton Saints Football Club

www.croftonsaintsfc.co.uk 1/3

O�cial Trophy Supplier

IMPORTANT INFORMATION REGARDING THE COVID-19 OUTBREAK
Crofton Saints YFC are continuing to comply with the Hampshire FA directive on the COVID-19
outbreak now returned to playing football. Stay safe and watch this space for updates.

Under 14 Pumas 100 Mile Lockdown Challenge!
The U14 Pumas have today, Saturday 25th April, completed a 100 mile run to raise funds to go
towards NHS charities with each player running 5 miles within the con�nes of their own back
garden. The boys were incredibly moved by Captain Toms heroic achievements in his own back
garden and came up with the idea of running 1 mile for every year of his life. So far the total is at
around £1,300 which is a fantastic e�ort but if you still want to donate further you can using their
Just Giving page www.justgiving.com/fundraising/thebrumils. Well done to Matt and Tracie for
organising it and well done to all the boys for their own heroic e�orts during the lockdown.

Contact UsNewsChelsea FC FoundationInformation ▼Child WelfareTournament 2020 ▼Players WantedOur TeamsHome
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10/27/2020 Crofton Saints Football Club

www.croftonsaintsfc.co.uk 2/3

Welcome
Crofton Saints Youth Football Club was originally formed in 1990
and is based in the Stubbington area of Fareham, Hampshire. The
club has grown signi�cantly since its inception to a position where it
now forms an integral part of the local community.

The club caters for both boys and girls ranging from under 6 to 18
years of age and onto adult football. Teams currently compete in
the Mid Solent Youth League and the Gosport, Fareham and Solent
League. Participation in district league and Hampshire Cup
competitions is also undertaken and encouraged.

All our coaches/managers are FA Level 1 trained and CRB cleared
and we are a�liated to Hampshire FA. Our a�liation numbers are
W-HAM 6409 for youth teams and W-HAM 6408 for adults.

Our 25th Annual Tournament 2020
TOURNAMENT CANCELLED
Unfortunately, we have had to make the di�cult decision to cancel
this years tournament because of the current situation regarding
the COVID-19 outbreak.

Our Sponsors
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10/27/2020 Crofton Saints Football Club

www.croftonsaintsfc.co.uk 3/3

CROFTON SAINTS YOUTH FC
Crofton Saints Youth Football
Club was originally formed in
1990 and is based in the
Stubbington area of
Fareham, Hampshire.

Our Teams

Players Wanted

News

Tournament

Child Welfare

Club O�cials

Policies and Rules

9v9 Information

Downloads

FA Respect

FA Charter Standard

Social Networking

Training Information

Pitches

3G Footwear Guidelines

Toilet Facilities

Sponsors

Links

Chelsea FC Foundation

Contact us

© Crofton Saints Youth Football Club
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FAREHAM & CROFTON CC

THE CLUB

WELCOME TO 
FAREHAM & CROFTON CC

We are a friendly, sociable and inclusive cricket club. If you have any queries or
would like to join, then please get in touch with us today

GET IN TOUCH
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http://farehamcrofton.play-cricket.com/Aboutus
https://www.twitter.com/@cricket_fareham
https://www.facebook.com/1628174207451975


We are always glad to welcome new players and members of all 
ages and abilities into the club! 

 
If you want to join a new club, or perhaps start playing cricket again 

after a few years off, we would love to hear from you. 
It doesn't matter what your ability is, we run four adult teams, 

so will happily slot you in where you feel comfortable
and can enjoy playing cricket. 

Or if you just like to watch come by and support your local 
club! 

 
If you would like more information about joining our club: 

 
1. Email us - farehamandcroftoncricketclub@gmail.com

2. Contact us on Facebook - 
Fareham & Crofton C.C 2020

3. Tweet us - @cricket_fareham

4. Come down and see us, someone will be at the ground 
and more than happy to have a chat or come on down to training. 

Adult training is held at Bath Lane every Thursday, 6-8pm.

FIND US

ANNOUNCEMENTS

COVID-19 - Stops Play!
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http://farehamcrofton.play-cricket.com/Aboutus
https://www.ecb.co.uk/news/1648243/ecb-covid-19-announcements-and-updates


RESULTS

21-Apr-2020 

Follow ECB COVID-19 announcements and updates here.

Stay safe all.

AUG SATURDAY 29th

FAREHAM & CROFTON CC WON BY 5 WICKETS

Havant CC
2nd XI

205 / 4 (40)

L
1pts

Fareham & Crofton CC
1st XI

210 / 5 (38)

W
4pts

AUG SATURDAY 22nd

FAREHAM & CROFTON CC WON BY 56 RUNS

Hayling Island CC
2nd XI

136 / All out (38.5)

L
1pts

Fareham & Crofton CC
3rd XI

192 / 8 (40)

W
4pts

FAREHAM & CROFTON CC WON BY 110 RUNS
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Fareham & Crofton CC
4th XI

196 / All out (38.4)

W
4pts

Portsmouth and Southsea CC
4th XI

86 / All out (21.1)

L
1pts

FAREHAM & CROFTON CC WON BY 108 RUNS

Fareham & Crofton CC
1st XI

229 / 5 (40)

W
4pts

Havant CC
2nd XI

121 / All out (32)

L
1pts

AUG SATURDAY 15th

ABANDONED

Bedhampton Mariners
CC

1st XI

A
2pts

Fareham & Crofton CC
1st XI

A
2pts

VIEW MORE

HALL OF FAME

BATTING BOWLING
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DIVISION 1 - 2020
HAMPSHIRE CRICKET LEAGUE

POS TEAM PTS

221
RUNS

RYAN FITSELL

TO
P 

R
UN

 S
C

O
R

ER

Team  1st XI

7 BURRIDGE CC - 2ND XI 0

8 EASTON & MARTYR WORTHY CC - 1ST XI 0

10 HAVANT CC - 2ND XI 0

11 HURSLEY PARK CC - 1ST XI 0

9 FAREHAM & CROFTON CC - 1ST XI 0
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VIEW MORE

PRIVACY STATEMENT TERMS AND CONDITIONS ADMINISTRATOR T&C S SCORING APP T&C S SUPPORT

©2020 Play-Cricket. All rights reserved. | Site ID 2672

SPONSORS
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CORONAVIRUS UPDATE

Home

Contact Form

About Fareham BC

Social Events Calendar

Teams and Results

Honours - External

Honours - Club

Club Blog

Members' Information

Lockdown Singles Final

2020

 

Welcome to our web site. Explore!

Hopefully you will discover everything you want to know about our friendly club. 

 
The club is situated in the Park Lane recreation

ground, adjacent to the Leigh Road car park.
 

In 2020 we're open April 11th - September 19th

Why Play Bowls?
 
Bowls truly is the “sport for all”. It
can be played by all ages (9 to 90),
abilities and sexes – making it the
perfect sport for individuals or for
all members of the family to enjoy
together.
  
Whether you’re highly competitive
and want to play every day or just
want a friendly bit of occasional
exercise, bowls offers something
for you.
 
Bowls is more than a sport. It
provides exercise and
opportunities for meeting new
people, developing friendships
and having a varied and active
social life.

Bowls is a sport for life – just try it!

Try It And See!
  

If you would like to see if
bowls is the sport for you,
come along and have a free
try (or two) without
obligation.
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We can provide all the kit you
need to get started and one of
our friendly team of
coaches will take you through
the basics.
  
Either:
 
Click on the 'Contact Form',
fill in a few details and we
will get back to you. 
 
Or just phone Bob on 01329
823602 / 07758 801739 and
arrange a date to come and try
with him.
 
No experience is needed and
complete beginners are
always welcomed.
 
2020 "Come & Try" Open
Day is on Sunday 17th
May. Click  <HERE> for
Poster
 
 
 

Latest News & Comment
 Click on 'Club Blog'

  
Coming Soon

 Click on 'Social Events
Calendar '

  
Fareham BC League

Positions
 Click on 'Teams & Results'

 
 

Fareham Bowling Club
Affiliated to Bowls England, Bowls Hampshire, P&D BA, P&D WBA

Leigh Road
Fareham PO16 7SY                                                                                                                           
Tel: 07765 630688

Visitor Counter:
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FAREHAM TOWN
THE CREEKSIDERS

MATCH REPORT LATEST NEWS

MATCH REPORT

WELCOME
Welcome to Fareham Town FC.  

The home of the No1 football club in South Hampshire - The Creeksiders. 

We are members of the Sydenhams Football League, Hampshire Development and Combination Football League and Hampshire Football
Association and are delighted to have had FA Charter Standard status for several seasons. 

2015-16 Season saw us win the Sydenhams Football League Premier Division Respect Award.

RESERVES 2

LAVERSTOCK & FORD 0

Early kick o�s

FAREHAM TOWN FC 3

BADSHOT LEA 3

Fareham Town FC  VS  BROCKENHURST VIEW ALL FIXTURES

LATEST NEWS
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https://www.farehamtown.co.uk/default.aspx
http://www.thefa.com/charterstandard
https://www.farehamtown.co.uk/Matchreport.aspx?id=473167
https://www.farehamtown.co.uk/news/early-kick-offs
https://www.farehamtown.co.uk/Matchreport.aspx?id=471047
javascript:__doPostBack('ctl00$ContentPlaceHolder1$Fixtures1$lbtfixtures','')
https://www.farehamtown.co.uk/news/early-kick-offs
https://www.farehamtown.co.uk/news/wembley-dreaming


Early kick o�s

Due to the government's decision to close pubs and clubs at 10pm we are
bringing forward the kick o� times of our eveni...

14 October 2020

Wembley dreaming

Playing at Wembley or watching your team play there is a dream for most.
Dreams can come true. Let's dream.  Our o...

12 October 2020

Photos from Badshot Lea Game

Can be found here: https://paulproctor.smugmug.com/Fareham-Town-3-3-
Badshot-Lea-/?fbclid=IwAR2wdQLpjdFYO0xb3GvPAc39ST...

12 October 2020

2020-21 Prices and Sponsorship pack...

Next season, whenever it begins, is likely to be tough �nancially for many clubs.
We're publishing our matchday pack...

11 October 2020

WEBSITE/CLUB SPONSOR

KIT & GENERAL SPONSORS
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https://twitter.com/farehamtownfc
https://m.facebook.com/Fareham-Town-FC-385495392002031/?tsid=0.3397651489971404&source=result
https://www.farehamtown.co.uk/news/early-kick-offs
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FAREHAM HEATHENS RFC

NEWS

11 September

2 / 4

PITCH UP AND PLAY RUGBY
Your Community Rugby club wants you!

READ ARTICLE

NEWS

Welcoming new Club Of�cers

22 September NEWS

Pitch up and Play Rugby

11 September NEWS

Sponsorship Opportunities

21 November 2019 NEWS

RFU Suspends all rugby in England

16 March
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AFFILIATIONS

CLUB SPONSORS
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FAREHAM HEATHENS RFC

NEWS TEAMS

GALLERY CALENDAR

INFORMATION CONTACT

POWERED BY

Pitchero provides everything you need to run your sports club online.

ENGLISH (UK)

Help Centre About Advertising Careers Technology GDPR Terms of Service Privacy Policy Cookie Policy Manage Consents

©Pitch Hero Ltd 2008-2020

Pitch Hero Ltd Registered in ENGLAND | WF3 1DR | Company Number - 636 1033

LOGIN

JOIN
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 01329 280738

2020 AGM Calling Notice (Members Only)

To view this please ...LogIn. After loging in go to the side
menu click on Management Committee then Agm
Documents followed by 2020 Agm Documents. More »

Published 14:03 on 14 Oct 2020

Latest news Upcoming events

Oct

31
10:30 - Roughay Bowl
Return to original format, 2 races on Saturday, 3
races

Nov

1
11:00 - Lugger Winter Series
Lugger Races

11:00 - Roughay Bowl

Basket Login

HOME  FORUMS  JOIN OUR CLUB  ABOUT US  AFLOAT  HOUSE  NEWS  CALENDAR  BOOK ONLINE  GALLERY  NEWSLETTERS  LINKS  CONTACT
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Lugger For Sale

The infamous "Lugger 45" is for sale. "All the top sailors
have had it"... ... "It will win a race one day I'm sure" "Its
the green one in the painting on the wall in the bar"
£300 - contact Richard Payne More »

Published 18:51 on 17 Sep 2020

MORE ▶

Nov

1
Return to original format, 2 races on Saturday, 3
races

Nov

6
19:45 - A Talk by Tom Cunli�e Pospone…
Winter Talk

Nov

8
Remembrance Sunday
Remembrance Sunday

Nov

13
19:30 - Quiz Night
Quiz Night

Nov

14
18:30 - Annual Dinner & Dance Cancelle…
Anual Dinner Dance

Nov

15
10:30 - Lugger Winter Series
Lugger Races

Nov

15
11:00 - Annual General Meeting
Clubs AGM

Nov

28
19:30 - St Andrew's Night Social Event…
St Andrew's Night

MORE ▶

Weather for Fareham

Monday Today Wednesday Thursday Friday

 
11

 
(29)

 
20

 
(36)

 
20

 
(36)

 
22

 
(38)

 
20

 
(34)

     

2 1 1 1 1

MORE ▶

Site

Home
Privacy Policy
News

Privacy Policy

Privacy Policy

Contact details

The Boathouse 
Lower Quay 
Fareham 



   

13°C 12°C 13°C 14°C 15°C
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© 2020 Fareham Sailing and Motorboat Club

Calendar
Book online
Gallery
Links
Contact

Hants 
PO16 0RA

Phone : 01329 280738  

View on map

powered by Sailing Club Manager
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GOSPORT & FAREHAM RFC

NEWS 4 / 4

27 September

WALKING RUGBY AT GOSPORT &
FAREHAM RFC
come and down and join the 20 players already taking part

READ ARTICLE

NEWS

6 Nations at the Clubhouse

4 days ago NEWS

Clubhouse Open for the Premiership
Semis

8 October NEWS

Ready4Rugby is Back

8 October NEWS

Walking Rugby at Gosport &
Fareham RFC

27 September
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AFFILIATIONS

CLUB SPONSORS
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GOSPORT & FAREHAM RFC

NEWS TEAMS

GALLERY CALENDAR

INFORMATION CONTACT

POWERED BY

Pitchero provides everything you need to run your sports club online.

LOGIN

JOIN
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 Email us

LATEST NEWS UPCOMING EVENTS

Oct

30
11:00 - Virtual Co�ee morning
Socially distanced co�ee and chat

Oct

31

13:00 - Craft Corners » Craft Corner 11 - workshop
Joh…
indoor Workshop with John Hamon - booking
required

Login

HOME  MY HOME  ABOUT US  JOIN US  CLUB  SAILING  RACING  TRAINING  CRUISING  WEATHER  SOCIAL  NEWS  PROGRAMME  GALLERY  FORUMS  HELP

Patrol Boats

The Club operates two RIBs (Rigid In�atables Boats) with

outboard motors which are used as Patrol Boats (PB). PB

training is carried out at Seafarers to provide a cadre of skilled

helms and crew to support Club sailing. In addition to initial

training, refresher training is provided to ensure all helms

remain up-to-date and familiar with Club equipment and

procedures. 

The slide shows one of our Patrol Boats in a beautiful location,

our sailing area, the Solent. 
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A A A

I want to Volunteer

Search for Opportunities

Find Help and Support

Search our Directory

My Community First

Login to your Account

Dial A Ride Fareham & Gosport
What is Dial-a-Ride?
Dial-a-Ride is an easy access, door-to-door transport
service using specially adapted vehicles, equipped to
carry passengers with or without wheelchairs. All vehicles
are fully accessible with a lift.

Who can use Dial-a-Ride?
Dial-a-Ride can be used by residents of the boroughs of Fareham and Gosport who have di�iculty or
discomfort in using public transport for any reason. The reason can be long or short-term.

What can Dial-a-Ride be used for?
Dial-a-Ride trips can be used to travel anywhere and for any reason within the boroughs of Fareham
and Gosport, except for journeys to hospital appointments, day centres or your GP. These trips should
be arranged by the hospital, Voluntary Car Scheme, Social Services or your doctor. We cannot
promise to have a vehicle free every time you want to go out as we only have a limited number of
vehicles, but we will always do our best to help.

When is Dial-a-Ride available?
Dial-a-Ride trips run from 9am to 4pm, Monday to Friday. If you can be flexible about when you travel,
it really helps us to make good use of the service. You can book up to two trips a week.

Helpers and carers
If it is essential for you to be accompanied by a helper, they may travel with you free of charge. Please
state this requirement on the registration form and explain why the helper is necessary.

How much does Dial-a-Ride cost?
Fares are based on a system similar to local bus fares. If you have a bus pass, the flat-rate return fare
is £4.50. For those without a bus pass, there is a flat-rate fare of £6; vouchers may also be used.
Please pay the driver at the start of your journey, just as you would on a bus.

Please note that the fares are subsidised by funding from Fareham Borough Council, Gosport
Borough Council and Hampshire County Council.

How to apply for membership of the Dial-a-Ride service

Home

About us

Individuals

Groups

Business

Membership

News

Events

Contact

Got a question?
Ask a member of the team...

.
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Membership is free, but you must complete an application form. Either download, print and complete
the application form or contact us for an application form.

How to book a journey
Ring us Monday to Friday from 8.30am-12noon and 1pm-3.30pm. Remember to book your return
journey at the same time. To be fair to all passengers, you may only book two trips at any one time.

Bookings are taken on a first served basis, so give us as much notice as possible (maximum 5
working days’ notice). Remember we may get cancellations, so try at short notice as well.

Cancellations
If you find you cannot go on the trip(s) booked, please
let us know as soon as possible to avoid us coming
over to you.

Tea and Ti�in Trips
Please click here for a current list of dates, times and
locations.

All Tea & Ti�in trips are cancelled until further notice due to
coronavirus (COVID-19) outbreak.

Contact Us
Opening Times:  Monday to Friday 8.30am to 3.30pm

Telephone:  01329 223151

Address:  Fareham & Gosport Dial-a-Ride, 163 West
Street, Fareham PO16 0EF (opposite the Holy Trinity Church)

Email:  dialaride.farehamgosport@cfirst.org.uk

Return to main Call & Go and Dial-a-Ride page >


Keep notified on what's going on

Subscribe to our newsletter

Subscribe to our Newsletter >
Got a question?
Ask a member of the team...
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Privacy and Cookies Policy  Accessibility

Community First is the trading name of Communities First Wessex Registered Charity no 1147527. Company Registered in England and Wales 08071971. 
Registered O�ice – Leigh Park Community Centre, Dunsbury Way, Havant, Hampshire PO9 5BG.

Copyright 2020 Communities First Wessex. All rights reserved.

Website by Pipe Media

Got a question?
Ask a member of the team...
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Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan: Walking Route Selection Tool
Walking Route Audit Tool Existing Route from Newgate Lane to Bridgemary.

Audit Categories  2 (Green) 1 (Amber) 0 (Red) Score Comments Actions

1. ATTRACTIVENESS                   
-  maintenance

Footways well maintained, with no 
significant issues noted.

Minor littering. Overgrown 
vegetation. Street furniture falling 
into minor disrepair (for example, 
peeling paint).

Littering and/or dog mess prevalent. 
Seriously overgrown vegetation, 
including low branches. Street 
furniture falling into major disrepair.

1 Route is generally well 
maintained.

2. ATTRACTIVENESS
- fear of crime

No evidence of vandalism with
appropriate natural surveillance.

Minor vandalism. Lack of active 
frontage and natural surveillance 
(e.g. houses set back or back onto 
street).

Major or prevalent vandalism. 
Evidence of criminal/antisocial
activity. Route is isolated, not subject 
to natural surveillance (including 
where sight lines are inadequate).

1 Woodcote Lane / Brookers 
Lane are isolated from any 
active frontage, however, the 
remainder of the route 
comprises residential streets.

3. ATTRACTIVENESS
- traffic noise and pollution

Traffic noise and pollution do not 
affect the attractiveness

Levels of traffic noise and/or 
pollution could be improved

Severe traffic pollution and/or severe 
traffic noise

1 Route generally comprises 
residential streets. Only area 
of traffic noise and pollution is 
Newgate Lane East.

4. ATTRACTIVENESS
- other

1 Lighting is not present on part 
of Woodcote Lane and 
Brookers Lane.

Consideration 
towards installing 
street lighting as 
part of the 
proposals.

ATTRACTIVENESS 4

5. COMFORT
- condition

Footways level and in good 
condition, with no trip hazards.

Some defects noted, typically 
isolated (such as trenching or 
patching) or minor (such as cracked, 
but level pavers). Defects unlikely to 
result in trips or difficulty for 
wheelchairs, prams etc. Some 
footway crossovers resulting in 
uneven surface.

Large number of footway crossovers 
resulting in uneven surface, 
subsided or fretted pavement, or 
significant uneven patching or 
trenching.

1 Route is generally in good 
condition with little or no trip 
hazards.

6. COMFORT
- footway width

Able to accommodate all users 
without ‘give and take’ between 
users or walking on roads.
Footway widths generally in excess 
of 2m.

Footway widths of between
approximately 1.5m and 2m.
Occasional need for ‘give and take’ 
between users and walking on 
roads.

Footway widths of less than 1.5m 
(i.e. standard wheelchair width). 
Limited footway width requires users 
to ‘give and take’ frequently, walk on 
roads and/or results in 
crowding/delay.

1 Footways are generally 
between 1.5 and 2 metres 
wide.

7. COMFORT
- width on staggered 
crossings/
pedestrian islands/refuges

Able to accommodate all users 
without ‘give and take’ between 
users or walking on roads. Widths 
generally in excess of 2m to 
accommodate wheel-chair users.

Widths of between approximately 
1.5m and 2m. Occasional need for 
‘give and take’ between users and 
walking on roads.

Widths of less than 1.5m (i.e. 
standard wheelchair width). Limited 
width requires users to ‘give and 
take’ frequently, walk on roads 
and/or results in crowding/delay.

1 Newgate Lane East 
pedestrian crossing point is 
between 1.5 and 2 metres 
wide. Remainder of route 
does not generally have 
staggered crossings / ped 
islands and refuges.

Proposed Toucan 
crossing has the 
potential to widen 
the crossing point.

8. COMFORT
- footway parking

No instances of vehicles parking on 
footways noted. Clearance widths 
generally in excess of 2m between 
permanent obstructions.

Clearance widths between
approximately 1.5m and 2m.
Occasional need for ‘give and take’ 
between users and walking on roads 
due to footway parking.
Footway parking causes some
deviation from desire lines.

Clearance widths less than 1.5m. 
Footway parking requires users to 
‘give and take’ frequently, walk on 
roads and/or results in 
crowding/delay. Footway parking 
causes significant deviation from 
desire lines.

2 Parking is generally 
contained within private 
drives and few or no 
obstructions within pedestrian 
desire lines.

9. COMFORT
- gradient

There are no slopes on footway. Slopes exist but gradients do not 
exceed 8 per cent (1 in 12).

Gradients exceed 8 per cent (1 in 
12).

2 All footways and roads 
between appeal sites and 
amenities and facilities are 
generally flat

10.COMFORT
- other

2 No notable obstructions or 
issues.

COMFORT 9

11.DIRECTNESS
- footway provision

Footways are provided to cater for 
pedestrian desire lines (e.g. adjacent 
to road).

Footway provision could be 
improved to better cater for 
pedestrian desire lines.

Footways are not provided to cater 
for pedestrian desire lines.

2

12.DIRECTNESS
- location of crossings in 
relation to desire lines

Crossings follow desire lines. Crossings partially diverting 
pedestrians away from desire lines.

Crossings deviate significantly from 
desire lines.

2 Crossings facilities 
are provided on the 
desire lines with no 
major detours.

13.DIRECTNESS
- gaps in traffic (where no 
controlled crossings 
present or if likely to cross 
outside of controlled 
crossing)

Crossing of road easy, direct, and 
comfortable and without delay (< 5s 
average).

Crossing of road direct, but 
associated with some delay (up to 
15s average).

Crossing of road associated indirect, 
or associated with significant delay 
(>15s average).

0 Levels of delay in 
excess of 15 
seconcds can be 
experienced when 
crossing Newgate 
Lane East.

14.DIRECTNESS
- impact of controlled 
crossings on journey time

Crossings are single phase 
pelican/puffin or zebra crossings.

Crossings are staggered but do not 
add significantly to journey time. 
Unlikely to wait >5s in pedestrian 
island.

Staggered crossings add 
significantly to journey time. Likely to 
wait >10s in pedestrian island.

Not applicable. Currently controlled 
crossings on route 
to amenities and 
facilities in 
Bridgemary

15. DIRECTNESS
- green man time

Green man time is of sufficient 
length to cross comfortably.

Pedestrians would benefit from 
extended green man time but current 
time unlikely to deter users.

Green man time would not give 
vulnerable users sufficient time to 
cross comfortably.

Not applicable. Currently controlled 
crossings on route 
to amenities and 
facilities in 
Bridgemary

16.DIRECTNESS
- other

2 Route is generally direct.

DIRECTNESS 6

17.SAFETY
- traffic volume

Traffic volume low, or pedestrians 
can keep distance from moderate 
traffic volumes.

Traffic volume moderate and 
pedestrians in close proximity.

High traffic volume, with pedestrians 
unable to keep their distance from 
traffic.

1 Newgate Lane East is subject 
to high traffic flows. The 
remainder of the route 
generally comprises lightly 
trafficked residential streets.

18.SAFETY
- traffic speed

Traffic speeds low, or pedestrians 
can keep distance from moderate 
traffic speeds.

Traffic speeds moderate and 
pedestrians in close proximity.

High traffic speeds, with pedestrians 
unable to keep their distance from 
traffic.

1 Newgate Lane East is subject 
to moderately high traffic 
speeds. The remainder of the 
route generally comrpises 
lightly trafficked and low 
speed residential streets.

19.SAFETY
- visibility

Good visibility for all users. Visibility could be somewhat 
improved but unlikely to result in 
collisions.

Poor visibility, likely to result in 
collisions.

2 Visibility observed to be 
adequate.

SAFETY 4

20. COHERENCE
- dropped kerbs and tactile 
paving

Adequate dropped kerb and tactile 
paving provision.

Dropped kerbs and tactile paving 
provided, albeit not to current 
standards.

Dropped kerbs and tactile paving 
absent or incorrect.

1 Adequate crossing facilities 
are generally provided at all 
minor arm crossing points.

COHERENCE 1

24

ROUTE SUMMARY

Route Name
Length

Name of Assessor(s)
Date of Assessment

Performance Scores
4
9
6
4
1

24

Comments

Actions

Attractiveness 
Comfort

Criterion

Newgate Lane East to Bridgemary - existing.
Approximately 1.9 kilometres

Anthony Jones
27 October 2020

Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include:
- Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient;
- Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. refuse sacks).
- Excessive use of guardrail or bollards

Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include:
- Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians (e.g. driveway gates opened into footway);
- Barriers/gates restricting access; and
- Bus shelters restricting clearance width.
- Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding issues/slippery surfaces

Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include:
- Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated;
- Steps restricting access for all users;
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users.

Total Score

Directness
Safety
Coherence
Total 
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Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan: Walking Route Selection Tool
Walking Route Audit Tool Proposed Route from Newgate Lane to Bridgemary

Audit Categories  2 (Green) 1 (Amber) 0 (Red) Score Comments Actions

1. ATTRACTIVENESS                   
-  maintenance

Footways well maintained, with no 
significant issues noted.

Minor littering. Overgrown 
vegetation. Street furniture falling 
into minor disrepair (for example, 
peeling paint).

Littering and/or dog mess prevalent. 
Seriously overgrown vegetation, 
including low branches. Street 
furniture falling into major disrepair.

1 Route is generally well 
maintained.

2. ATTRACTIVENESS
- fear of crime

No evidence of vandalism with
appropriate natural surveillance.

Minor vandalism. Lack of active 
frontage and natural surveillance 
(e.g. houses set back or back onto 
street).

Major or prevalent vandalism. 
Evidence of criminal/antisocial
activity. Route is isolated, not subject 
to natural surveillance (including 
where sight lines are inadequate).

1 Woodcote Lane / Brookers 
Lane are isolated from any 
active frontage, however, the 
remainder of the route 
comprises residential streets.

3. ATTRACTIVENESS
- traffic noise and pollution

Traffic noise and pollution do not 
affect the attractiveness

Levels of traffic noise and/or 
pollution could be improved

Severe traffic pollution and/or severe 
traffic noise

1 Route generally comprises 
residential streets. Only area 
of traffic noise and pollution is 
Newgate Lane East.

4. ATTRACTIVENESS
- other

2 Lighting to be installed along 
Woodcote Lane and Brookers 
Lane to ensure street lighting 
is available for the full route.

ATTRACTIVENESS 5

5. COMFORT
- condition

Footways level and in good 
condition, with no trip hazards.

Some defects noted, typically 
isolated (such as trenching or 
patching) or minor (such as cracked, 
but level pavers). Defects unlikely to 
result in trips or difficulty for 
wheelchairs, prams etc. Some 
footway crossovers resulting in 
uneven surface.

Large number of footway crossovers 
resulting in uneven surface, 
subsided or fretted pavement, or 
significant uneven patching or 
trenching.

1 Route is generally in good 
condition with little or no trip 
hazards.

6. COMFORT
- footway width

Able to accommodate all users 
without ‘give and take’ between 
users or walking on roads.
Footway widths generally in excess 
of 2m.

Footway widths of between
approximately 1.5m and 2m.
Occasional need for ‘give and take’ 
between users and walking on 
roads.

Footway widths of less than 1.5m 
(i.e. standard wheelchair width). 
Limited footway width requires users 
to ‘give and take’ frequently, walk on 
roads and/or results in 
crowding/delay.

1 Footways are generally 
between 1.5 and 2 metres 
wide.

7. COMFORT
- width on staggered 
crossings/
pedestrian islands/refuges

Able to accommodate all users 
without ‘give and take’ between 
users or walking on roads. Widths 
generally in excess of 2m to 
accommodate wheel-chair users.

Widths of between approximately 
1.5m and 2m. Occasional need for 
‘give and take’ between users and 
walking on roads.

Widths of less than 1.5m (i.e. 
standard wheelchair width). Limited 
width requires users to ‘give and 
take’ frequently, walk on roads 
and/or results in crowding/delay.

1 Proposed Toucan crossing 
will ensure that the Newgate 
Lane East crossing point 
maintains a width in excess of 
2 metres.

8. COMFORT
- footway parking

No instances of vehicles parking on 
footways noted. Clearance widths 
generally in excess of 2m between 
permanent obstructions.

Clearance widths between
approximately 1.5m and 2m.
Occasional need for ‘give and take’ 
between users and walking on roads 
due to footway parking.
Footway parking causes some
deviation from desire lines.

Clearance widths less than 1.5m. 
Footway parking requires users to 
‘give and take’ frequently, walk on 
roads and/or results in 
crowding/delay. Footway parking 
causes significant deviation from 
desire lines.

2 Parking is generally 
contained within private 
drives and few or no 
obstructions within pedestrian 
desire lines.

9. COMFORT
- gradient

There are no slopes on footway. Slopes exist but gradients do not 
exceed 8 per cent (1 in 12).

Gradients exceed 8 per cent (1 in 
12).

2 All footways between appeal 
sites and amenities and 
facilities are generally flat.

10.COMFORT
- other

2 No notable obstructions or 
issues.

COMFORT 9

11.DIRECTNESS
- footway provision

Footways are provided to cater for 
pedestrian desire lines (e.g. adjacent 
to road).

Footway provision could be 
improved to better cater for 
pedestrian desire lines.

Footways are not provided to cater 
for pedestrian desire lines.

2

12.DIRECTNESS
- location of crossings in 
relation to desire lines

Crossings follow desire lines. Crossings partially diverting 
pedestrians away from desire lines.

Crossings deviate significantly from 
desire lines.

2 Crossing facilities 
are provided on the 
desire lines with no 
major detours.

13.DIRECTNESS
- gaps in traffic (where no 
controlled crossings 
present or if likely to cross 
outside of controlled 
crossing)

Crossing of road easy, direct, and 
comfortable and without delay (< 5s 
average).

Crossing of road direct, but 
associated with some delay (up to 
15s average).

Crossing of road associated indirect, 
or associated with significant delay 
(>15s average).

2 This is for all 
crossings not 
including Newgate 
Lane East, which is 
considred to be 
accounted for in 
category 14 below.

14.DIRECTNESS
- impact of controlled 
crossings on journey time

Crossings are single phase 
pelican/puffin or zebra crossings.

Crossings are staggered but do not 
add significantly to journey time. 
Unlikely to wait >5s in pedestrian 
island.

Staggered crossings add 
significantly to journey time. Likely to 
wait >10s in pedestrian island.

2 Toucan crossing to be 
installed with no staggered 
crossings. Will aid safety and 
will not impact journey time.

15. DIRECTNESS
- green man time

Green man time is of sufficient 
length to cross comfortably.

Pedestrians would benefit from 
extended green man time but current 
time unlikely to deter users.

Green man time would not give 
vulnerable users sufficient time to 
cross comfortably.

2 Pedestrian green time to be 
provided to ensure that 
sufficient length is provided.  
This can be considered at 
detailed design.  

16.DIRECTNESS
- other

2 Route is generally direct.

DIRECTNESS 12

17.SAFETY
- traffic volume

Traffic volume low, or pedestrians 
can keep distance from moderate 
traffic volumes.

Traffic volume moderate and 
pedestrians in close proximity.

High traffic volume, with pedestrians 
unable to keep their distance from 
traffic.

1 Newgate Lane East is subject 
to high traffic flows. The 
remainder of the route 
generally comrpises lightly 
trafficked residential streets.

18.SAFETY
- traffic speed

Traffic speeds low, or pedestrians 
can keep distance from moderate 
traffic speeds.

Traffic speeds moderate and 
pedestrians in close proximity.

High traffic speeds, with pedestrians 
unable to keep their distance from 
traffic.

1 Newgate Lane East is subject 
to moderately high traffic 
speeds. The remainder of the 
route generally comrpises 
lightly trafficked and low 
speed residential streets.

19.SAFETY
- visibility

Good visibility for all users. Visibility could be somewhat 
improved but unlikely to result in 
collisions.

Poor visibility, likely to result in 
collisions.

2 Visibility observed to be 
adequate.

SAFETY 4

20. COHERENCE
- dropped kerbs and tactile 
paving

Adequate dropped kerb and tactile 
paving provision.

Dropped kerbs and tactile paving 
provided, albeit not to current 
standards.

Dropped kerbs and tactile paving 
absent or incorrect.

1 Adequate crossing facilities 
are generally provided at all 
minor arm crossing points.

COHERENCE 1

31

ROUTE SUMMARY

Route Name
Length

Name of Assessor(s)
Date of Assessment

Performance Scores
5
9

12
4
1

31

Comments

Actions

Attractiveness 
Comfort

Criterion

Newgate Lane East to Bridgemary - proposed.
Approximately 1.9 kilometres

Anthony Jones
27th  October 2020

Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include:
- Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient;
- Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. refuse sacks).
- Excessive use of guardrail or bollards

Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include:
- Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians (e.g. driveway gates opened into footway);
- Barriers/gates restricting access; and
- Bus shelters restricting clearance width.
- Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding issues/slippery surfaces

Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include:
- Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated;
- Steps restricting access for all users;
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users.

Total Score

Directness
Safety
Coherence
Total 

53
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Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan: Walking Route Selection Tool
Walking Route Audit Tool Existing and Proposed Route from Newgate Lane to Fareham

Audit Categories  2 (Green) 1 (Amber) 0 (Red) Score Comments Actions

1. ATTRACTIVENESS                   
-  maintenance

Footways well maintained, with no 
significant issues noted.

Minor littering. Overgrown 
vegetation. Street furniture falling 
into minor disrepair (for example, 
peeling paint).

Littering and/or dog mess prevalent. 
Seriously overgrown vegetation, 
including low branches. Street 
furniture falling into major disrepair.

1 Footways are generally well 
maintained along the route to 
the amenties and facilities to 
the north.  Existing footway on 
eastern side of Old Newgate 
Lane has some slightly 
overgrown vegetation in 
places.

2. ATTRACTIVENESS
- fear of crime

No evidence of vandalism with
appropriate natural surveillance.

Minor vandalism. Lack of active 
frontage and natural surveillance 
(e.g. houses set back or back onto 
street).

Major or prevalent vandalism. 
Evidence of criminal/antisocial
activity. Route is isolated, not subject 
to natural surveillance (including 
where sight lines are inadequate).

2 No part of the route is 
isolated. The route is either 
located within the residential 
area of Newgate Lane, along 
Newgate Lane East or within 
the town centre.

3. ATTRACTIVENESS
- traffic noise and pollution

Traffic noise and pollution do not 
affect the attractiveness

Levels of traffic noise and/or 
pollution could be improved

Severe traffic pollution and/or severe 
traffic noise

1 The route is along a busy 
stretch of Newgate Lane East.

4. ATTRACTIVENESS
- other

2 Route is generally lit.

ATTRACTIVENESS 6

5. COMFORT
- condition

Footways level and in good 
condition, with no trip hazards.

Some defects noted, typically 
isolated (such as trenching or 
patching) or minor (such as cracked, 
but level pavers). Defects unlikely to 
result in trips or difficulty for 
wheelchairs, prams etc. Some 
footway crossovers resulting in 
uneven surface.

Large number of footway crossovers 
resulting in uneven surface, 
subsided or fretted pavement, or 
significant uneven patching or 
trenching.

1 Some minor defects on Old 
Newgate Lane.

6. COMFORT
- footway width

Able to accommodate all users 
without ‘give and take’ between 
users or walking on roads.
Footway widths generally in excess 
of 2m.

Footway widths of between
approximately 1.5m and 2m.
Occasional need for ‘give and take’ 
between users and walking on 
roads.

Footway widths of less than 1.5m 
(i.e. standard wheelchair width). 
Limited footway width requires users 
to ‘give and take’ frequently, walk on 
roads and/or results in 
crowding/delay.

1 Footway widths on Old 
Newgate Lane is between 1.5 
and 2m.  In excess of this 
commencing at HMS 
Collingwood,

7. COMFORT
- width on staggered 
crossings/
pedestrian islands/refuges

Able to accommodate all users 
without ‘give and take’ between 
users or walking on roads. Widths 
generally in excess of 2m to 
accommodate wheel-chair users.

Widths of between approximately 
1.5m and 2m. Occasional need for 
‘give and take’ between users and 
walking on roads.

Widths of less than 1.5m (i.e. 
standard wheelchair width). Limited 
width requires users to ‘give and 
take’ frequently, walk on roads 
and/or results in crowding/delay.

2 Pedestrian islands and 
refuges / staggers are 
generally 2 metres in width or 
more.

8. COMFORT
- footway parking

No instances of vehicles parking on 
footways noted. Clearance widths 
generally in excess of 2m between 
permanent obstructions.

Clearance widths between
approximately 1.5m and 2m.
Occasional need for ‘give and take’ 
between users and walking on roads 
due to footway parking.
Footway parking causes some
deviation from desire lines.

Clearance widths less than 1.5m. 
Footway parking requires users to 
‘give and take’ frequently, walk on 
roads and/or results in 
crowding/delay. Footway parking 
causes significant deviation from 
desire lines.

2 Vehicles not observed to be 
parking on footways.

9. COMFORT
- gradient

There are no slopes on footway. Slopes exist but gradients do not 
exceed 8 per cent (1 in 12).

Gradients exceed 8 per cent (1 in 
12).

2 Route is generally observed 
to be relatively flat.

10.COMFORT
- other

2 Route is generally 
unobstructed.

COMFORT 10

11.DIRECTNESS
- footway provision

Footways are provided to cater for 
pedestrian desire lines (e.g. adjacent 
to road).

Footway provision could be 
improved to better cater for 
pedestrian desire lines.

Footways are not provided to cater 
for pedestrian desire lines.

2

12.DIRECTNESS
- location of crossings in 
relation to desire lines

Crossings follow desire lines. Crossings partially diverting 
pedestrians away from desire lines.

Crossings deviate significantly from 
desire lines.

2

13.DIRECTNESS
- gaps in traffic (where no 
controlled crossings 
present or if likely to cross 
outside of controlled 
crossing)

Crossing of road easy, direct, and 
comfortable and without delay (< 5s 
average).

Crossing of road direct, but 
associated with some delay (up to 
15s average).

Crossing of road associated indirect, 
or associated with significant delay 
(>15s average).

0 It is considered that dleay in 
crossing Newgate Lane at 
uncontrolled pedestrian 
crossing points is likely to be 
in excess of 15 seconds.

14.DIRECTNESS
- impact of controlled 
crossings on journey time

Crossings are single phase 
pelican/puffin or zebra crossings.

Crossings are staggered but do not 
add significantly to journey time. 
Unlikely to wait >5s in pedestrian 
island.

Staggered crossings add 
significantly to journey time. Likely to 
wait >10s in pedestrian island.

1 Staggered pedestrian 
crossings provided at HMS 
Collingwood signalised 
junction.

15. DIRECTNESS
- green man time

Green man time is of sufficient 
length to cross comfortably.

Pedestrians would benefit from 
extended green man time but current 
time unlikely to deter users.

Green man time would not give 
vulnerable users sufficient time to 
cross comfortably.

2 Existing junctions maintained 
by local highway authority.

16.DIRECTNESS
- other

2

DIRECTNESS 9

17.SAFETY
- traffic volume

Traffic volume low, or pedestrians 
can keep distance from moderate 
traffic volumes.

Traffic volume moderate and 
pedestrians in close proximity.

High traffic volume, with pedestrians 
unable to keep their distance from 
traffic.

1 Traffic flows on Newgate 
Lane East are moderately 
high.  Wide Footways / 
Cyclepaths are provided 
when running directly parallel 
to Newgate Lane East.

18.SAFETY
- traffic speed

Traffic speeds low, or pedestrians 
can keep distance from moderate 
traffic speeds.

Traffic speeds moderate and 
pedestrians in close proximity.

High traffic speeds, with pedestrians 
unable to keep their distance from 
traffic.

1 Traffic speeds on Newgate 
Lane East are moderately 
high.

19.SAFETY
- visibility

Good visibility for all users. Visibility could be somewhat 
improved but unlikely to result in 
collisions.

Poor visibility, likely to result in 
collisions.

2

SAFETY 4

20. COHERENCE
- dropped kerbs and tactile 
paving

Adequate dropped kerb and tactile 
paving provision.

Dropped kerbs and tactile paving 
provided, albeit not to current 
standards.

Dropped kerbs and tactile paving 
absent or incorrect.

2 Adequate crossing facilities 
are generally provided along 
the route.

COHERENCE 2

31

ROUTE SUMMARY

Route Name
Length

Name of Assessor(s)
Date of Assessment

Performance Scores
6

10
9
4
2

31

Comments

Actions

Attractiveness 
Comfort

Criterion

Newgate Lane East to Fareham - existing.
3.8 kilometres

Anthony Jones
27th October 2020

Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include:
- Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient;
- Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. refuse sacks).
- Excessive use of guardrail or bollards

Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include:
- Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians (e.g. driveway gates opened into footway);
- Barriers/gates restricting access; and
- Bus shelters restricting clearance width.
- Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding issues/slippery surfaces

Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include:
- Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated;
- Steps restricting access for all users;
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users.

Total Score

Directness
Safety
Coherence
Total 

54
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Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan: Walking Route Selection Tool
Walking Route Audit Tool Existing and Proposed Route from Newgate Lane to Lee-on-the-Solent

Audit Categories  2 (Green) 1 (Amber) 0 (Red) Score Comments Actions

1. ATTRACTIVENESS                   
-  maintenance

Footways well maintained, with no 
significant issues noted.

Minor littering. Overgrown 
vegetation. Street furniture falling 
into minor disrepair (for example, 
peeling paint).

Littering and/or dog mess prevalent. 
Seriously overgrown vegetation, 
including low branches. Street 
furniture falling into major disrepair.

2 Route is generally well 
maintained.

2. ATTRACTIVENESS
- fear of crime

No evidence of vandalism with
appropriate natural surveillance.

Minor vandalism. Lack of active 
frontage and natural surveillance 
(e.g. houses set back or back onto 
street).

Major or prevalent vandalism. 
Evidence of criminal/antisocial
activity. Route is isolated, not 
subject to natural surveillance 
(including where sight lines are 
inadequate).

1 No evidence of vandalism, 
however, only part of the 
route (the latter half) has an 
active residential frontage. 
The intial part of the route 
between Peel Common 
Roundabout and CEMAST is 
not fronted by development.

3. ATTRACTIVENESS
- traffic noise and pollution

Traffic noise and pollution do not 
affect the attractiveness

Levels of traffic noise and/or 
pollution could be improved

Severe traffic pollution and/or severe 
traffic noise

1 Route comrpises a relatively 
busy road (Broom Way) 
which during peak periods 
could be subject to moderate 
levels of noise and pollution.

4. ATTRACTIVENESS
- other

1 Route is generally attractive 
to users and benefits from 
street lighting along its entire 
length.  However, not 
overlook in places.

ATTRACTIVENESS 5

5. COMFORT
- condition

Footways level and in good 
condition, with no trip hazards.

Some defects noted, typically 
isolated (such as trenching or 
patching) or minor (such as 
cracked, but level pavers). Defects 
unlikely to result in trips or difficulty 
for wheelchairs, prams etc. Some 
footway crossovers resulting in 
uneven surface.

Large number of footway crossovers 
resulting in uneven surface, 
subsided or fretted pavement, or 
significant uneven patching or 
trenching.

2 Route is generally in good 
condition with little or no trip 
hazards.

6. COMFORT
- footway width

Able to accommodate all users 
without ‘give and take’ between 
users or walking on roads.
Footway widths generally in excess 
of 2m.

Footway widths of between
approximately 1.5m and 2m.
Occasional need for ‘give and take’ 
between users and walking on 
roads.

Footway widths of less than 1.5m 
(i.e. standard wheelchair width). 
Limited footway width requires users 
to ‘give and take’ frequently, walk on 
roads and/or results in 
crowding/delay.

1 Shared footway / cycleway 
facility measures a minimum 
of two metres. Remainder of 
footways along the route are 
of appropriate width.

7. COMFORT
- width on staggered 
crossings/
pedestrian islands/refuges

Able to accommodate all users 
without ‘give and take’ between 
users or walking on roads. Widths 
generally in excess of 2m to 
accommodate wheel-chair users.

Widths of between approximately 
1.5m and 2m. Occasional need for 
‘give and take’ between users and 
walking on roads.

Widths of less than 1.5m (i.e. 
standard wheelchair width). Limited 
width requires users to ‘give and 
take’ frequently, walk on roads 
and/or results in crowding/delay.

2 Aproproate crossing facilities, 
generally in excess of 2 
metres provided.

8. COMFORT
- footway parking

No instances of vehicles parking on 
footways noted. Clearance widths 
generally in excess of 2m between 
permanent obstructions.

Clearance widths between
approximately 1.5m and 2m.
Occasional need for ‘give and take’ 
between users and walking on roads 
due to footway parking.
Footway parking causes some
deviation from desire lines.

Clearance widths less than 1.5m. 
Footway parking requires users to 
‘give and take’ frequently, walk on 
roads and/or results in 
crowding/delay. Footway parking 
causes significant deviation from 
desire lines.

1 Route is generally clear of 
obstructions.  Some footway 
parking observed on Old 
Newgate Lane.

9. COMFORT
- gradient

There are no slopes on footway. Slopes exist but gradients do not 
exceed 8 per cent (1 in 12).

Gradients exceed 8 per cent (1 in 
12).

2 Route is generally flat.

10.COMFORT
- other

2 Route generally appears to 
be comfortable.

COMFORT 10

11.DIRECTNESS
- footway provision

Footways are provided to cater for 
pedestrian desire lines (e.g. 
adjacent to road).

Footway provision could be 
improved to better cater for 
pedestrian desire lines.

Footways are not provided to cater 
for pedestrian desire lines.

2 Route generally corresponds 
with pedestrian desire lines.

12.DIRECTNESS
- location of crossings in 
relation to desire lines

Crossings follow desire lines. Crossings partially diverting 
pedestrians away from desire lines.

Crossings deviate significantly from 
desire lines.

2 Crossings follow pedestrian 
desire lines.

13.DIRECTNESS
- gaps in traffic (where no 
controlled crossings 
present or if likely to 
cross outside of 
controlled crossing)

Crossing of road easy, direct, and 
comfortable and without delay (< 5s 
average).

Crossing of road direct, but 
associated with some delay (up to 
15s average).

Crossing of road associated 
indirect, or associated with 
significant delay (>15s average).

2 No considered to be any 
material levels of delay when 
crossing minor arms.

14.DIRECTNESS
- impact of controlled 
crossings on journey time

Crossings are single phase 
pelican/puffin or zebra crossings.

Crossings are staggered but do not 
add significantly to journey time. 
Unlikely to wait >5s in pedestrian 
island.

Staggered crossings add 
significantly to journey time. Likely to 
wait >10s in pedestrian island.

1 No staggered crossings 
required to be utilised 
crossing direct over Peel 
Common RAB and B3334 - 
Gosport Road.

15. DIRECTNESS
- green man time

Green man time is of sufficient 
length to cross comfortably.

Pedestrians would benefit from 
extended green man time but 
current time unlikely to deter users.

Green man time would not give 
vulnerable users sufficient time to 
cross comfortably.

2 Considered that green man 
time provided in accordance 
with Hampshire CC 
requirements.

16.DIRECTNESS
- other

2 Route generally appears to 
be direct.

DIRECTNESS 11

17.SAFETY
- traffic volume

Traffic volume low, or pedestrians 
can keep distance from moderate 
traffic volumes.

Traffic volume moderate and 
pedestrians in close proximity.

High traffic volume, with pedestrians 
unable to keep their distance from 
traffic.

2 Route is segregated where 
traffic flows are likely to be 
high. The remainder of the 
route comprises a residential 
/ town centre setting where 
traffic volumes are likely to be 
lower.

18.SAFETY
- traffic speed

Traffic speeds low, or pedestrians 
can keep distance from moderate 
traffic speeds.

Traffic speeds moderate and 
pedestrians in close proximity.

High traffic speeds, with pedestrians 
unable to keep their distance from 
traffic.

2 Route is segregated where 
traffic speeds are likely to be 
relatively high. The remainder 
of the route comprises a 
residential / town centre 
setting where traffic speeds 
are likely to be lower.

19.SAFETY
- visibility

Good visibility for all users. Visibility could be somewhat 
improved but unlikely to result in 
collisions.

Poor visibility, likely to result in 
collisions.

2

SAFETY 6

20. COHERENCE
- dropped kerbs and 
tactile paving

Adequate dropped kerb and tactile 
paving provision.

Dropped kerbs and tactile paving 
provided, albeit not to current 
standards.

Dropped kerbs and tactile paving 
absent or incorrect.

2

COHERENCE 2

34

ROUTE SUMMARY

Route Name
Length

Name of Assessor(s)
Date of Assessment

Performance Scores
5

10
11

6
2

34

Comments

Actions

Directness
Safety
Coherence
Total 

Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include:
- Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient;
- Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. refuse sacks).
- Excessive use of guardrail or bollards

Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include:
- Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians (e.g. driveway gates opened into footway);
- Barriers/gates restricting access; and
- Bus shelters restricting clearance width.
- Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding issues/slippery surfaces

Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include:
- Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated;
- Steps restricting access for all users;
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users.

Total Score

Attractiveness 
Comfort

Criterion

Newgate Lane East to Lee-on-the-Solent - existing
2.5 kilometres

Anthony  Jones
27th  October 2020

55
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Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan: Walking Route Selection Tool
Walking Route Audit Tool Existing Route from Newgate Lane to Stubbington

Audit Categories  2 (Green) 1 (Amber) 0 (Red) Score Comments Actions

1. ATTRACTIVENESS                   
-  maintenance

Footways well maintained, with no 
significant issues noted.

Minor littering. Overgrown 
vegetation. Street furniture falling 
into minor disrepair (for example, 
peeling paint).

Littering and/or dog mess prevalent. 
Seriously overgrown vegetation, 
including low branches. Street 
furniture falling into major disrepair.

1 Route is generally well 
maintained apart from some 
sections of Old Newgate 
Lane.

2. ATTRACTIVENESS
- fear of crime

No evidence of vandalism with
appropriate natural surveillance.

Minor vandalism. Lack of active 
frontage and natural surveillance 
(e.g. houses set back or back onto 
street).

Major or prevalent vandalism. 
Evidence of criminal/antisocial
activity. Route is isolated, not subject 
to natural surveillance (including 
where sight lines are inadequate).

1 Between Newgate Lane / Peel 
Common Roundabout and 
the entrance to Stubbington 
the route is relatively isolated 
with no lighting currently 
between Peel Common 
Roundabout and 
Stubbington.

3. ATTRACTIVENESS
- traffic noise and pollution

Traffic noise and pollution do not 
affect the attractiveness

Levels of traffic noise and/or 
pollution could be improved

Severe traffic pollution and/or severe 
traffic noise

1 Traffic noise and pollution 
may be higher along the 
B3334 Gosport Road.

4. ATTRACTIVENESS
- other

1 Route is partially unlit along 
B3334 Gosport Road.

2 x street lighting 
columns to be 
relocated as part of 
S106 contributions.

ATTRACTIVENESS 4

5. COMFORT
- condition

Footways level and in good 
condition, with no trip hazards.

Some defects noted, typically 
isolated (such as trenching or 
patching) or minor (such as cracked, 
but level pavers). Defects unlikely to 
result in trips or difficulty for 
wheelchairs, prams etc. Some 
footway crossovers resulting in 
uneven surface.

Large number of footway crossovers 
resulting in uneven surface, 
subsided or fretted pavement, or 
significant uneven patching or 
trenching.

1 Route generally in good 
condition. Some areas 
subject to resurfacing.

Footway resurfacing 
to be included within 
S106 contribution 
towards improving 
school routes.

6. COMFORT
- footway width

Able to accommodate all users 
without ‘give and take’ between 
users or walking on roads.
Footway widths generally in excess 
of 2m.

Footway widths of between
approximately 1.5m and 2m.
Occasional need for ‘give and take’ 
between users and walking on 
roads.

Footway widths of less than 1.5m 
(i.e. standard wheelchair width). 
Limited footway width requires users 
to ‘give and take’ frequently, walk on 
roads and/or results in 
crowding/delay.

1 Shared footway / cycleway 
facility measures 
approximately 2 metres. 
Footways generally measure 
less than 2 metres.

Footway widening to 
be included within 
S106 contribution 
towards improving 
school routes.

7. COMFORT
- width on staggered 
crossings/
pedestrian islands/refuges

Able to accommodate all users 
without ‘give and take’ between 
users or walking on roads. Widths 
generally in excess of 2m to 
accommodate wheel-chair users.

Widths of between approximately 
1.5m and 2m. Occasional need for 
‘give and take’ between users and 
walking on roads.

Widths of less than 1.5m (i.e. 
standard wheelchair width). Limited 
width requires users to ‘give and 
take’ frequently, walk on roads 
and/or results in crowding/delay.

1 Pedestrian refuges along the 
route generally measure 
between 1.5 - 2 metres.

Pedestrian refuge 
widening to be 
included within 
S106 contribution 
towards improving 
school routes.

8. COMFORT
- footway parking

No instances of vehicles parking on 
footways noted. Clearance widths 
generally in excess of 2m between 
permanent obstructions.

Clearance widths between
approximately 1.5m and 2m.
Occasional need for ‘give and take’ 
between users and walking on roads 
due to footway parking.
Footway parking causes some
deviation from desire lines.

Clearance widths less than 1.5m. 
Footway parking requires users to 
‘give and take’ frequently, walk on 
roads and/or results in 
crowding/delay. Footway parking 
causes significant deviation from 
desire lines.

1 Parking is generally 
contained off-street and 
footways are generally clear 
of obstructions.  Some 
footway parking observed on 
Old Newgate Lane.

9. COMFORT
- gradient

There are no slopes on footway. Slopes exist but gradients do not 
exceed 8 per cent (1 in 12).

Gradients exceed 8 per cent (1 in 
12).

2 The route is generally flat.

10.COMFORT
- other

1 General 
improvements to the 
comfort of the route 
to be secured via 
S106 contribution 
towards improving 
school routes.

COMFORT 7

11.DIRECTNESS
- footway provision

Footways are provided to cater for 
pedestrian desire lines (e.g. adjacent 
to road).

Footway provision could be 
improved to better cater for 
pedestrian desire lines.

Footways are not provided to cater 
for pedestrian desire lines.

2 Footways are generally 
provided along pedestrian 
desire lines.

12.DIRECTNESS
- location of crossings in 
relation to desire lines

Crossings follow desire lines. Crossings partially diverting 
pedestrians away from desire lines.

Crossings deviate significantly from 
desire lines.

2

13.DIRECTNESS
- gaps in traffic (where no 
controlled crossings 
present or if likely to cross 
outside of controlled 
crossing)

Crossing of road easy, direct, and 
comfortable and without delay (< 5s 
average).

Crossing of road direct, but 
associated with some delay (up to 
15s average).

Crossing of road associated indirect, 
or associated with significant delay 
(>15s average).

2 No material delays when 
crossing minor arms

14.DIRECTNESS
- impact of controlled 
crossings on journey time

Crossings are single phase 
pelican/puffin or zebra crossings.

Crossings are staggered but do not 
add significantly to journey time. 
Unlikely to wait >5s in pedestrian 
island.

Staggered crossings add 
significantly to journey time. Likely to 
wait >10s in pedestrian island.

2 No need to use any 
staggered controlled 
pedestrian crossings when 
travelling from appeal sites to 
Stubington.

15. DIRECTNESS
- green man time

Green man time is of sufficient 
length to cross comfortably.

Pedestrians would benefit from 
extended green man time but current 
time unlikely to deter users.

Green man time would not give 
vulnerable users sufficient time to 
cross comfortably.

2 It is considered that the green 
man time is provided in 
accordance with Hampshire 
CC requirements.

16.DIRECTNESS
- other

2 The route is generally direct. 
There are no signalised 
pedestrian crossings 
therefore a score of 2 has 
been applied to the above 
categories.

DIRECTNESS 12

17.SAFETY
- traffic volume

Traffic volume low, or pedestrians 
can keep distance from moderate 
traffic volumes.

Traffic volume moderate and 
pedestrians in close proximity.

High traffic volume, with pedestrians 
unable to keep their distance from 
traffic.

1 Traffic volume is likely ot be 
moderately high along the 
B3334 Gosport Road.

18.SAFETY
- traffic speed

Traffic speeds low, or pedestrians 
can keep distance from moderate 
traffic speeds.

Traffic speeds moderate and 
pedestrians in close proximity.

High traffic speeds, with pedestrians 
unable to keep their distance from 
traffic.

1 Traffic speeds are likely to be 
moderately high along the 
B3334 Gosport Road.

19.SAFETY
- visibility

Good visibility for all users. Visibility could be somewhat 
improved but unlikely to result in 
collisions.

Poor visibility, likely to result in 
collisions.

2

SAFETY 4

20. COHERENCE
- dropped kerbs and tactile 
paving

Adequate dropped kerb and tactile 
paving provision.

Dropped kerbs and tactile paving 
provided, albeit not to current 
standards.

Dropped kerbs and tactile paving 
absent or incorrect.

2

COHERENCE 2

29

ROUTE SUMMARY

Route Name
Length

Name of Assessor(s)
Date of Assessment

Performance Scores
4
7

12
4
2

29

Comments

Actions

Directness
Safety
Coherence
Total 

Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include:
- Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient;
- Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. refuse sacks).
- Excessive use of guardrail or bollards

Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include:
- Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians (e.g. driveway gates opened into footway);
- Barriers/gates restricting access; and
- Bus shelters restricting clearance width.
- Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding issues/slippery surfaces

Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include:
- Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated;
- Steps restricting access for all users;
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users.

Total Score

Attractiveness 
Comfort

Criterion

Newgate Lane East to Stubbington
3.5 kilometres

Anthony  Jones
27th   October 2020
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Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan: Walking Route Selection Tool
Walking Route Audit Tool Proposed Route from Newgate Lane to Stubbington

Audit Categories  2 (Green) 1 (Amber) 0 (Red) Score Comments Actions

1. ATTRACTIVENESS                   
-  maintenance

Footways well maintained, with no 
significant issues noted.

Minor littering. Overgrown 
vegetation. Street furniture falling 
into minor disrepair (for example, 
peeling paint).

Littering and/or dog mess prevalent. 
Seriously overgrown vegetation, 
including low branches. Street 
furniture falling into major disrepair.

1 Route is generally well 
maintained apart from some 
sections of Old Newgate 
Lane.

2. ATTRACTIVENESS
- fear of crime

No evidence of vandalism with
appropriate natural surveillance.

Minor vandalism. Lack of active 
frontage and natural surveillance 
(e.g. houses set back or back onto 
street).

Major or prevalent vandalism. 
Evidence of criminal/antisocial
activity. Route is isolated, not subject 
to natural surveillance (including 
where sight lines are inadequate).

1 Between Newgate Lane / Peel 
Common Roundabout and 
the entrance to Stubbington 
the route is relatively isolated 

3. ATTRACTIVENESS
- traffic noise and 
pollution

Traffic noise and pollution do not 
affect the attractiveness

Levels of traffic noise and/or 
pollution could be improved

Severe traffic pollution and/or severe 
traffic noise

1 Traffic noise and pollution 
may be higher along the 
B3334 Gosport Road.

4. ATTRACTIVENESS
- other

1 Route is partially unlit along 
B3334 Gosport Road but 
S106 does include for 
relocating two street lighting 
columns.

2 x street lighting 
columns to be 
relocated as part of 
S106 contributions.

ATTRACTIVENESS 4

5. COMFORT
- condition

Footways level and in good 
condition, with no trip hazards.

Some defects noted, typically 
isolated (such as trenching or 
patching) or minor (such as cracked, 
but level pavers). Defects unlikely to 
result in trips or difficulty for 
wheelchairs, prams etc. Some 
footway crossovers resulting in 
uneven surface.

Large number of footway crossovers 
resulting in uneven surface, 
subsided or fretted pavement, or 
significant uneven patching or 
trenching.

2 Footway resurfacing to be 
included within S106 
contribution towards 
improving school routes.

6. COMFORT
- footway width

Able to accommodate all users 
without ‘give and take’ between 
users or walking on roads.
Footway widths generally in excess 
of 2m.

Footway widths of between
approximately 1.5m and 2m.
Occasional need for ‘give and take’ 
between users and walking on roads.

Footway widths of less than 1.5m 
(i.e. standard wheelchair width). 
Limited footway width requires users 
to ‘give and take’ frequently, walk on 
roads and/or results in 
crowding/delay.

2 Footway widening to be 
included within S106 
contribution towards 
improving school routes.

7. COMFORT
- width on staggered 
crossings/
pedestrian 
islands/refuges

Able to accommodate all users 
without ‘give and take’ between 
users or walking on roads. Widths 
generally in excess of 2m to 
accommodate wheel-chair users.

Widths of between approximately 
1.5m and 2m. Occasional need for 
‘give and take’ between users and 
walking on roads.

Widths of less than 1.5m (i.e. 
standard wheelchair width). Limited 
width requires users to ‘give and 
take’ frequently, walk on roads 
and/or results in crowding/delay.

2 Pedestrian refuge widening to 
be included within S106 
contribution towards 
improving school routes.

8. COMFORT
- footway parking

No instances of vehicles parking on 
footways noted. Clearance widths 
generally in excess of 2m between 
permanent obstructions.

Clearance widths between
approximately 1.5m and 2m.
Occasional need for ‘give and take’ 
between users and walking on roads 
due to footway parking.
Footway parking causes some
deviation from desire lines.

Clearance widths less than 1.5m. 
Footway parking requires users to 
‘give and take’ frequently, walk on 
roads and/or results in 
crowding/delay. Footway parking 
causes significant deviation from 
desire lines.

1 Parking is generally contained 
off-street and footways are 
generally clear of 
obstructions.  Some footway 
parking observed on Old 
Newgate Lane.

9. COMFORT
- gradient

There are no slopes on footway. Slopes exist but gradients do not 
exceed 8 per cent (1 in 12).

Gradients exceed 8 per cent (1 in 
12).

2 The route is generally flat.

10.COMFORT
- other

2 General improvements to the 
comfort of the route to be 
secured via S106 contribution 
towards improving school 
routes.

COMFORT 11

11.DIRECTNESS
- footway provision

Footways are provided to cater for 
pedestrian desire lines (e.g. adjacent 
to road).

Footway provision could be improved 
to better cater for pedestrian desire 
lines.

Footways are not provided to cater 
for pedestrian desire lines.

2 Footways are generally 
provided along pedestrian 
desire lines.

12.DIRECTNESS
- location of crossings in 
relation to desire lines

Crossings follow desire lines. Crossings partially diverting 
pedestrians away from desire lines.

Crossings deviate significantly from 
desire lines.

2

13.DIRECTNESS
- gaps in traffic (where no 
controlled crossings 
present or if likely to 
cross outside of 
controlled crossing)

Crossing of road easy, direct, and 
comfortable and without delay (< 5s 
average).

Crossing of road direct, but 
associated with some delay (up to 
15s average).

Crossing of road associated indirect, 
or associated with significant delay 
(>15s average).

2

14.DIRECTNESS
- impact of controlled 
crossings on journey time

Crossings are single phase 
pelican/puffin or zebra crossings.

Crossings are staggered but do not 
add significantly to journey time. 
Unlikely to wait >5s in pedestrian 
island.

Staggered crossings add significantly 
to journey time. Likely to wait >10s in 
pedestrian island.

2

15. DIRECTNESS
- green man time

Green man time is of sufficient 
length to cross comfortably.

Pedestrians would benefit from 
extended green man time but current 
time unlikely to deter users.

Green man time would not give 
vulnerable users sufficient time to 
cross comfortably.

2

16.DIRECTNESS
- other

2 The route is generally direct. 
There are no signalised 
pedestrian crossings 
therefore a score of 2 has 
been applied to the above 
categories.

DIRECTNESS 12

17.SAFETY
- traffic volume

Traffic volume low, or pedestrians 
can keep distance from moderate 
traffic volumes.

Traffic volume moderate and 
pedestrians in close proximity.

High traffic volume, with pedestrians 
unable to keep their distance from 
traffic.

1 Traffic volume is likely ot be 
moderately high along the 
B3334 Gosport Road.

18.SAFETY
- traffic speed

Traffic speeds low, or pedestrians 
can keep distance from moderate 
traffic speeds.

Traffic speeds moderate and 
pedestrians in close proximity.

High traffic speeds, with pedestrians 
unable to keep their distance from 
traffic.

1 Traffic speeds are likely to be 
moderately high along the 
B3334 Gosport Road.

19.SAFETY
- visibility

Good visibility for all users. Visibility could be somewhat 
improved but unlikely to result in 
collisions.

Poor visibility, likely to result in 
collisions.

2

SAFETY 4

20. COHERENCE
- dropped kerbs and 
tactile paving

Adequate dropped kerb and tactile 
paving provision.

Dropped kerbs and tactile paving 
provided, albeit not to current 
standards.

Dropped kerbs and tactile paving 
absent or incorrect.

2

COHERENCE 2

33

ROUTE SUMMARY

Route Name
Length

Name of Assessor(s)
Date of Assessment

Performance Scores
4

11
12
4
2

33

Comments

Actions

Directness
Safety
Coherence
Total 

Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include:
- Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient;
- Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. refuse sacks).
- Excessive use of guardrail or bollards

Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include:
- Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians (e.g. driveway gates opened into footway);
- Barriers/gates restricting access; and
- Bus shelters restricting clearance width.
- Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding issues/slippery surfaces

Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include:
- Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated;
- Steps restricting access for all users;
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users.

Total Score

Attractiveness 
Comfort

Criterion

Newgate Lane East to Stubbington - proposed
3.5 kilometres

Anthony Jones
28th September 2020
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Appeal by Fareham Land LP and Bargate Homes Limited 
Outline Planning Applications for Land at Newgate Lane (North & South), Fareham 
Proof of Evidence by Anthony Jones 
 

 
   
 

APPENDIX AHJ/i: Bus Timetables 

58

Page 272



11 Fareham - Gosport - Alverstoke

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 30/08/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Mondays to Fridays
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop H)
Woodcot, Hoeford (SE-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (SE-bound)
Forton, Crossways (SE-bound)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop G)  arr
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop G)  dep
Alverstoke, Alverstoke Village (S-bound)
Clayhall, Gilkicker Road (E-bound)

0930
0936
0943
0949
0954
0957
1006
1009

1100
1106
1113
1119
1124
1127
1136
1139

1230
1236
1243
1249
1254
1257
1306
1309

1400
1406
1413
1419
1424
1427
1436
1439

Saturdays
0930
0936
0943
0949
0954
0957
1006
1009

1100
1106
1113
1119
1124
1127
1136
1139

1257
1306
1309

1400
1406
1413
1419
1424
1427
1436
1439

Sundays
no service no service

11 Alverstoke - Gosport - Fareham

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 30/08/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Mondays to Fridays
Clayhall, Gilkicker Road (E-bound)
Alverstoke, Alverstoke Village (N-bound)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop D)  arr
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop D)  dep
Camdentown, Crossways (NW-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (NW-bound)
Woodcot, Hoeford (NW-bound)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop A)

1009
1015
1025
1028
1033
1039
1046
1053

1139
1145
1155
1158
1203
1209
1216
1223

1309
1315
1325
1328
1333
1339
1346
1353

1439
1445
1455
1458
1503
1509
1516
1523

Saturdays
1009
1015
1025
1028
1033
1039
1046
1053

1139
1145
1155

1309
1315
1325
1328
1333
1339
1346
1353

1439
1445
1455
1458
1503
1509
1516
1523

Sundays
no service no service

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  01/09/20
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11 Fareham - Gosport - Alverstoke

First in Hampshire

For times of the next departures from a particular stop you can use traveline-txt - by sending the SMS code to 84268. Add the service number
after the code if you just want a specific service - eg: buctdgtd 60. The return message from traveline-txt will show the next three departures,
and it currently costs 25p plus any message sending charge. Departure times will be real-time predictions where available, or scheduled departure
times if not.

You can also get the same information by using the SMS code at www.nextbuses.mobi (only normal browsing charges apply)
or through several iPhone or Android apps that offer access to NextBuses.

NOTE: SMS codes are different in each direction. Make sure you choose the right direction from these lists.

SMS Code
hamdtgaw
hamdtdwp
hamdtdap
hamdtatm
hamdtdjp
hamdtdpa
hamdtjdm
hamdtjwp
hamdtpaj
hamdtptp
hamdtwdw
hamdtwpt
hamdwaga
hamdwajm
hamdwatj
hamdwawa
hamdwdaj
hamdwdga
hamdwdwm
hamdwgwt
hamdwjtd
hamdwmtw
hamdwpmj
hamdwtjd
hamjtjtj
hamjamtj
hamjamwd
hamjamwg
hamdwtat
hamdwpda
hamdwmdj
hamdwjda
hamdwgpm
hamdwgda
hamdwdwg
hamdwgwa
hamdwmdm
hamdwpdm

Stop Name
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop H)
Fareham, The Quay (SW-bound)
Fareham, Earls Road (SW-bound)
Woodcot, Alders Road (SE-bound)
Fareham, White House (SE-bound)
Woodcot, Hoeford (SE-bound)
Fleetlands, Wych Lane (SE-bound)
Fleetlands, Lederle Lane (SE-bound)
Fleetlands, Fleetlands (SE-bound)
Bridgemary, Cunningham Drive (SE-bound)
Bridgemary, Camp Road (S-bound)
Bridgemary, Frater (SE-bound)
Fort Brockhurst, Leisure Centre (SE-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (SE-bound)
Brockhurst, Eastbourne Avenue (SE-bound)
Brockhurst, Chantry Road (S-bound)
Brockhurst, Station Road (S-bound)
Brockhurst, Cambridge Road (SE-bound)
Camdentown, St Lukes Road (E-bound)
Camdentown, Inverness Road (SE-bound)
Forton, Crossways (SE-bound)
Forton, o/s St Vincent College
Forton, opp Victoria Street
Forton, opp Sharon Court
Gosport, Waterside Medical Centre (SE-bound)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop G)
Gosport, Police Station (Stop W)
Newtown, Creek Road (Stop U)
Newtown, opp Methodist Church
Newtown, Waitrose (SW-bound)
Alverstoke, adj The White Hart
Alverstoke, Foster Gardens (SW-bound)
Alverstoke, Testcombe Road (SW-bound)
Alverstoke, St Marys Avenue (SW-bound)
Alverstoke, Alverstoke Village (S-bound)
Alverstoke, St Marks Road (SE-bound)
Clayhall, Clayhall Road Cemetery (E-bound)
Clayhall, Gilkicker Road (E-bound)

Street
Access Road
Gosport Road
Gosport Road
Gosport Road
Gosport Road
Gosport Road
Fareham Road
Fareham Road
Fareham Road
Fareham Road
Fareham Road
Fareham Road
Fareham Road
Fareham Road
Brockhurst Road
Brockhurst Road
Brockhurst Road
Brockhurst Road
Forton Road
Forton Road
Forton Road
Forton Road
Forton Road
Forton Road
Mumby Road
 
South Street
Creek Road
Stoke Road
Stoke Road
Stoke Road
Anglesey Road
Anglesey Road
Anglesey Road
Anglesey Road
Clayhall Road
Clayhall Road
Clayhall Road

ATCO Code
1900HA040247
1900HA040401
1900HA040399
1900HA040398
1900HA040395
1900HA040393
1900HA050002
1900HA050003
1900HA050006
1900HA050008
1900HA050010
1900HA050012
1900HA050013
1900HA050015
1900HA050238
1900HA050237
1900HA050234
1900HA050233
1900HA050222
1900HA050220
1900HA050217
1900HA050216
1900HA050214
1900HA050211
1900HAA91548
1900HA050188
1900HA050193
1900HA050194
1900HA050199
1900HA050201
1900HA050202
1900HA050162
1900HA050164
1900HA050166
1900HA050168
1900HA050170
1900HA050172
1900HA050174

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  01/09/20
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11 Alverstoke - Gosport - Fareham

First in Hampshire

For times of the next departures from a particular stop you can use traveline-txt - by sending the SMS code to 84268. Add the service number
after the code if you just want a specific service - eg: buctdgtd 60. The return message from traveline-txt will show the next three departures,
and it currently costs 25p plus any message sending charge. Departure times will be real-time predictions where available, or scheduled departure
times if not.

You can also get the same information by using the SMS code at www.nextbuses.mobi (only normal browsing charges apply)
or through several iPhone or Android apps that offer access to NextBuses.

NOTE: SMS codes are different in each direction. Make sure you choose the right direction from these lists.

SMS Code
hamdwpdm
hamjwawa
hamjwatw
hamjwawd
hamdwmgm
hamdwgtp
hamdwdtp
hamdwgap
hamdwgmw
hamdwjam
hamdwgtd
hamdwmap
hamdwpdj
hamdwtdj
hamjamwj
hamjamwa
hamjamta
hamjtjtm
hamdwtja
hamdwpmt
hamdwmtp
hamdwjdt
hamdwgjm
hamdwdmj
hamdwdgp
hamdwawt
hamdwatw
hamdwapw
hamdwaja
hamdwadw
hamdtwjt
hamdtwdj
hamdtpmt
hamdtmtp
hamdtmdm
hamdtgwg
hamdtdmp
hamdtdgw
hamdtamp
hamdtdat
hamdtgdt
hamdtdwg

Stop Name
Clayhall, Gilkicker Road (E-bound)
Haslar, opp Waterloo Road
Clayhall, opp Gilkicker Road
Clayhall, adj Gilkicker Road
Clayhall, Clayhall Road Cemetery (W-bound)
Alverstoke, St Marks Road (NW-bound)
Alverstoke, Alverstoke Village (N-bound)
Alverstoke, St Marys Avenue (NE-bound)
Alverstoke, Testcombe Road (NE-bound)
Alverstoke, Foster Gardens (NE-bound)
Alverstoke, in Bury Road
Alverstoke, opp The White Hart
Newtown, Waitrose (NE-bound)
Newtown, nr Methodist Church
Newtown, Creek Road (Stop V)
Gosport, Police Station (Stop X)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop D)
Gosport, Waterside Medical Centre (NW-bound)
Forton, o/s Sharon Court
Forton, adj Victoria Street
Forton, opp St Vincent College
Camdentown, Crossways (NW-bound)
Camdentown, Camden Street (W-bound)
Camdentown, Ann’s Hill Road (NW-bound)
Brockhurst, Cambridge Road (NW-bound)
Brockhurst, Station Road (N-bound)
Brockhurst, Chantry Road (N-bound)
Brockhurst, opp Eastbourne Avenue
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (NW-bound)
Fort Brockhurst, Leisure Centre (NW-bound)
Bridgemary, Frater (NW-bound)
Bridgemary, Camp Road (N-bound)
Bridgemary, Cunningham Drive (NW-bound)
Fleetlands, Fleetlands (NW-bound)
Fleetlands, Lederle Lane (NW-bound)
Fleetlands, Wych Lane (NW-bound)
Woodcot, Hoeford (NW-bound)
Fareham, White House (NW-bound)
Woodcot, Cams Alders (N-bound)
Fareham, Mill Road (NE-bound)
Fareham, The Quay (NE-bound)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop A)

Street
Clayhall Road
Clayhall Road
Fort Road
Clayhall Road
Clayhall Road
Clayhall Road
Anglesey Road
Anglesey Road
Anglesey Road
Anglesey Road
Bury Road
Stoke Road
Stoke Road
Stoke Road
Creek Road
South Street
Bus Station
Mumby Road
Forton Road
Forton Road
Forton Road
Forton Road
Forton Road
Forton Road
Brockhurst Road
Brockhurst Road
Brockhurst Road
Brockhurst Road
Fareham Road
Fareham Road
Fareham Road
Fareham Road
Fareham Road
Fareham Road
Fareham Road
Fareham Road
Gosport Road
Gosport Road
Newgate Lane
Gosport Road
Gosport Road
Access Road

ATCO Code
1900HA050174
1900HAA91747
1900HAA91746
1900HAA91748
1900HA050173
1900HA050171
1900HA050169
1900HA050167
1900HA050165
1900HA050163
1900HA050161
1900HA050203
1900HA050200
1900HA050198
1900HA050195
1900HA050192
1900HA050185
1900HAA91549
1900HA050212
1900HA050213
1900HA050215
1900HA050219
1900HA050221
1900HA050223
1900HA050232
1900HA050235
1900HA050236
1900HA050239
1900HA050016
1900HA050014
1900HA050011
1900HA050009
1900HA050007
1900HA050005
1900HA050004
1900HA050001
1900HA040394
1900HA040396
1900HA040397
1900HA040400
1900HA040402
1900HA040240

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  01/09/20
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11 Fareham - Gosport - Alverstoke

First in Hampshire

Important information related to service 11 at 09:34:16 on 2nd October 2020

Clayhall Road, Gosport - continuation of works - Phase 4

Valid from 0852 on 31 Aug 2020 until 2359 on 18 Oct 2020

Normal route to Clayhall Road, then onto Gilkicker, avoiding the normal loop past Haslar Road etc, from Gilkicker onto
Fort Road / Anglesey Road and back to normal route.

Timetables

Select a timetable using the bookmarks (on the left of this page). Choose the direction and day of travel you require.
Stop and Street Names and SMS codes are also available.

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  01/09/20
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21 Fareham - Peel Common - Stubbington - Hill Head

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 31/05/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Mondays to Fridays
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop K)
Fareham, Westley Grove (SE-bound)
Woodcot, HMS Collingwood (S-bound)
Peel Common, Peel Common (W-bound)
Stubbington, Stubbington Village (NW-bound)
Stubbington, Cuckoo Pint (S-bound)
Stubbington, Hill Head Road (SW-bound)

0825
0829
0836
0840
0847
0852
0859

0945
0949
0956
1000
1007
1012
1019

1100
1104
1111
1115
1122
1127
1134

1215
1219
1226
1230
1237
1242
1249

1410
1414
1421
1425
1432
1437
1444

1530
1534
1542
1549
1556
1601
1608

1645
1649
1657
1704
1711
1716
1723

Saturdays
0825
0829
0836
0840
0847
0852
0859

0945
0949
0956
1000
1007
1012
1019

1100
1104
1111
1115
1122
1127
1134

1215
1219
1226
1230
1237
1242
1249

1410
1414
1421
1425
1432
1437
1444

1530
1534
1542
1549
1556
1601
1608

1645
1649
1657
1704
1711
1716
1723

Sundays
no service no service

21 Hill Head - Stubbington - Peel Common - Fareham

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 31/05/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Mondays to Fridays
Stubbington, Hill Head Road (SW-bound)
Stubbington, Stubbington Village (NW-bound)
Peel Common, Peel Common (E-bound)
Woodcot, HMS Collingwood (N-bound)
Fareham, Westley Grove (NW-bound)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop K)

0900
0907
0912
0917
0925
0930

1020
1027
1032
1036
1044
1049

1135
1142
1147
1151
1159
1204

1250
1257
1302
1306
1314
1319

1445
1452
1457
1501
1509
1514

1609
1616
1621
1625
1633
1638

1723
1730
1735
1739
1747
1752

Saturdays
0900
0907
0912
0917
0925
0930

1020
1027
1032
1036
1044
1049

1135
1142
1147
1151
1159
1204

1250
1257
1302
1306
1314
1319

1445
1452
1457
1501
1509
1514

1609
1616
1621
1625
1633
1638

1723
1730
1735
1739
1747
1752

Sundays
no service no service

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  02/06/20
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21 Fareham - Peel Common - Stubbington - Hill Head

First in Hampshire

For times of the next departures from a particular stop you can use traveline-txt - by sending the SMS code to 84268. Add the service number
after the code if you just want a specific service - eg: buctdgtd 60. The return message from traveline-txt will show the next three departures,
and it currently costs 25p plus any message sending charge. Departure times will be real-time predictions where available, or scheduled departure
times if not.

You can also get the same information by using the SMS code at www.nextbuses.mobi (only normal browsing charges apply)
or through several iPhone or Android apps that offer access to NextBuses.

NOTE: SMS codes are different in each direction. Make sure you choose the right direction from these lists.

SMS Code
hamdtgdg
hamdpwdw
hamdptjg
hamdptpw
hamdpwam
hamdptjt
hamdptdw
hamdpwdp
hamdtadp
hamdpwtp
hamdpwja
hamdpwgd
hamdpwgw
hamdpjwp
hamdpjda
hamdpgdp
hamdpdmg
hamdpdap
hamdpapw
hamdpajw
hamdpagw
hamdmwtp
hamdmwmt
hamdmwjd
hamdmwda
hamdmtwj

Stop Name
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop K)
Fareham, Fareham Station (Stop Q)
Fareham, The Avenue (S-bound)
Fareham, Westley Grove (SE-bound)
Fareham, adj St Johns Church
Fareham, Fairfield Avenue (SW-bound)
Fareham, Endofield Close (SE-bound)
Woodcot, Fort Fareham Road (SE-bound)
Woodcot, Collingwood Retail Park (S-bound)
Woodcot, HMS Collingwood (S-bound)
Woodcot, Tudor Lodge (S-bound)
Peel Common, Woodcote Lane (S-bound)
Peel Common, Peel Common (W-bound)
Peel Common, Marks Road (W-bound)
Peel Common, Crofton School (W-bound)
Stubbington, Harold Road (NW-bound)
Stubbington, Stubbington Village (NW-bound)
Stubbington, Crofton Club (NW-bound)
Fareham, Anker Lane (N-bound)
Fareham, Jay Close (W-bound)
Stubbington, Cuckoo Pint (S-bound)
Stubbington, Viking Close (SW-bound)
Stubbington, Bramham Moor (SW-bound)
Stubbington, adj Cowdray Park
Stubbington, Short Road (SW-bound)
Stubbington, Hill Head Road (SW-bound)

Street
Access Road
The Avenue
Redlands Lane
Redlands Lane
Upper St. Michaels Grove
St Michael’s Grove
Longfield Avenue
Longfield Avenue
Newgate Lane
Newgate Lane
Newgate Lane
Newgate Lane
B3385 Newgate Lane
Gosport Road
Gosport Road
Gosport Road
Stubbington Green
Titchfield Road
Titchfield Road
Cuckoo Lane
Cuckoo Lane
Plymouth Drive
Plymouth Drive
Plymouth Drive
Solent Road
Solent Road

ATCO Code
1900HA040249
1900HA040273
1900HA040362
1900HA040360
1900HA040358
1900HA040357
1900HA040353
1900HA040351
1900HA040347
1900HA040344
1900HA040343
1900HA040338
1900HA040336
1900HA040332
1900HA040331
1900HA040328
1900HA040295
1900HA040294
1900HA040292
1900HA040327
1900HA040324
1900HA040322
1900HA040320
1900HA040318
1900HA040316
1900HA040314

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  02/06/20
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21 Hill Head - Stubbington - Peel Common - Fareham

First in Hampshire

For times of the next departures from a particular stop you can use traveline-txt - by sending the SMS code to 84268. Add the service number
after the code if you just want a specific service - eg: buctdgtd 60. The return message from traveline-txt will show the next three departures,
and it currently costs 25p plus any message sending charge. Departure times will be real-time predictions where available, or scheduled departure
times if not.

You can also get the same information by using the SMS code at www.nextbuses.mobi (only normal browsing charges apply)
or through several iPhone or Android apps that offer access to NextBuses.

NOTE: SMS codes are different in each direction. Make sure you choose the right direction from these lists.

SMS Code
hamdmtwj
hamdmwgp
hamdmwmp
hamdpagm
hamdpatj
hamdpdjg
hamdpdmg
hamdpgjg
hamdpjad
hamdpmam
hamdpwgp
hamdpwga
hamdpwgt
hamdpwtw
hamdtajt
hamdtadj
hamdpwdt
hamdptpd
hamdptjp
hamdpwap
hamdptpj
hamdptja
hamjpgwj
hamdpwmd
hamdtamw
hamdtgdg

Stop Name
Stubbington, Hill Head Road (SW-bound)
Stubbington, Cottes Way (E-bound)
Hill Head, Crofton Lane (N-bound)
Stubbington, Carisbrooke Avenue (NE-bound)
Stubbington, Mancroft Avenue (E-bound)
Hill Head, Bells Lane Junction (N-bound)
Stubbington, Stubbington Village (NW-bound)
Stubbington, Harold Road (SE-bound)
Peel Common, Crofton School (E-bound)
Peel Common, Marks Road (E-bound)
Peel Common, Peel Common (E-bound)
Peel Common, Woodcote Lane (N-bound)
Woodcot, Tudor Lodge (N-bound)
Woodcot, HMS Collingwood (N-bound)
Woodcot, Asda Superstore (W-bound)
Woodcot, Collingwood Retail Park (N-bound)
Woodcot, Fort Fareham Road (NW-bound)
Fareham, Eastfield Avenue (NW-bound)
Fareham, Fairfield Avenue (NE-bound)
Fareham, opp St Johns Church
Fareham, Westley Grove (NW-bound)
Fareham, The Avenue (N-bound)
Fareham, Fareham Station (Stop R)
Fareham, Station Roundabout (Stop S)
Fareham, Trinity Street (Stop U)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop K)

Street
Solent Road
Hill Head Road
Crofton Lane
Crofton Lane
Bells Lane
Stubbington Lane
Stubbington Green
Gosport Road
Gosport Road
Gosport Road
B3385 Newgate Lane
Newgate Lane
Newgate Lane
Newgate Lane
Speedfields Park
Newgate Lane
Longfield Avenue
Longfield Avenue
St Michael’s Grove
Upper St. Michaels Grove
Redlands Lane
Redlands Lane
The Avenue
West Street
West Street
Access Road

ATCO Code
1900HA040314
1900HA040311
1900HA040310
1900HA040307
1900HA040305
1900HA040296
1900HA040295
1900HA040329
1900HA040330
1900HA040333
1900HA040337
1900HA040339
1900HA040342
1900HA040345
1900HAA13455
1900HA040346
1900HA040350
1900HA040352
1900HA040356
1900HA040359
1900HA040361
1900HA040363
1900HAA91153
1900HA040272
1900HA040270
1900HA040249

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  02/06/20
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Itchen College
 Bus Times

194192191

196

193

197195

routerouteroute

route

route

routeroute

Xelabus

serving:
Eastleigh, Fareham, Gosport, 

Portchester, Hedge End, Romsey, 
Stubbington, Titchfield, Warsash & Whiteley

from 4th September 2020

www.xelabus.info
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Xelabus Xelabus

Welcome
Welcome to Itchen College.  This booklet contains details of 
our Xelabus contract bus routes for students.

You will see on the next page a list of all the places the 
College buses serve.  You can signal the driver to stop at any 
bus stop en-route.

What’s new?
We have introduced additional lunchtime services on our 
contract bus routes for the 2020/21 academic year. 
This will enable students to make full use of the new 
timetable structure by providing convenient travel to and 
from college at key times. It will also enable us to reduce the 
number of students on campus, in line with government 
Covid-19 recommendations. 

On each of the 7 contract bus services, there will be a 
lunchtime service to and from college, in addition to the 
regular morning and afternoon services. This will enable 
students with no morning lesson to travel to college at 
lunchtime for their afternoon session. Similarly, if they have a 
morning session but no timetabled lesson in the afternoon, 
they will be able to get home easily at lunchtime, at no 
additional cost.

For more information about our services including our 
commercial routes, please call 02380 644 715  
You can also visit our website at www.xelabus.info 
or email us at admin@xelabus.info

Customer Services
The Bus Garage, Barton Park Business Park,
Chickenhall Lane, Eastleigh, SO50 6RR

admin@xelabus.info

02380 64 47 15
Monday - Friday 0730 - 1700

www.xelabus.info

@Xelabus

Hampshire’s Greenest bus company
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Baddesley

Bishopstoke

Bishops Waltham

Botley

Boorley Green

Boyatt Wood

Butlocks Heath

Chandlers Ford

Eastleigh Bus Station

Fair Oak

Fareham

Gosport

Hamble

Hedge End

Highlands

Horton Heath

Lee-On-Solent

Locks Heath

Lowford

Mansbridge

Netley

Oaklands

Oakmount

Portchester

Portswood

Romsey

Rownhams

Stubbington

Swanmore

Titchfield

Velmore

Warsash

Waltham Chase

West End

Whiteley

197

194

191 (also X10 from Bitterne)

191

191

194

196

194,197, ASDA

194

191 (also X10 from Bitterne)

195

193

196

191

195

191 (also X10 from Bitterne)

193

195

192

194

196

191

194

195

197

197

197

193

191

195

194

195

191 (also X10 from Bitterne)

194 (also X10 from Bitterne)

192

Xelabus Xelabus

Hampshire’s Greenest bus company
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WHITELEY Yew Tree Drive   0830 1135
Solent Hotel    0835 1140
Cartwright Drive    0842 1147
Hunts Pond Road / Church Road  0847 1152
Warsash Road, Recreation Ground  0850 1155
Heath Road / Peters Road   0854 1159
Barnes Lane opp Shops   0858 1203
Swanwick Rail Bridge   0907 1212
 Lowford Shops    0912 1217
Pound Road    0915 1220
ITCHEN COLLEGE arr   0925 1230
Departs College at   1245 1610

192
route

191
routefrom Bishops Waltham, Fair Oak, Hedge End, 

Itchen College

from Whiteley, Park Gate, Itchen College

c o lle g e  d a y s  o n ly

college days only

BISHOPS WALTHAM Cricklemede  0820 1125
Swanmore Shops, New Road  0825 1130
Waltham Chase Crossroads   0827 1132
Bishops Waltham, Square   0830 1135
Fair Oak, Mortimers Lane   0839 1144
Horton Heath, Crossroads   0843 1148
Boorley Green, Roundabout  0847 1152
Peartree Inn, PH    0849 1154
Broad Oak, Botley    0852 1157
TK Max, Tollbar Way   0900 1205
Maunsell Way, Peppercorn Way  0902 1207
Drummond Road    0905 1210
Wildern School    0908 1213
Hedge End, opp Barleycorn   0911 1216
Sovereign Drive, Kings Copse Ave  0914 1219
Heath House Lane, Upp St Helens  0917 1222
ITCHEN COLLEGE arr   0925 1230
Departs College at   1245 1610

BISHOPS WALTHAM Cricklemede, Hoe Road, Swanmore Road, Church Road, New Road, 
Forest Road, B2177, Coppice Hill, Bishops Waltham Square, Winchester Road, Mortimers 
Lane, Botley Road, Winchester Road, Winchester Street, Botley, High Street, Broad Oak, 
Grange Road, Botley Road, Tollbar Way, Maunsell Way, Drummond Road, Shamblehurst Lane, 
Wildern Lane, Hedge End, Lower Northam Road, Kings Copse Avenue, Heath House Lane, 
Windhover, Bursledon Road, Butts Road, South East Road, ITCHEN COLLEGE Middle Road

WHITELEY Yew Tree Drive, Rookery Avenue, Whiteley Way, M27 Approach Road, Barnes 
Wallis Road, Cartwright Drive, Warsash Road, Primate Road, Lower Church Road, Hunts Pond 
Road, Warsash Road, Locks Road, Heath Road, Peters Road, Brook Lane, Barnes lane, Bridge 
Road, Portsmouth Road, Jurd Way, Hamble Lane, Pound Road, Portsmouth Road, Butts Road, 
South East Road, ITCHEN COLLEGE Middle Road
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GOSPORT, Cunningham Drive  0810 1115
Rowner Rd, Brune Park School  0815 1120
Rowner Rd, The Drive   0819 1124
Fell Drive    0823 1128
Twyford Drive    0824 1129
Skipper Way    0825 1130
Elmore Road    0826 1131
Marine Parade    0829 1134
Stubbington Village   0841 1146
Mays Lane    0843 1148
Peak Lane    0845 1150
Swanwick Rail Bridge   0905 1210
ITCHEN COLLEGE arr   0925 1230
Departs College at   1245 1610

BISHOPSTOKE Underwood Road  0810 1115
Eastleigh Bus Station   0820 1125
Shakespeare Road   0824 1129
Bodycoats Road, Toynbee School  0832 1137
Chandlers Ford Precinct   0836 1141
Velmore Shops    0845 1150
Nightingale Bridge   0849 1154
Eastleigh Colleges    0852 1157
Parkway Station    0855 1200
Wide Lane/Monks Way   0858 1203
West End, ASDA    0905 1210
ITCHEN COLLEGE arr   0925 1230
Departs College at   1245 1615

193
route

194
route

from Gosport, Lee on Solent, 
Stubbington, Itchen College

from Bishopstoke, Eastleigh, Chandlers Ford, 
West End, Itchen College

c o lle g e  d a y s  o n ly

c o lle g e  d a y s  o n ly

FAREHAM Cunningham Drive, Fareham Road, Rowner Road, Broom Way, Fell Drive, 
Twyford Drive, Skipper Way, Spencer Road, Elmore Road, Portsmouth Road, Marine Parade, 
Stubbington Lane, Stubbington Village, Titchfield Road, Mays Lane, Peak Lane, The Avenue, 
Southampton Road, Bridge Road, Oakhill, Providence Hill, Bursledon Road, Orpen Road, 
Butts Road, South East Road, ITCHEN COLLEGE Middle Road

BISHOPSTOKE Underwood Road, Colchester Avenue, Stoke Park Road, Sedgwick Road, 
Hamilton Road, Riverside, Bishopstoke Road, Bus Station, Twyford Road, Shakespeare Road, 
Woodside Avenue, Leigh Road, Oakmount Road, Bodycoats Road, Winchester Road, Bourne-
mouth Road, Leigh Road, Falkland Road, Chestnut Avenue, Nightingale Avenue, Passfield 
Avenue, Chestnut Avenue, Southampton Road, Wide Lane, Mansbridge Road, Swaythling 
Road, High Street, West End, West End Road, Bitterne, Peartree Avenue, Spring Road, South 
East Road, ITCHEN COLLEGE Middle Road
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195
route

PORTCHESTER Precinct  0815 1120
Seagull PH   0818 1123
Downend Road, Cams Hill  0821 1126
FAREHAM Rail Station  0826 1131
Gudge Heath Lane  0829 1134
Highlands Road Shops  0833 1138
Titchfield, Southampton Hill 0840 1145
Locks Heath Rec Ground  0844 1149
Warsash, Church Road  0848 1153
Pitchponds Road   0851 1156
Warsash, Clock Tower  0854 1159
Brookfield School, Brook Lane 0857 1202
Bridge Road, ESSO  0902 1207
Swanwick Rail Bridge  0907 1212
ITCHEN COLLEGE arr  0925 1230
Departs College at  1245 1610

from Portchester, Fareham, Titchfield, Locks Heath, 
Warsash, Itchen College

from Hamble, Netley, Sholing, Itchen College

HAMBLE Square   0850 1155
Sydney Avenue   0853 1158
Hound Corner   0856 1201
Butlocks Heath, Post Office  0859 1204
Ingleside    0901 1206
Netley Rail Station   0903 1208
Red Lion PH   0906 1211
Weston Lane   0915 1220
Spring Road for Sholing Station 0919 1224
ITCHEN COLLEGE arr  0925 1230
Departs College at  1245 1615

196
route

college days only

c o lle g e  d a y s  o n ly

PORTCHESTER Precinct, West Street, Portchester Road, Cams Hill, Eastern Way, Western Way, 
The Avenue, Gudge Heath Lane, Highlands Road, Southampton Road, Titchfield Hill, East 
Street, Southampton Hill, Southampton Road, Warsash Road, Church Road, Osborne Road, 
Pitchponds Road, Newtown Road, Brook Lane, Bridge Road, Oakhill, Providence Hill, 
Bursledon Road, Orpen Road, Butts Road, South East Road, ITCHEN COLLEGE Middle Road.

HAMBLE Square, Hamble Lane, Hound Road, Woolston Road, Ingleside, St Marys Road, 
Station Road, Victoria Road, Grange Road, Newtown Road, Weston Lane both directions, 
Wrights Hill, Spring Road, South East Road, ITCHEN COLLEGE Middle Road

Xelabus Xelabus

Hampshire’s Greenest bus company
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The Government has made the wearing of face masks on public 

transport mandatory. Anyone using a bus, or other form of 

public transport, will need to be suitably masked.

Thank you for your co-operation.

Travel Safe, Travel Xelabus

Face masks on Public Transport
from Monday 15th June 2020

from Romsey, Baddesley, Chilworth, Swaythling, 
Portswood, Itchen College

ROMSEY Bus Station  0825 1135
Plazza    0827 1137
Botley Road, Chambers Avenue 0830 1140
Bedes Lea   0834 1144
Rownhams Road, Fleming Ave 0839 1149
Castle Lane   0850 1155
Asda Roundabout   0853 1158
Chilworth Roundabout  0856 1201
Leaside Way   0858 1203
Swaythling High Road  0901 1206
Portswood, Sainsburys  0905 1210
Bitterne Park Triangle  0910 1215
Bullar Road Gyratory  0912 1217
Top of Lances Hill   0915 1220
ITCHEN COLLEGE arr  0925 1230
Departs College at  1245 1615

197
route

ROMSEY Bus Station, The Hundred, Winchester Road, Botley Road, A27, Rownhams Road, 
Botley Road, Castle Lane, Templars Way, Winchester Road, Chilworth Roundabout, Bassett 
Green Road, Stoneham Lane, High Road, Portswood Road, St Denys Road, Bullar Road, 
Lances Hill, Peartree Avenue, Spring Road, South East Road, ITCHEN COLLEGE Middle Road.

c o lle g e  d a y s  o n ly

www.xelabus.infoXelabus

Xelabus Xelabus
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customer services
Xelabus Ltd
The Bus Garage, Barton Park Business Park,
Chickenhall Lane, Eastleigh, SO50 6RR

admin@xelabus.info

02380 64 47 15
Monday - Friday 0730 - 1700

www.xelabus.info

@Xelabus

Xelabus

our safety code....
At the bus stop
Stand at least 2 metres apart whilst waiting 
for your bus

Xelabus
Supporting the NHS

www.xelabus.info

Boarding one at a time
Only one person should stand on the 
entrance / exit platform at anytime

Social distancing
Try & sit at least 2 metres apart (one person 
per seat) where possible.

Paying with contactless
Whenever possible, pay with your 
contactless card or device rather than cash

Do not travel if you feel unwell
If you feel unwell, please do not travel.  
If you have coronavirus symptoms, 
call 111 for advice - dont leave it!

Xelabus Xelabus

Xelabus

Bus Stop

2 metres

Cleaning our buses! 

Customer Information

Whilst our buses are cleaned 
each evening, we have introduced 

new improved standards
including anti bacterial wipes 

on surfaces as well as 
disinfecting floors.

This is all for your comfort and 
safety which we hope you 

will appreciate.

Hampshire’s greenest bus companyXelabus
www.xelabus.info

( 02380 644 715

Passenger welfare! 

Customer Information

It may be necessary to make late 
notification to passengers of changes

to bus timetables.

Please check our web site on 
www.xelabus.info 

or call 02380 644715 between
0730 and 1630 Monday to Friday.

We can all beat this!

Hampshire’s greenest bus companyXelabus
www.xelabus.info

( 02380 644 715
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Mondays to Friday  college days only

service number 620 618 602 611 610 620 618 602

Stubbington Green 0720 1110 1150
Stubbington Anker Lane 0723 1113 1153
Titchfield Coach Hill 0728 1118 1158
Warsash Road The Farthings 0730 1120 1200
Abshot Road 0732 1122 1202
Hunts Pond Road Dimmicks Corner 0735 1125 1205
Hunts Pond Road Lodge Road 0736 1126 1206
Hunts Pond Rd Admirals Road 0737 1127 1207
Hunts Pond Road Roundabout 0738 1128 1208
Swanwick Elm Tree Inn 0741 1211
Burridge Old Stores 0744 1214
Bury Farm 0745 1215
Pinkmead Farm A3051 0750 1220
Whiteley Tesco 0722 1159
Botley Road Village Inn 1130
Yew Tree Drive Surgery 1132
Yew Tree Drive Gull Coppice 1133
Whiteley Solent Hotel 0724 1135 1201
Yew Tree Drive Gull Coppice 0726 1203
Sweethills Crescent Andalusian Gardens 0728 1205
Sweethills Crescent Timor Close 0729 1206
Sweethills Crescent Buchan Avenue 0730 1207
Yew Tree Drive Sweethills Crescent 0731 1208
Botley Road Rookery Avenue 0733 1210
Botley Road Village Inn 0734 1211
Locks Road Top 0725 1112 1200
Locks Road Headland Drive 0726 1113 1201
Locks Road Church Road 0728 1114 1202
Locks Heath Junior School 0730 1117 1205
Warsash Saxon Close 0732 1119 1207
Warsash Gospel Hall 0733 1120 1208
Warsash Clock Tower 0735 1122 1210
Brook Lane Greenaway Lane 0736 1123 1211
Brook Lane Barnes Lane 0738 1125 1213
Barnes Lane Winnards Park 0740 1215
Barnes Lane Holly Hill Lane 0743 1218
Bridge Road Brook Lane 0736 1128 1213
The Bold Forester 0739 1130 1215
Sarisbury Green One Stop 0741 1131 1216
Swanwick Shore Road 0743 1132 1217
The Navigator 0745 1134 1219
Bursledon Dodwell Lane 0746 1135 1220
Lowford One Stop 0748 1137 1222
Lowford Jurd Way 0750 1138 1223
Barton Peveril College 0820 0820 0820 1200 1200 1245 1245 1245

Stubbington • Whiteley • Locks Heath • Warsash • 
Lowford • Barton Peveril College 

from 1 September 2020

not Mondays Mondays only

routes 

602/610/611/618/620
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Mondays to Fridays college days only

service number 611 610 620 618 602

Barton Peveril College* 1205 1205 1610 1610 1615
Lowford Jurd Way 1220 1635
Lowford One Stop 1222 1637
Bursledon Dodwell Lane 1224 1639
The Navigator 1225 1640
Sarisbury Green One Stop 1228 1643
The Bold Forester 1229 1645
Bridge Road Brook Lane 1231 1648
Barnes Lane Holly Hill Lane 1645
Barnes Lane Winnards Park 1647
Brook Lane Barnes Lane 1234 1648
Brook Lane Greenaway Lane 1235 1649
Warsash Clock Tower 1237 1651
Warsash Gospel Hall 1239 1653
Warsash Saxon Close 1240 1654
Locks Heath Junior School 1242 1656
Locks Road Church Road 1245 1658
Locks Road Headland Drive 1246 1659
Locks Road Top 1247 1700
Botley Road Village Inn 1650
Botley Road Rookery Avenue 1651
Sweethills Crescent Andalusian Gardens 1653
Sweethills Crescent Timor Close 1654
Sweethills Crescent Buchan Avenue 1655
Yew Tree Drive Gull Coppice 1657
Whiteley Solent Hotel 1223 1658
Yew Tree Drive Gull Coppice 1224
Yew Tree Drive Sweethills Crescent 1226
Botley Road Village Inn 1228
Whiteley Tesco 1700
Botley Kings Corner 1635
Bury Farm 1640
Burridge Old Stores 1641
Swanwick Elm Tree Inn 1643
Hunts Pond Road Roundabout 1231 1646
Hunts Pond Road Admirals Road 1232 1647
Hunts Pond Road Lodge Road 1233 1648
Hunts Pond Road Dimmicks Corner 1234 1649
Abshot Road all stops 1236 1651
Warsash Road The Farthings 1238 1653
Titchfield Coach Hill 1241 1656
Stubbington Anker Lane 1245 1701
Stubbington Green 1249 1705

Barton Peveril College • Lowford • Warsash • 
Locks Heath • Whiteley • Stubbington

routes 

602/610/611/618/620

* services depart from 
bays 1-4 at Barton 
Peveril college, 
except service 
618 which departs 
from bays 5-7

not Mondays

from 1 September 2020
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E1/E2 Fareham - Brockhurst - Elson - Anns Hill - Gosport

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 20/09/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Mondays to Fridays
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Fareham Station (Stop Q)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Gosport)
Woodcot, Hoeford (SE-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (SE-bound)
Forton, opp Crossways
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (SE-bound)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop A)

0540
0548
0558

0608

0558
0600
0608

0613

0622
0629

0608
0610
0618

0624
0634

0644

0618
0620
0628

0633

0642
0649

0628
0630
0638

0644
0654

0704

0638
0640
0648

0653

0702
0709

0648
0650
0658

0704
0714

0724

0658
0700
0708

0713

0722
0729

0706
0708
0716

0722
0732

0742

0714
0716
0724

0729

0738
0745

0722
0724
0732

0738
0748

0758

0730
0732
0740

0745

0754
0801

0738
0740
0748

0754
0804

0814

0746
0748
0756

0801

0811
0818

0754
0756
0803

0809
0820

0830

0800
0802
0811

0816

0826
0833

0806
0808
0817

0823
0834

0844

0812
0814
0823

0828

0838
0845

Mondays to Fridays
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Fareham Station (Stop Q)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Gosport)
Woodcot, Hoeford (SE-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (SE-bound)
Forton, opp Crossways
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (SE-bound)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop A)

0818
0820
0829

0835
0846

0856

0824
0826
0835

0840

0850
0857

0830
0832
0841

0847
0858

0908

0836
0838
0847

0852

0902
0909

0842
0844
0853

0859
0910

0920

0848
0850
0859

0904

0914
0921

0854
0856
0905

0911
0922

0932

0900
0902
0911

0916

0926
0933

0906
0908
0917

0923
0934

0944

0912
0914
0923

0928

0938
0945

0918
0920
0929

0935
0946

0956

0924
0926
0935

0940

0950
0957

0930
0932
0941

0947
0958

1008

0936
0938
0947

0952

1002
1009

0942
0944
0953

0959
1010

1020

0947
0949
0958

1003

1013
1020

0952
0954
1003

1009
1020

1030

0957
0959
1008

1013

1023
1030

Mondays to Fridays
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Fareham Station (Stop Q)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Gosport)
Woodcot, Hoeford (SE-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (SE-bound)
Forton, opp Crossways
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (SE-bound)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop A)

1002
1004
1013

1019
1030

1040

1007
1009
1018

1023

1033
1040

1012
1014
1023

1029
1040

1050

1017
1019
1028

1033

1043
1050

1022
1024
1033

1039
1050

1100

1027
1029
1038

1043

1053
1100

1032
1034
1043

1049
1100

1110

1037
1039
1048

1053

1103
1110

1042
1044
1053

1059
1110

1120

1047
1049
1058

1103

1113
1120

1052
1054
1103

1109
1120

1130

1057
1059
1108

1113

1123
1130

1102
1104
1113

1119
1130

1140

1107
1109
1118

1123

1133
1140

1112
1114
1123

1129
1140

1150

1117
1119
1128

1133

1143
1150

1122
1124
1133

1139
1150

1200

1127
1129
1138

1143

1153
1200

Mondays to Fridays
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Fareham Station (Stop Q)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Gosport)
Woodcot, Hoeford (SE-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (SE-bound)
Forton, opp Crossways
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (SE-bound)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop A)

1132
1134
1143

1149
1200

1210

1137
1139
1148

1153

1203
1210

1142
1144
1153

1159
1210

1220

1147
1149
1158

1203

1213
1220

1152
1154
1203

1209
1220

1230

1157
1159
1208

1213

1223
1230

1202
1204
1213

1219
1230

1240

1207
1209
1218

1223

1233
1240

1212
1214
1223

1229
1240

1250

1217
1219
1228

1233

1243
1250

1222
1224
1233

1239
1250

1300

1227
1229
1238

1243

1253
1300

1232
1234
1243

1249
1300

1310

1237
1239
1248

1253

1303
1310

1242
1244
1253

1259
1310

1320

1247
1249
1258

1303

1313
1320

1252
1254
1303

1309
1320

1330

1257
1259
1308

1313

1323
1330

Mondays to Fridays
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Fareham Station (Stop Q)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Gosport)
Woodcot, Hoeford (SE-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (SE-bound)
Forton, opp Crossways
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (SE-bound)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop A)

1302
1304
1313

1319
1330

1340

1307
1309
1318

1323

1333
1340

1312
1314
1323

1329
1340

1350

1317
1319
1328

1333

1343
1350

1322
1324
1333

1339
1350

1400

1327
1329
1338

1343

1353
1400

1332
1334
1343

1349
1400

1410

1337
1339
1348

1353

1403
1410

1342
1344
1353

1359
1410

1420

1347
1349
1358

1403

1413
1420

1352
1354
1403

1409
1420

1430

1357
1359
1408

1413

1423
1430

1402
1404
1413

1419
1430

1440

1407
1409
1418

1423

1433
1440

1412
1414
1423

1429
1440

1450

1417
1419
1428

1433

1443
1450

1422
1424
1433

1439
1450

1500

1427
1429
1438

1443

1453
1500

Mondays to Fridays
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Fareham Station (Stop Q)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Gosport)
Woodcot, Hoeford (SE-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (SE-bound)
Forton, opp Crossways
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (SE-bound)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop A)

1432
1434
1443

1449
1500

1510

1437
1439
1448

1453

1503
1510

1442
1444
1453

1459
1510

1520

1447
1449
1458

1503

1513
1520

1452
1454
1503

1509
1520

1530

1457
1459
1508

1513

1523
1530

1502
1504
1513

1519
1530

1540

1507
1509
1518

1523

1533
1540

1512
1514
1523

1529
1540

1550

1517
1519
1528

1533

1543
1550

1522
1524
1533

1539
1550

1600

1528
1530
1539

1544

1554
1601

1534
1536
1545

1551
1602

1612

1540
1542
1551

1556

1606
1613

1546
1548
1557

1603
1614

1624

1552
1554
1603

1608

1618
1625

1558
1600
1609

1615
1626

1636

1604
1606
1615

1620

1630
1637

Mondays to Fridays
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Fareham Station (Stop Q)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Gosport)
Woodcot, Hoeford (SE-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (SE-bound)
Forton, opp Crossways
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (SE-bound)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop A)

1610
1612
1621

1627
1638

1648

1616
1618
1627

1632

1642
1649

1622
1624
1633

1639
1650

1700

1628
1630
1639

1644

1654
1701

1634
1636
1645

1651
1702

1712

1640
1642
1651

1656

1706
1713

1646
1648
1657

1703
1714

1724

1652
1654
1703

1708

1718
1725

1658
1700
1709

1715
1726

1736

1704
1706
1715

1720

1730
1737

1710
1712
1721

1727
1738

1748

1718
1720
1729

1734

1744
1751

1728
1730
1739

1745
1756

1806

1738
1740
1749

1754

1804
1811

1748
1750
1759

1805
1815

1825

1758
1800
1808

1813

1822
1829

1808
1810
1818

1824
1834

1844

1818
1820
1828

1833

1842
1849

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  14/09/20
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E1/E2 Fareham - Brockhurst - Elson - Anns Hill - Gosport

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 20/09/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Mondays to Fridays
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Fareham Station (Stop Q)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Gosport)
Woodcot, Hoeford (SE-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (SE-bound)
Forton, opp Crossways
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (SE-bound)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop A)

1834
1836
1844

1850
1900

1910

1854
1856
1904

1909

1918
1925

1914
1916
1924

1930
1940

1949

1934
1936
1943

1948

1957
2004

1954
1956
2003

2009
2019

2028

2015
2017
2024

2029

2038
2045

2035
2037
2044

2050
2100

2109

2055
2057
2104

2109

2118
2125

2115
2117
2124

2130
2140

2149

2135
2137
2144

2149

2158
2205

2155
2157
2204

2210
2220

2229

2215
2217
2224

2229

2238
2245

2235
2237
2244

2250
2300

2309

Saturdays

0540
0548
0558

0608

0558
0600
0608

0613

0622
0629

0608
0610
0618

0624
0634

0644

0618
0620
0628

0633

0642
0649

Saturdays
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Fareham Station (Stop Q)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Gosport)
Woodcot, Hoeford (SE-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (SE-bound)
Forton, opp Crossways
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (SE-bound)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop A)

0628
0630
0638

0644
0654

0704

0638
0640
0648

0653

0702
0709

0648
0650
0658

0704
0714

0724

0658
0700
0708

0713

0722
0729

0706
0708
0716

0722
0732

0742

0714
0716
0724

0729

0738
0745

0722
0724
0732

0738
0748

0758

0730
0732
0740

0745

0754
0801

0738
0740
0748

0754
0804

0814

0746
0748
0756

0801

0811
0818

0754
0756
0803

0809
0820

0830

0802
0804
0813

0818

0828
0835

0810
0812
0821

0827
0838

0848

0818
0820
0829

0834

0844
0851

0826
0828
0837

0843
0854

0904

0834
0836
0845

0850

0900
0907

0842
0844
0853

0859
0910

0920

0850
0852
0901

0906

0916
0923

Saturdays
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Fareham Station (Stop Q)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Gosport)
Woodcot, Hoeford (SE-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (SE-bound)
Forton, opp Crossways
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (SE-bound)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop A)

0858
0900
0909

0915
0926

0936

0906
0908
0917

0922

0932
0939

0914
0916
0925

0931
0942

0952

0922
0924
0933

0938

0948
0955

0930
0932
0941

0947
0958

1008

0938
0940
0949

0954

1004
1011

0946
0948
0957

1003
1014

1024

0954
0956
1005

1010

1020
1027

1002
1004
1013

1019
1030

1040

1010
1012
1021

1026

1036
1043

1018
1020
1029

1035
1046

1056

1026
1028
1037

1042

1052
1059

1034
1036
1045

1051
1102

1112

1042
1044
1053

1058

1108
1115

1050
1052
1101

1107
1118

1128

1058
1100
1109

1114

1124
1131

1106
1108
1117

1123
1134

1144

1114
1116
1125

1130

1140
1147

Saturdays
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Fareham Station (Stop Q)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Gosport)
Woodcot, Hoeford (SE-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (SE-bound)
Forton, opp Crossways
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (SE-bound)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop A)

1122
1124
1133

1139
1150

1200

1130
1132
1141

1146

1156
1203

1138
1140
1149

1155
1206

1216

1146
1148
1157

1202

1212
1219

1154
1156
1205

1211
1222

1232

1202
1204
1213

1218

1228
1235

1210
1212
1221

1227
1238

1248

1218
1220
1229

1234

1244
1251

1226
1228
1237

1243
1254

1304

1234
1236
1245

1250

1300
1307

1242
1244
1253

1259
1310

1320

1250
1252
1301

1306

1316
1323

1258
1300
1309

1315
1326

1336

1306
1308
1317

1322

1332
1339

1314
1316
1325

1331
1342

1352

1322
1324
1333

1338

1348
1355

1330
1332
1341

1347
1358

1408

1338
1340
1349

1354

1404
1411

Saturdays
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Fareham Station (Stop Q)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Gosport)
Woodcot, Hoeford (SE-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (SE-bound)
Forton, opp Crossways
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (SE-bound)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop A)

1346
1348
1357

1403
1414

1424

1354
1356
1405

1410

1420
1427

1402
1404
1413

1419
1430

1440

1410
1412
1421

1426

1436
1443

1418
1420
1429

1435
1446

1456

1426
1428
1437

1442

1452
1459

1434
1436
1445

1451
1502

1512

1442
1444
1453

1458

1508
1515

1450
1452
1501

1507
1518

1528

1458
1500
1509

1514

1524
1531

1506
1508
1517

1523
1534

1544

1514
1516
1525

1530

1540
1547

1522
1524
1533

1539
1550

1600

1530
1532
1541

1546

1556
1603

1538
1540
1549

1555
1606

1616

1546
1548
1557

1602

1612
1619

1554
1556
1605

1611
1622

1632

1602
1604
1613

1618

1628
1635

Saturdays
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Fareham Station (Stop Q)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Gosport)
Woodcot, Hoeford (SE-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (SE-bound)
Forton, opp Crossways
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (SE-bound)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop A)

1610
1612
1621

1627
1638

1648

1618
1620
1629

1634

1644
1651

1626
1628
1637

1643
1654

1704

1634
1636
1645

1650

1700
1707

1642
1644
1653

1659
1710

1720

1650
1652
1701

1706

1716
1723

1658
1700
1709

1715
1726

1736

1706
1708
1717

1722

1732
1739

1714
1716
1725

1731
1742

1752

1722
1724
1733

1738

1748
1755

1730
1732
1741

1747
1758

1808

1738
1740
1749

1754

1804
1811

1748
1750
1759

1805
1815

1825

1758
1800
1808

1813

1822
1829

1808
1810
1818

1824
1834

1844

1818
1820
1828

1833

1842
1849

1835
1837
1845

1851
1901

1911

1855
1857
1905

1910

1919
1926

Saturdays
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Fareham Station (Stop Q)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Gosport)
Woodcot, Hoeford (SE-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (SE-bound)
Forton, opp Crossways
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (SE-bound)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop A)

1915
1917
1925

1931
1941

1950

1935
1937
1944

1949

1958
2005

1955
1957
2004

2010
2020

2029

2015
2017
2024

2029

2038
2045

2035
2037
2044

2050
2100

2109

2055
2057
2104

2109

2118
2125

2115
2117
2124

2130
2140

2149

2135
2137
2144

2149

2158
2205

2155
2157
2204

2210
2220

2229

2215
2217
2224

2229

2238
2245

Sundays

0540
0548
0558

0608

0555
0557
0605

0610

0619
0626

0617
0619
0627

0633
0643

0653

0637
0639
0647

0652

0701
0708

0657
0659
0707

0713
0723

0733

0717
0719
0727

0732

0741
0748

0727
0729
0737

0743
0753

0803

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  14/09/20
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E1/E2 Fareham - Brockhurst - Elson - Anns Hill - Gosport

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 20/09/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Sundays
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Fareham Station (Stop Q)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Gosport)
Woodcot, Hoeford (SE-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (SE-bound)
Forton, opp Crossways
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (SE-bound)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop A)

0742
0744
0752

0757

0806
0813

0757
0759
0807

0813
0823

0833

0812
0814
0822

0827

0836
0843

0827
0829
0837

0843
0853

0903

0842
0844
0852

0857

0906
0913

0857
0859
0907

0913
0923

0933

0912
0914
0922

0927

0936
0943

0927
0929
0937

0943
0953

1003

0942
0944
0952

0957

1006
1013

0957
0959
1007

1013
1023

1033

1012
1014
1022

1027

1036
1043

1027
1029
1037

1043
1053

1103

1042
1044
1052

1057

1106
1113

1057
1059
1107

1113
1123

1133

1112
1114
1122

1127

1136
1143

1127
1129
1137

1143
1153

1203

1142
1144
1152

1157

1206
1213

1157
1159
1207

1213
1223

1233

Sundays
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Fareham Station (Stop Q)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Gosport)
Woodcot, Hoeford (SE-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (SE-bound)
Forton, opp Crossways
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (SE-bound)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop A)

1212
1214
1222

1227

1236
1243

1227
1229
1237

1243
1253

1303

1242
1244
1252

1257

1306
1313

1257
1259
1307

1313
1323

1333

1312
1314
1322

1327

1336
1343

1327
1329
1337

1343
1353

1403

1342
1344
1352

1357

1406
1413

1357
1359
1407

1413
1423

1433

1412
1414
1422

1427

1436
1443

1427
1429
1437

1443
1453

1503

1442
1444
1452

1457

1506
1513

1457
1459
1507

1513
1523

1533

1512
1514
1522

1527

1536
1543

1527
1529
1537

1543
1553

1603

1542
1544
1552

1557

1606
1613

1557
1559
1607

1613
1623

1633

1612
1614
1622

1627

1636
1643

1627
1629
1637

1643
1653

1703

Sundays
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Fareham Station (Stop Q)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Gosport)
Woodcot, Hoeford (SE-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (SE-bound)
Forton, opp Crossways
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (SE-bound)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop A)

1642
1644
1652

1657

1706
1713

1657
1659
1707

1713
1723

1733

1712
1714
1722

1727

1736
1743

1727
1729
1737

1743
1753

1803

1747
1749
1757

1802

1811
1818

1807
1809
1817

1823
1833

1843

1827
1829
1837

1842

1851
1858

1847
1849
1857

1903
1913

1923

1907
1909
1917

1922

1931
1938

1927
1929
1937

1943
1953

2003

1947
1949
1957

2002

2011
2018

2007
2009
2017

2023
2033

2043

2027
2029
2037

2042

2051
2058

2047
2049
2057

2103
2113

2123

2107
2109
2117

2122

2131
2138

Bank Holidays
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Fareham Station (Stop Q)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Gosport)
Woodcot, Hoeford (SE-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (SE-bound)
Forton, opp Crossways
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (SE-bound)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop A)

0540
0548
0558

0608

0555
0557
0605

0610

0619
0626

0617
0619
0627

0633
0643

0653

0637
0639
0647

0652

0701
0708

0657
0659
0707

0713
0723

0733

0717
0719
0727

0732

0741
0748

0727
0729
0737

0743
0753

0803

0742
0744
0752

0757

0806
0813

0757
0759
0807

0813
0823

0833

0812
0814
0822

0827

0836
0843

0827
0829
0837

0843
0853

0903

0842
0844
0852

0857

0906
0913

0857
0859
0907

0913
0923

0933

0912
0914
0922

0927

0936
0943

0927
0929
0937

0943
0953

1003

0942
0944
0952

0957

1006
1013

0957
0959
1007

1013
1023

1033

1012
1014
1022

1027

1036
1043

Bank Holidays
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Fareham Station (Stop Q)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Gosport)
Woodcot, Hoeford (SE-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (SE-bound)
Forton, opp Crossways
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (SE-bound)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop A)

1027
1029
1037

1043
1053

1103

1042
1044
1052

1057

1106
1113

1057
1059
1107

1113
1123

1133

1112
1114
1122

1127

1136
1143

1127
1129
1137

1143
1153

1203

1142
1144
1152

1157

1206
1213

1157
1159
1207

1213
1223

1233

1212
1214
1222

1227

1236
1243

1227
1229
1237

1243
1253

1303

1242
1244
1252

1257

1306
1313

1257
1259
1307

1313
1323

1333

1312
1314
1322

1327

1336
1343

1327
1329
1337

1343
1353

1403

1342
1344
1352

1357

1406
1413

1357
1359
1407

1413
1423

1433

1412
1414
1422

1427

1436
1443

1427
1429
1437

1443
1453

1503

1442
1444
1452

1457

1506
1513

Bank Holidays
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Fareham Station (Stop Q)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Gosport)
Woodcot, Hoeford (SE-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (SE-bound)
Forton, opp Crossways
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (SE-bound)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop A)

1457
1459
1507

1513
1523

1533

1512
1514
1522

1527

1536
1543

1527
1529
1537

1543
1553

1603

1542
1544
1552

1557

1606
1613

1557
1559
1607

1613
1623

1633

1612
1614
1622

1627

1636
1643

1627
1629
1637

1643
1653

1703

1642
1644
1652

1657

1706
1713

1657
1659
1707

1713
1723

1733

1712
1714
1722

1727

1736
1743

1727
1729
1737

1743
1753

1803

1747
1749
1757

1802

1811
1818

1807
1809
1817

1823
1833

1843

1827
1829
1837

1842

1851
1858

1847
1849
1857

1903
1913

1923

1907
1909
1917

1922

1931
1938

1927
1929
1937

1943
1953

2003

1947
1949
1957

2002

2011
2018

Bank Holidays
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Fareham Station (Stop Q)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Gosport)
Woodcot, Hoeford (SE-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (SE-bound)
Forton, opp Crossways
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (SE-bound)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop A)

2007
2009
2017

2023
2033

2043

2027
2029
2037

2042

2051
2058

2047
2049
2057

2103
2113

2123

2107
2109
2117

2122

2131
2138
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E1/E2 Gosport - Anns Hill - Elson - Brockhurst - Fareham

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 20/09/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Mondays to Fridays
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop C)
Forton, nr Forton Road
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (NW-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (NW-bound)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Fareham)
Fareham, Station Roundabout (Stop S)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)

0541

0549
0557
0602
0611
0613

0547
0559

0608
0612
0621
0623

0601

0609
0617
0622
0631
0633

0607
0619

0628
0632
0641
0643

0621

0629
0637
0642
0651
0653

0628
0640

0649
0653
0702
0704

0642

0650
0658
0703
0712
0714

0648
0700

0709
0713
0722
0724

0702

0710
0718
0723
0732
0734

0708
0720

0729
0733
0742
0744

0720

0728
0736
0741
0750
0752

0724
0736

0745
0749
0758
0800

0733

0741
0749
0754
0803
0806

0735
0747

0756
0800
0809
0812

0745

0753
0801
0806
0815
0818

0747
0759

0808
0812
0821
0824

0756

0804
0813
0818
0827
0830

0758
0810

0820
0824
0833
0836

Mondays to Fridays
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop C)
Forton, nr Forton Road
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (NW-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (NW-bound)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Fareham)
Fareham, Station Roundabout (Stop S)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)

0808

0816
0825
0830
0839
0842

0810
0822

0832
0836
0845
0848

0820

0828
0837
0842
0851
0854

0822
0834

0844
0848
0857
0900

0832

0840
0849
0854
0903
0906

0834
0846

0856
0900
0909
0912

0844

0852
0901
0906
0915
0918

0846
0858

0908
0912
0921
0924

0856

0904
0913
0918
0927
0930

0858
0910

0920
0924
0933
0936

0908

0916
0925
0930
0939
0942

0909
0921

0931
0935
0944
0947

0918

0926
0935
0940
0949
0952

0919
0931

0941
0945
0954
0957

0928

0936
0945
0950
0959
1002

0929
0941

0951
0955
1004
1007

0938

0946
0955
1000
1009
1012

0939
0951

1001
1005
1014
1017

Mondays to Fridays
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop C)
Forton, nr Forton Road
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (NW-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (NW-bound)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Fareham)
Fareham, Station Roundabout (Stop S)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)

0948

0956
1005
1010
1019
1022

0949
1001

1011
1015
1024
1027

0958

1006
1015
1020
1029
1032

0959
1011

1021
1025
1034
1037

1008

1016
1025
1030
1039
1042

1009
1021

1031
1035
1044
1047

1018

1026
1035
1040
1049
1052

1019
1031

1041
1045
1054
1057

1028

1036
1045
1050
1059
1102

1029
1041

1051
1055
1104
1107

1038

1046
1055
1100
1109
1112

1039
1051

1101
1105
1114
1117

1048

1056
1105
1110
1119
1122

1049
1101

1111
1115
1124
1127

1058

1106
1115
1120
1129
1132

1059
1111

1121
1125
1134
1137

1108

1116
1125
1130
1139
1142

1109
1121

1131
1135
1144
1147

Mondays to Fridays
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop C)
Forton, nr Forton Road
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (NW-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (NW-bound)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Fareham)
Fareham, Station Roundabout (Stop S)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)

1118

1126
1135
1140
1149
1152

1119
1131

1141
1145
1154
1157

1128

1136
1145
1150
1159
1202

1129
1141

1151
1155
1204
1207

1138

1146
1155
1200
1209
1212

1139
1151

1201
1205
1214
1217

1148

1156
1205
1210
1219
1222

1149
1201

1211
1215
1224
1227

1158

1206
1215
1220
1229
1232

1159
1211

1221
1225
1234
1237

1208

1216
1225
1230
1239
1242

1209
1221

1231
1235
1244
1247

1218

1226
1235
1240
1249
1252

1219
1231

1241
1245
1254
1257

1228

1236
1245
1250
1259
1302

1229
1241

1251
1255
1304
1307

1238

1246
1255
1300
1309
1312

1239
1251

1301
1305
1314
1317

Mondays to Fridays
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop C)
Forton, nr Forton Road
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (NW-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (NW-bound)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Fareham)
Fareham, Station Roundabout (Stop S)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)

1248

1256
1305
1310
1319
1322

1249
1301

1311
1315
1324
1327

1258

1306
1315
1320
1329
1332

1259
1311

1321
1325
1334
1337

1308

1316
1325
1330
1339
1342

1309
1321

1331
1335
1344
1347

1318

1326
1335
1340
1349
1352

1319
1331

1341
1345
1354
1357

1328

1336
1345
1350
1359
1402

1329
1341

1351
1355
1404
1407

1338

1346
1355
1400
1409
1412

1339
1351

1401
1405
1414
1417

1348

1356
1405
1410
1419
1422

1349
1401

1411
1415
1424
1427

1358

1406
1415
1420
1429
1432

1359
1411

1421
1425
1434
1437

1408

1416
1425
1430
1439
1442

1409
1421

1431
1435
1444
1447

Mondays to Fridays
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop C)
Forton, nr Forton Road
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (NW-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (NW-bound)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Fareham)
Fareham, Station Roundabout (Stop S)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)

1418

1426
1435
1440
1449
1452

1419
1431

1441
1445
1454
1457

1428

1436
1445
1450
1459
1502

1429
1441

1451
1455
1504
1507

1438

1446
1455
1500
1509
1512

1439
1451

1501
1505
1514
1517

1449

1457
1506
1511
1520
1523

1451
1503

1513
1517
1526
1529

1501

1509
1518
1523
1532
1535

1503
1515

1525
1529
1538
1541

1513

1521
1530
1535
1544
1547

1515
1527

1537
1541
1550
1553

1525

1533
1542
1547
1556
1559

1527
1539

1549
1553
1602
1605

1537

1545
1554
1559
1608
1611

1539
1551

1601
1605
1614
1617

1549

1557
1606
1611
1620
1623

1551
1603

1613
1617
1626
1629

Mondays to Fridays
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop C)
Forton, nr Forton Road
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (NW-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (NW-bound)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Fareham)
Fareham, Station Roundabout (Stop S)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)

1601

1609
1618
1623
1632
1635

1603
1615

1625
1629
1638
1641

1613

1621
1630
1635
1644
1647

1615
1627

1637
1641
1650
1653

1625

1633
1642
1647
1656
1659

1627
1639

1649
1653
1702
1705

1638

1646
1655
1700
1709
1712

1642
1654

1704
1708
1717
1720

1654

1702
1711
1716
1725
1728

1658
1710

1720
1724
1733
1736

1712

1720
1729
1734
1743
1746

1718
1730

1740
1744
1753
1756

1732

1740
1749
1754
1803
1806

1738
1750

1800
1804
1813
1816

1753

1801
1810
1815
1824
1826

1759
1811

1821
1825
1834
1836

1814

1822
1830
1835
1844
1846

1820
1832

1841
1845
1854
1856

Mondays to Fridays
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop C)
Forton, nr Forton Road
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (NW-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (NW-bound)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Fareham)
Fareham, Station Roundabout (Stop S)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)

1834

1842
1850
1855
1904
1906

1840
1852

1901
1905
1914
1916

1858

1906
1914
1919
1928
1930

1914
1926

1935
1939
1948
1950

1938

1946
1954
1959
2008
2010

1954
2006

2015
2019
2028
2030

2018

2026
2034
2039
2048
2050

2034
2046

2055
2059
2108
2110

2058

2106
2114
2119
2128
2130

2114
2126

2135
2139
2148
2150

2138

2146
2154
2159
2208
2210

2154
2206

2215
2219
2228
2230

2218

2226
2234
2239
2248
2250

2234
2246

2255
2259
2308
2310

Sat

0542

0550
0558
0603
0612
0614

0548
0600

0609
0613
0622
0624

0602

0610
0618
0623
0632
0634

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  14/09/20
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E1/E2 Gosport - Anns Hill - Elson - Brockhurst - Fareham

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 20/09/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Saturdays
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop C)
Forton, nr Forton Road
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (NW-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (NW-bound)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Fareham)
Fareham, Station Roundabout (Stop S)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)

0608
0620

0629
0633
0642
0644

0622

0630
0638
0643
0652
0654

0628
0640

0649
0653
0702
0704

0642

0650
0658
0703
0712
0714

0648
0700

0709
0713
0722
0724

0702

0710
0718
0723
0732
0734

0708
0720

0729
0733
0742
0744

0720

0728
0736
0741
0750
0752

0724
0736

0745
0749
0758
0800

0736

0744
0752
0757
0806
0809

0740
0752

0801
0805
0814
0817

0752

0800
0809
0814
0823
0826

0756
0808

0818
0822
0831
0834

0808

0816
0825
0830
0839
0842

0812
0824

0834
0838
0847
0850

0824

0832
0841
0846
0855
0858

0828
0840

0850
0854
0903
0906

0840

0848
0857
0902
0911
0914

Saturdays
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop C)
Forton, nr Forton Road
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (NW-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (NW-bound)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Fareham)
Fareham, Station Roundabout (Stop S)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)

0844
0856

0906
0910
0919
0922

0856

0904
0913
0918
0927
0930

0900
0912

0922
0926
0935
0938

0912

0920
0929
0934
0943
0946

0916
0928

0938
0942
0951
0954

0928

0936
0945
0950
0959
1002

0932
0944

0954
0958
1007
1010

0944

0952
1001
1006
1015
1018

0948
1000

1010
1014
1023
1026

1000

1008
1017
1022
1031
1034

1004
1016

1026
1030
1039
1042

1016

1024
1033
1038
1047
1050

1020
1032

1042
1046
1055
1058

1032

1040
1049
1054
1103
1106

1036
1048

1058
1102
1111
1114

1048

1056
1105
1110
1119
1122

1052
1104

1114
1118
1127
1130

1104

1112
1121
1126
1135
1138

Saturdays
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop C)
Forton, nr Forton Road
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (NW-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (NW-bound)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Fareham)
Fareham, Station Roundabout (Stop S)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)

1108
1120

1130
1134
1143
1146

1120

1128
1137
1142
1151
1154

1124
1136

1146
1150
1159
1202

1136

1144
1153
1158
1207
1210

1140
1152

1202
1206
1215
1218

1152

1200
1209
1214
1223
1226

1156
1208

1218
1222
1231
1234

1208

1216
1225
1230
1239
1242

1212
1224

1234
1238
1247
1250

1224

1232
1241
1246
1255
1258

1228
1240

1250
1254
1303
1306

1240

1248
1257
1302
1311
1314

1244
1256

1306
1310
1319
1322

1256

1304
1313
1318
1327
1330

1300
1312

1322
1326
1335
1338

1312

1320
1329
1334
1343
1346

1316
1328

1338
1342
1351
1354

1328

1336
1345
1350
1359
1402

Saturdays
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop C)
Forton, nr Forton Road
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (NW-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (NW-bound)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Fareham)
Fareham, Station Roundabout (Stop S)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)

1332
1344

1354
1358
1407
1410

1344

1352
1401
1406
1415
1418

1348
1400

1410
1414
1423
1426

1400

1408
1417
1422
1431
1434

1404
1416

1426
1430
1439
1442

1416

1424
1433
1438
1447
1450

1420
1432

1442
1446
1455
1458

1432

1440
1449
1454
1503
1506

1436
1448

1458
1502
1511
1514

1448

1456
1505
1510
1519
1522

1452
1504

1514
1518
1527
1530

1504

1512
1521
1526
1535
1538

1508
1520

1530
1534
1543
1546

1520

1528
1537
1542
1551
1554

1524
1536

1546
1550
1559
1602

1536

1544
1553
1558
1607
1610

1540
1552

1602
1606
1615
1618

1552

1600
1609
1614
1623
1626

Saturdays
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop C)
Forton, nr Forton Road
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (NW-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (NW-bound)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Fareham)
Fareham, Station Roundabout (Stop S)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)

1556
1608

1618
1622
1631
1634

1608

1616
1625
1630
1639
1642

1612
1624

1634
1638
1647
1650

1624

1632
1641
1646
1655
1658

1628
1640

1650
1654
1703
1706

1640

1648
1657
1702
1711
1714

1644
1656

1706
1710
1719
1722

1656

1704
1713
1718
1727
1730

1700
1712

1722
1726
1735
1738

1712

1720
1729
1734
1743
1746

1716
1728

1738
1742
1751
1754

1728

1736
1745
1750
1759
1802

1732
1744

1754
1758
1807
1810

1744

1752
1801
1806
1815
1817

1750
1802

1812
1816
1825
1827

1804

1812
1821
1826
1835
1837

1811
1823

1832
1836
1845
1847

1825

1833
1841
1846
1855
1857

Saturdays
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop C)
Forton, nr Forton Road
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (NW-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (NW-bound)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Fareham)
Fareham, Station Roundabout (Stop S)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)

1834
1846

1855
1859
1908
1910

1858

1906
1914
1919
1928
1930

1914
1926

1935
1939
1948
1950

1938

1946
1954
1959
2008
2010

1954
2006

2015
2019
2028
2030

2018

2026
2034
2039
2048
2050

2034
2046

2055
2059
2108
2110

2058

2106
2114
2119
2128
2130

2114
2126

2135
2139
2148
2150

2138

2146
2154
2159
2208
2210

2154
2206

2215
2219
2228
2230

2218

2226
2234
2239
2248
2250

Sundays

0540

0548
0556
0601
0610
0612

0556
0608

0617
0621
0630
0632

0620

0628
0636
0641
0650
0652

0631
0643

0652
0656
0705
0707

0650

0658
0706
0711
0720
0722

Sundays
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop C)
Forton, nr Forton Road
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (NW-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (NW-bound)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Fareham)
Fareham, Station Roundabout (Stop S)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)

0701
0713

0722
0726
0735
0737

0720

0728
0736
0741
0750
0752

0731
0743

0752
0756
0805
0807

0750

0758
0806
0811
0820
0822

0801
0813

0822
0826
0835
0837

0820

0828
0836
0841
0850
0852

0831
0843

0852
0856
0905
0907

0850

0858
0906
0911
0920
0922

0901
0913

0922
0926
0935
0937

0920

0928
0936
0941
0950
0952

0931
0943

0952
0956
1005
1007

0950

0958
1006
1011
1020
1022

1001
1013

1022
1026
1035
1037

1020

1028
1036
1041
1050
1052

1031
1043

1052
1056
1105
1107

1050

1058
1106
1111
1120
1122

1101
1113

1122
1126
1135
1137

1120

1128
1136
1141
1150
1152

Sundays
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop C)
Forton, nr Forton Road
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (NW-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (NW-bound)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Fareham)
Fareham, Station Roundabout (Stop S)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)

1131
1143

1152
1156
1205
1207

1150

1158
1206
1211
1220
1222

1201
1213

1222
1226
1235
1237

1220

1228
1236
1241
1250
1252

1231
1243

1252
1256
1305
1307

1250

1258
1306
1311
1320
1322

1301
1313

1322
1326
1335
1337

1320

1328
1336
1341
1350
1352

1331
1343

1352
1356
1405
1407

1350

1358
1406
1411
1420
1422

1401
1413

1422
1426
1435
1437

1420

1428
1436
1441
1450
1452

1431
1443

1452
1456
1505
1507

1450

1458
1506
1511
1520
1522

1501
1513

1522
1526
1535
1537

1520

1528
1536
1541
1550
1552

1531
1543

1552
1556
1605
1607

1550

1558
1606
1611
1620
1622

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  14/09/20
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E1/E2 Gosport - Anns Hill - Elson - Brockhurst - Fareham

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 20/09/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Sundays
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop C)
Forton, nr Forton Road
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (NW-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (NW-bound)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Fareham)
Fareham, Station Roundabout (Stop S)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)

1601
1613

1622
1626
1635
1637

1620

1628
1636
1641
1650
1652

1631
1643

1652
1656
1705
1707

1650

1658
1706
1711
1720
1722

1706
1718

1727
1731
1740
1742

1730

1738
1746
1751
1800
1802

1746
1758

1807
1811
1820
1822

1810

1818
1826
1831
1840
1842

1826
1838

1847
1851
1900
1902

1850

1858
1906
1911
1920
1922

1906
1918

1927
1931
1940
1942

1930

1938
1946
1951
2000
2002

1946
1958

2007
2011
2020
2022

2010

2018
2026
2031
2040
2042

2026
2038

2047
2051
2100
2102

2050

2058
2106
2111
2120
2122

2106
2118

2127
2131
2140
2142

Bank Holidays
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop C)
Forton, nr Forton Road
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (NW-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (NW-bound)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Fareham)
Fareham, Station Roundabout (Stop S)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)

0540

0548
0556
0601
0610
0612

0556
0608

0617
0621
0630
0632

0620

0628
0636
0641
0650
0652

0631
0643

0652
0656
0705
0707

0650

0658
0706
0711
0720
0722

0701
0713

0722
0726
0735
0737

0720

0728
0736
0741
0750
0752

0731
0743

0752
0756
0805
0807

0750

0758
0806
0811
0820
0822

0801
0813

0822
0826
0835
0837

0820

0828
0836
0841
0850
0852

0831
0843

0852
0856
0905
0907

0850

0858
0906
0911
0920
0922

0901
0913

0922
0926
0935
0937

0920

0928
0936
0941
0950
0952

0931
0943

0952
0956
1005
1007

0950

0958
1006
1011
1020
1022

1001
1013

1022
1026
1035
1037

Bank Holidays
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop C)
Forton, nr Forton Road
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (NW-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (NW-bound)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Fareham)
Fareham, Station Roundabout (Stop S)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)

1020

1028
1036
1041
1050
1052

1031
1043

1052
1056
1105
1107

1050

1058
1106
1111
1120
1122

1101
1113

1122
1126
1135
1137

1120

1128
1136
1141
1150
1152

1131
1143

1152
1156
1205
1207

1150

1158
1206
1211
1220
1222

1201
1213

1222
1226
1235
1237

1220

1228
1236
1241
1250
1252

1231
1243

1252
1256
1305
1307

1250

1258
1306
1311
1320
1322

1301
1313

1322
1326
1335
1337

1320

1328
1336
1341
1350
1352

1331
1343

1352
1356
1405
1407

1350

1358
1406
1411
1420
1422

1401
1413

1422
1426
1435
1437

1420

1428
1436
1441
1450
1452

1431
1443

1452
1456
1505
1507

Bank Holidays
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop C)
Forton, nr Forton Road
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (NW-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (NW-bound)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Fareham)
Fareham, Station Roundabout (Stop S)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)

1450

1458
1506
1511
1520
1522

1501
1513

1522
1526
1535
1537

1520

1528
1536
1541
1550
1552

1531
1543

1552
1556
1605
1607

1550

1558
1606
1611
1620
1622

1601
1613

1622
1626
1635
1637

1620

1628
1636
1641
1650
1652

1631
1643

1652
1656
1705
1707

1650

1658
1706
1711
1720
1722

1706
1718

1727
1731
1740
1742

1730

1738
1746
1751
1800
1802

1746
1758

1807
1811
1820
1822

1810

1818
1826
1831
1840
1842

1826
1838

1847
1851
1900
1902

1850

1858
1906
1911
1920
1922

1906
1918

1927
1931
1940
1942

1930

1938
1946
1951
2000
2002

1946
1958

2007
2011
2020
2022

Bank Holidays
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop C)
Forton, nr Forton Road
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (NW-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (NW-bound)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Fareham)
Fareham, Station Roundabout (Stop S)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)

2010

2018
2026
2031
2040
2042

2026
2038

2047
2051
2100
2102

2050

2058
2106
2111
2120
2122

2106
2118

2127
2131
2140
2142
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E1/E2 Fareham - Brockhurst - Elson - Anns Hill - Gosport

First in Hampshire

For times of the next departures from a particular stop you can use traveline-txt - by sending the SMS code to 84268. Add the service number
after the code if you just want a specific service - eg: buctdgtd 60. The return message from traveline-txt will show the next three departures,
and it currently costs 25p plus any message sending charge. Departure times will be real-time predictions where available, or scheduled departure
times if not.

You can also get the same information by using the SMS code at www.nextbuses.mobi (only normal browsing charges apply)
or through several iPhone or Android apps that offer access to NextBuses.

NOTE: SMS codes are different in each direction. Make sure you choose the right direction from these lists.

SMS Code
hamdtgat
hamdtgam
hamdpwdw
hamdptjg
hamdptpw
hamjpgpj
hamjpgpt
hamjpgta
hamjpgtg
hamjwpwd
hamjpgtm
hamjpgtw
hamjpgwg
hamdtdpa
hamdtjdm
hamdtjwp
hamdtpaj
hamdtptp
hamdtwdw
hamjpmtj
hamdtwdt
hamjpmtg
hamdtwtm
hamjmdtg
hamjpwpw
hamjpwtd
hamjpwtj
hamdwaga
hamdwajm
hamdwdgm
hamdwdtd
hamdwgtw
hamdwmaj
hamdwmpw
hamdwmdt
hamdwjtm
hamjtdtw
hamdwgwj
hamdwgpt
hamdwatj
hamdwawa
hamdwdaj
hamdwdga
hamdwdjd
hamdwdjt
hamdwdmt
hamdwdtm
hamdwgtd
hamdwmap
hamdwpdj
hamdwtdj
hamjamwj
hamjamwa
hamjampt
hamjampm

Stop Name
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Fareham Station (Stop Q)
Fareham, The Avenue (S-bound)
Fareham, Westley Grove (SE-bound)
Fareham, Redlands Lane BRT (SE-bound)
Fareham, Palmerston Drive BRT (SE-bound)
Woodcot, Hoeford BRT (SE-bound)
Fleetlands, Wych Lane BRT (SE-bound)
Bridgemary, opp Vian Close
Bridgemary, Gregson Avenue BRT (SE-bound)
Bridgemary, Cameron Close BRT (SE-bound)
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Gosport)
Woodcot, Hoeford (SE-bound)
Fleetlands, Wych Lane (SE-bound)
Fleetlands, Lederle Lane (SE-bound)
Fleetlands, Fleetlands (SE-bound)
Bridgemary, Cunningham Drive (SE-bound)
Bridgemary, Camp Road (S-bound)
Rowner, opp Acorn Close
Rowner, adj Turner Avenue
Rowner, opp Charden Road
Rowner, adj Tichborne Way
Fort Brockhurst, Brune Medical Centre (NE-bound)
Fort Brockhurst, adj Charnwood
Fort Brockhurst, adj Yewside
Fort Brockhurst, adj Vineside
Fort Brockhurst, Leisure Centre (SE-bound)
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (SE-bound)
Elson, School Road (E-bound)
Elson, Elson Church (E-bound)
Elson, Ham Lane (E-bound)
Hardway, adj Priory Road
Hardway, adj Windsor Castle
Hardway, opp Fieldmore Road
Brockhurst, The Glencoe (S-bound)
Forton, opp Crossways
Ann’s Hill, Pelham Road (S-bound)
Ann’s Hill, Gypsy Queen (S-bound)
Brockhurst, Eastbourne Avenue (SE-bound)
Brockhurst, Chantry Road (S-bound)
Brockhurst, Station Road (S-bound)
Brockhurst, Cambridge Road (SE-bound)
Camdentown, adj Brougham Street
Ann’s Hill, Anns Hill Cemetery (S-bound)
Ann’s Hill, Cheriton Road (S-bound)
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (SE-bound)
Alverstoke, in Bury Road
Alverstoke, opp The White Hart
Newtown, Waitrose (NE-bound)
Newtown, nr Methodist Church
Newtown, Creek Road (Stop V)
Gosport, Police Station (Stop X)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop A)

Street
Access Road
Access Road
The Avenue
Redlands Lane
Redlands Lane
Henry Cort Way
Henry Cort Way
Henry Cort Way
Henry Cort Way
Henry Cort Way
Henry Cort Way
Henry Cort Way
Hutfield Link
Gosport Road
Fareham Road
Fareham Road
Fareham Road
Fareham Road
Fareham Road
Tichborne Way
Tichborne Way
Tichborne Way
Rowner Road
B3334 Rowner Road
Forest Way
Forest Way
Forest Way
Fareham Road
Fareham Road
Elson Road
Elson Road
Elson Road
Saint Thomas’s Road
Grove Road
Grove Road
The Crossways
Lees Lane
Whitworth Road
Gordon Road
Brockhurst Road
Brockhurst Road
Brockhurst Road
Brockhurst Road
Ann’s Hill Road
Ann’s Hill Road
Ann’s Hill Road
Bury Road
Bury Road
Stoke Road
Stoke Road
Stoke Road
Creek Road
South Street
 
 

ATCO Code
1900HA040246
1900HA040245
1900HA040273
1900HA040362
1900HA040360
1900HAA91139
1900HAA91141
1900HAA91143
1900HAA91145
1900HAA91993
1900HAA91147
1900HAA91149
1900HAA91152
1900HA040393
1900HA050002
1900HA050003
1900HA050006
1900HA050008
1900HA050010
1900HAA91244
1900HA050067
1900HAA91243
1900HA050017
1900HAA10018
1900HAA91345
1900HAA91347
1900HAA91349
1900HA050013
1900HA050015
1900HA050273
1900HA050271
1900HA050269
1900HA050261
1900HA050260
1900HA050256
1900HA050254
1900HAA91453
1900HA050207
1900HA050205
1900HA050238
1900HA050237
1900HA050234
1900HA050233
1900HA050224
1900HA050229
1900HA050230
1900HA050159
1900HA050161
1900HA050203
1900HA050200
1900HA050198
1900HA050195
1900HA050192
1900HA050183
1900HA050182
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E1/E2 Gosport - Anns Hill - Elson - Brockhurst - Fareham

First in Hampshire

For times of the next departures from a particular stop you can use traveline-txt - by sending the SMS code to 84268. Add the service number
after the code if you just want a specific service - eg: buctdgtd 60. The return message from traveline-txt will show the next three departures,
and it currently costs 25p plus any message sending charge. Departure times will be real-time predictions where available, or scheduled departure
times if not.

You can also get the same information by using the SMS code at www.nextbuses.mobi (only normal browsing charges apply)
or through several iPhone or Android apps that offer access to NextBuses.

NOTE: SMS codes are different in each direction. Make sure you choose the right direction from these lists.

SMS Code
hamjampt
hamjampw
hamjamwd
hamjamwg
hamdwtat
hamdwpda
hamdwmdj
hamdwgma
hamdwgtj
hamdwgwg
hamdwjpg
hamdwjtj
hamdwmam
hamdwmgw
hamdwmpd
hamdwjwm
hamdwgtm
hamdwdjp
hamdwdam
hamdwdwj
hamdwdjw
hamdwdjm
hamdwdgp
hamdwawt
hamdwatw
hamdwapw
hamdwaja
hamjmdtj
hamdtwmp
hamdtwgd
hamjpmtm
hamdwadw
hamjpwtg
hamjpwta
hamjpwpt
hamjpgwd
hamjpgwa
hamjpgtp
hamjwpwa
hamjpgtj
hamjpgtd
hamjpgpw
hamjpgpm
hamdptpj
hamdptja
hamjpgwj
hamdpwmd
hamdtamw
hamdtgam
hamdtgat

Stop Name
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop B)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop C)
Gosport, Police Station (Stop W)
Newtown, Creek Road (Stop U)
Newtown, opp Methodist Church
Newtown, Waitrose (SW-bound)
Alverstoke, adj The White Hart
Alverstoke, adj Bury Road
Ann’s Hill, Gypsy Queen (N-bound)
Ann’s Hill, Pelham Road (N-bound)
Forton, nr Forton Road
Brockhurst, The Glencoe (N-bound)
Hardway, adj Fieldmore Road
Hardway, Reeds Road (N-bound)
Hardway, opp Windsor Castle
Hardway, opp Priory Road
Elson, opp Ham Lane
Elson, adj Elson Church
Elson, Worthing Avenue (W-bound)
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (NW-bound)
Ann’s Hill, Cheriton Road (N-bound)
Ann’s Hill, Anns Hill Cemetery (N-bound)
Brockhurst, Cambridge Road (NW-bound)
Brockhurst, Station Road (N-bound)
Brockhurst, Chantry Road (N-bound)
Brockhurst, opp Eastbourne Avenue
Brockhurst, Fort Brockhurst (NW-bound)
Fort Brockhurst, Brune Medical Centre (SW-bound)
Rowner, adj Charden Road
Rowner, opp Turner Avenue
Rowner, adj Acorn Close
Fort Brockhurst, Leisure Centre (NW-bound)
Fort Brockhurst, opp Vineside
Fort Brockhurst, opp Yewside
Fort Brockhurst, opp Charnwood
Bridgemary, Hutfield Link (to Fareham)
Bridgemary, Cameron Close BRT (NW-bound)
Bridgemary, Gregson Avenue BRT (NW-bound)
Bridgemary, adj Vian Close
Fleetlands, Wych Lane BRT (NW-bound)
Woodcot, Hoeford BRT (NW-bound)
Fareham, Palmerston Drive BRT (NW-bound)
Fareham, Redlands Lane BRT (NW-bound)
Fareham, Westley Grove (NW-bound)
Fareham, The Avenue (N-bound)
Fareham, Fareham Station (Stop R)
Fareham, Station Roundabout (Stop S)
Fareham, Trinity Street (Stop U)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop F)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop G)

Street
 
 
South Street
Creek Road
Stoke Road
Stoke Road
Stoke Road
Gordon Road
Whitworth Road
Whitworth Road
The Crossways
The Crossways
Grove Road
Grove Road
Grove Road
Saint Thomas’s Road
Elson Road
Elson Road
Elson Road
Bury Road
Ann’s Hill Road
Ann’s Hill Road
Brockhurst Road
Brockhurst Road
Brockhurst Road
Brockhurst Road
Fareham Road
B3334 Rowner Road
Tichborne Way
Tichborne Way
Tichborne Way
Fareham Road
Forest Way
Forest Way
Forest Way
Hutfield Link
Henry Cort Way
Henry Cort Way
Henry Cort Way
Henry Cort Way
Henry Cort Way
Henry Cort Way
Henry Cort Way
Redlands Lane
Redlands Lane
The Avenue
West Street
West Street
Access Road
Access Road

ATCO Code
1900HA050183
1900HA050184
1900HA050193
1900HA050194
1900HA050199
1900HA050201
1900HA050202
1900HA050204
1900HA050206
1900HA050208
1900HA050218
1900HA050253
1900HA050255
1900HA050257
1900HA050259
1900HA050262
1900HA050270
1900HA050272
1900HA050274
1900HA050160
1900HA050231
1900HA050228
1900HA050232
1900HA050235
1900HA050236
1900HA050239
1900HA050016
1900HAA10019
1900HA050069
1900HA050068
1900HAA91245
1900HA050014
1900HAA91348
1900HAA91346
1900HAA91344
1900HAA91151
1900HAA91150
1900HAA91148
1900HAA91992
1900HAA91146
1900HAA91144
1900HAA91142
1900HAA91140
1900HA040361
1900HA040363
1900HAA91153
1900HA040272
1900HA040270
1900HA040245
1900HA040246
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X5 Southampton - Warsash - Fareham - Gosport

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 30/08/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Mondays to Fridays
Service Restrictions

Southampton City Centre, WestQuay (Stop BI)
Woolston, Bridge Link Road (S-bound)
Sholing, Botley Road (SE-bound)
Lowford, Dodwell Lane (SE-bound)
Warsash, Village Centre (E-bound)
Locks Heath, Locks Heath Centre (E-bound)
Titchfield, adj Mill Lane
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop K)  arr
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop K)  dep
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop C)
Fareham, Fareham College (S-bound)
Stubbington, Stubbington Village (NW-bound)
Lee-on-the-Solent, High Street Post Office (SE-bound)
Lee-on-the-Solent, Community Centre (S-bound)
Alverstoke, opp Stokes Bay Sailing Club
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (SE-bound)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop F)

0715

0719
0728
0735
0740
0749
0753
0759

0750

0754
0803
0811
0816
0825
0830
0837

0730
0737
0744
0752
0802
0809
0817
0827
0830

0834
0843
0851
0856
0905
0910
0917

Sch

0802
0809
0817

0827

0800
0809
0817
0825
0835
0842
0850
0900
0903

0907
0916
0924
0929
0938
0943
0950

0830
0839
0847
0855
0905
0912
0920
0930
0933

0937
0946
0954
0959
1008
1013
1020

0900
0909
0917
0925
0935
0942
0950
1000
1003

1007
1016
1024
1029
1038
1043
1050

0930
0939
0947
0955
1005
1012
1020
1030
1033

1037
1046
1054
1059
1108
1113
1120

1000
1009
1017
1025
1035
1042
1050
1100
1103

1107
1116
1124
1129
1138
1143
1150

1030
1039
1047
1055
1105
1112
1120
1130
1133

1137
1146
1154
1159
1208
1213
1220

1100
1109
1117
1125
1135
1142
1150
1200
1203

1207
1216
1224
1229
1238
1243
1250

1130
1139
1147
1155
1205
1212
1220
1230
1233

1237
1246
1254
1259
1308
1313
1320

1200
1209
1217
1225
1235
1242
1250
1300
1303

1307
1316
1324
1329
1338
1343
1350

1230
1239
1247
1255
1305
1312
1320
1330
1333

1337
1346
1354
1359
1408
1413
1420

1300
1309
1317
1325
1335
1342
1350
1400
1403

1407
1416
1424
1429
1438
1443
1450

1330
1339
1347
1355
1405
1412
1420
1430
1433

1437
1446
1454
1459
1508
1513
1520

1400
1409
1417
1425
1435
1442
1450
1500
1503

1507
1516
1524
1529
1538
1543
1550

1430
1439
1447
1455
1505
1512
1520
1530
1533

1537
1546
1554
1559
1608
1613
1620

Mondays to Fridays
Service Restrictions

Southampton City Centre, WestQuay (Stop BI)
Woolston, Bridge Link Road (S-bound)
Sholing, Botley Road (SE-bound)
Lowford, Dodwell Lane (SE-bound)
Warsash, Village Centre (E-bound)
Locks Heath, Locks Heath Centre (E-bound)
Titchfield, adj Mill Lane
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop K)  arr
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop K)  dep
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop C)
Fareham, Fareham College (S-bound)
Stubbington, Stubbington Village (NW-bound)
Lee-on-the-Solent, High Street Post Office (SE-bound)
Lee-on-the-Solent, Community Centre (S-bound)
Alverstoke, opp Stokes Bay Sailing Club
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (SE-bound)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop F)

Sch

1600
1604
1613
1621
1626
1635
1640
1647

1500
1509
1517
1525
1535
1542
1550
1600
1603

1607
1616
1624
1629
1638
1643
1650

1530
1539
1547
1555
1605
1612
1620
1630
1633

1637
1646
1654
1659
1708
1713
1720

1600
1609
1617
1625
1635
1642
1650
1700
1703

1707
1716
1724
1729
1738
1743
1750

1630
1639
1647
1655
1705
1712
1720
1730
1733

1737
1746
1754
1759
1808
1813
1820

1700
1709
1717
1725
1735
1742
1750
1800
1803

1807
1816
1824
1829
1838
1842
1848

1730
1739
1747
1755
1805
1812
1820
1830
1832

1836
1845
1852
1857
1906
1910
1916

1800
1809
1817
1825
1835
1842
1850
1859
1901

1905
1914
1921
1926
1935
1939
1945

1830
1837
1844
1852
1902
1909
1917
1926
1928

1932
1941
1948
1953
2002
2006
2012

1900
1907
1914
1922
1932
1939
1947

1956

Saturdays

0745
0752
0759
0807
0817
0824
0832
0841
0843

0847
0856
0903
0908
0917
0921
0927

0845
0852
0859
0907
0917
0924
0932
0941
0943

0947
0956
1003
1008
1017
1021
1027

0945
0952
0959
1007
1017
1024
1032
1041
1043

1047
1056
1103
1108
1117
1121
1127

1045
1052
1059
1107
1117
1124
1132
1141
1143

1147
1156
1203
1208
1217
1221
1227

1145
1152
1159
1207
1217
1224
1232
1241
1243

1247
1256
1303
1308
1317
1321
1327

1245
1252
1259
1307
1317
1324
1332
1341
1343

1347
1356
1403
1408
1417
1421
1427

1345
1352
1359
1407
1417
1424
1432
1441
1443

1447
1456
1503
1508
1517
1521
1527

Saturdays
Southampton City Centre, WestQuay (Stop BI)
Woolston, Bridge Link Road (S-bound)
Sholing, Botley Road (SE-bound)
Lowford, Dodwell Lane (SE-bound)
Warsash, Village Centre (E-bound)
Locks Heath, Locks Heath Centre (E-bound)
Titchfield, adj Mill Lane
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop K)  arr
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop K)  dep
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop C)
Fareham, Fareham College (S-bound)
Stubbington, Stubbington Village (NW-bound)
Lee-on-the-Solent, High Street Post Office (SE-bound)
Lee-on-the-Solent, Community Centre (S-bound)
Alverstoke, opp Stokes Bay Sailing Club
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (SE-bound)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop F)

1445
1452
1459
1507
1517
1524
1532
1541
1543

1547
1556
1603
1608
1617
1621
1627

1545
1552
1559
1607
1617
1624
1632
1641
1643

1647
1656
1703
1708
1717
1721
1727

1645
1652
1659
1707
1717
1724
1732
1741
1743

1747
1756
1803
1808
1817
1821
1827

1745
1752
1759
1807
1817
1824
1832
1841
1843

1847
1856
1903
1908
1917
1921
1927

1845
1852
1859
1907
1917
1924
1932
1941
1943

1947
1956

Sundays
0745
0752
0759
0807
0817
0824
0832
0841
0843

0847
0856
0903
0908
0917
0921
0927

0845
0852
0859
0907
0917
0924
0932
0941
0943

0947
0956
1003
1008
1017
1021
1027

0945
0952
0959
1007
1017
1024
1032
1041
1043

1047
1056
1103
1108
1117
1121
1127

1045
1052
1059
1107
1117
1124
1132
1141
1143

1147
1156
1203
1208
1217
1221
1227

1145
1152
1159
1207
1217
1224
1232
1241
1243

1247
1256
1303
1308
1317
1321
1327

1245
1252
1259
1307
1317
1324
1332
1341
1343

1347
1356
1403
1408
1417
1421
1427

1345
1352
1359
1407
1417
1424
1432
1441
1443

1447
1456
1503
1508
1517
1521
1527

1445
1452
1459
1507
1517
1524
1532
1541
1543

1547
1556
1603
1608
1617
1621
1627

1545
1552
1559
1607
1617
1624
1632
1641
1643

1647
1656
1703
1708
1717
1721
1727

1645
1652
1659
1707
1717
1724
1732
1741
1743

1747
1756
1803
1808
1817
1821
1827

1745
1752
1759
1807
1817
1824
1832
1841
1843

1847
1856
1903
1908
1917
1921
1927

1845
1852
1859
1907
1917
1924
1932
1941
1943

1947
1956

Bank Holidays
Southampton City Centre, WestQuay (Stop BI)
Woolston, Bridge Link Road (S-bound)
Sholing, Botley Road (SE-bound)
Lowford, Dodwell Lane (SE-bound)
Warsash, Village Centre (E-bound)
Locks Heath, Locks Heath Centre (E-bound)
Titchfield, adj Mill Lane
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop K)  arr
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop K)  dep
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop C)
Fareham, Fareham College (S-bound)
Stubbington, Stubbington Village (NW-bound)
Lee-on-the-Solent, High Street Post Office (SE-bound)
Lee-on-the-Solent, Community Centre (S-bound)
Alverstoke, opp Stokes Bay Sailing Club
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (SE-bound)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop F)

0745
0752
0759
0807
0817
0824
0832
0841
0843

0847
0856
0903
0908
0917
0921
0927

0845
0852
0859
0907
0917
0924
0932
0941
0943

0947
0956
1003
1008
1017
1021
1027

0945
0952
0959
1007
1017
1024
1032
1041
1043

1047
1056
1103
1108
1117
1121
1127

1045
1052
1059
1107
1117
1124
1132
1141
1143

1147
1156
1203
1208
1217
1221
1227

1145
1152
1159
1207
1217
1224
1232
1241
1243

1247
1256
1303
1308
1317
1321
1327

1245
1252
1259
1307
1317
1324
1332
1341
1343

1347
1356
1403
1408
1417
1421
1427

1345
1352
1359
1407
1417
1424
1432
1441
1443

1447
1456
1503
1508
1517
1521
1527

1445
1452
1459
1507
1517
1524
1532
1541
1543

1547
1556
1603
1608
1617
1621
1627

1545
1552
1559
1607
1617
1624
1632
1641
1643

1647
1656
1703
1708
1717
1721
1727

1645
1652
1659
1707
1717
1724
1732
1741
1743

1747
1756
1803
1808
1817
1821
1827

1745
1752
1759
1807
1817
1824
1832
1841
1843

1847
1856
1903
1908
1917
1921
1927

1845
1852
1859
1907
1917
1924
1932
1941
1943

1947
1956

Service Restrictions: Sch - Hampshire School Days
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X5 Gosport - Fareham - Warsash - Southampton

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 30/08/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Mondays to Fridays
Service Restrictions

Gosport, Bus Station (Stop F)
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (NW-bound)
Alverstoke, adj Stokes Bay Sailing Club
Lee-on-the-Solent, Community Centre (N-bound)
Lee-on-the-Solent, West Point (NW-bound)
Stubbington, Stubbington Village (NW-bound)
Fareham, Fareham College (N-bound)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop L)  arr
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop L)  dep
Titchfield, o/s Primary School
Locks Heath, Locks Heath Centre (E-bound)
Warsash, Village Centre (NE-bound)
Lowford, Dodwell Lane (NW-bound)
Sholing, Botley Road (NW-bound)
Woolston, Bridge Link Road (N-bound)
Southampton City Centre, WestQuay (Stop BI)

0636
0645
0653
0700
0710
0719
0725
0732

0701
0710
0718
0725
0735
0744
0750
0757

0645
0651
0655
0704
0708
0716
0725
0729
0731
0740
0748
0755
0805
0815
0821
0830

0710
0716
0720
0729
0733
0741
0750
0754
0756
0805
0813
0820
0830
0840
0846
0855

0740
0746
0750
0759
0803
0812
0821
0825
0828
0838
0846
0853
0903
0913
0919
0928

Sch
0805
0812
0817
0826
0830
0839
0847
0851

0810
0817
0822
0831
0835
0844
0853
0857
0900
0910
0918
0925
0935
0945
0951
1000

0840
0847
0852
0901
0905
0914
0923
0927
0930
0940
0948
0955
1005
1015
1021
1030

0910
0917
0922
0931
0935
0944
0953
0957
1000
1010
1018
1025
1035
1045
1051
1100

0940
0947
0952
1001
1005
1014
1023
1027
1030
1040
1048
1055
1105
1115
1121
1130

1010
1017
1022
1031
1035
1044
1053
1057
1100
1110
1118
1125
1135
1145
1151
1200

1040
1047
1052
1101
1105
1114
1123
1127
1130
1140
1148
1155
1205
1215
1221
1230

1110
1117
1122
1131
1135
1144
1153
1157
1200
1210
1218
1225
1235
1245
1251
1300

1140
1147
1152
1201
1205
1214
1223
1227
1230
1240
1248
1255
1305
1315
1321
1330

1210
1217
1222
1231
1235
1244
1253
1257
1300
1310
1318
1325
1335
1345
1351
1400

1240
1247
1252
1301
1305
1314
1323
1327
1330
1340
1348
1355
1405
1415
1421
1430

1310
1317
1322
1331
1335
1344
1353
1357
1400
1410
1418
1425
1435
1445
1451
1500

1340
1347
1352
1401
1405
1414
1423
1427
1430
1440
1448
1455
1505
1515
1521
1530

Mondays to Fridays
Service Restrictions

Gosport, Bus Station (Stop F)
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (NW-bound)
Alverstoke, adj Stokes Bay Sailing Club
Lee-on-the-Solent, Community Centre (N-bound)
Lee-on-the-Solent, West Point (NW-bound)
Stubbington, Stubbington Village (NW-bound)
Fareham, Fareham College (N-bound)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop L)  arr
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop L)  dep
Titchfield, o/s Primary School
Locks Heath, Locks Heath Centre (E-bound)
Warsash, Village Centre (NE-bound)
Lowford, Dodwell Lane (NW-bound)
Sholing, Botley Road (NW-bound)
Woolston, Bridge Link Road (N-bound)
Southampton City Centre, WestQuay (Stop BI)

1410
1417
1422
1431
1435
1444
1453
1457
1500
1510
1518
1525
1535
1545
1551
1600

1440
1447
1452
1501
1505
1514
1523
1527
1530
1540
1548
1555
1605
1615
1621
1630

Sch

1535
1545
1553
1600

1510
1517
1522
1531
1535
1544
1553
1557
1600
1610
1618
1625
1635
1645
1651
1700

1540
1547
1552
1601
1605
1614
1623
1627
1630
1640
1648
1655
1705
1715
1721
1730

1610
1617
1622
1631
1635
1644
1653
1657
1700
1710
1718
1725
1735
1745
1751
1800

1640
1647
1652
1701
1705
1714
1723
1727
1730
1740
1748
1755
1805
1814
1820
1827

1710
1717
1722
1731
1735
1744
1753
1757
1800
1809
1817
1824
1834
1843
1849
1856

1740
1747
1752
1801
1805
1813
1821
1825
1827
1836
1844
1851

1805
1811
1815
1824
1828
1836
1844
1848

1830
1836
1840
1849
1853
1901
1909
1913

Saturdays

0603
0611
0619
0627
0635
0644
0651
0700

0614
0621
0625
0635
0640
0647
0656
0701
0703
0711
0719
0727
0735
0744
0751
0800

0714
0721
0725
0735
0740
0747
0756
0801
0803
0811
0819
0827
0835
0844
0851
0900

0814
0821
0825
0835
0840
0847
0856
0901
0903
0911
0919
0927
0935
0944
0951
1000

0914
0921
0925
0935
0940
0947
0956
1001
1003
1011
1019
1027
1035
1044
1051
1100

1014
1021
1025
1035
1040
1047
1056
1101
1103
1111
1119
1127
1135
1144
1151
1200

Saturdays
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop F)
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (NW-bound)
Alverstoke, adj Stokes Bay Sailing Club
Lee-on-the-Solent, Community Centre (N-bound)
Lee-on-the-Solent, West Point (NW-bound)
Stubbington, Stubbington Village (NW-bound)
Fareham, Fareham College (N-bound)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop L)  arr
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop L)  dep
Titchfield, o/s Primary School
Locks Heath, Locks Heath Centre (E-bound)
Warsash, Village Centre (NE-bound)
Lowford, Dodwell Lane (NW-bound)
Sholing, Botley Road (NW-bound)
Woolston, Bridge Link Road (N-bound)
Southampton City Centre, WestQuay (Stop BI)

1114
1121
1125
1135
1140
1147
1156
1201
1203
1211
1219
1227
1235
1244
1251
1300

1214
1221
1225
1235
1240
1247
1256
1301
1303
1311
1319
1327
1335
1344
1351
1400

1314
1321
1325
1335
1340
1347
1356
1401
1403
1411
1419
1427
1435
1444
1451
1500

1414
1421
1425
1435
1440
1447
1456
1501
1503
1511
1519
1527
1535
1544
1551
1600

1513
1520
1524
1534
1539
1546
1555
1600
1602
1610
1618
1626
1634
1643
1650
1659

1614
1621
1625
1635
1640
1647
1656
1701
1703
1711
1719
1727
1735
1744
1751
1800

1714
1721
1725
1735
1740
1747
1756
1801
1803
1811
1819
1827
1835
1844
1851
1900

1814
1821
1825
1835
1840
1847
1856
1901
1903
1911
1919
1927

Sundays

0603
0611
0619
0627
0635
0644
0651
0700

0614
0621
0625
0635
0640
0647
0656
0701
0703
0711
0719
0727
0735
0744
0751
0800

0714
0721
0725
0735
0740
0747
0756
0801
0803
0811
0819
0827
0835
0844
0851
0900

0814
0821
0825
0835
0840
0847
0856
0901
0903
0911
0919
0927
0935
0944
0951
1000

0914
0921
0925
0935
0940
0947
0956
1001
1003
1011
1019
1027
1035
1044
1051
1100

1014
1021
1025
1035
1040
1047
1056
1101
1103
1111
1119
1127
1135
1144
1151
1200

1114
1121
1125
1135
1140
1147
1156
1201
1203
1211
1219
1227
1235
1244
1251
1300

1214
1221
1225
1235
1240
1247
1256
1301
1303
1311
1319
1327
1335
1344
1351
1400

1314
1321
1325
1335
1340
1347
1356
1401
1403
1411
1419
1427
1435
1444
1451
1500

Sundays
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop F)
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (NW-bound)
Alverstoke, adj Stokes Bay Sailing Club
Lee-on-the-Solent, Community Centre (N-bound)
Lee-on-the-Solent, West Point (NW-bound)
Stubbington, Stubbington Village (NW-bound)
Fareham, Fareham College (N-bound)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop L)  arr
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop L)  dep
Titchfield, o/s Primary School
Locks Heath, Locks Heath Centre (E-bound)
Warsash, Village Centre (NE-bound)
Lowford, Dodwell Lane (NW-bound)
Sholing, Botley Road (NW-bound)
Woolston, Bridge Link Road (N-bound)
Southampton City Centre, WestQuay (Stop BI)

1414
1421
1425
1435
1440
1447
1456
1501
1503
1511
1519
1527
1535
1544
1551
1600

1513
1520
1524
1534
1539
1546
1555
1600
1602
1610
1618
1626
1634
1643
1650
1659

1614
1621
1625
1635
1640
1647
1656
1701
1703
1711
1719
1727
1735
1744
1751
1800

1714
1721
1725
1735
1740
1747
1756
1801
1803
1811
1819
1827
1835
1844
1851
1900

1814
1821
1825
1835
1840
1847
1856
1901
1903
1911
1919
1927

Bank Holidays

0603
0611
0619
0627
0635
0644
0651
0700

0614
0621
0625
0635
0640
0647
0656
0701
0703
0711
0719
0727
0735
0744
0751
0800

0714
0721
0725
0735
0740
0747
0756
0801
0803
0811
0819
0827
0835
0844
0851
0900

0814
0821
0825
0835
0840
0847
0856
0901
0903
0911
0919
0927
0935
0944
0951
1000

0914
0921
0925
0935
0940
0947
0956
1001
1003
1011
1019
1027
1035
1044
1051
1100

1014
1021
1025
1035
1040
1047
1056
1101
1103
1111
1119
1127
1135
1144
1151
1200

1114
1121
1125
1135
1140
1147
1156
1201
1203
1211
1219
1227
1235
1244
1251
1300

1214
1221
1225
1235
1240
1247
1256
1301
1303
1311
1319
1327
1335
1344
1351
1400

1314
1321
1325
1335
1340
1347
1356
1401
1403
1411
1419
1427
1435
1444
1451
1500

1414
1421
1425
1435
1440
1447
1456
1501
1503
1511
1519
1527
1535
1544
1551
1600

1513
1520
1524
1534
1539
1546
1555
1600
1602
1610
1618
1626
1634
1643
1650
1659

1614
1621
1625
1635
1640
1647
1656
1701
1703
1711
1719
1727
1735
1744
1751
1800

Service Restrictions: Sch - Hampshire School Days

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  01/09/20

85

Page 299



X5 Gosport - Fareham - Warsash - Southampton

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 30/08/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Bank Holidays
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop F)
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (NW-bound)
Alverstoke, adj Stokes Bay Sailing Club
Lee-on-the-Solent, Community Centre (N-bound)
Lee-on-the-Solent, West Point (NW-bound)
Stubbington, Stubbington Village (NW-bound)
Fareham, Fareham College (N-bound)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop L)  arr
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop L)  dep
Titchfield, o/s Primary School
Locks Heath, Locks Heath Centre (E-bound)
Warsash, Village Centre (NE-bound)
Lowford, Dodwell Lane (NW-bound)
Sholing, Botley Road (NW-bound)
Woolston, Bridge Link Road (N-bound)
Southampton City Centre, WestQuay (Stop BI)

1714
1721
1725
1735
1740
1747
1756
1801
1803
1811
1819
1827
1835
1844
1851
1900

1814
1821
1825
1835
1840
1847
1856
1901
1903
1911
1919
1927

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  01/09/20
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X5 Southampton - Warsash - Fareham - Gosport

First in Hampshire

For times of the next departures from a particular stop you can use traveline-txt - by sending the SMS code to 84268. Add the service number
after the code if you just want a specific service - eg: buctdgtd 60. The return message from traveline-txt will show the next three departures,
and it currently costs 25p plus any message sending charge. Departure times will be real-time predictions where available, or scheduled departure
times if not.

You can also get the same information by using the SMS code at www.nextbuses.mobi (only normal browsing charges apply)
or through several iPhone or Android apps that offer access to NextBuses.

NOTE: SMS codes are different in each direction. Make sure you choose the right direction from these lists.

SMS Code
sohawmw
sohmatw
sohdgpa
sohdgma
sohmgap
sohdmjd
sohdtaj
sohdtwt
sohdwpm
sohjamt
sohjdaw
sohjdpd
sohjgat
sohjgpg
sohjgwj
hamdawpa
hamdgawg
hamdgjwg
hamdgmpa
hamdgmwm
hamdgpjw
hamdgwaj
hamdgwtd
hamdjapj
hamdjgdt
hamdjmwt
hamdjtmt
hamdjtpm
hamdjtpt
hamdjtjw
hamdjtga
hamdjpwg
hamdjpga
hamdjmpj
hamdjpma
hamdjtaw
hamdjtmj
hamdjwdm
hamdjwta
hamdmajg
hamdmamp
hamdmapd
hamdmajd
hamdmawd
hamjawdw
hamdmgwd
hamdmjtm
hamdmjwp
hamdmpmt
hamdmtjt
hamdmwpj
hamdpatw
hamdpgda
hamdpjdj
hamdpmpj
hamjpgwj
hamdpwmd
hamdtamw
hamdtgdg
hamdtdwm
hamdpwdw
hamdpmda
hamdpmjp
hamdpmap
hamdpmaj
hamjtjwp
hamjtmad
hamdpdwt
hamdpdtg
hamdpdmw
hamdpdmg
hamdpdjd
hamdpdtw
hamdpdpd
hamdpdma
hamdpdwm
hamdpgpj
hamdpjdm

Stop Name
Southampton City Centre, WestQuay (Stop BI)
Southampton City Centre, Houndwell Park (Stop CN)
Southampton City Centre, Debenhams (Stop CR)
Queens Park, Briton Street (Stop QE)
Queens Park, Queens Terrace (Stop QB)
Chapel, Itchen Bridge (E-bound)
Woolston, Bridge Link Road (S-bound)
Woolston, Fort Road (SE-bound)
Woolston, opp St Annes Road
Woolston, o/s The Swan
Weston, Weston Lane (E-bound)
Sholing, Laxton Close (E-bound)
Sholing, o/s St Marys Cemetery
Sholing, Botley Road (SE-bound)
Sholing, Ashley Crescent (E-bound)
Old Netley, Sports Ground (SE-bound)
Old Netley, Grange Road (SE-bound)
Lowford, opp The Plough
Lowford, Priors Hill Lane (SE-bound)
Lowford, Lowford Hill (NE-bound)
Lowford, Jurd Way (S-bound)
Lowford, opp School Road
Lowford, opp Redcroft Lane
Lowford, Dodwell Lane (SE-bound)
Bursledon, opp Bursledon Station
Lower Swanwick, nr Swanwick Lane
Sarisbury, opp Sarisbury Green
Sarisbury, adj St Pauls Church
Sarisbury, Allotment Road (S-bound)
Sarisbury, Barnbrook Road (SW-bound)
Sarisbury, Winnards Park (SW-bound)
Locks Heath, Barnes Lane (SW-bound)
Warsash, Greenaway Lane (SW-bound)
Warsash, Village Centre (E-bound)
Warsash, Dibles Road (E-bound)
Warsash, opp Gospel Hall
Warsash, adj Saxon Close
Warsash, adj Horseshoe Lodge
Warsash, Fleet End Corner (E-bound)
Warsash, Locks Heath Schools (E-bound)
Warsash, opp Lawn Drive
Locks Heath, Heath Road (N-bound)
Locks Heath, Locks Heath Centre (E-bound)
Locks Heath, Church Road Roundabout (SE-bound)
Locks Heath, Lodge Road (SE-bound)
Locks Heath, St John’s Mews (E-bound)
Segensworth, opp Bishops Gate
Titchfield Common, The Hurdles (SE-bound)
Titchfield Common, Warsash Road (NE-bound)
Titchfield, adj Mill Lane
Catisfield, Ranvilles Lane (E-bound)
Catisfield, Sandringham Road (E-bound)
Heathfield, Peak Lane (E-bound)
Heathfield, St Just (E-bound)
Fareham, Fareham College (E-bound)
Fareham, Fareham Station (Stop R)
Fareham, Station Roundabout (Stop S)
Fareham, Trinity Street (Stop U)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop K)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop C)
Fareham, Fareham Station (Stop Q)
Fareham, Fareham College (W-bound)
Fareham, Fareham College (S-bound)
Fareham, Butser Walk (S-bound)
Fareham, o/s Broadlaw Walk
Fareham, Bardon Way (NW-bound)
Fareham, Lasham Walk (W-bound)
Stubbington, Sumar Close (S-bound)
Stubbington, St Marys Road (S-bound)
Stubbington, Ditton Close (S-bound)
Stubbington, Stubbington Village (NW-bound)
Hill Head, Bells Lane Junction (S-bound)
Hill Head, William Close (S-bound)
Hill Head, Golden Bowler (S-bound)
Hill Head, Seamead (S-bound)
Lee-on-the-Solent, adj Drake Road
Lee-on-the-Solent, Richmond Road (SE-bound)
Lee-on-the-Solent, Osborne Road (SE-bound)

Street
Castle Way
Hanover Buildings
Queensway
Queensway
Orchard Place
A3025 Itchen Bridge
Cooper’s Lane
Portsmouth Road
Portsmouth Road
Portsmouth Road
Wright’s Hill
Upper Weston Lane
Portsmouth Road
Portsmouth Road A3025
Portsmouth Road
Portsmouth Road
Portsmouth Road
Portsmouth Road
Pound Road
Hamble Lane
Jurd Way
Portsmouth Road
Portsmouth Road
Bridge Road
Bridge Road
A27 Bridge Road
Bridge Road
Barnes Lane
Barnes Lane
Barnes Lane
Barnes Lane
Brook Lane
Brook Lane
Warsash Road
Warsash Road
Warsash Road
Warsash Road
Warsash Road
Warsash Road
Warsash Road
Locks Road
Locks Road
Centre Way
Church Road
Church Road
Church Road
Primate Road
Primate Road
Warsash Road
Southampton Road
The Avenue
The Avenue
The Avenue
The Avenue
The Avenue
The Avenue
West Street
West Street
Access Road
Access Road
The Avenue
The Avenue
Bishopsfield Road
Bishopsfield Road
Bishopsfield Road
Longfield Avenue
Longfield Avenue
Mays Lane
Mays Lane
May’s Lane
Stubbington Green
Stubbington Lane
Stubbington Lane
Stubbington Lane
Stubbington Lane
Marine Parade West
Marine Parade West
Marine Parade West

ATCO Code
1980HAA13647
1980SNA10143
1980SN120623
1980SN120632
1980SNA90925
1980SN120652
1980SN12658B
1980SN120664
1980SN120710
1980SN120729
1980SN120731
1980SN120735
1980SN120844
1980SN121034
1980SN121033
1900HA030495
1900HA030492
1900HA030490
1900HA030544
1900HA030496
1900HA030485
1900HA030483
1900HA030482
1900HA030478
1900HA030479
1900HA040002
1900HA040006
1900HA040059
1900HA040058
1900HA040056
1900HA040053
1900HA040051
1900HA040049
1900HA040047
1900HA040039
1900HA040037
1900HA040036
1900HA040034
1900HA040031
1900HA040029
1900HA040028
1900HA040026
1900HA040023
1900HA040022
1900HAA09013
1900HA040076
1900HA040118
1900HA040116
1900HA040115
1900HA040112
1900HA040285
1900HA040282
1900HA040280
1900HA040278
1900HA040276
1900HAA91153
1900HA040272
1900HA040270
1900HA040249
1900HA040242
1900HA040273
1900HA040277
1900HA040365
1900HA040367
1900HA040369
1900HAA91557
1900HAA91559
1900HA040388
1900HA040390
1900HA040392
1900HA040295
1900HA040297
1900HA040299
1900HA040301
1900HA040302
1900HA050117
1900HA050116
1900HAA13444

Continued on next page.
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X5 Southampton - Warsash - Fareham - Gosport

First in Hampshire

Continued from previous page.

For times of the next departures from a particular stop you can use traveline-txt - by sending the SMS code to 84268. Add the service number
after the code if you just want a specific service - eg: buctdgtd 60. The return message from traveline-txt will show the next three departures,
and it currently costs 25p plus any message sending charge. Departure times will be real-time predictions where available, or scheduled departure
times if not.

You can also get the same information by using the SMS code at www.nextbuses.mobi (only normal browsing charges apply)
or through several iPhone or Android apps that offer access to NextBuses.

NOTE: SMS codes are different in each direction. Make sure you choose the right direction from these lists.

SMS Code
hamdpjmt
hamdpmdw
hamjmawt
hamjgmaj
hamdptaw
hamdptgt
hamdpwaj
hamdpwad
hamdptwp
hamdpwpd
hamdtawg
hamdtmpw
hamdtpmd
hamdwagd
hamdwapm
hamdwatp
hamdwawm
hamdwdat
hamdwdtm
hamdwgtd
hamdwmap
hamdwpdj
hamdwtdj
hamjamwj
hamjamwa
hamjamtg

Stop Name
Lee-on-the-Solent, adj Marine Parade
Lee-on-the-Solent, High Street Post Office (SE-bound)
Lee-on-the-Solent, adj Beach Road
Lee-on-the-Solent, adj Lulworth Road
Lee-on-the-Solent, adj Russell Road
Lee-on-the-Solent, Esmonde Close (N-bound)
Lee-on-the-Solent, Community Centre (S-bound)
Lee-on-the-Solent, nr Rowan Close
Lee-on-the-Solent, opp Inn by the Sea
Lee-on-the-Solent, adj Ryde Place
Lee-on-the-Solent, adj Chester Crescent
Alverstoke, Kingfisher Caravan Park (S-bound)
Alverstoke, adj Stokes Bay Home Park
Alverstoke, adj Alverbank Hotel
Alverstoke, opp Stokes Bay Sailing Club
Alverstoke, opp South Close
Alverstoke, nr Bury Hall Lane
Alverstoke, adj Privett Road
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (SE-bound)
Alverstoke, in Bury Road
Alverstoke, opp The White Hart
Newtown, Waitrose (NE-bound)
Newtown, nr Methodist Church
Newtown, Creek Road (Stop V)
Gosport, Police Station (Stop X)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop F)

Street
Milvil Road
High Street
High Street
Russell Road
Fell Drive
Fell Drive
Twyford Drive
Elmore Road
Portsmouth Road
Portsmouth Road
Portsmouth Road
Browndown Road
Stokes Bay Road
Stokes Bay Road
Stokes Bay Road
Jellicoe Avenue
Jellicoe Avenue
Jellicoe Avenue
Bury Road
Bury Road
Stoke Road
Stoke Road
Stoke Road
Creek Road
South Street
 

ATCO Code
1900HA050112
1900HA050113
1900HAA09579
1900HAA19678
1900HA050123
1900HA050130
1900HA050128
1900HAA13453
1900HA050106
1900HA050104
1900HA050102
1900HA050133
1900HA050157
1900HA050156
1900HA050153
1900HA050152
1900HA050149
1900HA050147
1900HA050159
1900HA050161
1900HA050203
1900HA050200
1900HA050198
1900HA050195
1900HA050192
1900HA050187
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X5 Gosport - Fareham - Warsash - Southampton

First in Hampshire

For times of the next departures from a particular stop you can use traveline-txt - by sending the SMS code to 84268. Add the service number
after the code if you just want a specific service - eg: buctdgtd 60. The return message from traveline-txt will show the next three departures,
and it currently costs 25p plus any message sending charge. Departure times will be real-time predictions where available, or scheduled departure
times if not.

You can also get the same information by using the SMS code at www.nextbuses.mobi (only normal browsing charges apply)
or through several iPhone or Android apps that offer access to NextBuses.

NOTE: SMS codes are different in each direction. Make sure you choose the right direction from these lists.

SMS Code
hamjamtg
hamjamwd
hamjamwg
hamdwtat
hamdwpda
hamdwmdj
hamdwdwj
hamdwdaw
hamdwawp
hamdwawg
hamdwamg
hamdwagp
hamdtpma
hamdtmpt
hamdtatj
hamdpwmp
hamdptwa
hamdptwt
hamdpwag
hamdptgw
hamjtapg
hamdpmwj
hamdpmjg
hamdpjmp
hamdpjdg
hamdpgpg
hamdpdwj
hamdpdjm
hamdpdmt
hamdpdpj
hamdpdjg
hamdpdmg
hamdpdpt
hamdpdta
hamdpgad
hamjtjwt
hamjtjwm
hamdpjwt
hamdpmag
hamdpmgw
hamdpmpj
hamjpgwj
hamdpwmd
hamdtamw
hamdtgdj
hamdpwdw
hamdpmda
hamdpjat
hamdpgdm
hamdpapt
hamdmwtj
hamdmtjm
hamdmpmw
hamdmjwm
hamdmjpw
hamdmjdg
hamjawga
hamdmajd
hamdmapm
hamdmapj
hamdmapa
hamjptwd
hamdmagw
hamdjwpm
hamdjwdt
hamdjtpw
hamdjtap
hamdjpjm
hamdjmjp
hamdjpdw
hamdjpwd
hamdjtgw
hamdjtjp
hamdjtpg
hamdjtpa
hamdjtjm
hamdjpmg
hamdjmjd

Stop Name
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop F)
Gosport, Police Station (Stop W)
Newtown, Creek Road (Stop U)
Newtown, opp Methodist Church
Newtown, Waitrose (SW-bound)
Alverstoke, adj The White Hart
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (NW-bound)
Alverstoke, nr Privett Road
Alverstoke, adj Bury Hall Lane
Alverstoke, adj South Close
Alverstoke, adj Stokes Bay Sailing Club
Alverstoke, opp Alverbank Hotel
Alverstoke, opp Stokes Bay Home Park
Alverstoke, Kingfisher Caravan Park (N-bound)
Lee-on-the-Solent, opp Chester Crescent
Lee-on-the-Solent, opp Ryde Place
Lee-on-the-Solent, adj Inn by the Sea
Lee-on-the-Solent, opp Rowan Close
Lee-on-the-Solent, Community Centre (N-bound)
Lee-on-the-Solent, Esmonde Close (S-bound)
Lee-on-the-Solent, nr Russell Road
Lee-on-the-Solent, opp Petrie Road
Lee-on-the-Solent, opp Health Centre
Lee-on-the-Solent, West Point (NW-bound)
Lee-on-the-Solent, Osborne Road (NW-bound)
Lee-on-the-Solent, Richmond Road (NW-bound)
Lee-on-the-Solent, opp Drake Road
Hill Head, Seamead (N-bound)
Hill Head, Golden Bowler (N-bound)
Hill Head, William Close (NW-bound)
Hill Head, Bells Lane Junction (N-bound)
Stubbington, Stubbington Village (NW-bound)
Stubbington, Ditton Close (N-bound)
Stubbington, St Marys Road (N-bound)
Stubbington, Sumar Close (N-bound)
Fareham, Lasham Walk (E-bound)
Fareham, Bardon Way (SE-bound)
Fareham, opp Broadlaw Walk
Fareham, Butser Walk (N-bound)
Fareham, Fareham College (N-bound)
Fareham, Fareham College (E-bound)
Fareham, Fareham Station (Stop R)
Fareham, Station Roundabout (Stop S)
Fareham, Trinity Street (Stop U)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop L)
Fareham, Fareham Station (Stop Q)
Fareham, Fareham College (W-bound)
Heathfield, St Just (W-bound)
Heathfield, Peak Lane (W-bound)
Catisfield, Sandringham Road (W-bound)
Catisfield, Ranvilles Lane (W-bound)
Titchfield, o/s Primary School
Titchfield Common, Warsash Road (SW-bound)
Titchfield Common, The Hurdles (NW-bound)
Segensworth, adj Bishops Gate
Locks Heath, Dimmicks Corner (W-bound)
Locks Heath, Lodge Road (NW-bound)
Locks Heath, Locks Heath Centre (E-bound)
Locks Heath, Church Road (S-bound)
Locks Heath, Heath Road (S-bound)
Locks Heath, James Grieve Avenue (S-bound)
Warsash, adj Lawn Drive
Warsash, Locks Heath Schools (W-bound)
Warsash, Fleet End Corner (W-bound)
Warsash, opp Horseshoe Lodge
Warsash, opp Saxon Close
Warsash, adj Gospel Hall
Warsash, Church Road (W-bound)
Warsash, Village Centre (NE-bound)
Warsash, Greenaway Lane (NE-bound)
Locks Heath, Barnes Lane (NE-bound)
Sarisbury, Winnards Park (NE-bound)
Sarisbury, Barnbrook Road (NE-bound)
Sarisbury, Allotment Road (NE-bound)
Sarisbury, opp St Pauls Church
Sarisbury, adj Sarisbury Green
Lower Swanwick, adj Swanwick Shore Road
Lower Swanwick, opp Swanwick Lane

Street
 
South Street
Creek Road
Stoke Road
Stoke Road
Stoke Road
Bury Road
Jellicoe Avenue
Jellicoe Avenue
Jellicoe Avenue
Stokes Bay Road
Stokes Bay Road
Stokes Bay Road
Browndown Road
Portsmouth Road
Portsmouth Road
Portsmouth Road
Elmore Road
Twyford Drive
Fell Drive
Fell Drive
Grove Road
Manor Way
Marine Parade West
Marine Parade West
Marine Parade West
Marine Parade West
Stubbington Lane
Stubbington Lane
Stubbington Lane
Stubbington Lane
Stubbington Green
May’s Lane
Mays Lane
Mays Lane
Longfield Avenue
Longfield Avenue
Bishopsfield Road
Bishopsfield Road
Bishopsfield Road
The Avenue
The Avenue
West Street
West Street
Access Road
The Avenue
The Avenue
The Avenue
The Avenue
The Avenue
The Avenue
Southampton Road
Warsash Road
Primate Road
Primate Road
Lower Church Road
Church Road
Centre Way
Locks Road
Locks Road
Locks Road
Locks Road
Warsash Road
Warsash Road
Warsash Road
Warsash Road
Warsash Road
Warsash Road
Brook Lane
Brook Lane
Brook Lane
Barnes Lane
Barnes Lane
Barnes Lane
Barnes Lane
Bridge Road
A27 Bridge Road
Bridge Road

ATCO Code
1900HA050187
1900HA050193
1900HA050194
1900HA050199
1900HA050201
1900HA050202
1900HA050160
1900HA050148
1900HA050150
1900HA050151
1900HA050154
1900HA050155
1900HA050158
1900HA050134
1900HA050103
1900HA050105
1900HA050107
1900HAA13452
1900HA050127
1900HA050129
1900HAA91383
1900HA050121
1900HA050119
1900HA050111
1900HAA13443
1900HA050115
1900HA050118
1900HA040303
1900HA040300
1900HA040298
1900HA040296
1900HA040295
1900HA040391
1900HA040389
1900HA040387
1900HAA91558
1900HAA91556
1900HA040370
1900HA040368
1900HA040364
1900HA040276
1900HAA91153
1900HA040272
1900HA040270
1900HA040250
1900HA040273
1900HA040277
1900HA040279
1900HA040281
1900HA040283
1900HA040284
1900HA040113
1900HA040114
1900HA040117
1900HA040119
1900HA040077
1900HAA09014
1900HA040023
1900HA040024
1900HA040025
1900HA040027
1900HAA91298
1900HA040030
1900HA040032
1900HA040033
1900HA040035
1900HA040038
1900HA040040
1900HA040048
1900HA040050
1900HA040052
1900HA040054
1900HA040055
1900HA040057
1900HA040060
1900HA040005
1900HA040003
1900HA040001

Continued on next page.
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X5 Gosport - Fareham - Warsash - Southampton

First in Hampshire

Continued from previous page.

For times of the next departures from a particular stop you can use traveline-txt - by sending the SMS code to 84268. Add the service number
after the code if you just want a specific service - eg: buctdgtd 60. The return message from traveline-txt will show the next three departures,
and it currently costs 25p plus any message sending charge. Departure times will be real-time predictions where available, or scheduled departure
times if not.

You can also get the same information by using the SMS code at www.nextbuses.mobi (only normal browsing charges apply)
or through several iPhone or Android apps that offer access to NextBuses.

NOTE: SMS codes are different in each direction. Make sure you choose the right direction from these lists.

SMS Code
hamdjgjm
hamdjamp
hamdjadm
hamdgtwd
hamdgpmd
hamdgmwp
hamdgmjt
hamdgjpd
hamdgatw
hamdawpm
sohjgwd
sohjgmd
sohjgap
sohjdmt
sohjdad
sohjajw
sohdwpd
sohjpmw
sohdtpt
sohdtag
sohmdjw
sohmgtw
sohdgmt
sohdgdp
sohdamp
sohawmw

Stop Name
Bursledon, nr Bursledon Station
Lowford, Dodwell Lane (NW-bound)
Lowford, adj Redcroft Lane
Lowford, adj School Road
Lowford, Jurd Way (N-bound)
Lowford, Lowford Hill (SW-bound)
Lowford, Priors Hill Lane (NW-bound)
Lowford, o/s The Plough
Old Netley, Grange Road (NW-bound)
Old Netley, Sports Ground (NW-bound)
Sholing, Ashley Crescent (W-bound)
Sholing, Botley Road (NW-bound)
Sholing, opp St Marys Cemetery
Sholing, Laxton Close (W-bound)
Weston, Weston Lane (W-bound)
Woolston, opp The Swan
Woolston, adj St Annes Road
Woolston, Fort Road (NW-bound)
Woolston, opp St Patricks Church
Woolston, Bridge Link Road (N-bound)
Chapel, Itchen Bridge (W-bound)
Queens Park, opp College Keep
Queens Park, Queens Terrace (Stop QG)
Queens Park, Friary House (Stop TG)
Southampton City Centre, Holyrood Church (Stop BF)
Southampton City Centre, WestQuay (Stop BI)

Street
Bridge Road
Bridge Road
Portsmouth Road
Portsmouth Road
Jurd Way
Hamble Lane
Pound Road
Portsmouth Road
Portsmouth Road
Portsmouth Road
Portsmouth Road
Portsmouth Road A3025
Portsmouth Road
Upper Weston Lane
Wright’s Hill
Portsmouth Road
Portsmouth Road
Portsmouth Road
Portsmouth Road
Cooper’s Lane
Central Bridge
Terminus Terrace
Orchard Place
Briton Street
High Street
Castle Way

ATCO Code
1900HA030480
1900HA030477
1900HA030481
1900HA030484
1900HA030486
1900HA030497
1900HA030543
1900HA030491
1900HA030493
1900HA030494
1980SN121035
1980SN120827
1980SN120829
1980SN120736
1980SN120732
1980SN120730
1980SN120726
1980SNA09185
1980SN120665
1980SN120659
1980SNA90892
1980SNA90962
1980HA120633
1980HA120621
1980HA120625
1980HAA13647
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X5 Southampton - Warsash - Fareham - Gosport

First in Hampshire

Important information related to service X5 at 09:33:39 on 2nd October 2020

Lane closure on Locks Road, Park Gate

Valid from 0600 on 03 Sep 2020 until 2359 on 09 Oct 2020

From 3 September for up to five weeks, Locks Road, Park Gate will be closed. The bus will divert into Heath Road,
Lockswood Road, Locks Heath Shopping Centre and then normal route.

Timetables

Select a timetable using the bookmarks (on the left of this page). Choose the direction and day of travel you require.
Stop and Street Names and SMS codes are also available.
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X5 Southampton - Warsash - Fareham - Gosport

First in Hampshire

Service Restrictions

Sch - Hampshire School Days

2020 October

November

December

Mo Tu

1

We

2

Th

1

3

Fr

2

4

Sa

3

5

Su

4

1

6

Mo

5

2

7

Tu

6

3

8

We

7

4

9

Th

8

5

10

Fr

9

6

11

Sa

10

7

12

Su

11

8

13

Mo

12

9

14

Tu

13

10

15

We

14

11

16

Th

15

12

17

Fr

16

13

18

Sa

17

14

19

Su

18

15

20

Mo

19

16

21

Tu

20

17

22

We

21

18

23

Th

22

19

24

Fr

23

20

25

Sa

24

21

26

Su

25

22

27

Mo

26

23

28

Tu

27

24

29

We

28

25

30

Th

29

26

31

Fr

30

27

Sa

31

28

Su

29

Mo

30

Tu

#

#

#

#

Days of operation

Mo = Monday, Tu = Tuesday, We = Wednesday, Th = Thursday, Fr = Friday

Sa = Saturday

Su = Sunday
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3 Fareham - Portchester - Paulsgrove - QA Hospital - Cosham - City Centre -
Gunwharf - Southsea

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 20/09/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Mondays to Fridays
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop D)
 § Wallington, Bath Lane (Stop W opp Bath Lane)
 § Wallington, nr Delme Arms
 § Portchester, Birdwood Grove (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, The Thicket (E-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Beaulieu Avenue
Portchester, The Seagull (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Cranleigh Road
 § Portchester, Westlands Grove (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, Marina Grove (E-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Neville Avenue
 § Portchester, o/s White Hart Co-Op
Portchester, Precinct (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, Station Road (N-bound)
 § Portchester, Portsview Gardens (E-bound)
 § Portchester, Mountview Avenue (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Rowland Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Truro Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Pendennis Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Bodmin Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Woofferton Road (NE-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Nailsworth Road (E-bound)
Paulsgrove, Allaway Avenue Shops (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Walford Road (NE-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Beehive Terrace (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Blakemere Crescent (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Harleston Road (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Mablethorpe Road (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Boston Road (E-bound)
 § QA Hospital, Sevenoaks Road (Stand N)
QA Hospital, QA Hospital Main (Stop F)
 § QA Hospital, First Avenue (Stand K)
Cosham, Health Centre (Stop F)
 § Cosham, Cosham Interchange (Stop C)
 § Cosham, Highbury Buildings (Stand D)
 § Cosham, Donaldson Road (SW-bound)
Hilsea, Hilsea Lido (Stop F)
 § Hilsea, Coach and Horses (SE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Old London Road (SW-bound)
 § Hilsea, Beechwood Road (SW-bound)
 § North End, Merrivale Road (SW-bound)
 § North End, Ophir Road (S-bound)
 § North End, Mayfield Road (S-bound)
North End, North End Junction (Stop F)
 § Kingston, Kingston Crescent (S-bound)
 § Kingston, Queens Road (SE-bound)
 § Kingston, Hanway Road (S-bound)
Kingston, Fratton Road (W-bound)
 § Landport, Clarendon Street (SW-bound)
 § City Centre, Cornmill Street (Stop V)
 § Landport, St Agatha’s (Stop U)
City Centre, City Shops South (Stop G)
 § Portsea, HMS Nelson (W-bound)
 § Portsea, Curzon Howe Road (W-bound)
Portsmouth, The Hard Interchange (Stand M)
 § Portsea, St Georges Square (SE-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Gunwharf Quays (S-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, Kings Road Junction (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Green Road (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Friendship House (S-bound)
 § Southsea, St. Judes Church (W-bound)
Southsea, Southsea Shops (Stop A)
 § Southsea, The Circle (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, The Strand (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, Clarendon Road (S-bound)
Southsea, South Parade Pier (Stop A)

0520
0522
0524
0525
0526
0527
0528
0529
0530
0531
0532
0533
0535
0535
0536
0537
0538
0539
0539
0540
0541
0542
0543
0543
0544
0545
0546
0547
0548
0548
0550
0551
0553
0554
0554
0555
0557
0557
0558
0559
0600
0600
0602
0603
0605
0605
0607
0609
0610
0611
0612
0616
0617
0618
0620
0620
0621
0622
0624
0625
0626
0627
0630
0631
0632
0633
0634

0540
0542
0544
0545
0546
0547
0548
0549
0550
0551
0552
0553
0555
0555
0556
0557
0558
0559
0559
0600
0601
0602
0603
0603
0604
0605
0606
0607
0608
0608
0610
0611
0613
0614
0614
0615
0617
0617
0618
0619
0620
0620
0622
0623
0625
0625
0627
0629
0630
0631
0632
0636
0637
0638
0640
0640
0641
0642
0644
0645
0646
0647
0650
0651
0652
0653
0654

0600
0602
0604
0605
0606
0607
0608
0609
0610
0611
0612
0613
0615
0615
0616
0617
0618
0619
0619
0620
0621
0622
0623
0623
0624
0625
0626
0627
0628
0628
0630
0631
0633
0634
0634
0635
0637
0637
0638
0639
0640
0640
0642
0643
0645
0645
0647
0649
0650
0651
0652
0656
0657
0658
0700
0700
0701
0702
0704
0705
0706
0707
0710
0711
0712
0713
0714

0610
0612
0614
0615
0616
0617
0618
0619
0620
0621
0622
0623
0625
0625
0626
0627
0628
0629
0629
0630
0631
0632
0633
0633
0634
0635
0636
0637
0638
0638
0640
0641
0643
0644
0644
0645
0647
0647
0648
0649
0650
0650
0652
0653
0655
0655
0657
0659
0700
0701
0702
0706
0707
0708
0710
0710
0711
0712
0714
0715
0716
0717
0720
0721
0722
0723
0724

0620
0622
0624
0625
0626
0627
0628
0629
0630
0631
0632
0633
0635
0635
0636
0637
0638
0639
0639
0640
0641
0642
0643
0643
0644
0645
0646
0647
0648
0648
0650
0651
0653
0654
0654
0655
0657
0657
0658
0659
0700
0700
0702
0703
0705
0705
0707
0709
0710
0711
0712
0716
0717
0718
0720
0720
0721
0722
0724
0725
0726
0727
0730
0731
0732
0733
0734

0630
0632
0634
0635
0636
0637
0638
0639
0640
0641
0642
0643
0645
0645
0646
0647
0648
0649
0649
0650
0651
0652
0653
0653
0654
0655
0656
0657
0658
0658
0700
0701
0703
0704
0704
0705
0707
0707
0708
0709
0710
0710
0712
0713
0715
0715
0717
0719
0720
0721
0722
0726
0727
0728
0730
0730
0731
0732
0734
0735
0736
0737
0740
0741
0742
0743
0744

0640
0642
0644
0645
0646
0647
0648
0649
0650
0651
0652
0653
0655
0655
0656
0657
0658
0659
0659
0700
0701
0702
0703
0703
0704
0705
0706
0707
0708
0708
0710
0711
0713
0714
0714
0715
0717
0717
0718
0719
0720
0720
0722
0723
0725
0725
0727
0729
0730
0731
0732
0736
0737
0738
0740
0740
0741
0742
0744
0745
0746
0747
0750
0751
0752
0753
0754

0650
0652
0654
0655
0656
0657
0658
0659
0700
0701
0702
0703
0705
0705
0706
0707
0708
0709
0709
0710
0711
0712
0713
0713
0714
0715
0716
0717
0718
0718
0720
0721
0723
0724
0724
0725
0727
0727
0728
0729
0730
0730
0732
0733
0735
0735
0737
0739
0740
0741
0742
0746
0747
0748
0750
0750
0751
0752
0754
0755
0756
0757
0800
0801
0802
0803
0804

0700
0702
0704
0705
0706
0707
0708
0709
0710
0711
0712
0713
0715
0715
0716
0717
0718
0719
0719
0720
0721
0722
0723
0723
0724
0725
0726
0727
0728
0728
0730
0731
0733
0734
0734
0735
0737
0737
0738
0739
0740
0740
0742
0743
0745
0745
0747
0749
0750
0751
0752
0756
0757
0758
0800
0801
0802
0803
0805
0806
0807
0808
0810
0811
0812
0813
0814

0710
0712
0714
0715
0716
0717
0718
0719
0720
0721
0722
0723
0725
0725
0726
0727
0728
0729
0729
0730
0731
0732
0733
0733
0734
0735
0736
0737
0738
0738
0740
0741
0743
0744
0744
0745
0747
0747
0748
0749
0750
0750
0752
0753
0755
0755
0757
0759
0800
0801
0802
0806
0808
0810
0812
0813
0814
0815
0817
0818
0819
0820
0822
0823
0824
0825
0826

0720
0722
0724
0725
0726
0727
0728
0729
0730
0731
0732
0733
0735
0735
0736
0737
0738
0739
0739
0740
0741
0742
0743
0743
0744
0745
0746
0747
0748
0748
0750
0751
0753
0754
0754
0755
0757
0757
0758
0759
0800
0800
0802
0803
0804
0806
0808
0810
0811
0813
0815
0817
0819
0821
0823
0824
0825
0826
0828
0829
0830
0831
0833
0834
0835
0836
0837

0730
0732
0734
0735
0736
0737
0738
0739
0740
0741
0742
0743
0745
0745
0746
0747
0748
0749
0749
0750
0751
0752
0753
0753
0754
0755
0756
0757
0758
0758
0800
0802
0804
0805
0806
0807
0808
0808
0809
0810
0811
0812
0813
0814
0815
0817
0819
0821
0822
0824
0826
0828
0830
0832
0834
0835
0836
0837
0839
0840
0841
0842
0844
0845
0846
0847
0848

0740
0742
0744
0745
0746
0747
0748
0749
0750
0751
0752
0753
0755
0755
0756
0757
0758
0759
0759
0800
0801
0802
0803
0803
0804
0805
0806
0807
0808
0809
0810
0812
0814
0815
0816
0817
0818
0818
0819
0820
0821
0822
0823
0824
0825
0827
0829
0831
0832
0834
0836
0838
0840
0842
0844
0845
0846
0847
0849
0850
0851
0852
0854
0855
0856
0857
0858

0750
0752
0754
0755
0756
0757
0758
0759
0800
0801
0802
0803
0805
0805
0806
0807
0808
0809
0809
0810
0811
0812
0813
0813
0814
0815
0816
0817
0818
0819
0820
0822
0824
0825
0826
0827
0828
0828
0829
0830
0831
0832
0833
0834
0835
0837
0839
0841
0842
0844
0846
0848
0850
0852
0854
0855
0856
0857
0859
0900
0901
0902
0904
0905
0906
0907
0908

0800
0801
0803
0804
0806
0807
0809
0810
0811
0812
0813
0814
0816
0816
0817
0818
0819
0820
0820
0821
0822
0823
0824
0824
0825
0826
0827
0828
0829
0830
0831
0833
0835
0836
0837
0838
0839
0839
0840
0841
0842
0843
0844
0845
0846
0848
0850
0852
0853
0855
0857
0859
0901
0903
0905
0906
0907
0908
0910
0911
0912
0913
0915
0916
0917
0918
0919

0810
0811
0813
0814
0816
0817
0819
0820
0821
0822
0823
0824
0826
0826
0827
0828
0829
0830
0830
0831
0832
0833
0834
0834
0835
0836
0837
0838
0839
0840
0841
0843
0845
0846
0847
0848
0849
0849
0850
0851
0852
0853
0854
0855
0856
0858
0900
0902
0903
0905
0907
0909
0911
0913
0915
0916
0917
0918
0920
0921
0922
0923
0925
0926
0927
0928
0929

0820
0821
0823
0824
0826
0827
0829
0830
0831
0832
0833
0834
0836
0836
0837
0838
0839
0840
0840
0841
0842
0843
0844
0844
0845
0846
0847
0848
0849
0850
0851
0853
0855
0856
0857
0858
0859
0859
0900
0901
0902
0903
0904
0905
0906
0908
0910
0912
0913
0915
0917
0919
0921
0923
0925
0926
0927
0928
0930
0931
0932
0933
0935
0936
0937
0938
0939

0830
0831
0833
0834
0836
0837
0839
0840
0841
0842
0843
0844
0846
0846
0847
0848
0849
0850
0850
0851
0852
0853
0854
0854
0855
0856
0857
0858
0859
0900
0901
0903
0905
0906
0907
0908
0909
0909
0910
0911
0912
0913
0914
0915
0916
0918
0920
0922
0923
0925
0927
0929
0931
0933
0935
0936
0937
0938
0940
0941
0942
0943
0945
0946
0947
0948
0949

Notes: § - Time at this stop is indicative. You are advised to be at any stop several minutes before the times shown

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  22/09/20

93

Page 307



3 Fareham - Portchester - Paulsgrove - QA Hospital - Cosham - City Centre -
Gunwharf - Southsea

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 20/09/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Mondays to Fridays
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop D)
 § Wallington, Bath Lane (Stop W opp Bath Lane)
 § Wallington, nr Delme Arms
 § Portchester, Birdwood Grove (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, The Thicket (E-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Beaulieu Avenue
Portchester, The Seagull (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Cranleigh Road
 § Portchester, Westlands Grove (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, Marina Grove (E-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Neville Avenue
 § Portchester, o/s White Hart Co-Op
Portchester, Precinct (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, Station Road (N-bound)
 § Portchester, Portsview Gardens (E-bound)
 § Portchester, Mountview Avenue (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Rowland Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Truro Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Pendennis Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Bodmin Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Woofferton Road (NE-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Nailsworth Road (E-bound)
Paulsgrove, Allaway Avenue Shops (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Walford Road (NE-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Beehive Terrace (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Blakemere Crescent (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Harleston Road (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Mablethorpe Road (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Boston Road (E-bound)
 § QA Hospital, Sevenoaks Road (Stand N)
QA Hospital, QA Hospital Main (Stop F)
 § QA Hospital, First Avenue (Stand K)
Cosham, Health Centre (Stop F)
 § Cosham, Cosham Interchange (Stop C)
 § Cosham, Highbury Buildings (Stand D)
 § Cosham, Donaldson Road (SW-bound)
Hilsea, Hilsea Lido (Stop F)
 § Hilsea, Coach and Horses (SE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Old London Road (SW-bound)
 § Hilsea, Beechwood Road (SW-bound)
 § North End, Merrivale Road (SW-bound)
 § North End, Ophir Road (S-bound)
 § North End, Mayfield Road (S-bound)
North End, North End Junction (Stop F)
 § Kingston, Kingston Crescent (S-bound)
 § Kingston, Queens Road (SE-bound)
 § Kingston, Hanway Road (S-bound)
Kingston, Fratton Road (W-bound)
 § Landport, Clarendon Street (SW-bound)
 § City Centre, Cornmill Street (Stop V)
 § Landport, St Agatha’s (Stop U)
City Centre, City Shops South (Stop G)
 § Portsea, HMS Nelson (W-bound)
 § Portsea, Curzon Howe Road (W-bound)
Portsmouth, The Hard Interchange (Stand M)
 § Portsea, St Georges Square (SE-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Gunwharf Quays (S-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, Kings Road Junction (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Green Road (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Friendship House (S-bound)
 § Southsea, St. Judes Church (W-bound)
Southsea, Southsea Shops (Stop A)
 § Southsea, The Circle (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, The Strand (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, Clarendon Road (S-bound)
Southsea, South Parade Pier (Stop A)

0840
0841
0843
0844
0846
0847
0849
0850
0851
0852
0853
0854
0856
0856
0857
0858
0859
0900
0900
0901
0902
0903
0904
0904
0905
0906
0907
0908
0909
0910
0911
0913
0915
0916
0917
0918
0919
0919
0920
0921
0922
0923
0924
0925
0926
0928
0930
0932
0933
0935
0937
0939
0941
0943
0945
0946
0947
0948
0950
0951
0952
0953
0955
0956
0957
0958
0959

0850
0851
0853
0854
0856
0857
0859
0900
0901
0902
0903
0904
0906
0906
0907
0908
0909
0910
0910
0911
0912
0913
0914
0914
0915
0916
0917
0918
0919
0920
0921
0923
0925
0926
0927
0928
0929
0929
0930
0931
0932
0933
0934
0935
0936
0938
0940
0942
0943
0945
0947
0949
0951
0953
0955
0956
0957
0958
1000
1001
1002
1003
1005
1006
1007
1008
1009

0858
0859
0901
0902
0904
0905
0907
0908
0909
0910
0911
0912
0914
0914
0915
0916
0917
0918
0918
0919
0920
0921
0922
0922
0923
0924
0925
0926
0927
0928
0929
0931
0933
0934
0935
0936
0937
0937
0938
0939
0940
0941
0942
0943
0944
0946
0948
0950
0951
0953
0955
0957
0959
1001
1003
1004
1005
1006
1008
1009
1010
1011
1013
1014
1015
1016
1017

0906
0907
0909
0910
0912
0913
0915
0916
0917
0918
0919
0920
0922
0922
0923
0924
0925
0926
0926
0927
0928
0929
0930
0930
0931
0932
0933
0934
0935
0936
0937
0939
0941
0942
0943
0944
0945
0945
0946
0947
0948
0949
0950
0951
0952
0954
0956
0958
0959
1001
1003
1005
1007
1009
1011
1012
1013
1014
1016
1017
1018
1019
1021
1022
1023
1024
1025

0914
0915
0917
0918
0920
0921
0923
0924
0925
0926
0927
0928
0930
0930
0931
0932
0933
0934
0934
0935
0936
0937
0938
0938
0939
0940
0941
0942
0943
0944
0945
0947
0949
0950
0951
0952
0953
0953
0954
0955
0956
0957
0958
0959
1000
1002
1004
1006
1007
1009
1011
1013
1015
1017
1019
1020
1021
1022
1024
1025
1026
1027
1029
1030
1031
1032
1033

0922
0923
0925
0926
0928
0929
0931
0932
0933
0934
0935
0936
0938
0938
0939
0940
0941
0942
0942
0943
0944
0945
0946
0946
0947
0948
0949
0950
0951
0952
0953
0955
0957
0958
0959
1000
1001
1001
1002
1003
1004
1005
1006
1007
1008
1010
1012
1014
1015
1017
1019
1021
1023
1025
1027
1028
1029
1030
1032
1033
1034
1035
1037
1038
1039
1040
1041

0930
0931
0933
0934
0936
0937
0939
0940
0941
0942
0943
0944
0946
0946
0947
0948
0949
0950
0950
0951
0952
0953
0954
0954
0955
0956
0957
0958
0959
1000
1001
1003
1005
1006
1007
1008
1009
1009
1010
1011
1012
1013
1014
1015
1016
1018
1020
1022
1023
1025
1027
1029
1031
1033
1035
1036
1037
1038
1040
1041
1042
1043
1045
1046
1047
1048
1049

0938
0939
0941
0942
0944
0945
0947
0948
0949
0950
0951
0952
0954
0954
0955
0956
0957
0958
0958
0959
1000
1001
1002
1002
1003
1004
1005
1006
1007
1008
1009
1011
1013
1014
1015
1016
1017
1017
1018
1019
1020
1021
1022
1023
1024
1026
1028
1030
1031
1033
1035
1037
1039
1041
1043
1044
1045
1046
1048
1049
1050
1051
1053
1054
1055
1056
1057

0946
0947
0949
0950
0952
0953
0955
0956
0957
0958
0959
1000
1002
1002
1003
1004
1005
1006
1006
1007
1008
1009
1010
1010
1011
1012
1013
1014
1015
1016
1017
1019
1021
1022
1023
1024
1025
1025
1026
1027
1028
1029
1030
1031
1032
1034
1036
1038
1039
1041
1043
1045
1047
1049
1051
1052
1053
1054
1056
1057
1058
1059
1101
1102
1103
1104
1105

0954
0955
0957
0958
1000
1001
1003
1004
1005
1006
1007
1008
1010
1010
1011
1012
1013
1014
1014
1015
1016
1017
1018
1018
1019
1020
1021
1022
1023
1024
1025
1027
1029
1030
1031
1032
1033
1033
1034
1035
1036
1037
1038
1039
1040
1042
1044
1046
1047
1049
1051
1053
1055
1057
1059
1100
1101
1102
1104
1105
1106
1107
1109
1110
1111
1112
1113

1002
1003
1005
1006
1008
1009
1011
1012
1013
1014
1015
1016
1018
1018
1019
1020
1021
1022
1022
1023
1024
1025
1026
1026
1027
1028
1029
1030
1031
1032
1033
1035
1037
1038
1039
1040
1041
1041
1042
1043
1044
1045
1046
1047
1048
1050
1052
1054
1055
1057
1059
1101
1103
1105
1107
1108
1109
1110
1112
1113
1114
1115
1117
1118
1119
1120
1121

1010
1011
1013
1014
1016
1017
1019
1020
1021
1022
1023
1024
1026
1026
1027
1028
1029
1030
1030
1031
1032
1033
1034
1034
1035
1036
1037
1038
1039
1040
1041
1043
1045
1046
1047
1048
1049
1049
1050
1051
1052
1053
1054
1055
1056
1058
1100
1102
1103
1105
1107
1109
1111
1113
1115
1116
1117
1118
1120
1121
1122
1123
1125
1126
1127
1128
1129

1018
1019
1021
1022
1024
1025
1027
1028
1029
1030
1031
1032
1034
1034
1035
1036
1037
1038
1038
1039
1040
1041
1042
1042
1043
1044
1045
1046
1047
1048
1049
1051
1053
1054
1055
1056
1057
1057
1058
1059
1100
1101
1102
1103
1104
1106
1108
1110
1111
1113
1115
1117
1119
1121
1123
1124
1125
1126
1128
1129
1130
1131
1133
1134
1135
1136
1137

1026
1027
1029
1030
1032
1033
1035
1036
1037
1038
1039
1040
1042
1042
1043
1044
1045
1046
1046
1047
1048
1049
1050
1050
1051
1052
1053
1054
1055
1056
1057
1059
1101
1102
1103
1104
1105
1105
1106
1107
1108
1109
1110
1111
1112
1114
1116
1118
1119
1121
1123
1125
1127
1129
1131
1132
1133
1134
1136
1137
1138
1139
1141
1142
1143
1144
1145

1034
1035
1037
1038
1040
1041
1043
1044
1045
1046
1047
1048
1050
1050
1051
1052
1053
1054
1054
1055
1056
1057
1058
1058
1059
1100
1101
1102
1103
1104
1105
1107
1109
1110
1111
1112
1113
1113
1114
1115
1116
1117
1118
1119
1120
1122
1124
1126
1127
1129
1131
1133
1135
1137
1139
1140
1141
1142
1144
1145
1146
1147
1149
1150
1151
1152
1153

1042
1043
1045
1046
1048
1049
1051
1052
1053
1054
1055
1056
1058
1058
1059
1100
1101
1102
1102
1103
1104
1105
1106
1106
1107
1108
1109
1110
1111
1112
1113
1115
1117
1118
1119
1120
1121
1121
1122
1123
1124
1125
1126
1127
1128
1130
1132
1134
1135
1137
1139
1141
1143
1145
1147
1148
1149
1150
1152
1153
1154
1155
1157
1158
1159
1200
1201

1050
1051
1053
1054
1056
1057
1059
1100
1101
1102
1103
1104
1106
1106
1107
1108
1109
1110
1110
1111
1112
1113
1114
1114
1115
1116
1117
1118
1119
1120
1121
1123
1125
1126
1127
1128
1129
1129
1130
1131
1132
1133
1134
1135
1136
1138
1140
1142
1143
1145
1147
1149
1151
1153
1155
1156
1157
1158
1200
1201
1202
1203
1205
1206
1207
1208
1209

1058
1059
1101
1102
1104
1105
1107
1108
1109
1110
1111
1112
1114
1114
1115
1116
1117
1118
1118
1119
1120
1121
1122
1122
1123
1124
1125
1126
1127
1128
1129
1131
1133
1134
1135
1136
1137
1137
1138
1139
1140
1141
1142
1143
1144
1146
1148
1150
1151
1153
1155
1157
1159
1201
1203
1204
1205
1206
1208
1209
1210
1211
1213
1214
1215
1216
1217

Notes: § - Time at this stop is indicative. You are advised to be at any stop several minutes before the times shown

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  22/09/20
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3 Fareham - Portchester - Paulsgrove - QA Hospital - Cosham - City Centre -
Gunwharf - Southsea

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 20/09/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Mondays to Fridays
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop D)
 § Wallington, Bath Lane (Stop W opp Bath Lane)
 § Wallington, nr Delme Arms
 § Portchester, Birdwood Grove (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, The Thicket (E-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Beaulieu Avenue
Portchester, The Seagull (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Cranleigh Road
 § Portchester, Westlands Grove (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, Marina Grove (E-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Neville Avenue
 § Portchester, o/s White Hart Co-Op
Portchester, Precinct (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, Station Road (N-bound)
 § Portchester, Portsview Gardens (E-bound)
 § Portchester, Mountview Avenue (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Rowland Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Truro Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Pendennis Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Bodmin Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Woofferton Road (NE-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Nailsworth Road (E-bound)
Paulsgrove, Allaway Avenue Shops (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Walford Road (NE-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Beehive Terrace (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Blakemere Crescent (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Harleston Road (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Mablethorpe Road (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Boston Road (E-bound)
 § QA Hospital, Sevenoaks Road (Stand N)
QA Hospital, QA Hospital Main (Stop F)
 § QA Hospital, First Avenue (Stand K)
Cosham, Health Centre (Stop F)
 § Cosham, Cosham Interchange (Stop C)
 § Cosham, Highbury Buildings (Stand D)
 § Cosham, Donaldson Road (SW-bound)
Hilsea, Hilsea Lido (Stop F)
 § Hilsea, Coach and Horses (SE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Old London Road (SW-bound)
 § Hilsea, Beechwood Road (SW-bound)
 § North End, Merrivale Road (SW-bound)
 § North End, Ophir Road (S-bound)
 § North End, Mayfield Road (S-bound)
North End, North End Junction (Stop F)
 § Kingston, Kingston Crescent (S-bound)
 § Kingston, Queens Road (SE-bound)
 § Kingston, Hanway Road (S-bound)
Kingston, Fratton Road (W-bound)
 § Landport, Clarendon Street (SW-bound)
 § City Centre, Cornmill Street (Stop V)
 § Landport, St Agatha’s (Stop U)
City Centre, City Shops South (Stop G)
 § Portsea, HMS Nelson (W-bound)
 § Portsea, Curzon Howe Road (W-bound)
Portsmouth, The Hard Interchange (Stand M)
 § Portsea, St Georges Square (SE-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Gunwharf Quays (S-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, Kings Road Junction (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Green Road (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Friendship House (S-bound)
 § Southsea, St. Judes Church (W-bound)
Southsea, Southsea Shops (Stop A)
 § Southsea, The Circle (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, The Strand (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, Clarendon Road (S-bound)
Southsea, South Parade Pier (Stop A)

1106
1107
1109
1110
1112
1113
1115
1116
1117
1118
1119
1120
1122
1122
1123
1124
1125
1126
1126
1127
1128
1129
1130
1130
1131
1132
1133
1134
1135
1136
1137
1139
1141
1142
1143
1144
1145
1145
1146
1147
1148
1149
1150
1151
1152
1154
1156
1158
1159
1201
1203
1205
1207
1209
1211
1212
1213
1214
1216
1217
1218
1219
1221
1222
1223
1224
1225

1114
1115
1117
1118
1120
1121
1123
1124
1125
1126
1127
1128
1130
1130
1131
1132
1133
1134
1134
1135
1136
1137
1138
1138
1139
1140
1141
1142
1143
1144
1145
1147
1149
1150
1151
1152
1153
1153
1154
1155
1156
1157
1158
1159
1200
1202
1204
1206
1207
1209
1211
1213
1215
1217
1219
1220
1221
1222
1224
1225
1226
1227
1229
1230
1231
1232
1233

1122
1123
1125
1126
1128
1129
1131
1132
1133
1134
1135
1136
1138
1138
1139
1140
1141
1142
1142
1143
1144
1145
1146
1146
1147
1148
1149
1150
1151
1152
1153
1155
1157
1158
1159
1200
1201
1201
1202
1203
1204
1205
1206
1207
1208
1210
1212
1214
1215
1217
1219
1221
1223
1225
1227
1228
1229
1230
1232
1233
1234
1235
1237
1238
1239
1240
1241

1130
1131
1133
1134
1136
1137
1139
1140
1141
1142
1143
1144
1146
1146
1147
1148
1149
1150
1150
1151
1152
1153
1154
1154
1155
1156
1157
1158
1159
1200
1201
1203
1205
1206
1207
1208
1209
1209
1210
1211
1212
1213
1214
1215
1216
1218
1220
1222
1223
1225
1227
1229
1231
1233
1235
1236
1237
1238
1240
1241
1242
1243
1245
1246
1247
1248
1249

1138
1139
1141
1142
1144
1145
1147
1148
1149
1150
1151
1152
1154
1154
1155
1156
1157
1158
1158
1159
1200
1201
1202
1202
1203
1204
1205
1206
1207
1208
1209
1211
1213
1214
1215
1216
1217
1217
1218
1219
1220
1221
1222
1223
1224
1226
1228
1230
1231
1233
1235
1237
1239
1241
1243
1244
1245
1246
1248
1249
1250
1251
1253
1254
1255
1256
1257

1146
1147
1149
1150
1152
1153
1155
1156
1157
1158
1159
1200
1202
1202
1203
1204
1205
1206
1206
1207
1208
1209
1210
1210
1211
1212
1213
1214
1215
1216
1217
1219
1221
1222
1223
1224
1225
1225
1226
1227
1228
1229
1230
1231
1232
1234
1236
1238
1239
1241
1243
1245
1247
1249
1251
1252
1253
1254
1256
1257
1258
1259
1301
1302
1303
1304
1305

1154
1155
1157
1158
1200
1201
1203
1204
1205
1206
1207
1208
1210
1210
1211
1212
1213
1214
1214
1215
1216
1217
1218
1218
1219
1220
1221
1222
1223
1224
1225
1227
1229
1230
1231
1232
1233
1233
1234
1235
1236
1237
1238
1239
1240
1242
1244
1246
1247
1249
1251
1253
1255
1257
1259
1300
1301
1302
1304
1305
1306
1307
1309
1310
1311
1312
1313

1202
1203
1205
1206
1208
1209
1211
1212
1213
1214
1215
1216
1218
1218
1219
1220
1221
1222
1222
1223
1224
1225
1226
1226
1227
1228
1229
1230
1231
1232
1233
1235
1237
1238
1239
1240
1241
1241
1242
1243
1244
1245
1246
1247
1248
1250
1252
1254
1255
1257
1259
1301
1303
1305
1307
1308
1309
1310
1312
1313
1314
1315
1317
1318
1319
1320
1321

1210
1211
1213
1214
1216
1217
1219
1220
1221
1222
1223
1224
1226
1226
1227
1228
1229
1230
1230
1231
1232
1233
1234
1234
1235
1236
1237
1238
1239
1240
1241
1243
1245
1246
1247
1248
1249
1249
1250
1251
1252
1253
1254
1255
1256
1258
1300
1302
1303
1305
1307
1309
1311
1313
1315
1316
1317
1318
1320
1321
1322
1323
1325
1326
1327
1328
1329

1218
1219
1221
1222
1224
1225
1227
1228
1229
1230
1231
1232
1234
1234
1235
1236
1237
1238
1238
1239
1240
1241
1242
1242
1243
1244
1245
1246
1247
1248
1249
1251
1253
1254
1255
1256
1257
1257
1258
1259
1300
1301
1302
1303
1304
1306
1308
1310
1311
1313
1315
1317
1319
1321
1323
1324
1325
1326
1328
1329
1330
1331
1333
1334
1335
1336
1337

1226
1227
1229
1230
1232
1233
1235
1236
1237
1238
1239
1240
1242
1242
1243
1244
1245
1246
1246
1247
1248
1249
1250
1250
1251
1252
1253
1254
1255
1256
1257
1259
1301
1302
1303
1304
1305
1305
1306
1307
1308
1309
1310
1311
1312
1314
1316
1318
1319
1321
1323
1325
1327
1329
1331
1332
1333
1334
1336
1337
1338
1339
1341
1342
1343
1344
1345

1234
1235
1237
1238
1240
1241
1243
1244
1245
1246
1247
1248
1250
1250
1251
1252
1253
1254
1254
1255
1256
1257
1258
1258
1259
1300
1301
1302
1303
1304
1305
1307
1309
1310
1311
1312
1313
1313
1314
1315
1316
1317
1318
1319
1320
1322
1324
1326
1327
1329
1331
1333
1335
1337
1339
1340
1341
1342
1344
1345
1346
1347
1349
1350
1351
1352
1353

1242
1243
1245
1246
1248
1249
1251
1252
1253
1254
1255
1256
1258
1258
1259
1300
1301
1302
1302
1303
1304
1305
1306
1306
1307
1308
1309
1310
1311
1312
1313
1315
1317
1318
1319
1320
1321
1321
1322
1323
1324
1325
1326
1327
1328
1330
1332
1334
1335
1337
1339
1341
1343
1345
1347
1348
1349
1350
1352
1353
1354
1355
1357
1358
1359
1400
1401

1250
1251
1253
1254
1256
1257
1259
1300
1301
1302
1303
1304
1306
1306
1307
1308
1309
1310
1310
1311
1312
1313
1314
1314
1315
1316
1317
1318
1319
1320
1321
1323
1325
1326
1327
1328
1329
1329
1330
1331
1332
1333
1334
1335
1336
1338
1340
1342
1343
1345
1347
1349
1351
1353
1355
1356
1357
1358
1400
1401
1402
1403
1405
1406
1407
1408
1409

1258
1259
1301
1302
1304
1305
1307
1308
1309
1310
1311
1312
1314
1314
1315
1316
1317
1318
1318
1319
1320
1321
1322
1322
1323
1324
1325
1326
1327
1328
1329
1331
1333
1334
1335
1336
1337
1337
1338
1339
1340
1341
1342
1343
1344
1346
1348
1350
1351
1353
1355
1357
1359
1401
1403
1404
1405
1406
1408
1409
1410
1411
1413
1414
1415
1416
1417

1308
1309
1311
1312
1314
1315
1317
1318
1319
1320
1321
1322
1324
1324
1325
1326
1327
1328
1328
1329
1330
1331
1332
1332
1333
1334
1335
1336
1337
1338
1339
1341
1343
1344
1345
1346
1347
1347
1348
1349
1350
1351
1352
1353
1354
1356
1358
1400
1401
1403
1405
1407
1409
1411
1413
1414
1415
1416
1418
1419
1420
1421
1423
1424
1425
1426
1427

1318
1319
1321
1322
1324
1325
1327
1328
1329
1330
1331
1332
1334
1334
1335
1336
1337
1338
1338
1339
1340
1341
1342
1342
1343
1344
1345
1346
1347
1348
1349
1351
1353
1354
1355
1356
1357
1357
1358
1359
1400
1401
1402
1403
1404
1406
1408
1410
1411
1413
1415
1417
1419
1421
1423
1424
1425
1426
1428
1429
1430
1431
1433
1434
1435
1436
1437

1328
1329
1331
1332
1334
1335
1337
1338
1339
1340
1341
1342
1344
1344
1345
1346
1347
1348
1348
1349
1350
1351
1352
1352
1353
1354
1355
1356
1357
1358
1359
1401
1403
1404
1405
1406
1407
1407
1408
1409
1410
1411
1412
1413
1414
1416
1418
1420
1421
1423
1425
1427
1429
1431
1433
1434
1435
1436
1438
1439
1440
1441
1443
1444
1445
1446
1447

Notes: § - Time at this stop is indicative. You are advised to be at any stop several minutes before the times shown

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  22/09/20
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3 Fareham - Portchester - Paulsgrove - QA Hospital - Cosham - City Centre -
Gunwharf - Southsea

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 20/09/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Mondays to Fridays
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop D)
 § Wallington, Bath Lane (Stop W opp Bath Lane)
 § Wallington, nr Delme Arms
 § Portchester, Birdwood Grove (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, The Thicket (E-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Beaulieu Avenue
Portchester, The Seagull (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Cranleigh Road
 § Portchester, Westlands Grove (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, Marina Grove (E-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Neville Avenue
 § Portchester, o/s White Hart Co-Op
Portchester, Precinct (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, Station Road (N-bound)
 § Portchester, Portsview Gardens (E-bound)
 § Portchester, Mountview Avenue (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Rowland Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Truro Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Pendennis Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Bodmin Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Woofferton Road (NE-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Nailsworth Road (E-bound)
Paulsgrove, Allaway Avenue Shops (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Walford Road (NE-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Beehive Terrace (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Blakemere Crescent (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Harleston Road (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Mablethorpe Road (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Boston Road (E-bound)
 § QA Hospital, Sevenoaks Road (Stand N)
QA Hospital, QA Hospital Main (Stop F)
 § QA Hospital, First Avenue (Stand K)
Cosham, Health Centre (Stop F)
 § Cosham, Cosham Interchange (Stop C)
 § Cosham, Highbury Buildings (Stand D)
 § Cosham, Donaldson Road (SW-bound)
Hilsea, Hilsea Lido (Stop F)
 § Hilsea, Coach and Horses (SE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Old London Road (SW-bound)
 § Hilsea, Beechwood Road (SW-bound)
 § North End, Merrivale Road (SW-bound)
 § North End, Ophir Road (S-bound)
 § North End, Mayfield Road (S-bound)
North End, North End Junction (Stop F)
 § Kingston, Kingston Crescent (S-bound)
 § Kingston, Queens Road (SE-bound)
 § Kingston, Hanway Road (S-bound)
Kingston, Fratton Road (W-bound)
 § Landport, Clarendon Street (SW-bound)
 § City Centre, Cornmill Street (Stop V)
 § Landport, St Agatha’s (Stop U)
City Centre, City Shops South (Stop G)
 § Portsea, HMS Nelson (W-bound)
 § Portsea, Curzon Howe Road (W-bound)
Portsmouth, The Hard Interchange (Stand M)
 § Portsea, St Georges Square (SE-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Gunwharf Quays (S-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, Kings Road Junction (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Green Road (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Friendship House (S-bound)
 § Southsea, St. Judes Church (W-bound)
Southsea, Southsea Shops (Stop A)
 § Southsea, The Circle (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, The Strand (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, Clarendon Road (S-bound)
Southsea, South Parade Pier (Stop A)

1338
1339
1341
1342
1344
1345
1347
1348
1349
1350
1351
1352
1354
1354
1355
1356
1357
1358
1358
1359
1400
1401
1402
1402
1403
1404
1405
1406
1407
1408
1409
1411
1413
1414
1415
1416
1417
1417
1418
1419
1420
1421
1422
1423
1424
1426
1428
1430
1431
1433
1435
1437
1439
1441
1443
1444
1445
1446
1448
1449
1450
1451
1453
1454
1455
1456
1457

1348
1349
1351
1352
1354
1355
1357
1358
1359
1400
1401
1402
1404
1404
1405
1406
1407
1408
1408
1409
1410
1411
1412
1412
1413
1414
1415
1416
1417
1418
1419
1421
1423
1424
1425
1426
1427
1427
1428
1429
1430
1431
1432
1433
1434
1436
1438
1440
1441
1443
1445
1447
1449
1451
1453
1454
1455
1456
1458
1459
1500
1501
1503
1504
1505
1506
1507

1358
1359
1401
1402
1404
1405
1407
1408
1409
1410
1411
1412
1414
1414
1415
1416
1417
1418
1418
1419
1420
1421
1422
1422
1423
1424
1425
1426
1427
1428
1429
1431
1433
1434
1435
1436
1437
1437
1438
1439
1440
1441
1442
1443
1444
1446
1448
1450
1451
1453
1455
1457
1459
1501
1503
1504
1505
1506
1508
1509
1510
1511
1513
1514
1515
1516
1517

1408
1409
1411
1412
1414
1415
1417
1418
1419
1420
1421
1422
1424
1424
1425
1426
1427
1428
1428
1429
1430
1431
1432
1432
1433
1434
1435
1436
1437
1438
1439
1441
1443
1444
1445
1446
1447
1447
1448
1449
1450
1451
1452
1453
1454
1456
1458
1500
1501
1503
1505
1507
1509
1511
1513
1514
1515
1516
1518
1519
1520
1521
1523
1524
1525
1526
1527

1418
1419
1421
1422
1424
1425
1427
1428
1429
1430
1431
1432
1434
1434
1435
1436
1437
1438
1438
1439
1440
1441
1442
1442
1443
1444
1445
1446
1447
1448
1449
1451
1453
1454
1455
1456
1457
1457
1458
1459
1500
1501
1502
1503
1504
1506
1508
1510
1511
1513
1515
1517
1519
1521
1523
1524
1525
1526
1528
1529
1530
1531
1533
1534
1535
1536
1537

1428
1429
1431
1432
1434
1435
1437
1438
1439
1440
1441
1442
1444
1444
1445
1446
1447
1448
1448
1449
1450
1451
1452
1452
1453
1454
1455
1456
1457
1458
1459
1501
1503
1504
1505
1506
1507
1507
1508
1509
1510
1511
1512
1513
1514
1516
1518
1520
1521
1523
1525
1527
1529
1531
1533
1534
1535
1536
1538
1539
1540
1541
1543
1544
1545
1546
1547

1438
1439
1441
1442
1444
1445
1447
1448
1449
1450
1451
1452
1454
1454
1455
1456
1457
1458
1458
1459
1500
1501
1502
1502
1503
1504
1505
1506
1507
1508
1509
1511
1513
1514
1515
1516
1517
1517
1518
1519
1520
1521
1522
1523
1524
1526
1528
1530
1531
1533
1535
1537
1539
1541
1543
1544
1545
1546
1548
1549
1550
1551
1553
1554
1555
1556
1557

1448
1449
1451
1452
1454
1455
1457
1458
1459
1500
1501
1502
1504
1504
1505
1506
1507
1508
1508
1509
1510
1511
1512
1512
1513
1514
1515
1516
1517
1518
1519
1521
1523
1524
1525
1526
1527
1527
1528
1529
1530
1531
1532
1533
1534
1536
1538
1540
1541
1543
1545
1547
1549
1551
1553
1554
1555
1556
1558
1559
1600
1601
1603
1604
1605
1606
1607

1458
1459
1501
1502
1504
1505
1507
1508
1509
1510
1511
1512
1514
1514
1515
1516
1517
1518
1518
1519
1520
1521
1522
1522
1523
1524
1525
1526
1527
1528
1529
1531
1533
1534
1535
1536
1537
1537
1538
1539
1540
1541
1542
1543
1544
1546
1548
1550
1551
1553
1555
1557
1559
1601
1603
1604
1605
1606
1608
1609
1610
1611
1613
1614
1615
1616
1617

1508
1509
1511
1512
1514
1515
1517
1518
1519
1520
1521
1522
1524
1524
1525
1526
1527
1528
1528
1529
1530
1531
1532
1532
1533
1534
1535
1536
1537
1538
1539
1541
1543
1544
1545
1546
1547
1547
1548
1549
1550
1551
1552
1553
1554
1556
1558
1600
1601
1603
1605
1607
1609
1611
1613
1614
1615
1616
1618
1619
1620
1621
1623
1624
1625
1626
1627

1518
1519
1521
1522
1524
1525
1527
1528
1529
1530
1531
1532
1534
1534
1535
1536
1537
1538
1538
1539
1540
1541
1542
1542
1543
1544
1545
1546
1547
1548
1549
1551
1553
1554
1555
1556
1557
1557
1558
1559
1600
1601
1602
1603
1604
1606
1608
1610
1611
1613
1615
1617
1619
1621
1623
1624
1625
1626
1628
1629
1630
1631
1633
1634
1635
1636
1637

1528
1529
1531
1532
1534
1535
1537
1538
1539
1540
1541
1542
1544
1544
1545
1546
1547
1548
1548
1549
1550
1551
1552
1552
1553
1554
1555
1556
1557
1558
1559
1601
1603
1604
1605
1606
1607
1607
1608
1609
1610
1611
1612
1613
1614
1616
1618
1620
1621
1623
1625
1627
1629
1631
1633
1634
1635
1636
1638
1639
1640
1641
1643
1644
1645
1646
1647

1538
1539
1541
1542
1544
1545
1547
1548
1549
1550
1551
1552
1554
1554
1555
1556
1557
1558
1558
1559
1600
1601
1602
1602
1603
1604
1605
1606
1607
1608
1609
1611
1613
1614
1615
1616
1617
1617
1618
1619
1620
1621
1622
1623
1624
1626
1628
1630
1631
1633
1635
1637
1639
1641
1643
1644
1645
1646
1648
1649
1650
1651
1653
1654
1655
1656
1657

1548
1549
1551
1552
1554
1555
1557
1558
1559
1600
1601
1602
1604
1604
1605
1606
1607
1608
1608
1609
1610
1611
1612
1612
1613
1614
1615
1616
1617
1618
1619
1621
1623
1624
1625
1626
1627
1627
1628
1629
1630
1631
1632
1633
1634
1636
1638
1640
1641
1643
1645
1647
1649
1651
1653
1654
1655
1656
1658
1659
1700
1701
1703
1704
1705
1706
1707

1558
1559
1601
1602
1604
1605
1607
1608
1609
1610
1611
1612
1614
1614
1615
1616
1617
1618
1618
1619
1620
1621
1622
1622
1623
1624
1625
1626
1627
1628
1629
1631
1633
1634
1635
1636
1637
1637
1638
1639
1640
1641
1642
1643
1644
1646
1648
1650
1651
1653
1655
1657
1659
1701
1703
1704
1705
1706
1708
1709
1710
1711
1713
1714
1715
1716
1717

1608
1609
1611
1612
1614
1615
1617
1618
1619
1620
1621
1622
1624
1624
1625
1626
1627
1628
1628
1629
1630
1631
1632
1632
1633
1634
1635
1636
1637
1638
1639
1641
1643
1644
1645
1646
1647
1647
1648
1649
1650
1651
1652
1653
1654
1656
1658
1700
1701
1703
1705
1707
1709
1711
1713
1714
1715
1716
1718
1719
1720
1721
1723
1724
1725
1726
1727

1618
1619
1621
1622
1624
1625
1627
1628
1629
1630
1631
1632
1634
1634
1635
1636
1637
1638
1638
1639
1640
1641
1642
1642
1643
1644
1645
1646
1647
1648
1649
1651
1653
1654
1655
1656
1657
1657
1658
1659
1700
1701
1702
1703
1704
1706
1708
1710
1711
1713
1715
1717
1719
1721
1723
1724
1725
1726
1728
1729
1730
1731
1733
1734
1735
1736
1737

1628
1629
1631
1632
1634
1635
1637
1638
1639
1640
1641
1642
1644
1644
1645
1646
1647
1648
1648
1649
1650
1651
1652
1652
1653
1654
1655
1656
1657
1658
1659
1701
1703
1704
1705
1706
1707
1707
1708
1709
1710
1711
1712
1713
1714
1716
1718
1720
1721
1723
1725
1727
1729
1731
1733
1734
1735
1736
1738
1739
1740
1741
1743
1744
1745
1746
1747

Notes: § - Time at this stop is indicative. You are advised to be at any stop several minutes before the times shown

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  22/09/20
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3 Fareham - Portchester - Paulsgrove - QA Hospital - Cosham - City Centre -
Gunwharf - Southsea

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 20/09/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Mondays to Fridays
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop D)
 § Wallington, Bath Lane (Stop W opp Bath Lane)
 § Wallington, nr Delme Arms
 § Portchester, Birdwood Grove (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, The Thicket (E-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Beaulieu Avenue
Portchester, The Seagull (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Cranleigh Road
 § Portchester, Westlands Grove (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, Marina Grove (E-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Neville Avenue
 § Portchester, o/s White Hart Co-Op
Portchester, Precinct (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, Station Road (N-bound)
 § Portchester, Portsview Gardens (E-bound)
 § Portchester, Mountview Avenue (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Rowland Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Truro Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Pendennis Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Bodmin Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Woofferton Road (NE-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Nailsworth Road (E-bound)
Paulsgrove, Allaway Avenue Shops (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Walford Road (NE-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Beehive Terrace (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Blakemere Crescent (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Harleston Road (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Mablethorpe Road (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Boston Road (E-bound)
 § QA Hospital, Sevenoaks Road (Stand N)
QA Hospital, QA Hospital Main (Stop F)
 § QA Hospital, First Avenue (Stand K)
Cosham, Health Centre (Stop F)
 § Cosham, Cosham Interchange (Stop C)
 § Cosham, Highbury Buildings (Stand D)
 § Cosham, Donaldson Road (SW-bound)
Hilsea, Hilsea Lido (Stop F)
 § Hilsea, Coach and Horses (SE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Old London Road (SW-bound)
 § Hilsea, Beechwood Road (SW-bound)
 § North End, Merrivale Road (SW-bound)
 § North End, Ophir Road (S-bound)
 § North End, Mayfield Road (S-bound)
North End, North End Junction (Stop F)
 § Kingston, Kingston Crescent (S-bound)
 § Kingston, Queens Road (SE-bound)
 § Kingston, Hanway Road (S-bound)
Kingston, Fratton Road (W-bound)
 § Landport, Clarendon Street (SW-bound)
 § City Centre, Cornmill Street (Stop V)
 § Landport, St Agatha’s (Stop U)
City Centre, City Shops South (Stop G)
 § Portsea, HMS Nelson (W-bound)
 § Portsea, Curzon Howe Road (W-bound)
Portsmouth, The Hard Interchange (Stand M)
 § Portsea, St Georges Square (SE-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Gunwharf Quays (S-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, Kings Road Junction (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Green Road (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Friendship House (S-bound)
 § Southsea, St. Judes Church (W-bound)
Southsea, Southsea Shops (Stop A)
 § Southsea, The Circle (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, The Strand (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, Clarendon Road (S-bound)
Southsea, South Parade Pier (Stop A)

1638
1639
1641
1642
1644
1645
1647
1648
1649
1650
1651
1652
1654
1654
1655
1656
1657
1658
1658
1659
1700
1701
1702
1702
1703
1704
1705
1706
1707
1708
1709
1711
1713
1714
1715
1716
1717
1717
1718
1719
1720
1721
1722
1723
1724
1726
1728
1730
1731
1733
1735
1737
1739
1741
1743
1744
1745
1746
1748
1749
1750
1751
1753
1754
1755
1756
1757

1648
1649
1651
1652
1654
1655
1657
1658
1659
1700
1701
1702
1704
1704
1705
1706
1707
1708
1708
1709
1710
1711
1712
1712
1713
1714
1715
1716
1717
1718
1719
1721
1723
1724
1725
1726
1727
1727
1728
1729
1730
1731
1732
1733
1734
1736
1738
1740
1741
1743
1745
1747
1749
1751
1753
1754
1755
1756
1758
1759
1800
1801
1803
1804
1805
1806
1807

1658
1659
1701
1702
1704
1705
1707
1708
1709
1710
1711
1712
1714
1714
1715
1716
1717
1718
1718
1719
1720
1721
1722
1722
1723
1724
1725
1726
1727
1728
1729
1731
1733
1734
1735
1736
1737
1737
1738
1739
1740
1741
1742
1743
1744
1746
1748
1750
1751
1753
1755
1757
1759
1801
1803
1804
1805
1806
1808
1809
1810
1811
1813
1814
1815
1816
1817

1710
1711
1713
1714
1716
1717
1719
1720
1721
1722
1723
1724
1726
1726
1727
1728
1729
1730
1730
1731
1732
1733
1734
1734
1735
1736
1737
1738
1739
1740
1741
1743
1745
1746
1747
1748
1749
1749
1750
1751
1752
1753
1754
1755
1756
1758
1800
1802
1803
1805
1807
1809
1811
1813
1815
1816
1817
1818
1820
1821
1822
1823
1825
1826
1827
1828
1829

1722
1723
1725
1726
1728
1729
1731
1732
1733
1734
1735
1736
1738
1738
1739
1740
1741
1742
1742
1743
1744
1745
1746
1746
1747
1748
1749
1750
1751
1752
1753
1755
1757
1758
1759
1800
1801
1801
1802
1803
1804
1805
1806
1807
1808
1810
1812
1814
1815
1817
1819
1821
1823
1825
1827
1828
1829
1830
1832
1833
1834
1835
1837
1838
1839
1840
1841

1737
1738
1740
1741
1743
1744
1746
1747
1748
1749
1750
1751
1753
1753
1754
1755
1756
1757
1757
1758
1759
1800
1801
1801
1802
1803
1804
1805
1806
1807
1808
1810
1812
1813
1814
1815
1816
1816
1817
1818
1819
1820
1821
1822
1823
1825
1827
1829
1830
1832
1834
1836
1837
1838
1840
1840
1841
1842
1844
1845
1846
1847
1850
1851
1852
1853
1854

1752
1753
1755
1756
1758
1759
1801
1802
1803
1804
1805
1806
1808
1808
1809
1810
1811
1812
1812
1813
1814
1815
1816
1816
1817
1818
1819
1820
1821
1822
1823
1825
1827
1828
1829
1830
1831
1831
1832
1833
1834
1834
1836
1837
1839
1839
1841
1843
1844
1845
1846
1850
1851
1852
1854
1854
1855
1856
1858
1859
1900
1901
1904
1905
1906
1907
1908

1807
1808
1810
1811
1813
1814
1816
1817
1818
1819
1820
1821
1823
1823
1824
1825
1826
1827
1827
1828
1829
1830
1831
1831
1832
1833
1834
1835
1836
1836
1838
1839
1841
1842
1842
1843
1845
1845
1846
1847
1848
1848
1850
1851
1853
1853
1855
1857
1858
1859
1900
1904
1905
1906
1908
1908
1909
1910
1912
1913
1914
1915
1918
1919
1920
1921
1922

1822
1823
1825
1826
1828
1829
1831
1832
1833
1834
1835
1836
1838
1838
1839
1840
1841
1842
1842
1843
1844
1845
1846
1846
1847
1848
1849
1850
1851
1851
1853
1854
1856
1857
1857
1858
1900
1900
1901
1902
1903
1903
1905
1906
1908
1908
1910
1912
1913
1914
1915
1919
1920
1921
1923
1923
1924
1925
1927
1928
1929
1930
1933
1934
1935
1936
1937

1837
1839
1841
1842
1843
1844
1845
1846
1847
1848
1849
1850
1852
1852
1853
1854
1855
1856
1856
1857
1858
1859
1900
1900
1901
1902
1903
1904
1905
1905
1907
1908
1910
1911
1911
1912
1914
1914
1915
1916
1917
1917
1919
1920
1922
1922
1924
1926
1927
1928
1929
1933
1934
1935
1937
1937
1938
1939
1941
1942
1943
1944
1947
1948
1949
1950
1951

1852
1854
1856
1857
1858
1859
1900
1901
1902
1903
1904
1905
1907
1907
1908
1909
1910
1911
1911
1912
1913
1914
1915
1915
1916
1917
1918
1919
1920
1920
1922
1923
1925
1926
1926
1927
1929
1929
1930
1931
1932
1932
1934
1935
1937
1937
1939
1941
1942
1943
1944
1948
1949
1950
1952
1952
1953
1954
1956
1957
1958
1959
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006

1922
1924
1926
1927
1928
1929
1930
1931
1932
1933
1934
1935
1937
1937
1938
1939
1940
1941
1941
1942
1943
1944
1945
1945
1946
1947
1948
1949
1950
1950
1952
1953
1955
1956
1956
1957
1959
1959
2000
2001
2002
2002
2004
2005
2007
2007
2009
2011
2012
2013
2014
2018
2019
2020
2022
2022
2023
2024
2026
2027
2028
2029
2032
2033
2034
2035
2036

1952
1954
1956
1957
1958
1959
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2007
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2020
2022
2023
2025
2026
2026
2027
2029
2029
2030
2031
2032
2032
2034
2035
2037
2037
2039
2041
2042
2043
2044
2048
2049
2050
2052
2052
2053
2054
2056
2057
2058
2059
2102
2103
2104
2105
2106

2022
2024
2026
2027
2028
2029
2030
2031
2032
2033
2034
2035
2037
2037
2038
2039
2040
2041
2041
2042
2043
2044
2045
2045
2046
2047
2048
2049
2050
2050
2052
2053
2055
2056
2056
2057
2059
2059
2100
2101
2102
2102
2104
2105
2107
2107
2109
2111
2112
2113
2114
2118
2119
2120
2122
2122
2123
2124
2126
2127
2128
2129
2132
2133
2134
2135
2136

2052
2054
2056
2057
2058
2059
2100
2101
2102
2103
2104
2105
2107
2107
2108
2109
2110
2111
2111
2112
2113
2114
2115
2115
2116
2117
2118
2119
2120
2120
2122
2123
2125
2126
2126
2127
2129
2129
2130
2131
2132
2132
2134
2135
2137
2137
2139
2141
2142
2143
2144
2148
2149
2150
2152
2152
2153
2154
2156
2157
2158
2159
2202
2203
2204
2205
2206

2122
2124
2126
2127
2128
2129
2130
2131
2132
2133
2134
2135
2137
2137
2138
2139
2140
2141
2141
2142
2143
2144
2145
2145
2146
2147
2148
2149
2150
2150
2152
2153
2155
2156
2156
2157
2159
2159
2200
2201
2202
2202
2204
2205
2207
2207
2209
2211
2212
2213
2214
2218
2219
2220
2222
2222
2223
2224
2226
2227
2228
2229
2232
2233
2234
2235
2236

2152
2154
2156
2157
2158
2159
2200
2201
2202
2203
2204
2205
2207
2207
2208
2209
2210
2211
2211
2212
2213
2214
2215
2215
2216
2217
2218
2219
2220
2220
2222
2223
2225
2226
2226
2227
2229
2229
2230
2231
2232
2232
2234
2235
2237
2237
2239
2241
2242
2243
2244
2248
2249
2250
2252
2252
2253
2254
2256
2257
2258
2259
2302
2303
2304
2305
2306

2222
2224
2226
2227
2228
2229
2230
2231
2232
2233
2234
2235
2237
2237
2238
2239
2240
2241
2241
2242
2243
2244
2245
2245
2246
2247
2248
2249
2250
2250
2252
2253
2255
2256
2256
2257
2259
2259
2300
2301
2302
2302
2304
2305
2307
2307
2309
2311
2312
2313
2314
2318
2319
2320
2322
2322
2323
2324
2326
2327
2328
2329
2332
2333
2334
2335
2336

Notes: § - Time at this stop is indicative. You are advised to be at any stop several minutes before the times shown

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  22/09/20
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3 Fareham - Portchester - Paulsgrove - QA Hospital - Cosham - City Centre -
Gunwharf - Southsea

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 20/09/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Mon - Fri
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop D)
 § Wallington, Bath Lane (Stop W opp Bath Lane)
 § Wallington, nr Delme Arms
 § Portchester, Birdwood Grove (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, The Thicket (E-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Beaulieu Avenue
Portchester, The Seagull (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Cranleigh Road
 § Portchester, Westlands Grove (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, Marina Grove (E-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Neville Avenue
 § Portchester, o/s White Hart Co-Op
Portchester, Precinct (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, Station Road (N-bound)
 § Portchester, Portsview Gardens (E-bound)
 § Portchester, Mountview Avenue (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Rowland Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Truro Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Pendennis Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Bodmin Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Woofferton Road (NE-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Nailsworth Road (E-bound)
Paulsgrove, Allaway Avenue Shops (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Walford Road (NE-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Beehive Terrace (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Blakemere Crescent (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Harleston Road (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Mablethorpe Road (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Boston Road (E-bound)
 § QA Hospital, Sevenoaks Road (Stand N)
QA Hospital, QA Hospital Main (Stop F)
 § QA Hospital, First Avenue (Stand K)
Cosham, Health Centre (Stop F)
 § Cosham, Cosham Interchange (Stop C)
 § Cosham, Highbury Buildings (Stand D)
 § Cosham, Donaldson Road (SW-bound)
Hilsea, Hilsea Lido (Stop F)
 § Hilsea, Coach and Horses (SE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Old London Road (SW-bound)
 § Hilsea, Beechwood Road (SW-bound)
 § North End, Merrivale Road (SW-bound)
 § North End, Ophir Road (S-bound)
 § North End, Mayfield Road (S-bound)
North End, North End Junction (Stop F)
 § Kingston, Kingston Crescent (S-bound)
 § Kingston, Queens Road (SE-bound)
 § Kingston, Hanway Road (S-bound)
Kingston, Fratton Road (W-bound)
 § Landport, Clarendon Street (SW-bound)
 § City Centre, Cornmill Street (Stop V)
 § Landport, St Agatha’s (Stop U)
City Centre, City Shops South (Stop G)
 § Portsea, HMS Nelson (W-bound)
 § Portsea, Curzon Howe Road (W-bound)
Portsmouth, The Hard Interchange (Stand M)
 § Portsea, St Georges Square (SE-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Gunwharf Quays (S-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, Kings Road Junction (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Green Road (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Friendship House (S-bound)
 § Southsea, St. Judes Church (W-bound)
Southsea, Southsea Shops (Stop A)
 § Southsea, The Circle (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, The Strand (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, Clarendon Road (S-bound)
Southsea, South Parade Pier (Stop A)

2252
2254
2256
2257
2258
2259
2300
2301
2302
2303
2304
2305
2307
2307
2308
2309
2310
2311
2311
2312
2313
2314
2315
2315
2316
2317
2318
2319
2320
2320
2322
2323
2325
2326
2326
2327
2329
2329
2330
2331
2332
2332
2334
2335
2337
2337
2339
2341
2342
2343
2344
2348
2349
2350
2352

Saturdays
0520
0522
0524
0525
0526
0527
0528
0529
0530
0531
0532
0533
0535
0535
0536
0537
0538
0539
0539
0540
0541
0542
0543
0543
0544
0545
0546
0547
0548
0548
0550
0551
0553
0554
0554
0555
0557
0557
0558
0559
0600
0600
0602
0603
0605
0605
0607
0609
0610
0611
0612
0616
0617
0618
0620
0620
0621
0622
0624
0625
0626
0627
0630
0631
0632
0633
0634

0540
0542
0544
0545
0546
0547
0548
0549
0550
0551
0552
0553
0555
0555
0556
0557
0558
0559
0559
0600
0601
0602
0603
0603
0604
0605
0606
0607
0608
0608
0610
0611
0613
0614
0614
0615
0617
0617
0618
0619
0620
0620
0622
0623
0625
0625
0627
0629
0630
0631
0632
0636
0637
0638
0640
0640
0641
0642
0644
0645
0646
0647
0650
0651
0652
0653
0654

0600
0602
0604
0605
0606
0607
0608
0609
0610
0611
0612
0613
0615
0615
0616
0617
0618
0619
0619
0620
0621
0622
0623
0623
0624
0625
0626
0627
0628
0628
0630
0631
0633
0634
0634
0635
0637
0637
0638
0639
0640
0640
0642
0643
0645
0645
0647
0649
0650
0651
0652
0656
0657
0658
0700
0700
0701
0702
0704
0705
0706
0707
0710
0711
0712
0713
0714

0620
0622
0624
0625
0626
0627
0628
0629
0630
0631
0632
0633
0635
0635
0636
0637
0638
0639
0639
0640
0641
0642
0643
0643
0644
0645
0646
0647
0648
0648
0650
0651
0653
0654
0654
0655
0657
0657
0658
0659
0700
0700
0702
0703
0705
0705
0707
0709
0710
0711
0712
0716
0717
0718
0720
0720
0721
0722
0724
0725
0726
0727
0730
0731
0732
0733
0734

0640
0642
0644
0645
0646
0647
0648
0649
0650
0651
0652
0653
0655
0655
0656
0657
0658
0659
0659
0700
0701
0702
0703
0703
0704
0705
0706
0707
0708
0708
0710
0711
0713
0714
0714
0715
0717
0717
0718
0719
0720
0720
0722
0723
0725
0725
0727
0729
0730
0731
0732
0736
0737
0738
0740
0740
0741
0742
0744
0745
0746
0747
0750
0751
0752
0753
0754

0700
0702
0704
0705
0706
0707
0708
0709
0710
0711
0712
0713
0715
0715
0716
0717
0718
0719
0719
0720
0721
0722
0723
0723
0724
0725
0726
0727
0728
0728
0730
0731
0733
0734
0734
0735
0737
0737
0738
0739
0740
0740
0742
0743
0745
0745
0747
0749
0750
0751
0752
0756
0757
0758
0800
0800
0801
0802
0804
0805
0806
0807
0810
0811
0812
0813
0814

0735
0735
0736
0737
0738
0739
0739
0740
0741
0742
0743
0743
0744
0745
0746
0747
0748
0748
0750

0720
0722
0724
0725
0726
0727
0728
0729
0730
0731
0732
0733
0735
0735
0736
0737
0738
0739
0739
0740
0741
0742
0743
0743
0744
0745
0746
0747
0748
0748
0750
0751
0753
0754
0754
0755
0757
0757
0758
0759
0800
0800
0802
0803
0805
0805
0807
0809
0810
0811
0812
0816
0817
0818
0820
0820
0821
0822
0824
0825
0826
0827
0830
0831
0832
0833
0834

0740
0742
0744
0745
0746
0747
0748
0749
0750
0751
0752
0753
0755
0755
0756
0757
0758
0759
0759
0800
0801
0802
0803
0803
0804
0805
0806
0807
0808
0808
0810
0811
0813
0814
0814
0815
0817
0817
0818
0819
0820
0820
0822
0823
0825
0825
0827
0829
0830
0831
0832
0836
0837
0838
0840
0840
0841
0842
0844
0845
0846
0847
0850
0851
0852
0853
0854

0800
0802
0804
0805
0806
0807
0808
0809
0810
0811
0812
0813
0815
0815
0816
0817
0818
0819
0819
0820
0821
0822
0823
0823
0824
0825
0826
0827
0828
0828
0830
0831
0833
0834
0834
0835
0837
0837
0838
0839
0840
0840
0842
0843
0845
0845
0847
0849
0850
0851
0852
0856
0857
0858
0900
0900
0901
0902
0904
0905
0906
0907
0910
0911
0912
0913
0914

0812
0814
0816
0817
0818
0819
0820
0821
0822
0823
0824
0825
0827
0827
0828
0829
0830
0831
0831
0832
0833
0834
0835
0835
0836
0837
0838
0839
0840
0840
0842
0843
0845
0846
0846
0847
0849
0849
0850
0851
0852
0852
0854
0855
0857
0857
0859
0901
0902
0903
0904
0908
0909
0910
0912
0912
0913
0914
0916
0917
0918
0919
0922
0923
0924
0925
0926

0824
0826
0828
0829
0830
0831
0832
0833
0834
0835
0836
0837
0839
0839
0840
0841
0842
0843
0843
0844
0845
0846
0847
0847
0848
0849
0850
0851
0852
0852
0854
0855
0857
0858
0858
0859
0901
0901
0902
0903
0904
0904
0906
0907
0909
0909
0911
0913
0914
0915
0916
0920
0921
0922
0924
0924
0925
0926
0928
0929
0930
0931
0934
0935
0936
0937
0938

0836
0838
0840
0841
0842
0843
0844
0845
0846
0847
0848
0849
0851
0851
0852
0853
0854
0855
0855
0856
0857
0858
0859
0859
0900
0901
0902
0903
0904
0904
0906
0907
0909
0910
0910
0911
0913
0913
0914
0915
0916
0916
0918
0919
0921
0921
0923
0925
0926
0927
0928
0932
0933
0934
0936
0936
0937
0938
0940
0941
0942
0943
0946
0947
0948
0949
0950

0848
0850
0852
0853
0854
0855
0856
0857
0858
0859
0900
0901
0903
0903
0904
0905
0906
0907
0907
0908
0909
0910
0911
0911
0912
0913
0914
0915
0916
0916
0918
0919
0921
0922
0922
0923
0925
0925
0926
0927
0928
0928
0930
0931
0933
0933
0935
0937
0938
0939
0940
0944
0945
0946
0948
0948
0949
0950
0952
0953
0954
0955
0958
0959
1000
1001
1002

Notes: § - Time at this stop is indicative. You are advised to be at any stop several minutes before the times shown

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  22/09/20

98

Page 312



3 Fareham - Portchester - Paulsgrove - QA Hospital - Cosham - City Centre -
Gunwharf - Southsea

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 20/09/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Saturdays
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop D)
 § Wallington, Bath Lane (Stop W opp Bath Lane)
 § Wallington, nr Delme Arms
 § Portchester, Birdwood Grove (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, The Thicket (E-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Beaulieu Avenue
Portchester, The Seagull (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Cranleigh Road
 § Portchester, Westlands Grove (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, Marina Grove (E-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Neville Avenue
 § Portchester, o/s White Hart Co-Op
Portchester, Precinct (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, Station Road (N-bound)
 § Portchester, Portsview Gardens (E-bound)
 § Portchester, Mountview Avenue (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Rowland Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Truro Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Pendennis Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Bodmin Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Woofferton Road (NE-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Nailsworth Road (E-bound)
Paulsgrove, Allaway Avenue Shops (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Walford Road (NE-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Beehive Terrace (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Blakemere Crescent (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Harleston Road (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Mablethorpe Road (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Boston Road (E-bound)
 § QA Hospital, Sevenoaks Road (Stand N)
QA Hospital, QA Hospital Main (Stop F)
 § QA Hospital, First Avenue (Stand K)
Cosham, Health Centre (Stop F)
 § Cosham, Cosham Interchange (Stop C)
 § Cosham, Highbury Buildings (Stand D)
 § Cosham, Donaldson Road (SW-bound)
Hilsea, Hilsea Lido (Stop F)
 § Hilsea, Coach and Horses (SE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Old London Road (SW-bound)
 § Hilsea, Beechwood Road (SW-bound)
 § North End, Merrivale Road (SW-bound)
 § North End, Ophir Road (S-bound)
 § North End, Mayfield Road (S-bound)
North End, North End Junction (Stop F)
 § Kingston, Kingston Crescent (S-bound)
 § Kingston, Queens Road (SE-bound)
 § Kingston, Hanway Road (S-bound)
Kingston, Fratton Road (W-bound)
 § Landport, Clarendon Street (SW-bound)
 § City Centre, Cornmill Street (Stop V)
 § Landport, St Agatha’s (Stop U)
City Centre, City Shops South (Stop G)
 § Portsea, HMS Nelson (W-bound)
 § Portsea, Curzon Howe Road (W-bound)
Portsmouth, The Hard Interchange (Stand M)
 § Portsea, St Georges Square (SE-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Gunwharf Quays (S-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, Kings Road Junction (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Green Road (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Friendship House (S-bound)
 § Southsea, St. Judes Church (W-bound)
Southsea, Southsea Shops (Stop A)
 § Southsea, The Circle (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, The Strand (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, Clarendon Road (S-bound)
Southsea, South Parade Pier (Stop A)

0900
0902
0904
0905
0906
0907
0908
0909
0910
0911
0912
0913
0915
0915
0916
0917
0918
0919
0919
0920
0921
0922
0923
0923
0924
0925
0926
0927
0928
0928
0930
0931
0933
0934
0934
0935
0937
0937
0938
0939
0940
0940
0942
0943
0945
0945
0947
0949
0950
0951
0952
0956
0957
0958
1000
1000
1001
1002
1004
1005
1006
1007
1010
1011
1012
1013
1014

0912
0914
0916
0917
0918
0919
0920
0921
0922
0923
0924
0925
0927
0927
0928
0929
0930
0931
0931
0932
0933
0934
0935
0935
0936
0937
0938
0939
0940
0940
0942
0943
0945
0946
0946
0947
0949
0949
0950
0951
0952
0952
0954
0955
0957
0957
0959
1001
1002
1003
1004
1008
1009
1010
1012
1012
1013
1014
1016
1017
1018
1019
1022
1023
1024
1025
1026

0924
0926
0928
0929
0930
0931
0932
0933
0934
0935
0936
0937
0939
0939
0940
0941
0942
0943
0943
0944
0945
0946
0947
0947
0948
0949
0950
0951
0952
0952
0954
0955
0957
0958
0958
0959
1001
1001
1002
1003
1004
1004
1006
1007
1009
1009
1011
1013
1014
1015
1016
1020
1021
1022
1024
1024
1025
1026
1028
1029
1030
1031
1034
1035
1036
1037
1038

0936
0938
0940
0941
0942
0943
0944
0945
0946
0947
0948
0949
0951
0951
0952
0953
0954
0955
0955
0956
0957
0958
0959
0959
1000
1001
1002
1003
1004
1004
1006
1007
1009
1010
1010
1011
1013
1013
1014
1015
1016
1016
1018
1019
1021
1021
1023
1025
1026
1027
1028
1032
1033
1034
1036
1036
1037
1038
1040
1041
1042
1043
1046
1047
1048
1049
1050

0948
0950
0952
0953
0954
0955
0956
0957
0958
0959
1000
1001
1003
1003
1004
1005
1006
1007
1007
1008
1009
1010
1011
1011
1012
1013
1014
1015
1016
1016
1018
1019
1021
1022
1022
1023
1025
1025
1026
1027
1028
1028
1030
1031
1033
1033
1035
1037
1038
1039
1040
1044
1045
1046
1048
1048
1049
1050
1052
1053
1054
1055
1058
1059
1100
1101
1102

1000
1002
1004
1005
1006
1007
1008
1009
1010
1011
1012
1013
1015
1015
1016
1017
1018
1019
1019
1020
1021
1022
1023
1023
1024
1025
1026
1027
1028
1028
1030
1031
1033
1034
1034
1035
1037
1037
1038
1039
1040
1040
1042
1043
1045
1045
1047
1049
1050
1051
1052
1056
1057
1058
1100
1100
1101
1102
1104
1105
1106
1107
1110
1111
1112
1113
1114

1012
1014
1016
1017
1018
1019
1020
1021
1022
1023
1024
1025
1027
1027
1028
1029
1030
1031
1031
1032
1033
1034
1035
1035
1036
1037
1038
1039
1040
1040
1042
1043
1045
1046
1046
1047
1049
1049
1050
1051
1052
1052
1054
1055
1057
1057
1059
1101
1102
1103
1104
1108
1109
1110
1112
1112
1113
1114
1116
1117
1118
1119
1122
1123
1124
1125
1126

1024
1026
1028
1029
1030
1031
1032
1033
1034
1035
1036
1037
1039
1039
1040
1041
1042
1043
1043
1044
1045
1046
1047
1047
1048
1049
1050
1051
1052
1052
1054
1055
1057
1058
1058
1059
1101
1101
1102
1103
1104
1104
1106
1107
1109
1109
1111
1113
1114
1115
1116
1120
1121
1122
1124
1124
1125
1126
1128
1129
1130
1131
1134
1135
1136
1137
1138

1036
1038
1040
1041
1042
1043
1044
1045
1046
1047
1048
1049
1051
1051
1052
1053
1054
1055
1055
1056
1057
1058
1059
1059
1100
1101
1102
1103
1104
1104
1106
1107
1109
1110
1110
1111
1113
1113
1114
1115
1116
1116
1118
1119
1121
1121
1123
1125
1126
1127
1128
1132
1133
1134
1136
1136
1137
1138
1140
1141
1142
1143
1146
1147
1148
1149
1150

1048
1050
1052
1053
1054
1055
1056
1057
1058
1059
1100
1101
1103
1103
1104
1105
1106
1107
1107
1108
1109
1110
1111
1111
1112
1113
1114
1115
1116
1116
1118
1119
1121
1122
1122
1123
1125
1125
1126
1127
1128
1128
1130
1131
1133
1133
1135
1137
1138
1139
1140
1144
1145
1146
1148
1148
1149
1150
1152
1153
1154
1155
1158
1159
1200
1201
1202

1100
1102
1104
1105
1106
1107
1108
1109
1110
1111
1112
1113
1115
1115
1116
1117
1118
1119
1119
1120
1121
1122
1123
1123
1124
1125
1126
1127
1128
1128
1130
1131
1133
1134
1134
1135
1137
1137
1138
1139
1140
1140
1142
1143
1145
1145
1147
1149
1150
1151
1152
1156
1157
1158
1200
1200
1201
1202
1204
1205
1206
1207
1210
1211
1212
1213
1214

1112
1114
1116
1117
1118
1119
1120
1121
1122
1123
1124
1125
1127
1127
1128
1129
1130
1131
1131
1132
1133
1134
1135
1135
1136
1137
1138
1139
1140
1140
1142
1143
1145
1146
1146
1147
1149
1149
1150
1151
1152
1152
1154
1155
1157
1157
1159
1201
1202
1203
1204
1208
1209
1210
1212
1212
1213
1214
1216
1217
1218
1219
1222
1223
1224
1225
1226

1124
1126
1128
1129
1130
1131
1132
1133
1134
1135
1136
1137
1139
1139
1140
1141
1142
1143
1143
1144
1145
1146
1147
1147
1148
1149
1150
1151
1152
1152
1154
1155
1157
1158
1158
1159
1201
1201
1202
1203
1204
1204
1206
1207
1209
1209
1211
1213
1214
1215
1216
1220
1221
1222
1224
1224
1225
1226
1228
1229
1230
1231
1234
1235
1236
1237
1238

1136
1138
1140
1141
1142
1143
1144
1145
1146
1147
1148
1149
1151
1151
1152
1153
1154
1155
1155
1156
1157
1158
1159
1159
1200
1201
1202
1203
1204
1204
1206
1207
1209
1210
1210
1211
1213
1213
1214
1215
1216
1216
1218
1219
1221
1221
1223
1225
1226
1227
1228
1232
1233
1234
1236
1236
1237
1238
1240
1241
1242
1243
1246
1247
1248
1249
1250

1148
1150
1152
1153
1154
1155
1156
1157
1158
1159
1200
1201
1203
1203
1204
1205
1206
1207
1207
1208
1209
1210
1211
1211
1212
1213
1214
1215
1216
1216
1218
1219
1221
1222
1222
1223
1225
1225
1226
1227
1228
1228
1230
1231
1233
1233
1235
1237
1238
1239
1240
1244
1245
1246
1248
1248
1249
1250
1252
1253
1254
1255
1258
1259
1300
1301
1302

1200
1202
1204
1205
1206
1207
1208
1209
1210
1211
1212
1213
1215
1215
1216
1217
1218
1219
1219
1220
1221
1222
1223
1223
1224
1225
1226
1227
1228
1228
1230
1231
1233
1234
1234
1235
1237
1237
1238
1239
1240
1240
1242
1243
1245
1245
1247
1249
1250
1251
1252
1256
1257
1258
1300
1300
1301
1302
1304
1305
1306
1307
1310
1311
1312
1313
1314

1212
1214
1216
1217
1218
1219
1220
1221
1222
1223
1224
1225
1227
1227
1228
1229
1230
1231
1231
1232
1233
1234
1235
1235
1236
1237
1238
1239
1240
1240
1242
1243
1245
1246
1246
1247
1249
1249
1250
1251
1252
1252
1254
1255
1257
1257
1259
1301
1302
1303
1304
1308
1309
1310
1312
1312
1313
1314
1316
1317
1318
1319
1322
1323
1324
1325
1326

1224
1226
1228
1229
1230
1231
1232
1233
1234
1235
1236
1237
1239
1239
1240
1241
1242
1243
1243
1244
1245
1246
1247
1247
1248
1249
1250
1251
1252
1252
1254
1255
1257
1258
1258
1259
1301
1301
1302
1303
1304
1304
1306
1307
1309
1309
1311
1313
1314
1315
1316
1320
1321
1322
1324
1324
1325
1326
1328
1329
1330
1331
1334
1335
1336
1337
1338

Notes: § - Time at this stop is indicative. You are advised to be at any stop several minutes before the times shown

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  22/09/20
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3 Fareham - Portchester - Paulsgrove - QA Hospital - Cosham - City Centre -
Gunwharf - Southsea

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 20/09/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Saturdays
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop D)
 § Wallington, Bath Lane (Stop W opp Bath Lane)
 § Wallington, nr Delme Arms
 § Portchester, Birdwood Grove (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, The Thicket (E-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Beaulieu Avenue
Portchester, The Seagull (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Cranleigh Road
 § Portchester, Westlands Grove (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, Marina Grove (E-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Neville Avenue
 § Portchester, o/s White Hart Co-Op
Portchester, Precinct (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, Station Road (N-bound)
 § Portchester, Portsview Gardens (E-bound)
 § Portchester, Mountview Avenue (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Rowland Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Truro Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Pendennis Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Bodmin Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Woofferton Road (NE-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Nailsworth Road (E-bound)
Paulsgrove, Allaway Avenue Shops (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Walford Road (NE-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Beehive Terrace (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Blakemere Crescent (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Harleston Road (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Mablethorpe Road (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Boston Road (E-bound)
 § QA Hospital, Sevenoaks Road (Stand N)
QA Hospital, QA Hospital Main (Stop F)
 § QA Hospital, First Avenue (Stand K)
Cosham, Health Centre (Stop F)
 § Cosham, Cosham Interchange (Stop C)
 § Cosham, Highbury Buildings (Stand D)
 § Cosham, Donaldson Road (SW-bound)
Hilsea, Hilsea Lido (Stop F)
 § Hilsea, Coach and Horses (SE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Old London Road (SW-bound)
 § Hilsea, Beechwood Road (SW-bound)
 § North End, Merrivale Road (SW-bound)
 § North End, Ophir Road (S-bound)
 § North End, Mayfield Road (S-bound)
North End, North End Junction (Stop F)
 § Kingston, Kingston Crescent (S-bound)
 § Kingston, Queens Road (SE-bound)
 § Kingston, Hanway Road (S-bound)
Kingston, Fratton Road (W-bound)
 § Landport, Clarendon Street (SW-bound)
 § City Centre, Cornmill Street (Stop V)
 § Landport, St Agatha’s (Stop U)
City Centre, City Shops South (Stop G)
 § Portsea, HMS Nelson (W-bound)
 § Portsea, Curzon Howe Road (W-bound)
Portsmouth, The Hard Interchange (Stand M)
 § Portsea, St Georges Square (SE-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Gunwharf Quays (S-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, Kings Road Junction (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Green Road (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Friendship House (S-bound)
 § Southsea, St. Judes Church (W-bound)
Southsea, Southsea Shops (Stop A)
 § Southsea, The Circle (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, The Strand (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, Clarendon Road (S-bound)
Southsea, South Parade Pier (Stop A)
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1423
1424
1425
1427
1427
1428
1429
1430
1431
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1432
1433
1434
1435
1435
1436
1437
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1439
1440
1440
1442
1443
1445
1446
1446
1447
1449
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1451
1452
1452
1454
1455
1457
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1451
1452
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1454
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1459
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1503
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1507
1509
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1548
1549
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1450
1452
1453
1454
1455
1456
1457
1458
1459
1500
1501
1503
1503
1504
1505
1506
1507
1507
1508
1509
1510
1511
1511
1512
1513
1514
1515
1516
1516
1518
1519
1521
1522
1522
1523
1525
1525
1526
1527
1528
1528
1530
1531
1533
1533
1535
1537
1538
1539
1540
1544
1545
1546
1548
1548
1549
1550
1552
1553
1554
1555
1558
1559
1600
1601
1602

1500
1502
1504
1505
1506
1507
1508
1509
1510
1511
1512
1513
1515
1515
1516
1517
1518
1519
1519
1520
1521
1522
1523
1523
1524
1525
1526
1527
1528
1528
1530
1531
1533
1534
1534
1535
1537
1537
1538
1539
1540
1540
1542
1543
1545
1545
1547
1549
1550
1551
1552
1556
1557
1558
1600
1600
1601
1602
1604
1605
1606
1607
1610
1611
1612
1613
1614

1512
1514
1516
1517
1518
1519
1520
1521
1522
1523
1524
1525
1527
1527
1528
1529
1530
1531
1531
1532
1533
1534
1535
1535
1536
1537
1538
1539
1540
1540
1542
1543
1545
1546
1546
1547
1549
1549
1550
1551
1552
1552
1554
1555
1557
1557
1559
1601
1602
1603
1604
1608
1609
1610
1612
1612
1613
1614
1616
1617
1618
1619
1622
1623
1624
1625
1626

1524
1526
1528
1529
1530
1531
1532
1533
1534
1535
1536
1537
1539
1539
1540
1541
1542
1543
1543
1544
1545
1546
1547
1547
1548
1549
1550
1551
1552
1552
1554
1555
1557
1558
1558
1559
1601
1601
1602
1603
1604
1604
1606
1607
1609
1609
1611
1613
1614
1615
1616
1620
1621
1622
1624
1624
1625
1626
1628
1629
1630
1631
1634
1635
1636
1637
1638

1536
1538
1540
1541
1542
1543
1544
1545
1546
1547
1548
1549
1551
1551
1552
1553
1554
1555
1555
1556
1557
1558
1559
1559
1600
1601
1602
1603
1604
1604
1606
1607
1609
1610
1610
1611
1613
1613
1614
1615
1616
1616
1618
1619
1621
1621
1623
1625
1626
1627
1628
1632
1633
1634
1636
1636
1637
1638
1640
1641
1642
1643
1646
1647
1648
1649
1650

1548
1550
1552
1553
1554
1555
1556
1557
1558
1559
1600
1601
1603
1603
1604
1605
1606
1607
1607
1608
1609
1610
1611
1611
1612
1613
1614
1615
1616
1616
1618
1619
1621
1622
1622
1623
1625
1625
1626
1627
1628
1628
1630
1631
1633
1633
1635
1637
1638
1639
1640
1644
1645
1646
1648
1648
1649
1650
1652
1653
1654
1655
1658
1659
1700
1701
1702

1600
1602
1604
1605
1606
1607
1608
1609
1610
1611
1612
1613
1615
1615
1616
1617
1618
1619
1619
1620
1621
1622
1623
1623
1624
1625
1626
1627
1628
1628
1630
1631
1633
1634
1634
1635
1637
1637
1638
1639
1640
1640
1642
1643
1645
1645
1647
1649
1650
1651
1652
1656
1657
1658
1700
1700
1701
1702
1704
1705
1706
1707
1710
1711
1712
1713
1714

Notes: § - Time at this stop is indicative. You are advised to be at any stop several minutes before the times shown

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  22/09/20
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3 Fareham - Portchester - Paulsgrove - QA Hospital - Cosham - City Centre -
Gunwharf - Southsea

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 20/09/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Saturdays
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop D)
 § Wallington, Bath Lane (Stop W opp Bath Lane)
 § Wallington, nr Delme Arms
 § Portchester, Birdwood Grove (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, The Thicket (E-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Beaulieu Avenue
Portchester, The Seagull (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Cranleigh Road
 § Portchester, Westlands Grove (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, Marina Grove (E-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Neville Avenue
 § Portchester, o/s White Hart Co-Op
Portchester, Precinct (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, Station Road (N-bound)
 § Portchester, Portsview Gardens (E-bound)
 § Portchester, Mountview Avenue (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Rowland Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Truro Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Pendennis Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Bodmin Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Woofferton Road (NE-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Nailsworth Road (E-bound)
Paulsgrove, Allaway Avenue Shops (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Walford Road (NE-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Beehive Terrace (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Blakemere Crescent (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Harleston Road (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Mablethorpe Road (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Boston Road (E-bound)
 § QA Hospital, Sevenoaks Road (Stand N)
QA Hospital, QA Hospital Main (Stop F)
 § QA Hospital, First Avenue (Stand K)
Cosham, Health Centre (Stop F)
 § Cosham, Cosham Interchange (Stop C)
 § Cosham, Highbury Buildings (Stand D)
 § Cosham, Donaldson Road (SW-bound)
Hilsea, Hilsea Lido (Stop F)
 § Hilsea, Coach and Horses (SE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Old London Road (SW-bound)
 § Hilsea, Beechwood Road (SW-bound)
 § North End, Merrivale Road (SW-bound)
 § North End, Ophir Road (S-bound)
 § North End, Mayfield Road (S-bound)
North End, North End Junction (Stop F)
 § Kingston, Kingston Crescent (S-bound)
 § Kingston, Queens Road (SE-bound)
 § Kingston, Hanway Road (S-bound)
Kingston, Fratton Road (W-bound)
 § Landport, Clarendon Street (SW-bound)
 § City Centre, Cornmill Street (Stop V)
 § Landport, St Agatha’s (Stop U)
City Centre, City Shops South (Stop G)
 § Portsea, HMS Nelson (W-bound)
 § Portsea, Curzon Howe Road (W-bound)
Portsmouth, The Hard Interchange (Stand M)
 § Portsea, St Georges Square (SE-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Gunwharf Quays (S-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, Kings Road Junction (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Green Road (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Friendship House (S-bound)
 § Southsea, St. Judes Church (W-bound)
Southsea, Southsea Shops (Stop A)
 § Southsea, The Circle (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, The Strand (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, Clarendon Road (S-bound)
Southsea, South Parade Pier (Stop A)
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1617
1618
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1622
1623
1624
1625
1627
1627
1628
1629
1630
1631
1631
1632
1633
1634
1635
1635
1636
1637
1638
1639
1640
1640
1642
1643
1645
1646
1646
1647
1649
1649
1650
1651
1652
1652
1654
1655
1657
1657
1659
1701
1702
1703
1704
1708
1709
1710
1712
1712
1713
1714
1716
1717
1718
1719
1722
1723
1724
1725
1726

1624
1626
1628
1629
1630
1631
1632
1633
1634
1635
1636
1637
1639
1639
1640
1641
1642
1643
1643
1644
1645
1646
1647
1647
1648
1649
1650
1651
1652
1652
1654
1655
1657
1658
1658
1659
1701
1701
1702
1703
1704
1704
1706
1707
1709
1709
1711
1713
1714
1715
1716
1720
1721
1722
1724
1724
1725
1726
1728
1729
1730
1731
1734
1735
1736
1737
1738

1636
1638
1640
1641
1642
1643
1644
1645
1646
1647
1648
1649
1651
1651
1652
1653
1654
1655
1655
1656
1657
1658
1659
1659
1700
1701
1702
1703
1704
1704
1706
1707
1709
1710
1710
1711
1713
1713
1714
1715
1716
1716
1718
1719
1721
1721
1723
1725
1726
1727
1728
1732
1733
1734
1736
1736
1737
1738
1740
1741
1742
1743
1746
1747
1748
1749
1750

1648
1650
1652
1653
1654
1655
1656
1657
1658
1659
1700
1701
1703
1703
1704
1705
1706
1707
1707
1708
1709
1710
1711
1711
1712
1713
1714
1715
1716
1716
1718
1719
1721
1722
1722
1723
1725
1725
1726
1727
1728
1728
1730
1731
1733
1733
1735
1737
1738
1739
1740
1744
1745
1746
1748
1748
1749
1750
1752
1753
1754
1755
1758
1759
1800
1801
1802

1700
1702
1704
1705
1706
1707
1708
1709
1710
1711
1712
1713
1715
1715
1716
1717
1718
1719
1719
1720
1721
1722
1723
1723
1724
1725
1726
1727
1728
1728
1730
1731
1733
1734
1734
1735
1737
1737
1738
1739
1740
1740
1742
1743
1745
1745
1747
1749
1750
1751
1752
1756
1757
1758
1800
1800
1801
1802
1804
1805
1806
1807
1810
1811
1812
1813
1814

1720
1722
1724
1725
1726
1727
1728
1729
1730
1731
1732
1733
1735
1735
1736
1737
1738
1739
1739
1740
1741
1742
1743
1743
1744
1745
1746
1747
1748
1748
1750
1751
1753
1754
1754
1755
1757
1757
1758
1759
1800
1800
1802
1803
1805
1805
1807
1809
1810
1811
1812
1816
1817
1818
1820
1820
1821
1822
1824
1825
1826
1827
1830
1831
1832
1833
1834

1740
1742
1744
1745
1746
1747
1748
1749
1750
1751
1752
1753
1755
1755
1756
1757
1758
1759
1759
1800
1801
1802
1803
1803
1804
1805
1806
1807
1808
1808
1810
1811
1813
1814
1814
1815
1817
1817
1818
1819
1820
1820
1822
1823
1825
1825
1827
1829
1830
1831
1832
1836
1837
1838
1840
1840
1841
1842
1844
1845
1846
1847
1850
1851
1852
1853
1854

1800
1802
1804
1805
1806
1807
1808
1809
1810
1811
1812
1813
1815
1815
1816
1817
1818
1819
1819
1820
1821
1822
1823
1823
1824
1825
1826
1827
1828
1828
1830
1831
1833
1834
1834
1835
1837
1837
1838
1839
1840
1840
1842
1843
1845
1845
1847
1849
1850
1851
1852
1856
1857
1858
1900
1900
1901
1902
1904
1905
1906
1907
1910
1911
1912
1913
1914

1830
1832
1834
1835
1836
1837
1838
1839
1840
1841
1842
1843
1845
1845
1846
1847
1848
1849
1849
1850
1851
1852
1853
1853
1854
1855
1856
1857
1858
1858
1900
1901
1903
1904
1904
1905
1907
1907
1908
1909
1910
1910
1912
1913
1915
1915
1917
1919
1920
1921
1922
1926
1927
1928
1930
1930
1931
1932
1934
1935
1936
1937
1940
1941
1942
1943
1944

1900
1902
1904
1905
1906
1907
1908
1909
1910
1911
1912
1913
1915
1915
1916
1917
1918
1919
1919
1920
1921
1922
1923
1923
1924
1925
1926
1927
1928
1928
1930
1931
1933
1934
1934
1935
1937
1937
1938
1939
1940
1940
1942
1943
1945
1945
1947
1949
1950
1951
1952
1956
1957
1958
2000
2000
2001
2002
2004
2005
2006
2007
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014

1930
1932
1934
1935
1936
1937
1938
1939
1940
1941
1942
1943
1945
1945
1946
1947
1948
1949
1949
1950
1951
1952
1953
1953
1954
1955
1956
1957
1958
1958
2000
2001
2003
2004
2004
2005
2007
2007
2008
2009
2010
2010
2012
2013
2015
2015
2017
2019
2020
2021
2022
2026
2027
2028
2030
2030
2031
2032
2034
2035
2036
2037
2040
2041
2042
2043
2044

1945
1947
1949
1950
1951
1952
1953
1954
1955
1956
1957
1958
2000
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2013
2015
2016
2018
2019
2019
2020
2022
2022
2023
2024
2025
2025
2027
2028
2030
2030
2032
2034
2035
2036
2037
2041
2042
2043
2045
2045
2046
2047
2049
2050
2051
2052
2055
2056
2057
2058
2059

2030
2032
2034
2035
2036
2037
2038
2039
2040
2041
2042
2043
2045
2045
2046
2047
2048
2049
2049
2050
2051
2052
2053
2053
2054
2055
2056
2057
2058
2058
2100
2101
2103
2104
2104
2105
2107
2107
2108
2109
2110
2110
2112
2113
2115
2115
2117
2119
2120
2121
2122
2126
2127
2128
2130
2130
2131
2132
2134
2135
2136
2137
2140
2141
2142
2143
2144

2130
2132
2134
2135
2136
2137
2138
2139
2140
2141
2142
2143
2145
2145
2146
2147
2148
2149
2149
2150
2151
2152
2153
2153
2154
2155
2156
2157
2158
2158
2200
2201
2203
2204
2204
2205
2207
2207
2208
2209
2210
2210
2212
2213
2215
2215
2217
2219
2220
2221
2222
2226
2227
2228
2230
2230
2231
2232
2234
2235
2236
2237
2240
2241
2242
2243
2244

2245
2247
2249
2250
2251
2252
2253
2254
2255
2256
2257
2258
2300
2300
2301
2302
2303
2304
2304
2305
2306
2307
2308
2308
2309
2310
2311
2312
2313
2313
2315
2316
2318
2319
2319
2320
2322
2322
2323
2324
2325
2325
2327
2328
2330
2330
2332
2334
2335
2336
2337
2341
2342
2343
2345
2345
2346
2347
2349
2350
2351
2352
2355
2356
2357
2358
2359

Sun
0520
0522
0524
0525
0526
0527
0528
0529
0530
0531
0532
0533
0535
0535
0536
0537
0538
0539
0539
0540
0541
0542
0543
0543
0544
0545
0546
0547
0548
0548
0550
0551
0553
0554
0554
0555
0557
0557
0558
0559
0600
0600
0602
0603
0605
0605
0607
0609
0610
0611
0612
0616
0617
0618
0620
0620
0621
0622
0624
0625
0626
0627
0630
0631
0632
0633
0634

0540
0542
0544
0545
0546
0547
0548
0549
0550
0551
0552
0553
0555
0555
0556
0557
0558
0559
0559
0600
0601
0602
0603
0603
0604
0605
0606
0607
0608
0608
0610
0611
0613
0614
0614
0615
0617
0617
0618
0619
0620
0620
0622
0623
0625
0625
0627
0629
0630
0631
0632
0636
0637
0638
0640
0640
0641
0642
0644
0645
0646
0647
0650
0651
0652
0653
0654

Notes: § - Time at this stop is indicative. You are advised to be at any stop several minutes before the times shown

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  22/09/20
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3 Fareham - Portchester - Paulsgrove - QA Hospital - Cosham - City Centre -
Gunwharf - Southsea

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 20/09/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Sundays
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop D)
 § Wallington, Bath Lane (Stop W opp Bath Lane)
 § Wallington, nr Delme Arms
 § Portchester, Birdwood Grove (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, The Thicket (E-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Beaulieu Avenue
Portchester, The Seagull (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Cranleigh Road
 § Portchester, Westlands Grove (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, Marina Grove (E-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Neville Avenue
 § Portchester, o/s White Hart Co-Op
Portchester, Precinct (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, Station Road (N-bound)
 § Portchester, Portsview Gardens (E-bound)
 § Portchester, Mountview Avenue (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Rowland Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Truro Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Pendennis Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Bodmin Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Woofferton Road (NE-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Nailsworth Road (E-bound)
Paulsgrove, Allaway Avenue Shops (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Walford Road (NE-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Beehive Terrace (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Blakemere Crescent (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Harleston Road (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Mablethorpe Road (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Boston Road (E-bound)
 § QA Hospital, Sevenoaks Road (Stand N)
QA Hospital, QA Hospital Main (Stop F)
 § QA Hospital, First Avenue (Stand K)
Cosham, Health Centre (Stop F)
 § Cosham, Cosham Interchange (Stop C)
 § Cosham, Highbury Buildings (Stand D)
 § Cosham, Donaldson Road (SW-bound)
Hilsea, Hilsea Lido (Stop F)
 § Hilsea, Coach and Horses (SE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Old London Road (SW-bound)
 § Hilsea, Beechwood Road (SW-bound)
 § North End, Merrivale Road (SW-bound)
 § North End, Ophir Road (S-bound)
 § North End, Mayfield Road (S-bound)
North End, North End Junction (Stop F)
 § Kingston, Kingston Crescent (S-bound)
 § Kingston, Queens Road (SE-bound)
 § Kingston, Hanway Road (S-bound)
Kingston, Fratton Road (W-bound)
 § Landport, Clarendon Street (SW-bound)
 § City Centre, Cornmill Street (Stop V)
 § Landport, St Agatha’s (Stop U)
City Centre, City Shops South (Stop G)
 § Portsea, HMS Nelson (W-bound)
 § Portsea, Curzon Howe Road (W-bound)
Portsmouth, The Hard Interchange (Stand M)
 § Portsea, St Georges Square (SE-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Gunwharf Quays (S-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, Kings Road Junction (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Green Road (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Friendship House (S-bound)
 § Southsea, St. Judes Church (W-bound)
Southsea, Southsea Shops (Stop A)
 § Southsea, The Circle (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, The Strand (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, Clarendon Road (S-bound)
Southsea, South Parade Pier (Stop A)

0600
0602
0604
0605
0606
0607
0608
0609
0610
0611
0612
0613
0615
0615
0616
0617
0618
0619
0619
0620
0621
0622
0623
0623
0624
0625
0626
0627
0628
0628
0630
0631
0633
0634
0634
0635
0637
0637
0638
0639
0640
0640
0642
0643
0645
0645
0647
0649
0650
0651
0652
0656
0657
0658
0700
0700
0701
0702
0704
0705
0706
0707
0710
0711
0712
0713
0714

0620
0622
0624
0625
0626
0627
0628
0629
0630
0631
0632
0633
0635
0635
0636
0637
0638
0639
0639
0640
0641
0642
0643
0643
0644
0645
0646
0647
0648
0648
0650
0651
0653
0654
0654
0655
0657
0657
0658
0659
0700
0700
0702
0703
0705
0705
0707
0709
0710
0711
0712
0716
0717
0718
0720
0720
0721
0722
0724
0725
0726
0727
0730
0731
0732
0733
0734

0640
0642
0644
0645
0646
0647
0648
0649
0650
0651
0652
0653
0655
0655
0656
0657
0658
0659
0659
0700
0701
0702
0703
0703
0704
0705
0706
0707
0708
0708
0710
0711
0713
0714
0714
0715
0717
0717
0718
0719
0720
0720
0722
0723
0725
0725
0727
0729
0730
0731
0732
0736
0737
0738
0740
0740
0741
0742
0744
0745
0746
0747
0750
0751
0752
0753
0754

0700
0702
0704
0705
0706
0707
0708
0709
0710
0711
0712
0713
0715
0715
0716
0717
0718
0719
0719
0720
0721
0722
0723
0723
0724
0725
0726
0727
0728
0728
0730
0731
0733
0734
0734
0735
0737
0737
0738
0739
0740
0740
0742
0743
0745
0745
0747
0749
0750
0751
0752
0756
0757
0758
0800
0800
0801
0802
0804
0805
0806
0807
0810
0811
0812
0813
0814

0735
0735
0736
0737
0738
0739
0739
0740
0741
0742
0743
0743
0744
0745
0746
0747
0748
0748
0750

0720
0722
0724
0725
0726
0727
0728
0729
0730
0731
0732
0733
0735
0735
0736
0737
0738
0739
0739
0740
0741
0742
0743
0743
0744
0745
0746
0747
0748
0748
0750
0751
0753
0754
0754
0755
0757
0757
0758
0759
0800
0800
0802
0803
0805
0805
0807
0809
0810
0811
0812
0816
0817
0818
0820
0820
0821
0822
0824
0825
0826
0827
0830
0831
0832
0833
0834

0740
0742
0744
0745
0746
0747
0748
0749
0750
0751
0752
0753
0755
0755
0756
0757
0758
0759
0759
0800
0801
0802
0803
0803
0804
0805
0806
0807
0808
0808
0810
0811
0813
0814
0814
0815
0817
0817
0818
0819
0820
0820
0822
0823
0825
0825
0827
0829
0830
0831
0832
0836
0837
0838
0840
0840
0841
0842
0844
0845
0846
0847
0850
0851
0852
0853
0854

0800
0802
0804
0805
0806
0807
0808
0809
0810
0811
0812
0813
0815
0815
0816
0817
0818
0819
0819
0820
0821
0822
0823
0823
0824
0825
0826
0827
0828
0828
0830
0831
0833
0834
0834
0835
0837
0837
0838
0839
0840
0840
0842
0843
0845
0845
0847
0849
0850
0851
0852
0856
0857
0858
0900
0900
0901
0902
0904
0905
0906
0907
0910
0911
0912
0913
0914

0820
0822
0824
0825
0826
0827
0828
0829
0830
0831
0832
0833
0835
0835
0836
0837
0838
0839
0839
0840
0841
0842
0843
0843
0844
0845
0846
0847
0848
0848
0850
0851
0853
0854
0854
0855
0857
0857
0858
0859
0900
0900
0902
0903
0905
0905
0907
0909
0910
0911
0912
0916
0917
0918
0920
0920
0921
0922
0924
0925
0926
0927
0930
0931
0932
0933
0934

0840
0842
0844
0845
0846
0847
0848
0849
0850
0851
0852
0853
0855
0855
0856
0857
0858
0859
0859
0900
0901
0902
0903
0903
0904
0905
0906
0907
0908
0908
0910
0911
0913
0914
0914
0915
0917
0917
0918
0919
0920
0920
0922
0923
0925
0925
0927
0929
0930
0931
0932
0936
0937
0938
0940
0940
0941
0942
0944
0945
0946
0947
0950
0951
0952
0953
0954

0900
0902
0904
0905
0906
0907
0908
0909
0910
0911
0912
0913
0915
0915
0916
0917
0918
0919
0919
0920
0921
0922
0923
0923
0924
0925
0926
0927
0928
0928
0930
0931
0933
0934
0934
0935
0937
0937
0938
0939
0940
0940
0942
0943
0945
0945
0947
0949
0950
0951
0952
0956
0957
0958
1000
1000
1001
1002
1004
1005
1006
1007
1010
1011
1012
1013
1014

0920
0922
0924
0925
0926
0927
0928
0929
0930
0931
0932
0933
0935
0935
0936
0937
0938
0939
0939
0940
0941
0942
0943
0943
0944
0945
0946
0947
0948
0948
0950
0951
0953
0954
0954
0955
0957
0957
0958
0959
1000
1000
1002
1003
1005
1005
1007
1009
1010
1011
1012
1016
1017
1018
1020
1020
1021
1022
1024
1025
1026
1027
1030
1031
1032
1033
1034

0940
0942
0944
0945
0946
0947
0948
0949
0950
0951
0952
0953
0955
0955
0956
0957
0958
0959
0959
1000
1001
1002
1003
1003
1004
1005
1006
1007
1008
1008
1010
1011
1013
1014
1014
1015
1017
1017
1018
1019
1020
1020
1022
1023
1025
1025
1027
1029
1030
1031
1032
1036
1037
1038
1040
1040
1041
1042
1044
1045
1046
1047
1050
1051
1052
1053
1054

1000
1002
1004
1005
1006
1007
1008
1009
1010
1011
1012
1013
1015
1015
1016
1017
1018
1019
1019
1020
1021
1022
1023
1023
1024
1025
1026
1027
1028
1028
1030
1031
1033
1034
1034
1035
1037
1037
1038
1039
1040
1040
1042
1043
1045
1045
1047
1049
1050
1051
1052
1056
1057
1058
1100
1100
1101
1102
1104
1105
1106
1107
1110
1111
1112
1113
1114

1020
1022
1024
1025
1026
1027
1028
1029
1030
1031
1032
1033
1035
1035
1036
1037
1038
1039
1039
1040
1041
1042
1043
1043
1044
1045
1046
1047
1048
1048
1050
1051
1053
1054
1054
1055
1057
1057
1058
1059
1100
1100
1102
1103
1105
1105
1107
1109
1110
1111
1112
1116
1117
1118
1120
1120
1121
1122
1124
1125
1126
1127
1130
1131
1132
1133
1134

1040
1042
1044
1045
1046
1047
1048
1049
1050
1051
1052
1053
1055
1055
1056
1057
1058
1059
1059
1100
1101
1102
1103
1103
1104
1105
1106
1107
1108
1108
1110
1111
1113
1114
1114
1115
1117
1117
1118
1119
1120
1120
1122
1123
1125
1125
1127
1129
1130
1131
1132
1136
1137
1138
1140
1140
1141
1142
1144
1145
1146
1147
1150
1151
1152
1153
1154

1100
1102
1104
1105
1106
1107
1108
1109
1110
1111
1112
1113
1115
1115
1116
1117
1118
1119
1119
1120
1121
1122
1123
1123
1124
1125
1126
1127
1128
1128
1130
1131
1133
1134
1134
1135
1137
1137
1138
1139
1140
1140
1142
1143
1145
1145
1147
1149
1150
1151
1152
1156
1157
1158
1200
1200
1201
1202
1204
1205
1206
1207
1210
1211
1212
1213
1214

1120
1122
1124
1125
1126
1127
1128
1129
1130
1131
1132
1133
1135
1135
1136
1137
1138
1139
1139
1140
1141
1142
1143
1143
1144
1145
1146
1147
1148
1148
1150
1151
1153
1154
1154
1155
1157
1157
1158
1159
1200
1200
1202
1203
1205
1205
1207
1209
1210
1211
1212
1216
1217
1218
1220
1220
1221
1222
1224
1225
1226
1227
1230
1231
1232
1233
1234

Notes: § - Time at this stop is indicative. You are advised to be at any stop several minutes before the times shown

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  22/09/20
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3 Fareham - Portchester - Paulsgrove - QA Hospital - Cosham - City Centre -
Gunwharf - Southsea

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 20/09/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Sundays
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop D)
 § Wallington, Bath Lane (Stop W opp Bath Lane)
 § Wallington, nr Delme Arms
 § Portchester, Birdwood Grove (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, The Thicket (E-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Beaulieu Avenue
Portchester, The Seagull (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Cranleigh Road
 § Portchester, Westlands Grove (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, Marina Grove (E-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Neville Avenue
 § Portchester, o/s White Hart Co-Op
Portchester, Precinct (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, Station Road (N-bound)
 § Portchester, Portsview Gardens (E-bound)
 § Portchester, Mountview Avenue (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Rowland Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Truro Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Pendennis Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Bodmin Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Woofferton Road (NE-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Nailsworth Road (E-bound)
Paulsgrove, Allaway Avenue Shops (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Walford Road (NE-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Beehive Terrace (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Blakemere Crescent (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Harleston Road (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Mablethorpe Road (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Boston Road (E-bound)
 § QA Hospital, Sevenoaks Road (Stand N)
QA Hospital, QA Hospital Main (Stop F)
 § QA Hospital, First Avenue (Stand K)
Cosham, Health Centre (Stop F)
 § Cosham, Cosham Interchange (Stop C)
 § Cosham, Highbury Buildings (Stand D)
 § Cosham, Donaldson Road (SW-bound)
Hilsea, Hilsea Lido (Stop F)
 § Hilsea, Coach and Horses (SE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Old London Road (SW-bound)
 § Hilsea, Beechwood Road (SW-bound)
 § North End, Merrivale Road (SW-bound)
 § North End, Ophir Road (S-bound)
 § North End, Mayfield Road (S-bound)
North End, North End Junction (Stop F)
 § Kingston, Kingston Crescent (S-bound)
 § Kingston, Queens Road (SE-bound)
 § Kingston, Hanway Road (S-bound)
Kingston, Fratton Road (W-bound)
 § Landport, Clarendon Street (SW-bound)
 § City Centre, Cornmill Street (Stop V)
 § Landport, St Agatha’s (Stop U)
City Centre, City Shops South (Stop G)
 § Portsea, HMS Nelson (W-bound)
 § Portsea, Curzon Howe Road (W-bound)
Portsmouth, The Hard Interchange (Stand M)
 § Portsea, St Georges Square (SE-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Gunwharf Quays (S-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, Kings Road Junction (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Green Road (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Friendship House (S-bound)
 § Southsea, St. Judes Church (W-bound)
Southsea, Southsea Shops (Stop A)
 § Southsea, The Circle (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, The Strand (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, Clarendon Road (S-bound)
Southsea, South Parade Pier (Stop A)

1140
1142
1144
1145
1146
1147
1148
1149
1150
1151
1152
1153
1155
1155
1156
1157
1158
1159
1159
1200
1201
1202
1203
1203
1204
1205
1206
1207
1208
1208
1210
1211
1213
1214
1214
1215
1217
1217
1218
1219
1220
1220
1222
1223
1225
1225
1227
1229
1230
1231
1232
1236
1237
1238
1240
1240
1241
1242
1244
1245
1246
1247
1250
1251
1252
1253
1254

1200
1202
1204
1205
1206
1207
1208
1209
1210
1211
1212
1213
1215
1215
1216
1217
1218
1219
1219
1220
1221
1222
1223
1223
1224
1225
1226
1227
1228
1228
1230
1231
1233
1234
1234
1235
1237
1237
1238
1239
1240
1240
1242
1243
1245
1245
1247
1249
1250
1251
1252
1256
1257
1258
1300
1300
1301
1302
1304
1305
1306
1307
1310
1311
1312
1313
1314

1220
1222
1224
1225
1226
1227
1228
1229
1230
1231
1232
1233
1235
1235
1236
1237
1238
1239
1239
1240
1241
1242
1243
1243
1244
1245
1246
1247
1248
1248
1250
1251
1253
1254
1254
1255
1257
1257
1258
1259
1300
1300
1302
1303
1305
1305
1307
1309
1310
1311
1312
1316
1317
1318
1320
1320
1321
1322
1324
1325
1326
1327
1330
1331
1332
1333
1334

1240
1242
1244
1245
1246
1247
1248
1249
1250
1251
1252
1253
1255
1255
1256
1257
1258
1259
1259
1300
1301
1302
1303
1303
1304
1305
1306
1307
1308
1308
1310
1311
1313
1314
1314
1315
1317
1317
1318
1319
1320
1320
1322
1323
1325
1325
1327
1329
1330
1331
1332
1336
1337
1338
1340
1340
1341
1342
1344
1345
1346
1347
1350
1351
1352
1353
1354

1300
1302
1304
1305
1306
1307
1308
1309
1310
1311
1312
1313
1315
1315
1316
1317
1318
1319
1319
1320
1321
1322
1323
1323
1324
1325
1326
1327
1328
1328
1330
1331
1333
1334
1334
1335
1337
1337
1338
1339
1340
1340
1342
1343
1345
1345
1347
1349
1350
1351
1352
1356
1357
1358
1400
1400
1401
1402
1404
1405
1406
1407
1410
1411
1412
1413
1414

1320
1322
1324
1325
1326
1327
1328
1329
1330
1331
1332
1333
1335
1335
1336
1337
1338
1339
1339
1340
1341
1342
1343
1343
1344
1345
1346
1347
1348
1348
1350
1351
1353
1354
1354
1355
1357
1357
1358
1359
1400
1400
1402
1403
1405
1405
1407
1409
1410
1411
1412
1416
1417
1418
1420
1420
1421
1422
1424
1425
1426
1427
1430
1431
1432
1433
1434

1340
1342
1344
1345
1346
1347
1348
1349
1350
1351
1352
1353
1355
1355
1356
1357
1358
1359
1359
1400
1401
1402
1403
1403
1404
1405
1406
1407
1408
1408
1410
1411
1413
1414
1414
1415
1417
1417
1418
1419
1420
1420
1422
1423
1425
1425
1427
1429
1430
1431
1432
1436
1437
1438
1440
1440
1441
1442
1444
1445
1446
1447
1450
1451
1452
1453
1454

1400
1402
1404
1405
1406
1407
1408
1409
1410
1411
1412
1413
1415
1415
1416
1417
1418
1419
1419
1420
1421
1422
1423
1423
1424
1425
1426
1427
1428
1428
1430
1431
1433
1434
1434
1435
1437
1437
1438
1439
1440
1440
1442
1443
1445
1445
1447
1449
1450
1451
1452
1456
1457
1458
1500
1500
1501
1502
1504
1505
1506
1507
1510
1511
1512
1513
1514

1420
1422
1424
1425
1426
1427
1428
1429
1430
1431
1432
1433
1435
1435
1436
1437
1438
1439
1439
1440
1441
1442
1443
1443
1444
1445
1446
1447
1448
1448
1450
1451
1453
1454
1454
1455
1457
1457
1458
1459
1500
1500
1502
1503
1505
1505
1507
1509
1510
1511
1512
1516
1517
1518
1520
1520
1521
1522
1524
1525
1526
1527
1530
1531
1532
1533
1534

1440
1442
1444
1445
1446
1447
1448
1449
1450
1451
1452
1453
1455
1455
1456
1457
1458
1459
1459
1500
1501
1502
1503
1503
1504
1505
1506
1507
1508
1508
1510
1511
1513
1514
1514
1515
1517
1517
1518
1519
1520
1520
1522
1523
1525
1525
1527
1529
1530
1531
1532
1536
1537
1538
1540
1540
1541
1542
1544
1545
1546
1547
1550
1551
1552
1553
1554

1500
1502
1504
1505
1506
1507
1508
1509
1510
1511
1512
1513
1515
1515
1516
1517
1518
1519
1519
1520
1521
1522
1523
1523
1524
1525
1526
1527
1528
1528
1530
1531
1533
1534
1534
1535
1537
1537
1538
1539
1540
1540
1542
1543
1545
1545
1547
1549
1550
1551
1552
1556
1557
1558
1600
1600
1601
1602
1604
1605
1606
1607
1610
1611
1612
1613
1614

1520
1522
1524
1525
1526
1527
1528
1529
1530
1531
1532
1533
1535
1535
1536
1537
1538
1539
1539
1540
1541
1542
1543
1543
1544
1545
1546
1547
1548
1548
1550
1551
1553
1554
1554
1555
1557
1557
1558
1559
1600
1600
1602
1603
1605
1605
1607
1609
1610
1611
1612
1616
1617
1618
1620
1620
1621
1622
1624
1625
1626
1627
1630
1631
1632
1633
1634

1540
1542
1544
1545
1546
1547
1548
1549
1550
1551
1552
1553
1555
1555
1556
1557
1558
1559
1559
1600
1601
1602
1603
1603
1604
1605
1606
1607
1608
1608
1610
1611
1613
1614
1614
1615
1617
1617
1618
1619
1620
1620
1622
1623
1625
1625
1627
1629
1630
1631
1632
1636
1637
1638
1640
1640
1641
1642
1644
1645
1646
1647
1650
1651
1652
1653
1654

1600
1602
1604
1605
1606
1607
1608
1609
1610
1611
1612
1613
1615
1615
1616
1617
1618
1619
1619
1620
1621
1622
1623
1623
1624
1625
1626
1627
1628
1628
1630
1631
1633
1634
1634
1635
1637
1637
1638
1639
1640
1640
1642
1643
1645
1645
1647
1649
1650
1651
1652
1656
1657
1658
1700
1700
1701
1702
1704
1705
1706
1707
1710
1711
1712
1713
1714

1620
1622
1624
1625
1626
1627
1628
1629
1630
1631
1632
1633
1635
1635
1636
1637
1638
1639
1639
1640
1641
1642
1643
1643
1644
1645
1646
1647
1648
1648
1650
1651
1653
1654
1654
1655
1657
1657
1658
1659
1700
1700
1702
1703
1705
1705
1707
1709
1710
1711
1712
1716
1717
1718
1720
1720
1721
1722
1724
1725
1726
1727
1730
1731
1732
1733
1734

1640
1642
1644
1645
1646
1647
1648
1649
1650
1651
1652
1653
1655
1655
1656
1657
1658
1659
1659
1700
1701
1702
1703
1703
1704
1705
1706
1707
1708
1708
1710
1711
1713
1714
1714
1715
1717
1717
1718
1719
1720
1720
1722
1723
1725
1725
1727
1729
1730
1731
1732
1736
1737
1738
1740
1740
1741
1742
1744
1745
1746
1747
1750
1751
1752
1753
1754

1700
1702
1704
1705
1706
1707
1708
1709
1710
1711
1712
1713
1715
1715
1716
1717
1718
1719
1719
1720
1721
1722
1723
1723
1724
1725
1726
1727
1728
1728
1730
1731
1733
1734
1734
1735
1737
1737
1738
1739
1740
1740
1742
1743
1745
1745
1747
1749
1750
1751
1752
1756
1757
1758
1800
1800
1801
1802
1804
1805
1806
1807
1810
1811
1812
1813
1814

1720
1722
1724
1725
1726
1727
1728
1729
1730
1731
1732
1733
1735
1735
1736
1737
1738
1739
1739
1740
1741
1742
1743
1743
1744
1745
1746
1747
1748
1748
1750
1751
1753
1754
1754
1755
1757
1757
1758
1759
1800
1800
1802
1803
1805
1805
1807
1809
1810
1811
1812
1816
1817
1818
1820
1820
1821
1822
1824
1825
1826
1827
1830
1831
1832
1833
1834

Notes: § - Time at this stop is indicative. You are advised to be at any stop several minutes before the times shown

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  22/09/20
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3 Fareham - Portchester - Paulsgrove - QA Hospital - Cosham - City Centre -
Gunwharf - Southsea

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 20/09/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Sundays
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop D)
 § Wallington, Bath Lane (Stop W opp Bath Lane)
 § Wallington, nr Delme Arms
 § Portchester, Birdwood Grove (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, The Thicket (E-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Beaulieu Avenue
Portchester, The Seagull (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Cranleigh Road
 § Portchester, Westlands Grove (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, Marina Grove (E-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Neville Avenue
 § Portchester, o/s White Hart Co-Op
Portchester, Precinct (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, Station Road (N-bound)
 § Portchester, Portsview Gardens (E-bound)
 § Portchester, Mountview Avenue (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Rowland Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Truro Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Pendennis Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Bodmin Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Woofferton Road (NE-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Nailsworth Road (E-bound)
Paulsgrove, Allaway Avenue Shops (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Walford Road (NE-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Beehive Terrace (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Blakemere Crescent (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Harleston Road (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Mablethorpe Road (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Boston Road (E-bound)
 § QA Hospital, Sevenoaks Road (Stand N)
QA Hospital, QA Hospital Main (Stop F)
 § QA Hospital, First Avenue (Stand K)
Cosham, Health Centre (Stop F)
 § Cosham, Cosham Interchange (Stop C)
 § Cosham, Highbury Buildings (Stand D)
 § Cosham, Donaldson Road (SW-bound)
Hilsea, Hilsea Lido (Stop F)
 § Hilsea, Coach and Horses (SE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Old London Road (SW-bound)
 § Hilsea, Beechwood Road (SW-bound)
 § North End, Merrivale Road (SW-bound)
 § North End, Ophir Road (S-bound)
 § North End, Mayfield Road (S-bound)
North End, North End Junction (Stop F)
 § Kingston, Kingston Crescent (S-bound)
 § Kingston, Queens Road (SE-bound)
 § Kingston, Hanway Road (S-bound)
Kingston, Fratton Road (W-bound)
 § Landport, Clarendon Street (SW-bound)
 § City Centre, Cornmill Street (Stop V)
 § Landport, St Agatha’s (Stop U)
City Centre, City Shops South (Stop G)
 § Portsea, HMS Nelson (W-bound)
 § Portsea, Curzon Howe Road (W-bound)
Portsmouth, The Hard Interchange (Stand M)
 § Portsea, St Georges Square (SE-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Gunwharf Quays (S-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, Kings Road Junction (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Green Road (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Friendship House (S-bound)
 § Southsea, St. Judes Church (W-bound)
Southsea, Southsea Shops (Stop A)
 § Southsea, The Circle (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, The Strand (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, Clarendon Road (S-bound)
Southsea, South Parade Pier (Stop A)

1740
1742
1744
1745
1746
1747
1748
1749
1750
1751
1752
1753
1755
1755
1756
1757
1758
1759
1759
1800
1801
1802
1803
1803
1804
1805
1806
1807
1808
1808
1810
1811
1813
1814
1814
1815
1817
1817
1818
1819
1820
1820
1822
1823
1825
1825
1827
1829
1830
1831
1832
1836
1837
1838
1840
1840
1841
1842
1844
1845
1846
1847
1850
1851
1852
1853
1854

1800
1802
1804
1805
1806
1807
1808
1809
1810
1811
1812
1813
1815
1815
1816
1817
1818
1819
1819
1820
1821
1822
1823
1823
1824
1825
1826
1827
1828
1828
1830
1831
1833
1834
1834
1835
1837
1837
1838
1839
1840
1840
1842
1843
1845
1845
1847
1849
1850
1851
1852
1856
1857
1858
1900
1900
1901
1902
1904
1905
1906
1907
1910
1911
1912
1913
1914

1830
1832
1834
1835
1836
1837
1838
1839
1840
1841
1842
1843
1845
1845
1846
1847
1848
1849
1849
1850
1851
1852
1853
1853
1854
1855
1856
1857
1858
1858
1900
1901
1903
1904
1904
1905
1907
1907
1908
1909
1910
1910
1912
1913
1915
1915
1917
1919
1920
1921
1922
1926
1927
1928
1930
1930
1931
1932
1934
1935
1936
1937
1940
1941
1942
1943
1944

1900
1902
1904
1905
1906
1907
1908
1909
1910
1911
1912
1913
1915
1915
1916
1917
1918
1919
1919
1920
1921
1922
1923
1923
1924
1925
1926
1927
1928
1928
1930
1931
1933
1934
1934
1935
1937
1937
1938
1939
1940
1940
1942
1943
1945
1945
1947
1949
1950
1951
1952
1956
1957
1958
2000
2000
2001
2002
2004
2005
2006
2007
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014

1930
1932
1934
1935
1936
1937
1938
1939
1940
1941
1942
1943
1945
1945
1946
1947
1948
1949
1949
1950
1951
1952
1953
1953
1954
1955
1956
1957
1958
1958
2000
2001
2003
2004
2004
2005
2007
2007
2008
2009
2010
2010
2012
2013
2015
2015
2017
2019
2020
2021
2022
2026
2027
2028
2030
2030
2031
2032
2034
2035
2036
2037
2040
2041
2042
2043
2044

2015
2016
2018
2019
2019
2020
2022
2022
2023
2024
2025
2025
2027
2028
2030
2030
2032
2034
2035
2036
2037
2041
2042
2043
2045
2045
2046
2047
2049
2050
2051
2052
2055
2056
2057
2058
2059

2030
2032
2034
2035
2036
2037
2038
2039
2040
2041
2042
2043
2045
2045
2046
2047
2048
2049
2049
2050
2051
2052
2053
2053
2054
2055
2056
2057
2058
2058
2100
2101
2103
2104
2104
2105
2107
2107
2108
2109
2110
2110
2112
2113
2115
2115
2117
2119
2120
2121
2122
2126
2127
2128
2130
2130
2131
2132
2134
2135
2136
2137
2140
2141
2142
2143
2144

2200
2201
2203
2204
2204
2205
2207
2207
2208
2209
2210
2210
2212
2213
2215
2215
2217
2219
2220
2221
2222
2226
2227
2228
2230
2230
2231
2232
2234
2235
2236
2237
2240
2241
2242
2243
2244

2315
2316
2318
2319
2319
2320
2322
2322
2323
2324
2325
2325
2327
2328
2330
2330
2332
2334
2335
2336
2337
2341
2342
2343
2345
2345
2346
2347
2349
2350
2351
2352
2355
2356
2357
2358
2359

Bank Holidays
0520
0522
0524
0525
0526
0527
0528
0529
0530
0531
0532
0533
0535
0535
0536
0537
0538
0539
0539
0540
0541
0542
0543
0543
0544
0545
0546
0547
0548
0548
0550
0551
0553
0554
0554
0555
0557
0557
0558
0559
0600
0600
0602
0603
0605
0605
0607
0609
0610
0611
0612
0616
0617
0618
0620
0620
0621
0622
0624
0625
0626
0627
0630
0631
0632
0633
0634

0540
0542
0544
0545
0546
0547
0548
0549
0550
0551
0552
0553
0555
0555
0556
0557
0558
0559
0559
0600
0601
0602
0603
0603
0604
0605
0606
0607
0608
0608
0610
0611
0613
0614
0614
0615
0617
0617
0618
0619
0620
0620
0622
0623
0625
0625
0627
0629
0630
0631
0632
0636
0637
0638
0640
0640
0641
0642
0644
0645
0646
0647
0650
0651
0652
0653
0654

0600
0602
0604
0605
0606
0607
0608
0609
0610
0611
0612
0613
0615
0615
0616
0617
0618
0619
0619
0620
0621
0622
0623
0623
0624
0625
0626
0627
0628
0628
0630
0631
0633
0634
0634
0635
0637
0637
0638
0639
0640
0640
0642
0643
0645
0645
0647
0649
0650
0651
0652
0656
0657
0658
0700
0700
0701
0702
0704
0705
0706
0707
0710
0711
0712
0713
0714

0620
0622
0624
0625
0626
0627
0628
0629
0630
0631
0632
0633
0635
0635
0636
0637
0638
0639
0639
0640
0641
0642
0643
0643
0644
0645
0646
0647
0648
0648
0650
0651
0653
0654
0654
0655
0657
0657
0658
0659
0700
0700
0702
0703
0705
0705
0707
0709
0710
0711
0712
0716
0717
0718
0720
0720
0721
0722
0724
0725
0726
0727
0730
0731
0732
0733
0734

0640
0642
0644
0645
0646
0647
0648
0649
0650
0651
0652
0653
0655
0655
0656
0657
0658
0659
0659
0700
0701
0702
0703
0703
0704
0705
0706
0707
0708
0708
0710
0711
0713
0714
0714
0715
0717
0717
0718
0719
0720
0720
0722
0723
0725
0725
0727
0729
0730
0731
0732
0736
0737
0738
0740
0740
0741
0742
0744
0745
0746
0747
0750
0751
0752
0753
0754

0700
0702
0704
0705
0706
0707
0708
0709
0710
0711
0712
0713
0715
0715
0716
0717
0718
0719
0719
0720
0721
0722
0723
0723
0724
0725
0726
0727
0728
0728
0730
0731
0733
0734
0734
0735
0737
0737
0738
0739
0740
0740
0742
0743
0745
0745
0747
0749
0750
0751
0752
0756
0757
0758
0800
0800
0801
0802
0804
0805
0806
0807
0810
0811
0812
0813
0814

0735
0735
0736
0737
0738
0739
0739
0740
0741
0742
0743
0743
0744
0745
0746
0747
0748
0748
0750

0720
0722
0724
0725
0726
0727
0728
0729
0730
0731
0732
0733
0735
0735
0736
0737
0738
0739
0739
0740
0741
0742
0743
0743
0744
0745
0746
0747
0748
0748
0750
0751
0753
0754
0754
0755
0757
0757
0758
0759
0800
0800
0802
0803
0805
0805
0807
0809
0810
0811
0812
0816
0817
0818
0820
0820
0821
0822
0824
0825
0826
0827
0830
0831
0832
0833
0834

Notes: § - Time at this stop is indicative. You are advised to be at any stop several minutes before the times shown

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  22/09/20
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3 Fareham - Portchester - Paulsgrove - QA Hospital - Cosham - City Centre -
Gunwharf - Southsea

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 20/09/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Bank Holidays
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop D)
 § Wallington, Bath Lane (Stop W opp Bath Lane)
 § Wallington, nr Delme Arms
 § Portchester, Birdwood Grove (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, The Thicket (E-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Beaulieu Avenue
Portchester, The Seagull (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Cranleigh Road
 § Portchester, Westlands Grove (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, Marina Grove (E-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Neville Avenue
 § Portchester, o/s White Hart Co-Op
Portchester, Precinct (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, Station Road (N-bound)
 § Portchester, Portsview Gardens (E-bound)
 § Portchester, Mountview Avenue (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Rowland Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Truro Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Pendennis Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Bodmin Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Woofferton Road (NE-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Nailsworth Road (E-bound)
Paulsgrove, Allaway Avenue Shops (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Walford Road (NE-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Beehive Terrace (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Blakemere Crescent (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Harleston Road (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Mablethorpe Road (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Boston Road (E-bound)
 § QA Hospital, Sevenoaks Road (Stand N)
QA Hospital, QA Hospital Main (Stop F)
 § QA Hospital, First Avenue (Stand K)
Cosham, Health Centre (Stop F)
 § Cosham, Cosham Interchange (Stop C)
 § Cosham, Highbury Buildings (Stand D)
 § Cosham, Donaldson Road (SW-bound)
Hilsea, Hilsea Lido (Stop F)
 § Hilsea, Coach and Horses (SE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Old London Road (SW-bound)
 § Hilsea, Beechwood Road (SW-bound)
 § North End, Merrivale Road (SW-bound)
 § North End, Ophir Road (S-bound)
 § North End, Mayfield Road (S-bound)
North End, North End Junction (Stop F)
 § Kingston, Kingston Crescent (S-bound)
 § Kingston, Queens Road (SE-bound)
 § Kingston, Hanway Road (S-bound)
Kingston, Fratton Road (W-bound)
 § Landport, Clarendon Street (SW-bound)
 § City Centre, Cornmill Street (Stop V)
 § Landport, St Agatha’s (Stop U)
City Centre, City Shops South (Stop G)
 § Portsea, HMS Nelson (W-bound)
 § Portsea, Curzon Howe Road (W-bound)
Portsmouth, The Hard Interchange (Stand M)
 § Portsea, St Georges Square (SE-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Gunwharf Quays (S-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, Kings Road Junction (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Green Road (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Friendship House (S-bound)
 § Southsea, St. Judes Church (W-bound)
Southsea, Southsea Shops (Stop A)
 § Southsea, The Circle (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, The Strand (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, Clarendon Road (S-bound)
Southsea, South Parade Pier (Stop A)

0740
0742
0744
0745
0746
0747
0748
0749
0750
0751
0752
0753
0755
0755
0756
0757
0758
0759
0759
0800
0801
0802
0803
0803
0804
0805
0806
0807
0808
0808
0810
0811
0813
0814
0814
0815
0817
0817
0818
0819
0820
0820
0822
0823
0825
0825
0827
0829
0830
0831
0832
0836
0837
0838
0840
0840
0841
0842
0844
0845
0846
0847
0850
0851
0852
0853
0854

0800
0802
0804
0805
0806
0807
0808
0809
0810
0811
0812
0813
0815
0815
0816
0817
0818
0819
0819
0820
0821
0822
0823
0823
0824
0825
0826
0827
0828
0828
0830
0831
0833
0834
0834
0835
0837
0837
0838
0839
0840
0840
0842
0843
0845
0845
0847
0849
0850
0851
0852
0856
0857
0858
0900
0900
0901
0902
0904
0905
0906
0907
0910
0911
0912
0913
0914

0820
0822
0824
0825
0826
0827
0828
0829
0830
0831
0832
0833
0835
0835
0836
0837
0838
0839
0839
0840
0841
0842
0843
0843
0844
0845
0846
0847
0848
0848
0850
0851
0853
0854
0854
0855
0857
0857
0858
0859
0900
0900
0902
0903
0905
0905
0907
0909
0910
0911
0912
0916
0917
0918
0920
0920
0921
0922
0924
0925
0926
0927
0930
0931
0932
0933
0934

0840
0842
0844
0845
0846
0847
0848
0849
0850
0851
0852
0853
0855
0855
0856
0857
0858
0859
0859
0900
0901
0902
0903
0903
0904
0905
0906
0907
0908
0908
0910
0911
0913
0914
0914
0915
0917
0917
0918
0919
0920
0920
0922
0923
0925
0925
0927
0929
0930
0931
0932
0936
0937
0938
0940
0940
0941
0942
0944
0945
0946
0947
0950
0951
0952
0953
0954

0900
0902
0904
0905
0906
0907
0908
0909
0910
0911
0912
0913
0915
0915
0916
0917
0918
0919
0919
0920
0921
0922
0923
0923
0924
0925
0926
0927
0928
0928
0930
0931
0933
0934
0934
0935
0937
0937
0938
0939
0940
0940
0942
0943
0945
0945
0947
0949
0950
0951
0952
0956
0957
0958
1000
1000
1001
1002
1004
1005
1006
1007
1010
1011
1012
1013
1014

0920
0922
0924
0925
0926
0927
0928
0929
0930
0931
0932
0933
0935
0935
0936
0937
0938
0939
0939
0940
0941
0942
0943
0943
0944
0945
0946
0947
0948
0948
0950
0951
0953
0954
0954
0955
0957
0957
0958
0959
1000
1000
1002
1003
1005
1005
1007
1009
1010
1011
1012
1016
1017
1018
1020
1020
1021
1022
1024
1025
1026
1027
1030
1031
1032
1033
1034

0940
0942
0944
0945
0946
0947
0948
0949
0950
0951
0952
0953
0955
0955
0956
0957
0958
0959
0959
1000
1001
1002
1003
1003
1004
1005
1006
1007
1008
1008
1010
1011
1013
1014
1014
1015
1017
1017
1018
1019
1020
1020
1022
1023
1025
1025
1027
1029
1030
1031
1032
1036
1037
1038
1040
1040
1041
1042
1044
1045
1046
1047
1050
1051
1052
1053
1054

1000
1002
1004
1005
1006
1007
1008
1009
1010
1011
1012
1013
1015
1015
1016
1017
1018
1019
1019
1020
1021
1022
1023
1023
1024
1025
1026
1027
1028
1028
1030
1031
1033
1034
1034
1035
1037
1037
1038
1039
1040
1040
1042
1043
1045
1045
1047
1049
1050
1051
1052
1056
1057
1058
1100
1100
1101
1102
1104
1105
1106
1107
1110
1111
1112
1113
1114

1020
1022
1024
1025
1026
1027
1028
1029
1030
1031
1032
1033
1035
1035
1036
1037
1038
1039
1039
1040
1041
1042
1043
1043
1044
1045
1046
1047
1048
1048
1050
1051
1053
1054
1054
1055
1057
1057
1058
1059
1100
1100
1102
1103
1105
1105
1107
1109
1110
1111
1112
1116
1117
1118
1120
1120
1121
1122
1124
1125
1126
1127
1130
1131
1132
1133
1134

1040
1042
1044
1045
1046
1047
1048
1049
1050
1051
1052
1053
1055
1055
1056
1057
1058
1059
1059
1100
1101
1102
1103
1103
1104
1105
1106
1107
1108
1108
1110
1111
1113
1114
1114
1115
1117
1117
1118
1119
1120
1120
1122
1123
1125
1125
1127
1129
1130
1131
1132
1136
1137
1138
1140
1140
1141
1142
1144
1145
1146
1147
1150
1151
1152
1153
1154

1100
1102
1104
1105
1106
1107
1108
1109
1110
1111
1112
1113
1115
1115
1116
1117
1118
1119
1119
1120
1121
1122
1123
1123
1124
1125
1126
1127
1128
1128
1130
1131
1133
1134
1134
1135
1137
1137
1138
1139
1140
1140
1142
1143
1145
1145
1147
1149
1150
1151
1152
1156
1157
1158
1200
1200
1201
1202
1204
1205
1206
1207
1210
1211
1212
1213
1214

1120
1122
1124
1125
1126
1127
1128
1129
1130
1131
1132
1133
1135
1135
1136
1137
1138
1139
1139
1140
1141
1142
1143
1143
1144
1145
1146
1147
1148
1148
1150
1151
1153
1154
1154
1155
1157
1157
1158
1159
1200
1200
1202
1203
1205
1205
1207
1209
1210
1211
1212
1216
1217
1218
1220
1220
1221
1222
1224
1225
1226
1227
1230
1231
1232
1233
1234

1140
1142
1144
1145
1146
1147
1148
1149
1150
1151
1152
1153
1155
1155
1156
1157
1158
1159
1159
1200
1201
1202
1203
1203
1204
1205
1206
1207
1208
1208
1210
1211
1213
1214
1214
1215
1217
1217
1218
1219
1220
1220
1222
1223
1225
1225
1227
1229
1230
1231
1232
1236
1237
1238
1240
1240
1241
1242
1244
1245
1246
1247
1250
1251
1252
1253
1254

1200
1202
1204
1205
1206
1207
1208
1209
1210
1211
1212
1213
1215
1215
1216
1217
1218
1219
1219
1220
1221
1222
1223
1223
1224
1225
1226
1227
1228
1228
1230
1231
1233
1234
1234
1235
1237
1237
1238
1239
1240
1240
1242
1243
1245
1245
1247
1249
1250
1251
1252
1256
1257
1258
1300
1300
1301
1302
1304
1305
1306
1307
1310
1311
1312
1313
1314

1220
1222
1224
1225
1226
1227
1228
1229
1230
1231
1232
1233
1235
1235
1236
1237
1238
1239
1239
1240
1241
1242
1243
1243
1244
1245
1246
1247
1248
1248
1250
1251
1253
1254
1254
1255
1257
1257
1258
1259
1300
1300
1302
1303
1305
1305
1307
1309
1310
1311
1312
1316
1317
1318
1320
1320
1321
1322
1324
1325
1326
1327
1330
1331
1332
1333
1334

1240
1242
1244
1245
1246
1247
1248
1249
1250
1251
1252
1253
1255
1255
1256
1257
1258
1259
1259
1300
1301
1302
1303
1303
1304
1305
1306
1307
1308
1308
1310
1311
1313
1314
1314
1315
1317
1317
1318
1319
1320
1320
1322
1323
1325
1325
1327
1329
1330
1331
1332
1336
1337
1338
1340
1340
1341
1342
1344
1345
1346
1347
1350
1351
1352
1353
1354

1300
1302
1304
1305
1306
1307
1308
1309
1310
1311
1312
1313
1315
1315
1316
1317
1318
1319
1319
1320
1321
1322
1323
1323
1324
1325
1326
1327
1328
1328
1330
1331
1333
1334
1334
1335
1337
1337
1338
1339
1340
1340
1342
1343
1345
1345
1347
1349
1350
1351
1352
1356
1357
1358
1400
1400
1401
1402
1404
1405
1406
1407
1410
1411
1412
1413
1414

1320
1322
1324
1325
1326
1327
1328
1329
1330
1331
1332
1333
1335
1335
1336
1337
1338
1339
1339
1340
1341
1342
1343
1343
1344
1345
1346
1347
1348
1348
1350
1351
1353
1354
1354
1355
1357
1357
1358
1359
1400
1400
1402
1403
1405
1405
1407
1409
1410
1411
1412
1416
1417
1418
1420
1420
1421
1422
1424
1425
1426
1427
1430
1431
1432
1433
1434

Notes: § - Time at this stop is indicative. You are advised to be at any stop several minutes before the times shown

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  22/09/20
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3 Fareham - Portchester - Paulsgrove - QA Hospital - Cosham - City Centre -
Gunwharf - Southsea

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 20/09/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Bank Holidays
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop D)
 § Wallington, Bath Lane (Stop W opp Bath Lane)
 § Wallington, nr Delme Arms
 § Portchester, Birdwood Grove (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, The Thicket (E-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Beaulieu Avenue
Portchester, The Seagull (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Cranleigh Road
 § Portchester, Westlands Grove (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, Marina Grove (E-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Neville Avenue
 § Portchester, o/s White Hart Co-Op
Portchester, Precinct (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, Station Road (N-bound)
 § Portchester, Portsview Gardens (E-bound)
 § Portchester, Mountview Avenue (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Rowland Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Truro Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Pendennis Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Bodmin Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Woofferton Road (NE-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Nailsworth Road (E-bound)
Paulsgrove, Allaway Avenue Shops (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Walford Road (NE-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Beehive Terrace (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Blakemere Crescent (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Harleston Road (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Mablethorpe Road (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Boston Road (E-bound)
 § QA Hospital, Sevenoaks Road (Stand N)
QA Hospital, QA Hospital Main (Stop F)
 § QA Hospital, First Avenue (Stand K)
Cosham, Health Centre (Stop F)
 § Cosham, Cosham Interchange (Stop C)
 § Cosham, Highbury Buildings (Stand D)
 § Cosham, Donaldson Road (SW-bound)
Hilsea, Hilsea Lido (Stop F)
 § Hilsea, Coach and Horses (SE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Old London Road (SW-bound)
 § Hilsea, Beechwood Road (SW-bound)
 § North End, Merrivale Road (SW-bound)
 § North End, Ophir Road (S-bound)
 § North End, Mayfield Road (S-bound)
North End, North End Junction (Stop F)
 § Kingston, Kingston Crescent (S-bound)
 § Kingston, Queens Road (SE-bound)
 § Kingston, Hanway Road (S-bound)
Kingston, Fratton Road (W-bound)
 § Landport, Clarendon Street (SW-bound)
 § City Centre, Cornmill Street (Stop V)
 § Landport, St Agatha’s (Stop U)
City Centre, City Shops South (Stop G)
 § Portsea, HMS Nelson (W-bound)
 § Portsea, Curzon Howe Road (W-bound)
Portsmouth, The Hard Interchange (Stand M)
 § Portsea, St Georges Square (SE-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Gunwharf Quays (S-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, Kings Road Junction (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Green Road (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Friendship House (S-bound)
 § Southsea, St. Judes Church (W-bound)
Southsea, Southsea Shops (Stop A)
 § Southsea, The Circle (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, The Strand (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, Clarendon Road (S-bound)
Southsea, South Parade Pier (Stop A)

1340
1342
1344
1345
1346
1347
1348
1349
1350
1351
1352
1353
1355
1355
1356
1357
1358
1359
1359
1400
1401
1402
1403
1403
1404
1405
1406
1407
1408
1408
1410
1411
1413
1414
1414
1415
1417
1417
1418
1419
1420
1420
1422
1423
1425
1425
1427
1429
1430
1431
1432
1436
1437
1438
1440
1440
1441
1442
1444
1445
1446
1447
1450
1451
1452
1453
1454

1400
1402
1404
1405
1406
1407
1408
1409
1410
1411
1412
1413
1415
1415
1416
1417
1418
1419
1419
1420
1421
1422
1423
1423
1424
1425
1426
1427
1428
1428
1430
1431
1433
1434
1434
1435
1437
1437
1438
1439
1440
1440
1442
1443
1445
1445
1447
1449
1450
1451
1452
1456
1457
1458
1500
1500
1501
1502
1504
1505
1506
1507
1510
1511
1512
1513
1514

1420
1422
1424
1425
1426
1427
1428
1429
1430
1431
1432
1433
1435
1435
1436
1437
1438
1439
1439
1440
1441
1442
1443
1443
1444
1445
1446
1447
1448
1448
1450
1451
1453
1454
1454
1455
1457
1457
1458
1459
1500
1500
1502
1503
1505
1505
1507
1509
1510
1511
1512
1516
1517
1518
1520
1520
1521
1522
1524
1525
1526
1527
1530
1531
1532
1533
1534

1440
1442
1444
1445
1446
1447
1448
1449
1450
1451
1452
1453
1455
1455
1456
1457
1458
1459
1459
1500
1501
1502
1503
1503
1504
1505
1506
1507
1508
1508
1510
1511
1513
1514
1514
1515
1517
1517
1518
1519
1520
1520
1522
1523
1525
1525
1527
1529
1530
1531
1532
1536
1537
1538
1540
1540
1541
1542
1544
1545
1546
1547
1550
1551
1552
1553
1554

1500
1502
1504
1505
1506
1507
1508
1509
1510
1511
1512
1513
1515
1515
1516
1517
1518
1519
1519
1520
1521
1522
1523
1523
1524
1525
1526
1527
1528
1528
1530
1531
1533
1534
1534
1535
1537
1537
1538
1539
1540
1540
1542
1543
1545
1545
1547
1549
1550
1551
1552
1556
1557
1558
1600
1600
1601
1602
1604
1605
1606
1607
1610
1611
1612
1613
1614

1520
1522
1524
1525
1526
1527
1528
1529
1530
1531
1532
1533
1535
1535
1536
1537
1538
1539
1539
1540
1541
1542
1543
1543
1544
1545
1546
1547
1548
1548
1550
1551
1553
1554
1554
1555
1557
1557
1558
1559
1600
1600
1602
1603
1605
1605
1607
1609
1610
1611
1612
1616
1617
1618
1620
1620
1621
1622
1624
1625
1626
1627
1630
1631
1632
1633
1634

1540
1542
1544
1545
1546
1547
1548
1549
1550
1551
1552
1553
1555
1555
1556
1557
1558
1559
1559
1600
1601
1602
1603
1603
1604
1605
1606
1607
1608
1608
1610
1611
1613
1614
1614
1615
1617
1617
1618
1619
1620
1620
1622
1623
1625
1625
1627
1629
1630
1631
1632
1636
1637
1638
1640
1640
1641
1642
1644
1645
1646
1647
1650
1651
1652
1653
1654

1600
1602
1604
1605
1606
1607
1608
1609
1610
1611
1612
1613
1615
1615
1616
1617
1618
1619
1619
1620
1621
1622
1623
1623
1624
1625
1626
1627
1628
1628
1630
1631
1633
1634
1634
1635
1637
1637
1638
1639
1640
1640
1642
1643
1645
1645
1647
1649
1650
1651
1652
1656
1657
1658
1700
1700
1701
1702
1704
1705
1706
1707
1710
1711
1712
1713
1714

1620
1622
1624
1625
1626
1627
1628
1629
1630
1631
1632
1633
1635
1635
1636
1637
1638
1639
1639
1640
1641
1642
1643
1643
1644
1645
1646
1647
1648
1648
1650
1651
1653
1654
1654
1655
1657
1657
1658
1659
1700
1700
1702
1703
1705
1705
1707
1709
1710
1711
1712
1716
1717
1718
1720
1720
1721
1722
1724
1725
1726
1727
1730
1731
1732
1733
1734

1640
1642
1644
1645
1646
1647
1648
1649
1650
1651
1652
1653
1655
1655
1656
1657
1658
1659
1659
1700
1701
1702
1703
1703
1704
1705
1706
1707
1708
1708
1710
1711
1713
1714
1714
1715
1717
1717
1718
1719
1720
1720
1722
1723
1725
1725
1727
1729
1730
1731
1732
1736
1737
1738
1740
1740
1741
1742
1744
1745
1746
1747
1750
1751
1752
1753
1754

1700
1702
1704
1705
1706
1707
1708
1709
1710
1711
1712
1713
1715
1715
1716
1717
1718
1719
1719
1720
1721
1722
1723
1723
1724
1725
1726
1727
1728
1728
1730
1731
1733
1734
1734
1735
1737
1737
1738
1739
1740
1740
1742
1743
1745
1745
1747
1749
1750
1751
1752
1756
1757
1758
1800
1800
1801
1802
1804
1805
1806
1807
1810
1811
1812
1813
1814

1720
1722
1724
1725
1726
1727
1728
1729
1730
1731
1732
1733
1735
1735
1736
1737
1738
1739
1739
1740
1741
1742
1743
1743
1744
1745
1746
1747
1748
1748
1750
1751
1753
1754
1754
1755
1757
1757
1758
1759
1800
1800
1802
1803
1805
1805
1807
1809
1810
1811
1812
1816
1817
1818
1820
1820
1821
1822
1824
1825
1826
1827
1830
1831
1832
1833
1834

1740
1742
1744
1745
1746
1747
1748
1749
1750
1751
1752
1753
1755
1755
1756
1757
1758
1759
1759
1800
1801
1802
1803
1803
1804
1805
1806
1807
1808
1808
1810
1811
1813
1814
1814
1815
1817
1817
1818
1819
1820
1820
1822
1823
1825
1825
1827
1829
1830
1831
1832
1836
1837
1838
1840
1840
1841
1842
1844
1845
1846
1847
1850
1851
1852
1853
1854

1800
1802
1804
1805
1806
1807
1808
1809
1810
1811
1812
1813
1815
1815
1816
1817
1818
1819
1819
1820
1821
1822
1823
1823
1824
1825
1826
1827
1828
1828
1830
1831
1833
1834
1834
1835
1837
1837
1838
1839
1840
1840
1842
1843
1845
1845
1847
1849
1850
1851
1852
1856
1857
1858
1900
1900
1901
1902
1904
1905
1906
1907
1910
1911
1912
1913
1914

1830
1832
1834
1835
1836
1837
1838
1839
1840
1841
1842
1843
1845
1845
1846
1847
1848
1849
1849
1850
1851
1852
1853
1853
1854
1855
1856
1857
1858
1858
1900
1901
1903
1904
1904
1905
1907
1907
1908
1909
1910
1910
1912
1913
1915
1915
1917
1919
1920
1921
1922
1926
1927
1928
1930
1930
1931
1932
1934
1935
1936
1937
1940
1941
1942
1943
1944

1900
1902
1904
1905
1906
1907
1908
1909
1910
1911
1912
1913
1915
1915
1916
1917
1918
1919
1919
1920
1921
1922
1923
1923
1924
1925
1926
1927
1928
1928
1930
1931
1933
1934
1934
1935
1937
1937
1938
1939
1940
1940
1942
1943
1945
1945
1947
1949
1950
1951
1952
1956
1957
1958
2000
2000
2001
2002
2004
2005
2006
2007
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014

1930
1932
1934
1935
1936
1937
1938
1939
1940
1941
1942
1943
1945
1945
1946
1947
1948
1949
1949
1950
1951
1952
1953
1953
1954
1955
1956
1957
1958
1958
2000
2001
2003
2004
2004
2005
2007
2007
2008
2009
2010
2010
2012
2013
2015
2015
2017
2019
2020
2021
2022
2026
2027
2028
2030
2030
2031
2032
2034
2035
2036
2037
2040
2041
2042
2043
2044

2015
2016
2018
2019
2019
2020
2022
2022
2023
2024
2025
2025
2027
2028
2030
2030
2032
2034
2035
2036
2037
2041
2042
2043
2045
2045
2046
2047
2049
2050
2051
2052
2055
2056
2057
2058
2059

Notes: § - Time at this stop is indicative. You are advised to be at any stop several minutes before the times shown

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  22/09/20
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3 Fareham - Portchester - Paulsgrove - QA Hospital - Cosham - City Centre -
Gunwharf - Southsea

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 20/09/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Bank Holidays
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop D)
 § Wallington, Bath Lane (Stop W opp Bath Lane)
 § Wallington, nr Delme Arms
 § Portchester, Birdwood Grove (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, The Thicket (E-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Beaulieu Avenue
Portchester, The Seagull (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Cranleigh Road
 § Portchester, Westlands Grove (SE-bound)
 § Portchester, Marina Grove (E-bound)
 § Portchester, opp Neville Avenue
 § Portchester, o/s White Hart Co-Op
Portchester, Precinct (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, Station Road (N-bound)
 § Portchester, Portsview Gardens (E-bound)
 § Portchester, Mountview Avenue (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Rowland Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Truro Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Pendennis Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Bodmin Road (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Woofferton Road (NE-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Nailsworth Road (E-bound)
Paulsgrove, Allaway Avenue Shops (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Walford Road (NE-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Beehive Terrace (E-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Blakemere Crescent (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Harleston Road (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Mablethorpe Road (E-bound)
 § Wymering, Boston Road (E-bound)
 § QA Hospital, Sevenoaks Road (Stand N)
QA Hospital, QA Hospital Main (Stop F)
 § QA Hospital, First Avenue (Stand K)
Cosham, Health Centre (Stop F)
 § Cosham, Cosham Interchange (Stop C)
 § Cosham, Highbury Buildings (Stand D)
 § Cosham, Donaldson Road (SW-bound)
Hilsea, Hilsea Lido (Stop F)
 § Hilsea, Coach and Horses (SE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Old London Road (SW-bound)
 § Hilsea, Beechwood Road (SW-bound)
 § North End, Merrivale Road (SW-bound)
 § North End, Ophir Road (S-bound)
 § North End, Mayfield Road (S-bound)
North End, North End Junction (Stop F)
 § Kingston, Kingston Crescent (S-bound)
 § Kingston, Queens Road (SE-bound)
 § Kingston, Hanway Road (S-bound)
Kingston, Fratton Road (W-bound)
 § Landport, Clarendon Street (SW-bound)
 § City Centre, Cornmill Street (Stop V)
 § Landport, St Agatha’s (Stop U)
City Centre, City Shops South (Stop G)
 § Portsea, HMS Nelson (W-bound)
 § Portsea, Curzon Howe Road (W-bound)
Portsmouth, The Hard Interchange (Stand M)
 § Portsea, St Georges Square (SE-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Gunwharf Quays (S-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, Kings Road Junction (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Green Road (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Friendship House (S-bound)
 § Southsea, St. Judes Church (W-bound)
Southsea, Southsea Shops (Stop A)
 § Southsea, The Circle (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, The Strand (SE-bound)
 § Southsea, Clarendon Road (S-bound)
Southsea, South Parade Pier (Stop A)

2030
2032
2034
2035
2036
2037
2038
2039
2040
2041
2042
2043
2045
2045
2046
2047
2048
2049
2049
2050
2051
2052
2053
2053
2054
2055
2056
2057
2058
2058
2100
2101
2103
2104
2104
2105
2107
2107
2108
2109
2110
2110
2112
2113
2115
2115
2117
2119
2120
2121
2122
2126
2127
2128
2130
2130
2131
2132
2134
2135
2136
2137
2140
2141
2142
2143
2144

2200
2201
2203
2204
2204
2205
2207
2207
2208
2209
2210
2210
2212
2213
2215
2215
2217
2219
2220
2221
2222
2226
2227
2228
2230
2230
2231
2232
2234
2235
2236
2237
2240
2241
2242
2243
2244

2315
2316
2318
2319
2319
2320
2322
2322
2323
2324
2325
2325
2327
2328
2330
2330
2332
2334
2335
2336
2337
2341
2342
2343
2345
2345
2346
2347
2349
2350
2351
2352
2355
2356
2357
2358
2359

Notes: § - Time at this stop is indicative. You are advised to be at any stop several minutes before the times shown
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3 Southsea - Gunwharf - City Centre - Cosham - QA Hospital - Paulsgrove -
Portchester - Fareham

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 20/09/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Mondays to Fridays
Southsea, South Parade Pier (Stop E)
 § Southsea, Clarendon Road (N-bound)
 § Southsea, The Strand (NW-bound)
 § Southsea, The Circle (NW-bound)
Southsea, Southsea Shops (Stop B)
 § Southsea, St. Judes Church (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Friendship House (N-bound)
 § Southsea, Green Road (W-bound)
 § Southsea, Kings Road Junction (W-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (NW-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (NW-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Gunwharf Quays (N-bound)
Portsmouth, The Hard Interchange (Stand F)
 § Portsea, Curzon Howe Road (E-bound)
 § Portsea, HMS Nelson (E-bound)
City Centre, City Shops South (Stop E)
 § City Centre, City Shops North (Stop Y)
 § Landport, Clarendon Street (NE-bound)
Kingston, Fratton Road (E-bound)
 § Kingston, Hanway Road (N-bound)
 § Kingston, Queen’s Road (NW-bound)
 § Kingston, Kingston Crescent (N-bound)
North End, North End Junction (Stop E)
 § North End, Mayfield Road (N-bound)
 § North End, Ophir Road (N-bound)
 § North End, Merrivale Road (NE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Beechwood Road (NE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Trafalgar School (N-bound)
 § Hilsea, Coach and Horses (NW-bound)
Hilsea, Hilsea Lido (Stop A)
 § Cosham, King George Playing Fields (Stand F)
Cosham, Health Centre (Stop A)
 § QA Hospital, First Avenue (Stand L)
QA Hospital, QA Hospital Main (Stop A)
 § QA Hospital, Peterborough Road (Stand M)
 § Wymering, Wymering Lane (NW-bound)
 § Wymering, Washbrook Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Blakemere Crescent (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Beehive Terrace (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Walford Road (SW-bound)
Paulsgrove, Allaway Avenue Shops (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Nailsworth Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Woofferton Road (SW-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, o/s Victory Primary School
 § Paulsgrove, opp Bodmin Road
 § Paulsgrove, Pendennis Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Truro Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Rowland Road (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Mountview Avenue (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Portsview Gardens (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Station Road (S-bound)
Portchester, Precinct (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, The Keep (S-bound)
 § Portchester, opp White Hart Co-Op
 § Portchester, adj Neville Avenue
 § Portchester, Marina Grove (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Westlands Grove (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, adj Cranleigh Road
Portchester, The Seagull (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, Beaulieu Avenue (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Condor Roundabout (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Birdwood Grove (NW-bound)
 § Wallington, Down End Road (W-bound)
 § Wallington, opp Delme Arms
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop D)

0550
0551
0552
0554
0557
0559
0600
0600
0602
0603
0605
0606
0607
0607
0608
0609
0609
0611
0612
0614
0615
0618
0619
0620
0621
0621
0622
0623
0625
0625
0625
0626
0627
0627
0628
0628
0629
0630
0631
0632
0632
0634
0635
0636
0637
0638
0640
0640
0641
0642
0642
0643
0647

0610
0611
0612
0614
0617
0619
0620
0620
0622
0623
0625
0626
0627
0627
0628
0629
0629
0631
0632
0634
0635
0638
0639
0640
0641
0641
0642
0643
0645
0645
0645
0646
0647
0647
0648
0648
0649
0650
0651
0652
0652
0654
0655
0656
0657
0658
0700
0700
0701
0702
0702
0703
0707

0616
0616
0618
0619
0620
0621
0622
0624
0625
0626
0627
0628
0630
0631
0632
0634
0637
0639
0640
0640
0642
0643
0645
0646
0647
0647
0648
0649
0649
0651
0652
0654
0655
0658
0659
0700
0701
0701
0702
0703
0705
0705
0705
0706
0707
0707
0708
0708
0709
0710
0711
0712
0712
0714
0715
0716
0717
0718
0720
0720
0721
0722
0722
0723
0727

0636
0636
0638
0639
0640
0641
0642
0644
0645
0646
0647
0648
0650
0651
0652
0654
0657
0659
0700
0700
0702
0703
0705
0706
0707
0707
0708
0709
0709
0711
0712
0714
0715
0718
0719
0720
0721
0721
0722
0723
0725
0725
0725
0726
0727
0727
0728
0728
0729
0730
0731
0732
0732
0734
0735
0736
0737
0738
0740
0740
0741
0742
0742
0743
0747

0656
0656
0658
0659
0700
0701
0702
0704
0705
0706
0707
0708
0710
0711
0712
0714
0717
0719
0720
0720
0722
0723
0725
0726
0727
0727
0728
0729
0729
0731
0732
0734
0735
0738
0739
0740
0741
0741
0742
0743
0745
0745
0745
0746
0747
0747
0748
0748
0749
0750
0751
0752
0752
0754
0755
0756
0757
0758
0800
0801
0803
0805
0806
0808
0810

0716
0716
0718
0719
0720
0721
0722
0724
0725
0726
0727
0728
0730
0731
0732
0734
0737
0739
0740
0740
0742
0743
0745
0746
0747
0747
0748
0749
0749
0751
0752
0754
0755
0758
0759
0800
0801
0801
0802
0803
0805
0805
0806
0807
0807
0808
0809
0810
0810
0811
0812
0813
0814
0815
0816
0817
0818
0819
0821
0822
0824
0826
0827
0829
0831

0740
0741
0742
0744
0747
0749
0750
0750
0752
0753
0755
0756
0757
0757
0758
0759
0759
0801
0802
0804
0806
0808
0809
0810
0811
0812
0813
0814
0816
0816
0817
0818
0818
0819
0820
0821
0821
0822
0823
0824
0825
0826
0827
0828
0829
0830
0832
0833
0835
0837
0838
0840
0842

0736
0736
0738
0739
0740
0741
0742
0744
0745
0746
0747
0748
0750
0751
0752
0754
0757
0759
0800
0801
0803
0804
0806
0806
0807
0808
0809
0810
0811
0812
0813
0815
0817
0819
0820
0821
0822
0823
0824
0825
0827
0827
0828
0829
0829
0830
0831
0832
0832
0833
0834
0835
0836
0837
0838
0839
0840
0841
0843
0844
0846
0848
0849
0851
0853

0746
0746
0748
0749
0750
0751
0752
0754
0755
0756
0757
0758
0800
0802
0804
0806
0808
0810
0812
0813
0815
0816
0818
0818
0819
0820
0821
0822
0823
0824
0825
0827
0829
0831
0832
0833
0834
0835
0836
0837
0839
0839
0840
0841
0841
0842
0843
0844
0844
0845
0846
0847
0848
0849
0850
0851
0852
0853
0855
0856
0858
0900
0901
0903
0905

0756
0756
0758
0759
0800
0801
0802
0803
0805
0806
0807
0808
0810
0812
0814
0816
0818
0820
0822
0823
0825
0826
0828
0828
0829
0830
0831
0832
0833
0834
0835
0837
0839
0841
0842
0843
0844
0845
0846
0847
0849
0849
0850
0851
0851
0852
0853
0854
0854
0855
0856
0857
0858
0859
0900
0901
0902
0903
0905
0906
0908
0910
0911
0913
0915

0806
0807
0808
0809
0810
0811
0812
0813
0815
0816
0817
0818
0820
0822
0824
0826
0828
0830
0832
0833
0835
0836
0838
0838
0839
0840
0841
0842
0843
0844
0845
0847
0849
0851
0852
0853
0854
0855
0856
0857
0859
0859
0900
0901
0901
0902
0903
0904
0904
0905
0906
0907
0908
0909
0910
0911
0912
0913
0915
0916
0918
0920
0921
0923
0925

0816
0817
0818
0819
0820
0821
0822
0823
0825
0826
0827
0828
0830
0832
0834
0836
0838
0840
0842
0843
0845
0846
0848
0848
0849
0850
0851
0852
0853
0854
0855
0857
0859
0901
0902
0903
0904
0905
0906
0907
0909
0909
0910
0911
0911
0912
0913
0914
0914
0915
0916
0917
0918
0919
0920
0921
0922
0923
0925
0926
0928
0930
0931
0933
0935

0826
0827
0828
0829
0830
0831
0832
0833
0835
0836
0837
0838
0840
0842
0844
0846
0848
0850
0852
0853
0855
0856
0858
0858
0859
0900
0901
0902
0903
0904
0905
0907
0909
0911
0912
0913
0914
0915
0916
0917
0919
0919
0920
0921
0921
0922
0923
0924
0924
0925
0926
0927
0928
0929
0930
0931
0932
0933
0935
0936
0938
0940
0941
0943
0945

0836
0837
0838
0839
0840
0841
0842
0843
0845
0846
0847
0848
0850
0852
0854
0856
0858
0900
0902
0903
0905
0906
0908
0908
0909
0910
0911
0912
0913
0914
0915
0917
0919
0921
0922
0923
0924
0925
0926
0927
0929
0929
0930
0931
0931
0932
0933
0934
0934
0935
0936
0937
0938
0939
0940
0941
0942
0943
0945
0946
0948
0950
0951
0953
0955

0846
0847
0848
0849
0850
0851
0852
0853
0855
0856
0857
0858
0900
0902
0904
0906
0908
0910
0912
0913
0915
0916
0918
0918
0919
0920
0921
0922
0923
0924
0925
0927
0929
0931
0932
0933
0934
0935
0936
0937
0939
0939
0940
0941
0941
0942
0943
0944
0944
0945
0946
0947
0948
0949
0950
0951
0952
0953
0955
0956
0958
1000
1001
1003
1005

0856
0857
0858
0859
0900
0901
0902
0903
0905
0906
0907
0908
0910
0912
0914
0916
0918
0920
0922
0923
0925
0926
0928
0928
0929
0930
0931
0932
0933
0934
0935
0937
0939
0941
0942
0943
0944
0945
0946
0947
0949
0949
0950
0951
0951
0952
0953
0954
0954
0955
0956
0957
0958
0959
1000
1001
1002
1003
1005
1006
1008
1010
1011
1013
1015

0906
0907
0908
0909
0910
0911
0912
0913
0915
0916
0917
0918
0920
0922
0924
0926
0928
0930
0932
0933
0935
0936
0938
0938
0939
0940
0941
0942
0943
0944
0945
0947
0949
0951
0952
0953
0954
0955
0956
0957
0959
0959
1000
1001
1001
1002
1003
1004
1004
1005
1006
1007
1008
1009
1010
1011
1012
1013
1015
1016
1018
1020
1021
1023
1025

0916
0917
0918
0919
0920
0921
0922
0923
0925
0926
0927
0928
0930
0932
0934
0936
0938
0940
0942
0943
0945
0946
0948
0948
0949
0950
0951
0952
0953
0954
0955
0957
0959
1001
1002
1003
1004
1005
1006
1007
1009
1009
1010
1011
1011
1012
1013
1014
1014
1015
1016
1017
1018
1019
1020
1021
1022
1023
1025
1026
1028
1030
1031
1033
1035

Notes: § - Time at this stop is indicative. You are advised to be at any stop several minutes before the times shown

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  22/09/20
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3 Southsea - Gunwharf - City Centre - Cosham - QA Hospital - Paulsgrove -
Portchester - Fareham

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 20/09/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Mondays to Fridays
Southsea, South Parade Pier (Stop E)
 § Southsea, Clarendon Road (N-bound)
 § Southsea, The Strand (NW-bound)
 § Southsea, The Circle (NW-bound)
Southsea, Southsea Shops (Stop B)
 § Southsea, St. Judes Church (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Friendship House (N-bound)
 § Southsea, Green Road (W-bound)
 § Southsea, Kings Road Junction (W-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (NW-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (NW-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Gunwharf Quays (N-bound)
Portsmouth, The Hard Interchange (Stand F)
 § Portsea, Curzon Howe Road (E-bound)
 § Portsea, HMS Nelson (E-bound)
City Centre, City Shops South (Stop E)
 § City Centre, City Shops North (Stop Y)
 § Landport, Clarendon Street (NE-bound)
Kingston, Fratton Road (E-bound)
 § Kingston, Hanway Road (N-bound)
 § Kingston, Queen’s Road (NW-bound)
 § Kingston, Kingston Crescent (N-bound)
North End, North End Junction (Stop E)
 § North End, Mayfield Road (N-bound)
 § North End, Ophir Road (N-bound)
 § North End, Merrivale Road (NE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Beechwood Road (NE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Trafalgar School (N-bound)
 § Hilsea, Coach and Horses (NW-bound)
Hilsea, Hilsea Lido (Stop A)
 § Cosham, King George Playing Fields (Stand F)
Cosham, Health Centre (Stop A)
 § QA Hospital, First Avenue (Stand L)
QA Hospital, QA Hospital Main (Stop A)
 § QA Hospital, Peterborough Road (Stand M)
 § Wymering, Wymering Lane (NW-bound)
 § Wymering, Washbrook Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Blakemere Crescent (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Beehive Terrace (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Walford Road (SW-bound)
Paulsgrove, Allaway Avenue Shops (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Nailsworth Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Woofferton Road (SW-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, o/s Victory Primary School
 § Paulsgrove, opp Bodmin Road
 § Paulsgrove, Pendennis Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Truro Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Rowland Road (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Mountview Avenue (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Portsview Gardens (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Station Road (S-bound)
Portchester, Precinct (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, The Keep (S-bound)
 § Portchester, opp White Hart Co-Op
 § Portchester, adj Neville Avenue
 § Portchester, Marina Grove (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Westlands Grove (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, adj Cranleigh Road
Portchester, The Seagull (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, Beaulieu Avenue (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Condor Roundabout (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Birdwood Grove (NW-bound)
 § Wallington, Down End Road (W-bound)
 § Wallington, opp Delme Arms
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop D)

0928
0929
0930
0931
0932
0933
0934
0935
0937
0938
0939
0940
0942
0944
0946
0948
0950
0952
0954
0955
0957
0958
1000
1000
1001
1002
1003
1004
1005
1006
1007
1009
1011
1013
1014
1015
1016
1017
1018
1019
1021
1021
1022
1023
1023
1024
1025
1026
1026
1027
1028
1029
1030
1031
1032
1033
1034
1035
1037
1038
1040
1042
1043
1045
1047

0939
0940
0941
0942
0943
0944
0945
0946
0948
0949
0950
0951
0953
0955
0957
0959
1001
1003
1005
1006
1008
1009
1011
1011
1012
1013
1014
1015
1016
1017
1018
1020
1022
1024
1025
1026
1027
1028
1029
1030
1032
1032
1033
1034
1034
1035
1036
1037
1037
1038
1039
1040
1041
1042
1043
1044
1045
1046
1048
1049
1051
1053
1054
1056
1058

0950
0951
0952
0953
0954
0955
0956
0957
0959
1000
1001
1002
1004
1006
1008
1010
1012
1014
1016
1017
1019
1020
1022
1022
1023
1024
1025
1026
1027
1028
1029
1031
1033
1035
1036
1037
1038
1039
1040
1041
1043
1043
1044
1045
1045
1046
1047
1048
1048
1049
1050
1051
1052
1053
1054
1055
1056
1057
1059
1100
1102
1104
1105
1107
1109

1000
1001
1002
1003
1004
1005
1006
1007
1009
1010
1011
1012
1014
1016
1018
1020
1022
1024
1026
1027
1029
1030
1032
1032
1033
1034
1035
1036
1037
1038
1039
1041
1043
1045
1046
1047
1048
1049
1050
1051
1053
1053
1054
1055
1055
1056
1057
1058
1058
1059
1100
1101
1102
1103
1104
1105
1106
1107
1109
1110
1112
1114
1115
1117
1119

1010
1011
1012
1013
1014
1015
1016
1017
1019
1020
1021
1022
1024
1026
1028
1030
1032
1034
1036
1037
1039
1040
1042
1042
1043
1044
1045
1046
1047
1048
1049
1051
1053
1055
1056
1057
1058
1059
1100
1101
1103
1103
1104
1105
1105
1106
1107
1108
1108
1109
1110
1111
1112
1113
1114
1115
1116
1117
1119
1120
1122
1124
1125
1127
1129

1021
1022
1023
1024
1025
1026
1027
1028
1030
1031
1032
1033
1035
1037
1039
1041
1043
1045
1047
1048
1050
1051
1053
1053
1054
1055
1056
1057
1058
1059
1100
1102
1104
1106
1107
1108
1109
1110
1111
1112
1114
1114
1115
1116
1116
1117
1118
1119
1119
1120
1121
1122
1123
1124
1125
1126
1127
1128
1130
1131
1133
1135
1136
1138
1140

1031
1032
1033
1034
1035
1036
1037
1038
1040
1041
1042
1043
1045
1047
1049
1051
1053
1055
1057
1058
1100
1101
1103
1103
1104
1105
1106
1107
1108
1109
1110
1112
1114
1116
1117
1118
1119
1120
1121
1122
1124
1124
1125
1126
1126
1127
1128
1129
1129
1130
1131
1132
1133
1134
1135
1136
1137
1138
1140
1141
1143
1145
1146
1148
1150

1041
1042
1043
1044
1045
1046
1047
1048
1050
1051
1052
1053
1055
1057
1059
1101
1103
1105
1107
1108
1110
1111
1113
1113
1114
1115
1116
1117
1118
1119
1120
1122
1124
1126
1127
1128
1129
1130
1131
1132
1134
1134
1135
1136
1136
1137
1138
1139
1139
1140
1141
1142
1143
1144
1145
1146
1147
1148
1150
1151
1153
1155
1156
1158
1200

1051
1052
1053
1054
1055
1056
1057
1058
1100
1101
1102
1103
1105
1107
1109
1111
1113
1115
1117
1118
1120
1121
1123
1123
1124
1125
1126
1127
1128
1129
1130
1132
1134
1136
1137
1138
1139
1140
1141
1142
1144
1144
1145
1146
1146
1147
1148
1149
1149
1150
1151
1152
1153
1154
1155
1156
1157
1158
1200
1201
1203
1205
1206
1208
1210

1101
1102
1103
1104
1105
1106
1107
1108
1110
1111
1112
1113
1115
1117
1119
1121
1123
1125
1127
1128
1130
1131
1133
1133
1134
1135
1136
1137
1138
1139
1140
1142
1144
1146
1147
1148
1149
1150
1151
1152
1154
1154
1155
1156
1156
1157
1158
1159
1159
1200
1201
1202
1203
1204
1205
1206
1207
1208
1210
1211
1213
1215
1216
1218
1220

1111
1112
1113
1114
1115
1116
1117
1118
1120
1121
1122
1123
1125
1127
1129
1131
1133
1135
1137
1138
1140
1141
1143
1143
1144
1145
1146
1147
1148
1149
1150
1152
1154
1156
1157
1158
1159
1200
1201
1202
1204
1204
1205
1206
1206
1207
1208
1209
1209
1210
1211
1212
1213
1214
1215
1216
1217
1218
1220
1221
1223
1225
1226
1228
1230

1119
1120
1121
1122
1123
1124
1125
1126
1128
1129
1130
1131
1133
1135
1137
1139
1141
1143
1145
1146
1148
1149
1151
1151
1152
1153
1154
1155
1156
1157
1158
1200
1202
1204
1205
1206
1207
1208
1209
1210
1212
1212
1213
1214
1214
1215
1216
1217
1217
1218
1219
1220
1221
1222
1223
1224
1225
1226
1228
1229
1231
1233
1234
1236
1238

1127
1128
1129
1130
1131
1132
1133
1134
1136
1137
1138
1139
1141
1143
1145
1147
1149
1151
1153
1154
1156
1157
1159
1159
1200
1201
1202
1203
1204
1205
1206
1208
1210
1212
1213
1214
1215
1216
1217
1218
1220
1220
1221
1222
1222
1223
1224
1225
1225
1226
1227
1228
1229
1230
1231
1232
1233
1234
1236
1237
1239
1241
1242
1244
1246

1135
1136
1137
1138
1139
1140
1141
1142
1144
1145
1146
1147
1149
1151
1153
1155
1157
1159
1201
1202
1204
1205
1207
1207
1208
1209
1210
1211
1212
1213
1214
1216
1218
1220
1221
1222
1223
1224
1225
1226
1228
1228
1229
1230
1230
1231
1232
1233
1233
1234
1235
1236
1237
1238
1239
1240
1241
1242
1244
1245
1247
1249
1250
1252
1254

1143
1144
1145
1146
1147
1148
1149
1150
1152
1153
1154
1155
1157
1159
1201
1203
1205
1207
1209
1210
1212
1213
1215
1215
1216
1217
1218
1219
1220
1221
1222
1224
1226
1228
1229
1230
1231
1232
1233
1234
1236
1236
1237
1238
1238
1239
1240
1241
1241
1242
1243
1244
1245
1246
1247
1248
1249
1250
1252
1253
1255
1257
1258
1300
1302

1151
1152
1153
1154
1155
1156
1157
1158
1200
1201
1202
1203
1205
1207
1209
1211
1213
1215
1217
1218
1220
1221
1223
1223
1224
1225
1226
1227
1228
1229
1230
1232
1234
1236
1237
1238
1239
1240
1241
1242
1244
1244
1245
1246
1246
1247
1248
1249
1249
1250
1251
1252
1253
1254
1255
1256
1257
1258
1300
1301
1303
1305
1306
1308
1310

1159
1200
1201
1202
1203
1204
1205
1206
1208
1209
1210
1211
1213
1215
1217
1219
1221
1223
1225
1226
1228
1229
1231
1231
1232
1233
1234
1235
1236
1237
1238
1240
1242
1244
1245
1246
1247
1248
1249
1250
1252
1252
1253
1254
1254
1255
1256
1257
1257
1258
1259
1300
1301
1302
1303
1304
1305
1306
1308
1309
1311
1313
1314
1316
1318

1207
1208
1209
1210
1211
1212
1213
1214
1216
1217
1218
1219
1221
1223
1225
1227
1229
1231
1233
1234
1236
1237
1239
1239
1240
1241
1242
1243
1244
1245
1246
1248
1250
1252
1253
1254
1255
1256
1257
1258
1300
1300
1301
1302
1302
1303
1304
1305
1305
1306
1307
1308
1309
1310
1311
1312
1313
1314
1316
1317
1319
1321
1322
1324
1326

Notes: § - Time at this stop is indicative. You are advised to be at any stop several minutes before the times shown

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  22/09/20
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3 Southsea - Gunwharf - City Centre - Cosham - QA Hospital - Paulsgrove -
Portchester - Fareham

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 20/09/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Mondays to Fridays
Southsea, South Parade Pier (Stop E)
 § Southsea, Clarendon Road (N-bound)
 § Southsea, The Strand (NW-bound)
 § Southsea, The Circle (NW-bound)
Southsea, Southsea Shops (Stop B)
 § Southsea, St. Judes Church (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Friendship House (N-bound)
 § Southsea, Green Road (W-bound)
 § Southsea, Kings Road Junction (W-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (NW-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (NW-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Gunwharf Quays (N-bound)
Portsmouth, The Hard Interchange (Stand F)
 § Portsea, Curzon Howe Road (E-bound)
 § Portsea, HMS Nelson (E-bound)
City Centre, City Shops South (Stop E)
 § City Centre, City Shops North (Stop Y)
 § Landport, Clarendon Street (NE-bound)
Kingston, Fratton Road (E-bound)
 § Kingston, Hanway Road (N-bound)
 § Kingston, Queen’s Road (NW-bound)
 § Kingston, Kingston Crescent (N-bound)
North End, North End Junction (Stop E)
 § North End, Mayfield Road (N-bound)
 § North End, Ophir Road (N-bound)
 § North End, Merrivale Road (NE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Beechwood Road (NE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Trafalgar School (N-bound)
 § Hilsea, Coach and Horses (NW-bound)
Hilsea, Hilsea Lido (Stop A)
 § Cosham, King George Playing Fields (Stand F)
Cosham, Health Centre (Stop A)
 § QA Hospital, First Avenue (Stand L)
QA Hospital, QA Hospital Main (Stop A)
 § QA Hospital, Peterborough Road (Stand M)
 § Wymering, Wymering Lane (NW-bound)
 § Wymering, Washbrook Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Blakemere Crescent (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Beehive Terrace (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Walford Road (SW-bound)
Paulsgrove, Allaway Avenue Shops (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Nailsworth Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Woofferton Road (SW-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, o/s Victory Primary School
 § Paulsgrove, opp Bodmin Road
 § Paulsgrove, Pendennis Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Truro Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Rowland Road (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Mountview Avenue (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Portsview Gardens (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Station Road (S-bound)
Portchester, Precinct (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, The Keep (S-bound)
 § Portchester, opp White Hart Co-Op
 § Portchester, adj Neville Avenue
 § Portchester, Marina Grove (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Westlands Grove (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, adj Cranleigh Road
Portchester, The Seagull (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, Beaulieu Avenue (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Condor Roundabout (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Birdwood Grove (NW-bound)
 § Wallington, Down End Road (W-bound)
 § Wallington, opp Delme Arms
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop D)

1215
1216
1217
1218
1219
1220
1221
1222
1224
1225
1226
1227
1229
1231
1233
1235
1237
1239
1241
1242
1244
1245
1247
1247
1248
1249
1250
1251
1252
1253
1254
1256
1258
1300
1301
1302
1303
1304
1305
1306
1308
1308
1309
1310
1310
1311
1312
1313
1313
1314
1315
1316
1317
1318
1319
1320
1321
1322
1324
1325
1327
1329
1330
1332
1334

1223
1224
1225
1226
1227
1228
1229
1230
1232
1233
1234
1235
1237
1239
1241
1243
1245
1247
1249
1250
1252
1253
1255
1255
1256
1257
1258
1259
1300
1301
1302
1304
1306
1308
1309
1310
1311
1312
1313
1314
1316
1316
1317
1318
1318
1319
1320
1321
1321
1322
1323
1324
1325
1326
1327
1328
1329
1330
1332
1333
1335
1337
1338
1340
1342

1231
1232
1233
1234
1235
1236
1237
1238
1240
1241
1242
1243
1245
1247
1249
1251
1253
1255
1257
1258
1300
1301
1303
1303
1304
1305
1306
1307
1308
1309
1310
1312
1314
1316
1317
1318
1319
1320
1321
1322
1324
1324
1325
1326
1326
1327
1328
1329
1329
1330
1331
1332
1333
1334
1335
1336
1337
1338
1340
1341
1343
1345
1346
1348
1350

1239
1240
1241
1242
1243
1244
1245
1246
1248
1249
1250
1251
1253
1255
1257
1259
1301
1303
1305
1306
1308
1309
1311
1311
1312
1313
1314
1315
1316
1317
1318
1320
1322
1324
1325
1326
1327
1328
1329
1330
1332
1332
1333
1334
1334
1335
1336
1337
1337
1338
1339
1340
1341
1342
1343
1344
1345
1346
1348
1349
1351
1353
1354
1356
1358

1247
1248
1249
1250
1251
1252
1253
1254
1256
1257
1258
1259
1301
1303
1305
1307
1309
1311
1313
1314
1316
1317
1319
1319
1320
1321
1322
1323
1324
1325
1326
1328
1330
1332
1333
1334
1335
1336
1337
1338
1340
1340
1341
1342
1342
1343
1344
1345
1345
1346
1347
1348
1349
1350
1351
1352
1353
1354
1356
1357
1359
1401
1402
1404
1406

1255
1256
1257
1258
1259
1300
1301
1302
1304
1305
1306
1307
1309
1311
1313
1315
1317
1319
1321
1322
1324
1325
1327
1327
1328
1329
1330
1331
1332
1333
1334
1336
1338
1340
1341
1342
1343
1344
1345
1346
1348
1348
1349
1350
1350
1351
1352
1353
1353
1354
1355
1356
1357
1358
1359
1400
1401
1402
1404
1405
1407
1409
1410
1412
1414

1303
1304
1305
1306
1307
1308
1309
1310
1312
1313
1314
1315
1317
1319
1321
1323
1325
1327
1329
1330
1332
1333
1335
1335
1336
1337
1338
1339
1340
1341
1342
1344
1346
1348
1349
1350
1351
1352
1353
1354
1356
1356
1357
1358
1358
1359
1400
1401
1401
1402
1403
1404
1405
1406
1407
1408
1409
1410
1412
1413
1415
1417
1418
1420
1422

1311
1312
1313
1314
1315
1316
1317
1318
1320
1321
1322
1323
1325
1327
1329
1331
1333
1335
1337
1338
1340
1341
1343
1343
1344
1345
1346
1347
1348
1349
1350
1352
1354
1356
1357
1358
1359
1400
1401
1402
1404
1404
1405
1406
1406
1407
1408
1409
1409
1410
1411
1412
1413
1414
1415
1416
1417
1418
1420
1421
1423
1425
1426
1428
1430

1319
1320
1321
1322
1323
1324
1325
1326
1328
1329
1330
1331
1333
1335
1337
1339
1341
1343
1345
1346
1348
1349
1351
1351
1352
1353
1354
1355
1356
1357
1358
1400
1402
1404
1405
1406
1407
1408
1409
1410
1412
1412
1413
1414
1414
1415
1416
1417
1417
1418
1419
1420
1421
1422
1423
1424
1425
1426
1428
1429
1431
1433
1434
1436
1438

1327
1328
1329
1330
1331
1332
1333
1334
1336
1337
1338
1339
1341
1343
1345
1347
1349
1351
1353
1354
1356
1357
1359
1359
1400
1401
1402
1403
1404
1405
1406
1408
1410
1412
1413
1414
1415
1416
1417
1418
1420
1420
1421
1422
1422
1423
1424
1425
1425
1426
1427
1428
1429
1430
1431
1432
1433
1434
1436
1437
1439
1441
1442
1444
1446

1335
1336
1337
1338
1339
1340
1341
1342
1344
1345
1346
1347
1349
1351
1353
1355
1357
1359
1401
1402
1404
1405
1407
1407
1408
1409
1410
1411
1412
1413
1414
1416
1418
1420
1421
1422
1423
1424
1425
1426
1428
1428
1429
1430
1430
1431
1432
1433
1433
1434
1435
1436
1437
1438
1439
1440
1441
1442
1444
1445
1447
1449
1450
1452
1454

1343
1344
1345
1346
1347
1348
1349
1350
1352
1353
1354
1355
1357
1359
1401
1403
1405
1407
1409
1410
1412
1413
1415
1415
1416
1417
1418
1419
1420
1421
1422
1424
1426
1428
1429
1430
1431
1432
1433
1434
1436
1436
1437
1438
1438
1439
1440
1441
1441
1442
1443
1444
1445
1446
1447
1448
1449
1450
1452
1453
1455
1457
1458
1500
1502

1351
1352
1353
1354
1355
1356
1357
1358
1400
1401
1402
1403
1405
1407
1409
1411
1413
1415
1417
1418
1420
1421
1423
1423
1424
1425
1426
1427
1428
1429
1430
1432
1434
1436
1437
1438
1439
1440
1441
1442
1444
1444
1445
1446
1446
1447
1448
1449
1449
1450
1451
1452
1453
1454
1455
1456
1457
1458
1500
1501
1503
1505
1506
1508
1510

1359
1400
1401
1402
1403
1404
1405
1406
1408
1409
1410
1411
1413
1415
1417
1419
1421
1423
1425
1426
1428
1429
1431
1431
1432
1433
1434
1435
1436
1437
1438
1440
1442
1444
1445
1446
1447
1448
1449
1450
1452
1452
1453
1454
1454
1455
1456
1457
1457
1458
1459
1500
1501
1502
1503
1504
1505
1506
1508
1509
1511
1513
1514
1516
1518

1407
1408
1409
1410
1411
1412
1413
1414
1416
1417
1418
1419
1421
1423
1425
1427
1429
1431
1433
1434
1436
1437
1439
1439
1440
1441
1442
1443
1444
1445
1446
1448
1450
1452
1453
1454
1455
1456
1457
1458
1500
1500
1501
1502
1502
1503
1504
1505
1505
1506
1507
1508
1509
1510
1511
1512
1513
1514
1516
1517
1519
1521
1522
1524
1526

1415
1416
1417
1418
1419
1420
1421
1422
1424
1425
1426
1427
1429
1431
1433
1435
1437
1439
1441
1442
1444
1445
1447
1447
1448
1449
1450
1451
1452
1453
1454
1456
1458
1500
1501
1502
1503
1504
1505
1506
1508
1508
1509
1510
1510
1511
1512
1513
1513
1514
1515
1516
1517
1518
1519
1520
1521
1522
1524
1525
1527
1529
1530
1532
1534

1423
1424
1425
1426
1427
1428
1429
1430
1432
1433
1434
1435
1437
1439
1441
1443
1445
1447
1449
1450
1452
1453
1455
1455
1456
1457
1458
1459
1500
1501
1502
1504
1506
1508
1509
1510
1511
1512
1513
1514
1516
1516
1517
1518
1518
1519
1520
1521
1521
1522
1523
1524
1525
1526
1527
1528
1529
1530
1532
1533
1535
1537
1538
1540
1542

1431
1432
1433
1434
1435
1436
1437
1438
1440
1441
1442
1443
1445
1447
1449
1451
1453
1455
1457
1458
1500
1501
1503
1503
1504
1505
1506
1507
1508
1509
1510
1512
1514
1516
1517
1518
1519
1520
1521
1522
1524
1524
1525
1526
1526
1527
1528
1529
1529
1530
1531
1532
1533
1534
1535
1536
1537
1538
1540
1541
1543
1545
1546
1548
1550

Notes: § - Time at this stop is indicative. You are advised to be at any stop several minutes before the times shown

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  22/09/20
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3 Southsea - Gunwharf - City Centre - Cosham - QA Hospital - Paulsgrove -
Portchester - Fareham

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 20/09/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Mondays to Fridays
Southsea, South Parade Pier (Stop E)
 § Southsea, Clarendon Road (N-bound)
 § Southsea, The Strand (NW-bound)
 § Southsea, The Circle (NW-bound)
Southsea, Southsea Shops (Stop B)
 § Southsea, St. Judes Church (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Friendship House (N-bound)
 § Southsea, Green Road (W-bound)
 § Southsea, Kings Road Junction (W-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (NW-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (NW-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Gunwharf Quays (N-bound)
Portsmouth, The Hard Interchange (Stand F)
 § Portsea, Curzon Howe Road (E-bound)
 § Portsea, HMS Nelson (E-bound)
City Centre, City Shops South (Stop E)
 § City Centre, City Shops North (Stop Y)
 § Landport, Clarendon Street (NE-bound)
Kingston, Fratton Road (E-bound)
 § Kingston, Hanway Road (N-bound)
 § Kingston, Queen’s Road (NW-bound)
 § Kingston, Kingston Crescent (N-bound)
North End, North End Junction (Stop E)
 § North End, Mayfield Road (N-bound)
 § North End, Ophir Road (N-bound)
 § North End, Merrivale Road (NE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Beechwood Road (NE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Trafalgar School (N-bound)
 § Hilsea, Coach and Horses (NW-bound)
Hilsea, Hilsea Lido (Stop A)
 § Cosham, King George Playing Fields (Stand F)
Cosham, Health Centre (Stop A)
 § QA Hospital, First Avenue (Stand L)
QA Hospital, QA Hospital Main (Stop A)
 § QA Hospital, Peterborough Road (Stand M)
 § Wymering, Wymering Lane (NW-bound)
 § Wymering, Washbrook Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Blakemere Crescent (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Beehive Terrace (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Walford Road (SW-bound)
Paulsgrove, Allaway Avenue Shops (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Nailsworth Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Woofferton Road (SW-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, o/s Victory Primary School
 § Paulsgrove, opp Bodmin Road
 § Paulsgrove, Pendennis Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Truro Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Rowland Road (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Mountview Avenue (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Portsview Gardens (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Station Road (S-bound)
Portchester, Precinct (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, The Keep (S-bound)
 § Portchester, opp White Hart Co-Op
 § Portchester, adj Neville Avenue
 § Portchester, Marina Grove (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Westlands Grove (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, adj Cranleigh Road
Portchester, The Seagull (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, Beaulieu Avenue (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Condor Roundabout (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Birdwood Grove (NW-bound)
 § Wallington, Down End Road (W-bound)
 § Wallington, opp Delme Arms
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop D)

1439
1440
1441
1442
1443
1444
1445
1446
1448
1449
1450
1451
1453
1455
1457
1459
1501
1503
1505
1506
1508
1509
1511
1511
1512
1513
1514
1515
1516
1517
1518
1520
1522
1524
1525
1526
1527
1528
1529
1530
1532
1532
1533
1534
1534
1535
1536
1537
1537
1538
1539
1540
1541
1542
1543
1544
1545
1546
1548
1549
1551
1553
1554
1556
1558

1447
1448
1449
1450
1451
1452
1453
1454
1456
1457
1458
1459
1501
1503
1505
1507
1509
1511
1513
1514
1516
1517
1519
1519
1520
1521
1522
1523
1524
1525
1526
1528
1530
1532
1533
1534
1535
1536
1537
1538
1540
1540
1541
1542
1542
1543
1544
1545
1545
1546
1547
1548
1549
1550
1551
1552
1553
1554
1556
1557
1559
1601
1602
1604
1606

1455
1456
1457
1458
1459
1500
1501
1502
1504
1505
1506
1507
1509
1511
1513
1515
1517
1519
1521
1522
1524
1525
1527
1527
1528
1529
1530
1531
1532
1533
1534
1536
1538
1540
1541
1542
1543
1544
1545
1546
1548
1548
1549
1550
1550
1551
1552
1553
1553
1554
1555
1556
1557
1558
1559
1600
1601
1602
1604
1605
1607
1609
1610
1612
1614

1503
1504
1505
1506
1507
1508
1509
1510
1512
1513
1514
1515
1517
1519
1521
1523
1525
1527
1529
1530
1532
1533
1535
1535
1536
1537
1538
1539
1540
1541
1542
1544
1546
1548
1549
1550
1551
1552
1553
1554
1556
1556
1557
1558
1558
1559
1600
1601
1601
1602
1603
1604
1605
1606
1607
1608
1609
1610
1612
1613
1615
1617
1618
1620
1622

1511
1512
1513
1514
1515
1516
1517
1518
1520
1521
1522
1523
1525
1527
1529
1531
1533
1535
1537
1538
1540
1541
1543
1543
1544
1545
1546
1547
1548
1549
1550
1552
1554
1556
1557
1558
1559
1600
1601
1602
1604
1604
1605
1606
1606
1607
1608
1609
1609
1610
1611
1612
1613
1614
1615
1616
1617
1618
1620
1621
1623
1625
1626
1628
1630

1519
1520
1521
1522
1523
1524
1525
1526
1528
1529
1530
1531
1533
1535
1537
1539
1541
1543
1545
1546
1548
1549
1551
1551
1552
1553
1554
1555
1556
1557
1558
1600
1602
1604
1605
1606
1607
1608
1609
1610
1612
1612
1613
1614
1614
1615
1616
1617
1617
1618
1619
1620
1621
1622
1623
1624
1625
1626
1628
1629
1631
1633
1634
1636
1638

1529
1530
1531
1532
1533
1534
1535
1536
1538
1539
1540
1541
1543
1545
1547
1549
1551
1553
1555
1556
1558
1559
1601
1601
1602
1603
1604
1605
1606
1607
1608
1610
1612
1614
1615
1616
1617
1618
1619
1620
1622
1622
1623
1624
1624
1625
1626
1627
1627
1628
1629
1630
1631
1632
1633
1634
1635
1636
1638
1639
1641
1643
1644
1646
1648

1539
1540
1541
1542
1543
1544
1545
1546
1548
1549
1550
1551
1553
1555
1557
1559
1601
1603
1605
1606
1608
1609
1611
1611
1612
1613
1614
1615
1616
1617
1618
1620
1622
1624
1625
1626
1627
1628
1629
1630
1632
1632
1633
1634
1634
1635
1636
1637
1637
1638
1639
1640
1641
1642
1643
1644
1645
1646
1648
1649
1651
1653
1654
1656
1658

1549
1550
1551
1552
1553
1554
1555
1556
1558
1559
1600
1601
1603
1605
1607
1609
1611
1613
1615
1616
1618
1619
1621
1621
1622
1623
1624
1625
1626
1627
1628
1630
1632
1634
1635
1636
1637
1638
1639
1640
1642
1642
1643
1644
1644
1645
1646
1647
1647
1648
1649
1650
1651
1652
1653
1654
1655
1656
1658
1659
1701
1703
1704
1706
1708

1559
1600
1601
1602
1603
1604
1605
1606
1608
1609
1610
1611
1613
1615
1617
1619
1621
1623
1625
1626
1628
1629
1631
1631
1632
1633
1634
1635
1636
1637
1638
1640
1642
1644
1645
1646
1647
1648
1649
1650
1652
1652
1653
1654
1654
1655
1656
1657
1657
1658
1659
1700
1701
1702
1703
1704
1705
1706
1708
1709
1711
1713
1714
1716
1718

1609
1610
1611
1612
1613
1614
1615
1616
1618
1619
1620
1621
1623
1625
1627
1629
1631
1633
1635
1636
1638
1639
1641
1641
1642
1643
1644
1645
1646
1647
1648
1650
1652
1654
1655
1656
1657
1658
1659
1700
1702
1702
1703
1704
1704
1705
1706
1707
1707
1708
1709
1710
1711
1712
1713
1714
1715
1716
1718
1719
1721
1723
1724
1726
1728

1619
1620
1621
1622
1623
1624
1625
1626
1628
1629
1630
1631
1633
1635
1637
1639
1641
1643
1645
1646
1648
1649
1651
1651
1652
1653
1654
1655
1656
1657
1658
1700
1702
1704
1705
1706
1707
1708
1709
1710
1712
1712
1713
1714
1714
1715
1716
1717
1717
1718
1719
1720
1721
1722
1723
1724
1725
1726
1728
1729
1731
1733
1734
1736
1738

1629
1630
1631
1632
1633
1634
1635
1636
1638
1639
1640
1641
1643
1645
1647
1649
1651
1653
1655
1656
1658
1659
1701
1701
1702
1703
1704
1705
1706
1707
1708
1710
1712
1714
1715
1716
1717
1718
1719
1720
1722
1722
1723
1724
1724
1725
1726
1727
1727
1728
1729
1730
1731
1732
1733
1734
1735
1736
1738
1739
1741
1743
1744
1746
1748

1639
1640
1641
1642
1643
1644
1645
1646
1648
1649
1650
1651
1653
1655
1657
1659
1701
1703
1705
1706
1708
1709
1711
1711
1712
1713
1714
1715
1716
1717
1718
1720
1722
1724
1725
1726
1727
1728
1729
1730
1732
1732
1733
1734
1734
1735
1736
1737
1737
1738
1739
1740
1741
1742
1743
1744
1745
1746
1748
1749
1751
1753
1754
1756
1758

1649
1650
1651
1652
1653
1654
1655
1656
1658
1659
1700
1701
1703
1705
1707
1709
1711
1713
1715
1716
1718
1719
1721
1721
1722
1723
1724
1725
1726
1727
1728
1730
1732
1734
1735
1736
1737
1738
1739
1740
1742
1742
1743
1744
1744
1745
1746
1747
1747
1748
1749
1750
1751
1752
1753
1754
1755
1756
1758
1759
1801
1803
1804
1806
1808

1659
1700
1701
1702
1703
1704
1705
1706
1708
1709
1710
1711
1713
1715
1717
1719
1721
1723
1725
1726
1728
1729
1731
1731
1732
1733
1734
1735
1736
1737
1738
1740
1742
1744
1745
1746
1747
1748
1749
1750
1752
1752
1753
1754
1754
1755
1756
1757
1757
1758
1759
1800
1801
1802
1803
1804
1805
1806
1808
1809
1811
1813
1814
1816
1818

1709
1710
1711
1712
1713
1714
1715
1716
1718
1719
1720
1721
1723
1725
1727
1729
1731
1733
1735
1736
1738
1739
1741
1741
1742
1743
1744
1745
1746
1747
1748
1750
1752
1754
1755
1756
1757
1758
1759
1800
1802
1802
1803
1804
1804
1805
1806
1807
1807
1808
1809
1810
1811
1812
1813
1814
1815
1816
1818
1819
1821
1823
1824
1826
1828

1719
1720
1721
1722
1723
1724
1725
1726
1728
1729
1730
1731
1733
1735
1737
1739
1741
1743
1745
1746
1748
1749
1751
1751
1752
1753
1754
1755
1756
1757
1758
1800
1802
1804
1805
1806
1807
1808
1809
1810
1812
1812
1813
1814
1814
1815
1816
1817
1817
1818
1819
1820
1821
1822
1823
1824
1825
1826
1828
1829
1831
1833
1834
1836
1838

Notes: § - Time at this stop is indicative. You are advised to be at any stop several minutes before the times shown

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  22/09/20
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3 Southsea - Gunwharf - City Centre - Cosham - QA Hospital - Paulsgrove -
Portchester - Fareham

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 20/09/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Mondays to Fridays
Southsea, South Parade Pier (Stop E)
 § Southsea, Clarendon Road (N-bound)
 § Southsea, The Strand (NW-bound)
 § Southsea, The Circle (NW-bound)
Southsea, Southsea Shops (Stop B)
 § Southsea, St. Judes Church (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Friendship House (N-bound)
 § Southsea, Green Road (W-bound)
 § Southsea, Kings Road Junction (W-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (NW-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (NW-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Gunwharf Quays (N-bound)
Portsmouth, The Hard Interchange (Stand F)
 § Portsea, Curzon Howe Road (E-bound)
 § Portsea, HMS Nelson (E-bound)
City Centre, City Shops South (Stop E)
 § City Centre, City Shops North (Stop Y)
 § Landport, Clarendon Street (NE-bound)
Kingston, Fratton Road (E-bound)
 § Kingston, Hanway Road (N-bound)
 § Kingston, Queen’s Road (NW-bound)
 § Kingston, Kingston Crescent (N-bound)
North End, North End Junction (Stop E)
 § North End, Mayfield Road (N-bound)
 § North End, Ophir Road (N-bound)
 § North End, Merrivale Road (NE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Beechwood Road (NE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Trafalgar School (N-bound)
 § Hilsea, Coach and Horses (NW-bound)
Hilsea, Hilsea Lido (Stop A)
 § Cosham, King George Playing Fields (Stand F)
Cosham, Health Centre (Stop A)
 § QA Hospital, First Avenue (Stand L)
QA Hospital, QA Hospital Main (Stop A)
 § QA Hospital, Peterborough Road (Stand M)
 § Wymering, Wymering Lane (NW-bound)
 § Wymering, Washbrook Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Blakemere Crescent (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Beehive Terrace (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Walford Road (SW-bound)
Paulsgrove, Allaway Avenue Shops (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Nailsworth Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Woofferton Road (SW-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, o/s Victory Primary School
 § Paulsgrove, opp Bodmin Road
 § Paulsgrove, Pendennis Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Truro Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Rowland Road (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Mountview Avenue (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Portsview Gardens (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Station Road (S-bound)
Portchester, Precinct (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, The Keep (S-bound)
 § Portchester, opp White Hart Co-Op
 § Portchester, adj Neville Avenue
 § Portchester, Marina Grove (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Westlands Grove (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, adj Cranleigh Road
Portchester, The Seagull (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, Beaulieu Avenue (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Condor Roundabout (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Birdwood Grove (NW-bound)
 § Wallington, Down End Road (W-bound)
 § Wallington, opp Delme Arms
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop D)

1729
1730
1731
1732
1733
1734
1735
1736
1738
1739
1740
1741
1743
1745
1747
1749
1751
1753
1755
1756
1758
1759
1801
1801
1802
1803
1804
1805
1806
1807
1808
1810
1812
1814
1815
1816
1817
1818
1819
1820
1822
1822
1823
1824
1824
1825
1826
1827
1827
1828
1829
1830
1830
1832
1833
1834
1835
1836
1838
1838
1839
1840
1840
1841
1845

1739
1740
1741
1742
1743
1744
1745
1746
1748
1749
1750
1751
1753
1755
1757
1759
1801
1803
1805
1806
1808
1809
1811
1811
1812
1813
1814
1815
1816
1817
1818
1820
1822
1824
1825
1826
1827
1828
1829
1830
1832
1832
1832
1833
1834
1834
1835
1835
1836
1837
1838
1839
1839
1841
1842
1843
1844
1845
1847
1847
1848
1849
1849
1850
1854

1749
1750
1751
1752
1753
1754
1755
1756
1758
1759
1800
1801
1803
1805
1807
1809
1811
1813
1815
1816
1818
1819
1821
1821
1822
1823
1824
1825
1826
1827
1828
1830
1831
1834
1835
1836
1837
1837
1838
1839
1841
1841
1841
1842
1843
1843
1844
1844
1845
1846
1847
1848
1848
1850
1851
1852
1853
1854
1856
1856
1857
1858
1858
1859
1903

1759
1800
1801
1802
1803
1804
1805
1806
1808
1809
1810
1811
1813
1815
1817
1819
1821
1823
1825
1826
1828
1829
1831
1832
1833
1833
1834
1835
1835
1837
1838
1840
1841
1844
1845
1846
1847
1847
1848
1849
1851
1851
1851
1852
1853
1853
1854
1854
1855
1856
1857
1858
1858
1900
1901
1902
1903
1904
1906
1906
1907
1908
1908
1909
1913

1809
1810
1811
1812
1813
1814
1815
1816
1818
1819
1820
1821
1823
1825
1827
1829
1831
1833
1835
1835
1837
1838
1840
1841
1842
1842
1843
1844
1844
1846
1847
1849
1850
1853
1854
1855
1856
1856
1857
1858
1900
1900
1900
1901
1902
1902
1903
1903
1904
1905
1906
1907
1907
1909
1910
1911
1912
1913
1915
1915
1916
1917
1917
1918
1922

1819
1820
1821
1822
1823
1824
1825
1826
1828
1829
1830
1831
1833
1834
1835
1837
1840
1842
1843
1843
1845
1846
1848
1849
1850
1850
1851
1852
1852
1854
1855
1857
1858
1901
1902
1903
1904
1904
1905
1906
1908
1908
1908
1909
1910
1910
1911
1911
1912
1913
1914
1915
1915
1917
1918
1919
1920
1921
1923
1923
1924
1925
1925
1926
1930

1829
1830
1831
1832
1833
1834
1835
1837
1838
1839
1840
1841
1843
1844
1845
1847
1850
1852
1853
1853
1855
1856
1858
1859
1900
1900
1901
1902
1902
1904
1905
1907
1908
1911
1912
1913
1914
1914
1915
1916
1918
1918
1918
1919
1920
1920
1921
1921
1922
1923
1924
1925
1925
1927
1928
1929
1930
1931
1933
1933
1934
1935
1935
1936
1940

1849
1849
1851
1852
1853
1854
1855
1857
1858
1859
1900
1901
1903
1904
1905
1907
1910
1912
1913
1913
1915
1916
1918
1919
1920
1920
1921
1922
1922
1924
1925
1927
1928
1931
1932
1933
1934
1934
1935
1936
1938
1938
1938
1939
1940
1940
1941
1941
1942
1943
1944
1945
1945
1947
1948
1949
1950
1951
1953
1953
1954
1955
1955
1956
2000

1909
1909
1911
1912
1913
1914
1915
1917
1918
1919
1920
1921
1923
1924
1925
1927
1930
1932
1933
1933
1935
1936
1938
1939
1940
1940
1941
1942
1942
1944
1945
1947
1948
1951
1952
1953
1954
1954
1955
1956
1958
1958
1958
1959
2000
2000
2001
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2005
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2013
2013
2014
2015
2015
2016
2020

1931
1931
1933
1934
1935
1936
1937
1939
1940
1941
1942
1943
1945
1946
1947
1949
1952
1954
1955
1955
1957
1958
2000
2001
2002
2002
2003
2004
2004
2006
2007
2009
2010
2013
2014
2015
2016
2016
2017
2018
2020
2020
2020
2021
2022
2022
2023
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2027
2029
2030
2031
2032
2033
2035
2035
2036
2037
2037
2038
2042

1943
1943
1945
1946
1947
1948
1949
1951
1952
1953
1954
1955
1957
1958
1959
2001
2004
2006
2007
2007
2009
2010
2012
2013
2014
2014
2015
2016
2016
2018
2019
2021
2022
2025
2026
2027
2028
2028
2029
2030
2032
2032
2032
2033
2034
2034
2035
2035
2036
2037
2038
2039
2039
2041
2042
2043
2044
2045
2047
2047
2048
2049
2049
2050
2054

2008
2008
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2022
2023
2024
2026
2029
2031
2032
2032
2034
2035
2037
2038
2039
2039
2040
2041
2041
2043
2044
2046
2047
2050
2051
2052
2053
2053
2054
2055
2057
2057
2057
2058
2059
2059
2100
2100
2101
2102
2103
2104
2104
2106
2107
2108
2109
2110
2112
2112
2113
2114
2114
2115
2119

2038
2038
2040
2041
2042
2043
2044
2046
2047
2048
2049
2050
2052
2053
2054
2056
2059
2101
2102
2102
2104
2105
2107
2108
2109
2109
2110
2111
2111
2113
2114
2116
2117
2120
2121
2122
2123
2123
2124
2125
2127
2127
2127
2128
2129
2129
2130
2130
2131
2132
2133
2134
2134
2136
2137
2138
2139
2140
2142
2142
2143
2144
2144
2145
2149

2108
2108
2110
2111
2112
2113
2114
2116
2117
2118
2119
2120
2122
2123
2124
2126
2129
2131
2132
2132
2134
2135
2137
2138
2139
2139
2140
2141
2141
2143
2144
2146
2147
2150
2151
2152
2153
2153
2154
2155
2157
2157
2157
2158
2159
2159
2200
2200
2201
2202
2203
2204
2204
2206
2207
2208
2209
2210
2212
2212
2213
2214
2214
2215
2219

2138
2138
2140
2141
2142
2143
2144
2146
2147
2148
2149
2150
2152
2153
2154
2156
2159
2201
2202
2202
2204
2205
2207
2208
2209
2209
2210
2211
2211
2213
2214
2216
2217
2220
2221
2222
2223
2223
2224
2225
2227
2227
2227
2228
2229
2229
2230
2230
2231
2232
2233
2234
2234
2236
2237
2238
2239
2240
2242
2242
2243
2244
2244
2245
2249

2208
2208
2210
2211
2212
2213
2214
2216
2217
2218
2219
2220
2222
2223
2224
2226
2229
2231
2232
2232
2234
2235
2237
2238
2239
2239
2240
2241
2241
2243
2244
2246
2247
2250
2251
2252
2253
2253
2254
2255
2257
2257
2257
2258
2259
2259
2300
2300
2301
2302
2303
2304
2304
2306
2307
2308
2309
2310
2312
2312
2313
2314
2314
2315
2319

2238
2238
2240
2241
2242
2243
2244
2246
2247
2248
2249
2250
2252
2253
2254
2256
2259
2301
2302
2302
2304
2305
2307
2308
2309
2309
2310
2311
2311
2313
2314
2316
2317
2320
2321
2322
2323
2323
2324
2325
2327
2327
2327
2328
2329
2329
2330
2330
2331
2332
2333
2334
2334
2336
2337
2338
2339
2340
2342
2342
2343
2344
2344
2345
2349

2308
2308
2310
2311
2312
2313
2314
2316
2317
2318
2319
2320
2322
2323
2324
2326
2329
2331
2332
2332
2334
2335
2337
2338
2339
2339
2340
2341
2341
2343
2344
2346
2347
2350
2351
2352
2353
2353
2354
2355
2357

Notes: § - Time at this stop is indicative. You are advised to be at any stop several minutes before the times shown

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  22/09/20
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3 Southsea - Gunwharf - City Centre - Cosham - QA Hospital - Paulsgrove -
Portchester - Fareham

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 20/09/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Saturdays
Southsea, South Parade Pier (Stop E)
 § Southsea, Clarendon Road (N-bound)
 § Southsea, The Strand (NW-bound)
 § Southsea, The Circle (NW-bound)
Southsea, Southsea Shops (Stop B)
 § Southsea, St. Judes Church (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Friendship House (N-bound)
 § Southsea, Green Road (W-bound)
 § Southsea, Kings Road Junction (W-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (NW-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (NW-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Gunwharf Quays (N-bound)
Portsmouth, The Hard Interchange (Stand F)
 § Portsea, Curzon Howe Road (E-bound)
 § Portsea, HMS Nelson (E-bound)
City Centre, City Shops South (Stop E)
 § City Centre, City Shops North (Stop Y)
 § Landport, Clarendon Street (NE-bound)
Kingston, Fratton Road (E-bound)
 § Kingston, Hanway Road (N-bound)
 § Kingston, Queen’s Road (NW-bound)
 § Kingston, Kingston Crescent (N-bound)
North End, North End Junction (Stop E)
 § North End, Mayfield Road (N-bound)
 § North End, Ophir Road (N-bound)
 § North End, Merrivale Road (NE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Beechwood Road (NE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Trafalgar School (N-bound)
 § Hilsea, Coach and Horses (NW-bound)
Hilsea, Hilsea Lido (Stop A)
 § Cosham, King George Playing Fields (Stand F)
Cosham, Health Centre (Stop A)
 § QA Hospital, First Avenue (Stand L)
QA Hospital, QA Hospital Main (Stop A)
 § QA Hospital, Peterborough Road (Stand M)
 § Wymering, Wymering Lane (NW-bound)
 § Wymering, Washbrook Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Blakemere Crescent (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Beehive Terrace (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Walford Road (SW-bound)
Paulsgrove, Allaway Avenue Shops (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Nailsworth Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Woofferton Road (SW-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, o/s Victory Primary School
 § Paulsgrove, opp Bodmin Road
 § Paulsgrove, Pendennis Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Truro Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Rowland Road (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Mountview Avenue (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Portsview Gardens (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Station Road (S-bound)
Portchester, Precinct (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, The Keep (S-bound)
 § Portchester, opp White Hart Co-Op
 § Portchester, adj Neville Avenue
 § Portchester, Marina Grove (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Westlands Grove (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, adj Cranleigh Road
Portchester, The Seagull (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, Beaulieu Avenue (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Condor Roundabout (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Birdwood Grove (NW-bound)
 § Wallington, Down End Road (W-bound)
 § Wallington, opp Delme Arms
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop D)

0610
0611
0612
0614
0617
0619
0620
0620
0622
0623
0625
0626
0627
0627
0628
0629
0629
0631
0632
0634
0635
0638
0639
0640
0641
0641
0642
0643
0645
0645
0645
0646
0647
0647
0648
0648
0649
0650
0651
0652
0652
0654
0655
0656
0657
0658
0700
0700
0701
0702
0702
0703
0707

0616
0616
0618
0619
0620
0621
0622
0624
0625
0626
0627
0628
0630
0631
0632
0634
0637
0639
0640
0640
0642
0643
0645
0646
0647
0647
0648
0649
0649
0651
0652
0654
0655
0658
0659
0700
0701
0701
0702
0703
0705
0705
0705
0706
0707
0707
0708
0708
0709
0710
0711
0712
0712
0714
0715
0716
0717
0718
0720
0720
0721
0722
0722
0723
0727

0650
0651
0652
0654
0657
0659
0700
0700
0702
0703
0705
0706
0707
0707
0708
0709
0709
0711
0712
0714
0715
0718
0719
0720
0721
0721
0722
0723
0725
0725
0725
0726
0727
0727
0728
0728
0729
0730
0731
0732
0732
0734
0735
0736
0737
0738
0740
0740
0741
0742
0742
0743
0747

0710
0711
0712
0714
0717
0719
0720
0720
0722
0723
0725
0726
0727
0727
0728
0729
0729
0731
0732
0734
0735
0738
0739
0740
0741
0741
0742
0743
0745
0745
0745
0746
0747
0747
0748
0748
0749
0750
0751
0752
0752
0754
0755
0756
0757
0758
0800
0800
0801
0802
0802
0803
0807

0716
0716
0718
0719
0720
0721
0722
0724
0725
0726
0727
0728
0730
0731
0732
0734
0737
0739
0740
0740
0742
0743
0745
0746
0747
0747
0748
0749
0749
0751
0752
0754
0755
0758
0759
0800
0801
0801
0802
0803
0805
0805
0805
0806
0807
0807
0808
0808
0809
0810
0811
0812
0812
0814
0815
0816
0817
0818
0820
0820
0821
0822
0822
0823
0827

0740
0741
0742
0744
0747
0749
0750
0750
0752
0753
0755
0756
0757
0757
0758
0759
0759
0801
0802
0804
0805
0808
0809
0810
0811
0811
0812
0813
0815
0815
0815
0816
0817
0817
0818
0818
0819
0820
0821
0822
0822
0824
0825
0826
0827
0828
0830
0830
0831
0832
0832
0833
0837

0736
0736
0738
0739
0740
0741
0742
0744
0745
0746
0747
0748
0750
0751
0752
0754
0757
0759
0800
0800
0802
0803
0805
0806
0807
0807
0808
0809
0809
0811
0812
0814
0815
0818
0819
0820
0821
0821
0822
0823
0825
0825
0825
0826
0827
0827
0828
0828
0829
0830
0831
0832
0832
0834
0835
0836
0837
0838
0840
0840
0841
0842
0842
0843
0847

0800
0801
0802
0804
0807
0809
0810
0810
0812
0813
0815
0816
0817
0817
0818
0819
0819
0821
0822
0824
0825
0828
0829
0830
0831
0831
0832
0833
0835
0835
0835
0836
0837
0837
0838
0838
0839
0840
0841
0842
0842
0844
0845
0846
0847
0848
0850
0850
0851
0852
0852
0853
0857

0756
0756
0758
0759
0800
0801
0802
0804
0805
0806
0807
0808
0810
0811
0812
0814
0817
0819
0820
0820
0822
0823
0825
0826
0827
0827
0828
0829
0829
0831
0832
0834
0835
0838
0839
0840
0841
0841
0842
0843
0845
0845
0845
0846
0847
0847
0848
0848
0849
0850
0851
0852
0852
0854
0855
0856
0857
0858
0900
0900
0901
0902
0902
0903
0907

0816
0816
0818
0819
0820
0821
0822
0824
0825
0826
0827
0828
0830
0831
0832
0834
0837
0839
0840
0840
0842
0843
0845
0846
0847
0847
0848
0849
0849
0851
0852
0854
0855
0858
0859
0900
0901
0901
0902
0903
0905
0905
0905
0906
0907
0907
0908
0908
0909
0910
0911
0912
0912
0914
0915
0916
0917
0918
0920
0920
0921
0922
0922
0923
0927

0836
0836
0838
0839
0840
0841
0842
0844
0845
0846
0847
0848
0850
0851
0852
0854
0857
0859
0900
0900
0902
0903
0905
0906
0907
0907
0908
0909
0909
0911
0912
0914
0915
0918
0919
0920
0921
0921
0922
0923
0925
0925
0925
0926
0927
0927
0928
0928
0929
0930
0931
0932
0932
0934
0935
0936
0937
0938
0940
0940
0941
0942
0942
0943
0947

0856
0856
0858
0859
0900
0901
0902
0904
0905
0906
0907
0908
0910
0911
0912
0914
0917
0919
0920
0920
0922
0923
0925
0926
0927
0927
0928
0929
0929
0931
0932
0934
0935
0938
0939
0940
0941
0941
0942
0943
0945
0945
0945
0946
0947
0947
0948
0948
0949
0950
0951
0952
0952
0954
0955
0956
0957
0958
1000
1000
1001
1002
1002
1003
1007

0916
0916
0918
0919
0920
0921
0922
0924
0925
0926
0927
0928
0930
0931
0932
0934
0937
0939
0940
0940
0942
0943
0945
0946
0947
0947
0948
0949
0949
0951
0952
0954
0955
0958
0959
1000
1001
1001
1002
1003
1005
1005
1005
1006
1007
1007
1008
1008
1009
1010
1011
1012
1012
1014
1015
1016
1017
1018
1020
1020
1021
1022
1022
1023
1027

0936
0936
0938
0939
0940
0941
0942
0944
0945
0946
0947
0948
0950
0951
0952
0954
0957
0959
1000
1000
1002
1003
1005
1006
1007
1007
1008
1009
1009
1011
1012
1014
1015
1018
1019
1020
1021
1021
1022
1023
1025
1025
1025
1026
1027
1027
1028
1028
1029
1030
1031
1032
1032
1034
1035
1036
1037
1038
1040
1040
1041
1042
1042
1043
1047

0956
0956
0958
0959
1000
1001
1002
1004
1005
1006
1007
1008
1010
1011
1012
1014
1017
1019
1020
1020
1022
1023
1025
1026
1027
1027
1028
1029
1029
1031
1032
1034
1035
1038
1039
1040
1041
1041
1042
1043
1045
1045
1045
1046
1047
1047
1048
1048
1049
1050
1051
1052
1052
1054
1055
1056
1057
1058
1100
1100
1101
1102
1102
1103
1107

1016
1016
1018
1019
1020
1021
1022
1024
1025
1026
1027
1028
1030
1031
1032
1034
1037
1039
1040
1040
1042
1043
1045
1046
1047
1047
1048
1049
1049
1051
1052
1054
1055
1058
1059
1100
1101
1101
1102
1103
1105
1105
1105
1106
1107
1107
1108
1108
1109
1110
1111
1112
1112
1114
1115
1116
1117
1118
1120
1120
1121
1122
1122
1123
1127

1028
1028
1030
1031
1032
1033
1034
1036
1037
1038
1039
1040
1042
1043
1044
1046
1049
1051
1052
1052
1054
1055
1057
1058
1059
1059
1100
1101
1101
1103
1104
1106
1107
1110
1111
1112
1113
1113
1114
1115
1117
1117
1117
1118
1119
1119
1120
1120
1121
1122
1123
1124
1124
1126
1127
1128
1129
1130
1132
1132
1133
1134
1134
1135
1139

1040
1040
1042
1043
1044
1045
1046
1048
1049
1050
1051
1052
1054
1055
1056
1058
1101
1103
1104
1104
1106
1107
1109
1110
1111
1111
1112
1113
1113
1115
1116
1118
1119
1122
1123
1124
1125
1125
1126
1127
1129
1129
1129
1130
1131
1131
1132
1132
1133
1134
1135
1136
1136
1138
1139
1140
1141
1142
1144
1144
1145
1146
1146
1147
1151

Notes: § - Time at this stop is indicative. You are advised to be at any stop several minutes before the times shown

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  22/09/20
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3 Southsea - Gunwharf - City Centre - Cosham - QA Hospital - Paulsgrove -
Portchester - Fareham

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 20/09/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Saturdays
Southsea, South Parade Pier (Stop E)
 § Southsea, Clarendon Road (N-bound)
 § Southsea, The Strand (NW-bound)
 § Southsea, The Circle (NW-bound)
Southsea, Southsea Shops (Stop B)
 § Southsea, St. Judes Church (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Friendship House (N-bound)
 § Southsea, Green Road (W-bound)
 § Southsea, Kings Road Junction (W-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (NW-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (NW-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Gunwharf Quays (N-bound)
Portsmouth, The Hard Interchange (Stand F)
 § Portsea, Curzon Howe Road (E-bound)
 § Portsea, HMS Nelson (E-bound)
City Centre, City Shops South (Stop E)
 § City Centre, City Shops North (Stop Y)
 § Landport, Clarendon Street (NE-bound)
Kingston, Fratton Road (E-bound)
 § Kingston, Hanway Road (N-bound)
 § Kingston, Queen’s Road (NW-bound)
 § Kingston, Kingston Crescent (N-bound)
North End, North End Junction (Stop E)
 § North End, Mayfield Road (N-bound)
 § North End, Ophir Road (N-bound)
 § North End, Merrivale Road (NE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Beechwood Road (NE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Trafalgar School (N-bound)
 § Hilsea, Coach and Horses (NW-bound)
Hilsea, Hilsea Lido (Stop A)
 § Cosham, King George Playing Fields (Stand F)
Cosham, Health Centre (Stop A)
 § QA Hospital, First Avenue (Stand L)
QA Hospital, QA Hospital Main (Stop A)
 § QA Hospital, Peterborough Road (Stand M)
 § Wymering, Wymering Lane (NW-bound)
 § Wymering, Washbrook Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Blakemere Crescent (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Beehive Terrace (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Walford Road (SW-bound)
Paulsgrove, Allaway Avenue Shops (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Nailsworth Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Woofferton Road (SW-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, o/s Victory Primary School
 § Paulsgrove, opp Bodmin Road
 § Paulsgrove, Pendennis Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Truro Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Rowland Road (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Mountview Avenue (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Portsview Gardens (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Station Road (S-bound)
Portchester, Precinct (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, The Keep (S-bound)
 § Portchester, opp White Hart Co-Op
 § Portchester, adj Neville Avenue
 § Portchester, Marina Grove (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Westlands Grove (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, adj Cranleigh Road
Portchester, The Seagull (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, Beaulieu Avenue (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Condor Roundabout (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Birdwood Grove (NW-bound)
 § Wallington, Down End Road (W-bound)
 § Wallington, opp Delme Arms
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop D)

1052
1052
1054
1055
1056
1057
1058
1100
1101
1102
1103
1104
1106
1107
1108
1110
1113
1115
1116
1116
1118
1119
1121
1122
1123
1123
1124
1125
1125
1127
1128
1130
1131
1134
1135
1136
1137
1137
1138
1139
1141
1141
1141
1142
1143
1143
1144
1144
1145
1146
1147
1148
1148
1150
1151
1152
1153
1154
1156
1156
1157
1158
1158
1159
1203

1104
1104
1106
1107
1108
1109
1110
1112
1113
1114
1115
1116
1118
1119
1120
1122
1125
1127
1128
1128
1130
1131
1133
1134
1135
1135
1136
1137
1137
1139
1140
1142
1143
1146
1147
1148
1149
1149
1150
1151
1153
1153
1153
1154
1155
1155
1156
1156
1157
1158
1159
1200
1200
1202
1203
1204
1205
1206
1208
1208
1209
1210
1210
1211
1215

1116
1116
1118
1119
1120
1121
1122
1124
1125
1126
1127
1128
1130
1131
1132
1134
1137
1139
1140
1140
1142
1143
1145
1146
1147
1147
1148
1149
1149
1151
1152
1154
1155
1158
1159
1200
1201
1201
1202
1203
1205
1205
1205
1206
1207
1207
1208
1208
1209
1210
1211
1212
1212
1214
1215
1216
1217
1218
1220
1220
1221
1222
1222
1223
1227

1128
1128
1130
1131
1132
1133
1134
1136
1137
1138
1139
1140
1142
1143
1144
1146
1149
1151
1152
1152
1154
1155
1157
1158
1159
1159
1200
1201
1201
1203
1204
1206
1207
1210
1211
1212
1213
1213
1214
1215
1217
1217
1217
1218
1219
1219
1220
1220
1221
1222
1223
1224
1224
1226
1227
1228
1229
1230
1232
1232
1233
1234
1234
1235
1239

1140
1140
1142
1143
1144
1145
1146
1148
1149
1150
1151
1152
1154
1155
1156
1158
1201
1203
1204
1204
1206
1207
1209
1210
1211
1211
1212
1213
1213
1215
1216
1218
1219
1222
1223
1224
1225
1225
1226
1227
1229
1229
1229
1230
1231
1231
1232
1232
1233
1234
1235
1236
1236
1238
1239
1240
1241
1242
1244
1244
1245
1246
1246
1247
1251

1152
1152
1154
1155
1156
1157
1158
1200
1201
1202
1203
1204
1206
1207
1208
1210
1213
1215
1216
1216
1218
1219
1221
1222
1223
1223
1224
1225
1225
1227
1228
1230
1231
1234
1235
1236
1237
1237
1238
1239
1241
1241
1241
1242
1243
1243
1244
1244
1245
1246
1247
1248
1248
1250
1251
1252
1253
1254
1256
1256
1257
1258
1258
1259
1303

1204
1204
1206
1207
1208
1209
1210
1212
1213
1214
1215
1216
1218
1219
1220
1222
1225
1227
1228
1228
1230
1231
1233
1234
1235
1235
1236
1237
1237
1239
1240
1242
1243
1246
1247
1248
1249
1249
1250
1251
1253
1253
1253
1254
1255
1255
1256
1256
1257
1258
1259
1300
1300
1302
1303
1304
1305
1306
1308
1308
1309
1310
1310
1311
1315

1216
1216
1218
1219
1220
1221
1222
1224
1225
1226
1227
1228
1230
1231
1232
1234
1237
1239
1240
1240
1242
1243
1245
1246
1247
1247
1248
1249
1249
1251
1252
1254
1255
1258
1259
1300
1301
1301
1302
1303
1305
1305
1305
1306
1307
1307
1308
1308
1309
1310
1311
1312
1312
1314
1315
1316
1317
1318
1320
1320
1321
1322
1322
1323
1327

1228
1228
1230
1231
1232
1233
1234
1236
1237
1238
1239
1240
1242
1243
1244
1246
1249
1251
1252
1252
1254
1255
1257
1258
1259
1259
1300
1301
1301
1303
1304
1306
1307
1310
1311
1312
1313
1313
1314
1315
1317
1317
1317
1318
1319
1319
1320
1320
1321
1322
1323
1324
1324
1326
1327
1328
1329
1330
1332
1332
1333
1334
1334
1335
1339

1240
1240
1242
1243
1244
1245
1246
1248
1249
1250
1251
1252
1254
1255
1256
1258
1301
1303
1304
1304
1306
1307
1309
1310
1311
1311
1312
1313
1313
1315
1316
1318
1319
1322
1323
1324
1325
1325
1326
1327
1329
1329
1329
1330
1331
1331
1332
1332
1333
1334
1335
1336
1336
1338
1339
1340
1341
1342
1344
1344
1345
1346
1346
1347
1351

1252
1252
1254
1255
1256
1257
1258
1300
1301
1302
1303
1304
1306
1307
1308
1310
1313
1315
1316
1316
1318
1319
1321
1322
1323
1323
1324
1325
1325
1327
1328
1330
1331
1334
1335
1336
1337
1337
1338
1339
1341
1341
1341
1342
1343
1343
1344
1344
1345
1346
1347
1348
1348
1350
1351
1352
1353
1354
1356
1356
1357
1358
1358
1359
1403

1304
1304
1306
1307
1308
1309
1310
1312
1313
1314
1315
1316
1318
1319
1320
1322
1325
1327
1328
1328
1330
1331
1333
1334
1335
1335
1336
1337
1337
1339
1340
1342
1343
1346
1347
1348
1349
1349
1350
1351
1353
1353
1353
1354
1355
1355
1356
1356
1357
1358
1359
1400
1400
1402
1403
1404
1405
1406
1408
1408
1409
1410
1410
1411
1415

1316
1316
1318
1319
1320
1321
1322
1324
1325
1326
1327
1328
1330
1331
1332
1334
1337
1339
1340
1340
1342
1343
1345
1346
1347
1347
1348
1349
1349
1351
1352
1354
1355
1358
1359
1400
1401
1401
1402
1403
1405
1405
1405
1406
1407
1407
1408
1408
1409
1410
1411
1412
1412
1414
1415
1416
1417
1418
1420
1420
1421
1422
1422
1423
1427

1328
1328
1330
1331
1332
1333
1334
1336
1337
1338
1339
1340
1342
1343
1344
1346
1349
1351
1352
1352
1354
1355
1357
1358
1359
1359
1400
1401
1401
1403
1404
1406
1407
1410
1411
1412
1413
1413
1414
1415
1417
1417
1417
1418
1419
1419
1420
1420
1421
1422
1423
1424
1424
1426
1427
1428
1429
1430
1432
1432
1433
1434
1434
1435
1439

1340
1340
1342
1343
1344
1345
1346
1348
1349
1350
1351
1352
1354
1355
1356
1358
1401
1403
1404
1404
1406
1407
1409
1410
1411
1411
1412
1413
1413
1415
1416
1418
1419
1422
1423
1424
1425
1425
1426
1427
1429
1429
1429
1430
1431
1431
1432
1432
1433
1434
1435
1436
1436
1438
1439
1440
1441
1442
1444
1444
1445
1446
1446
1447
1451

1352
1352
1354
1355
1356
1357
1358
1400
1401
1402
1403
1404
1406
1407
1408
1410
1413
1415
1416
1416
1418
1419
1421
1422
1423
1423
1424
1425
1425
1427
1428
1430
1431
1434
1435
1436
1437
1437
1438
1439
1441
1441
1441
1442
1443
1443
1444
1444
1445
1446
1447
1448
1448
1450
1451
1452
1453
1454
1456
1456
1457
1458
1458
1459
1503

1404
1404
1406
1407
1408
1409
1410
1412
1413
1414
1415
1416
1418
1419
1420
1422
1425
1427
1428
1428
1430
1431
1433
1434
1435
1435
1436
1437
1437
1439
1440
1442
1443
1446
1447
1448
1449
1449
1450
1451
1453
1453
1453
1454
1455
1455
1456
1456
1457
1458
1459
1500
1500
1502
1503
1504
1505
1506
1508
1508
1509
1510
1510
1511
1515

1416
1416
1418
1419
1420
1421
1422
1424
1425
1426
1427
1428
1430
1431
1432
1434
1437
1439
1440
1440
1442
1443
1445
1446
1447
1447
1448
1449
1449
1451
1452
1454
1455
1458
1459
1500
1501
1501
1502
1503
1505
1505
1505
1506
1507
1507
1508
1508
1509
1510
1511
1512
1512
1514
1515
1516
1517
1518
1520
1520
1521
1522
1522
1523
1527

Notes: § - Time at this stop is indicative. You are advised to be at any stop several minutes before the times shown

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  22/09/20
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3 Southsea - Gunwharf - City Centre - Cosham - QA Hospital - Paulsgrove -
Portchester - Fareham

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 20/09/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Saturdays
Southsea, South Parade Pier (Stop E)
 § Southsea, Clarendon Road (N-bound)
 § Southsea, The Strand (NW-bound)
 § Southsea, The Circle (NW-bound)
Southsea, Southsea Shops (Stop B)
 § Southsea, St. Judes Church (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Friendship House (N-bound)
 § Southsea, Green Road (W-bound)
 § Southsea, Kings Road Junction (W-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (NW-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (NW-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Gunwharf Quays (N-bound)
Portsmouth, The Hard Interchange (Stand F)
 § Portsea, Curzon Howe Road (E-bound)
 § Portsea, HMS Nelson (E-bound)
City Centre, City Shops South (Stop E)
 § City Centre, City Shops North (Stop Y)
 § Landport, Clarendon Street (NE-bound)
Kingston, Fratton Road (E-bound)
 § Kingston, Hanway Road (N-bound)
 § Kingston, Queen’s Road (NW-bound)
 § Kingston, Kingston Crescent (N-bound)
North End, North End Junction (Stop E)
 § North End, Mayfield Road (N-bound)
 § North End, Ophir Road (N-bound)
 § North End, Merrivale Road (NE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Beechwood Road (NE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Trafalgar School (N-bound)
 § Hilsea, Coach and Horses (NW-bound)
Hilsea, Hilsea Lido (Stop A)
 § Cosham, King George Playing Fields (Stand F)
Cosham, Health Centre (Stop A)
 § QA Hospital, First Avenue (Stand L)
QA Hospital, QA Hospital Main (Stop A)
 § QA Hospital, Peterborough Road (Stand M)
 § Wymering, Wymering Lane (NW-bound)
 § Wymering, Washbrook Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Blakemere Crescent (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Beehive Terrace (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Walford Road (SW-bound)
Paulsgrove, Allaway Avenue Shops (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Nailsworth Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Woofferton Road (SW-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, o/s Victory Primary School
 § Paulsgrove, opp Bodmin Road
 § Paulsgrove, Pendennis Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Truro Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Rowland Road (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Mountview Avenue (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Portsview Gardens (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Station Road (S-bound)
Portchester, Precinct (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, The Keep (S-bound)
 § Portchester, opp White Hart Co-Op
 § Portchester, adj Neville Avenue
 § Portchester, Marina Grove (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Westlands Grove (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, adj Cranleigh Road
Portchester, The Seagull (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, Beaulieu Avenue (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Condor Roundabout (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Birdwood Grove (NW-bound)
 § Wallington, Down End Road (W-bound)
 § Wallington, opp Delme Arms
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop D)

1428
1428
1430
1431
1432
1433
1434
1436
1437
1438
1439
1440
1442
1443
1444
1446
1449
1451
1452
1452
1454
1455
1457
1458
1459
1459
1500
1501
1501
1503
1504
1506
1507
1510
1511
1512
1513
1513
1514
1515
1517
1517
1517
1518
1519
1519
1520
1520
1521
1522
1523
1524
1524
1526
1527
1528
1529
1530
1532
1532
1533
1534
1534
1535
1539

1440
1440
1442
1443
1444
1445
1446
1448
1449
1450
1451
1452
1454
1455
1456
1458
1501
1503
1504
1504
1506
1507
1509
1510
1511
1511
1512
1513
1513
1515
1516
1518
1519
1522
1523
1524
1525
1525
1526
1527
1529
1529
1529
1530
1531
1531
1532
1532
1533
1534
1535
1536
1536
1538
1539
1540
1541
1542
1544
1544
1545
1546
1546
1547
1551

1452
1452
1454
1455
1456
1457
1458
1500
1501
1502
1503
1504
1506
1507
1508
1510
1513
1515
1516
1516
1518
1519
1521
1522
1523
1523
1524
1525
1525
1527
1528
1530
1531
1534
1535
1536
1537
1537
1538
1539
1541
1541
1541
1542
1543
1543
1544
1544
1545
1546
1547
1548
1548
1550
1551
1552
1553
1554
1556
1556
1557
1558
1558
1559
1603

1504
1504
1506
1507
1508
1509
1510
1512
1513
1514
1515
1516
1518
1519
1520
1522
1525
1527
1528
1528
1530
1531
1533
1534
1535
1535
1536
1537
1537
1539
1540
1542
1543
1546
1547
1548
1549
1549
1550
1551
1553
1553
1553
1554
1555
1555
1556
1556
1557
1558
1559
1600
1600
1602
1603
1604
1605
1606
1608
1608
1609
1610
1610
1611
1615

1516
1516
1518
1519
1520
1521
1522
1524
1525
1526
1527
1528
1530
1531
1532
1534
1537
1539
1540
1540
1542
1543
1545
1546
1547
1547
1548
1549
1549
1551
1552
1554
1555
1558
1559
1600
1601
1601
1602
1603
1605
1605
1605
1606
1607
1607
1608
1608
1609
1610
1611
1612
1612
1614
1615
1616
1617
1618
1620
1620
1621
1622
1622
1623
1627

1528
1528
1530
1531
1532
1533
1534
1536
1537
1538
1539
1540
1542
1543
1544
1546
1549
1551
1552
1552
1554
1555
1557
1558
1559
1559
1600
1601
1601
1603
1604
1606
1607
1610
1611
1612
1613
1613
1614
1615
1617
1617
1617
1618
1619
1619
1620
1620
1621
1622
1623
1624
1624
1626
1627
1628
1629
1630
1632
1632
1633
1634
1634
1635
1639

1540
1540
1542
1543
1544
1545
1546
1548
1549
1550
1551
1552
1554
1555
1556
1558
1601
1603
1604
1604
1606
1607
1609
1610
1611
1611
1612
1613
1613
1615
1616
1618
1619
1622
1623
1624
1625
1625
1626
1627
1629
1629
1629
1630
1631
1631
1632
1632
1633
1634
1635
1636
1636
1638
1639
1640
1641
1642
1644
1644
1645
1646
1646
1647
1651

1552
1552
1554
1555
1556
1557
1558
1600
1601
1602
1603
1604
1606
1607
1608
1610
1613
1615
1616
1616
1618
1619
1621
1622
1623
1623
1624
1625
1625
1627
1628
1630
1631
1634
1635
1636
1637
1637
1638
1639
1641
1641
1641
1642
1643
1643
1644
1644
1645
1646
1647
1648
1648
1650
1651
1652
1653
1654
1656
1656
1657
1658
1658
1659
1703

1604
1604
1606
1607
1608
1609
1610
1612
1613
1614
1615
1616
1618
1619
1620
1622
1625
1627
1628
1628
1630
1631
1633
1634
1635
1635
1636
1637
1637
1639
1640
1642
1643
1646
1647
1648
1649
1649
1650
1651
1653
1653
1653
1654
1655
1655
1656
1656
1657
1658
1659
1700
1700
1702
1703
1704
1705
1706
1708
1708
1709
1710
1710
1711
1715

1616
1616
1618
1619
1620
1621
1622
1624
1625
1626
1627
1628
1630
1631
1632
1634
1637
1639
1640
1640
1642
1643
1645
1646
1647
1647
1648
1649
1649
1651
1652
1654
1655
1658
1659
1700
1701
1701
1702
1703
1705
1705
1705
1706
1707
1707
1708
1708
1709
1710
1711
1712
1712
1714
1715
1716
1717
1718
1720
1720
1721
1722
1722
1723
1727

1628
1628
1630
1631
1632
1633
1634
1636
1637
1638
1639
1640
1642
1643
1644
1646
1649
1651
1652
1652
1654
1655
1657
1658
1659
1659
1700
1701
1701
1703
1704
1706
1707
1710
1711
1712
1713
1713
1714
1715
1717
1717
1717
1718
1719
1719
1720
1720
1721
1722
1723
1724
1724
1726
1727
1728
1729
1730
1732
1732
1733
1734
1734
1735
1739

1640
1640
1642
1643
1644
1645
1646
1648
1649
1650
1651
1652
1654
1655
1656
1658
1701
1703
1704
1704
1706
1707
1709
1710
1711
1711
1712
1713
1713
1715
1716
1718
1719
1722
1723
1724
1725
1725
1726
1727
1729
1729
1729
1730
1731
1731
1732
1732
1733
1734
1735
1736
1736
1738
1739
1740
1741
1742
1744
1744
1745
1746
1746
1747
1751

1652
1652
1654
1655
1656
1657
1658
1700
1701
1702
1703
1704
1706
1707
1708
1710
1713
1715
1716
1716
1718
1719
1721
1722
1723
1723
1724
1725
1725
1727
1728
1730
1731
1734
1735
1736
1737
1737
1738
1739
1741
1741
1741
1742
1743
1743
1744
1744
1745
1746
1747
1748
1748
1750
1751
1752
1753
1754
1756
1756
1757
1758
1758
1759
1803

1704
1704
1706
1707
1708
1709
1710
1712
1713
1714
1715
1716
1718
1719
1720
1722
1725
1727
1728
1728
1730
1731
1733
1734
1735
1735
1736
1737
1737
1739
1740
1742
1743
1746
1747
1748
1749
1749
1750
1751
1753
1753
1753
1754
1755
1755
1756
1756
1757
1758
1759
1800
1800
1802
1803
1804
1805
1806
1808
1808
1809
1810
1810
1811
1815

1716
1716
1718
1719
1720
1721
1722
1724
1725
1726
1727
1728
1730
1731
1732
1734
1737
1739
1740
1740
1742
1743
1745
1746
1747
1747
1748
1749
1749
1751
1752
1754
1755
1758
1759
1800
1801
1801
1802
1803
1805
1805
1805
1806
1807
1807
1808
1808
1809
1810
1811
1812
1812
1814
1815
1816
1817
1818
1820
1820
1821
1822
1822
1823
1827

1728
1728
1730
1731
1732
1733
1734
1736
1737
1738
1739
1740
1742
1743
1744
1746
1749
1751
1752
1752
1754
1755
1757
1758
1759
1759
1800
1801
1801
1803
1804
1806
1807
1810
1811
1812
1813
1813
1814
1815
1817
1817
1817
1818
1819
1819
1820
1820
1821
1822
1823
1824
1824
1826
1827
1828
1829
1830
1832
1832
1833
1834
1834
1835
1839

1740
1740
1742
1743
1744
1745
1746
1748
1749
1750
1751
1752
1754
1755
1756
1758
1801
1803
1804
1804
1806
1807
1809
1810
1811
1811
1812
1813
1813
1815
1816
1818
1819
1822
1823
1824
1825
1825
1826
1827
1829
1829
1829
1830
1831
1831
1832
1832
1833
1834
1835
1836
1836
1838
1839
1840
1841
1842
1844
1844
1845
1846
1846
1847
1851

1752
1752
1754
1755
1756
1757
1758
1800
1801
1802
1803
1804
1806
1807
1808
1810
1813
1815
1816
1816
1818
1819
1821
1822
1823
1823
1824
1825
1825
1827
1828
1830
1831
1834
1835
1836
1837
1837
1838
1839
1841
1841
1841
1842
1843
1843
1844
1844
1845
1846
1847
1848
1848
1850
1851
1852
1853
1854
1856
1856
1857
1858
1858
1859
1903

Notes: § - Time at this stop is indicative. You are advised to be at any stop several minutes before the times shown

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  22/09/20
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3 Southsea - Gunwharf - City Centre - Cosham - QA Hospital - Paulsgrove -
Portchester - Fareham

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 20/09/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Saturdays
Notes

Southsea, South Parade Pier (Stop E)
 § Southsea, Clarendon Road (N-bound)
 § Southsea, The Strand (NW-bound)
 § Southsea, The Circle (NW-bound)
Southsea, Southsea Shops (Stop B)
 § Southsea, St. Judes Church (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Friendship House (N-bound)
 § Southsea, Green Road (W-bound)
 § Southsea, Kings Road Junction (W-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (NW-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (NW-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Gunwharf Quays (N-bound)
Portsmouth, The Hard Interchange (Stand F)
 § Portsea, Curzon Howe Road (E-bound)
 § Portsea, HMS Nelson (E-bound)
City Centre, City Shops South (Stop E)
 § City Centre, City Shops North (Stop Y)
 § Landport, Clarendon Street (NE-bound)
Kingston, Fratton Road (E-bound)
 § Kingston, Hanway Road (N-bound)
 § Kingston, Queen’s Road (NW-bound)
 § Kingston, Kingston Crescent (N-bound)
North End, North End Junction (Stop E)
 § North End, Mayfield Road (N-bound)
 § North End, Ophir Road (N-bound)
 § North End, Merrivale Road (NE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Beechwood Road (NE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Trafalgar School (N-bound)
 § Hilsea, Coach and Horses (NW-bound)
Hilsea, Hilsea Lido (Stop A)
 § Cosham, King George Playing Fields (Stand F)
Cosham, Health Centre (Stop A)
 § QA Hospital, First Avenue (Stand L)
QA Hospital, QA Hospital Main (Stop A)
 § QA Hospital, Peterborough Road (Stand M)
 § Wymering, Wymering Lane (NW-bound)
 § Wymering, Washbrook Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Blakemere Crescent (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Beehive Terrace (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Walford Road (SW-bound)
Paulsgrove, Allaway Avenue Shops (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Nailsworth Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Woofferton Road (SW-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, o/s Victory Primary School
 § Paulsgrove, opp Bodmin Road
 § Paulsgrove, Pendennis Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Truro Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Rowland Road (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Mountview Avenue (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Portsview Gardens (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Station Road (S-bound)
Portchester, Precinct (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, The Keep (S-bound)
 § Portchester, opp White Hart Co-Op
 § Portchester, adj Neville Avenue
 § Portchester, Marina Grove (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Westlands Grove (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, adj Cranleigh Road
Portchester, The Seagull (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, Beaulieu Avenue (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Condor Roundabout (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Birdwood Grove (NW-bound)
 § Wallington, Down End Road (W-bound)
 § Wallington, opp Delme Arms
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop D)

1804
1804
1806
1807
1808
1809
1810
1812
1813
1814
1815
1816
1818
1819
1820
1822
1825
1827
1828
1828
1830
1831
1833
1834
1835
1835
1836
1837
1837
1839
1840
1842
1843
1846
1847
1848
1849
1849
1850
1851
1853
1853
1853
1854
1855
1855
1856
1856
1857
1858
1859
1900
1900
1902
1903
1904
1905
1906
1908
1908
1909
1910
1910
1911
1915

1816
1816
1818
1819
1820
1821
1822
1824
1825
1826
1827
1828
1830
1831
1832
1834
1837
1839
1840
1840
1842
1843
1845
1846
1847
1847
1848
1849
1849
1851
1852
1854
1855
1858
1859
1900
1901
1901
1902
1903
1905
1905
1905
1906
1907
1907
1908
1908
1909
1910
1911
1912
1912
1914
1915
1916
1917
1918
1920
1920
1921
1922
1922
1923
1927

1840
1840
1842
1843
1844
1845
1846
1848
1849
1850
1851
1852
1854
1855
1856
1858
1901
1903
1904
1904
1906
1907
1909
1910
1911
1911
1912
1913
1913
1915
1916
1918
1919
1922
1923
1924
1925
1925
1926
1927
1929
1929
1929
1930
1931
1931
1932
1932
1933
1934
1935
1936
1936
1938
1939
1940
1941
1942
1944
1944
1945
1946
1946
1947
1951

1856
1856
1858
1859
1900
1901
1902
1904
1905
1906
1907
1908
1910
1911
1912
1914
1917
1919
1920
1920
1922
1923
1925
1926
1927
1927
1928
1929
1929
1931
1932
1934
1935
1938
1939
1940
1941
1941
1942
1943
1945
1945
1945
1946
1947
1947
1948
1948
1949
1950
1951
1952
1952
1954
1955
1956
1957
1958
2000
2000
2001
2002
2002
2003
2007

1926
1926
1928
1929
1930
1931
1932
1934
1935
1936
1937
1938
1940
1941
1942
1944
1947
1949
1950
1950
1952
1953
1955
1956
1957
1957
1958
1959
1959
2001
2002
2004
2005
2008
2009
2010
2011
2011
2012
2013
2015
2015
2015
2016
2017
2017
2018
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2022
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2030
2030
2031
2032
2032
2033
2037

1956
1956
1958
1959
2000
2001
2002
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2010
2011
2012
2014
2017
2019
2020
2020
2022
2023
2025
2026
2027
2027
2028
2029
2029
2031
2032
2034
2035
2038
2039
2040
2041
2041
2042
2043
2045
2045
2045
2046
2047
2047
2048
2048
2049
2050
2051
2052
2052
2054
2055
2056
2057
2058
2100
2100
2101
2102
2102
2103
2107

2026
2026
2028
2029
2030
2031
2032
2034
2035
2036
2037
2038
2040
2041
2042
2044
2047
2049
2050
2050
2052
2053
2055
2056
2057
2057
2058
2059
2059
2101
2102
2104
2105
2108
2109
2110
2111
2111
2112
2113
2115
2115
2115
2116
2117
2117
2118
2118
2119
2120
2121
2122
2122
2124
2125
2126
2127
2128
2130
2130
2131
2132
2132
2133
2137

2056
2056
2058
2059
2100
2101
2102
2104
2105
2106
2107
2108
2110
2111
2112
2114
2117
2119
2120
2120
2122
2123
2125
2126
2127
2127
2128
2129
2129
2131
2132
2134
2135
2138
2139
2140
2141
2141
2142
2143
2145
2145
2145
2146
2147
2147
2148
2148
2149
2150
2151
2152
2152
2154
2155
2156
2157
2158
2200
2200
2201
2202
2202
2203
2207

2155
2155
2157
2158
2159
2200
2201
2203
2204
2205
2206
2207
2209
2210
2211
2213
2216
2218
2219
2219
2221
2222
2224
2225
2226
2226
2227
2228
2228
2230
2231
2233
2234
2237
2238
2239
2240
2240
2241
2242
2244
2244
2244
2245
2246
2246
2247
2247
2248
2249
2250
2251
2251
2253
2254
2255
2256
2257
2259
2259
2300
2301
2301
2302
2306

*
2255
2255
2257
2258
2259
2300
2301
2303
2304
2305
2306
2307
2309
2310
2311
2313
2316
2318
2319
2319
2321
2322
2324
2325
2326
2326
2327
2328
2328
2330
2331
2333
2334
2337
2338
2339
2340
2340
2341
2342
2344
2344
2344
2345
2346
2346
2347
2347
2348
2349
2350
2351
2351
2353
2354
2355
2356
2357
2359
2359
0000
0001
0001
0002
0006

Sundays

0616
0616
0618
0619
0620
0621
0622
0624
0625
0626
0627
0628
0630
0631
0632
0634
0637
0639
0640
0640
0642
0643
0645
0646
0647
0647
0648
0649
0649
0651
0652
0654
0655
0658
0659
0700
0701
0701
0702
0703
0705
0705
0705
0706
0707
0707
0708
0708
0709
0710
0711
0712
0712
0714
0715
0716
0717
0718
0720
0720
0721
0722
0722
0723
0727

0650
0651
0652
0654
0657
0659
0700
0700
0702
0703
0705
0706
0707
0707
0708
0709
0709
0711
0712
0714
0715
0718
0719
0720
0721
0721
0722
0723
0725
0725
0725
0726
0727
0727
0728
0728
0729
0730
0731
0732
0732
0734
0735
0736
0737
0738
0740
0740
0741
0742
0742
0743
0747

0710
0711
0712
0714
0717
0719
0720
0720
0722
0723
0725
0726
0727
0727
0728
0729
0729
0731
0732
0734
0735
0738
0739
0740
0741
0741
0742
0743
0745
0745
0745
0746
0747
0747
0748
0748
0749
0750
0751
0752
0752
0754
0755
0756
0757
0758
0800
0800
0801
0802
0802
0803
0807

0716
0716
0718
0719
0720
0721
0722
0724
0725
0726
0727
0728
0730
0731
0732
0734
0737
0739
0740
0740
0742
0743
0745
0746
0747
0747
0748
0749
0749
0751
0752
0754
0755
0758
0759
0800
0801
0801
0802
0803
0805
0805
0805
0806
0807
0807
0808
0808
0809
0810
0811
0812
0812
0814
0815
0816
0817
0818
0820
0820
0821
0822
0822
0823
0827

0740
0741
0742
0744
0747
0749
0750
0750
0752
0753
0755
0756
0757
0757
0758
0759
0759
0801
0802
0804
0805
0808

0736
0736
0738
0739
0740
0741
0742
0744
0745
0746
0747
0748
0750
0751
0752
0754
0757
0759
0800
0800
0802
0803
0805
0806
0807
0807
0808
0809
0809
0811
0812
0814
0815
0818
0819
0820
0821
0821
0822
0823
0825
0825
0825
0826
0827
0827
0828
0828
0829
0830
0831
0832
0832
0834
0835
0836
0837
0838
0840
0840
0841
0842
0842
0843
0847

0800
0801
0802
0804
0807
0809
0810
0810
0812
0813
0815
0816
0817
0817
0818
0819
0819
0821
0822
0824
0825
0828

Notes: * - Part or all of this journey operates in the morning of the following day
§ - Time at this stop is indicative. You are advised to be at any stop several minutes before the times shown

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  22/09/20
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3 Southsea - Gunwharf - City Centre - Cosham - QA Hospital - Paulsgrove -
Portchester - Fareham

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 20/09/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Sundays
Southsea, South Parade Pier (Stop E)
 § Southsea, Clarendon Road (N-bound)
 § Southsea, The Strand (NW-bound)
 § Southsea, The Circle (NW-bound)
Southsea, Southsea Shops (Stop B)
 § Southsea, St. Judes Church (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Friendship House (N-bound)
 § Southsea, Green Road (W-bound)
 § Southsea, Kings Road Junction (W-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (NW-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (NW-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Gunwharf Quays (N-bound)
Portsmouth, The Hard Interchange (Stand F)
 § Portsea, Curzon Howe Road (E-bound)
 § Portsea, HMS Nelson (E-bound)
City Centre, City Shops South (Stop E)
 § City Centre, City Shops North (Stop Y)
 § Landport, Clarendon Street (NE-bound)
Kingston, Fratton Road (E-bound)
 § Kingston, Hanway Road (N-bound)
 § Kingston, Queen’s Road (NW-bound)
 § Kingston, Kingston Crescent (N-bound)
North End, North End Junction (Stop E)
 § North End, Mayfield Road (N-bound)
 § North End, Ophir Road (N-bound)
 § North End, Merrivale Road (NE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Beechwood Road (NE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Trafalgar School (N-bound)
 § Hilsea, Coach and Horses (NW-bound)
Hilsea, Hilsea Lido (Stop A)
 § Cosham, King George Playing Fields (Stand F)
Cosham, Health Centre (Stop A)
 § QA Hospital, First Avenue (Stand L)
QA Hospital, QA Hospital Main (Stop A)
 § QA Hospital, Peterborough Road (Stand M)
 § Wymering, Wymering Lane (NW-bound)
 § Wymering, Washbrook Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Blakemere Crescent (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Beehive Terrace (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Walford Road (SW-bound)
Paulsgrove, Allaway Avenue Shops (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Nailsworth Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Woofferton Road (SW-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, o/s Victory Primary School
 § Paulsgrove, opp Bodmin Road
 § Paulsgrove, Pendennis Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Truro Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Rowland Road (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Mountview Avenue (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Portsview Gardens (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Station Road (S-bound)
Portchester, Precinct (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, The Keep (S-bound)
 § Portchester, opp White Hart Co-Op
 § Portchester, adj Neville Avenue
 § Portchester, Marina Grove (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Westlands Grove (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, adj Cranleigh Road
Portchester, The Seagull (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, Beaulieu Avenue (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Condor Roundabout (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Birdwood Grove (NW-bound)
 § Wallington, Down End Road (W-bound)
 § Wallington, opp Delme Arms
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop D)
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1103
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1103
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1111
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1154
1155
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1211
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1229
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1234
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1241
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1245
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1249
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1300
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1240
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1245
1246
1247
1247
1248
1249
1249
1251
1252
1254
1255
1258
1259
1300
1301
1301
1302
1303
1305
1305
1305
1306
1307
1307
1308
1308
1309
1310
1311
1312
1312
1314
1315
1316
1317
1318
1320
1320
1321
1322
1322
1323
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1236
1236
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1245
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1254
1257
1259
1300
1300
1302
1303
1305
1306
1307
1307
1308
1309
1309
1311
1312
1314
1315
1318
1319
1320
1321
1321
1322
1323
1325
1325
1325
1326
1327
1327
1328
1328
1329
1330
1331
1332
1332
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1335
1336
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1338
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1340
1341
1342
1342
1343
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1301
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1325
1326
1327
1327
1328
1329
1329
1331
1332
1334
1335
1338
1339
1340
1341
1341
1342
1343
1345
1345
1345
1346
1347
1347
1348
1348
1349
1350
1351
1352
1352
1354
1355
1356
1357
1358
1400
1400
1401
1402
1402
1403
1407

1316
1316
1318
1319
1320
1321
1322
1324
1325
1326
1327
1328
1330
1331
1332
1334
1337
1339
1340
1340
1342
1343
1345
1346
1347
1347
1348
1349
1349
1351
1352
1354
1355
1358
1359
1400
1401
1401
1402
1403
1405
1405
1405
1406
1407
1407
1408
1408
1409
1410
1411
1412
1412
1414
1415
1416
1417
1418
1420
1420
1421
1422
1422
1423
1427

1336
1336
1338
1339
1340
1341
1342
1344
1345
1346
1347
1348
1350
1351
1352
1354
1357
1359
1400
1400
1402
1403
1405
1406
1407
1407
1408
1409
1409
1411
1412
1414
1415
1418
1419
1420
1421
1421
1422
1423
1425
1425
1425
1426
1427
1427
1428
1428
1429
1430
1431
1432
1432
1434
1435
1436
1437
1438
1440
1440
1441
1442
1442
1443
1447

Notes: § - Time at this stop is indicative. You are advised to be at any stop several minutes before the times shown

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  22/09/20
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3 Southsea - Gunwharf - City Centre - Cosham - QA Hospital - Paulsgrove -
Portchester - Fareham

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 20/09/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Sundays
Southsea, South Parade Pier (Stop E)
 § Southsea, Clarendon Road (N-bound)
 § Southsea, The Strand (NW-bound)
 § Southsea, The Circle (NW-bound)
Southsea, Southsea Shops (Stop B)
 § Southsea, St. Judes Church (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Friendship House (N-bound)
 § Southsea, Green Road (W-bound)
 § Southsea, Kings Road Junction (W-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (NW-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (NW-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Gunwharf Quays (N-bound)
Portsmouth, The Hard Interchange (Stand F)
 § Portsea, Curzon Howe Road (E-bound)
 § Portsea, HMS Nelson (E-bound)
City Centre, City Shops South (Stop E)
 § City Centre, City Shops North (Stop Y)
 § Landport, Clarendon Street (NE-bound)
Kingston, Fratton Road (E-bound)
 § Kingston, Hanway Road (N-bound)
 § Kingston, Queen’s Road (NW-bound)
 § Kingston, Kingston Crescent (N-bound)
North End, North End Junction (Stop E)
 § North End, Mayfield Road (N-bound)
 § North End, Ophir Road (N-bound)
 § North End, Merrivale Road (NE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Beechwood Road (NE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Trafalgar School (N-bound)
 § Hilsea, Coach and Horses (NW-bound)
Hilsea, Hilsea Lido (Stop A)
 § Cosham, King George Playing Fields (Stand F)
Cosham, Health Centre (Stop A)
 § QA Hospital, First Avenue (Stand L)
QA Hospital, QA Hospital Main (Stop A)
 § QA Hospital, Peterborough Road (Stand M)
 § Wymering, Wymering Lane (NW-bound)
 § Wymering, Washbrook Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Blakemere Crescent (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Beehive Terrace (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Walford Road (SW-bound)
Paulsgrove, Allaway Avenue Shops (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Nailsworth Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Woofferton Road (SW-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, o/s Victory Primary School
 § Paulsgrove, opp Bodmin Road
 § Paulsgrove, Pendennis Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Truro Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Rowland Road (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Mountview Avenue (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Portsview Gardens (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Station Road (S-bound)
Portchester, Precinct (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, The Keep (S-bound)
 § Portchester, opp White Hart Co-Op
 § Portchester, adj Neville Avenue
 § Portchester, Marina Grove (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Westlands Grove (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, adj Cranleigh Road
Portchester, The Seagull (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, Beaulieu Avenue (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Condor Roundabout (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Birdwood Grove (NW-bound)
 § Wallington, Down End Road (W-bound)
 § Wallington, opp Delme Arms
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop D)
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1941
1942
1944
1947
1949
1950
1950
1952
1953
1955
1956
1957
1957
1958
1959
1959
2001
2002
2004
2005
2008
2009
2010
2011
2011
2012
2013
2015
2015
2015
2016
2017
2017
2018
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2022
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2030
2030
2031
2032
2032
2033
2037

1956
1956
1958
1959
2000
2001
2002
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2010
2011
2012
2014
2017
2019
2020
2020
2022
2023
2025
2026
2027
2027
2028
2029
2029
2031
2032
2034
2035
2038
2039
2040
2041
2041
2042
2043
2045
2045
2045
2046
2047
2047
2048
2048
2049
2050
2051
2052
2052
2054
2055
2056
2057
2058
2100
2100
2101
2102
2102
2103
2107

Notes: § - Time at this stop is indicative. You are advised to be at any stop several minutes before the times shown

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  22/09/20

118

Page 332



3 Southsea - Gunwharf - City Centre - Cosham - QA Hospital - Paulsgrove -
Portchester - Fareham

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 20/09/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Sundays
Southsea, South Parade Pier (Stop E)
 § Southsea, Clarendon Road (N-bound)
 § Southsea, The Strand (NW-bound)
 § Southsea, The Circle (NW-bound)
Southsea, Southsea Shops (Stop B)
 § Southsea, St. Judes Church (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Friendship House (N-bound)
 § Southsea, Green Road (W-bound)
 § Southsea, Kings Road Junction (W-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (NW-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (NW-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Gunwharf Quays (N-bound)
Portsmouth, The Hard Interchange (Stand F)
 § Portsea, Curzon Howe Road (E-bound)
 § Portsea, HMS Nelson (E-bound)
City Centre, City Shops South (Stop E)
 § City Centre, City Shops North (Stop Y)
 § Landport, Clarendon Street (NE-bound)
Kingston, Fratton Road (E-bound)
 § Kingston, Hanway Road (N-bound)
 § Kingston, Queen’s Road (NW-bound)
 § Kingston, Kingston Crescent (N-bound)
North End, North End Junction (Stop E)
 § North End, Mayfield Road (N-bound)
 § North End, Ophir Road (N-bound)
 § North End, Merrivale Road (NE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Beechwood Road (NE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Trafalgar School (N-bound)
 § Hilsea, Coach and Horses (NW-bound)
Hilsea, Hilsea Lido (Stop A)
 § Cosham, King George Playing Fields (Stand F)
Cosham, Health Centre (Stop A)
 § QA Hospital, First Avenue (Stand L)
QA Hospital, QA Hospital Main (Stop A)
 § QA Hospital, Peterborough Road (Stand M)
 § Wymering, Wymering Lane (NW-bound)
 § Wymering, Washbrook Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Blakemere Crescent (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Beehive Terrace (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Walford Road (SW-bound)
Paulsgrove, Allaway Avenue Shops (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Nailsworth Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Woofferton Road (SW-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, o/s Victory Primary School
 § Paulsgrove, opp Bodmin Road
 § Paulsgrove, Pendennis Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Truro Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Rowland Road (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Mountview Avenue (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Portsview Gardens (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Station Road (S-bound)
Portchester, Precinct (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, The Keep (S-bound)
 § Portchester, opp White Hart Co-Op
 § Portchester, adj Neville Avenue
 § Portchester, Marina Grove (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Westlands Grove (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, adj Cranleigh Road
Portchester, The Seagull (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, Beaulieu Avenue (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Condor Roundabout (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Birdwood Grove (NW-bound)
 § Wallington, Down End Road (W-bound)
 § Wallington, opp Delme Arms
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop D)

2026
2026
2028
2029
2030
2031
2032
2034
2035
2036
2037
2038
2040
2041
2042
2044
2047
2049
2050
2050
2052
2053
2055
2056
2057
2057
2058
2059
2059
2101
2102
2104
2105
2108
2109
2110
2111
2111
2112
2113
2115
2115
2115
2116
2117
2117
2118
2118
2119
2120
2121
2122
2122
2124
2125
2126
2127
2128
2130
2130
2131
2132
2132
2133
2137

2056
2056
2058
2059
2100
2101
2102
2104
2105
2106
2107
2108
2110
2111
2112
2114
2117
2119
2120
2120
2122
2123
2125
2126
2127
2127
2128
2129
2129
2131
2132
2134
2135
2138
2139
2140
2141
2141
2142
2143
2145
2145
2145
2146
2147
2147
2148
2148
2149
2150
2151
2152
2152
2154
2155
2156
2157
2158
2200
2200
2201
2202
2202
2203
2207

2155
2155
2157
2158
2159
2200
2201
2203
2204
2205
2206
2207
2209
2210
2211
2213
2216
2218
2219
2219
2221
2222
2224
2225
2226
2226
2227
2228
2228
2230
2231
2233
2234
2237

Bank Holidays
0616
0616
0618
0619
0620
0621
0622
0624
0625
0626
0627
0628
0630
0631
0632
0634
0637
0639
0640
0640
0642
0643
0645
0646
0647
0647
0648
0649
0649
0651
0652
0654
0655
0658
0659
0700
0701
0701
0702
0703
0705
0705
0705
0706
0707
0707
0708
0708
0709
0710
0711
0712
0712
0714
0715
0716
0717
0718
0720
0720
0721
0722
0722
0723
0727

0650
0651
0652
0654
0657
0659
0700
0700
0702
0703
0705
0706
0707
0707
0708
0709
0709
0711
0712
0714
0715
0718
0719
0720
0721
0721
0722
0723
0725
0725
0725
0726
0727
0727
0728
0728
0729
0730
0731
0732
0732
0734
0735
0736
0737
0738
0740
0740
0741
0742
0742
0743
0747

0710
0711
0712
0714
0717
0719
0720
0720
0722
0723
0725
0726
0727
0727
0728
0729
0729
0731
0732
0734
0735
0738
0739
0740
0741
0741
0742
0743
0745
0745
0745
0746
0747
0747
0748
0748
0749
0750
0751
0752
0752
0754
0755
0756
0757
0758
0800
0800
0801
0802
0802
0803
0807

0716
0716
0718
0719
0720
0721
0722
0724
0725
0726
0727
0728
0730
0731
0732
0734
0737
0739
0740
0740
0742
0743
0745
0746
0747
0747
0748
0749
0749
0751
0752
0754
0755
0758
0759
0800
0801
0801
0802
0803
0805
0805
0805
0806
0807
0807
0808
0808
0809
0810
0811
0812
0812
0814
0815
0816
0817
0818
0820
0820
0821
0822
0822
0823
0827

0740
0741
0742
0744
0747
0749
0750
0750
0752
0753
0755
0756
0757
0757
0758
0759
0759
0801
0802
0804
0805
0808

0736
0736
0738
0739
0740
0741
0742
0744
0745
0746
0747
0748
0750
0751
0752
0754
0757
0759
0800
0800
0802
0803
0805
0806
0807
0807
0808
0809
0809
0811
0812
0814
0815
0818
0819
0820
0821
0821
0822
0823
0825
0825
0825
0826
0827
0827
0828
0828
0829
0830
0831
0832
0832
0834
0835
0836
0837
0838
0840
0840
0841
0842
0842
0843
0847

0800
0801
0802
0804
0807
0809
0810
0810
0812
0813
0815
0816
0817
0817
0818
0819
0819
0821
0822
0824
0825
0828

0756
0756
0758
0759
0800
0801
0802
0804
0805
0806
0807
0808
0810
0811
0812
0814
0817
0819
0820
0820
0822
0823
0825
0826
0827
0827
0828
0829
0829
0831
0832
0834
0835
0838
0839
0840
0841
0841
0842
0843
0845
0845
0845
0846
0847
0847
0848
0848
0849
0850
0851
0852
0852
0854
0855
0856
0857
0858
0900
0900
0901
0902
0902
0903
0907

0816
0816
0818
0819
0820
0821
0822
0824
0825
0826
0827
0828
0830
0831
0832
0834
0837
0839
0840
0840
0842
0843
0845
0846
0847
0847
0848
0849
0849
0851
0852
0854
0855
0858
0859
0900
0901
0901
0902
0903
0905
0905
0905
0906
0907
0907
0908
0908
0909
0910
0911
0912
0912
0914
0915
0916
0917
0918
0920
0920
0921
0922
0922
0923
0927

0836
0836
0838
0839
0840
0841
0842
0844
0845
0846
0847
0848
0850
0851
0852
0854
0857
0859
0900
0900
0902
0903
0905
0906
0907
0907
0908
0909
0909
0911
0912
0914
0915
0918
0919
0920
0921
0921
0922
0923
0925
0925
0925
0926
0927
0927
0928
0928
0929
0930
0931
0932
0932
0934
0935
0936
0937
0938
0940
0940
0941
0942
0942
0943
0947

0856
0856
0858
0859
0900
0901
0902
0904
0905
0906
0907
0908
0910
0911
0912
0914
0917
0919
0920
0920
0922
0923
0925
0926
0927
0927
0928
0929
0929
0931
0932
0934
0935
0938
0939
0940
0941
0941
0942
0943
0945
0945
0945
0946
0947
0947
0948
0948
0949
0950
0951
0952
0952
0954
0955
0956
0957
0958
1000
1000
1001
1002
1002
1003
1007

0916
0916
0918
0919
0920
0921
0922
0924
0925
0926
0927
0928
0930
0931
0932
0934
0937
0939
0940
0940
0942
0943
0945
0946
0947
0947
0948
0949
0949
0951
0952
0954
0955
0958
0959
1000
1001
1001
1002
1003
1005
1005
1005
1006
1007
1007
1008
1008
1009
1010
1011
1012
1012
1014
1015
1016
1017
1018
1020
1020
1021
1022
1022
1023
1027

0936
0936
0938
0939
0940
0941
0942
0944
0945
0946
0947
0948
0950
0951
0952
0954
0957
0959
1000
1000
1002
1003
1005
1006
1007
1007
1008
1009
1009
1011
1012
1014
1015
1018
1019
1020
1021
1021
1022
1023
1025
1025
1025
1026
1027
1027
1028
1028
1029
1030
1031
1032
1032
1034
1035
1036
1037
1038
1040
1040
1041
1042
1042
1043
1047

0956
0956
0958
0959
1000
1001
1002
1004
1005
1006
1007
1008
1010
1011
1012
1014
1017
1019
1020
1020
1022
1023
1025
1026
1027
1027
1028
1029
1029
1031
1032
1034
1035
1038
1039
1040
1041
1041
1042
1043
1045
1045
1045
1046
1047
1047
1048
1048
1049
1050
1051
1052
1052
1054
1055
1056
1057
1058
1100
1100
1101
1102
1102
1103
1107

Notes: § - Time at this stop is indicative. You are advised to be at any stop several minutes before the times shown

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  22/09/20
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3 Southsea - Gunwharf - City Centre - Cosham - QA Hospital - Paulsgrove -
Portchester - Fareham

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 20/09/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Bank Holidays
Southsea, South Parade Pier (Stop E)
 § Southsea, Clarendon Road (N-bound)
 § Southsea, The Strand (NW-bound)
 § Southsea, The Circle (NW-bound)
Southsea, Southsea Shops (Stop B)
 § Southsea, St. Judes Church (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Friendship House (N-bound)
 § Southsea, Green Road (W-bound)
 § Southsea, Kings Road Junction (W-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (NW-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (NW-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Gunwharf Quays (N-bound)
Portsmouth, The Hard Interchange (Stand F)
 § Portsea, Curzon Howe Road (E-bound)
 § Portsea, HMS Nelson (E-bound)
City Centre, City Shops South (Stop E)
 § City Centre, City Shops North (Stop Y)
 § Landport, Clarendon Street (NE-bound)
Kingston, Fratton Road (E-bound)
 § Kingston, Hanway Road (N-bound)
 § Kingston, Queen’s Road (NW-bound)
 § Kingston, Kingston Crescent (N-bound)
North End, North End Junction (Stop E)
 § North End, Mayfield Road (N-bound)
 § North End, Ophir Road (N-bound)
 § North End, Merrivale Road (NE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Beechwood Road (NE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Trafalgar School (N-bound)
 § Hilsea, Coach and Horses (NW-bound)
Hilsea, Hilsea Lido (Stop A)
 § Cosham, King George Playing Fields (Stand F)
Cosham, Health Centre (Stop A)
 § QA Hospital, First Avenue (Stand L)
QA Hospital, QA Hospital Main (Stop A)
 § QA Hospital, Peterborough Road (Stand M)
 § Wymering, Wymering Lane (NW-bound)
 § Wymering, Washbrook Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Blakemere Crescent (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Beehive Terrace (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Walford Road (SW-bound)
Paulsgrove, Allaway Avenue Shops (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Nailsworth Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Woofferton Road (SW-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, o/s Victory Primary School
 § Paulsgrove, opp Bodmin Road
 § Paulsgrove, Pendennis Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Truro Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Rowland Road (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Mountview Avenue (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Portsview Gardens (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Station Road (S-bound)
Portchester, Precinct (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, The Keep (S-bound)
 § Portchester, opp White Hart Co-Op
 § Portchester, adj Neville Avenue
 § Portchester, Marina Grove (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Westlands Grove (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, adj Cranleigh Road
Portchester, The Seagull (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, Beaulieu Avenue (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Condor Roundabout (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Birdwood Grove (NW-bound)
 § Wallington, Down End Road (W-bound)
 § Wallington, opp Delme Arms
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop D)

1016
1016
1018
1019
1020
1021
1022
1024
1025
1026
1027
1028
1030
1031
1032
1034
1037
1039
1040
1040
1042
1043
1045
1046
1047
1047
1048
1049
1049
1051
1052
1054
1055
1058
1059
1100
1101
1101
1102
1103
1105
1105
1105
1106
1107
1107
1108
1108
1109
1110
1111
1112
1112
1114
1115
1116
1117
1118
1120
1120
1121
1122
1122
1123
1127

1036
1036
1038
1039
1040
1041
1042
1044
1045
1046
1047
1048
1050
1051
1052
1054
1057
1059
1100
1100
1102
1103
1105
1106
1107
1107
1108
1109
1109
1111
1112
1114
1115
1118
1119
1120
1121
1121
1122
1123
1125
1125
1125
1126
1127
1127
1128
1128
1129
1130
1131
1132
1132
1134
1135
1136
1137
1138
1140
1140
1141
1142
1142
1143
1147

1056
1056
1058
1059
1100
1101
1102
1104
1105
1106
1107
1108
1110
1111
1112
1114
1117
1119
1120
1120
1122
1123
1125
1126
1127
1127
1128
1129
1129
1131
1132
1134
1135
1138
1139
1140
1141
1141
1142
1143
1145
1145
1145
1146
1147
1147
1148
1148
1149
1150
1151
1152
1152
1154
1155
1156
1157
1158
1200
1200
1201
1202
1202
1203
1207

1116
1116
1118
1119
1120
1121
1122
1124
1125
1126
1127
1128
1130
1131
1132
1134
1137
1139
1140
1140
1142
1143
1145
1146
1147
1147
1148
1149
1149
1151
1152
1154
1155
1158
1159
1200
1201
1201
1202
1203
1205
1205
1205
1206
1207
1207
1208
1208
1209
1210
1211
1212
1212
1214
1215
1216
1217
1218
1220
1220
1221
1222
1222
1223
1227

1136
1136
1138
1139
1140
1141
1142
1144
1145
1146
1147
1148
1150
1151
1152
1154
1157
1159
1200
1200
1202
1203
1205
1206
1207
1207
1208
1209
1209
1211
1212
1214
1215
1218
1219
1220
1221
1221
1222
1223
1225
1225
1225
1226
1227
1227
1228
1228
1229
1230
1231
1232
1232
1234
1235
1236
1237
1238
1240
1240
1241
1242
1242
1243
1247

1156
1156
1158
1159
1200
1201
1202
1204
1205
1206
1207
1208
1210
1211
1212
1214
1217
1219
1220
1220
1222
1223
1225
1226
1227
1227
1228
1229
1229
1231
1232
1234
1235
1238
1239
1240
1241
1241
1242
1243
1245
1245
1245
1246
1247
1247
1248
1248
1249
1250
1251
1252
1252
1254
1255
1256
1257
1258
1300
1300
1301
1302
1302
1303
1307

1216
1216
1218
1219
1220
1221
1222
1224
1225
1226
1227
1228
1230
1231
1232
1234
1237
1239
1240
1240
1242
1243
1245
1246
1247
1247
1248
1249
1249
1251
1252
1254
1255
1258
1259
1300
1301
1301
1302
1303
1305
1305
1305
1306
1307
1307
1308
1308
1309
1310
1311
1312
1312
1314
1315
1316
1317
1318
1320
1320
1321
1322
1322
1323
1327

1236
1236
1238
1239
1240
1241
1242
1244
1245
1246
1247
1248
1250
1251
1252
1254
1257
1259
1300
1300
1302
1303
1305
1306
1307
1307
1308
1309
1309
1311
1312
1314
1315
1318
1319
1320
1321
1321
1322
1323
1325
1325
1325
1326
1327
1327
1328
1328
1329
1330
1331
1332
1332
1334
1335
1336
1337
1338
1340
1340
1341
1342
1342
1343
1347

1256
1256
1258
1259
1300
1301
1302
1304
1305
1306
1307
1308
1310
1311
1312
1314
1317
1319
1320
1320
1322
1323
1325
1326
1327
1327
1328
1329
1329
1331
1332
1334
1335
1338
1339
1340
1341
1341
1342
1343
1345
1345
1345
1346
1347
1347
1348
1348
1349
1350
1351
1352
1352
1354
1355
1356
1357
1358
1400
1400
1401
1402
1402
1403
1407

1316
1316
1318
1319
1320
1321
1322
1324
1325
1326
1327
1328
1330
1331
1332
1334
1337
1339
1340
1340
1342
1343
1345
1346
1347
1347
1348
1349
1349
1351
1352
1354
1355
1358
1359
1400
1401
1401
1402
1403
1405
1405
1405
1406
1407
1407
1408
1408
1409
1410
1411
1412
1412
1414
1415
1416
1417
1418
1420
1420
1421
1422
1422
1423
1427

1336
1336
1338
1339
1340
1341
1342
1344
1345
1346
1347
1348
1350
1351
1352
1354
1357
1359
1400
1400
1402
1403
1405
1406
1407
1407
1408
1409
1409
1411
1412
1414
1415
1418
1419
1420
1421
1421
1422
1423
1425
1425
1425
1426
1427
1427
1428
1428
1429
1430
1431
1432
1432
1434
1435
1436
1437
1438
1440
1440
1441
1442
1442
1443
1447

1356
1356
1358
1359
1400
1401
1402
1404
1405
1406
1407
1408
1410
1411
1412
1414
1417
1419
1420
1420
1422
1423
1425
1426
1427
1427
1428
1429
1429
1431
1432
1434
1435
1438
1439
1440
1441
1441
1442
1443
1445
1445
1445
1446
1447
1447
1448
1448
1449
1450
1451
1452
1452
1454
1455
1456
1457
1458
1500
1500
1501
1502
1502
1503
1507

1416
1416
1418
1419
1420
1421
1422
1424
1425
1426
1427
1428
1430
1431
1432
1434
1437
1439
1440
1440
1442
1443
1445
1446
1447
1447
1448
1449
1449
1451
1452
1454
1455
1458
1459
1500
1501
1501
1502
1503
1505
1505
1505
1506
1507
1507
1508
1508
1509
1510
1511
1512
1512
1514
1515
1516
1517
1518
1520
1520
1521
1522
1522
1523
1527

1436
1436
1438
1439
1440
1441
1442
1444
1445
1446
1447
1448
1450
1451
1452
1454
1457
1459
1500
1500
1502
1503
1505
1506
1507
1507
1508
1509
1509
1511
1512
1514
1515
1518
1519
1520
1521
1521
1522
1523
1525
1525
1525
1526
1527
1527
1528
1528
1529
1530
1531
1532
1532
1534
1535
1536
1537
1538
1540
1540
1541
1542
1542
1543
1547

1456
1456
1458
1459
1500
1501
1502
1504
1505
1506
1507
1508
1510
1511
1512
1514
1517
1519
1520
1520
1522
1523
1525
1526
1527
1527
1528
1529
1529
1531
1532
1534
1535
1538
1539
1540
1541
1541
1542
1543
1545
1545
1545
1546
1547
1547
1548
1548
1549
1550
1551
1552
1552
1554
1555
1556
1557
1558
1600
1600
1601
1602
1602
1603
1607

1516
1516
1518
1519
1520
1521
1522
1524
1525
1526
1527
1528
1530
1531
1532
1534
1537
1539
1540
1540
1542
1543
1545
1546
1547
1547
1548
1549
1549
1551
1552
1554
1555
1558
1559
1600
1601
1601
1602
1603
1605
1605
1605
1606
1607
1607
1608
1608
1609
1610
1611
1612
1612
1614
1615
1616
1617
1618
1620
1620
1621
1622
1622
1623
1627

1536
1536
1538
1539
1540
1541
1542
1544
1545
1546
1547
1548
1550
1551
1552
1554
1557
1559
1600
1600
1602
1603
1605
1606
1607
1607
1608
1609
1609
1611
1612
1614
1615
1618
1619
1620
1621
1621
1622
1623
1625
1625
1625
1626
1627
1627
1628
1628
1629
1630
1631
1632
1632
1634
1635
1636
1637
1638
1640
1640
1641
1642
1642
1643
1647

1556
1556
1558
1559
1600
1601
1602
1604
1605
1606
1607
1608
1610
1611
1612
1614
1617
1619
1620
1620
1622
1623
1625
1626
1627
1627
1628
1629
1629
1631
1632
1634
1635
1638
1639
1640
1641
1641
1642
1643
1645
1645
1645
1646
1647
1647
1648
1648
1649
1650
1651
1652
1652
1654
1655
1656
1657
1658
1700
1700
1701
1702
1702
1703
1707

Notes: § - Time at this stop is indicative. You are advised to be at any stop several minutes before the times shown
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3 Southsea - Gunwharf - City Centre - Cosham - QA Hospital - Paulsgrove -
Portchester - Fareham

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 20/09/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Bank Holidays
Southsea, South Parade Pier (Stop E)
 § Southsea, Clarendon Road (N-bound)
 § Southsea, The Strand (NW-bound)
 § Southsea, The Circle (NW-bound)
Southsea, Southsea Shops (Stop B)
 § Southsea, St. Judes Church (E-bound)
 § Southsea, Friendship House (N-bound)
 § Southsea, Green Road (W-bound)
 § Southsea, Kings Road Junction (W-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (NW-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (NW-bound)
 § Old Portsmouth, Gunwharf Quays (N-bound)
Portsmouth, The Hard Interchange (Stand F)
 § Portsea, Curzon Howe Road (E-bound)
 § Portsea, HMS Nelson (E-bound)
City Centre, City Shops South (Stop E)
 § City Centre, City Shops North (Stop Y)
 § Landport, Clarendon Street (NE-bound)
Kingston, Fratton Road (E-bound)
 § Kingston, Hanway Road (N-bound)
 § Kingston, Queen’s Road (NW-bound)
 § Kingston, Kingston Crescent (N-bound)
North End, North End Junction (Stop E)
 § North End, Mayfield Road (N-bound)
 § North End, Ophir Road (N-bound)
 § North End, Merrivale Road (NE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Beechwood Road (NE-bound)
 § Hilsea, Trafalgar School (N-bound)
 § Hilsea, Coach and Horses (NW-bound)
Hilsea, Hilsea Lido (Stop A)
 § Cosham, King George Playing Fields (Stand F)
Cosham, Health Centre (Stop A)
 § QA Hospital, First Avenue (Stand L)
QA Hospital, QA Hospital Main (Stop A)
 § QA Hospital, Peterborough Road (Stand M)
 § Wymering, Wymering Lane (NW-bound)
 § Wymering, Washbrook Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Blakemere Crescent (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Beehive Terrace (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Walford Road (SW-bound)
Paulsgrove, Allaway Avenue Shops (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Nailsworth Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Woofferton Road (SW-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, o/s Victory Primary School
 § Paulsgrove, opp Bodmin Road
 § Paulsgrove, Pendennis Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Truro Road (W-bound)
 § Paulsgrove, Rowland Road (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Mountview Avenue (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Portsview Gardens (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Station Road (S-bound)
Portchester, Precinct (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, The Keep (S-bound)
 § Portchester, opp White Hart Co-Op
 § Portchester, adj Neville Avenue
 § Portchester, Marina Grove (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Westlands Grove (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, adj Cranleigh Road
Portchester, The Seagull (NW-bound)
 § Portchester, Beaulieu Avenue (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Condor Roundabout (W-bound)
 § Portchester, Birdwood Grove (NW-bound)
 § Wallington, Down End Road (W-bound)
 § Wallington, opp Delme Arms
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop D)

1616
1616
1618
1619
1620
1621
1622
1624
1625
1626
1627
1628
1630
1631
1632
1634
1637
1639
1640
1640
1642
1643
1645
1646
1647
1647
1648
1649
1649
1651
1652
1654
1655
1658
1659
1700
1701
1701
1702
1703
1705
1705
1705
1706
1707
1707
1708
1708
1709
1710
1711
1712
1712
1714
1715
1716
1717
1718
1720
1720
1721
1722
1722
1723
1727

1636
1636
1638
1639
1640
1641
1642
1644
1645
1646
1647
1648
1650
1651
1652
1654
1657
1659
1700
1700
1702
1703
1705
1706
1707
1707
1708
1709
1709
1711
1712
1714
1715
1718
1719
1720
1721
1721
1722
1723
1725
1725
1725
1726
1727
1727
1728
1728
1729
1730
1731
1732
1732
1734
1735
1736
1737
1738
1740
1740
1741
1742
1742
1743
1747

1656
1656
1658
1659
1700
1701
1702
1704
1705
1706
1707
1708
1710
1711
1712
1714
1717
1719
1720
1720
1722
1723
1725
1726
1727
1727
1728
1729
1729
1731
1732
1734
1735
1738
1739
1740
1741
1741
1742
1743
1745
1745
1745
1746
1747
1747
1748
1748
1749
1750
1751
1752
1752
1754
1755
1756
1757
1758
1800
1800
1801
1802
1802
1803
1807

1716
1716
1718
1719
1720
1721
1722
1724
1725
1726
1727
1728
1730
1731
1732
1734
1737
1739
1740
1740
1742
1743
1745
1746
1747
1747
1748
1749
1749
1751
1752
1754
1755
1758
1759
1800
1801
1801
1802
1803
1805
1805
1805
1806
1807
1807
1808
1808
1809
1810
1811
1812
1812
1814
1815
1816
1817
1818
1820
1820
1821
1822
1822
1823
1827

1736
1736
1738
1739
1740
1741
1742
1744
1745
1746
1747
1748
1750
1751
1752
1754
1757
1759
1800
1800
1802
1803
1805
1806
1807
1807
1808
1809
1809
1811
1812
1814
1815
1818
1819
1820
1821
1821
1822
1823
1825
1825
1825
1826
1827
1827
1828
1828
1829
1830
1831
1832
1832
1834
1835
1836
1837
1838
1840
1840
1841
1842
1842
1843
1847

1756
1756
1758
1759
1800
1801
1802
1804
1805
1806
1807
1808
1810
1811
1812
1814
1817
1819
1820
1820
1822
1823
1825
1826
1827
1827
1828
1829
1829
1831
1832
1834
1835
1838
1839
1840
1841
1841
1842
1843
1845
1845
1845
1846
1847
1847
1848
1848
1849
1850
1851
1852
1852
1854
1855
1856
1857
1858
1900
1900
1901
1902
1902
1903
1907

1816
1816
1818
1819
1820
1821
1822
1824
1825
1826
1827
1828
1830
1831
1832
1834
1837
1839
1840
1840
1842
1843
1845
1846
1847
1847
1848
1849
1849
1851
1852
1854
1855
1858
1859
1900
1901
1901
1902
1903
1905
1905
1905
1906
1907
1907
1908
1908
1909
1910
1911
1912
1912
1914
1915
1916
1917
1918
1920
1920
1921
1922
1922
1923
1927

1836
1836
1838
1839
1840
1841
1842
1844
1845
1846
1847
1848
1850
1851
1852
1854
1857
1859
1900
1900
1902
1903
1905
1906
1907
1907
1908
1909
1909
1911
1912
1914
1915
1918
1919
1920
1921
1921
1922
1923
1925
1925
1925
1926
1927
1927
1928
1928
1929
1930
1931
1932
1932
1934
1935
1936
1937
1938
1940
1940
1941
1942
1942
1943
1947

1856
1856
1858
1859
1900
1901
1902
1904
1905
1906
1907
1908
1910
1911
1912
1914
1917
1919
1920
1920
1922
1923
1925
1926
1927
1927
1928
1929
1929
1931
1932
1934
1935
1938
1939
1940
1941
1941
1942
1943
1945
1945
1945
1946
1947
1947
1948
1948
1949
1950
1951
1952
1952
1954
1955
1956
1957
1958
2000
2000
2001
2002
2002
2003
2007

1926
1926
1928
1929
1930
1931
1932
1934
1935
1936
1937
1938
1940
1941
1942
1944
1947
1949
1950
1950
1952
1953
1955
1956
1957
1957
1958
1959
1959
2001
2002
2004
2005
2008
2009
2010
2011
2011
2012
2013
2015
2015
2015
2016
2017
2017
2018
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2022
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2030
2030
2031
2032
2032
2033
2037

1956
1956
1958
1959
2000
2001
2002
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2010
2011
2012
2014
2017
2019
2020
2020
2022
2023
2025
2026
2027
2027
2028
2029
2029
2031
2032
2034
2035
2038
2039
2040
2041
2041
2042
2043
2045
2045
2045
2046
2047
2047
2048
2048
2049
2050
2051
2052
2052
2054
2055
2056
2057
2058
2100
2100
2101
2102
2102
2103
2107

2026
2026
2028
2029
2030
2031
2032
2034
2035
2036
2037
2038
2040
2041
2042
2044
2047
2049
2050
2050
2052
2053
2055
2056
2057
2057
2058
2059
2059
2101
2102
2104
2105
2108
2109
2110
2111
2111
2112
2113
2115
2115
2115
2116
2117
2117
2118
2118
2119
2120
2121
2122
2122
2124
2125
2126
2127
2128
2130
2130
2131
2132
2132
2133
2137

2056
2056
2058
2059
2100
2101
2102
2104
2105
2106
2107
2108
2110
2111
2112
2114
2117
2119
2120
2120
2122
2123
2125
2126
2127
2127
2128
2129
2129
2131
2132
2134
2135
2138
2139
2140
2141
2141
2142
2143
2145
2145
2145
2146
2147
2147
2148
2148
2149
2150
2151
2152
2152
2154
2155
2156
2157
2158
2200
2200
2201
2202
2202
2203
2207

2155
2155
2157
2158
2159
2200
2201
2203
2204
2205
2206
2207
2209
2210
2211
2213
2216
2218
2219
2219
2221
2222
2224
2225
2226
2226
2227
2228
2228
2230
2231
2233
2234
2237

Notes: § - Time at this stop is indicative. You are advised to be at any stop several minutes before the times shown
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3 Fareham - Portchester - Paulsgrove - QA Hospital - Cosham - City Centre -
Gunwharf - Southsea

First in Hampshire

For times of the next departures from a particular stop you can use traveline-txt - by sending the SMS code to 84268. Add the service number
after the code if you just want a specific service - eg: buctdgtd 60. The return message from traveline-txt will show the next three departures,
and it currently costs 25p plus any message sending charge. Departure times will be real-time predictions where available, or scheduled departure
times if not.

You can also get the same information by using the SMS code at www.nextbuses.mobi (only normal browsing charges apply)
or through several iPhone or Android apps that offer access to NextBuses.

NOTE: SMS codes are different in each direction. Make sure you choose the right direction from these lists.

SMS Code
hamdtdwt
hamdtmaw
hamdtwgj
hamdwapt
hamdwdgt
hamdwgaj
hamdwjmt
hamdwjtp
hamdwpgp
hamdwtgp
hamgadpj
hamgagwg
hamgadwm
hamgadwg
hamgagat
hamgajaj
poradpj
poradpw
poradta
poradtg
poradtm
poradtw
poradwg
poragjw
poragjt
poragjm
poragdw
poragja
poragjd
poragdj
porgadw
poragaw
porajgt
porajta
porajmg
porajma
porapmd
porapgt
porapgj
pordajw
pordajp
pordajg
pordaja
pordagj
porawpw
porawpm
porawmd
pordgjg
pordgjd
pordgdw
pordgpw
pordgpa
pordgta
pordgtg
pordgtm
pordjad
pordjaj
pordjap
pordjtd
pordjtm
pordmwm
pordmwg
pordmtw
pordmtg
pordmta
pordmpd
pordmjw

Stop Name
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop D)
Wallington, Bath Lane (Stop W opp Bath Lane)
Wallington, nr Delme Arms
Portchester, Birdwood Grove (SE-bound)
Portchester, The Thicket (E-bound)
Portchester, opp Beaulieu Avenue
Portchester, The Seagull (SE-bound)
Portchester, opp Cranleigh Road
Portchester, Westlands Grove (SE-bound)
Portchester, Marina Grove (E-bound)
Portchester, opp Neville Avenue
Portchester, o/s White Hart Co-Op
Portchester, Precinct (NW-bound)
Portchester, Station Road (N-bound)
Portchester, Portsview Gardens (E-bound)
Portchester, Mountview Avenue (E-bound)
Paulsgrove, Rowland Road (E-bound)
Paulsgrove, Truro Road (E-bound)
Paulsgrove, Pendennis Road (E-bound)
Paulsgrove, Bodmin Road (E-bound)
Paulsgrove, Woofferton Road (NE-bound)
Paulsgrove, Nailsworth Road (E-bound)
Paulsgrove, Allaway Avenue Shops (E-bound)
Paulsgrove, Walford Road (NE-bound)
Paulsgrove, Beehive Terrace (E-bound)
Paulsgrove, Blakemere Crescent (E-bound)
Wymering, Harleston Road (E-bound)
Wymering, Mablethorpe Road (E-bound)
Wymering, Boston Road (E-bound)
QA Hospital, Sevenoaks Road (Stand N)
QA Hospital, QA Hospital Main (Stop F)
QA Hospital, First Avenue (Stand K)
Cosham, Health Centre (Stop F)
Cosham, Cosham Interchange (Stop C)
Cosham, Highbury Buildings (Stand D)
Cosham, Donaldson Road (SW-bound)
Hilsea, Hilsea Lido (Stop F)
Hilsea, Coach and Horses (SE-bound)
Hilsea, Old London Road (SW-bound)
Hilsea, Beechwood Road (SW-bound)
North End, Merrivale Road (SW-bound)
North End, Ophir Road (S-bound)
North End, Mayfield Road (S-bound)
North End, North End Junction (Stop F)
Kingston, Kingston Crescent (S-bound)
Kingston, Queens Road (SE-bound)
Kingston, Hanway Road (S-bound)
Kingston, Fratton Road (W-bound)
Landport, Clarendon Street (SW-bound)
City Centre, Cornmill Street (Stop V)
Landport, St Agatha’s (Stop U)
City Centre, City Shops South (Stop G)
Portsea, HMS Nelson (W-bound)
Portsea, Curzon Howe Road (W-bound)
Portsmouth, The Hard Interchange (Stand M)
Portsea, St Georges Square (SE-bound)
Old Portsmouth, Gunwharf Quays (S-bound)
Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (SE-bound)
Southsea, Kings Road Junction (E-bound)
Southsea, Green Road (E-bound)
Southsea, Friendship House (S-bound)
Southsea, St. Judes Church (W-bound)
Southsea, Southsea Shops (Stop A)
Southsea, The Circle (SE-bound)
Southsea, The Strand (SE-bound)
Southsea, Clarendon Road (S-bound)
Southsea, South Parade Pier (Stop A)

Street
Access Road
East Street
Cams Hill
Portchester Road
Portchester Road
Portchester Road
Portchester Road
Cornaway Lane
White Hart Lane
White Hart Lane
White Hart Lane
Castle Street
Castle Street
Station Road
Portsview Avenue
Portsview Avenue
Jubilee Avenue
Allaway Avenue
Allaway Avenue
Allaway Avenue
Allaway Avenue
Allaway Avenue
Allaway Avenue
Ludlow Road
Ludlow Road
Ludlow Road
Harleston Road
Harleston Road
Mablethorpe Road
Peterborough Road
Pasteur Road
Southampton Road
Northern Road
Cosham Interchange
Portsmouth Road
Portsmouth Road
London Road
Copnor Road
Old London Road
London Road
London Road
London Road
London Road
London Road
Kingston Road
Kingston Road
Kingston Road
Lake Road
Lake Road
Lake Road
Marketway
Edinburgh Road
Queen Street
Queen Street
The Hard
The Hard
St George’s Road
St George’s Road
King’s Road
Elm Grove
Grove Road South
Kent Road
Osborne Road
Clarendon Road
Clarendon Road
Clarendon Road
St Helen’s Parade

ATCO Code
1900HA040243
1900HA040253
1900HA040407
1900HA040410
1900HA040411
1900HA040413
1900HA040416
1900HA040433
1900HA040430
1900HA040428
1900HA040426
1900HA040424
1900HA040421
1900HA040454
1900HA040468
1900HA040456
1990PH130016
1990PH130019
1990PH130020
1990PH130022
1990PH130024
1990PH130026
1990PH130029
1990PH130055
1990PH130054
1990PH130052
1990PH130048
1990PH130049
1990PH130050
1990PH130044
1990PHA90879
1990PH130041
1990PH130112
1990PH130128
1990PH130116
1990PH130114
1990PH130223
1990PH130213
1990PH130210
1990PH130374
1990PH130372
1990PH130370
1990PH130368
1990PH130363
1990PH130346
1990PH130344
1990PH130334
1990PH130422
1990PH130421
1990PH130417
1990PH130442
1990PH130436
1990PH130445
1990PH130447
1990PH130449
1990PH130462
1990PH130464
1990PH130466
1990PH130500
1990PH130503
1990PH130559
1990PH130557
1990PH130554
1990PH130550
1990PH130548
1990PH130542
1990PH130540
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3 Southsea - Gunwharf - City Centre - Cosham - QA Hospital - Paulsgrove -
Portchester - Fareham

First in Hampshire

For times of the next departures from a particular stop you can use traveline-txt - by sending the SMS code to 84268. Add the service number
after the code if you just want a specific service - eg: buctdgtd 60. The return message from traveline-txt will show the next three departures,
and it currently costs 25p plus any message sending charge. Departure times will be real-time predictions where available, or scheduled departure
times if not.

You can also get the same information by using the SMS code at www.nextbuses.mobi (only normal browsing charges apply)
or through several iPhone or Android apps that offer access to NextBuses.

NOTE: SMS codes are different in each direction. Make sure you choose the right direction from these lists.

SMS Code
pordmjg
pordmpa
pordmtd
pordmtj
pordmtp
pordmwd
pordmwj
pordjtj
pordjtg
pordjdg
pordjam
pordjag
pordgwg
pordgtj
pordgtd
pordgmt
pordgpt
pordgja
pordgjm
porawma
porawpj
porawpt
pordagm
pordajd
pordajm
pordajt
pordama
porapgm
porapgp
porapjw
porajgw
porajga
poragat
porgadt
poragdm
poragdp
poragdt
poragjg
poragjp
poragma
poradwd
poradwa
poradtp
poradtj
porgagt
poradtd
poradpt
poradpm
hamgagwj
hamgadwt
hamgagaj
hamgadwm
hamgagdm
hamgagtp
hamgadjm
hamdwtad
hamdwpad
hamdwmag
hamdwjgj
hamdwgjw
hamdwdgj
hamdwapd
hamdwagt
hamdtpwg
hamdtdwt

Stop Name
Southsea, South Parade Pier (Stop E)
Southsea, Clarendon Road (N-bound)
Southsea, The Strand (NW-bound)
Southsea, The Circle (NW-bound)
Southsea, Southsea Shops (Stop B)
Southsea, St. Judes Church (E-bound)
Southsea, Friendship House (N-bound)
Southsea, Green Road (W-bound)
Southsea, Kings Road Junction (W-bound)
Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (NW-bound)
Old Portsmouth, Cambridge Junction (NW-bound)
Old Portsmouth, Gunwharf Quays (N-bound)
Portsmouth, The Hard Interchange (Stand F)
Portsea, Curzon Howe Road (E-bound)
Portsea, HMS Nelson (E-bound)
City Centre, City Shops South (Stop E)
City Centre, City Shops North (Stop Y)
Landport, Clarendon Street (NE-bound)
Kingston, Fratton Road (E-bound)
Kingston, Hanway Road (N-bound)
Kingston, Queen’s Road (NW-bound)
Kingston, Kingston Crescent (N-bound)
North End, North End Junction (Stop E)
North End, Mayfield Road (N-bound)
North End, Ophir Road (N-bound)
North End, Merrivale Road (NE-bound)
Hilsea, Beechwood Road (NE-bound)
Hilsea, Trafalgar School (N-bound)
Hilsea, Coach and Horses (NW-bound)
Hilsea, Hilsea Lido (Stop A)
Cosham, King George Playing Fields (Stand F)
Cosham, Health Centre (Stop A)
QA Hospital, First Avenue (Stand L)
QA Hospital, QA Hospital Main (Stop A)
QA Hospital, Peterborough Road (Stand M)
Wymering, Wymering Lane (NW-bound)
Wymering, Washbrook Road (W-bound)
Paulsgrove, Blakemere Crescent (W-bound)
Paulsgrove, Beehive Terrace (W-bound)
Paulsgrove, Walford Road (SW-bound)
Paulsgrove, Allaway Avenue Shops (W-bound)
Paulsgrove, Nailsworth Road (W-bound)
Paulsgrove, Woofferton Road (SW-bound)
Paulsgrove, o/s Victory Primary School
Paulsgrove, opp Bodmin Road
Paulsgrove, Pendennis Road (W-bound)
Paulsgrove, Truro Road (W-bound)
Paulsgrove, Rowland Road (W-bound)
Portchester, Mountview Avenue (W-bound)
Portchester, Portsview Gardens (W-bound)
Portchester, Station Road (S-bound)
Portchester, Precinct (NW-bound)
Portchester, The Keep (S-bound)
Portchester, opp White Hart Co-Op
Portchester, adj Neville Avenue
Portchester, Marina Grove (W-bound)
Portchester, Westlands Grove (NW-bound)
Portchester, adj Cranleigh Road
Portchester, The Seagull (NW-bound)
Portchester, Beaulieu Avenue (W-bound)
Portchester, Condor Roundabout (W-bound)
Portchester, Birdwood Grove (NW-bound)
Wallington, Down End Road (W-bound)
Wallington, opp Delme Arms
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop D)

Street
The Ocean at the End of the Lane
Clarendon Road
Clarendon Road
Clarendon Road
Osborne Road
Kent Road
Grove Road South
King’s Road
King’s Road
Museum Road
St George’s Road
St George’s Road
 
Queen Street
Queen Street
Commercial Road South
Commercial Road
Lake Road
Lake Road
Fratton Road
Kingston Road
Kingston Road
London Road
London Road
London Road
London Road
London Road
London Road
A2047 London Road
London Road
Northern Road
Northern Road
Southampton Road
Pasteur Road
Peterborough Road
Lowestoft Road
Lowestoft Road
Ludlow Road
Ludlow Road
Ludlow Road
Allaway Avenue
Allaway Avenue
Allaway Avenue
Allaway Avenue
Allaway Avenue
Allaway Avenue
Allaway Avenue
Jubilee Avenue
Portsview Avenue
Portsview Avenue
Station Road
Castle Street
Castle Street
White Hart Lane
White Hart Lane
White Hart Lane
White Hart Lane
White Hart Lane
Portchester Road
Portchester Road
Portchester Road
Portchester Road
Cams Hill
Cams Hill
Access Road

ATCO Code
1990PH130536
1990PH130541
1990PH130549
1990PH130551
1990PH130553
1990PH130556
1990PH130558
1990PH130502
1990PH130501
1990PH130470
1990PH130465
1990PH130463
1990PH130455
1990PH130448
1990PH130446
1990PH130434
1990PH130441
1990PH130420
1990PH130423
1990PH130333
1990PH130343
1990PH130345
1990PH130364
1990PH130369
1990PH130371
1990PH130373
1990PH130375
1990PH130211
1990PH130212
1990PH130221
1990PH130113
1990PH130107
1990PH130040
1990PHA90878
1990PH130045
1990PH130046
1990PH130047
1990PH130051
1990PH130053
1990PH130056
1990PH130028
1990PH130027
1990PH130025
1990PH130023
1990PHA90885
1990PH130021
1990PH130018
1990PH130017
1900HA040455
1900HA040469
1900HA040453
1900HA040421
1900HA040423
1900HA040425
1900HA040427
1900HA040429
1900HA040431
1900HA040432
1900HA040415
1900HA040414
1900HA040412
1900HA040409
1900HA040408
1900HA040406
1900HA040243

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  22/09/20
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9/9A Fareham - Bridgemary - Rowner - Gosport

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 30/08/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Mondays to Fridays
Service

Fareham, Bus Station (Stop J)  dep
Fareham, Fareham Station (Stop Q)
Bridgemary, Carisbrooke Shops (SE-bound)
Rowner, Green Crescent (S-bound)
Rowner, adj Williams Close
Rowner, opp Magennis Close
Alver Village, adj Davenport Close
Alverstoke, Bay House School (NE-bound)
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (SE-bound)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop E)  arr

9
0630
0632
0640
0643
0649

0652
0657
0702
0708

9A
0650
0652
0700
0703

0709
0712
0718
0723
0729

9
0710
0712
0720
0723
0729

0732
0737
0742
0748

9A
0730
0732
0740
0743

0749
0752
0758
0803
0809

9
0750
0752
0800
0803
0809

0812
0817
0822
0828

9A
0810
0812
0820
0823

0829
0832
0838
0843
0849

9
0830
0832
0840
0843
0849

0852
0857
0902
0908

9A
0850
0852
0900
0903

0909
0912
0918
0923
0929

9
0910
0912
0920
0923
0929

0932
0937
0942
0948

9A
0930
0932
0940
0943

0949
0952
0958
1003
1009

9
0950
0952
1000
1003
1009

1012
1017
1022
1028

9A
1010
1012
1020
1023

1029
1032
1038
1043
1049

9
1030
1032
1040
1043
1049

1052
1057
1102
1108

9A
1050
1052
1100
1103

1109
1112
1118
1123
1129

9
1110
1112
1120
1123
1129

1132
1137
1142
1148

9A
1130
1132
1140
1143

1149
1152
1158
1203
1209

9
1150
1152
1200
1203
1209

1212
1217
1222
1228

9A
1210
1212
1220
1223

1229
1232
1238
1243
1249

Mondays to Fridays
Service

Service Restrictions
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop J)  dep
Fareham, Fareham Station (Stop Q)
Bridgemary, Carisbrooke Shops (SE-bound)
Rowner, Green Crescent (S-bound)
Rowner, adj Williams Close
Rowner, opp Magennis Close
Alver Village, adj Davenport Close
Alverstoke, Bay House School (NE-bound)
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (SE-bound)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop E)  arr

9

1230
1232
1240
1243
1249

1252
1257
1302
1308

9A

1250
1252
1300
1303

1309
1312
1318
1323
1329

9

1310
1312
1320
1323
1329

1332
1337
1342
1348

9A

1330
1332
1340
1343

1349
1352
1358
1403
1409

9

1350
1352
1400
1403
1409

1412
1417
1422
1428

9A

1410
1412
1420
1423

1429
1432
1438
1443
1449

9

1430
1432
1440
1443
1449

1452
1457
1502
1508

9A

1450
1452
1500
1503

1509
1512
1518
1523
1529

9

1510
1512
1520
1523
1529

1532
1537
1542
1548

9A
Sch

1550
1555
1601

9A

1530
1532
1540
1543

1549
1552
1558
1603
1609

9

1550
1552
1600
1603
1609

1612
1617
1622
1628

9A

1610
1612
1620
1623

1629
1632
1638
1643
1649

9

1630
1632
1640
1643
1649

1652
1657
1702
1708

9A

1650
1652
1700
1703

1709
1712
1718
1723
1729

9

1710
1712
1720
1723
1729

1732
1737
1742
1748

9A

1730
1732
1740
1743

1749
1752
1758
1803
1809

9

1750
1752
1800
1803
1809

1812
1817
1822
1828

Mondays to Fridays
Service

Fareham, Bus Station (Stop J)  dep
Fareham, Fareham Station (Stop Q)
Bridgemary, Carisbrooke Shops (SE-bound)
Rowner, Green Crescent (S-bound)
Rowner, adj Williams Close
Rowner, opp Magennis Close
Alver Village, adj Davenport Close
Alverstoke, Bay House School (NE-bound)
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (SE-bound)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop E)  arr

9A
1810
1812
1820
1823

1829
1832
1838
1843
1849

9
1830
1832
1840
1843
1849

1852
1857
1902
1908

9A
1850
1852
1900
1903

1909
1912
1918
1923
1929

9
1910
1912
1920
1923
1929

1932
1937
1942
1948

Saturdays
Service

Fareham, Bus Station (Stop J)  dep
Fareham, Fareham Station (Stop Q)
Bridgemary, Carisbrooke Shops (SE-bound)
Rowner, Green Crescent (S-bound)
Rowner, adj Williams Close
Rowner, opp Magennis Close
Alver Village, adj Davenport Close
Alverstoke, Bay House School (NE-bound)
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (SE-bound)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop E)  arr

9A
0645
0647
0654
0657

0703
0706
0711
0715
0721

9
0730
0732
0739
0742
0748

0751
0756
0800
0806

9A
0815
0817
0824
0827

0833
0836
0841
0845
0851

9
0900
0902
0909
0912
0918

0921
0926
0930
0936

9A
0945
0947
0954
0957

1003
1006
1011
1015
1021

9
1030
1032
1039
1042
1048

1051
1056
1100
1106

9A
1115
1117
1124
1127

1133
1136
1141
1145
1151

9
1200
1202
1209
1212
1218

1221
1226
1230
1236

9A
1245
1247
1254
1257

1303
1306
1311
1315
1321

9
1330
1332
1339
1342
1348

1351
1356
1400
1406

9A
1415
1417
1424
1427

1433
1436
1441
1445
1451

9
1500
1502
1509
1512
1518

1521
1526
1530
1536

9A
1545
1547
1554
1557

1603
1606
1611
1615
1621

9
1630
1632
1639
1642
1648

1651
1656
1700
1706

9A
1715
1717
1724
1727

1733
1736
1741
1745
1751

9
1800
1802
1809
1812
1818

1821
1826
1830
1836

9A
1845
1847
1854
1857

1903
1906

Sundays
Service

Fareham, Bus Station (Stop J)  dep
Fareham, Fareham Station (Stop Q)
Bridgemary, Carisbrooke Shops (SE-bound)
Rowner, Green Crescent (S-bound)
Rowner, adj Williams Close
Rowner, opp Magennis Close
Alver Village, adj Davenport Close
Alverstoke, Bay House School (NE-bound)
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (SE-bound)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop E)  arr

9A
0645
0647
0654
0657

0703
0706
0711
0715
0721

9
0730
0732
0739
0742
0748

0751
0756
0800
0806

9A
0815
0817
0824
0827

0833
0836
0841
0845
0851

9
0900
0902
0909
0912
0918

0921
0926
0930
0936

9A
0945
0947
0954
0957

1003
1006
1011
1015
1021

9
1030
1032
1039
1042
1048

1051
1056
1100
1106

9A
1115
1117
1124
1127

1133
1136
1141
1145
1151

9
1200
1202
1209
1212
1218

1221
1226
1230
1236

9A
1245
1247
1254
1257

1303
1306
1311
1315
1321

9
1330
1332
1339
1342
1348

1351
1356
1400
1406

9A
1415
1417
1424
1427

1433
1436
1441
1445
1451

9
1500
1502
1509
1512
1518

1521
1526
1530
1536

9A
1545
1547
1554
1557

1603
1606
1611
1615
1621

9
1630
1632
1639
1642
1648

1651
1656
1700
1706

9A
1715
1717
1724
1727

1733
1736
1741
1745
1751

9
1800
1802
1809
1812
1818

1821
1826
1830
1836

9A
1845
1847
1854
1857

1903
1906

Bank Holidays
Service

Fareham, Bus Station (Stop J)  dep
Fareham, Fareham Station (Stop Q)
Bridgemary, Carisbrooke Shops (SE-bound)
Rowner, Green Crescent (S-bound)
Rowner, adj Williams Close
Rowner, opp Magennis Close
Alver Village, adj Davenport Close
Alverstoke, Bay House School (NE-bound)
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (SE-bound)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop E)  arr

9A
0645
0647
0654
0657

0703
0706
0711
0715
0721

9
0730
0732
0739
0742
0748

0751
0756
0800
0806

9A
0815
0817
0824
0827

0833
0836
0841
0845
0851

9
0900
0902
0909
0912
0918

0921
0926
0930
0936

9A
0945
0947
0954
0957

1003
1006
1011
1015
1021

9
1030
1032
1039
1042
1048

1051
1056
1100
1106

9A
1115
1117
1124
1127

1133
1136
1141
1145
1151

9
1200
1202
1209
1212
1218

1221
1226
1230
1236

9A
1245
1247
1254
1257

1303
1306
1311
1315
1321

9
1330
1332
1339
1342
1348

1351
1356
1400
1406

9A
1415
1417
1424
1427

1433
1436
1441
1445
1451

9
1500
1502
1509
1512
1518

1521
1526
1530
1536

9A
1545
1547
1554
1557

1603
1606
1611
1615
1621

9
1630
1632
1639
1642
1648

1651
1656
1700
1706

9A
1715
1717
1724
1727

1733
1736
1741
1745
1751

9
1800
1802
1809
1812
1818

1821
1826
1830
1836

9A
1845
1847
1854
1857

1903
1906

Service Restrictions: Sch - Hampshire School Days
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9/9A Gosport - Rowner - Bridgemary - Fareham

First in Hampshire

Timetable valid from 30/08/2020 until further notice.
Direction of stops: where shown (eg: W-bound) this is the compass direction towards which the bus is pointing when it stops

Mondays to Fridays
Service

Service Restrictions
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop E)  dep
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (NW-bound)
Alverstoke, Bay House School (SW-bound)
Alver Village, opp Davenport Close
Rowner, opp Williams Close
Rowner, adj Magennis Close
Rowner, Green Crescent (N-bound)
Bridgemary, Carisbrooke Shops (NW-bound)
Fareham, Station Roundabout (Stop S)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop J)  arr

9A

0600
0606
0612
0618

0620
0625
0629
0637
0640

9

0620
0626
0632
0638
0640

0645
0649
0657
0700

9A

0640
0646
0652
0658

0700
0705
0709
0717
0720

9

0700
0706
0712
0718
0720

0725
0729
0737
0740

9A

0720
0726
0732
0738

0740
0745
0749
0757
0800

9

0740
0746
0752
0758
0800

0805
0809
0817
0820

9A

0800
0806
0812
0818

0820
0825
0829
0837
0840

9

0820
0826
0832
0838
0840

0845
0849
0857
0900

9
Sch

0825
0831
0837
0843
0845

0850
0854
0902
0905

9A

0840
0846
0852
0858

0900
0905
0909
0917
0920

9

0900
0906
0912
0918
0920

0925
0929
0937
0940

9A

0920
0926
0932
0938

0940
0945
0949
0957
1000

9

0940
0946
0952
0958
1000

1005
1009
1017
1020

9A

1000
1006
1012
1018

1020
1025
1029
1037
1040

9

1020
1026
1032
1038
1040

1045
1049
1057
1100

9A

1040
1046
1052
1058

1100
1105
1109
1117
1120

9

1100
1106
1112
1118
1120

1125
1129
1137
1140

9A

1120
1126
1132
1138

1140
1145
1149
1157
1200

Mondays to Fridays
Service

Gosport, Bus Station (Stop E)  dep
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (NW-bound)
Alverstoke, Bay House School (SW-bound)
Alver Village, opp Davenport Close
Rowner, opp Williams Close
Rowner, adj Magennis Close
Rowner, Green Crescent (N-bound)
Bridgemary, Carisbrooke Shops (NW-bound)
Fareham, Station Roundabout (Stop S)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop J)  arr

9
1140
1146
1152
1158
1200

1205
1209
1217
1220

9A
1200
1206
1212
1218

1220
1225
1229
1237
1240

9
1220
1226
1232
1238
1240

1245
1249
1257
1300

9A
1240
1246
1252
1258

1300
1305
1309
1317
1320

9
1300
1306
1312
1318
1320

1325
1329
1337
1340

9A
1320
1326
1332
1338

1340
1345
1349
1357
1400

9
1340
1346
1352
1358
1400

1405
1409
1417
1420

9A
1400
1406
1412
1418

1420
1425
1429
1437
1440

9
1420
1426
1432
1438
1440

1445
1449
1457
1500

9A
1440
1446
1452
1458

1500
1505
1509
1517
1520

9
1500
1506
1512
1518
1520

1525
1529
1537
1540

9A
1520
1526
1532
1538

1540
1545
1549
1557
1600

9
1540
1546
1552
1558
1600

1605
1609
1617
1620

9A
1600
1606
1612
1618

1620
1625
1629
1637
1640

9
1620
1626
1632
1638
1640

1645
1649
1657
1700

9A
1640
1646
1652
1658

1700
1705
1709
1717
1720

9
1700
1706
1712
1718
1720

1725
1729
1737
1740

9A
1720
1726
1732
1738

1740
1745
1749
1757
1800

Mondays to Fridays
Service

Gosport, Bus Station (Stop E)  dep
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (NW-bound)
Alverstoke, Bay House School (SW-bound)
Alver Village, opp Davenport Close
Rowner, opp Williams Close
Rowner, adj Magennis Close
Rowner, Green Crescent (N-bound)
Bridgemary, Carisbrooke Shops (NW-bound)
Fareham, Station Roundabout (Stop S)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop J)  arr

9
1740
1746
1752
1758
1800

1805
1809
1817
1820

9A
1800
1806
1812
1818

1820
1825
1829
1837
1840

9
1820
1826
1832
1838
1840

1845
1849
1857
1900

9A
1840
1846
1852
1858

1900
1905
1909
1917
1920

9
1900
1906
1912
1918
1920

1925
1929
1937
1940

Saturdays
Service

Gosport, Bus Station (Stop E)  dep
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (NW-bound)
Alverstoke, Bay House School (SW-bound)
Alver Village, opp Davenport Close
Rowner, opp Williams Close
Rowner, adj Magennis Close
Rowner, Green Crescent (N-bound)
Bridgemary, Carisbrooke Shops (NW-bound)
Fareham, Station Roundabout (Stop S)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop J)  arr

9A

0701

0703
0708
0712
0719
0722

9
0730
0736
0741
0746
0748

0753
0757
0804
0807

9A
0815
0821
0826
0831

0833
0838
0842
0849
0852

9
0900
0906
0911
0916
0918

0923
0927
0934
0937

9A
0945
0951
0956
1001

1003
1008
1012
1019
1022

9
1030
1036
1041
1046
1048

1053
1057
1104
1107

9A
1115
1121
1126
1131

1133
1138
1142
1149
1152

9
1200
1206
1211
1216
1218

1223
1227
1234
1237

9A
1245
1251
1256
1301

1303
1308
1312
1319
1322

9
1330
1336
1341
1346
1348

1353
1357
1404
1407

9A
1415
1421
1426
1431

1433
1438
1442
1449
1452

9
1500
1506
1511
1516
1518

1523
1527
1534
1537

9A
1545
1551
1556
1601

1603
1608
1612
1619
1622

9
1630
1636
1641
1646
1648

1653
1657
1704
1707

9A
1715
1721
1726
1731

1733
1738
1742
1749
1752

9
1800
1806
1811
1816
1818

1823
1827
1834
1837

9A
1845
1851
1856
1901

1903
1908
1912
1919
1922

Sundays
Service

Gosport, Bus Station (Stop E)  dep
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (NW-bound)
Alverstoke, Bay House School (SW-bound)
Alver Village, opp Davenport Close
Rowner, opp Williams Close
Rowner, adj Magennis Close
Rowner, Green Crescent (N-bound)
Bridgemary, Carisbrooke Shops (NW-bound)
Fareham, Station Roundabout (Stop S)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop J)  arr

9A

0701

0703
0708
0712
0719
0722

9
0730
0736
0741
0746
0748

0753
0757
0804
0807

9A
0815
0821
0826
0831

0833
0838
0842
0849
0852

9
0900
0906
0911
0916
0918

0923
0927
0934
0937

9A
0945
0951
0956
1001

1003
1008
1012
1019
1022

9
1030
1036
1041
1046
1048

1053
1057
1104
1107

9A
1115
1121
1126
1131

1133
1138
1142
1149
1152

9
1200
1206
1211
1216
1218

1223
1227
1234
1237

9A
1245
1251
1256
1301

1303
1308
1312
1319
1322

9
1330
1336
1341
1346
1348

1353
1357
1404
1407

9A
1415
1421
1426
1431

1433
1438
1442
1449
1452

9
1500
1506
1511
1516
1518

1523
1527
1534
1537

9A
1545
1551
1556
1601

1603
1608
1612
1619
1622

9
1630
1636
1641
1646
1648

1653
1657
1704
1707

9A
1715
1721
1726
1731

1733
1738
1742
1749
1752

9
1800
1806
1811
1816
1818

1823
1827
1834
1837

9A
1845
1851
1856
1901

1903
1908
1912
1919
1922

Bank Holidays
Service

Gosport, Bus Station (Stop E)  dep
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (NW-bound)
Alverstoke, Bay House School (SW-bound)
Alver Village, opp Davenport Close
Rowner, opp Williams Close
Rowner, adj Magennis Close
Rowner, Green Crescent (N-bound)
Bridgemary, Carisbrooke Shops (NW-bound)
Fareham, Station Roundabout (Stop S)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop J)  arr

9A

0701

0703
0708
0712
0719
0722

9
0730
0736
0741
0746
0748

0753
0757
0804
0807

9A
0815
0821
0826
0831

0833
0838
0842
0849
0852

9
0900
0906
0911
0916
0918

0923
0927
0934
0937

9A
0945
0951
0956
1001

1003
1008
1012
1019
1022

9
1030
1036
1041
1046
1048

1053
1057
1104
1107

9A
1115
1121
1126
1131

1133
1138
1142
1149
1152

9
1200
1206
1211
1216
1218

1223
1227
1234
1237

9A
1245
1251
1256
1301

1303
1308
1312
1319
1322

9
1330
1336
1341
1346
1348

1353
1357
1404
1407

9A
1415
1421
1426
1431

1433
1438
1442
1449
1452

9
1500
1506
1511
1516
1518

1523
1527
1534
1537

9A
1545
1551
1556
1601

1603
1608
1612
1619
1622

9
1630
1636
1641
1646
1648

1653
1657
1704
1707

9A
1715
1721
1726
1731

1733
1738
1742
1749
1752

9
1800
1806
1811
1816
1818

1823
1827
1834
1837

9A
1845
1851
1856
1901

1903
1908
1912
1919
1922

Service Restrictions: Sch - Hampshire School Days

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  14/09/20
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9/9A Fareham - Bridgemary - Rowner - Gosport

First in Hampshire

For times of the next departures from a particular stop you can use traveline-txt - by sending the SMS code to 84268. Add the service number
after the code if you just want a specific service - eg: buctdgtd 60. The return message from traveline-txt will show the next three departures,
and it currently costs 25p plus any message sending charge. Departure times will be real-time predictions where available, or scheduled departure
times if not.

You can also get the same information by using the SMS code at www.nextbuses.mobi (only normal browsing charges apply)
or through several iPhone or Android apps that offer access to NextBuses.

NOTE: SMS codes are different in each direction. Make sure you choose the right direction from these lists.

SMS Code
hamdtgda
hamdpwdw
hamdptjg
hamdptpw
hamjpgpj
hamjpgpt
hamjpgta
hamjpgtg
hamdtgag
hamdtdad
hamdtdma
hamdtdtd
hamdtgwd
hamdtjpm
hamdtmgm
hamdtpam
hamdtmjg
hamdtjmt
hamdtgpg
hamdtjap
hamdtjpw
hamdtmjm
hamdtmwd
hamdtmgj
hamdtpdw
hamdtwpw
hamdtwma
hamdtptd
hamdtmtg
hamdtmad
hamdtmpj
hamdtpjt
hamdtpjg
hamdtmpw
hamdtwap
hamdtwtd
hamdtwpm
hamdtwtw
hamdwagw
hamdwamt
hamdwdtm
hamdwgtd
hamdwmap
hamdwpdj
hamdwtdj
hamjamwj
hamjamwa
hamjamtd

Stop Name
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop J)
Fareham, Fareham Station (Stop Q)
Fareham, The Avenue (S-bound)
Fareham, Westley Grove (SE-bound)
Fareham, Redlands Lane BRT (SE-bound)
Fareham, Palmerston Drive BRT (SE-bound)
Woodcot, Hoeford BRT (SE-bound)
Fleetlands, Wych Lane BRT (SE-bound)
Woodcot, opp Meadow Walk
Bridgemary, adj Woodcot Primary School
Bridgemary, adj Tukes Avenue Shops
Bridgemary, adj Stoners Close
Bridgemary, Carisbrooke Shops (SE-bound)
Bridgemary, opp Birchmore Close
Bridgemary, Beauchamp Avenue (E-bound)
Rowner, Green Crescent (S-bound)
Rowner, nr Rowner Lane
Rowner, opp Mansfield Road Shops
Rowner, opp Homer Close
Rowner, opp Broomfield Crescent
Rowner, o/s St Nicholas Avenue Shops
Rowner, nr Grange School
Rowner, adj Williams Close
Rowner, Rowner Crossroads (SE-bound)
Rowner, Green Dragon (E-bound)
Rowner, Rowner Road (S-bound)
Rowner, opp Magennis Close
Alver Village, adj Blanchard Avenue
Alver Village, nr Frobisher Close
Alver Village, opp Derby Court
Alver Village, adj Davenport Close
Alver Village, adj Grange Road
Ann’s Hill, Grange Road (S-bound)
Alverstoke, Kingfisher Caravan Park (S-bound)
Alverstoke, Bay House School (NE-bound)
Privett, Western Way (N-bound)
Privett, adj Sandford Avenue
Privett, adj Privett Roundabout
Privett, opp Queens Parade
Privett, opp Oval Gardens
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (SE-bound)
Alverstoke, in Bury Road
Alverstoke, opp The White Hart
Newtown, Waitrose (NE-bound)
Newtown, nr Methodist Church
Newtown, Creek Road (Stop V)
Gosport, Police Station (Stop X)
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop E)

Street
Access Road
The Avenue
Redlands Lane
Redlands Lane
Henry Cort Way
Henry Cort Way
Henry Cort Way
Henry Cort Way
Tukes Avenue
Tukes Avenue
Tukes Avenue
Tukes Avenue
Carisbrooke Road
Brading Avenue
Beauchamp Avenue
Green Crescent
Green Crescent
Mansfield Road
St Nicholas Avenue
St Nicholas Avenue
St Nicholas Avenue
St Nicholas Avenue
Grange Lane
Rowner Road
Rowner Road
Grange Road
Grange Road
Nimrod Drive
Howe Road
Howe Road
Howe Road
Howe Road
Grange Road
Browndown Road
Gomer Lane
Gomer Lane
Gomer Lane
Privett Road
Privett Road
Privett Road
Bury Road
Bury Road
Stoke Road
Stoke Road
Stoke Road
Creek Road
South Street
 

ATCO Code
1900HA040248
1900HA040273
1900HA040362
1900HA040360
1900HAA91139
1900HAA91141
1900HAA91143
1900HAA91145
1900HA050041
1900HA050039
1900HA050037
1900HA050035
1900HA050033
1900HA050057
1900HA050059
1900HA050062
1900HA050064
1900HA050098
1900HA050093
1900HA050091
1900HA050089
1900HA050087
1900HA050086
1900HA050021
1900HA050020
1900HA050070
1900HA050072
1900HA050084
1900HA050082
1900HAA13472
1900HA050079
1900HA050077
1900HA050100
1900HA050133
1900HA050135
1900HA050138
1900HA050140
1900HA050142
1900HA050144
1900HA050145
1900HA050159
1900HA050161
1900HA050203
1900HA050200
1900HA050198
1900HA050195
1900HA050192
1900HA050186

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  14/09/20
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9/9A Gosport - Rowner - Bridgemary - Fareham

First in Hampshire

For times of the next departures from a particular stop you can use traveline-txt - by sending the SMS code to 84268. Add the service number
after the code if you just want a specific service - eg: buctdgtd 60. The return message from traveline-txt will show the next three departures,
and it currently costs 25p plus any message sending charge. Departure times will be real-time predictions where available, or scheduled departure
times if not.

You can also get the same information by using the SMS code at www.nextbuses.mobi (only normal browsing charges apply)
or through several iPhone or Android apps that offer access to NextBuses.

NOTE: SMS codes are different in each direction. Make sure you choose the right direction from these lists.

SMS Code
hamjamtd
hamjamwd
hamjamwg
hamdwtat
hamdwpda
hamdwmdj
hamdwdwj
hamdwatd
hamdwagm
hamdtwta
hamdtwtg
hamdtwgp
hamdtmpt
hamdtpgt
hamdtpgj
hamdtmgt
hamdtjwj
hamdtmpg
hamdtmtw
hamdtmda
hamdtjgm
hamdtgwt
hamdtgtp
hamdtjtm
hamdtpmj
hamdtwmj
hamdtwjd
hamdtpja
hamdtmga
hamdtmgd
hamdtmwt
hamdtmgp
hamdtmap
hamdtjpj
hamdtgpt
hamdtdpj
hamdtdja
hamdtawt
hamdtgdp
hamjpgtj
hamjpgtd
hamjpgpw
hamjpgpm
hamdptpj
hamdptja
hamjpgwj
hamdpwmd
hamdtamw
hamdtgda

Stop Name
Gosport, Bus Station (Stop E)
Gosport, Police Station (Stop W)
Newtown, Creek Road (Stop U)
Newtown, opp Methodist Church
Newtown, Waitrose (SW-bound)
Alverstoke, adj The White Hart
Alverstoke, War Memorial Hospital (NW-bound)
Privett, nr Oval Gardens
Privett, adj Queens Parade
Privett, opp Sandford Avenue
Privett, Western Way (S-bound)
Alverstoke, Bay House School (SW-bound)
Alverstoke, Kingfisher Caravan Park (N-bound)
Ann’s Hill, Grange Road (N-bound)
Alver Village, nr Grange Road
Alver Village, opp Davenport Close
Alver Village, adj Derby Court
Alver Village, adj Frobisher Close
Rowner, opp Williams Close
Rowner, opp Grange School
Rowner, opp St Nicholas Avenue Shops
Rowner, adj Broomfield Crescent
Rowner, Mansfield Road (E-bound)
Rowner, adj Mansfield Road Shops
Alver Village, opp Agincourt Avenue
Rowner, adj Magennis Close
Rowner, opp Tichborne Way
Rowner, Green Dragon (W-bound)
Rowner, Rowner Crossroads (NW-bound)
Rowner, adj Rowner Lane
Rowner, Green Crescent (N-bound)
Bridgemary, Beauchamp Avenue (W-bound)
Bridgemary, nr Brading Avenue
Bridgemary, adj Birchmore Close
Bridgemary, Carisbrooke Shops (NW-bound)
Bridgemary, opp Stoners Close
Bridgemary, opp Tukes Avenue Shops
Bridgemary, opp Woodcot Primary School
Woodcot, adj Meadow Walk
Fleetlands, Wych Lane BRT (NW-bound)
Woodcot, Hoeford BRT (NW-bound)
Fareham, Palmerston Drive BRT (NW-bound)
Fareham, Redlands Lane BRT (NW-bound)
Fareham, Westley Grove (NW-bound)
Fareham, The Avenue (N-bound)
Fareham, Fareham Station (Stop R)
Fareham, Station Roundabout (Stop S)
Fareham, Trinity Street (Stop U)
Fareham, Bus Station (Stop J)

Street
 
South Street
Creek Road
Stoke Road
Stoke Road
Stoke Road
Bury Road
Privett Road
Privett Road
Gomer Lane
Gomer Lane
Gomer Lane
Browndown Road
Grange Road
Howe Road
Howe Road
Howe Road
Howe Road
Grange Lane
St Nicholas Avenue
St Nicholas Avenue
St Nicholas Avenue
Mansfield Road
Mansfield Road
Nimrod Drive
Grange Road
Rowner Road
Rowner Road
Rowner Road
Green Crescent
Green Crescent
Beauchamp Avenue
Rowner Lane
Brading Avenue
Carisbrooke Road
Tukes Avenue
Tukes Avenue
Tukes Avenue
Tukes Avenue
Henry Cort Way
Henry Cort Way
Henry Cort Way
Henry Cort Way
Redlands Lane
Redlands Lane
The Avenue
West Street
West Street
Access Road

ATCO Code
1900HA050186
1900HA050193
1900HA050194
1900HA050199
1900HA050201
1900HA050202
1900HA050160
1900HA050146
1900HA050143
1900HA050139
1900HA050137
1900HA050136
1900HA050134
1900HA050101
1900HA050078
1900HA050080
1900HAA13473
1900HA050081
1900HA050085
1900HA050088
1900HA050090
1900HA050092
1900HA050097
1900HA050099
1900HA050083
1900HA050071
1900HA050018
1900HA050019
1900HA050022
1900HA050063
1900HA050061
1900HA050060
1900HA050058
1900HAA13474
1900HA050034
1900HA050036
1900HA050038
1900HA050040
1900HA050042
1900HAA91146
1900HAA91144
1900HAA91142
1900HAA91140
1900HA040361
1900HA040363
1900HAA91153
1900HA040272
1900HA040270
1900HA040248

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  14/09/20
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9/9A Fareham - Bridgemary - Rowner - Gosport

First in Hampshire

Service Restrictions

Sch - Hampshire School Days

2020 October

November

December

Mo Tu

1

We

2

Th

1

3

Fr

2

4

Sa

3

5

Su

4

1

6

Mo

5

2

7

Tu

6

3

8

We

7

4

9

Th

8

5

10

Fr

9

6

11

Sa

10

7

12

Su

11

8

13

Mo

12

9

14

Tu

13

10

15

We

14

11

16

Th

15

12

17

Fr

16

13

18

Sa

17

14

19

Su

18

15

20

Mo

19

16

21

Tu

20

17

22

We

21

18

23

Th

22

19

24

Fr

23

20

25

Sa

24

21

26

Su

25

22

27

Mo

26

23

28

Tu

27

24

29

We

28

25

30

Th

29

26

31

Fr

30

27

Sa

31

28

Su

29

Mo

30

Tu

#

#

#

#

Days of operation

Mo = Monday, Tu = Tuesday, We = Wednesday, Th = Thursday, Fr = Friday

Sa = Saturday

Su = Sunday

Data Provided by National Public Transport Information (National PTI)  -  44  -  14/09/20
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Appeal by Fareham Land LP and Bargate Homes Limited 
Outline Planning Applications for Land at Newgate Lane (North & South), Fareham 
Proof of Evidence by Anthony Jones 
 

 
   
 

APPENDIX AHJ/J: Highway Authority Representations dated 26th 
February 2020 to the Fareham Draft Local Plan 2036 Supplement 

– Regulation 18 Consultation 
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Call charges and information apply see www.hants.gov.uk 
 

___ 

Di rec t o r  o f  Economy ,  T ranspo r t  and  Env i r o nment  

Stuart  Jarv is  BSc  DipTP FCIHT MRTPI  

 

Department of Planning and Regeneration 
Fareham Borough Council  
Civic Offices  
Civic Way, FAREHAM 
Hampshire  
PO16 7AZ  

Economy ,  T r anspo r t  and  En v i r onment  Depar tment  

E l i zabe th  I I  Cour t  Wes t ,  T he  Cas t l e  

Winches t e r ,  Hampsh i r e  SO23  8UD  

Te le :  0845  603 5638  (Genera l  Enqu i r i e s )  

 0845  603 5633  (Roads  and  Transpor t )  

 0845  603 5634  (Recyc l i n g  Was te  &  P l ann ing )  

Textphone  0845  603  5625  

Fax  01962  847055  

www.han ts . gov .uk  

 

E nq u i r i e s  t o  Miss L J McCulloch 

 

 

My  r e f e r e n c e      

D i r e c t  L i n e  01962 846581 Yo u r  r e f e r e n c e    

Da t e  29 February 2020 E ma i l  laura.mcculloch@hants.gov.uk 

 

 
Dear Sir, 
 
Fareham Draft Local Plan 2036 Supplement – Regulation 18 Consultation 
 
The following response is provided on behalf of Hampshire County Council to the 
Fareham Draft Local Plan 2036 supplement, in its capacity as Local Highway 
Authority, Local Education Authority, Minerals and Waste Planning Authority, Lead 
Local Flood Authority, Adults Health Care provider and Public Health Authority.   
  
Detailed comments are provided in the attached appendices (1 - 7) but I would like to 
draw your attention to the following comments which summarise the key outstanding 
issues surrounding highways, raised by the Local Highway Authority. 
 
Newgate Lane South 
As part of the 2017 draft local plan consultation the County Council in its capacity as 
Local Highway Authority submitted an objection to policy HA2 (Newgate Lane South). 
This objection remains valid and is restated: ‘The purpose of the current improvements 
to Newgate Lane is to address existing traffic congestion and environmental issues on 
Newgate Lane and other corridors providing access to the Gosport peninsula and to 
facilitate better strategic access to jobs at the Solent Enterprise Zone at Daedalus 
(which is also the case for the Stubbington bypass).  An aim of the Enterprise Zone is 
to contribute to reducing the number and duration of vehicle trips on roads on the 
Gosport peninsula, in particular out commuting towards the A27 /M27 to access 
employment in the morning peak travel period. It is therefore the policy of the County 
Council to maintain the utility of the improvements provided to Newgate Lane in these 
terms. Consequently, the proposed housing allocation which is likely to both increase 
the levels of out-commuting from the peninsula in the morning peak travel period and 
negate the purposes of the Newgate Lane improvements is not supported.’ 
 
Technical Transport Assessment 
The evidence base does not include a fully updated Transport Assessment (TA) to 
replace the interim TA published in support of the 2017 draft local plan consultation.  
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2 
 

Furthermore, the development scenario tested in the interim TA has now been 
superseded. Therefore, in the absence of an updated TA, the County Council in its 
capacity as Local Highway Authority is submitting a holding objection until such time as 
a revised Local Plan TA has been produced and finalised and the strategic impacts of 
the proposed allocations and the two Strategic Growth Areas (SGAs) have been 
adequately assessed with evidence that any significant impacts can be mitigated.   
 
The TA will need to assess the strategic impacts of the housing allocations and 
propose a package of mitigation measures. The proposed package of interventions will 
need to include the South East Hampshire Rapid Transit network (elements of which 
are the subject of a Transforming Cities Bid with a reasonable chance of being funded 
by 2024) as well as cycle routes identified in the draft Local Cycling and Walking 
Infrastructure Plan. 
 
Strategic Growth Areas (SGAs) 
This consultation does not provide any details on the type or amount of development 
within the SGAs.  Consequently, it is not possible to evaluate how these sites would 
work within the existing transport network or what future transport infrastructure would 
be required.  
 
South of Fareham SGA  
The South of Fareham SGA straddles the Stubbington bypass which is now under 
construction.  The strategic business case for the by-pass was approved by 
Government on the basis of supporting improved access to the Gosport peninsular, 
which is currently badly constrained by congestion on key routes, in order to aid 
regeneration in Gosport which is one of the most deprived areas in Hampshire.  It 
should also be noted that the technical work related to Clean Air Zone (CAZ) 
designation in Fareham identifies the by-pass as having an important role in bringing 
the CAZ into legal compliance.  Achieving compliance is the subject of a binding 
Secretary of State instruction. If development next to the bypass were to have a 
detrimental impact on the efficient flow of traffic along the bypass, then this could 
potentially have severe economic and environmental consequences.   
 
Additionally, the County Council is seriously concerned that the introduction of 
significant further development anywhere within the general area outlined within the 
South of Fareham SGA is likely to have a highly detrimental impact on the Stubbington 
bypass, regardless of whether the development accesses the bypass directly or the 
traffic generated by the development accesses the route indirectly.  For this reason the 
County Council objects to the principle of the designation of a SGA in this area. 
 
Yours sincerely,  

Stuart Jarvis 
Director of Economy, Transport and Environment 
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Appendix 1: Highway Authority Response to Fareham draft local plan 
2036 – supplement published for consultation January to March 2020  
 
1. Introduction 
 
1.1 Hampshire County Council is the highway authority for all roads in Hampshire 

except for motorways and trunk roads and this response is concerned with the 
potential highway and transportation impacts of the land use proposals set out by 
the borough council on the local road network. The County Council’s primary 
concern as highway authority is the efficient use, management and maintenance of 
the local highway network. Ensuring that all new development mitigates its impact 
on the Hampshire network is the function of the highway authority. 

 
1.2 Hampshire County Council as the Local Highway Authority submitted comments in 

December 2017 in response to the previous local plan (Reg 18.) consultation. 
These comments remain valid and will not be repeated in this consultation 
response. Any alterations to these original comments and new comments will be 
submitted as part of this response to the current Local Plan supplement 
consultation on the revised development strategy.  

 
Policy HA2 - Newgate Lane South 

 
1.3 As part of the 2017 consultation THE County Council in its capacity as Local 

Highway Authority submitted an objection to policy HA2 (Newgate Lane South). 
This policy objection remains valid and is resubmitted:  

 
‘The purpose of the current improvements to Newgate Lane is to address existing 
traffic congestion and environmental issues on Newgate Lane and other corridors 
providing access to the Gosport peninsula and to facilitate better strategic access 
to jobs at the Solent Enterprise Zone at Daedalus (which is also the case for the 
Stubbington bypass).  An aim of the Enterprise Zone is to contribute to reducing the 
number and duration of vehicle trips on roads on the Gosport peninsula, in 
particular out commuting towards the A27 /M27 to access employment in the 
morning peak travel period.  It is therefore the policy of the County Council to 
maintain the utility of the improvements provided to Newgate Lane in these terms. 
Consequently, the proposed housing allocation which is likely to both increase the 
levels of out-commuting from the peninsula in the morning peak travel period and 
negate the purposes of the Newgate Lane improvements is not supported.’ 

 
1.4 The County Council as Local Highway Authority also provide the following 

comments in response to the revised development strategy under the key 
principles for the Local Plan and follows the SAME format of the 2017 consultation 
response: 

 
2 Transport Assessment – updated 

 
2.1 The evidence base does not include a fully updated Transport Assessment (TA) to 

replace the interim TA published in support of the 2017 draft local plan consultation.  
Furthermore, the development scenario tested in the interim TA has now been 
superseded. Therefore, in the absence of an updated TA, the County Council in its 
capacity as Local Highway Authority is submitting a holding objection until such 
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time as a revised Local Plan TA has been produced and finalised and the strategic 
impacts of the proposed allocations and the two Strategic Growth Areas (SGAs) 
have been adequately assessed with evidence that any significant impacts can be 
mitigated.   

 
2.2 An ‘Interim Transport Modelling Outputs – SRTM modelling’ report setting out the 

baseline and revised local plan development model runs has been published and 
forms part of the transport evidence base. This updated modelling report indicates 
that the incremental impact of all the site allocations including Welborne and the 
two SGAs is forecast to affect links and junctions across the highway network and 
particularly along the A27 corridor. The TA will need to assess the strategic impacts 
of the allocations and propose a package of mitigation measures. The proposed 
package of interventions will need to include the South East Hampshire Rapid 
Transit network (elements of which are the subject of a Transforming Cities Bid with 
a reasonable chance of being funded by 2024) as well as cycle routes identified in 
the draft Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan. 
 

3 Development strategy – updated  
 
3.1 The development strategy for Fareham borough has been revised and introduces 

two SGAs (north of Downend and south of Fareham) which may play a role in 
meeting neighbouring authorities’ unmet housing need. This consultation does not 
provide any details on the type or amount of development within the SGAs.  
Consequently, it is not possible to evaluate how these sites would work within the 
existing transport network or what future transport infrastructure would be required. 
Furthermore, in the absence of any clarification of the policy role or purpose of 
these two SGAs they have been treated as potential development allocations and 
have been included in the strategic modelling for the local plan Transport 
Assessment. For the purposes of this strategic transport modelling the County 
Council understand that a total of 2,150 dwellings has been attributed to the SGAs 
and this will inform the basis of our response to the forthcoming TA. 

 
3.2 The South of Fareham SGA straddles the Stubbington bypass which is now under 

construction.  The strategic business case for the by-pass was approved by 
Government on the basis of supporting improved access to the Gosport 
peninsular, which is currently badly constrained by congestion on key routes, in 
order aid regeneration in Gosport which is one of the most deprived areas in 
Hampshire.  It should also be noted that the technical work related to Clean Air 
Zone (CAZ) designation in Fareham identifies the by-pass as having an important 
role in bringing the CAZ into legal compliance.  Achieving compliance is the 
subject of a binding Secretary of State instruction. If development next to the by-
pass were to have a detrimental impact on the efficient flow of traffic along the 
bypass then this could potentially have severe economic and environmental 
consequences.   

 
3.3 Additionally, the County Council is seriously concerned that the introduction of 

significant further development anywhere within the general area outlined within 
the South of Fareham SGA is likely to have a highly detrimental impact on the 
Stubbington bypass, regardless of whether the development accesses the bypass 
directly or the traffic generated by the development accesses the route indirectly.  
Given that any development within the general locality of the SGA would be likely 
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to be heavily car dependent and therefore at risk of being found inconsistent with 
national statutory objectives on carbon reduction.  For these reasons the County 
Council objects to the principle of the designation of a SGA in this area. 

 
 
4 Bus Rapid Transit – updated  
 
4.1 The draft local plan needs a more positive statement about Bus Rapid Transit 

(BRT) including updates on the extension of the southern section of the Eclipse 
busway to Rowner Road in Gosport and the recent Transforming Cities Fund 
(TCF) bid in November 2019 to government for funding the South East Hampshire 
Rapid Transit network (SEHRT). 

 
4.2 There needs to be a consistency when referring to BRT in Fareham because 

various different terms are used throughout the draft plans both in the text and 
policies with terms including: bus rapid transit, rapid transit bus route, a high 
frequency bus route and A27 rapid transit bus services. These references need to 
clarify the difference between purely an enhanced local bus route and a bus rapid 
transit corridor. The County Council recommends that when referring to the defined 
bus rapid transit corridors that the non-bus specific term of South East Hampshire 
Rapid Transit (SEHRT) is used.  

 
4.3 There are opportunities to implement SEHRT proposals in Fareham borough as 

part of the TCF bid; Fareham town centre, the A27 at Delme roundabout, 
Portchester and Welborne Garden Village could all benefit from the proposed 
SEHRT network. The relevant plan policies would benefit from a stronger 
reference to committing to securing improvements in bus infrastructure for the local 
bus network (not BRT) and for the wider SEHRT proposals.  

 
4.4 The revised development strategy should include the future extension of the 

SEHRT network:  
 

• west of Fareham town centre towards Segensworth, Swanwick Station, 
Whiteley and the North Whiteley major development area; 

• to serve the Solent Enterprise Zone at Daedalus and adjacent coastal 
settlements; 

• as part of the master planning for the two Strategic Growth Areas (north of 
Downend and south of Fareham). 

 
4.5 The glossary should include a definition of SEHRT as set out below: 
 

South East Hampshire Rapid Transit (SEHRT) in the Portsmouth and SE 
Hampshire City Region is a: 

 

• branded network of fast, frequent, reliable and quality services and 
infrastructure, primarily on-street, providing turn up and go, end to end 
connectivity, limited stop travel and interchange at key locations 

• Distinct from but interchanging with rail services, local bus services, walking, 
cycling and local waterborne transport 
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• Distinctive, high quality rapid transit vehicles building on the success of the 
Eclipse and Star corridors, Portsmouth Park and Ride and the Hard Interchange 
to deliver a step change in travel 

• A multimodal ticketing and billing platform providing fare capping over the full 
range of transport services  

• Push notification travel information to the customer for all transport modes (in 
the city region) 

• High quality, attractive and accessible waiting facilities and interchanges with 
real time information and convenience services 

• Connecting rapid transit into the community with high quality, well-signed, 
routes for pedestrians and cyclists 

• Develop infrastructure and technology to provide reliable convenient journey 
times along the rapid transit network 

 
4.6 The relevant draft local plan (2017) polices (SP3, SP4, INF1, INF2 and INF3) and 

the Proposals Map will need to be updated accordingly.  
 
5 Strategic road network – updated 
 
5.1 The County Council are in the process of commissioning a transport study for the 

A27 corridor. This study will seek to identify a preferred future transport strategy for 
the corridor which the County Council will seek to adopt as future strategy.  In light 
of the County Council’s recently declared climate change emergency it will seek to 
incorporate a multi modal approach that facilitates a modal shift away from private 
car use.  Future development site master planning should take this into account 
and have regard to the emerging study results. 

 
6 Development allocations – updated 
 
6.1 New housing allocations in the revised development strategy: 
 

Rookery Farm housing allocation (150 dws).  
 
6.2 This allocation is close to Swanwick railway station. The County Council supports 

the opportunity for this site to provide high quality walking and cycling routes to 
Swanwick station.  This may include a new active modes bridge over the motorway 
and enhanced interchange at Swanwick Station with new local bus services.  The 
development brief also needs to include provision for off-site improvements to 
address the inadequate bus, walking and cycling connections to the Segensworth 
business parks.  

 
Small scale development outside defined urban areas. 

 
6.3 The County Council supports sites which are located near to existing services and 

facilities so these can be readily accessed by walking and cycling and public 
transport and to minimise the need for trips by motor vehicles. 

 
Sheltered housing – land south of Cams Alders (60 dws).  
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6.4 This new development allocation needs to be supported by a Transport 
Assessment and should include new pedestrian and cycle connections to the 
Eclipse busway corridor. 

 
7 Sustainable Transport – updated 
 
7.1 Local plan polices need to refer to the emerging Local Cycling and Walking 

Infrastructure Plan (LCWIP).  
 

Hampshire County Council is happy to discuss any issues raised in this 
consultation response. Please contact Caroline Richardson 
(caroline.richardson@hants.gov.uk) if you have any questions or require more 
information. 
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Appendix 2: Local Education Authority Response to Fareham draft 
local plan 2036 – supplement published for consultation January to 
March 2020 
 
1. Background to planning school places 
 
1.1 Hampshire County Council in its capacity as Local Education Authority has a 

statutory duty to: 
 

• Ensure sufficient childcare is available to meet the Early Years free entitlement 

as far as reasonably practicable. 

• Ensure sufficient maintained school provision is available to meet the needs of 

all Hampshire children aged up to 16;  

• Ensure sufficient post-16 provision is available for all Hampshire children; 

• Give priority at all ages to meet the needs of children with special education 

needs and disabilities (SEND), learning difficulties and/or disabilities up to 19 (in 

some cases 25);  

• Support all maintained nurseries, schools and Post-16 provision to function as 

high-quality, viable and financially efficient services; and to 

• Ensure fair access to educational opportunity and promote diversity and 

parental choice. 

1.2 The planning and provision of additional school places is an increasingly complex 
task to cater for a changing population, migration and new housing 
developments. Individual schools, subject to status, now have greater autonomy 
regarding admission numbers and decisions surrounding school expansions, 
adding further complexity to the role the County Council must undertake. The size 
and diversity of Hampshire also creates challenges for meeting the demand for 
additional school places. The main principle of current and future provision is that 
the County Council will seek to provide local schools for local children.  

  
1.3 The following factors are considered when forecasting school places:  
  

• Numbers of children living in area 

• Numbers of children attending local schools 

• % participation rates for numbers joining each phase of schooling. 

• known housing developments and likely pupil yield. 

• in-year migration to and from local schools, ‘pushback’ – children being ‘pushed 

back’ to their local schools as preferred schools fill from their own catchment 

demand.  

1.4 It is the County Council’s role to plan, commission and organise school places in 
conjunction with the Regional Schools Commissioner in a way that promotes the 
raising of standards, manages supply and creates a diverse infrastructure. 

 
1.5 In a period of significant financial challenge, the County Council is committed to 

providing accommodation for school places, whether permanent or temporary, 
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that is of high quality, fit for purpose, accessible, provides value for money and 
ensures flexibility to respond to changes in the curriculum 

 
2. Making Changes to Schools in Hampshire  
  
2.1 Hampshire has a diverse range of schools, meaning a varied and mixed 

approach to school organisation is required. This mixed economy has been 
developed over many years and works well in practice. Change is only 
considered by the County Council when required. In planning the provision of 
school places, the County Council will also consider cross border movement of 
pupils between local authorities.  

  
2.2 In planning for new mainstream provision in the primary and secondary sector the 

County Council will plan based on the following principles:  
  

• Published Admission Numbers (PAN), where possible, will be multiples of 30 or 

15 if this is not possible. 

• When developing new schools, the County Council will seek to provide all-

through primary provision and not separate infant and junior provision. It is the 

view of the County Council that this model provides a beneficial educational 

continuity between Key Stages 1 and 2 by removing the need for transition at 

age seven. 

• For new schools, normally required to serve significant housing developments 

the Council would seek to open the new provision with a minimum of 20 

catchment area pupils which equates to approximately 400 occupations. The 

school would grow from year R, year on year, to reflect the build out rate of the 

development. 

• Particularly in rural areas, the County Council will give due consideration to 

ensuring sustainable local models are maintained. 

• The County Council promotes a co-educational system in the primary and 

secondary sector and all future arrangements will follow this principle. 

• Where possible the County Council will seek to have PANs across the primary 

sector of not less than 30 or greater than 90 in a primary school or 150 where 

there are currently infant and junior schools. For secondary schools the 

minimum would be 150 

• When opportunity arises the County Council will discuss with governing bodies 

new forms of school governance. This could include ‘hard’ federation of two or 

more schools, amalgamation of infant and junior schools into a single primary 

school or, the formation of all-through five to 16 schools.  

3. Special Education Needs and Disability (SEND)  
 
3.1 A strategic review of Hampshire’s SEND provision is currently being undertaken. 

The strategy assesses the county wide need for SEND places against current 
provision and will consider this alongside new school and resourced provision. 
Hampshire special schools have a good reputation for the quality of educational 
provision they offer to pupils, some of which have the most severe long term and 

138

Page 352



10 
 

complex educational needs. The educational offer to children with SEND also 
includes resourced provision within mainstream schools. The impact from new 
housing will need to be assessed against the requirement for additional places for 
pupils with SEND, and associated mitigation sought. 

 
4. Forecasting School Places – Methodology  
 
4.1 The County Council collects data on the historical and current uptake of places in 

all schools that are maintained by the Local Authority. This data along with other 
linked information, primarily birth and housing data, is used to forecast school 
places across the County.  

 
4.2 The methodology used is based upon a cohort survival model. The basic premise 

is that pupils will roll forward from one-year group to the next at the end of each 
academic year.  If there are known housing developments within a school’s 
catchment area, the expected pupil yield is added to the projections. This 
information is provided by the County Councils Economy, Transport & 
Environment Department and substantiated by local councils. Expected changes 
due to pupil mobility and migration are also taken into account. For each year 
group, the number of pupils on roll in January is compared with the same cohort a 
year later. A weighted moving average of the observed changes over the last 
three years (3:2:1) is calculated and applied in the same way as the participation 
rate.  

 
4.3 Cross Border Movement – Hampshire is bordered by eight local authorities with 

responsibility for providing school places. The number of children who do not 
reside in Hampshire but who attend state-funded schools within the county in 
Autumn 2018 was around 7,300. While authorities have a responsibility to provide 
school places for their own populations, this does not extend to providing for 
those living in other authorities’ areas. Again, in times when school populations 
are lower, movement across administrative boundaries is likely to grow, but 
correspondingly to decline when numbers rise. This means that many patterns 
built up in recent years are likely to change.  

 
4.4 This situation arises in relation to the pupils attending schools in the Portchester 

area in relation to the proximity to Portsmouth. 
 
4.5 A detailed database of all the housing developments planned within schools’ 

catchment areas is used to generate projections of new housing and pupil yield. 
Across the county as a whole the pupil yield for primary schools averages out at 
30 primary age pupils per 100 dwellings, for secondary the figure is 21 pupils per 
100 dwellings. Not unsurprisingly given the diverse demographic nature of the 
county, the location, type and size of different developments generate a range of 
pupil yields. The model also recognises the staggered effect of secondary pupil 
yield over a number of years given the majority of pupils moving into new housing 
are of pre-secondary school age. 
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5. Developer Contributions towards additional school places 
 
5.1 In line with central government guidance on developers’ contributions the County 

Council expects financial contributions from developers in order to fully mitigate 
the impact of their development on children’s services facilities. 

 
5.2 In order to provide a guideline cost of providing additional places, a detailed 

analysis has been undertaken, based on actual projects designed and tendered 
in recent years resulting in separate costs per place for new primary and 
secondary schools and for extensions to existing schools. Please refer to the full 
Developers’ Contributions towards Children’s Services Facilities document at:  
http://www3.hants.gov.uk/education/schools/school-places.htm 

 
6. Comments on the updated information on housing plans for Fareham 
 
6.1 The main principle of current and future provision is that we will seek to provide 

local schools for local children. The inclusion of the need to mitigate the impact 
on school places and early years facilities is welcomed. As noted above this will 
also need to account of any need for additional SEND places. 

 
6.2 The level of additional housing identified in the local plan will lead to additional 

primary and secondary age pupils. The length of time covered by the plan period 
will need to be considered in the planning for any additional pupil places that may 
be required, due to the fluctuations that occur in the number of births, house 
building rates and other demographic changes. Thus, the planning and provision 
of additional school places is an increasingly complex task due to these factors. 

 
6.3 The assessment of the demand for future pupil places is an on-going task and 

this will continue to be the case as housing plans become clearer and phasing of 
additional dwellings is known. The requirement for any additional pupil places, 
and associated infrastructure, will be identified as soon as possible so details can 
be provided to Fareham Borough Council and the developer to assist with 
financial planning of schemes. 

 
Strategic Growth Areas (SGA’s) 

 
6.4 An early indication of the SGA’s from Fareham Borough Council and the level of 

new housing proposed within each SGA would be welcomed by the Local 
Education Authority to enable school places to be planned appropriately. 

 
North of Downend 

 
6.5 The application for 350 dwellings would result in the requirement for additional 

primary and secondary school places. Should the level of housing increase 
significantly in this area then consideration will be given to reserving a primary 
school site as local schools are full. However, in order to ensure long-term 
sustainability, it is unlikely that a 1FE (one form of entry or 30 places per year 
group equates to 210 places) would be provided. This would equate to 700/800 
dwellings and ideally a larger development would be needed before a new school 
could be provided – this would be approximately 1,000 dwellings for a 1.5FE and 
1,400 for 2FE. If a new school is to be provided it is normally predicated on the 
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fact that housing comes on stream as one development rather than a series of 
smaller developments which will result on a  drip-feed of pupils numbers rather 
than growth in a sustained way to warrant a new school being provided. 

 
6.6 It is welcomed that the provision of infrastructure for education and early years is 

identified as a requirement. 
 
6.7 It is important that consideration is given to accessing local schools through the 

provision of suitable footpaths and cycleways to promote active travel and reduce 
reliance on the car. 

 
6.8 The school place planning solution is dependent on the overall position on school 

places locally and an assessment will be undertaken when it becomes clearer as 
to the quantum and timing of new housing locally. 

 
South of Fareham 

 
6.9 Depending on the quantum of housing provided, then the provision of a new 

primary school on site would be needed. As detailed above, it is more likely for a 
new school to be required if development is in the region of 1,400/1,500 
dwellings. If less than this, then consideration could be given to providing a 1.5FE 
school but this creates challenging organisational and financial issues for the 
school through having to manage mixed age teaching. 

 
6.8 For secondary provision, additional places will be needed depending on the level 

of housing provided. There will also be a requirement for provision to be made for 
additional places for pupils with special educational needs and disability (SEND). 

 
6.9 It is welcomed that additional infrastructure for education and early years is 

identified The school place planning solution is dependent on the overall position 
on school places locally and an assessment will be undertaken when it becomes 
clearer as to the quantum and timing of new housing locally. 

 
Rookery Farm, Sarisbury 

 
6.10 This proposed development of 150 dwellings, will generate additional primary and 

secondary school pupils in an area where there is significant pressure at both 
primary and secondary schools.  

 
6.11 The identification of the need for additional education infrastructure as well as 

improvements to off-site highway works is welcome. The latter should include for 
any new or improvements to cycle and footpaths to the local schools, especially 
as this would involve accessing school’s south of the M27. 

 
7 Overall housing allocations 
 
7.1 The document details housing sites identified previously. An assessment of the 

impact on school place planning has been considered and for the level of housing 
identified then it is likely additional school places will be needed at primary, 
secondary and SEND education. 
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Welborne 
 
7.2 The development at Welborne is to provide 7 forms of entry of new primary and 

secondary school places comprising 3 new primary schools and one new 
secondary school. 

 
Portchester 

 
7.3 The level of development will generate the need for additional primary and 

secondary school places. Developer contributions will be required for 
improvements to education infrastructure at primary, secondary and SEND 
schools. Should the SGA at Downend be of significant size this will add to the 
pressure which could generate the need for a new primary school. 

 
Newgate Lane 

 
7.4 This development is close to Gosport and there are schools closer within Gosport 

than the current catchment area schools in Stubbington. The impact on local 
school places is being assessed but developer contributions will be required to 
mitigate the impact on local schools by improving infrastructure. 

 
Locks Heath/Sarisbury 

 
7.5 The level of development will generate additional pupils that are likely to require 

the expansion of local schools. Building viability studies have been undertaken 
regarding potential expansion and developer contributions will be sought should 
the expansion of local schools be required. 

 
8   Active travel to school 

8.1 Whilst the inclusion of connectivity for footways and cycle paths is detailed, it is 
important this includes access to local schools to promote active travel and 
discourage the use of the car for travel to school. This should include ensuring 
necessary improvements are made to existing routes between the development 
and local schools. For example, housing site HA3 – Southampton Road, 
Titchfield Common. Access form this site to local schools would appear to be 
problematic due to the proximity of the major highway network. 

 
9 Air Quality 

9.1 It is welcomed that this is identified as an issue. It is a key consideration in 
respect of the siting of and environmental positioning in respect of new schools 
as well as when new school places at existing schools are provided. Promoting 
opportunities for active travel to reduce car use should be promoted and funded 
through developer contributions. This would cover the provision of new cycle and 
footpaths, upgrades to existing infrastructure together with the funding of school 
travel plans and additional infrastructure at schools such as cycle and scooter 
storage. 
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Hampshire County Council is happy to discuss any issues raised in this 
consultation response. Please contact Glenn Parkinson 
(glenn.parkinson@hants.gov.uk) if you have any questions or require more 
information 
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Appendix 3: Minerals & Waste Planning Authority Response to 
Fareham draft local plan 2036 – supplement published for 
consultation January to March 2020 
 
1.1 Hampshire County Council as the Minerals and Waste Planning Authority are 

pleased to see that the Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan (2013) is referenced 
in the draft Local Plan supplement. However, this is only within the glossary, and 
the County Council recommend that there needs to be more emphasis on how 
minerals and waste policies will apply to the development strategy of the Local 
Plan: 

 
1.2 The Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan (HMWP, 2013) sets out the Minerals 

Safeguarding Area, which is then contained in the regularly updated Minerals and 
Waste Consultation Area (MWCA). The HMWP also sets out the minerals 
safeguarding policy for Hampshire (Policy 15 (Safeguarding – mineral 
resources)), the minerals infrastructure safeguarding policy (Policy 16 
(Safeguarding – mineral infrastructure)) and the waste infrastructure safeguarding 
policy (Policy 26 (Safeguarding – waste infrastructure)), while the Minerals and 
Waste Safeguarding Supplementary Planning Documents (available on our 
website - https://www.hants.gov.uk/landplanningandenvironment/strategic-
planning/hampshire-minerals-waste-plan/supplementary-planning-documents) 
provide further guidance on the policies and their implementation.  

 
1.3 The County Council would like to take this opportunity to reiterate that any 

development or significant redevelopments of land may impact mineral 
resources.  As minerals can only be worked where they are found, it is important 
that viable mineral resources are 'safeguarded' (protected) from needless 
sterilisation by other development to help to secure a long-term future supply of 
minerals. Mineral resources are necessary for a vast array of construction 
activities and their availability is a prerequisite for any housing development. As 
such, the NPPF requires planning authorities to define Minerals Safeguarding 
Areas and adopt policies so that, 1) known locations of mineral resources of local 
and national importance are not needlessly sterilised by non-mineral 
development, 2) if it is necessary for non-mineral development to take place, the 
prior extraction of minerals, where practicable and environmentally feasible, is 
encouraged. 

 
1.4 The County Council is pleased to see the Minerals section within Section 11 - 

Material Assets of the Interim Sustainability Appraisal (ISA). The County Council 
would recommend that this includes the introductory text below preceding a list of 
safeguarded sites in the area: ‘The plan requires that Hampshire County Council 
must be consulted on planning decisions which could affect any of these 
safeguarded sites and resources.’. 

 
Minerals Safeguarding Area 

 
1.5 Whilst the County Council is also pleased to see that the Minerals Safeguarding 

Areas, informed by Policy 15 of the HMWP, have been considered in the 
assessment of each developable housing and employment site, from the 2017 
draft Local Plan, within the Strategic Housing and Employment Land Availability 
Assessment (SHELAA) (December 2019), the County Council would like to see 
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further wording included to strengthen the focus on safeguarded mineral 
deposits.  

 
1.6 Many of the allocated sites in the local plan lie wholly or partly within the Minerals 

Safeguarding Area, and the County Council recommend that each site should 
include a requirement for Minerals Assessments to be undertaken in the 
suitability comment section of appropriate Developable Housing and Employment 
Site assessments.  

 
1.7 A list of the sites that will require a Minerals Assessment under the HMWP is 

shown below. 
 

Site 
ID Site Name 

1998 Pinks Hill, Wallington 

1341 
Land South of Oakcroft Lane, 
Stubbington 

3008 
Land South of Longfield Avenue, 
Fareham 

3057 
Land East of Newgate Lane, Peel 
Common 

3199 Newlands Plus - Area B1 

3200 Newlands Plus - Area B2 

3201 Newlands Plus - Area C 

3059 
Land East of Titchfield Road, 
Titchfield 

3198 Newlands Plus - Area A 

3113 
Faraday Business Park, Daedalus 
East 

 
1.8 While only some sites may require a full Minerals Assessment, the County 

Council would request that wording is added to each allocated site’s assessment 
comments to promote potential mineral extraction where suitable. The County 
Council recommend the following wording could be added: ‘The site is within a 
Minerals Consultation Area. Minerals extraction may be appropriate, where 
environmentally suitable, subject to confirmation of the scale and quality of the 
resource.’. 

 
Rookery Farm 

 
1.9 The County Council note that within the Local Plan supplement, SHELAA and 

ISA the site of Rookery Farm has been allocated for potential development. This 
site area contains within it a safeguarded minerals and waste site, consisting of 
Rookery Farm aggregate recycling facility. Following discussion with the site 
operator, it is understood that they have promoted the site for a residential 
housing allocation and do not wish to have provision of another minerals and 
waste site within the Borough. Hampshire County Council has concluded that 
sufficient aggregate recycling capacity is currently in place to deal with the 
additional waste and as such no objection to this allocation will be raised. 
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Hampshire County Council is happy to discuss any issues raised in this 
consultation response. Please contact Andrew Denton 
(Andrew.Denton@hants.gov.uk) if you have any questions or require more 
information. 
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Appendix 4: Lead Local Flood Authority Response to Fareham draft 
local plan 2036 – supplement published for consultation January to 
March 2020 
 
1.1 Hampshire County Council as the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) is very 

pleased to see the Natural Environment policy specifically aimed at ‘Managing 
Flood Risk and Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS)’.  

 
1.2 The County Council would recommend that the text regarding ‘Greenfield and 

Brown field run off rates and managing on-site surface water run-off’ should be 
added to the 'planning permission will only be granted where' section, as these 
rules apply on all sites, not just those where SuDS are required.  

 
1.3 In fact, all sites should be incorporating SuDS unless there is a very specific 

reason why this cannot be achieved and the County Council would recommend 
that all sites start from a principal of surface, open water SuDS as detailed in the 
Ciria SuDS manual, considered as industry best practice which can be viewed 
here: 

 
https://www.ciria.org/ItemDetail?iProductCode=C753&Category=BOOK&Website
Key=3f18c87a-d62b-4eca-8ef4-9b09309c1c91   

 
1.4 The County Council would also recommend that the following sentence is added 

to the relevant section of the next iteration of the Local Plan as the County 
Council is keen that the LLFA strategy is referenced in local plans and vice versa 
to highlight the joint working that is taking place: 

 
'Guidance set out by the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) will be followed for 
developments in areas in Fareham which have been prioritised as high risk by the 
County wide Local Flood and Water Management Strategy'.  

 

Hampshire County Council is happy to discuss any issues raised in this 
consultation response. Please contact Vicki Westall (vicki.westall@hants.gov.uk) 
if you have any questions or require more information. 
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Appendix 5: Rights of Way Response to Fareham draft local plan 
2036 – supplement published for consultation January to March 2020 
 
 
1.1 This response is provided by Hampshire County Council Countryside Service, in 

its capacity as Highway Authority in respect of Public Rights of Way and 
Commons Registration Authority.  The County Council also manage Country 
Parks and Countryside Sites throughout Hampshire. The County Council 
considers that the Local Plan consultation documents are generally 
comprehensive, and references are made throughout to retaining Rights of Way 
which is supported.  

 
1.2 The Rights of Way network is fragmented within Fareham borough and there is 

an undersupply of bridleways for horse-riding. There is however a strong demand 
for access to coastal areas and river estuaries within the borough by pedestrians, 
cyclists, horse riders and other non-motorised vehicles.  

 
1.3 Opportunities to improve the Rights of Way network for pedestrians and horse 

riders (especially bridleways) as well as non-motorized vehicles could be 
developed further through the Local Plan process.  

 
1.4 No references are made to horse riding or equestrian businesses and the 

contribution these businesses make to the local economy in the Draft 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan which should be addressed.  

 
1.5 The County Council welcome that the Strategic Growth Area: South of 

Fareham policy proposes to retain existing Public Rights of Way and would 
welcome further discussions on the impacts and opportunities for PRoW in 
relation to future housing allocations in the Borough. 

 
 

Hampshire County Council is happy to discuss any issues raised in this 
consultation response. Please contact Tina Cuss (Tina.Cuss@hants.gov.uk) if 
you have any questions or require more information. 
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Appendix 6: Adults Health and Care Response to Fareham draft local 
plan 2036 – supplement published for consultation January to March 
2020 
 

1. Mixed, sustainable communities for those with a health or social care 
need 

1.1. It is the objective of every Council that its 
residents should have the opportunity to live 
in a high quality, well designed home, in 
sustainable, inclusive and mixed 
communities that they want to live in and 
which they can afford. New residential 
development should meet a range of 
community housing needs and deliver a 
wide choice of homes, with a priority being 
given to the provision of new affordable housing for people with a health or 
social care need. 

1.2. It is essential to plan to meet the needs of all parts of the community, including 
older adults, people with a learning or physical disability, and those with a 
mental health condition, particularly through the provision of affordable housing. 

1.3. Hampshire County Council’s Adults Health and Care department would 
recommend that Fareham Borough Council aim: 

• to maintain a supply of housing that meet a wide range of community 
needs; 

• to maximise the provision of new affordable housing, including specialised 
housing for those with a health or social care need throughout the borough, 
including rural areas; 

• to include policies to achieve healthy, inclusive and safe places which:  
promote formal and incidental social interaction, minimise social isolation, 
are safe and accessible and which enable and support healthy and active 
lifestyles (including through the provision of green and blue infrastructure). 
This includes ensuring new homes are built to Nationally Described Space 
Standards and Building Regulations Part M4(2) and (3). 

 
1.4. Affordable accommodation across a range of affordable tenures, built to Part 

M4(2) standards, with some provision for Part M4(3) on larger sites, will help 
meet a range of needs, including those of an ageing population. There is also a 
need for specialist forms of accommodation such as extra care housing for older 
adults, homes for people with disabilities and Mental Health conditions. 

1.5. Specialist forms of accommodation such as extra care housing for older 
persons and homes for those with disabilities and care or support needs should 
be provided, where appropriate, taking into account local housing needs. 

2. The Nature of Extra Care and Social Care Housing 
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2.1. Ensuring suitable provision of accessible affordable 
accommodation will help to ensure that people with 
a health and social care need can continue to be 
part of their community. Extra Care Housing (ECH) 
describes a type of housing which provides 
vulnerable people with the housing, care and 
support they need to enable them to remain in a 
home of their own and maintain their independence 
for as long as possible. 

2.2. The key aim of Extra Care is to provide facilities and flexible associated care 
which allows residents to remain within their accommodation as their needs 
change. This means that the design needs to have a longevity. 

3. Extra Care for Older Adults 

3.1. Extra Care for Older Adults can be defined as: 

“a development of one and two bed apartments of 
affordable tenure, grouped together with communal 
facilities, that through the provision of on-site 24/7 care 
& support services offers a viable alternative to a 
residential care home for many vulnerable older people, 
enabling them to remain a part of, and active within the 
wider community.” 

3.2. While precedents exist for Extra Care for Older Adults 
to be classed within either the C2 or C3 use class, 
Hampshire County Council’s Adults Health and Care department advocates is 
classification with the C3 class to emphasis the housing element of the scheme. 

3.3. To ensure viability of the care delivery, a scheme will normally be between 50 
and 100 units in size, meaning that sites around 1 hectare in size should be 
allocated when looking at an Older Adults Extra Care provision. 

3.4. The location of an Older Adults Extra Care scheme is also important, as 
proximity to key facilities such as shops, GP surgeries and the town centre 
ensure residents can remain engaged and part of their community. 

3.5. Hampshire County Council has undertaken an assessment of need for Extra 
Care for people with a Social Care need, based on trends in the delivery of care 
across the County, and considering population projections. The demand 
analysis looks to forward project the needs assessment to 2041. There are 
several areas within the Fareham area which are highlighted as an area of 
particular need, and Hampshire County Council would encourage the allocation 
of land for schemes capable of serving the Fareham, Titchfield, Peel Common 
and Park Gate areas. 
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4. Extra Care for Younger Adults 

4.1. Extra Care schemes for Younger Adults deliver housing solutions for those with 
a learning disability or mental health condition, but due to the sometimes highly 
specialised nature of the care and support required, will require a smaller 
number of units to maintain viability, and therefore requires a smaller footprint. 

4.2. Typically containing between 6 and 18 units of accommodation, built to Part 
M4(3) standards as a minimum, and surrounding communal facilities, these 
schemes also provide 24/7 care and support services and offer a viable 
alternative to a residential care environment. 

4.3. Due to the increased level of care required, Hampshire County Council Adults 
Health and Care advocates for a C2 use class for these schemes. Location is 
equality as important for Younger Adults Extra Care schemes, although as a 
result of a diverse range of needs, proximity to local facilities need to be 
considered carefully, and depending on the need these schemes can be suited 
to more rural locations. 

4.4. Meeting local needs through exception sites 
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4.5. In order to maximise provision to meet the housing requirements 
of those with a health or social care need, Fareham Borough 
Council should exceptionally grant permission or allocate sites 
for the provision of affordable or specialist housing where 
housing development would not normally be permitted, and in 
addition to the general housing provision. Developments should 
only be permitted where: 

 

• the proposal is suitable in terms of its location, size and tenure to meet an 
identified local health or social care need 
 

• the scheme is of a design and character appropriate to its location 
 

 
5. Specific Requirements in the Fareham Borough Council Area 

5.1. Based on analysis of need, Hampshire County Council’s Adults Health and 
Care department would recommend making specific provision for the following 
services: 

• Allocation of a 1 hectare site for the development of an Affordable Older 
Adults Extra Care scheme of between 50 and 100 units capable of serving 
the Fareham, Titchfield, Peel Common and Park Gate areas 
 

• Allocation of a site capable of providing up to 10 units of accommodation for 
Younger Adults with a Learning or Physical Disability 

 
6. Residential & Nursing Care 

6.1. Hampshire County Council has seen a change in the demand for residential and 
nursing care services over the last 5 years, as people are choosing to move to 
residential care later in life, and at a later stage in their care journey. This 
means that, while we have seen the demand residential care designed for less 
complex levels of need reduce, there is still a need for residential and nursing 
care capable of supporting more complex levels of care, including advanced 
dementia. 

6.2. The County Council would therefore support a policy that made it possible for 
providers to bring forward new nursing care facilities, designed to support those 
with dementia and complex care. 

Hampshire County Council is happy to discuss any issues raised in this 
consultation response. Please contact Simon Maggs 
(simon.maggs@hants.gov.uk) if you have any questions or require more 
information. 
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Appendix 7: Public Health Authority Response to Fareham draft 
local plan 2036 – supplement published for consultation January 
to March 2020 

 

1. Introduction 

1.1. This response provides both context and factual information that can be used by 
Fareham Borough Council in preparing their Local Plan to ensure that public 
health and wellbeing is considered as part of the plan making process. 

1.2. The National Planning Policy Framework requires local planning authorities to 
deliver a sufficient supply of homes and promote healthy and safe communities. 
Accordingly, the Local Plan should: 

 

• Meet objectively assessed needs for housing, including the affordable 
housing, to meet a full range of community needs. This includes specialist 
and non-specialist housing for older people, and people with disabilities. 

• Provide for a sufficient variety of land can come forward where it is needed 
in order to meet the needs of those with specific housing requirements. 
This includes sites of up to 1ha for Extra Care Housing for Older Adults on 
land well connected to services, facilities and communities. 

• Allow for specialist affordable and community led housing development to 
meet identified specialist local housing needs on sites not normally 
considered suitable for development, including rural and urban exception 
land and underutilised land and buildings. 

• Create “healthy” new homes and neighbourhoods to be designed so they 
accessible to all, for example older people and those with a disability 
(including cognitive disabilities such as dementia). 

• Should include policies to achieve healthy, inclusive and safe places which: 
a) promote formal and incidental social interaction, minimise social 
isolation, are safe and accessible and which enable and support healthy 
and active lifestyles (including through the provision and enhancement of 
green and blue infrastructure). This includes ensuring new homes are built 
Nationally Described Space Standards and Building Regulations Part 
M4(2) and (3). 
 

1.3. The relevant strategic policy documents that provide the context for this 
response from a Public Health and Adult Health and Care perspective include: 
 

• Hampshire Health and Wellbeing Board Strategy 

• Hampshire County Council Adult Health and Care Strategy 

• Hampshire Public Health Strategy  

2. Public Health 

2.1. The UK Faculty of Public Health (2010) defines public health as: “The science 
and art of promoting and protecting health and wellbeing, preventing ill-health 
and prolonging life through the organised efforts of society.” Public health 
activity can be divided into three domains – health improvement, health 
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protection and health services. Public health policy in the UK usually refers to 
health protection, health promotion and the use of evidence in these areas, as 
well as preventative health services. 

2.2. Local authorities have a statutory responsibility for public health, as set out in 
the Health and Social Care Act 2012. Local authorities have a duty to take such 
steps as they consider appropriate for improving the health of the people in their 
areas. 

2.3. Local authorities’ public health role also includes ensuring that there are plans in 
place to protect the local population from health threats, including plans for 
emergencies, preventative measures such as immunisations and screening and 
monitoring the plans individual providers have in place. The management of 
these functions is led by the local authority’s Director of Public Health, in 
consultation with its Health and Wellbeing Board (comprised of Directors of 
Children and Adults Services, health commissioners, elected members of the 
local authority and other agencies).   

 
3. Local strategic context   

 
3.1. Hampshire County Council’s Strategy for Improving the Public’s Health 2016-

2021i has been developed to improve health across the county and outlines the 
vision and actions for improving the public’s health. The strategy sets an 
ambition to support healthy place-making locally, which is supported by the 
Hampshire Spatial Planning and Public Health Position Statementii. 

3.2. The Hampshire Spatial Planning and Public Health Position Statement sets out 
how Hampshire County Council and partners can deliver the County Council’s 
statutory public health responsibilities and District Councils duties to deliver 
relevant elements of the National Planning Policy Framework through the 
planning system. The Position Statement gives details of actions that the 
County Council and District Councils can take to improve the health and 
wellbeing of our residents and the support the County Council can provide to 
facilitate this. 

3.3. As part of this work, the Hampshire Public Health team is liaising with Public 
Health England (PHE) at regional and national levels in order to implement 
latest evidence and best practice around spatial planning and health. PHE has 
produced an evidence review and guidance for spatial planning in healthiii. Local 
public health teams are using this resource, with local planning authorities, to 
develop planning policies that aim to support health and wellbeing.  

 
4. Population health in Fareham  

4.1. As reflected in Fareham Borough Council’s corporate strategy 2017-2023iv, 
Fareham’s population is predicted to grow to approximately 130,000 people by 
2037. This population growth will not be even distributed across age groups. 
Rather, the greatest proportionate growth is expected in older age groups. In 
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recent years, Fareham has seen the largest increase in residents aged 85+ 
across the whole of Hampshire. Due to the predicted ageing population, there is 
likely to be an increase in the number of people with dementia or mobility 
problems living in the Borough. 

4.2. Health in Fareham is generally good, when compared to nationally across a 
range of public health indicatorsv. Life expectancy at birth is 81.4 years for men 
and 84 years for women, slightly higher than national averages and similar to 
Hampshire averages. However, there are some indicators of poor health in 
Fareham. The rate of emergency hospital admissions for self-harm in Fareham 
is significantly higher than the England average. Fareham also has significantly 
higher rates of adult excess weight than the national average (67.4% of adults 
in Fareham are overweight or obese, compared to 62% nationally). Of children 
in Fareham, 20.6% of children in Reception school year and 16.1% of children 
in Year 6 are overweight of obese.  

4.3. In addition to these health indicators, Fareham performs poorly on a number of 
indicators that reflect the quality of the built and natural environment. This data 
is presented in figure 1 below.  

Figure 1. Quality of the natural and built environment in Fareham 

Source: Public Health England, wider determinants of health 
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5. Healthy homes 

5.1. The design and setting of new homes can contribute to the health and wellbeing 
of future occupants. It is estimated that 20% of the UK’s housing stock does not 
meet decent home standard and that the cost to the NHS of poor-quality 
housing is £2.5 billion per annumvi. Living in good quality and affordable housing 
is associated with numerous positive health outcomes for the general population 
and those from vulnerable groups.   

5.2. Good quality housing can reduce the risk of unintentional injury or death. For 
example, residential lighting can lead to improved social outcomes and reduce 
fall-related injuries among older adultsvii,viii. 

5.3. There is evidence to suggest that living in a warm and energy efficient property 
can improve general health outcomes, reduce respiratory conditions, improve 
mental health and reduce mortalityix,x,xi,xii,xiii, therefore planning policies should 
include requirements for homes to be built to high energy efficiency standards. 

5.4. Ventilation can help control air contaminants and humidity thereby improving 
indoor air quality. Poor indoor air quality and ill health, particularly CVD, 
respiratory symptoms, sensory irritation, lung cancer and other cancers, are well 
establishedxiv,xv. Homes should therefore have efficient and affordable (to the 
end user) mechanisms for heating, cooling and ventilation.   

5.5. Overcrowded housing and lack of internal space are associated with an 
increased risk of accidents, infectious diseases, condensation and mouldxvi and 
have been linked to numerous negative health outcomes including respiratory 
illness and poor mental healthxvii. Cramped living conditions can be detrimental 
to family relationships, negatively affect children's education and have been 
linked to depression, stress and anxietyxviii.  Homes of adequate internal size 
can therefore support health and wellbeing, whilst providing flexibility for families 
and supporting older people or those with disabilities or care needs to remain in 
their homes. Working to Building Regulations Part M4(2) and Part M4(3) can 
support these ambitions, as can the adoption of the principles of Adopting the 
Nationally Described Space Standardsxix and Lifetime Homes standardsxx.   

5.6. Provision of diverse forms and types of housing has been associated with 
increased physical activity. The provision of mixed land use and affordable 
housing is strongly associated with improved safety perceptions in the 
neighbourhood, particularly among individuals from low-income groupsxxi.   

6. Healthy environment – travel  

6.1. Transportation plays an important role in supporting daily activities. Active travel 
(cycling, walking and use of public transport) can increase physical activity 
levels and improve physical and mental wellbeing. Prioritisation of active travel 
can also reduce over reliance on motorised transport, contributing to improved 
air quality and a reduction in road injuries, whilst green infrastructure can also 
contribute to the environment.  

6.2. There is evidence that built environment strategies to promote physical activity 
can have a positive impact upon engagement in physical activity behaviours. 
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For example, increasing access to playgrounds and recreational facilities is 
associated with increased walking among adolescents (Davison & Lawson, 
2006; Rothman et al., 2003) 

6.3. Active travel can be difficult to achieve in rural areas where residents live far 
away from local amenities and social servicesxxii, emphasising the need for a 
presumption in favour of developments with good access to a range of local 
facilities, or that provision of new facilities is sought as part of a development. 
There is evidence supporting the principle that efforts to encourage behaviour 
change (i.e. switching from using private vehicles to public transport or active 
travel) amongst residents of new developments is more likely to succeed when 
all the necessary infrastructure is in place prior to the first occupation by 
residents. 

6.4. Reducing traffic volumes reduces noise exposures, as well as air pollutants. 
Lower traffic values in neighbourhoods can generate other economic and social 
co-benefits such as higher property values and increased levels of pedestrian 
street activity and social interactionxxiii.   

7. Healthy environment - noise 

7.1. Environmental noise exposure is responsible for a range of health effects, 
including increased risk of ischaemic heart disease as well as sleep 
disturbance, cognitive impairment among children, annoyance, stress-related 
mental health risks, and tinnitus.  A summary of research on the impacts of 
noise on human health can be found at: 
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/integration/research/newsalert/pdf/47si.pdf. 

7.2. WHO states that “Noise is an important public health issue. It has negative 
impacts on human health and well-being and is a growing concern.” The WHO 
Regional Office for Europe has developed guidelines, based on the growing 
understanding of these health impacts of exposure to environmental noise. The 
main purpose of the guidelines is to provide recommendations for protecting 
human health from exposure to environmental noise originating from various 
sources: transportation (road traffic, railway and aircraft) noise, wind turbine 
noise and leisure noise. The guidelines can be found here: 

 http://www.euro.who.int/__data/assets/pdf_file/0009/383922/noise-guidelines-
exec-sum-eng.pdf?ua=1 

8. Healthy environment – green and blue space 

8.1. There is a very significant and strong body of evidence linking contact and 
exposure to the natural environment with improved health and wellbeing. 
Access to, and engagement with, the natural environment is associated with 
numerous positive health outcomes, including improved physical and mental 
health, and reduced risk of cardiovascular disease, risk of mortality and other 
chronic conditionsxxiv,xxv,xxvi,xxvii,xxviii,xxix,xxx. There is consistent evidence that 
having access to recreational infrastructure, such as parks and playgrounds, is 
associated with reduced risk of obesity among adolescents and increase in 
physical activityxxxi,xxxii.  
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8.2. Evidence indicates that participation in physical activity in a natural setting is 
associated with more improved mental health outcomes than participation in 
physical activity in an indoor setting. Living in close proximity to green space, 
such as parks and other open spaces appears to improve health, regardless of 
social classxxxiii. This evidence emphasises the need for policies that protect 
existing green infrastructure and requirements for green and recreational 
spaces linked to new developments.  

8.3. Access to larger, attractive green spaces is associated with more walking and 
recreational physical activity. Smaller green spaces may not be able to 
encourage physical activity. Local access (preferably <500m) is important for 
the frequency of visits. Shade provided by tree cover, benches and paths 
support recreational walking. High-quality green spaces are important 
contributors to child physical activity as variations in vegetation and elevation 
encourage play and may affect cognitive and motor skill development. Sports 
facilities and playground amenities also contribute to child and adolescent 
physical activityxxxiv. 

9. Healthy environment – connectivity and walkability 

9.1. Improved street connectivity, mixed land use and compact residential design 
are considered to be important features of a walkable neighbourhoodxxxv. There 
is evidence to suggest that walkable neighbourhoods can encourage active 
travel and thereby promote physical activity. Improving neighbourhood 
walkability, and access to recreational and non-recreational destination (such as 
grocery stores, schools and other amenities) can also impact positively upon 
social interaction among older adultsxxxvi,xxxvii. 

9.2. Compact neighbourhoods, i.e. neighbourhoods with higher street connectivity 
(typically designed using finer grid patterns) with diverse land use mixes and 
greater residential densities are generally more conducive to non-motorised 
transportxxxviii, xxxix,5,xl . 

9.3. Provision of local amenities can improve mobility and social engagement among 
older adultsxli. Mixed land use developments that prioritise access to schools, 
recreational centres and social amenities can increase physical activity among 
children, adolescents and older adults. 

9.4. The range of facilities and services will vary between areas with some being 
health-promoting (such as health centres, leisure centres, cultural facilities and 
food shops that sell fresh produce) and some that may be health-damaging (for 
instance, bars, fast food outlets, off-licences and betting shops). The key 
principles in this graphic can assist with detailed planning 
https://www.tcpa.org.uk/Handlers/Download.ashx?IDMF=0dd9f88d-260b-4954-
a359-ac905aa416c4.  

9.5. Planning should ensure social connectedness. Given Fareham’s ageing 
population, it is advisable to give greater consideration to age-friendly design. 
Advice for planning can be found in the RTPI Practice Advice on Dementia and 
Town Planningxlii.   

158

Page 372

https://www.tcpa.org.uk/Handlers/Download.ashx?IDMF=0dd9f88d-260b-4954-a359-ac905aa416c4
https://www.tcpa.org.uk/Handlers/Download.ashx?IDMF=0dd9f88d-260b-4954-a359-ac905aa416c4
http://www.rtpi.org.uk/media/2213533/dementia_and_town_planning_final.compressed.pdf
http://www.rtpi.org.uk/media/2213533/dementia_and_town_planning_final.compressed.pdf


30 
 

Hampshire County Council is happy to discuss any issues raised in this Public 
Health consultation response. Please contact Lynn Butler 
(Lynn.Butler@hants.gov.uk)if you have any questions or require more 
information 
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Client:  Pegasus Group 

Scheme: Gosport Road, Fareham – Priority Junction 
 

 

 

Road Safety Audit Stage 1 
April 2020 

 

Gosport Road / Newgate Lane, Fareham – Junction Improvement 
 

Road Safety Audit Stage 1 

 
 
1 Introduction 

 

1.1 This report describes a Stage 1 Road Safety Audit carried out on proposed improvements 

to an existing priority junction, in association with a proposed development off Newgate 

Lane, Fareham, on behalf of Pegasus Group. The audit was carried out on 17th April 2020 

in the office of Mr Paul.  

1.2 The Audit Team members were as follows: 

Andy Paul - BEng (Hons), MCIHT 

HE Approved Certificate of Competence  

Road Safety and Highway Engineering Consultant 

 

Kevin Seymour, BSc, PG Dip TS, MCIHT, MSoRSA 

HE Approved Certificate of Competence 

Road Safety Consulting Ltd 
 

1.3 The audit comprised an examination of the drawings and other information relating to the 

scheme supplied by the design office, which is listed in Appendix A. The site was visited 

by the Audit Team together on 13th February 2020 at 1pm. The weather was dry and bright. 

Traffic flows were moderate, and pedestrian and cycle flows were very low. 

1.4 The terms of reference of the audit are as described in Standard GG 119 (previously HD 

19/15). The team has examined and reported only on the road safety implications of the 

scheme as presented and has not examined or verified the compliance of the design to any 

other criteria.  

1.5 All of the problems described in this report are considered by the audit team to require action 

in order to improve the safety of the scheme and minimise accident occurrence. 

1.6 The scheme consists of improvements to the existing priority junction between Gosport Road 

and Newgate Lane, Fareham, Hampshire.  
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2 Items resulting from this Stage 1 Audit 
 

2.1 PROBLEM 

Location – Farm accesses onto Gosport Road, to the south of the junction 

Summary: Potential collisions between vehicles on Gosport Road and farm vehicles   

To the south of the Gosport Road / Newgate Lane junction, there are two gated farm 

accesses (one onto the southbound carriageway and one onto the northbound 

carriageway). It is unclear at this stage if the distance between the carriageway and the 

gates is sufficient to accommodate the length of farm vehicles that may use the accesses. 

If the offset of the field gate from the carriageway is insufficient to accommodate a farm 

vehicle, collisions between vehicles on Gosport Road and the tail-end of a right turning 

farm vehicle could occur. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

The distance between the farm access gates and the Gosport Road carriageway should 

be sufficient to ensure that the largest farm vehicle that will use them can be 

accommodated. 
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3 Audit Team Statement 

 

We certify that the terms of reference of the audit are as described in Standard GG 119. 

 

Audit Team Leader  

Andy Paul - BEng (Hons), MCIHT 

HE Approved Certificate of Competence  

Road Safety and Highway Engineering Consultant 

 

 

Signed .................................................... 

Date ..............17th April 2020….…. 

 

Audit Team Member  

       Kevin Seymour, BSc, PG Dip TS, MCIHT, MSoRSA 

HE Approved Certificate of Competence 

Road Safety Consulting Ltd 

 

Signed .................................................... 

Date .............. 17th April 2020….…. 
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APPENDIX A 

Information Provided 

 

 

List of Drawings Examined: 

Drawing No. BRS 4989 Option 3 – Swept Path Analysis 

Drawing No. BRS 4989 Option 3 – Geometric Design 

Drawing No. BRS 4989 Option 3 – Visibility Splays 

Location Plan 

 

 

Other Information Provided: 

Transport Assessment 
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Stage 1 Road Safety Audit – 
Designers Response (Newgate 
Lane/Newgate Lane East, 
Proposed Single Lane Dualling 
Priority Junction (JTN OP3) 
 
REF: BRS.4989 DATE:   APRIL 2020 

 

1. This designer’s response has been prepared by Pegasus Group in response to the 
Stage 1 Road Safety Audit (RSA1) prepared by Andy Paul, Road Safety and Highway 
Engineering Consultant and Kevin Seymour, Road Safety Consulting Ltd, to support 
planning application references: P/19/0460/OA and P/18/1118/OA for up to a total 
of 190 residential dwellings at land off Newgate Lane, Fareham.  

2. The RSA1 assessed the option of a single lane dualling priority junction at the 
Newgate Lane/Newgate Lane East junction. The following documentation was 
provided to the auditors ahead of the audit: 

i. Drawing No. BRS 4989 Option 3 – Swept Path Analysis; 

ii. Drawing No. BRS 4989 Option 3 – Geometric Design; 

iii. Drawing No. BRS 4989 Option 3 – Visibility Splays;  

iv. Transport Assessment; and 

v. Location Plan. 

Problem 2.1 – Location – Farm accesses onto Gosport Road, to the south of 
the junction 

3. The RSA1 only identified one problem and recommendation as follows: 

Problem 

4. Potential collisions between vehicles on Gosport Road and farm vehicles.  

5. To the south of the Gosport Road / Newgate Lane junction, there are two gated 
farm accesses (one onto the southbound carriageway and one onto the northbound 
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carriageway). It is unclear at this stage if the distance between the carriageway and 
the gates is sufficient to accommodate the length of farm vehicles that may use the 
accesses. If the offset of the field gate from the carriageway is insufficient to 
accommodate a farm vehicle, collisions between vehicles on Gosport Road and the 
tail-end of a right turning farm vehicle could occur. 

Recommendation to Problem 2.1 

6. The distance between the farm access gates and the Gosport Road carriageway 
should be sufficient to ensure that the largest farm vehicle that will use them can be 
accommodated. 

Designers Response to Problem 2.1 

7. The recommendation to this issue is agreed. 

8. Swept path analysis at JTN OP3 SPA REVA demonstrates that a 4.8 metre tractor 
can safely wait between the carriageway and the gate for each of the field accesses. 
However, in accordance with DMRB CD123 paragraph 4.3 and the subsequent 
'NOTE' it is considered that the gate alignment at each of the agricultural accesses 
can, in principle, be amended where necessary to accommodate the largest vehicle 
frequently using the accesses (which could be a tractor and trailer).  

9. It is considered that the eastern field access falls within the proposed HA2 land 
boundary, to which Bargate Homes (applicant of P/18/1118/OA) has a stake in and 
the western field access falls within the land ownership of the farmer who has 
control of the land parcels proposed for development. It is considered that if 
ultimately necessary, this can be addressed as part of the detailed design proposals. 
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Appeal by Fareham Land LP and Bargate Homes Limited 
Outline Planning Applications for Land at Newgate Lane (North & South), Fareham 
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APPENDIX AHJ/L: Highway Authority Email Dated 2nd July 2020 
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From: Gammer, Nick
To: Lauren Burnley
Cc: Mundy, Jonathan; Redman, Graham; Tony Jones; Kate Holden; Martha; Clifton, Ben
Subject: RE: P/18/1118/OA and P/19/0460/OA - Highways Response
Date: 02 July 2020 10:17:55
Attachments: image001.png

Newgate Lane West (Northern Plot) Fourth Highways Response.pdf
Newgate Lane West (southern Plot) Fourth Highways Response.pdf

Hi Lauren

Thank you for the additional information.

Regarding the agreed principles, please see the Matters of Agreement section in the attached, which I believe outlines the position
clearly.

Site Access
The visibility splays were originally agreed as acceptable on drawings BRS.4989_Figure 8 Rev B and BRS.4989_Figure 9 Rev B.
The latest iteration of the base drawing at both the northern junction (BRS.4989_Figure 8 Rev D) and southern junction
(BRS.4989_Figure 9 Rev D) have been amended with regards visibility splays. No explanation has been given for this and
comments regarding removal of certain dates due to weather conditions (that appear on Rev B of the drawings) have been
removed. Either clarity should be provided or the agreed visibility splays reinstated and the drawings reissued.  
The latest site access proposals, with amended geometry to accommodate a refuse vehicle, shows no overrun of the footway
by an articulated vehicle for both the northern and southern site accesses. As such, footways should be constructed at the
same time as the access to avoid a lack of pedestrian facilities; there appears to be no reason to delay footway construction.  
Auto track runs shown on drawings SP01 Rev B (Northern Access) and SP02 Rev B (Southern Access) are acceptable.

Please note, detailed design will be subject to a Road Safety Audit, which may require minor amendments to the accesses prior to
construction.  

Priority Junction Option (Option 3)

The following comments have been raised by HCC’s Safety Audit Team regarding Option 3:
The giveway markings on the right turn slip in the central reserve should be removed in line with DMRB CD123.
As stated in the attached responses (reviewing Option 2), the addition of marked left and right turn lanes on egress from
old Newgate Lane are not acceptable on safety grounds as visibility to approaching vehicles on Newgate Lane East can be
blocked by vehicles in the adjacent lane waiting to exit. This two lane arrangement was rejected by the Highway Authority
when the road was originally designed due to visibility issues being raised at the detailed RSA stage; the additional lane
initially proposed was subsequently removed from the junction design. This problem has also been raised at a number of
other junction improvement schemes within Hampshire by the Safety Audit team. Although there are number of junctions
within Hampshire that have this type of marked right turn/ left turn lane layout, and some perform satisfactorily in terms
of recorded collisions, others demonstrate an undesirable pattern of collisions. It is the HCC Road Safety Audit team’s view
that the safety performance of this particular layout, which is not shown as a prescribed layout in the current DMRB
standards, is uncertain so should be reassessed to avoid introducing a persistent and difficult to resolve collision problem.
Hatching to regulate movements within the large central area of the junction should be included.
Hatching (as existing) to provide visibility looking left for vehicles exiting the right turn pocket to travel southbound on
Newgate Lane East should be included.
Option 3 impacts two agricultural field accesses to the south of the junction, whereby only left in and left out movements
will be allowed, resulting in a substantial diversion of over 1.8km both northbound and southbound. It is therefore likely
farm vehicles will attempt a U-turn movement at the junction. Given this junction arrangement may not be familiar to
many users and there are a number of conflict points within the central reserve area, this is not desirable. As such, a TRO
will be required banning U-turn movements at the junction. The TRO process is open to public consultation and is not
guaranteed. Furthermore, the Police will be consulted as part of the TRO process and are unlikely to provide support for
measures they feel will create an enforcement problem; as such the junction layout should physically prevent, or at least
reasonably deter, the U-turn movement.

The existing modelling should be updated as per comments in the attached responses; the previously submitted VISSIM modelling is
not considered acceptable. Geometry should also be amended in line with Option 3 proposals. The operation in capacity terms and
therefore the appropriateness of the proposed junction can be reviewed upon submission of acceptable VISSIM modelling.

While we appreciate the ‘NOTE’ attached to DMRB CD123 Figure 2.3.1, AADT data remains beneficial in ascertaining the appropriate
junction form. This data also helps inform aspects of the junction design (as set out below), including the required size of the central
refuge, and should be provided.

The Stage 1 Road Safety Audit of the Option 3 scheme raised only one concern, which has been addressed by the designers
response. However, it is beneficial that the gates can be relocated if considered necessary at a later stage.

No highway boundary is shown on the drawings an there is no indication of land ownership. Drawings should be updated to show the
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Call charges apply. For information see www.hants.gov.uk 
 


Di rec t o r  o f  E conomy ,  T ranspo r t  and  Env i r o nment  
Stuart  Jarv i s  BSc  DipTP FCIHT MRTPI  


 


Head of Development Planning 
Fareham Borough Council  
Civic Offices 
Civic Way 
FAREHAM 
Hampshire 
PO16 7AZ 
 


Economy ,  T r anspo r t  a nd  Env i r onment  Dep ar tment  
E l i z abe th  I I  Cou r t  Wes t ,  T he  C as t l e  
Wi nche s t e r ,  Hamps h i r e  SO23  8UD 
 


Te l :    0300  555  1375  (Genera l  Enqu i r i e s )  
        0300 555  1388  (Roads  and Tran spor t )  
        0300 555  1389  (Recyc l i ng  Waste  &  P l ann in g )  
Tex tphone 0300  555  1390 


  Fax  01962  847055 


www.han ts . gov .uk  
 


E nq u i r i e s  t o  Nick Gammer My  r e f e r e n c e  6/3/10/224  


D i r e c t  L i n e  01962 846877 Yo u r  r e f e r e n c e   


Da t e  4th June 2020 E ma i l  nick.gammer@hants.gov.uk 
 
For the Attention of Richard Wright 
 
Dear Richard  
  
Land at Newgate Lane (North), Fareham, P/18/1118/OA – Outline planning 
permission for the demolition of existing buildings and development of up to 
75 dwellings, open space, vehicular access point from Newgate Lane and 
associated and ancillary infrastructure, with all matters except access to be 
reserved.    
  
Thank you for consultation on the above planning application. Highway related 
information submitted under this planning application has been previously reviewed 
by the highway authority and responses dated 6th November 2018, 11th April 2019 
and 31st July 2019 have been provided, all requesting further information.  
 
The latest submission consists of the following information and aims to address the 
outstanding concerns raised by the highway authority. 


 Signalisation Technical Note – A review of signalisation options at old 
Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East junction.  


 Transport Technical Note, Modelling – An assessment of the traffic impact on 
the wider highway network (excluding old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East 
junction).  


 BRS4989 FIGURE 16 Rev A –Plan showing proposed signalisation of old 
Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East.  


 BRS4989 OPTION 2 – Plan showing proposed unsignalised junction 
amendments at old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East junction.  


 VISSIM Technical Note – Modelling of the existing junction layout and 
proposed unsignalised (OPTION 2) arrangement.  


 Explanatory email dated 6th February 2020.  
 Forward Visibility Splays for Northern Access - BRS.4989_SK01 Rev A 
 Swept Path Analysis for Northern Access - BRS.4989_SP01 Rev A 
 BRS.4989_FIGURE 8 Rev C Proposed T junction northern site access 
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 Road Safety Audit Stage 1 (unsignalised proposals) – Safety Audit of 
proposals shown on drawing BRS4989 OPTION 2.  


 Road Safety Audit Stage 1 (unsignalised proposals) – Designers Response 
 Road Safety Audit Stage 1 (signalisation proposals) – Safety audit of 


proposals shown on drawing BRS4989 FIGURE 16 Rev A.  
 Road Safety Audit Stage 1 (signalisation proposals) – Designers Response 


 
The comments below relate solely to the above information, submitted to and 
accepted by the LPA.  
 
It is worth noting that throughout the application process only cumulative highway 
information regarding the impact on the operation of the highway network has been 
submitted, relating to both applications P/18/1118/OA and P/19/0460/OA. 
Information regarding the impact of this site in isolation on the surrounding highway 
network has not been submitted and therefore no assessment of this scenario can 
be carried out. The highway authority is only able to comment on the submitted 
information.  
 
Matters of Agreement  
 
The explanatory email seeks to confirm three ‘matters of agreement’. These are 
commented on below:  
 


1. The principle of access to the site from Newgate Lane is not yet agreed, see 
Site Access comments below. It is correct that the Highway Authority has a 
preference for a single point of access onto Newgate and has previously 
requested that one of the accesses onto Newgate Lane should be closed to 
vehicular access and restricted to pedestrian, cycle and emergency access 
only, should both applications be permitted. However, the principle of two 
vehicular accesses (one for each application) is not considered to represent a 
severe impact on the highway network. As such, should the above single 
access scenario not be secured, the Highway Authority would not raise this 
point as a reason for refusal.  


2. The junction modelling scenarios, committed development, traffic growth 
rates, trip distribution and associated traffic flows are agreed. Regarding trip 
generation rates, please note that those originally submitted are agreed. As 
set out in the Highway Authority response dated 31st July 2019, the amended 
trip rates put forward in the subsequent technical note are not accepted. It is 
noted that no discounts to trip rates have been applied in the latest 
assessment (that is, the original trip rates have been used), which is 
acceptable.  


3. The scheme is considered to have suitable sustainable modes access subject 
to the provision of acceptable S106 contributions and a north – south 
pedestrian and cycle link through the sites linking to Woodcote Lane. 
Contributions have yet to be fully agreed as set out in the Outstanding 
Highways Matters section below.  
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Site Accesses 
 


1. No scale has been included on drawing BRS.4989_SK01. As a result, 
comments cannot be provided. A scale on this drawing should be provided to 
enable review. 


2. Drawing BRS.4989_SP01 Rev A (swept path analysis) 
a) An articulated vehicle can use the access during construction; however, 


the footway will be overrun. This may be resolved through geometric 
amendments required to address point b) below. If not, confirmation 
should be provided regarding construction timing of the footway during site 
build out. Pedestrian access to and from the site for early residents, should 
occupations occur prior to footway construction, will also require 
consideration. 


b) A refuse vehicle (weekly movement) will overrun the centre line of both old 
Newgate Lane and the proposed development access. Review of both the 
access radii and the width of the access for the first 20m to avoid this 
conflict is required. 


 
 
Old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East Proposed Improvements 
 
All assessments of this junction have been submitted in conjunction with the 
adjoining plot of land to the south, currently subject to a live application for 115 
dwellings (planning ref P/19/0460/OA). The Technical Notes consider the cumulative 
transport impact of both sites coming forward on the junction of old Newgate Lane 
and Newgate Lane East. Information regarding the impact of this site in isolation on 
the junction of Old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East has not been submitted and 
therefore no assessment of this scenario can be carried out. The highway authority 
is only able to comment on the submitted information. 
 
The recent realignment and upgrade of Newgate Lane makes up part of the 
‘Improving Access to Fareham and Gosport’ strategy. The primary aim of the 
strategy is to stimulate the provision of employment and investment in employment 
opportunities within Gosport. Proposals that are detrimental to this strategy are not 
supported by the Highway Authority.  
 
Existing junction layout 
 
While the VISSIM modelling requires amendments as set out below, these are 
unlikely to improve the forecast junction performance. The existing layout is forecast 
to be substantially over capacity and is not able to accommodate the increase in 
traffic associated with the proposed developments.   
 
Proposed priority junction amendments (Option 2)  
 
Amendments are proposed to the existing priority junction to provide a right turn 
pocket when egressing old Newgate Lane. The proposal is set out in the following 
submission material: BRS4989 OPTION 2, Road Safety Audit (RSA) Stage 1 
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(unsignalised proposals) and the designer’s response to the RSA. The following 
comments relate to this proposal.  


1. Drawing BRS.4989 OPTION 2 does not have dimensions or radii shown. 
Dimensions and radii should be shown to enable a full review.  


2. There is a lack of swept path analysis, with only limited movements and 
vehicle types assessed. Swept path analysis of all moves, with all vehicles 
that will use this junction, is required to enable a full review.   


3. Confirmation should be provided regarding whether the junction has been 
designed in accordance with DMRB CD 123 (Geometric Design of At-Grade 
Priority and Signal-Controlled Junctions). 


4. Confirmation should be provided regarding whether the appropriate type of 
junction based on traffic flows has been assessed against figure 2.3.1 of CD 
123. 


5. Whilst not raised in the independent RSA, there is concern that a vehicle 
waiting in the southbound pocket (after exiting old Newgate Lane) will not 
have adequate visibility of southbound traffic on Newgate Lane East.  


6. The Highway Authority do not agree that the designer’s response to RSA 
problem 2.1 is acceptable. A number of commercial enterprises are served via 
old Newgate Lane, including a car showroom, nursing home and water 
treatment works. All of these have the potential to regularly generate vehicles 
larger than an 11.4m refuse vehicle. The depth of the central right-turn 
dwelling area should be sufficiently wide to ensure it can accommodate HGV 
traffic.  


7. The addition of marked left and right turn lanes on egress from old Newgate 
Lane are not acceptable on safety grounds as visibility to approaching 
vehicles on Newgate Lane East can be blocked by vehicles in the second 
lane waiting to exit.  


 
The comments above are likely to result in geometric changes to the proposed 
junction arrangement. However, a review of the VISSIM modelling, assessing the 
capacity performance of the existing layout and the proposed priority junction 
arrangements, has been carried out and the following comments can be made. The 
below relate to all modelling scenarios unless otherwise stated.  


 The VISSIM scenario management feature could have been used to avoid the 
need for separate model files for each scenario.  


 Regarding the existing layout, a short lane of approximately 4-5 Passenger 
Car Units (PCUs) is coded at the old Newgate Lane egress for left turning 
vehicles at the junction give way line. There are no lane markings on the road 
surface that segregate left and right turn lanes. Evidence should be provided 
regarding this assumption as this may overestimate link capacity.  


 The existing layout models right turning vehicles from old Newgate Lane 
making the manoeuvre in two stages. Evidence should be provided 
supporting this as the current operation of the junction.  


 No vehicle input is defined for the cool down period. The volume in cool down 
period needs to be defined to understand residual queues at the end of the 
simulation time period. 


 The routing decision proportion of vehicles in each 15-minute period is a fixed 
value across the entire simulated time period. Routing decisions should be 
updated with the actual turning proportions, varying every 15 minutes. 
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 Journey time (JT) validation criteria is +/- 15% or 60-seconds variation 
between observed and modelled journey times for 85% of the routes (TAG 
Unit M3.1 Section 3.3.15) and the length of the JT sections should not be less 
than 3km (TAG Unit M3.1 Section 4.3.3). The longest JT section is only 194 
seconds and 1.5 km in length, therefore the 60-seconds variation rule cannot 
be used and the +/- 15% rule only should be applied.  


 85% of the routes should fall within the acceptable variation range of +/- 15% 
error. As the model is validated only for Journey times, validation should be 
revisited to consider the above points. 


Comments below relate specifically to modelling of the proposed unsignalised 
junction amendments:  


 The background CAD image used for the model build shown in the report 
(Figures 8.1 and 8.2) does not geometrically match the submitted design 
shown in drawing BRS4989 OPTION 2 and should be updated accordingly.  


 The right turn egress from old Newgate Lane is set up in such a way that the 
right turn manoeuvre is completed in two stages. In first stage, vehicle drivers 
look for gaps in northbound traffic on Newgate Lane East and cross the 
northbound mainline traffic to access space in the median area between 
northbound and southbound traffic. Drivers again wait for gaps in southbound 
traffic on Newgate Lane East to complete the right turn manoeuvre to travel 
south. Traffic from the north turning right into old Newgate Lane is modelled in 
such a way that the right turn manoeuvre is completed in two stages. In the 
first stage, vehicles check for any existing vehicle waiting to turn right 
(southbound) on the small space in median. Then in stage two the vehicle 
waits for a gap in the northbound Newgate Lane East traffic and moves 
across to old Newgate lane when a gap is available. This priority rule set up in 
the model is unusual and is different from that shown in drawing BRS4989 
OPTION 2, in which the right turners from Newgate Lane East do not appear 
to give way to right turners from old Newgate Lane, as only one vehicle will 
enter the space between the median. Also, as shown in drawing BRS4989 
OPTION 2, right turners from old Newgate Lane should give way to vehicles 
turning right from Newgate Lane East. Modelling should be updated to so the 
right turn from Newgate Lane East has priority over the right turn from old 
Newgate Lane. The right turners from old Newgate Lane should complete the 
right turn in two stages; in the first stage giving way to northbound traffic and 
to the right turners from Newgate Lane East and in the second stage, the right 
turners from old Newgate Lane give way to southbound through traffic on 
Newgate Lane East, whilst waiting at the gap in median. One vehicle at a time 
turning right when egressing old Newgate Lane can wait at the gap in the 
median to complete this right turn maneuverer. The right turners from 
Newgate Lane East into old Newgate Lane give way only to northbound traffic 
on Newgate Lane East. 


 As set out in the engineering comments above, the addition of marked left and 
right turn lanes on egress from old Newgate Lane are not acceptable. The 
modelling should be updated accordingly.  


 It should be noted that changes to the base model should also be carried 
through to the updated Option 2 modelling where applicable.  
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Proposed signalisation of the junction 
 
Signalisation proposals were previously reviewed and a number of comments 
relating to the modelling and engineering aspects were made in the Highway 
Authority response dated 31st July 2019. A subsequent Signalisation Technical Note 
prepared by Red Wilson Associates has been submitted, presenting three 
signalisation options; these options have been reviewed and comments are given 
below.    


 Option 1 - Two lanes northbound with downstream merge. Newgate Lane 
East right turn into old Newgate Lane has Right Turn Indicative Arrow phase. 
 
For the reasons set out in the highway Authority’s response dated 31st July 
2019 the inclusion of a Right Turn Indicative Arrow across two lanes of 
opposing traffic is not considered acceptable. The issue of this right turn 
movement was identified independently by the Road Safety Audit (RSA1) of 
the signalisation proposals, raising concerns of potential collisions between 
northbound vehicles and vehicles turning right into old Newgate Lane. The 
recommendation of the RSA1 is that ‘signal staging / phasing should 
incorporate a separately signalled right-turn into Newgate Lane.’  


The Signalisation Technical Note suggests a possible reduction in speed limit 
to 30mph and/or rumble strips on the approach to the junction. A speed limit 
reduction or traffic calming is not considered acceptable on this heavily 
trafficked link. Newgate Lane East was designed and funded on the basis of 
being a strategic access route, improving access to the Gosport Peninsula 
and associated regeneration/ employment sites. Additional delay will detract 
from the benefits brought about by construction of this new link and therefore 
runs contrary to both the basis on which funding for the scheme was awarded 
and the purpose of this link, which is primarily the movement of more strategic 
(or longer distance) traffic. 


Irrespective of northbound vehicle speeds, allowing drivers to gap seek 
across two lanes of on-coming traffic is not acceptable in safety terms. This 
method of control is not acceptable, and this option should not be considered 
further. 


 Option 2- Two lanes northbound with downstream merge. Newgate Lane East 
right turn into old Newgate Lane is fully signalled. 
 
This option provides the only safe method of signal operation that would be 
accepted at the junction based on the proposed layout. Irrespective of the 
volume of right turning vehicles from Newgate Lane East, the full signalisation 
of this movement is the only acceptable way to safely accommodate this 
movement across two lanes of on-coming traffic.  
 
With 42 PCU movements turning right in the AM peak hour (DS2 scenario), 
on the assumption of a 120 second cycle time there would be 30 cycles per 
hour. On that basis the right turn stage would appear most cycles and for 
modelling purposes its inclusion every cycle is appropriate for a robust 
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assessment. 
 
With this option, the issue centres around the usage of the northbound offside 
flared lane. This lane has been provided to increase capacity of the proposed 
signalisation of the junction. Various traffic distribution percentages have been 
tested from 50%/50% up to 90%/10% between the nearside and offside lanes 
respectively. In the 2024 AM peak in both DS1 (without Stubbington bypass) 
and DS2 (with Stubbington bypass) scenarios, it is only the 50%/50% traffic 
flow split that provides a positive practical reserve capacity. Any other 
imbalance in traffic distribution across these lanes results in the junction 
operating over capacity.  


As stated in the Highway Authority’s response dated 31st July 2019, where 
flares and merges occur through signal junctions many drivers have a 
reluctance to use the offside lane. This would result in an imbalance between 
the usage of the lanes. While reference is made to a technical paper on 
modelling merges from signal junctions, local evidence from sites where driver 
behaviour could be reasonably expected to replicate that at the old Newgate 
Lane/ Newgate Lane East junction should be provided to justify lane usage. 
Due to current conditions relating to COVID-19, any data collected at this time 
would not be considered reliable.    


 Option 3 - Northbound single lane without a flare or merge. 


It is unknown how the right turn movement is controlled in this option. 
However, the results show that the junction would operate over capacity in the 
2024 AM peaks under the DS1 and DS2 scenarios in the future year. In 
capacity terms this demonstrates that a two-lane northbound approach is 
required to provide adequate capacity. 


 
The report by Red Wilson Associates demonstrates that only Option 1 results in 
acceptable operation of the junction, unless a 50%/50% lane usage split can be 
justified. However, Option 1, with an indicative arrow stage for right turners into old 
Newgate Lane, is not considered acceptable on safety grounds as set out above.  
 
The following comments were previously made in relation to the engineering aspects 
of the signal design.  


1. Provision for pedestrians and cyclists should be considered.  
2. There is concern regarding the two accesses to the south of the junction 


causing late braking when travelling southbound on a green wave.   
3. This option impacts on highway ditches (OWC) and street lighting. 
4. There will be a negative impact on the free flow of traffic, country to the design 


objectives of Newgate Lane realignment.  
 
Regarding point 1, there are no existing or proposed pedestrian or cycle provision 
connections to this junction, however, there appears to be sufficient land available 
for pedestrian and cycle facilities should these require consideration in the future. 
Regarding point 2, this was not raised as a problem in the independent Road Safety 
Audit Stage 1 (signalisation proposals). Points 3 and 4 are observations and do not 
require further information. 
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In addition to the above, confirmation regarding whether the junction has been 
designed in accordance with CD 123 Geometric Design of At-Grade Priority and 
Signal-Controlled Junctions should be provided.  
 
Prevent Right Turn Manoeuvres from Newgate Lane Bypass to the Newgate Lane 
Minor Arm 
 
Banning right turn movements into old Newgate Lane will result in all traffic (current 
and future) wishing to access old Newgate Lane from the north having to travel an 
additional 900m to the south and U-turn at Peel Common roundabout. This would 
have an impact on the junction performance of Peel Common roundabout, which has 
not been assessed.  
 
The physical measures required to prevent right turn movements have not been 
presented and are thought to be difficult to achieve and enforce. Restriction of this 
movement will require a TRO, which is unlikely to be supported by the police, unless 
significant measures were taken to physically prevent right turns, as this is likely to 
create an ongoing enforcement issue.  
 
Furthermore, there are safety concerns regarding inappropriate manoeuvres; that is, 
drivers making inappropriate and potentially unsafe U-turn movements at unsuitable 
locations, for example farm accesses or the carriageway itself, to avoid travelling the 
additional distance of over a mile in total to U-turn at Peel Common roundabout. This 
is not a proposal the Highway Authority would be willing to accept.  
 
 
Outstanding Highway Matters 
 
Wider Highway Network Impacts 
 
A Transport Technical Note, Modelling (February 2020) has been provided, giving an 
assessment of the traffic impact on the wider highway network. The Junctions 
assessed within this note are as follows: 


 Newgate Lane/ Site Access priority T junction; 
 Speedfields Park roundabout and HMS Collingwood signal junction; 
 Peel Common signalised roundabout; 
 Newgate Lane East/ Longfield Avenue/ Davis Way roundabout.  


 
The review below has been undertaken based on the scenarios where the agreed 
trip rates have been used, forecasting the trip generation for 100% privately owned 
dwellings, with no discount for affordable dwellings or travel plan measures. 
 
Modelling of the old Newgate Lane/ Site Access priority junction is not accurate 
given the required geometric amendments set out in the Site Access comments 
above. However, given the required geometric amendments are likely to be relatively 
minor in terms of the effect on junction performance and there is a high level of spare 
capacity forecast by the submitted modelling, the Highway Authority are comfortable 
the amended access will operated acceptably in capacity terms and no further 
modelling is required.   
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The modelling of Speedfields Park roundabout and HMS Collingwood signal junction 
is technically correct. Regarding the impact at this location, in both the DS1 and DS2 
scenarios, all arms would continue to operate within capacity and queues would be 
at acceptable levels. As such, the forecast impact of development traffic on this 
junction is considered acceptable.  
 
The modelling results of Peel Common signalised roundabout, for both the existing 
and full signalisation layouts and in both the DS1 and DS2 scenarios, show 
excessive levels of queuing on the circulatory of the roundabout in many areas. The 
modelling would provide a more accurate forecast if all internal circulatory lanes had 
queues been limited to two thirds of the available storage capacity. However, the 
Highway Authority has reviewed modelling carried out prior to the recent 
improvement scheme at this location, which was based on a later future year, using 
generally higher forecast traffic flows than the with development scenarios presented 
as part of this application. The junction was forecast to operate satisfactorily under 
these circumstances and therefore the additional development traffic at this location 
is considered acceptable.  
 
Regarding Newgate Lane East/ Longfield Avenue/ Davis Way roundabout, the 
geometric measurements and modelling parameters for the junction are acceptable. 
Likewise, the demand flow entries have been entered correctly in line with the 
agreed flows. The model is acceptable in terms of modelling parameters, flow entries 
and results reported.  
 
The roundabout model forecasts the junction to operate within practical capacity 
across all approaches in all scenarios modelled except for Newgate Lane North 
approach, which operates slightly above the practical capacity RFC of 0.85, but 
comfortably within theoretical capacity, in 2024 Base DS1 and 2024 Base + 
Development DS1 scenarios in the PM peak. The addition of development traffic at 
this junction is not considered to have a severe impact.  
 
All assessments of the above junctions have been submitted in conjunction with the 
adjoining plot of land to the south, currently subject to a live application for 115 
dwellings (planning ref P/19/0460/OA). The Technical Notes consider the cumulative 
transport impact of both sites coming forward. However, given no further information 
is requested and no objections are raised in relation to the cumulative impact on the 
above junctions, it is reasonable to assume neither application site in isolation will 
have a severe impact on the modelled network. 
 
Highway Contributions 
 


 A contribution of £241,920 to support bus services and associated 
infrastructure in the vicinity of the site (to be split proportionally between the 
two developments).  
 


 A contribution of £150,000 towards Newgate Lane crossing improvements at 
Woodcote Lane/ Brook Lane (to be split proportionally between the two 
developments). 
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The above contributions were discussed at a meeting on 4th September 2019. The 
Highway Authority believe these contributions, included values, were agreed and a 
follow up email on 4th September 2019 was sent confirming this. No response was 
received to this email.  


 
 A contribution of £173,731 has been requested towards improvements to 


routes to school.   
 
The contribution value requested was provided by email on 4th September 2019. As 
above, no response was received to this email. Agreement of contribution values is 
required to adequately mitigate the proposed development.  
 
Furthermore, the following comment was made in the Highway Authority’s response 
dated 11th April 2019. This has not been addressed.  
 
It is noted that a contribution to provide footway connections from the site access to 
the Old Newgate Lane/Newgate Lane junction has been proposed in order to provide 
connections to the HA2 site access should this site come forward. It is considered 
beneficial to secure this to ensure suitable links can be provided should HA2 come 
forward. The applicant should provide a design and cost estimate of these works for 
review. 
 
Travel Plan 
 
Comments raise in the Highway Authority’s response dated 11th April 2019 in relation 
to the Framework Travel Plan have not been addressed. An updated Travel Plan 
should be submitted for review. 
 
 
Recommendation 
 
The additional information submitted does not overcome the concerns previously 
raised by the Highway Authority. As set out in this response, there remain a number 
of outstanding comments that need to be addressed. It is understood this application 
will be taken to planning committee shortly. As such, the following reasons for refusal 
are recommended.  
 


 Unacceptable site access design.  
In the opinion of the Planning Authority the proposal involves development 
that cannot be reconciled with the National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF) in that the proposed access is inadequate to accommodate the 
development safely. This would result in an unacceptable impact on the safety 
of users of the development and adjoining highway contrary to the NPPF and 
Fareham Borough Local Plan Policy CS5.  
 


 Unacceptable impact on the junction of old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane 
East.  
In the opinion of the Planning Authority the proposal involves development 
that cannot be reconciled with the National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF) in that the significant movements generated could not be 
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accommodated adequately on the transport network. This would result in a 
severe impact on the road safety and operation of the local transport network 
contrary to NPPF and Fareham Borough Local Plan Policy CS5.  


 
 Lack of an acceptable Travel Plan and no agreement of sustainable transport 


contributions.  
In the opinion of the Planning Authority the proposal involves development 
that cannot be reconciled with the National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF) in that there is insufficient support for sustainable transport options. 
Appropriate opportunities to promote sustainable transport modes have not 
been taken up, contrary to NPPF and Fareham Borough Local Plan Policy 
CS5.  


 
I trust the above is clear, but please do not hesitate Nick Gammer on the above 
number should you wish to discuss anything further.  
  
Yours Sincerely,  
  
  
  
Ben Clifton 
Transport Team Leader – Highways Development Planning  








 


 


Call charges apply. For information see www.hants.gov.uk 
 


Di rec t o r  o f  E conomy ,  T r anspo r t  and  Env i r o nment  
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Te l :    0300  555  1375  (Genera l  Enqu i r i e s )  
        0300 555  1388  (Roads  and Tran spor t )  
        0300 555  1389  (Recyc l i ng  Waste  &  P l ann in g )  
Tex tphone 0300  555  1390 


  Fax  01962  847055 


www.han ts . gov .uk  
 


E nq u i r i e s  t o  Nick Gammer My  r e f e r e n c e  6/3/10/224  


D i r e c t  L i n e  01962 846877 Yo u r  r e f e r e n c e   


Da t e  4th June 2020 E ma i l  nick.gammer@hants.gov.uk 
 
For the Attention of Richard Wright 
 
Dear Richard  
  
Land at Newgate Lane (South), Fareham, P/19/0460/OA – Outline planning 
permission for the demolition of existing buildings and development of up to 
115 dwellings, open space, vehicular access point from Newgate Lane and 
associated and ancillary infrastructure, with all matters except access to be 
reserved.    
  
Thank you for consultation on the above planning application. Highway related 
information submitted under this planning application has been previously reviewed 
by the highway authority and responses dated 23rd May 2019, 31st July 2019 and 
24th October 2019 have been provided requesting further information.  
 
The latest submission consists of the following information and aims to address the 
outstanding concerns raised by the highway authority. 


 Signalisation Technical Note – A review of signalisation options at old 
Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East junction.  


 Transport Technical Note, Modelling – An assessment of the traffic impact on 
the wider highway network (excluding old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East 
junction).  


 BRS4989 FIGURE 16 Rev A –Plan showing proposed signalisation of old 
Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East.  


 BRS4989 OPTION 2 – Plan showing proposed unsignalised junction 
amendments at old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East junction.  


 VISSIM Technical Note – Modelling of the existing junction layout and 
proposed unsignalised (OPTION 2) arrangement.  


 Explanatory email dated 6th February 2020.  
 Forward Visibility Splays for Southern Access - BRS.4989_SK02 Rev A 
 Swept Path Analysis for Southern Access - BRS.4989_SP02 Rev - 
 BRS.4989_FIGURE 9 Rev C Proposed T junction southern site access 
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 Road Safety Audit Stage 1 (unsignalised proposals) – Safety Audit of 
proposals shown on drawing BRS4989 OPTION 2.  


 Road Safety Audit Stage 1 (unsignalised proposals) – Designers Response 
 Road Safety Audit Stage 1 (signalisation proposals) – Safety audit of 


proposals shown on drawing BRS4989 FIGURE 16 Rev A.  
 Road Safety Audit Stage 1 (signalisation proposals) – Designers Response 


 
The comments below relate solely to the above information, submitted to and 
accepted by the LPA.  
 
It is worth noting that throughout the application process only cumulative highway 
information regarding the impact on the operation of the highway network has been 
submitted, relating to both applications P/18/1118/OA and P/19/0460/OA. 
Information regarding the impact of this site in isolation on the surrounding highway 
network has not been submitted and therefore no assessment of this scenario can 
be carried out. The highway authority is only able to comment on the submitted 
information.  
 
Matters of Agreement  
 
The explanatory email seeks to confirm three ‘matters of agreement’. These are 
commented on below:  
 


1. The principle of access to the site from Newgate Lane is not yet agreed, see 
Site Access comments below. It is correct that the Highway Authority has a 
preference for a single point of access onto Newgate and has previously 
requested that one of the accesses onto Newgate Lane should be closed to 
vehicular access and restricted to pedestrian, cycle and emergency access 
only, should both applications be permitted. However, the principle of two 
vehicular accesses (one for each application) is not considered to represent a 
severe impact on the highway network. As such, should the above single 
access scenario not be secured, the Highway Authority would not raise this 
point as a reason for refusal.  


2. The junction modelling scenarios, committed development, traffic growth 
rates, trip distribution and associated traffic flows are agreed. Regarding trip 
generation rates, please note that those originally submitted are agreed. As 
set out in the Highway Authority response dated 31st July 2019, the amended 
trip rates put forward in the subsequent technical note are not accepted. It is 
noted that no discounts to trip rates have been applied in the latest 
assessment (that is, the original trip rates have been used), which is 
acceptable.  


3. The scheme is considered to have suitable sustainable modes access subject 
to the provision of acceptable S106 contributions and a north – south 
pedestrian and cycle link through the sites linking to Woodcote Lane. 
Contributions have yet to be fully agreed as set out in the Outstanding 
Highways Matters section below.  
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Site Accesses 
 


1. No scale has been included on drawing BRS.4989_SK02. As a result, 
comments cannot be provided. A scale on this drawing should be provided to 
enable review. 


2. Drawing BRS.4989_SP02 Rev A (swept path analysis) 
a) An articulated vehicle can use the access during construction; however, 


the footway will be overrun. This may be resolved through geometric 
amendments required to address point b) below. If not, confirmation 
should be provided regarding construction timing of the footway during site 
build out. Pedestrian access to and from the site for early residents, should 
occupations occur prior to footway construction, will also require 
consideration. 


b) A refuse vehicle (weekly movement) will overrun the centre line of both old 
Newgate Lane and the proposed development access. Review of both the 
access radii and the width of the access for the first 20m to avoid this 
conflict is required. 


 
 
Old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East Proposed Improvements 
 
All assessments of this junction have been submitted in conjunction with the 
adjoining plot of land to the north, currently subject to a live application for 75 
dwellings (planning ref P/18/1118/OA). The Technical Notes consider the cumulative 
transport impact of both sites coming forward on the junction of old Newgate Lane 
and Newgate Lane East. Information regarding the impact of this site in isolation on 
the junction of Old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East has not been submitted and 
therefore no assessment of this scenario can be carried out. The highway authority 
is only able to comment on the submitted information. 
 
The recent realignment and upgrade of Newgate Lane makes up part of the 
‘Improving Access to Fareham and Gosport’ strategy. The primary aim of the 
strategy is to stimulate the provision of employment and investment in employment 
opportunities within Gosport. Proposals that are detrimental to this strategy are not 
supported by the Highway Authority.  
 
Existing junction layout 
 
While the VISSIM modelling requires amendments as set out below, these are 
unlikely to improve the forecast junction performance. The existing layout is forecast 
to be substantially over capacity and is not able to accommodate the increase in 
traffic associated with the proposed developments.   
 
Proposed priority junction amendments (Option 2)  
 
Amendments are proposed to the existing priority junction to provide a right turn 
pocket when egressing old Newgate Lane. The proposal is set out in the following 
submission material: BRS4989 OPTION 2, Road Safety Audit (RSA) Stage 1 







4 


 


(unsignalised proposals) and the designer’s response to the RSA. The following 
comments relate to this proposal.  


1. Drawing BRS.4989 OPTION 2 does not have dimensions or radii shown. 
Dimensions and radii should be shown to enable a full review.  


2. There is a lack of swept path analysis, with only limited movements and 
vehicle types assessed. Swept path analysis of all moves, with all vehicles 
that will use this junction, is required to enable a full review.   


3. Confirmation should be provided regarding whether the junction has been 
designed in accordance with DMRB CD 123 (Geometric Design of At-Grade 
Priority and Signal-Controlled Junctions). 


4. Confirmation should be provided regarding whether the appropriate type of 
junction based on traffic flows has been assessed against figure 2.3.1 of CD 
123. 


5. Whilst not raised in the independent RSA, there is concern that a vehicle 
waiting in the southbound pocket (after exiting old Newgate Lane) will not 
have adequate visibility of southbound traffic on Newgate Lane East.  


6. The Highway Authority do not agree that the designer’s response to RSA 
problem 2.1 is acceptable. A number of commercial enterprises are served via 
old Newgate Lane, including a car showroom, nursing home and water 
treatment works. All of these have the potential to regularly generate vehicles 
larger than an 11.4m refuse vehicle. The depth of the central right-turn 
dwelling area should be sufficiently wide to ensure it can accommodate HGV 
traffic.  


7. The addition of marked left and right turn lanes on egress from old Newgate 
Lane are not acceptable on safety grounds as visibility to approaching 
vehicles on Newgate Lane East can be blocked by vehicles in the second 
lane waiting to exit.  


 
The comments above are likely to result in geometric changes to the proposed 
junction arrangement. However, a review of the VISSIM modelling, assessing the 
capacity performance of the existing layout and the proposed priority junction 
arrangements, has been carried out and the following comments can be made. The 
below relate to all modelling scenarios unless otherwise stated.  


 The VISSIM scenario management feature could have been used to avoid the 
need for separate model files for each scenario.  


 Regarding the existing layout, a short lane of approximately 4-5 Passenger 
Car Units (PCUs) is coded at the old Newgate Lane egress for left turning 
vehicles at the junction give way line. There are no lane markings on the road 
surface that segregate left and right turn lanes. Evidence should be provided 
regarding this assumption as this may overestimate link capacity.  


 The existing layout models right turning vehicles from old Newgate Lane 
making the manoeuvre in two stages. Evidence should be provided 
supporting this as the current operation of the junction.  


 No vehicle input is defined for the cool down period. The volume in cool down 
period needs to be defined to understand residual queues at the end of the 
simulation time period. 


 The routing decision proportion of vehicles in each 15-minute period is a fixed 
value across the entire simulated time period. Routing decisions should be 
updated with the actual turning proportions, varying every 15 minutes. 
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 Journey time (JT) validation criteria is +/- 15% or 60-seconds variation 
between observed and modelled journey times for 85% of the routes (TAG 
Unit M3.1 Section 3.3.15) and the length of the JT sections should not be less 
than 3km (TAG Unit M3.1 Section 4.3.3). The longest JT section is only 194 
seconds and 1.5 km in length, therefore the 60-seconds variation rule cannot 
be used and the +/- 15% rule only should be applied.  


 85% of the routes should fall within the acceptable variation range of +/- 15% 
error. As the model is validated only for Journey times, validation should be 
revisited to consider the above points. 


Comments below relate specifically to modelling of the proposed unsignalised 
junction amendments:  


 The background CAD image used for the model build shown in the report 
(Figures 8.1 and 8.2) does not geometrically match the submitted design 
shown in drawing BRS4989 OPTION 2 and should be updated accordingly.  


 The right turn egress from old Newgate Lane is set up in such a way that the 
right turn manoeuvre is completed in two stages. In first stage, vehicle drivers 
look for gaps in northbound traffic on Newgate Lane East and cross the 
northbound mainline traffic to access space in the median area between 
northbound and southbound traffic. Drivers again wait for gaps in southbound 
traffic on Newgate Lane East to complete the right turn manoeuvre to travel 
south. Traffic from the north turning right into old Newgate Lane is modelled in 
such a way that the right turn manoeuvre is completed in two stages. In the 
first stage, vehicles check for any existing vehicle waiting to turn right 
(southbound) on the small space in median. Then in stage two the vehicle 
waits for a gap in the northbound Newgate Lane East traffic and moves 
across to old Newgate lane when a gap is available. This priority rule set up in 
the model is unusual and is different from that shown in drawing BRS4989 
OPTION 2, in which the right turners from Newgate Lane East do not appear 
to give way to right turners from old Newgate Lane, as only one vehicle will 
enter the space between the median. Also, as shown in drawing BRS4989 
OPTION 2, right turners from old Newgate Lane should give way to vehicles 
turning right from Newgate Lane East. Modelling should be updated to so the 
right turn from Newgate Lane East has priority over the right turn from old 
Newgate Lane. The right turners from old Newgate Lane should complete the 
right turn in two stages; in the first stage giving way to northbound traffic and 
to the right turners from Newgate Lane East and in the second stage, the right 
turners from old Newgate Lane give way to southbound through traffic on 
Newgate Lane East, whilst waiting at the gap in median. One vehicle at a time 
turning right when egressing old Newgate Lane can wait at the gap in the 
median to complete this right turn maneuverer. The right turners from 
Newgate Lane East into old Newgate Lane give way only to northbound traffic 
on Newgate Lane East. 


 As set out in the engineering comments above, the addition of marked left and 
right turn lanes on egress from old Newgate Lane are not acceptable. The 
modelling should be updated accordingly.  


 It should be noted that changes to the base model should also be carried 
through to the updated Option 2 modelling where applicable.  
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Proposed signalisation of the junction 
 
Signalisation proposals were previously reviewed and a number of comments 
relating to the modelling and engineering aspects were made in the Highway 
Authority response dated 31st July 2019. A subsequent Signalisation Technical Note 
prepared by Red Wilson Associates has been submitted, presenting three 
signalisation options; these options have been reviewed and comments are given 
below.    


 Option 1 - Two lanes northbound with downstream merge. Newgate Lane 
East right turn into old Newgate Lane has Right Turn Indicative Arrow phase. 
 
For the reasons set out in the highway Authority’s response dated 31st July 
2019 the inclusion of a Right Turn Indicative Arrow across two lanes of 
opposing traffic is not considered acceptable. The issue of this right turn 
movement was identified independently by the Road Safety Audit (RSA1) of 
the signalisation proposals, raising concerns of potential collisions between 
northbound vehicles and vehicles turning right into old Newgate Lane. The 
recommendation of the RSA1 is that ‘signal staging / phasing should 
incorporate a separately signalled right-turn into Newgate Lane.’  


The Signalisation Technical Note suggests a possible reduction in speed limit 
to 30mph and/or rumble strips on the approach to the junction. A speed limit 
reduction or traffic calming is not considered acceptable on this heavily 
trafficked link. Newgate Lane East was designed and funded on the basis of 
being a strategic access route, improving access to the Gosport Peninsula 
and associated regeneration/ employment sites. Additional delay will detract 
from the benefits brought about by construction of this new link and therefore 
runs contrary to both the basis on which funding for the scheme was awarded 
and the purpose of this link, which is primarily the movement of more strategic 
(or longer distance) traffic. 


Irrespective of northbound vehicle speeds, allowing drivers to gap seek 
across two lanes of on-coming traffic is not acceptable in safety terms. This 
method of control is not acceptable, and this option should not be considered 
further. 


 Option 2- Two lanes northbound with downstream merge. Newgate Lane East 
right turn into old Newgate Lane is fully signalled. 
 
This option provides the only safe method of signal operation that would be 
accepted at the junction based on the proposed layout. Irrespective of the 
volume of right turning vehicles from Newgate Lane East, the full signalisation 
of this movement is the only acceptable way to safely accommodate this 
movement across two lanes of on-coming traffic.  
 
With 42 PCU movements turning right in the AM peak hour (DS2 scenario), 
on the assumption of a 120 second cycle time there would be 30 cycles per 
hour. On that basis the right turn stage would appear most cycles and for 
modelling purposes its inclusion every cycle is appropriate for a robust 
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assessment. 
 
With this option, the issue centres around the usage of the northbound offside 
flared lane. This lane has been provided to increase capacity of the proposed 
signalisation of the junction. Various traffic distribution percentages have been 
tested from 50%/50% up to 90%/10% between the nearside and offside lanes 
respectively. In the 2024 AM peak in both DS1 (without Stubbington bypass) 
and DS2 (with Stubbington bypass) scenarios, it is only the 50%/50% traffic 
flow split that provides a positive practical reserve capacity. Any other 
imbalance in traffic distribution across these lanes results in the junction 
operating over capacity.  


As stated in the Highway Authority’s response dated 31st July 2019, where 
flares and merges occur through signal junctions many drivers have a 
reluctance to use the offside lane. This would result in an imbalance between 
the usage of the lanes. While reference is made to a technical paper on 
modelling merges from signal junctions, local evidence from sites where driver 
behaviour could be reasonably expected to replicate that at the old Newgate 
Lane/ Newgate Lane East junction should be provided to justify lane usage. 
Due to current conditions relating to COVID-19, any data collected at this time 
would not be considered reliable.    


 Option 3 - Northbound single lane without a flare or merge. 


It is unknown how the right turn movement is controlled in this option. 
However, the results show that the junction would operate over capacity in the 
2024 AM peaks under the DS1 and DS2 scenarios in the future year. In 
capacity terms this demonstrates that a two-lane northbound approach is 
required to provide adequate capacity. 


 
The report by Red Wilson Associates demonstrates that only Option 1 results in 
acceptable operation of the junction, unless a 50%/50% lane usage split can be 
justified. However, Option 1, with an indicative arrow stage for right turners into old 
Newgate Lane, is not considered acceptable on safety grounds as set out above.  
 
The following comments were previously made in relation to the engineering aspects 
of the signal design.  


1. Provision for pedestrians and cyclists should be considered.  
2. There is concern regarding the two accesses to the south of the junction 


causing late braking when travelling southbound on a green wave.   
3. This option impacts on highway ditches (OWC) and street lighting. 
4. There will be a negative impact on the free flow of traffic, country to the design 


objectives of Newgate Lane realignment.  
 
Regarding point 1, there are no existing or proposed pedestrian or cycle provision 
connections to this junction, however, there appears to be sufficient land available 
for pedestrian and cycle facilities should these require consideration in the future. 
Regarding point 2, this was not raised as a problem in the independent Road Safety 
Audit Stage 1 (signalisation proposals). Points 3 and 4 are observations and do not 
require further information. 
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In addition to the above, confirmation regarding whether the junction has been 
designed in accordance with CD 123 Geometric Design of At-Grade Priority and 
Signal-Controlled Junctions should be provided.  
 
Prevent Right Turn Manoeuvres from Newgate Lane Bypass to the Newgate Lane 
Minor Arm 
 
Banning right turn movements into old Newgate Lane will result in all traffic (current 
and future) wishing to access old Newgate Lane from the north having to travel an 
additional 900m to the south and U-turn at Peel Common roundabout. This would 
have an impact on the junction performance of Peel Common roundabout, which has 
not been assessed.  
 
The physical measures required to prevent right turn movements have not been 
presented and are thought to be difficult to achieve and enforce. Restriction of this 
movement will require a TRO, which is unlikely to be supported by the police, unless 
significant measures were taken to physically prevent right turns, as this is likely to 
create an ongoing enforcement issue.  
 
Furthermore, there are safety concerns regarding inappropriate manoeuvres; that is, 
drivers making inappropriate and potentially unsafe U-turn movements at unsuitable 
locations, for example farm accesses or the carriageway itself, to avoid travelling the 
additional distance of over a mile in total to U-turn at Peel Common roundabout. This 
is not a proposal the Highway Authority would be willing to accept.  
 
 
Outstanding Highway Matters 
 
Wider Highway Network Impacts 
 
A Transport Technical Note, Modelling (February 2020) has been provided, giving an 
assessment of the traffic impact on the wider highway network. The Junctions 
assessed within this note are as follows: 


 Newgate Lane/ Site Access priority T junction; 
 Speedfields Park roundabout and HMS Collingwood signal junction; 
 Peel Common signalised roundabout; 
 Newgate Lane East/ Longfield Avenue/ Davis Way roundabout.  


 
The review below has been undertaken based on the scenarios where the agreed 
trip rates have been used, forecasting the trip generation for 100% privately owned 
dwellings, with no discount for affordable dwellings or travel plan measures. 
 
Modelling of the old Newgate Lane/ Site Access priority junction is not accurate 
given the required geometric amendments set out in the Site Access comments 
above. However, given the required geometric amendments are likely to be relatively 
minor in terms of the effect on junction performance and there is a high level of spare 
capacity forecast by the submitted modelling, the Highway Authority are comfortable 
the amended access will operated acceptably in capacity terms and no further 
modelling is required.   
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The modelling of Speedfields Park roundabout and HMS Collingwood signal junction 
is technically correct. Regarding the impact at this location, in both the DS1 and DS2 
scenarios, all arms would continue to operate within capacity and queues would be 
at acceptable levels. As such, the forecast impact of development traffic on this 
junction is considered acceptable.  
 
The modelling results of Peel Common signalised roundabout, for both the existing 
and full signalisation layouts and in both the DS1 and DS2 scenarios, show 
excessive levels of queuing on the circulatory of the roundabout in many areas. The 
modelling would provide a more accurate forecast if all internal circulatory lanes had 
queues been limited to two thirds of the available storage capacity. However, the 
Highway Authority has reviewed modelling carried out prior to the recent 
improvement scheme at this location, which was based on a later future year, using 
generally higher forecast traffic flows than the with development scenarios presented 
as part of this application. The junction was forecast to operate satisfactorily under 
these circumstances and therefore the additional development traffic at this location 
is considered acceptable.  
 
Regarding Newgate Lane East/ Longfield Avenue/ Davis Way roundabout, the 
geometric measurements and modelling parameters for the junction are acceptable. 
Likewise, the demand flow entries have been entered correctly in line with the 
agreed flows. The model is acceptable in terms of modelling parameters, flow entries 
and results reported.  
 
The roundabout model forecasts the junction to operate within practical capacity 
across all approaches in all scenarios modelled except for Newgate Lane North 
approach, which operates slightly above the practical capacity RFC of 0.85, but 
comfortably within theoretical capacity, in 2024 Base DS1 and 2024 Base + 
Development DS1 scenarios in the PM peak. The addition of development traffic at 
this junction is not considered to have a severe impact.  
 
All assessments of the above junctions have been submitted in conjunction with the 
adjoining plot of land to the north, currently subject to a live application for 75 
dwellings (planning ref P/18/1118/OA). The Technical Notes consider the cumulative 
transport impact of both sites coming forward. However, given no further information 
is requested and no objections are raised in relation to the cumulative impact on the 
above junctions, it is reasonable to assume neither application site in isolation will 
have a severe impact on the modelled network. 
 
Highway Contributions 
 


 A contribution of £241,920 to support bus services and associated 
infrastructure in the vicinity of the site (to be split proportionally between the 
two developments).  
 


 A contribution of £150,000 towards Newgate Lane crossing improvements at 
Woodcote Lane/ Brook Lane (to be split proportionally between the two 
developments). 
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The above contributions were discussed at a meeting on 4th September 2019. The 
Highway Authority believe these contributions, included values, were agreed and a 
follow up email on 4th September 2019 was sent confirming this. No response was 
received to this email.  


 
 A contribution of £173,731 has been requested towards improvements to 


routes to school.   
 
The contribution value requested was provided by email on 4th September 2019. As 
above, no response was received to this email. Agreement of contribution values is 
required to adequately mitigate the proposed development.  
 
Furthermore, the following comment was made in the Highway Authority’s response 
dated 23rd May 2019. This has not been addressed.  
 
It is noted that a contribution to provide footway connections from the site access to 
the Old Newgate Lane/Newgate Lane junction has been proposed in order to provide 
connections to the HA2 site access should this site come forward. It is considered 
beneficial to secure this to ensure suitable links can be provided should HA2 come 
forward. The applicant should provide a design and cost estimate of these works for 
review. 
 
Travel Plan 
 
Comments raise in the Highway Authority’s response dated 23rd May 2019 in relation 
to the Framework Travel Plan have not been addressed. An updated Travel Plan 
should be submitted for review. 
 
 
Recommendation 
 
The additional information submitted does not overcome the concerns previously 
raised by the Highway Authority. As set out in this response, there remain a number 
of outstanding comments that need to be addressed. It is understood this application 
will be taken to planning committee shortly. As such, the following reasons for refusal 
are recommended.  
 


 Unacceptable site access design.  
In the opinion of the Planning Authority the proposal involves development 
that cannot be reconciled with the National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF) in that the proposed access is inadequate to accommodate the 
development safely. This would result in an unacceptable impact on the safety 
of users of the development and adjoining highway contrary to the NPPF and 
Fareham Borough Local Plan Policy CS5.  
 


 Unacceptable impact on the junction of old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane 
East.  
In the opinion of the Planning Authority the proposal involves development 
that cannot be reconciled with the National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF) in that the significant movements generated could not be 
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accommodated adequately on the transport network. This would result in a 
severe impact on the road safety and operation of the local transport network 
contrary to NPPF and Fareham Borough Local Plan Policy CS5.  


 
 Lack of an acceptable Travel Plan and no agreement of sustainable transport 


contributions.  
In the opinion of the Planning Authority the proposal involves development 
that cannot be reconciled with the National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF) in that there is insufficient support for sustainable transport options. 
Appropriate opportunities to promote sustainable transport modes have not 
been taken up, contrary to NPPF and Fareham Borough Local Plan Policy 
CS5.  


 
I trust the above is clear, but please do not hesitate Nick Gammer on the above 
number should you wish to discuss anything further.  
  
Yours Sincerely,  
  
  
  
Ben Clifton 
Transport Team Leader – Highways Development Planning  







highway boundary and, if any proposed works fall outside this, confirmation that the required land is within the developer’s control
should be provided.
 
A review of the Junction Design Compliance document in relation to the Option 3 drawing/ proposal has been completed and the
following comments can be made:

a. Section 2.1.2 – Confirmation of gradient is required as it has implications on land take and the proposed layout/location of
junction.

b. Section 2.3.1 – As set out above, traffic flow data is useful in the selection of junction type and is a fundamental design
requirement. Please provide AADT data as requested.

c. AADT data is also required for the following:
Section 5.2 – Dependent upon percentage of HGVs using the junction.  The base AADT data needs to be provided so that
HCC can make an informed decision of the appropriate junction design.
Section 5.6.1 – As above.
Section 5.18.1 – Dependent upon traffic flows, AADT data require to comply with requirements in CD123.
Section 6.5 – Statement dependant on flow/ modelling, AADT data require.
Section 6.17.1 –  Dependent upon percentage of HGVs using the junction. The base AADT data needs to be provided so
that HCC can make an informed decision of the appropriate junction design.

d. Section 3.1 – Incorrectly shown on drawing, should be based on measured speeds on minor arm.
e. Section 3.4 – Visibility should be taken from the centre line of minor road.  Drawing JTN OP3 Rev A states “x” distance of

2.4m but this is drawn as 4.5m and 9m (none drawn at 2.4m).  Furthermore, the forward visibility starting point on
Newgate Lane East of 120m from the junction is incorrect; it should be 180m back (120m visibility x 1.5 = 180m) from the
minor road junction based on design speed of 70A (40mph).

f. Section 3.8 – As stated in 3.4 above, the 2.4m “x” distance is not drawn correctly.
g. Section 3.9 – Unclear how 51m is calculated; 120m SSD measured along the curve as per the diagram in CD123 should be

used.
h. Section 5.20.1 – Not relevant.
i. Section 6.3 – Only the part that is relevant to the junction proposed should be listed, not all figures. Figure 6.3d is the

correct one.
j. Section 6.10.1 – CD specifies 3.5m, but the proposal shows 4m, please clarify.
k. Section 6.19 – CD specifies 15m, but the proposal shows 19m; this could be reduced. A reduction would assist with

controlling u-turning movements of larger vehicles at this location.
 
As set out in our planning responses, the highway authority does not support the principle of new or amended accesses that affect
the character and operation of the strategic highway improvements at Newgate Lane East. In terms of the principle of the junction
form, the HA does not have an in principle objection to this junction form, however, this junction form is not widely used within
Hampshire and is generally only supported where it is considered necessary to overcome an existing significant safety issue, but
equally it can introduce new safety concerns as raised above; the Highway Authority are concerned this may be the case here.  Given
this and the specific items to be addressed above, the proposed Option 3 amendments at this location may not be acceptable. As
above, acceptable modelling needs to be provided so the forecast impact on delay and traffic flow can be assessed. There is also a
concern regarding the appropriateness of a junction of this nature in this rural setting, increasing the surfaced and lit area
substantially and changing the character of the road in this location, having an urbanising effect. I will not comment further on this
aspect until the design is further progressed as the above comments may change the geometric layout and hence the impact on the
surroundings.
 
Signalised Junction Option
 
It is correct that highways authority do not consider Option 1 (indicative right turn arrow phase) a safe or suitable improvement
scheme as set out in the attached responses.
 
Regarding your request for further information on case studies/ examples within the Hampshire authority, there are a number of
traffic signal junctions where the HA have retrospectively changed the operation of the right turn movements to address a proven
collision record. At all of the following junctions the existing Right Turn Indicative Arrow (RTIA) phase was changed to a fully signalled
right turn phase. At all sites the right turn movement crossed two lanes of opposing traffic, as proposed in the Option 1 signalisation
scheme. 
 

SIG014 A30 London Road/ Rosemary Lane/ Green Lane, Blackwater  -  8/10/2003
SIG099 A27 Portchester Road/ Downend Rd/ Shearwater Avenue, Fareham - 20/8/2004
SIG103 A27 Southampton Road/ Castle Trading Estate, Portchester - 2/5/2018
SIG104 A27 The Avenue/ Bishopsfield Rd/ Veryan, Fareham - 26/8/1998
SIG112 A27 The Avenue/ Gudge Heath Lane/ Redlands Lane, Fareham  - 1/2/1998

 
You will note the majority of the examples above were changed 15 to 20 years ago. In more recent times, due to the known safety
concerns and to ensure consistency for road users, the design of new signal junctions within the HA’s jurisdiction has included fully
signalled right turn movements where traffic crosses two or more lanes of opposing traffic. Given the period of time that has elapsed
since many of the changes were made, additional data such as 85th percentile speeds and full turning counts do not exist. We are in
the process of reviewing the collision records before and after the changes and will provide evidence of improved safety records in
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due course.

Regarding your points supporting the Option 1 signalisation scheme, these are addressed in turn below:
i) The visibility between Newgate Lane northbound vehicles in the nearside lane and those turning right across their path

is an overriding safety concern. It is not considered appropriate visibility can be maintained.
ii) The type of junction is not observed to operate safely within Hampshire. The vehicle collision data (to follow) highlights

a specific safety problem involving right turning movements across two lanes of opposing traffic at signal junctions,
regardless of the 85th percentile or design speed. The proposal to allow right turning vehicles to gap accept across two
lanes of on-coming traffic would not be a safe arrangement.

iii)  A low right turning movement would result in Newgate Lane northbound drivers being less aware of right turning
vehicles. This will make them less prepared to take diversionary action when faced with a vehicle, which has been
masked for view, suddenly turning across their path. Relatively low right turning movements does not alleviate the safety
concern.

iv) The use of Right Turn Indicative Arrows (RTIA) is a source of confusion for many road users. Driver uncertainty arises
from the intermittent appearance of the RTIA depending on where their vehicle is positioned within the junction and
how many vehicles are waiting to turn right. When the RTIA does not appear this leads to some drivers being unwilling to
turn during the intergreen period when faced with a red signal in the absence of a RTIA. Driver confusion and frustration
can lead to them taking gaps which are unsafe, which is magnified where there are two or more lanes of oncoming
traffic.

v) Noted, however, this does not remove the safety concern. It is also worth noting that the independent RSA,
commissioned by the applicant and presumably considering speeds at the location, raises a problem with the RTIA,
stating ‘signal staging / phasing should incorporate a separately signalled right-turn into Newgate Lane’.

Regarding surveys to evidence an appropriate lane usage split, the HA are content that traffic levels have now returned to a level
where a useful assessment of the average lane split at suitable alternative locations can be carried out. We would be happy to review
any information submitted in this regard.

Your internal audit of the signalisation design in relation to DMRB CD123 has been reviewed. Point 7.16.2 from CD123 relates to the
treatment of right turning movements and states where the 85th percentile approach speed is greater than 72 kph (45 mph), right-
turns should be separately signalled. This does not preclude the requirement to implement fully signalised right turn movements
where speeds are less or where it is unsafe to do otherwise. As set out above, local evidence is such that it would be unsafe not to
fully signalise the right turn movement when it crosses two lanes of on-coming traffic. 

I believe the last two points in your email below are covered by the attached responses, however please let me know if you require
any further engagement on these items.

Best wishes

Nick

Nick Gammer BA (Hons) MSc MCIHT
Principal Transport Engineer – Highways Development Planning
Strategic Transport 
Hampshire County Council 
Economy, Transport & Environment 
2nd Floor, EII Court West, The Castle, Winchester, SO23 8UD
Tel: 0370 779 4688
Email: nick.gammer@hants.gov.uk
Web: www.hants.gov.uk

Hampshire County Council operates a pre-application highway advice service for developers.
Hampshire County Council welcomes and encourages discussions before a developer submits a planning application. Please follow
this link for further information
https://www.hants.gov.uk/transport/developers/highwaysdevelopmentplanning

174

Page 388

mailto:nick.gammer@hants.gov.uk
https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/RndzCwjGvhGV32osqOm_4/
https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/D690CxGJwS1RozZhYulO1


Appeal by Fareham Land LP and Bargate Homes Limited 
Outline Planning Applications for Land at Newgate Lane (North & South), Fareham 
Proof of Evidence by Anthony Jones 
 

 
   
 

APPENDIX AHJ/M: Stage 1 Road Safety Audit and Designers 
Response – Signalised Junction 

175

Page 389



 
 

 

 

Proposed Development north of Gosport Road, Fareham 

Proposed Junction Improvement – Traffic Signals Option 
	

Road Safety Audit Stage 1 

 
on behalf of Pegasus Group 

Andy Paul BEng (Hons); MCIHT 
HE RSA Cert Comp 

Road Safety and Highway 
Engineering Consultant 
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Client:  Pegasus Group 

Scheme: Gosport Road, Fareham – Traffic Signals 
 

 

 

Road Safety Audit Stage 1 
February 2020 

 

Gosport Road / Newgate Lane, Fareham – Junction Improvement 
 

Road Safety Audit Stage 1 

 
 
1 Introduction 

 

1.1 This report describes a Stage 1 Road Safety Audit carried out on proposed improvements 

to an existing priority junction, in association with a proposed development off Newgate 

Lane, Fareham, on behalf of Pegasus Group. The audit was carried out on 22nd February 

2020 in the office of Mr Paul.  

1.2 The Audit Team members were as follows: 

Andy Paul - BEng (Hons), MCIHT 

HE Approved Certificate of Competence  

Road Safety and Highway Engineering Consultant 

 

Kevin Seymour, BSc, PG Dip TS, MCIHT, MSoRSA 

HE Approved Certificate of Competence 

Road Safety Consulting Ltd 
 

1.3 The audit comprised an examination of the drawings and other information relating to the 

scheme supplied by the design office, which is listed in Appendix A. The site was visited 

by the Audit Team together on 13th February 2020 at 1pm. The weather was dry and bright. 

Traffic flows were moderate, and pedestrian and cycle flows were very low. 

1.4 The terms of reference of the audit are as described in Standard GG 119 (previously HD 

19/15). The team has examined and reported only on the road safety implications of the 

scheme as presented and has not examined or verified the compliance of the design to any 

other criteria. 

1.5 All of the problems described in this report are considered by the audit team to require action 

in order to improve the safety of the scheme and minimise accident occurrence. 

1.6 The scheme consists of the signalisation of the existing junction between Gosport Road and 

Newgate Lane, Fareham, Hampshire.  
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Client:  Pegasus Group 

Scheme: Gosport Road, Fareham – Traffic Signals 
 

 

 

Road Safety Audit Stage 1 
February 2020 

 

2 Items resulting from this Stage 1 Audit 
 

2.1 PROBLEM 

Location – Junction right-turn lane 

Summary: Potential collisions between northbound vehicles on Gosport Road and vehicles 

turning right into Newgate Lane    

The traffic signal staging diagram doesn’t appear to show the Gosport Road southbound 

right-turn phase operating within a signal stage. DMRB CD123 states that, where the 85th 

percentile approach speed is greater than 72 kph (45 mph), there is an increased risk of 

collisions between right-turning vehicles seeking gaps and on-coming vehicles travelling at 

speed. DMRB also states that where the 85th percentile approach speed is greater than 

72 kph (45 mph), right-turns should be separately signalled. 

Higher northbound vehicle speeds on Gosport Road (particularly in off-peak traffic 

conditions) may mean that gap acceptance by the drivers of right turning vehicles could 

lead to right-turn collisions or to sudden braking and shunt type collisions.   

 

RECOMMENDATION 

At detailed design stage, signal staging / phasing should incorporate a separately signalled 

right-turn into Newgate Lane. It would be appropriate to measure northbound vehicle 

speeds to design signal staging and phasing arrangements accordingly.  

 

OBSERVATIONS 

Ø On the southbound Gosport Road approach to the junction, the drawing shows lane 

widths of 4.5m for the straight ahead lane and 3.0m for the right-turn lane. At detailed 

design stage, it may be more balanced to decrease the straight ahead lane to 4.0m, 

and increase the right-turn lane width accordingly. 
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Ø Currently, there is a traffic island protecting the right-turn lane from southbound 

vehicles on Gosport Road, as shown below. It is unclear from the drawings whether 

this island will remain in place, or be replaced by a similar traffic island. It may be 

prudent to retain a traffic island at a suitable position in the final scheme design. 
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3 Audit Team Statement 

 

We certify that the terms of reference of the audit are as described in Standard GG 119. 

 

Audit Team Leader  

Andy Paul - BEng (Hons), MCIHT 

HE Approved Certificate of Competence  

Road Safety and Highway Engineering Consultant 

 

 

Signed .................................................... 

Date ..............23rd February 2020….…. 

 

Audit Team Member  

       Kevin Seymour, BSc, PG Dip TS, MCIHT, MSoRSA 

HE Approved Certificate of Competence 

Road Safety Consulting Ltd 

 

Signed .................................................... 

Date .............. 23rd February 2020….…. 
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Transport Assessment 
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Traffic Modelling Data 
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Stage 1 Road Safety Audit – 
Designers Response (Newgate 
Lane/Newgate Lane East, 
Proposed Signalised Junction) 
Revision A. 
 
REF: BRS.4989 DATE:   OCTOBER 2020 

 

1. This designer’s response has been prepared by Pegasus Group in response to the 
Stage 1 Road Safety Audit (RSA1) prepared by Andy Paul, Road Safety and Highway 
Engineering Consultant and Kevin Seymour, Road Safety Consulting Ltd, to support 
planning application references: P/19/0460/OA and P/18/1118/OA for up to a total 
of 190 residential dwellings at land off Newgate Lane, Fareham.  

2. The RSA1 assessed the option of signalisation at the Newgate Lane/Newgate Lane 
East junction. The following documentation was provided to the auditors ahead of 
the audit: 

i. Drawing No. BRS 4989 Figure 16 Rev A; 

ii. Location Plan; 

iii. Transport Assessment; 

iv. Transport Technical Note;  

v. Traffic Modelling Data; and 

vi. Red Wilson Associates Technical Note (January 2020). 

Problem 2.1 – Location – Junction Right Turn Lane 

3. The RSA1 only identified one problem and recommendation as follows: 

Problem 

4. Potential collisions between northbound vehicles on Gosport Road and vehicles 
turning right into Newgate Lane.  
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5. The traffic signal staging diagram doesn’t appear to show the Gosport Road 
southbound right-turn phase operating within a signal stage. DMRB CD123 states 
that, where the 85th percentile approach speed is greater than 72 kph (45 mph), 
there is an increased risk of collisions between right-turning vehicles seeking gaps 
and on-coming vehicles travelling at speed. DMRB also states that where the 85th 
percentile approach speed is greater than 72 kph (45 mph), right-turns should be 
separately signalled. 

6. Higher northbound vehicle speeds on Gosport Road (particularly in off-peak traffic 
conditions) may mean that gap acceptance by the drivers of right turning vehicles 
could lead to right-turn collisions or to sudden braking and shunt type collisions.  

Recommendation to Problem 2.1  

7. At detailed design stage, signal staging / phasing should incorporate a separately 
signalled right-turn into Newgate Lane. It would be appropriate to measure 
northbound vehicle speeds to design signal staging and phasing arrangements 
accordingly.  

Designers Response to Problem 2.1 and Recommendation 

8. Traffic count data along Newgate Lane East has been obtained from Hampshire 
County Council for the period between Monday 24th February 2020 and Sunday 1st 
March 2020. The counts suggest that the northbound 85th percentile speeds to the 
south of the Newgate Lane / Newgate Lane East junction are 39.8mph across the 
seven day survey period. The northbound 85th percentile readings suggest that 
between the hours of 06:00 and 23:00 speeds remain below 45mph and generally 
below 40mph.  

9. Data has also been obtained from Hampshire County Council summarising traffic 
flows and speeds to the north of the junction between 26 September and 04 
October 2018. The counts suggest that the 24 hour 85th percentile northbound 
speed is 42.2mph and 85th percentile speeds remain below 45mph between 23:00 
and 05:00 and that the 24 hour southbound speed is 43.8mph and 85th percentile 
speeds remain below 45mph between 21:00 and 07:00. The results from both 
counts are summarised below at Table 1. 

Table 1 – Summary of Traffic Counts 

Direction of travel 24 hour 85th percentile 
speed 

Period in which 85th percentile 
vehicle speeds exceed 45mph 

Southernmost count 
Northbound 39.8mph 23:00 to 05:00 ranging between 

45.4mph and 47.9mph 
Southbound 41mph 23:00 to 06:00 ranging between 

45.4mph and 51mph 
Northernmost count 
Northbound 42.2mph 23:00 to 05:00 ranging between 

45.6mph and 50.1mph 
Southbound 43.8mph 21:00 to 07:00 ranging between 

45.1mph and 53.2mph 
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10. It is therefore considered that during standard hours of free flowing traffic, speeds 
are lower than the 45mph threshold detailed in DMRB CD123, paragraph 7.16.2. 

11. During the peak hours the forecast level of traffic turning into Newgate Lane will be 
very low. The vehicle flows forecast to make this manoeuvre during the DS2 Base + 
Committed Development + Development scenarios for the AM and PM peaks are 41 
and 49 vehicles respectively, equating to less than one vehicle per minute. It is 
therefore considered that the right turning vehicles into Newgate Lane do not need 
to have a dedicated right turn stage.  

12. The LinSig modelling of the junction completed by Red Wilson Associates (RWA), 
issued to the highway authority on 6th February 2020 includes for an option that 
assessed an indicative right turn arrow stage. The modeller at Red Wilson has 
advised that due to the low number of vehicles turning right it is assumed that this 
stage will not be demanded unless required. Vehicles wishing to turn right will likely 
turn in the interstage period and therefore not trigger the detectors to call the 
indicative arrow stage. The interstage is 6 seconds which is considered sufficient to 
allow 2 to 3 vehicles to turn and clear the northbound Newgate Lane before the 
Newgate Lane stage recommences.  

13. During the hours of 00:00 – 05:00, when traffic flows are considerably lower, 85th 
percentile speed readings peak at 47.9mph. However, the volume of northbound 
traffic is very low between 00:00 – 05:00 and the volume of traffic turning right into 
Newgate Lane will be very low to non-existent.  
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RSA1 Observations 

14. On the southbound Gosport Road approach to the junction, the drawing shows lane 
widths of 4.5m for the straight ahead lane and 3.0m for the right-turn lane. At 
detailed design stage, it may be more balanced to decrease the straight ahead lane 
to 4.0m and increase the right-turn lane width accordingly. 

15. Currently, there is a traffic island protecting the right-turn lane from southbound 
vehicles on Gosport Road, as shown below. It is unclear from the drawings whether 
this island will remain in place or be replaced by a similar traffic island. It may be 
prudent to retain a traffic island at a suitable position in the final scheme design. 

Designers Response to RSA1 Observations 

16. With regard to the observation at Paragraph 12, the southbound and right turn 
approaches on Newgate Lane East can be amended, subject to discussions with HCC 
and further investigation of the impact on the modelling results. 

17. With regard to the observation at Paragraph 13, an island segregating right turning 
traffic from southbound travelling vehicles can be provided within the final scheme 
design, subject to discussions with HCC. 
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Department for Transport statistics

National Travel Survey

Table NTS0303

Select table from dropdown list (or scroll down to view static tables):

Main mode 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Private:

Walk1
16 15 16 16 16 16 16 17 16 17 16 17 17 18 16 17 16 17

Walks of over a mile 30 29 29 29 30 29 30 31 31 31 30 32 30 31 31 32 32 31

Bicycle 18 20 19 20 19 21 20 23 22 22 23 24 23 22 24 23 23 23

Car / van driver 20 21 21 21 21 22 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 22 22 22 21 22

Car / van passenger 21 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 21 22 22 23 22 22 22 23

Motorcycle 22 25 27 24 28 26 24 27 25 26 28 24 27 27 28 31 31 24

Other private transport2
44 52 46 47 43 43 40 45 43 50 40 50 47 44 40 47 42 40

Public:

Bus in London 38 39 37 37 37 38 37 37 37 38 38 38 38 37 36 39 35 37

Other local bus 32 32 32 32 33 33 33 34 34 34 35 35 35 35 36 35 37 36

Non-local bus 175 184 196 191 204 156 177 200 221 222 207 206 157 172 186 158 201 191

London Underground 50 51 50 52 51 50 49 50 55 49 52 51 51 49 51 54 50 50

Surface Rail 84 80 77 82 81 81 80 81 81 83 82 80 75 81 76 79 81 82

Taxi / minicab 17 18 18 19 19 19 18 19 18 19 18 19 19 20 20 21 20 20

Other public transport3
46 47 44 45 47 62 55 55 54 48 43 48 44 49 49 49 46 52

All modes 22 22 22 22 22 23 23 23 23 23 23 23 23 24 23 23 23 23

Unweighted sample size:

   individuals 14,369 16,685 16,487 16,956 16,648 16,858 16,360 17,299 16,553 15,730 16,670 16,192 16,491 15,525 15,840 14,541 14,150 14,356

   trips ('000s) 279 318 314 324 317 303 295 312 292 273 291 274 280 259 276 256 256 250

1 There is an apparent under-recording of short walks in 2002 and 2003 and short trips in 2007 and 2008 compared to other years.

2 Mostly private hire bus (including school buses).

3 Air, ferries and light rail.

Trip times are based on total journey time, therefore includes travelling and waiting time.

The figures in this table are National Statistics

The survey results are subject to sampling error.

Source: National Travel Survey

national.travelsurvey@dft.gov.uk Last updated: 5th August 2020

Notes & definitions Next update: Summer 2021

Average trip time by main mode: England, from 2002

Average trip duration (minutes)

The results presented in this table are weighted. The base (unweighted sample size) is shown in the table for information.

Weights are applied to adjust for non-response to ensure the characteristics of the achieved sample match the population of Great Britain (1995-2012) or England (2013 onwards) and for the drop off in trip recording in diary data.

NTS0303
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Anthony Jones, and I am a Director (Transport) at Pegasus Group.  I 

hold a Bachelor of Science Degree with Honours in Environmental Assessment in 

the Construction Industry.  I am a Member of the Chartered Institution of Highways 

and Transportation (MCIHT). 

1.2 I have been actively involved in providing highway and transportation planning 

advice relating to the development process since 2002 advising on a wide variety 

of clients operating in residential, retail, education, leisure, industrial and office 

sectors.  

1.3 My Evidence for this Inquiry has been prepared and is given in accordance with the 

guidance of my professional institution.  I confirm that the opinions expressed are 

my true and professional opinions. 
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2. OUTSTANDING TRANSPORT ISSUES 

2.1 The outstanding transport issues that I consider are remaining to be addressed are. 

Newgate Lane East Junction with Old Newgate Lane 

2.2 The acceptability of the proposed off-site highway works to the Newgate Lane East 

junction with Old Newgate Lane.   

Accessibility 

2.3 It is understood that the planning authority maintains reason for refusal d) for both 

schemes.  
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3. APPEAL PROPOSALS 

3.1 Cumulatively, the appeal sites propose to provide up to 190 dwellings on land to 

the east of Newgate Lane, Fareham. The northern site will provide 75 dwellings and 

the southern site 115 dwellings. 

3.2 Vehicular and cycle access to each site is proposed via new priority tee junction 

arrangements with Old Newgate Lane, as shown on Figures AHJ/6 and AHJ/7.  

These junctions are agreed to be safe and appropriate with the highway authority. 

3.3 Pedestrian access is also proposed at the proposed vehicular access points with Old 

Newgate Lane. Pedestrian and cycle access are also proposed via the southern site 

onto Woodcote Lane. 

Mitigation Package 

3.4 The appeal sites proposed to provide the following mitigation package, as set out 

within the draft S106 agreement: 

i. a contribution of £241,920 to support bus services and associated 

infrastructure in the vicinity of the site; 

ii. a contribution of £150,000 towards Newgate Lane crossing improvements 

at Woodcote Lane/ Brook Lane; and 

iii. a contribution of £173,731 towards improvements to routes to school. 

3.5 The applicant is also willing to provide a car club spaces within the site.   

3.6 For each dwelling allocated with a garage, the applicant will also incorporate 

facilities for charging plug-in and other ultra-low emission vehicles.   
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4. ISSUES ARISING 

Can safe and appropriate off-site improvements be carried out to the 

Newgate Lane East junction with Old Newgate Lane junction to mitigate 

the impact of the scheme? 

4.1 To address both the individual and cumulative impacts of the appeal sites at the 

Old Newgate Lane junction with Newgate Lane East, it is proposed to signalise the 

junction with an indicative arrow method of control.   

4.2 The proposed junction improvement option is shown at Figure AHJ/1. 

4.3 It is considered that the proposed junction is compliant with guidance set out in 

Design Manual for Road and Bridges (DMRB) CD/123 – Geometric Design of at-

grade priority and signal-controlled junctions.   

4.4 The highway authority is opposed to the proposals to provide an indicative arrow 

right turn stage because it does not consider that the provision of an indicative 

arrow stage is acceptable in safety terms.   This is irrespective of the right turn 

demand flow and vehicle speeds. The highway authority’s view is that vehicles 

seeking to turn right across multiple opposing lanes has resulted in poor collision 

records at other junctions in Hampshire.  

4.5 It is also understood that the highway authority’s view is that paragraph 7.16.2 of 

DMRB CD/123 does not preclude the requirement to implement fully signalised 

right turn movements where speeds are less than 72 kph (45mph) or where it is 

unsafe to do so otherwise.   

4.6 A stage 1 Road Safety Audit has also been carried out for the design option shown 

on Figure AHJ/1.   

4.7 Ms Hoskins Evidence confirms that the proposed signalised junction with an 

indicative arrow method of control would operate efficiently below 100% capacity 

for all scenarios assessed with no material instances of queues or delay on all arms.  

It also confirms that the proposed signalised junction with an indicative method of 

control would only result in delay of between nine to 31 seconds per cycle for both 

northbound and southbound traffic during the morning peak periods.  Ms Hoskins 

evidence also confirms that the proposed signalised junction with an indicative 

method of control would only result in delay of between four to six seconds per 

cycle for both northbound and southbound traffic during the evening peak periods. 
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4.8 The assessments are also considered to be robust as the assessments assume that 

all 190 dwellings will be privately owned houses.  No account has been made for 

the lower trip rates normally associated with affordable house types or Travel Plan 

discounts. 

4.9 It is considered that a safe and appropriate improvement scheme can be provided 

at the junction between Old Newgate Lane and Newgate Lane East that mitigates 

the individual and cumulative impacts of the appeal sites.   

The acceptability of the proposed off-site highway works to the Newgate 

Lane East junction with Old Newgate Lane to not undermine the primary 

aim of the ‘Improving Access to Fareham and Gosport’ strategy?  

4.10 It is my view that the highway authority is not supportive of any development that 

it considers to be detrimental to the Improving Access to Fareham and Gosport 

Strategy.  It is understood that this is not a position that is enshrined in local, 

regional or national policy. 

4.11 The junction modelling assessments conclude that proposed signalised 

improvements to the junction between Old Newgate Lane and Newgate Lane East 

with an indicative arrow method of control will not lead to any material delay to 

through traffic on Newgate Lane East. 

4.12 The highway authority agrees that cumulative impact of both the northern and 

southern sites will not have a severe impact on the operation of the wider local 

highway network and will not add any levels of delay and journey time when 

compared to the extant situation. 

Whether the appeal site is accessibly located? 

4.13 It is my view that determination of the accessibility of schemes cannot be through 

a restricted and inflexible approach based on meeting certain guidance thresholds 

and only reviewing distances to local amenities and facilities that are located in a 

particular direction or place, whilst not acknowledging at the same time how a site 

relates holistically to its surrounding environs.  Each site should be assessed on its 

own merits and that different opportunities to maximise sustainable transport 

solutions will vary from urban to rural locations.   
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4.14 It is also my view that the key tests in terms of accessibility is whether what can 

be provided locally provides a realistic and holistic choice of travel patterns, having 

regard to that particular land use.  I consider that the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF) in this respect takes a pragmatic view with reference to the 

context of the local geographical area.   

4.15 I acknowledge that car journeys to local and wider amenities and facilities will often 

be the major means of travel for resident of the appeal scheme, as it is in many 

areas both urban and rural.  However, it is considered that the appeal site is well 

located in terms of minimising trip lengths, when compared to the national 

averages.  

4.16 It is considered that the available public transport facilities offers future residents 

with a real choice to use these services to travel to health, education, leisure, 

employment, transport and retail services in other nearby settlements including 

Gosport, Portsmouth and Southampton as a genuine alternative to single 

occupancy car travel. 

4.17 It is considered that there is a wide range number of amenities and facilities 

required by residents on a daily and weekly basis in terms of health, employment, 

leisure, education, retail and transport located within reasonable walking and 

cycling distance of the site and that the walking and cycling routes to these facilities 

are of a good standard, safe and attractive. 

4.18 It is also considered that the package of measures will further enhance the 

accessibility credentials of the site, address the severance effect of Newgate Lane 

East and encourage sustainable travel. 

4.19 I conclude that the site is accessible located and provides the opportunity for future 

residents to reduce the need to travel by single occupancy car travel to both local 

and wider facilities.   

  

Page 409



Appeal by Fareham Land LP and Bargate Homes Limited 
Outline Planning Applications for Land at Newgate Lane (North & South), Fareham 
Summary of Proof of Evidence by Anthony Jones 

 

 

 

OCTOBER 2020 | AJ | BRS.4989 Page | 7  
 

 

5. POLICY CONTEXT 

National Planning Policy Framework 

5.1 In my view, the local policies that are applicable to the outstanding transports 

issues concerning (i) the individual and cumulative impacts of the northern and 

southern sites at the Old Newgate Lane junction with Newgate Lane East; and (ii) 

the accessibility of the scheme to local and wider amenities and facilities are: 

1. Local Plan Policy CS5 ‘Transport Strategy and Infrastructure’; 

2. Local Plan Policy CS17 ‘High Quality Design’; and 

3. Core Strategy DSP criterions (ii) and (v). 

5.2 Other material policy considerations relevant to the determination of this planning 

application on transport grounds are paragraphs 108 and 109 of the National 

Planning Policy Framework. 

5.3 In broad terms, the policies deal with the following transport issues; trip impact 

and highway safety and accessibility.  I deal with each of these points in turn below. 

Trip Impact and Highway Safety 

5.4 My evidence confirms that it is agreed with the Council and highway authority that 

safe and suitable access arrangements can be achieved to serve both the northern 

and southern appeal sites. 

5.5 My evidence also demonstrates that a safe and appropriate improvement scheme 

compliant with appropriate design standards can be provided at the junction 

between Newgate Lane and Newgate Lane East that mitigates the individual and 

cumulative impacts of the northern and southern appeal sites and will not lead to 

any material levels of delay for through traffic on Newgate Lane East. 

5.6 My evidence also confirms that the cumulative impact of both the northern and 

southern sites will not have a severe impact on the wider local highway network. 

  

Page 410



Appeal by Fareham Land LP and Bargate Homes Limited 
Outline Planning Applications for Land at Newgate Lane (North & South), Fareham 
Summary of Proof of Evidence by Anthony Jones 

 

 

 

OCTOBER 2020 | AJ | BRS.4989 Page | 8  
 

 

Accessibility 

5.7 My evidence confirms the appeal sites are well located in terms of minimising trip 

lengths when compared to the national averages; that the location of the appeal 

sites are suitably placed to provide realistic sustainable transport choices to local 

and wider destinations; and that the agreed package of sustainability and travel 

plan measures agreed with both the planning and highway authorities provide the 

opportunity to reduce depending on the private car. 

Overall Conclusion on Transport Policy 

5.8 I conclude that the appeal scheme is compliant with national and local policy on 

transport grounds. 
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1. Personal Background 

1.1. I, Martha Hoskins, am a Senior Consultant at Red Wilson Associates (RWA) with six 

years’ experience in traffic engineering and modelling.  

1.2. RWA is a Traffic Engineering consultancy focussing on local and microsimulation 

transport modelling and traffic signal junction design. We undertake work for a 

variety of local authorities and private developers. 

1.3. My experience has included working in both the public sector at Transport for 

London (TfL), and in the private sector supporting the assessment of a variety of 

development proposals. This has included producing, auditing and reporting on the 

associated traffic models required to assess traffic impact. 

1.4. I have undertaken extensive training in traffic modelling software (VISSIM, LinSig and 

TRANSYT) and in the relevant model auditing guidelines including TfL MAP 

Guidelines and Highways England WebTAG. I have experience in reviewing how 

traffic signalised junctions operate through observing on-street behaviour and 

traffic signal design through delivering improvement schemes. 

1.5. I am a member of the Chartered Institution of Highways and Transportation (CIHT). I 

hold a BA (Hons) in Geography from Royal Holloway, University of London and chose 

to focus my studies on mobility and the urban environment.   

1.6. I can confirm I have a full understanding of my duty to the Inquiry and have 

complied, and will continue to comply, with that duty. I confirm that the evidence 

which I have prepared identifies all facts which I regard as being relevant to the 

opinion that I have expressed and that the Inquiry’s attention has been, or will be, 

drawn to any matter which would affect the validity of that opinion, irrespective of 

by whom I am instructed. I believe that the facts stated within this proof are true and 

that my opinions expressed are correct and in accordance with my professional skills 

and experience. 
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2. Scope of Evidence 

2.1. RWA were appointed by Bargate Homes Ltd and Fareham Land LP on 8th November 

2019 to undertake VISSIM and LinSig modelling assessments at the junction of 

Newgate Lane East and Old Newgate Lane in Fareham, Hampshire. This was to 

support the application by Fareham Land LP and Bargate Homes Ltd. for two housing 

developments; Newgate Lane (North) (LPA ref. P/18/1118/OA) and Newgate Lane 

(South) (LPA ref. P/19/0460/OA) respectively. I have been leading on the traffic 

modelling of the site since RWA’s instruction. 

2.2. My role in the planning application was to act as the modelling specialist to assist in 

understanding the impact of the two housing developments as a combined 

assessment and more recently independently of one another. 

2.3. Although the planning applications were made separately, the traffic modelling at 

the junction of Newgate Lane and Newgate Lane East has always been a combined 

assessment. However, I am also currently assessing the developments in their 

individual form. 

2.4. Prior to our appointment, Pegasus Group undertook PICADY modelling of the 

junction. Hampshire County Council (HCC) did not believe that the PICADY modelling 

accurately represented the existing network conditions at the junction and as such 

would not serve as a suitable tool for which to assess the impact of the proposed 

development. 

2.5. Pegasus Group and HCC agreed to progress the assessment of the scheme using 

VISSIM modelling at which point RWA were appointed to commission traffic surveys 

and undertake an assessment of the scheme in VISSIM.  

2.6. The following Proof of Evidence (PoE) outlines the base model validation and the 

future modelled scenarios tested in VISSIM. It explains how the models were 

constructed as well as how data has been sourced. It also provides details of the 

LinSig modelling and the signalised options that were tested. 
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2.7. The appropriateness of the physical design improvements of both the right turn lane 

and signalised junction between the Newgate Lane East junction with Old Newgate 

Lane is addressed in the Statement of Common Ground on Transport (SCOGT) and 

within Mr Anthony Jones’ Proof of Evidence. This Proof of Evidence demonstrates 

that the models are set up in accordance with best practice to accurately represent 

existing base conditions and the future layout in the drawings provided by Pegasus 

Group.  This PoE also sets out the appropriate justification and evidence to support 

the modelling of the proposed signalised junction including for appropriateness of 

using an indicative arrow stage on the right turn manoeuvres into the Old Newgate 

Lane minor arm. My PoE also summarises the results of the modelling.  However, the 

interpretation of the results in terms of compliance with both national and local 

policy is addressed by Mr Jones in his PoE. 

2.8. The VISSIM modelling has been created in accordance with Transport for London’s 

Traffic Modelling Guidelines and Highways England’s WebTAG which are widely 

known as the leading guidelines for modelling within the industry. 

2.9. These guidelines go above and beyond what is typically expected for a non-TfL 

scheme and as such allow for a robust assessment of the development. 
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3. Reasons for Refusal 

 

3.1. The reasons for refusal associated with highways matters are as follows: 

 

f) Insufficient information has been submitted to adequately assess the highways 

impacts arising from the proposed development; 

g) The proposed access is inadequate to accommodate the development safely; 

h) The proposed development would have an unacceptable impact on the 

junction of old Newgate Lane / Newgate Lane East resulting in a severe impact 

on the road safety and operation of the local transport network;  

i) The proposed development provides insufficient support for sustainable 

transport options. 

3.2. My PoE will be in response to item H. In his PoE, Mr Anthony Jones will address the 

compliance with national and local policy issues. 

3.3. In terms of item H, I will detail the modelling assessments undertaken for the 

planning application and state how they align with best guidance and existing 

policies.  

3.4. At the time of writing, HCC currently indicate that the implementation of the 

developments will have a negative impact on the junction in that they will result in 

excessive queueing on Newgate Lane eastbound (the minor arm) due to an increase 

in the volume of traffic using the junction.  They are concerned that the current 

proposed methods of mitigation are not suitable. 

3.5. As modelling is ongoing it is anticipated that some of these concerns will be 

overcome in advance of the inquiry. The base model has been approved by Atkins, 

the auditors acting on behalf of HCC.  
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4. VISSIM Modelling 

4.1. The principal objective of RWA’s involvement in this scheme was to assess the 

impact of the development with the junction in its current form as a priority junction 

in VISSIM.  

4.2. VISSIM is a microsimulation traffic modelling software that models vehicles 

behaviour depending on their classification and produces journey time results as an 

output. 

4.3. VISSIM is traditionally used to model complex and congested road networks. It 

models each vehicle type individually allowing a more realistic representation of 

driver behaviour including how vehicles behave at give way approaches when 

compared to local junction models such as PICADY. 

4.4. VISSIM allows for traffic flows to be inputted and routed in 15-minute intervals to 

further accurately demonstrate the network conditions. It is typically used for larger 

signalised networks but as previously mentioned it was used as a way of assessing 

existing and future conditions at this junction at the request of HCC. 

4.5. The VISSIM modelling was undertaken in version 10.00-12 (static assignment) to 

develop base, future base and future proposed scenarios for the AM and PM 1-hour 

peak periods as part of the future development in the vicinity of Newgate Lane and 

Newgate Lane East B3385.  

4.6. The VISSIM modelling was first submitted to HCC on 6th February 2020. This included 

base, future base and proposed VISSIM modelling. Comments were provided on the 

VISSIM model on 2nd July 2020.  

4.7. On review of their comments we produced a response to their review that can be 

found in Appendix A. Appendix A contains correspondence with HCC demonstrating 

their stance on the VISSIM model and the associated model Technical Notes.  

4.8. On the 19th August, following a meeting with HCC and the auditing engineers at 

Atkins we agreed the required amendments to the base model. This model was re-

submitted to HCC on 9th September. 
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Base Modelling 

4.9. Base Modelling is undertaken to ensure there is a fit for purpose baseline 

representation of the ‘in scope traffic’ network in which to compare future year and 

future proposed scenarios. Base models are validated against on-street conditions 

typically for a single surveyed day or an average of several days to demonstrate its 

robustness.  

4.10. In order to validate a base VISSIM model and ensure it accurately represents existing 

traffic conditions, the journey times and turning counts are compared with those 

obtained as part of a traffic survey. 

4.11. The base model scope solely includes the junction of Newgate Lane with Newgate 

Lane East and its approaches. 

4.12. HCC do not have any specific modelling guidelines that relate to microsimulation 

modelling. Industry best practice was used to caveat and demonstrate validation of 

the modelling in the AM and PM peak periods against recently undertaken traffic 

turning counts and journey time data (28th November 2019). The final models 

developed are in accordance with the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB) 

Modelling Guidelines and TfL Modelling Guidelines Version 3. 

4.13. Journey times were originally obtained for the same date as the traffic surveys (28th 

November 2019) via method of floating car. This provided a small sample size and 

as such it was deemed that a comparison against this data would not provide us with 

a robust base model. TomTom data was subsequently collated of the area. 

4.14. TomTom journey time data was obtained from Streetwise for both of the assessed 

hours as an average between September to November 2019 in order to accumulate 

a suitable sample size. The data has been collated as an average over all Tuesdays, 

Wednesdays and Thursdays in this period avoiding public holidays and school 

holiday periods. It has been agreed with HCC and Atkins that this is an appropriate 

method in which to collect journey time data.  

4.15. The base modelled journey time difference versus the surveyed data was within the 

acceptable limit of under 15% in both peaks. 
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4.16. The purpose of the VISSIM base models was to ensure that an accurate 

representation of the existing traffic network structure and network data have been 

applied. In addition, the VISSIM base models form a basis for comparison against the 

proposed development.  

4.17. The technical notes associated with the model can be found in Appendix A. 

4.18. I believe that the VISSIM base models accurately represent existing conditions and 

driver behaviour at the junction. 

Future Base Modelling 

4.19. Flow scenarios were produced by Pegasus Group for two different future scenarios; 

the first discounted the Stubbington Bypass (DS1) and the seconded included this 

proposal (DS2). 

4.20. As requested, by HCC, we are only testing flow scenarios that include the 

Stubbington Bypass, DS2. 

4.21. The future flow scenarios, both with and without the proposed development, were 

produced by Pegasus Group and translated into VISSIM inputs and routes by RWA. 

4.22. On completion of the validated base model, the flows were updated to represent 

the 2024 opening year scenario without the proposed development at Newgate 

Lane. This includes all committed development in the local area that would result in 

a change in the volume of traffic at the junction. 

4.23. This provides a basis in which to assess the impact of the Bargate Homes Ltd. 

development. The development is being tested individually as the north and south 

development and as a combined development of 190 dwellings. 

4.24. The following future scenarios have been tested in the existing base layout: 

1. 2024 AM DS2 Future Base including committed development and Stubbington 
Bypass 

2. 2024 PM DS2 Future Base including committed development and Stubbington 

Bypass 

3. 2024 AM DS2 Future Base (1.) plus the addition of the proposed development 
of 75 dwellings 
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4. 2024 PM DS2 Future Base (2.) plus the addition of the proposed development 
of 75 dwellings 

5. 2024 AM DS2 Future Base (1.) plus the addition of the proposed development 

of 115 dwellings 

6. 2024 PM DS2 Future Base (2.) plus the addition of the proposed development 
of 115 dwellings 

7. 2024 AM DS2 Future Base (1.) plus the addition of the proposed development 
of 190 dwellings 

8. 2024 PM DS2 Future Base (2.) plus the addition of the proposed development 
of 190 dwellings 

4.25. Tables 4-1, 4-2 and 4-3 demonstrate the journey times, queue lengths and average 

delay per light vehicle collected in the VISSIM model for each of the aforementioned 

scenarios. It is acknowledged that queuing is subjective however the same model 

parameters have been used in each scenario to provide consistency.  

Table 4-1 - Journey Time Comparison (Seconds) 

 Future Base 75 Dwellings 115 Dwellings 190 Dwellings 

AM 

Newgate Lane 
East Northbound 

103 103 104 104 

Newgate Lane 
East Southbound 

83 83 84 84 

Newgate Lane 
Eastbound 

57 75 100 166 

Newgate Lane 
Westbound 

29 28 28 29 

PM 

Newgate Lane 
East Northbound 

86 86 87 87 

Newgate Lane 
East Southbound 

86 85 86 86 

Newgate Lane 
Eastbound 

32 32 33 34 

Newgate Lane 
Westbound 

28 29 29 29 
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Table 4-2 - Maximum Queue Length Comparison (Metres) 

 Future Base 75 Dwellings 115 Dwellings 190 Dwellings 

AM 

Newgate Lane 

Left Turn out 
20 35 51 112 

Newgate Lane 
Right Turn out 

18 42 69 123 

Newgate Lane 
East Right Turn in 

17 21 25 34 

PM 

Newgate Lane 
Left Turn out 

9 11 13 14 

Newgate Lane 
Right Turn out 

10 13 13 17 

Newgate Lane 

East Right Turn in 
11 12 14 16 

Table 4-3 - Future Base Layout Average Lights Vehicle Delay Results (seconds) 

 Future Base 75 Dwellings 115 Dwellings 190 Dwellings 

AM 

North to West 37 43 48 58 

North to South 1 1 1 2 

West to South 49 69 98 161 

West to North 31 41 57 113 

South to North 4 4 4 4 

South to West 3 3 3 3 

PM 

North to West 5 5 6 7 

North to South 2 2 2 2 

West to South 8 9 10 11 

West to North 4 4 4 5 

South to North 2 2 2 2 

South to West 2 2 2 2 
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4.26. When compared with the 2024 without development scenarios, the journey time 

results demonstrate that the introduction of 75 dwellings results in an increase in 

the journey time for vehicles exiting Newgate Lane particularly in the AM peak. The 

journey time increases from 57 to 75 seconds. 

4.27. It is my professional opinion that as the queuing on the approach does not reach the 

junction with Old Newgate Lane it is not excessive. However, as indicated in table 4-

1 as the journey time increases, mitigation is required. 

4.28. There is not a significant difference between the results for the 75 dwellings and 

115 dwellings with queues similarly not reaching the junction with Old Newgate 

Lane. Similarly, as the journey times increase from 57 to 100 seconds alterations to 

the junction are required to mitigate against the impact the development has on 

journey times. 

4.29. When compared with the 2024 without development scenarios, the journey time 

results demonstrate that 190 dwellings will have a significant impact on the junction 

and as such suitable mitigation is required to ensure the junction operates within 

capacity. The journey time for those turning out of Newgate Lane increases to almost 

three minutes (166 seconds). 

4.30. With 190 dwellings the queueing becomes excessive, surpassing the Old Newgate 

Lane junction. 

4.31. Table 4-3 also shows that delay increases as additional vehicles are added to the 

network. Delay for all turning movements increases with the mainline delay (north 

to south and south to north) not being impacted. 

Priority Junction Option  

4.32. RWA were originally appointed to assess the impact of Option 1 at the junction of 

Newgate Lane and Newgate Lane East. This option endeavoured to minimise the 

impact on vehicles turning right out of Newgate Lane by effectively giving them 

priority over those turning right into Newgate Lane from Newgate Lane East. The 

proposed junction improvement options are showing in Figures AHJ/1 and AHJ/2 of 

Mr A Jones’  Proof of Evidence. 

Page 425



 

BESPOKE - PERSONAL - SERVICES 

 
 

RED - WILSON - ASSOCIATES FL&BH 3.1 11 

4.33. Pegasus Group also produced an Option 2 design however as the differences 

between Option 1 and 2 would have been negligible in terms of the modelling 

results, Option 2 was not modelled. Options 1 and 2 differ from Option 3 in that 

vehicles turning right into Newgate Lane give way to those turning right out of 

Newgate Lane.  

4.34. The VISSIM modelling of Option 1 showed that the impact of the development could 

be mitigated by making amendments to the road layout at the junction. 

4.35. HCC however rejected the Option 1 and 2 proposals after stating that they required 

more space in the junction for HGVs and as such Option 3 was developed.  

4.36. The aforementioned proposed scenarios for 75, 115 and 190 dwellings have been 

tested in the proposed Option 3 layout to assess the improvements it has on the 

existing layout. However, the modelling demonstrated that the development cannot 

be mitigated using a priority design at the junction. The results for these modelled 

scenarios can be found in Appendix B within the Future Base and Future Proposed 

Technical Note. 

4.37. We have also assessed discounted trip rates in line with the travel plan. This 

included discounted trip rates across all three scenarios; 75, 115 and 190 dwellings. 

We additionally assessed affordable housing figures for 190 dwellings. These 

results can be found in Appendix C. 

4.38. As such a signalised junction is proposed at the junction of Newgate Lane and 

Newgate Lane East. This is detailed in the next section. 
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5. Signalised Junction Proposal 

5.1. RWA were appointed by Pegasus to review the LinSig modelling of the potential 

signalised junction option they had developed for the Newgate Lane access onto 

Newgate Lane East. We were also appointed to assess the viability of a signalised 

junction. 

5.2. It is my understanding that HCC have two remaining concerns regarding the 

signalisation of the junction: 

• Firstly, the provision of an indicative arrow meaning that vehicles turning 

right would be expected to gap accept until the illumination of the right 

turn arrow if demanded; 

• Secondly, HCC do not agree with the assumptions made regarding the 

merging on the northbound exit of the junction. 

Indicative Arrow 

5.3. I have reviewed the validity of the LinSig modelling and the appropriateness of the 

signalised junction design from safety perspective given current and future site 

conditions. 

5.4. The proposed signalised junction option incorporates a right turn indicative arrow 

for those turning right into Newgate Lane from Newgate Lane East as part of the 

sequencing of the traffic signals. This method of controlling traffic is shown in Figure 

3-6 of Chapter 6 in the Traffic Signs Manual, and further described in section 8.3.  

5.5. For context, the full sequencing of the proposed method of control at the junction 

is shown in Figure 1 and can be described as follows:  

• Stage 1 – Newgate Lane East north and southbound traffic movements, 

southbound traffic turning right into Newgate Lane is able to proceed into 

the centre of the junction, if a gap in the northbound traffic flow appears this 

right turning traffic is permitted to turn. 

• Stage 2 – The indicative arrow appears for southbound right turning vehicles 

allowing them to turn un-opposed by northbound traffic, which has been 

stopped. The southbound ahead traffic continues to run in this stage. 
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• Stage 3 – All movements on Newgate Lane terminate and traffic waiting in 

Newgate Lane East is given a green signal. 

 

Figure 1 - Proposed Method of Control 
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5.6. This method of controlling traffic gives vehicles wishing to turn right from Newgate 

Lane East into Newgate Lane the opportunity to clear the junction when they have 

not been able to gap accept when the opposing movement has been running. 

5.7. The use of this traffic signal design method is clearly described in Sections 3.5 and 

8.3 of Chapter 6 of the Traffic Signs Manual. In which section 8.3.1 specifically states 

that the method is common (see core document CDH.7 for Chapter 6 of Traffic Signs 

Manual). 

5.8. Chapter 6 of the Traffic Signs Manual continues to then state in section 8.4 that 

HCC’s preferred method of signalising right turners, which is to separately signal 

them, should be considered where making opposed right turns maybe unsafe, for 

example on roads where 85th percentile speeds are above 45mph. 

5.9. The Traffic Signs Manual offers advice to traffic authorities, their contractors and 

traffic designers in the United Kingdom on the correct use of traffic signs and road 

markings on the network. Chapter 6 specifically contains advice recommended for 

those designing traffic signal junctions on roads with a speed limit of 40mph or 

under like Newgate Lane East. 

5.10. CD123 is the geometric design guide of at-grade priority and signal controller 

junctions (see core document CDH.3 for CD123). This design document is part of the 

Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB) which details standards relating 

specifically to motorway and all-purpose trunk roads in the United Kingdom.  

5.11. The recommendations set out in CD123 are to be implemented on all schemes 

involving geometric design changes to at grade priority and/ or signal controlled 

junctions at all purpose trunk roads. 

5.12. The assertion in Chapter 6 of the Traffic Signs Manual, is supported in CD 123 which 

states in section 7.16.2 that on roads with design speeds of 72 kph (45mph) right 

turns should be separately signalled. Above this value there is an increased chance 

of accidents when the approach speed of the opposing movement is above 45mph.  

5.13. In the example of Newgate Lane, the 85th percentile design speed of the 

northbound traffic would need to be below 45mph. 
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5.14. Data collected on vehicle speeds on Newgate Lane by HCC was provided to Pegasus 

Group for the period of Monday 24th February 2020 to Sunday 1st March 2020 to the 

south of the junction and 26th September 2018 to 4th October 2018 (see Appendix 

D for speed survey data). ATC data was collected at two locations either side of the 

junction as shown in Figure 2. 

 

Figure 2 - Northbound ATC Speed Survey Locations 
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5.15. Table 5-1 shows the 85th percentile speed across the seven-day survey period.  

Table 5-1 - ATC Speed Survey Results 

Direction of 
travel 

24 hour 85th 
percentile speed 

Period in which 85th percentile vehicle speeds exceed 
45mph 

Site 1 

Northbound 39.8mph 23:00 to 05:00 ranging between 45.4mph and 47.9mph 

Site 2 

Northbound 42.2mph 23:00 to 05:00 ranging between 45.6mph and 50.1mph 

 

5.16. As the 24 hour 85th percentile design speeds are below 45mph and appear to be 

reasonably consistent in speed travelling past Old Newgate Lane, it is not a 

requirement to have a separately signalled right turn at this junction. This factor 

combined with the fact that anyone waiting to turn right in the centre of the junction 

will be afforded with excellent forward visibility of on-coming traffic means that it 

is my professional opinion that, it is appropriate for the junction to be designed with 

an indicative right turn arrow. 

5.17. The table demonstrates that although the 24 hour 85th percentile design speeds are 

below 45mph, overnight they exceed this. It is my view however that it is still not 

necessary to separately signal the right turn movement for the following reasons; 

• The speed of the road will be naturally reduced with the introduction of 

traffic signals as vehicles will approach them more cautiously; 

• In the absence of any demands overnight, the signals will revert to an all-

red stage which will further slow the speeds of vehicles. 
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5.18. HCC have raised concerns regarding the introduction of a junction with indicative 

arrow method of control and deem it not acceptable in safety terms, therefore 

stating that the option should not be considered further and discarded. This is 

principally due to the there being an unacceptable risk of collisions between 

northbound vehicles and vehicles turning right into Newgate Lane East. HCC state in 

addition that “Irrespective of northbound vehicle speeds, allowing drivers to gap 

seek across two lanes of on-coming traffic is not acceptable in safety terms”. 

5.19. HCC state that allowing drivers to gap seek across two lanes of on-coming traffic is 

not acceptable in safety terms. In my professional opinion, I dispute this statement.  

5.20. Gap seeking across two lanes of on-coming traffic is common-place in the U.K on 

both trunk roads and in urban areas, with and without traffic signal control. Rule 180 

of the Highway Code states that drivers turning right should wait until there is a safe 

gap between themselves and any oncoming vehicle. 

5.21. Typically, when assessing whether conditions are acceptable for gap seeking, 

consideration would be given to the speed of the road, forward visibility, and the 

number of opportunities to turn. 

5.22. As already mentioned, the design speed of the road is appropriate with the 85th 

percentile speeds falling below the recommendations set out in Chapter 6. 

5.23. In terms of forward visibility vehicles who would wait to turn right at the proposed 

junction would be afforded a good opportunity to see oncoming vehicles. The 

junction sits on a very slight bend.   

5.24. The forward visibility of vehicles waiting to turn right would be un-obscured, as there 

would be no right turners turning in the opposite direction due to the fact it is a T-

junction. 

5.25. Opportunities to turn would be readily presented to drivers either by the 

appearance of the indicative arrow, or if the arrow was not called, drivers would, as 

is normal, turn right in the gap between the main road terminating and the side road 

receiving green. 
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5.26. In the case of Newgate Lane with Newgate Lane East the volume of traffic turning 

into Newgate Lane is low in the proposed scenarios with just 39 in the AM and 49 in 

the PM when 190 dwellings are introduced. This would mean there would be an 

average of one to two vehicles turning right each cycle. If the indicative arrow 

detector is positioned correctly then these vehicles will not demand the indicative 

arrow stage and instead will clear in the intergreen if they have not had another 

opportunity in the cycle to gap accept. This equates to seven seconds in the model 

providing enough time for three vehicles to clear before the side road (stage 3) 

receives a green signal. The design produced by Pegasus Group currently 

demonstrates space for three vehicles to wait within the junction in front of the stop 

line. This can be confirmed at the detailed design stage in agreement with HCC. 

5.27. If there were vehicles that had not been able to clear the stop line in the cycle then 

the degree of saturation for the Newgate Lane East southbound link would be 

greater than 90%. The results in table 5.2 demonstrate that this is not the case. 

5.28. The LinSig model predicts when in the cycle the vehicles are expected to turn right. 

The full results are shown in the model reports that can be found in Appendix G. 

Table 5-2 shows when the vehicles are expected to turn for each scenario. 

Table 5-2 - LinSig Predictions for Vehicles Turning Right into Newgate Lane (70:30 Vehicle Split)- PCUs 

 75 Dwellings 115 Dwellings 190 Dwellings 

AM 

Total Right Turners 34 39 48 

Average no. of Right 
Turners per Cycle 

1.1 1.3 1.6 

Turners in Gaps  0 0 0 

Turners in Intergreen 34 39 48 

PM 

Total Right Turners 33 40 51 

Average no. of Right 
Turners per Cycle 

1.1 1.3 1.7 

Turners in Gaps  32 39 50 

Turners in Intergreen 1 1 1 
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5.29. It is my professional view that based on all of the above and the guidance set out in 

Chapter 6 of the Traffic Signs Manual and CD 123 – Geometric design of at grade 

priority and signal-controlled junctions, a signalised junction with an indicative 

arrow facility is appropriate at this location.  
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Merging Traffic on Northbound Exit 

5.30. The concerns owing to the merging on the northbound exit of the junction regard 

the imbalance in the volume of flow that will use the two ahead lanes at the junction 

and merge on the exit. HCC have stated that they consider a realistic vehicle split 

would be 90:10. They have not produced any evidence to show this. However, as the 

merge is situated approximately 110 metres downstream of the junction, it’s my 

professional opinion that assuming 70:30 would be a cautious approach.  

5.31. 100m is a considerable merge length with lots of merges, where we would assume 

the same vehicle split as this case, being situated within or just after the junction. 

5.32. In saturated conditions vehicles will find the path of least resistance and balance 

more evenly as queues build. 

5.33. Therefore, when the ahead movement is at its highest the proportional split of 

vehicles is going to be more equal than when the ahead flow is lower. It is my view 

that during the AM peak the flare lane will be fully utilised and as such the split of 

traffic will be closer to 70:30. 

5.34. It is my view that vehicles will likely queue equally on the approach to the junction 

and that cycle by cycle the lane usage is likely to vary. It is effectively a self-

regulating situation whereby when road users are queuing, if they see an empty lane 

next to them, they are likely to use this in order to reduce their journey time and the 

delay they experience.  

5.35. A study was undertaken by Green Signals Consulting Limited in 2015 entitled 

‘Merging Traffic at Signalled Junctions’. The paper was initially presented at the JCT 

Traffic Signal Symposium in 2012 and endeavoured to provide traffic modellers and 

designers with a methodology in which to assume how vehicles queue on the 

approach to a junction when they merge afterwards. 

5.36. The study established that when junctions are more saturated, vehicles will queue 

more evenly (see Appendix E for ‘Merging Traffic at Signalled Junctions’). The study 

states that traffic flow in the nearside lane can be reasonably predicted as 0.735 of 

the total flow.  
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LinSig Modelling Results 

5.37. LinSig modelling of the proposed option has been undertaken by Pegasus Group 

and audited by RWA.  

5.38. This has been undertaken for the AM and PM peak scenarios with 75, 115 and 190 

dwellings. This assumes 100% private dwellings and as such the assessments are 

robust and can be perceived as a worst case. 

5.39. Tables 5-3, 5-4 and 5-5 show the Degree of Saturation, Mean Maximum Queue 

(MMQ) in PCUs and delay per PCU results for all three scenarios assuming a vehicular 

split of 70:30 in the two lanes at the stop line. The full LinSig modelling results can 

be found in Appendix F. 

Table 5-3 - Degree of Saturation Results for 70:30 Vehicle Split 

 75 Dwellings 115 Dwellings 190 Dwellings 

AM 

Newgate Lane 
East Northbound 

88.2 88.2 88.4 

Newgate Lane  37.1 47 63.7 

Newgate Lane 
East Southbound 

56.7 65 80 

PM 

Newgate Lane 
East Northbound 

50.6 50.9 51.4 

Newgate Lane  34.9 39.5 48.8 

Newgate Lane 
East Southbound 

56.8 57.1 57.7 
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Table 5-4 - Maximum Queue Length Results for 70:30 Vehicle Split (PCUs) 

 75 Dwellings 115 Dwellings 190 Dwellings 

AM 

Newgate Lane 
East Northbound 

18 18 18.1 

Newgate Lane  1.8 2.4 3.6 

Newgate Lane 
East Southbound 

5.1 5.1 5.1 

PM 

Newgate Lane 
East Northbound 

5.6 5.6 5.6 

Newgate Lane  1.7 1.9 2.5 

Newgate Lane 
East Southbound 

9.3 9.3 9.3 

 

Table 5-5 - Delay Results per PCU for 70:30 Vehicle Split (seconds) 

 75 Dwellings 115 Dwellings 190 Dwellings 

AM 

Newgate Lane 
East Northbound 

10.9 11 11 

Newgate Lane  64.8 67.8 75.7 

Newgate Lane 

East Southbound 
6.3 6.7 7.4 

PM 

Newgate Lane 

East Northbound 
4 4 4 

Newgate Lane  64.6 65.8 68.7 

Newgate Lane 

East Southbound 
4.7 4.7 4.7 
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5.40. Figures 3 and 4 show the Practical Reserve Capacity (PRC) for each of the 

aforementioned model scenarios and for each different vehicular split that was 

tested; 50:50, 60:40, 70:30, 80:20, 90:10.  

5.41. PRC is calculated by assessing the link with the highest degree of saturation. It is a 

measure of how much additional traffic could pass through the junction whilst 

maintaining a degree of saturation of 90% on every lane. A degree of saturation 

above 90% would result in queues not clearing on every cycle. 

5.42. Where traffic has the opportunity to split across two lanes it is believed that it will 

do so to avoid instances with latent queuing. 

 

 

Figure 3 - AM Practical Reserve Capacity for each Vehicle Split (%) 
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Figure 4 - PM Practical Reserve Capacity for each Vehicle Split (%) 

 

 

Summary 

5.43. In my professional opinion a signalised junction with right turning traffic giving way 

and vehicles merging on the exit would be a suitable and acceptable solution to 

mitigate the impact of the development. 

5.44. The design of the junction completed by Pegasus Group is in accordance with 

Chapter 6 of the Traffic Signs Manual, and CD 123 – Geometric design of at-grade 

priority and signal-controlled junctions design standards. The layout is extremely 

common across the UK. 

5.45. With regards to the merging of traffic, it is my belief that road users will regulate the 

system by utilising the other lane when there is a large volume of traffic travelling 

northbound. 
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6. Summary and Conclusion 

6.1. Red Wilson Associates were appointed by Bargate Homes Ltd and Fareham Land LP 

to provide microsimulation modelling and traffic signal design support as part of the 

planning application for the two developments at the site of Newgate Lane, 

Fareham. 

6.2. The work undertaken solely addresses the junction of Newgate Lane East with 

Newgate Lane. 

6.3. This Proof of Evidence has addressed the following reason for refusal by HCC; 

h) The proposed development would have an unacceptable impact on the 

junction of old Newgate Lane / Newgate Lane East resulting in a severe impact 

on the road safety and operation of the local transport network;  

6.4. VISSIM modelling has been undertaken of this junction and a robust and validated 

model of the existing layout has been produced.  This model has then been used as 

a baseline to assess the impact of the developments both individually and together. 

6.5. The AM peak period is of the greatest concern regarding capacity, with the queue 

surpassing the junction with Old Newgate Lane when 190 dwellings are 

implemented.  

6.6. A variety of designs have been explored of a priority junction design at the junction 

as we are aware that this would be the preference for HCC. However, it is not 

possible to mitigate the impact of the development with a priority design as it does 

not allow control of the most significant movement at the junction; Newgate Lane 

East northbound. 

6.7. A signalised junction is therefore being proposed at the location which includes an 

indicative arrow for vehicles turning right from Newgate Lane East to Newgate Lane. 

6.8. This junction has been designed in accordance with the Traffic Signs Manual Chapter 

6 and CD 123- Geometric design of at-grade and signal-controlled junctions design 

standards. This design is also common practice across the UK; as such it is my 

professional opinion that this is an appropriate junction design at this location.  
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6.9. HCC also expressed concerns regarding the unequal usage of lanes on the 

northbound approach of the junction where traffic merges 110metres upstream of 

the exit. It is my perception that although vehicles will have a preference to one lane, 

they are more likely to queue in a 70:30 vehicle split than the 90:10 suggested by 

HCC. Traffic will effectively regulate itself whereby vehicles will take the perceived 

quickest route through the junction. 

6.10. It is my professional opinion that an indicative arrow is a safe method of mitigating 

the impact of the development at the junction of Newgate Lane with Newgate Lane 

East. 
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Appendix A. Base VISSIM Technical Note and Addendums 
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Appendix B. Future Base and Option 3 VISSIM Results 
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Appendix C. Travel Plan Discount VISSIM Results 
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Appendix D. Speed Surveys 
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Appendix E. Merging Traffic at Signalled Junctions 
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Appendix F. LinSig Results 
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1. Introduction 

Purpose/Scope 

 

1.1. Red Wilson Associates (RWA) has been appointed by Pegasus Group to provide VISSIM 

modelling and design services in respect of Newgate Lane East with Newgate Lane in Hampshire. 

1.2. The development of the land west of Newgate Lane includes 190 dwellings and will create 

additional traffic on the road network. This traffic is likely to use the junction of Newgate Lane 

East with Newgate Lane. Initial assessments of this junction and the proposal of signalising the 

junction have already been assessed however at the request of Hampshire County Council 

further assessments are being made.  

1.3. The principal objective of Red Wilson Associates involvement in this scheme is to assess the 

impact of the development with the junction in its current form as a priority junction in VISSIM.  

1.4. Hampshire County Council (HCC) do not have any specific modelling guidelines that relate to 

microsimulation modelling. Industry best practice was used to caveat and demonstrate 

validation of the modelling in the AM and PM peak periods against recently undertaken traffic 

turning counts and journey time data (November 2019). The final models developed are in 

accordance with the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB) Modelling Guidelines and 

Transport for London Modelling Guidelines Version 3. 

1.5. The VISSIM Modelling was undertaken in version 10.00-12 (static assignment) to develop base, 

future base and future proposed scenarios for the AM and PM 1-hour peak periods as part of 

the future development in the vicinity of Newgate Lane and Newgate Lane East B3385.  

1.6. The existing base models were calibrated and validated in accordance with the available 

modelling guidelines for traffic turning counts and journey times. These models were 

considered fit for the purpose of being used as a base line for comparison vs. future base and 

future proposed modelling results. 

1.7. The base modelled JYT difference vs. surveyed data was within the acceptable range/limit of 

under 60sec and/or 15% in both peaks.   

1.8. The purpose of the VISSIM base models was to ensure that an accurate representation of the 

existing traffic network structure and network data have been applied. In addition, these VISSIM 

base models will form the basis for comparison against scheme proposals. 

1.9. This technical note details the development and validation of the Base (2019), Future Base 

(2024) and Future Proposed (2024) VISSIM Modelling for AM and PM peak periods. 

 

Study Area 

1.10. The site is located near B3385 Newgate Lane East / Newgate Lane in Gosport and is shown in 

Figure 1.0. The study site is comprised of a major/minor priority road junction. 
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Figure 1.0 – B3385 Newgate Lane East / Newgate Lane (priority junction) 
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2. Traffic Data Collection 

Traffic Flow Survey 

2.1. Data collection was undertaken to obtain traffic survey data in the AM and PM peak periods. The 

main surveys were undertaken on Thursday 28th November 2019 for the site mentioned in Figure 

1.0. 

2.2. The 1 hour time period for the surveys provided for modelling were as follows:  

▪ AM (Thursday) – 08:00 – 09:00, 

▪ PM (Thursday) – 17:00 – 18:00. 

2.3. The vehicle classification in the traffic survey data was as follows: 

▪ Car 

▪ Taxi 

▪ LGV 

▪ Motor Cycle 

▪ Pedal Cycle 

▪ OGV1 

▪ OGV2 

▪ Coaches/Buses. 

General Traffic Journey Time Survey 

2.4. In-Car journey time data was collected on the same 

day and for same time periods similar to the traffic 

survey data for sections shown in Figure 2.1.  

2.5. There is a signalised junction and a signalised 

roundabout located on the north and south side of 

the study junction respectively. However, the north 

and southbound traffic has been modelled in free 

flowing conditions without including these 

signalised junctions. Hence, the AM & PM surveyed 

journey times was used as a reference to validate 

existing base VISSIM modelling journey times as per 

the modelling guidelines with a difference of 15% or 

± 60sec modelled journey time data.  

 

 

 

 

        Figure 2.1 – JYT Sections  

A 

C 

B D 
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3. Calibrated Base Modelling 

Model Development 

3.1. The existing base VISSIM models were developed using the November 2019 traffic data and 

TfL’s VISSIM template, which were then used as a point of reference to test future base and 

proposed modelling scenarios. 

3.2. VISSIM version 10.00-12 was used to code the outlined network in Figure 1.0 to calibrate VISSIM 

models and validate junction turning counts and journey times (Figure 2.1). 

3.3. These base VISSIM models were adjusted with minor tweaks for priority rules to bring them 

within the acceptable limit for traffic flow and journey time validation against the traffic surveys 

where applicable. 

3.4. An internal audit was undertaken on completion of the model development prior to submission. 

Simulation Parameters and Network Parameters 

3.5. There were no changes made to the simulation and network parameters in the approved TfL’s 

VISSIM template. The simulation period for the AM and PM peak models includes a 15 minute 

warm-up period at the start of the simulation and a 15 minute cool-down period at the end with 

a 1 hour peak period. These warm-up and cool-down periods were used to replicate the existing 

network conditions/congestion in the models prior to collecting the data for comparison against 

the surveyed data. 

3.6. Details of the simulation periods are presented in Table 3.1. 

Peak Period Start-up Peak Hour Cool-down 

AM Peak 07:45- 08:00 08:00 - 09:00 09:00 - 09:15 

PM Peak 16:45 - 17:00 17:00 - 18:00 18:00 -18:15 

Table 3.1 – VISSIM base model simulation periods 

Vehicle Types and Classes 

3.7. VISSIM uses individual vehicle types instead of Passenger Car Unit (PCU), which are grouped 

into vehicle classes. The surveyed 1-hour peak period flows were inputted into the model for 

each type and in 15min intervals. These vehicular types were then grouped into the following 

classes: - 

▪ Lights = Car + LGV + TAXI, 

▪ Heavies = OGV1 + OGV2, 

▪ Buses. 

Route Assignment 

3.8. Local routing was used due to the simplicity of the modelled network to validate the traffic flows 

against the traffic surveyed data. 

Public Transport 

3.9. Bus route 21 was modelled as per the actual timetables, where bus dwell times were assumed 

Page 456



BESPOKE - PERSONAL - SERVICES                                      

RED WILSON ASSOCIATES:-                                            Newgate Lane East  – VISSIM Modelling Suporting Note        5 
 

as 20sec..20 seconds has been used in the absence of recorded dwell times as it is typically 

used as best practice for dwell times in London which is also a worst-case scenario. 

3.10. Due to the limited number of buses in the model an amendment to the dwell time is unlikely to 

affect the modelling results. 

Priority Rules/Conflict Areas 

3.11. Priority rules at the Newgate Lane East / Newgate Lane were continuously adjusted in order to 

achieve traffic flow and journey time validation in the base models to reflect on-street 

behaviour. 

3.12. At the far extents of the model on Newgate Lane are signalised junctions. To replicate the fact 

that vehicles entering the network have just left a signalised junction, Reduced Speed Areas 

have been used. 

3.13. It is important to know that due to the location of the signals, traffic is more likely to arrive at 

the junction in waves due to the discharge from the junction. The continuous flow that has been 

modelled in all scenarios can be seen as worst case. In practice there would be gaps in flow, 

making it easier for vehicles to enter and exit the side road. 

3.14. Reduced Speed Areas (RSA) between 20mph to 30mph was used on the start of Newgate Lane 

East link south and northbound. This is to replicate lower speeds during the signalised discharge 

rate to calibrate through puts in both directions. 

3.15. Network desired speed distribution used was 40mph, which is the existing speed limit at the 

study area.  

 

Page 457



BESPOKE - PERSONAL - SERVICES                                      

RED WILSON ASSOCIATES:-                                            Newgate Lane East  – VISSIM Modelling Suporting Note        6 
 

4. Validated Base Modelling 

Base Model Validation 

4.1. The VISSIM modelling results represent an average of 20 random seeds in the AM and PM peak 

periods. 

4.2. Each seed in VISSIM represents different vehicular arrival times in the network, the stochastic 

variability of their driving behaviour and also selection of a certain distribution value e.g. 

speeds, dwell times etc. if applicable. None of the SEEDs replicate 'real life' better than another. 

It's more comparable to the daily changes of the traffic patterns at the same location. The VISSIM 

Base modelling parameters were reviewed and adjusted continuously to better fit the observed 

driving behaviour during the calibration and validation process where applicable. 

4.3. New counts were conducted at the junction to ensure the journey times and count surveys were 

undertaken on the same day. In order to validate the model, journey times and traffic counts 

were undertaken on 28th November 2019.  

Traffic Flow GEH Statistic 

4.4. The GEH statistic is a standard way of comparing observed and modelled flows as defined in the 

DMRB Volume 12, Chapter 4. It is used to remove the bias that exists when comparing flows of 

different magnitudes using percentages. For example, a difference of 10 in a flow of 100 

vehicles per hour (VPH) is less significant (GEH = 3.0) than a difference of 100 in a 1000 VPH 

flow (GEH = 11.5), even though they both show a percentage difference of 10%. 

4.5. The GEH statistic is calculated as follows: 

 

 
Where: 
GEH………………..is the GEH statistic; 
M……………………is the modelled flow; and 
C……………………is the observed flow. 
 

4.6. In summary, the following set of acceptable ranges and limits have been used to assess model 

validation based upon all turning movements within the study area: 

▪ GEH value: ≤5.0 in at least 85% of cases (< 3 for all critical links); 

4.7. The AM peak modelled traffic flow vs. surveyed data comparison shows that these models meet 

the validation criteria, where 100% of all the GEH values are less than 5 for all turning 

movements. Out of 6 turning counts, the highest GEH is 0.3 from Newgate Lane North to Local 

Access, which is not deemed significant.  

4.8. Similarly, the PM peak modelled traffic flow vs. surveyed data comparison shows that it meets 

the validation criteria, where all the GEH values are less than 5 (100%) for all turning 

movements. In summary, both models are considered to validate well to the observed traffic 

flows. GEH comparison for the AM and PM peak periods are shown in Table 4.1 & 4.2. 
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Figure 4.1 – AM Traffic Flow comparison – Base vs. Survey 
 

 
Figure 4.2 – PM Traffic Flow comparison – Base vs. Survey 

Car Journey Times 

4.9. In car Journey Time (JYT) survey data was undertaken on a weekday for the AM & PM peak 

periods. 

4.10. A summary of the Journey Time (JYT) modelled vs. surveyed data comparison for the AM and PM 

peak periods is shown in Tables 4.3 & 4.4. The JYTs differences for all validated routes between 

surveyed vs. base modelled is within 60sec.  

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

  

General Traffic Hour (0800 - 0900) General Traffic Hour (0800 - 0900)

Survey Data Base Model GEH

Lights Heavies
Survey 

Total
Lights Heavies

Model 

Total

Local Access Right (1.6) 27 8 35 25 8 33 0.3

B3385 Newgate Lane East - South Ahead (1.5) 858 23 881 859 22 881 0.0

B3385 Newgate Lane East - South Right (1.4) 24 1 25 25 1 26 0.2

B3385 Newgate Lane East - North Left (1.3) 28 4 32 28 4 32 0.0

B3385 Newgate Lane East - North Ahead (1.2) 1588 22 1610 1582 22 1604 0.1

Local Access Left (1.1) 20 2 22 21 1 22 0.0

B3385 Newgate Lane East - North

Local Access

B3385 Newgate Lane East - South

General Traffic Hour (1700 - 1800) General Traffic Hour (1700 - 1800)

Survey Data Base Model GEH

Lights Heavies
Survey 

Total
Lights Heavies

Model 

Total

Local Access Right (1.6) 29 1 30 29 1 30 0.0

B3385 Newgate Lane East - South Ahead (1.5) 1642 6 1648 1629 6 1635 0.3

B3385 Newgate Lane East - South Right (1.4) 23 0 23 23 0 23 0.0

B3385 Newgate Lane East - North Left (1.3) 24 2 26 24 2 26 0.0

B3385 Newgate Lane East - North Ahead (1.2) 929 3 932 936 3 939 0.2

Local Access Left (1.1) 16 0 16 17 0 17 0.2

B3385 Newgate Lane East - North

Local Access

B3385 Newgate Lane East - South
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Table 4.3 – AM Base VISSIM JYT validation results comparison vs surveyed data 
 

 
Table 4.4 – PM Base VISSIM JYT validation results comparison vs surveyed data 

Survey 

(Avg)

Base 

Model 

(Ave)

Actual 

Diff

%age 

Diff

Route Name Map Direction
Length 

(meter)

JYT

(sec)

JYT

(sec)

Survey 

vs.

Base

Survey 

vs.

Base

C to B NB 861 105 93 -13 -12%

B to A NB 634 63 65 2 4%

C to A NB 1495 168 158 -10 -6%

A to B SB 663 101 57 -43 -43%

B to C SB 873 85 79 -7 -8%

A to C SB 1536 186 136 -50 -27%

A to B SB 677 77 99 22 29%

B to D SB 51 6 5 -2 -25%

A to D SB 727 84 104 20 24%

D to B SB 72 53 70 16 31%

B to C SB 872 69 74 4 6%

D to C SB 943 123 143 21 17%Y
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Diff

Route 

Name
Map Direction

Length 

(meter)

JYT

(sec)

JYT

(sec)

Survey 

vs.

Base

Survey 

vs.

Base

C to B NB 861 54 75 21 40%

B to A NB 634 47 62 15 32%

C to A NB 1495 100 136 36 36%

A to B SB 664 115 76 -39 -34%

B to C SB 873 79 85 6 8%

A to C SB 1537 194 161 -33 -17%

A to B SB 685 101 86 -15 -15%

B to D SB 48 9 5 -4 -45%

A to D SB 733 110 91 -19 -17%

D to B SB 74 26 35 9 34%

B to C SB 871 71 82 11 15%

D to C SB 945 97 117 20 20%Y
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Error Logs 

4.11. Error logs were produced for both peak periods. There were no critical and/or a significant 

number of unacceptable errors produced at the end of each simulation run.  
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5. Summary and Conclusions - Base Models 

 

5.1. The VISSIM Modelling was undertaken in version 10.00-12 (static assignment) to develop 

calibrated and validated base models for AM and PM 1-hour peak periods as part of the future 

development in the vicinity of Newgate Lane and Newgate Lane East B3385.  

5.2. These models were developed for Pegasus Group against November 2019 traffic survey flows 

and in-car journey times for the morning and evening peak periods. 

5.3. Car Journey Times are validated within 15% or ± 60 seconds when compared to the surveyed 

journey times for both peak periods, which is in accordance with the DMBR and TfL’s Modelling 

Guidelines. 

5.4. The highest journey time difference between modelled vs. surveyed data in the AM peak is from 

B3385 Newgate Lane East-north to south (actual diff: -50s), followed by B3385 Newgate Lane 

East-north to Newgate Lane (actual diff: 20s).  This difference shows that the model is slightly 

fast southbound whilst slower from north to Newgate Lane. However, these differences are still 

within 60s and are not considered significant due to the length of the journey time sections.  

5.5. As per the guidelines for traffic flow validation, 85% of all the traffic flows in the network should 

be validated to less than 5 GEH. Hence, the traffic flow in the network is validated to a limit 

within 5 GEH compared to the surveyed data for both peak period models. 

5.6. The highest difference between base modelled vs. surveyed traffic flow that fails to clear in the 

AM peak is from B3385 Newgate Lane East-south to north (approx. 6 vehicles, GEH. 0.1) followed 

by B3385 Newgate Lane East-north to Newgate Lane (approx. 2 vehicles, GEH. 0.3). However, 

such low GEH values are not considered significant. 

5.7. Similarly, the highest difference between modelled flow vs. surveyed flow failing to clear in the 

PM peak is from B3385 Newgate Lane East-north to south (approx. 13 vehicles, GEH. 0.3), 

followed by B3385 Newgate Lane East-south to north (approx. 7 vehicles, GEH. 0.2). 

5.8. This demonstrates that there is no excessive queuing at the junction with vehicles easily 

accessing and egressing the minor arm with no significant delay. 

5.9. Overall the VISSIM models in both peaks based on the 2019 traffic flows and car journey time 

information represents that there is no existing significant capacity issue in the network. All 

vehicles easily access and egress the minor arm and there was no queuing on the main arm. 

5.10. These calibrated and validated Base VISSIM models are therefore considered fit to test any 

future scenario(s). 
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6. Future Base Models- DS1 

Traffic Flows and Routes  

6.1. Future Base traffic flows were calculated to include all the development in the vicinity of the 

study area in 2024 excluding the proposed development in question for the AM and PM peak 

periods. The Future Base 2024 was used for each peak to build the future base models. 

6.2. The percentage change for HGVs was applied to the proportion of MGV & HGV used in the base 

model to calculate the Future Base heavies (MGV+HGV). In addition, absolute change was 

applied to lights from Base to Future Base along with routing adjustments as per the calculations 

to produce future base modelling.  

6.3. Therefore, a total number of additional flows was applied to the 2019 to get the 2024 traffic 

data for each vehicle compositions, except buses which remained unchanged.    

6.4. The traffic flow comparison is provided in Appendix A. 

6.5. Calibrated and validated Base VISSIM models (in section 5) were used as the basis to model the 

future base scenario for 2024 incorporating traffic growth and all local committed development 

flows. 

6.6. Vehicle inputs and local routes were updated/amended to reflect the calculated growth in both 

peak VISSIM models. 

Layout Changes  

6.7. The network layout remains un-changed in the Future Base modelling.  

Modelling Results Comparison 

6.8. Traffic flow statistics is provided in Appendix A and shown in Tables 6.1 & 6.2, where traffic 

flows are compared against future base modelled flows (2024) for the AM & PM peak periods. 

Traffic Flow GEH Statistic- DS1 

AM Peak 

6.9. The highest GEH in the AM future base calculated vs. modelled flow comparison is from Newgate 

Lane to B3385 Newgate Lane East north and Newgate Lane East north to Newgate Lane (GEH: 

0.4, 1 vehicle failed to clear) followed by B3385 Newgate Lane East south to Newgate Lane 

(GEH: 0.3, 1 vehicle1 failed to clear). 

PM Peak 

6.10. The highest GEH in the PM future base calculated vs. modelled flow comparison is from B3385 

Newgate Lane East south to Newgate Lane (GEH: 0.3) where 1 vehicle failed to clear. 
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Table 6.1 – AM Future Base Traffic Flow comparison – Calculated vs. modelled 

 

 

Table 6.2 – PM Future Base Traffic Flow comparison – Calculated vs. modelled 
 

Journey times- DS1 

6.11. Base vs. future base VISSIM Modelled Journey times comparison is provided in Tables 6.3 & 6.4 

for the AM & PM peak periods. 

6.12. The AM base and future base journey time result comparison indicates that there will be no 

significant change in the journey times on B3385 Newgate Lane East and Newgate Lane in all 

directions. The most notable change will be from Newgate Lane to B3385 Newgate Lane East 

south (-22s, -15%). 

6.13. Similarly, the PM base and future base modelling result comparison indicates that the journey 

times will have less or no increase to journey time throughout the network. The notable change 

will be from Newgate Lane to B3385 Newgate Lane East south (-16s, 13%). 

 

 

 

 

 

General Traffic Hour (0800 - 0900) General Traffic Hour (0800 - 0900)

Future Base_SC_9 

Calculated Data
Future Base_SC_9 Model GEH

Lights Heavies Total Lights Heavies
Model 

Total

Local Access Right (1.6) 23 1 24 21 1 22 0.4

B3385 Newgate Lane East - South Ahead (1.5) 731 53 783 728 50 778 0.2

B3385 Newgate Lane East - South Right (1.4) 26 0 26 25 0 25 0.2

B3385 Newgate Lane East - North Left (1.3) 18 2 20 17 1 18 0.4

B3385 Newgate Lane East - North Ahead (1.2) 1551 48 1599 1544 46 1590 0.2

Local Access Left (1.1) 18 1 19 19 1 20 0.3

B3385 Newgate Lane East - North

Local Access

B3385 Newgate Lane East - South

General Traffic Hour (1700 - 1800) General Traffic Hour (1700 - 1800)

Future Base_SC_10 

Calculated Data
Future Base_SC_10 Model GEH

Lights Heavies
Survey 

Total
Lights Heavies

Model 

Total

Local Access Right (1.6) 24 0 24 24 0 24 0.0

B3385 Newgate Lane East - South Ahead (1.5) 1332 10 1342 1327 8 1335 0.2

B3385 Newgate Lane East - South Right (1.4) 29 0 29 29 0 29 0.0

B3385 Newgate Lane East - North Left (1.3) 24 0 24 23 0 23 0.2

B3385 Newgate Lane East - North Ahead (1.2) 904 8 913 910 7 917 0.1

Local Access Left (1.1) 18 0 18 19 0 19 0.3

B3385 Newgate Lane East - North

Local Access

B3385 Newgate Lane East - South
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Table 6.3 – AM VISSIM JYT results comparison - Base vs Future Base 

 
Table 6.4 – PM VISSIM JYT results comparison – Base vs Future Base 

Base 

Model 

(Ave)

Future 

Base_SC

_9 Model 

(Ave)

Actual 

Diff

%age 

Diff

Route Name Map Direction
Length 

(meter)

JYT

(sec)

JYT

(sec)

Base vs.

FB SC_9

Base vs.

FB SC_9

C to B NB 861 93 92 0 -1%

B to A NB 634 65 65 0 0%

C to A NB 1495 158 158 0 0%

A to B SB 663 57 56 -1 -2%

B to C SB 873 79 77 -1 -1%

A to C SB 1536 136 133 -2 -2%

A to B SB 677 99 93 -6 -6%

B to D SB 51 5 5 0 -1%

A to D SB 727 104 98 -6 -6%

D to B SB 72 70 51 -19 -27%

B to C SB 872 74 71 -3 -4%

D to C SB 943 143 121 -22 -15%Y
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Base 

Model 

(Ave)

Future 

Base_SC

_10 

Model 

(Ave)

Actual Diff %age Diff

Route 

Name
Map Direction

Length 

(meter)

JYT

(sec)

JYT

(sec)

Base vs.

FB SC_10

Base vs.

FB SC_10

C to B NB 861 75 75 0 0%

B to A NB 634 62 62 0 0%

C to A NB 1495 136 136 0 0%

A to B SB 664 76 64 -12 -16%

B to C SB 873 85 83 -2 -3%

A to C SB 1537 161 147 -14 -9%

A to B SB 685 86 72 -14 -16%

B to D SB 48 5 5 0 1%

A to D SB 733 91 77 -14 -15%

D to B SB 74 35 23 -12 -35%

B to C SB 871 82 78 -3 -4%

D to C SB 945 117 101 -16 -13%Y
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Traffic Flow GEH Statistic- DS2 

AM Peak 

6.14. The highest GEH in the AM future base calculated vs. modelled flow comparison is from the 

Newgate Lane to B3385 Newgate Lane East north (GEH: 0.6, 3 vehicles fail to clear) followed by 

B3385 Newgate Lane East south to north (GEH: 0.2, 9 vehicles fail to clear). 

PM Peak 

6.15. The highest GEH in the PM future base calculated vs. modelled flow comparison is from B3385 

Newgate Lane East south to Newgate Lane (GEH: 0.3) where 1vehicle failed to clear. 

 

Table 6.5 – AM Future Base Traffic Flow comparison – Calculated vs. modelled 

 

 

Table 6.6 – PM Future Base Traffic Flow comparison – Calculated vs. modelled 
 

Journey times- DS2 

6.16. Base vs. future base VISSIM Modelled Journey times comparison is provided in Tables 6.7 & 6.8 

for the AM & PM peak periods. 

6.17. The AM base and future base journey time result comparison indicates that there will be no 

significant change in the journey times on B3385 Newgate Lane East and Newgate Lane in all 

directions. The most notable change will be from Newgate Lane to B3385 Newgate Lane East 

south (-31s, 21%). 

6.18. Similarly, the PM base and future base modelling result comparison indicates that the journey 

General Traffic Hour (0800 - 0900) General Traffic Hour (0800 - 0900)

Future Base_SC_37 

Calculated Data
Future Base_SC_37 Model GEH

Lights Heavies Total Lights Heavies
Model 

Total

Local Access Right (1.6) 19 1 20 18 1 19 0.2

B3385 Newgate Lane East - South Ahead (1.5) 485 35 520 486 33 519 0.1

B3385 Newgate Lane East - South Right (1.4) 21 0 21 21 0 21 0.1

B3385 Newgate Lane East - North Left (1.3) 22 3 25 20 2 22 0.6

B3385 Newgate Lane East - North Ahead (1.2) 1553 48 1600 1545 46 1591 0.2

Local Access Left (1.1) 21 1 23 22 1 23 0.1

B3385 Newgate Lane East - North

Local Access

B3385 Newgate Lane East - South

General Traffic Hour (1700 - 1800) General Traffic Hour (1700 - 1800)

Future Base_SC_38 

Calculated Data
Future Base_SC_38 Model GEH

Lights Heavies
Survey 

Total
Lights Heavies

Model 

Total

Local Access Right (1.6) 20 0 20 19 0 19 0.2

B3385 Newgate Lane East - South Ahead (1.5) 811 6 817 810 4 814 0.1

B3385 Newgate Lane East - South Right (1.4) 24 0 24 24 0 24 0.0

B3385 Newgate Lane East - North Left (1.3) 32 0 32 31 0 31 0.2

B3385 Newgate Lane East - North Ahead (1.2) 882 8 890 887 7 894 0.1

Local Access Left (1.1) 23 0 23 22 0 22 0.3

B3385 Newgate Lane East - North

Local Access

B3385 Newgate Lane East - South
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times will have less or no increase to journey time throughout the network. The most notable 

change will be from B3385 Newgate Lane East north to Newgate Lane (-23s, -34%). 

 

Table 6.7 – AM VISSIM JYT results comparison - Base vs Future Base 

Base 

Model 

(Ave)

Future 

Base_SC

_37 

Model 

(Ave)

Actual 

Diff

%age 

Diff

Route Name Map Direction
Length 

(meter)

JYT

(sec)

JYT

(sec)

Base vs.

FB 

SC_37

Base vs.

FB 

SC_37

C to B NB 861 93 92 0 0%

B to A NB 634 65 65 0 0%

C to A NB 1495 158 158 0 0%

A to B SB 663 57 53 -5 -8%

B to C SB 873 79 73 -5 -7%

A to C SB 1536 136 126 -10 -7%

A to B SB 677 99 88 -11 -11%

B to D SB 51 5 5 0 0%

A to D SB 727 104 93 -11 -11%

D to B SB 72 70 45 -25 -36%

B to C SB 872 74 68 -6 -8%

D to C SB 943 143 113 -31 -21%Y
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Table 6.8 – PM VISSIM JYT results comparison – Base vs Future Base  

Base 

Model 

(Ave)

Future 

Base_SC

_38 

Model 

(Ave)

Actual Diff %age Diff

Route 

Name
Map Direction

Length 

(meter)

JYT

(sec)

JYT

(sec)

Base vs.

FB SC_38

Base vs.

FB SC_38

C to B NB 861 75 75 0 -1%

B to A NB 634 62 61 0 -1%

C to A NB 1495 136 136 -1 -1%

A to B SB 664 76 56 -20 -35%

B to C SB 873 85 78 -7 -9%

A to C SB 1537 161 134 -27 -20%

A to B SB 685 86 63 -23 -36%

B to D SB 48 5 5 0 1%

A to D SB 733 91 68 -23 -34%

D to B SB 74 35 16 -19 -118%

B to C SB 871 82 72 -9 -13%

D to C SB 945 117 89 -28 -32%Y
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7. Proposed Modelling 

7.1. Traffic flow methodology remained the same as described in Section 6.1 to 6.3. 

Layout Changes 

7.2. The network layout remains un-changed in the Future Base modelling.   

Modelling Results Comparison 

7.3. Traffic flow statistics is provided in Appendix A, where traffic flows are compared among base 

flows (2019), future base flows (2024) and future proposed flows (2024) for the AM & PM peak 

periods. 

Traffic Flow GEH Statistic- DS1 

AM Peak 

7.4. Traffic flow comparison is shown in Tables 7.1 & 7.2 for the AM & PM peak periods. 

7.5. The highest GEH in the AM proposed calculated vs. modelled flow comparison is from B3385 

Newgate Lane East south to northbound (GEH: 0.3, 12 vehicles fail to clear), which is not 

significant. This tells us that all the traffic flow calculated vs. modelled clears out across each 

arm of the junction. 

7.6. It should be noted that the traffic flows in the Future Proposed has increased from B3385 

Newgate Lane East-north to south by 58 vehicles and 156 vehicles when compared against base 

and future base scenarios, followed by 56 vehicles from Newgate lane to B3385 Newgate Lane 

East-south. 

PM Peak 

7.7. Similarly, the highest GEH in the PM proposed calculated vs. modelled flow comparison is from 

B3385 Newgate Lane East-north to Newgate Lane (GEH: 0.3, 2 vehicles fail to clear) and Newgate 

Lane East south to Newgate Lane (GEH: 0.3, 2 additional vehicles). 

7.8. The junction does cope with this additional demand without having any significant impact on 

journey times. 

Journey times- DS1 

7.9. Journey time comparison is shown in Tables 7.3 & 7.4 for the AM & PM peak periods. 

7.10. The AM future base and proposed modelling result comparison indicates that the journey time 

will not be affected from south to north (4sec, 2%), and north to south (4sec, 3%) on B3385 

Newgate Lane East. 

7.11. However, traffic from Newgate Lane to B3385 Newgate Lane East-south would be delayed by 

approx. 136s. 

7.12. The PM future base and proposed modelling result comparison indicates that the journey time 

will result in less/no significant change throughout the network. The highest difference will be 

from Newgate Lane to B3385 Newgate Lane East-south (18sec, 18%) followed by B3385 

Newgate Lane East-north to Newgate Lane (11sec, 14%). 
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Table 7.1 – AM VISSIM Traffic Flow results comparison Future Base vs Future Proposed 

 

 
Table 7.2 – PM VISSIM Traffic Flow results comparison Future Base vs Future Proposed 
 

 
Table 7.3 – AM VISSIM Journey Time results comparison Future Base vs Future Proposed 
 

General Traffic Hour (0800 - 0900) General Traffic Hour (0800 - 0900)

Future Proposed_SC_21 

Calculated Data

Future Proposed_SC_21 

Model
GEH

Lights Heavies Total Lights Heavies
Model 

Total

Local Access Right (1.6) 44 1 45 42 1 43 0.2

B3385 Newgate Lane East - South Ahead (1.5) 886 53 939 887 51 938 0.0

B3385 Newgate Lane East - South Right (1.4) 82 0 82 81 0 81 0.1

B3385 Newgate Lane East - North Left (1.3) 43 2 45 42 1 43 0.2

B3385 Newgate Lane East - North Ahead (1.2) 1587 48 1634 1576 46 1622 0.3

Local Access Left (1.1) 28 1 29 30 1 31 0.3

B3385 Newgate Lane East - North

Local Access

B3385 Newgate Lane East - South

General Traffic Hour (1700 - 1800) General Traffic Hour (1700 - 1800)

Future Proposed_SC_22 

Calculated Data

Future Proposed_SC_22 

Model
GEH

Lights Heavies
Survey 

Total
Lights Heavies

Model 

Total

Local Access Right (1.6) 53 0 53 51 0 51 0.3

B3385 Newgate Lane East - South Ahead (1.5) 1489 10 1500 1483 8 1491 0.2

B3385 Newgate Lane East - South Right (1.4) 51 0 51 51 0 51 0.0

B3385 Newgate Lane East - North Left (1.3) 51 0 51 50 0 50 0.2

B3385 Newgate Lane East - North Ahead (1.2) 940 8 948 942 7 949 0.0

Local Access Left (1.1) 62 0 62 64 0 64 0.3

B3385 Newgate Lane East - North

Local Access

B3385 Newgate Lane East - South

Base 

Model 

(Ave)

Future 

Base_SC

_9 Model 

(Ave)

Future 

Pro_SC_

21 Model 

(Ave)

Actual 

Diff
%age Diff

Route Name Map Direction
Length 

(meter)

JYT

(sec)

JYT

(sec)

JYT

(sec)

FB_SC_9 

vs.

FP_SC_21

FB_SC_9 

vs.

FP_SC_21

C to B NB 861 93 92 96 3 4%

B to A NB 634 65 65 66 0 0%

C to A NB 1495 158 158 161 4 2%

A to B SB 663 57 56 58 2 4%

B to C SB 873 79 77 79 2 3%

A to C SB 1536 136 133 138 4 3%

A to B SB 677 99 93 112 19 20%

B to D SB 51 5 5 5 0 0%

A to D SB 727 104 98 117 19 19%

D to B SB 72 70 51 183 132 261%

B to C SB 872 74 71 74 4 5%

D to C SB 943 143 121 258 136 112%Y
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Table 7.4 – PM VISSIM Journey Time results comparison Future Base vs Future Proposed 
 

Traffic Flow GEH Statistic- DS2 

AM Peak 

7.13. Traffic flow comparison is shown in Tables 7.5 & 7.6 for the AM & PM peak periods. 

7.14. The highest GEH in the AM proposed calculated vs. modelled flow comparison is from B3385 

Newgate Lane East south to northbound (GEH: 0.3, 12 vehicles fail to clear), which is not 

significant. This tells us that all the traffic flow calculated vs. modelled clears out across each 

arm of the junction. 

7.15. It should be noted that the traffic flows in the Future Proposed has increased from B3385 

Newgate Lane East-north to south by 155 vehicles when compared against future base 

scenarios, followed by 63 vehicles from Newgate lane to B3385 Newgate Lane East-south. 

PM Peak 

7.16. Similarly, the highest GEH in the PM proposed calculated vs. modelled flow comparison is from 

B3385 Newgate Lane East-north to Newgate Lane (GEH: 0.4, 2 vehicles fail to clear) and Newgate 

Lane East South to Newgate Lane (GEH: 0.3, 2 additional vehicles). 

7.17. The junction does cope with this additional demand without having any significant impact on 

journey times. 

Journey times- DS2 

7.18. Journey time comparison is shown in Tables 7.7 & 7.8 for the AM & PM peak periods. 

7.19. The AM future base and proposed modelling result comparison indicates that the journey time 

Base 

Model 

(Ave)

Future 

Base_SC

_10 

Model 

(Ave)

Future 

Pro_SC_

22 Model 

(Ave)

Actual Diff %age Diff

Route 

Name
Map Direction

Length 

(meter)

JYT

(sec)

JYT

(sec)

JYT

(sec)

FB_SC_10 

vs.

FP_SC_22

FB_SC_10 

vs.

FP_SC_22

C to B NB 861 75 75 76 2 2%

B to A NB 634 62 62 61 -1 -1%

C to A NB 1495 136 136 137 1 1%

A to B SB 664 76 64 69 5 8%

B to C SB 873 85 83 84 1 1%

A to C SB 1537 161 147 153 6 4%

A to B SB 685 86 72 82 11 15%

B to D SB 48 5 5 5 0 0%

A to D SB 733 91 77 87 11 14%

D to B SB 74 35 23 39 16 72%

B to C SB 871 82 78 80 2 2%

D to C SB 945 117 101 119 18 18%Y
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will not be affected from south to north (5sec, 4%), and north to southbound (4sec, 3%) on 

B3385 Newgate Lane East. 

7.20. However, traffic from Newgate Lane to B3385 Newgate Lane East-south would be delayed by 

approx. 121s. 

7.21. Similarly, the PM future base and proposed modelling result comparison indicates that the 

journey time will result in less/no significant change throughout the network. The highest 

difference will be from B3385 Newgate Lane East-north to Newgate Lane (7sec, 10%) followed 

by Newgate Lane to B3385 Newgate Lane East-south (6sec, 6%). 

 
Table 7.5 – AM VISSIM Traffic Flow results comparison Future Base vs Future Proposed 

 
 

Table 7.6 – PM VISSIM Traffic Flow results comparison Future Base vs Future Proposed 
 

General Traffic Hour (0800 - 0900)

Future Proposed_SC_45 

Calculated Data

Future Proposed_SC_45 

Model
GEH

Lights Heavies Total Lights Heavies
Model 

Total

Local Access Right (1.6) 40 1 40 40 1 41 0.1

B3385 Newgate Lane East - South Ahead (1.5) 640 35 675 638 33 671 0.2

B3385 Newgate Lane East - South Right (1.4) 84 0 84 84 0 84 0.0

B3385 Newgate Lane East - North Left (1.3) 47 3 50 47 2 49 0.1

B3385 Newgate Lane East - North Ahead (1.2) 1588 48 1636 1578 46 1624 0.3

Local Access Left (1.1) 29 1 31 31 1 32 0.2

B3385 Newgate Lane East - North

Local Access

B3385 Newgate Lane East - South

General Traffic Hour (1700 - 1800)

Future Proposed_SC_46 

Calculated Data

Future Proposed_SC_46 

Model
GEH

Lights Heavies
Survey 

Total
Lights Heavies

Model 

Total

Local Access Right (1.6) 49 0 49 47 0 47 0.4

B3385 Newgate Lane East - South Ahead (1.5) 967 6 974 968 4 972 0.0

B3385 Newgate Lane East - South Right (1.4) 47 0 47 47 0 47 0.0

B3385 Newgate Lane East - North Left (1.3) 60 0 60 59 0 59 0.1

B3385 Newgate Lane East - North Ahead (1.2) 917 8 925 922 7 929 0.1

Local Access Left (1.1) 68 0 68 70 0 70 0.3

B3385 Newgate Lane East - North

Local Access

B3385 Newgate Lane East - South
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Table 7.7 – AM VISSIM Journey Time results comparison Future Base vs Future Proposed 
 

 
Table 7.8 – PM VISSIM Journey Time results comparison Future Base vs Future Proposed 

Base 

Model 

(Ave)

Future 

Base_SC

_37 

Model 

(Ave)

Future 

Pro_SC_

45 Model 

(Ave)

Actual 

Diff
%age Diff

Route Name Map Direction
Length 

(meter)

JYT

(sec)

JYT

(sec)

JYT

(sec)

FB_SC_37 

vs.

FP_SC_45

FB_SC_37 

vs.

FP_SC_45

C to B NB 861 93 92 97 4 5%

B to A NB 634 65 65 66 0 0%

C to A NB 1495 158 158 162 4 3%

A to B SB 663 57 53 55 2 4%

B to C SB 873 79 73 76 3 4%

A to C SB 1536 136 126 131 5 4%

A to B SB 677 99 88 108 20 22%

B to D SB 51 5 5 5 0 0%

A to D SB 727 104 93 113 20 21%

D to B SB 72 70 45 162 117 261%

B to C SB 872 74 68 71 3 5%

D to C SB 943 143 113 233 121 107%Y
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8. Option Assessment 

8.1. In light of the anticipated increase in journey time as a result of the increase in 

opposing traffic, amendments to the existing give-way junction have been made in the 

model. 

8.2. The primary purpose of these amendments is to reduce proposed journey times for 

vehicles utilising the minor arm without significantly compromising the journey times 

for traffic on Newgate Lane East. 

8.3. The amendments to the junction can be found in Appendix B. The design was provided 

to RWA by Pegasus Group. 

8.4. Both option 1 and 2 look to allow right turners from Newgate Lane to give way in two 

movements.  

8.5. Southbound traffic from Newgate Lane East wishing to turn right into Newgate Lane 

will wait in the middle of junction, keeping clear of a space in the junction to allow 

right turners from Newgate Lane to continue their journey southbound if a gap 

becomes available. 

8.6. In order to facilitate this there is some widening of the Newgate Lane East carriageway 

as well as the formalisation of a flare lane on Newgate Lane which is approximately 40 

metres in length. 

8.7. Both DS1 and DS2 proposed scenarios have been modelled in the proposed layout. 

The base and future base results have then been compared against those in the 

proposed layout including the development traffic. 

8.8. The results for AM DS1 scenario shown in table 8.1 and figure 8.1 show a significant 

improvement in the journey time for vehicles travelling southbound from Newgate 

Lane minor arm. When comparing the proposed flows in the base layout and proposed 

layout a reduction in journey time of over 1 minute 30 seconds has been observed. 

8.9. When comparing the future base and future proposed in the proposed layout, the 

journey time can be seen to increase by 44 seconds across the whole length of the 

route. Coupled with the queuing shown in figure 8.1. the junction is perceived to 

operate well in this proposed layout with no significant queuing or excessive delay. 

8.10. Table 8.2 and figure 8.2. show a similar pattern in the AM scenario for DS2. When 

comparing the proposed flows in the base layout and proposed layout a reduction in 

journey time of just under 1 minute 30 seconds has been observed. 

8.11. When comparing the future base and future proposed in the proposed layout, the 

journey time can be seen to increase by 34 seconds across the whole length of the 

route. Coupled with the queuing shown in figure 8.2. the modelling shows that the 

junction will operate well in this proposed layout with no significant queuing or 

excessive delay. 
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Table 8.1 – AM DS1 VISSIM Journey Time results comparison Future Base vs Future Proposed Proposed 

Layout 
 
 
Figure 8.1 – AM DS1 Pro Flows- Base layout vs. Proposed layout VISSIM depiction of queuing 
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Table 8.2 – AM DS2 VISSIM Journey Time results comparison Future Base vs Future Proposed Proposed 

Layout 

Figure 8.2 – AM DS2 Pro Flows- Base layout vs. Proposed layout VISSIM depiction of queuing 
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C to A Northbound 1495 158 162 162 4 2%

A to B Southbound 663 53 55 55 2 4%

B to C Southbound 873 73 76 76 3 4%

A to C Southbound 1536 126 131 131 5 4%

A to B Southbound 677 88 108 98 10 11%

B to D Southbound 51 5 5 4 0 -7%

A to D Southbound 727 93 113 102 9 10%

D to B Southbound 72 45 162 76 31 69%

B to C Southbound 872 68 71 71 3 4%

D to C Southbound 943 113 233 147 34 30%

G
re

en
 

R
o

u
te

R
ed

 

R
o

u
te

P
u

rp
le

 

R
o

u
te

Ye
llo

w
 

R
o

u
te

Proposed- AM DS2 Base- AM DS2 

Page 476



BESPOKE - PERSONAL - SERVICES                                      

RED WILSON ASSOCIATES:-                                            Newgate Lane East  – VISSIM Modelling Suporting Note        25 
 

8.12. Although the addition of the development did not appear to have a significant impact 

in the PM peak, the PM proposed flows for DS1 and DS2 have also been tested in the 

proposed layout. 

8.13. Table 8.3. and Figure 8.3. show the results for the PM DS1 scenario. The journey time 

changes in the PM are seen to be insignificant. There is a small (6 second) increase in 

journey time for vehicles travelling from Newgate Lane to Newgate Lane southbound 

between the base and proposed layout. This can be attributed to traffic now giving 

way at two points. 

8.14. Table 8.4 and Figure 8.4 show the results for the PM DS2 scenario. Similarly to the PM 

DS1 scenario, the proposed layout does not have a significant impact on the journey 

times within the network. The impact of journey times within the network are no 

greater than six seconds. 
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Table 8.3 – PM DS1 VISSIM Journey Time results comparison Future Base vs Future Proposed Proposed 
Layout 

 

Figure 8.3 – PM DS1 Pro Flows- Base layout vs. Proposed layout VISSIM depiction of queuing 
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Table 8.4 – PM DS2 VISSIM Journey Time results comparison Future Base vs Future Proposed Proposed 
Layout 

 

Figure 8.4 – PM DS2 Pro Flows- Base layout vs. Proposed layout VISSIM depiction of queuing  
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9. Summary and Conclusion 

9.1. Existing base VISSIM models were developed in VISSIM version 10.00-12 using November 2019 

traffic and journey time data. The difference between surveyed and base modelled journey time 

were within ± 60sec as well as GEH well below 5 for all movements as per the DMRB and TfL’s 

modelling guidelines. 

9.2. These base VISSIM models were therefore considered best fit for the purpose and to provide a 

benchmark for assessing the impact of the future demand in regards to the scheme and 

committed development within the vicinity of the study area, as the base modelling results 

compared to observed values was a close match for both traffic flows and journey times in the 

AM and PM peak periods. 

9.3. Future base and future proposed modelling has been undertaken for both the DS1 and DS2 

scenarios for 2024. 

9.4. The future base modelling included all the committed developments in the vicinity of the study 

area in 2024, whilst the future proposed was to test the development of 190 dwellings using 

the B3385 Newgate Lane East / Newgate Lane priority junction. These tests were initially carried 

out without any physical network changes but with the calculated/forecasted traffic growth for 

2024. This was done to understand the impact of proposed development flows against the base 

layout. 

9.5. It should be noted that there is a reduction in calculated traffic turning counts in the future base, 

hence resulting in no/reduced journey times for future base vs. base modelling.  

9.6. The future base vs. proposed result comparison indicates that there will not be any significant 

change in the PM peak journey time in both the DS1 and DS2 scenarios, with vehicles 

experiencing low levels of queuing. This can be attributed to a lower level of traffic travelling 

northbound when comparing with the AM, making it easier for vehicles leaving Newgate Lane 

to seek gaps.  

9.7. The AM future base and proposed modelling result comparison for both DS1 and DS2 scenarios 

shows an increase in delay and journey time for those exiting Newgate Lane. The change in 

journey time for those travelling on B3385 Newgate Lane East however is minimal with the 

development showing no significant increase in journey time. 

9.8. This increase in delay on Newgate Lane results in queues of up to 15 vehicles in DS1 and 20 

vehicles in DS2 (scenario 45). As previously mentioned, due to the location of signals either side 

of the study area, it is likely that the model underestimates the number of gaps available for 

right turning vehicles. As such the assessment can be seen as robust and a worst-case 

assumption. 

9.9. The GEH flow statistic check demonstrates however that in all AM PM scenarios there is a good 

level of convergence showing that vehicles clear the junction in the peak hour. 

9.10. Following the increase in queuing in the base situation when the development flow is added, 

we have assessed the impact of the proposed give way design provided to us by Pegasus Group. 

9.11. The proposed layout at the junction reduces journey times for vehicles travelling southbound 

after turning right from the minor arm of Newgate Lane. This intends to alter the give-way 
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parameters as such that vehicles wishing to turn right will give way on to occasions, once to 

northbound traffic at the give way line of the side road and once to southbound traffic in the 

centre of the junction. 

9.12. The results show a significant improvement in journey time when they the proposed scenarios 

are compared against the same scenarios in the base layout.  

9.13. The proposed layout also significantly reduces the impact that the proposed development will 

have on the capacity at the junction by only increasing journey times by 44 seconds in AM DS1 

and 34 seconds in AM DS2. The images of the VISSIM model also demonstrate that no excessive 

queuing is expected. 

9.14. Across both DS1 and DS2 the PM scenario operates well experiencing no significant increase in 

journey time in either the base or proposed layout. 

9.15. During the first seed the queues were observed on Newgate Lane in the model and their 

approximate max queue lengths are shown in table 9.1. The results demonstrate that following 

the introduction of the proposed layout, the maximum queue length is anticipated to half on 

Newgate Lane. 

 
Future Base- Base 

layout 
Future Proposed- 

Base layout 
Future Proposed- 
Proposed layout 

AM DS1 3 PCUs 20-21 PCUs 10 PCUs 

AM DS2 2 PCUs 20-21 PCUs 7 PCUs 

PM DS1 2 PCUs 6 PCUs 4 PCUs 

PM DS2 3 PCUs 3 PCUs 3 PCUs 

Table 9-1 Approximate maximum queue lengths in the first seed for Newgate Lane 
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10. Appendix A – Base/Future Base/Future Pro Modelling Results 
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AM & PM Peak 1 Hour Flow Validation / Comparison 
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AM & PM Peak 1 Hour Journey Time Validation / Comparison 
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Technical Note 

Project: RWA-20-21-149 

Client: Pegasus Group 

Subject: VISSIM Technical Note Addendum 

 

Prepared by: Martha Hoskins Date: 09/09/2020 

Checked by: Michael Ward Date: 09/09/2020 

 

1. Introduction 

Red Wilson Associates submitted a VISSIM modelling to support the proposals at the junction 
of Old Newgate Lane with Newgate Lane East in Fareham. The modelling included a base 
model, future base modelling and future proposed modelling of the proposed give-way 
layout (option 2). On behalf of Fareham Borough Council, Atkins have reviewed the modelling 
and provided comments. The purpose of this addendum is to demonstrate the validation of 
the journey times. 

Following the initial response by RWA on 23/07/20 and the subsequent meeting on 
17/08/20 the below amendments to the model have been made to ensure the model 
accurately represents existing conditions. 

2. Base Modelling 
 
Give-way Parameters 
 
Give-way parameters have been amended for those turning right out of Old Newgate Lane to 
ensure they are specific to the vehicle class. HGVs and MGVs have been modelled in such a 

way that they are required to yield to both northbound and southbound vehicles on Newgate 
Lane from the give-way markings on Old Newgate Lane. Parameters for light vehicles remain 
as per the previously submitted model. 

 
Flare Lane Length 
 

On review of the video footage and site geometry by Atkins, the flare lane on the exit of 
Newgate Lane has been amended to 20 metres. This is to ensure it fits a maximum of three 
PCUs. This is in accordance with the email exchange on 9th September 2020 in which it was 
agreed that this link length would be used. 
 
Cool Down Period 
 
A cool down period has been added to all modelled scenarios utilising the same vehicle 
inputs and routing as the previous 15-minute period. 

 
Journey Time Validation 
 
TomTom journey time data has been obtained from Streetwise for both peak hours as an 
average between September to November 2019. The data has been collated as an average 
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over all Tuesdays, Wednesdays and Thursdays in this period avoiding public holidays and 
school holiday periods. The raw data obtained can be found in Appendix A. 
 

For each segment the average travel time has been used. This has been calculated as an 
average across the 15-minute time periods. Markers were placed in the model for each 
segment identified by TomTom and the journey times initially compared against the VISSIM 
model results. In the instance that the journey time did not validate analysis of the vehicle 
speeds were undertaken. 
 
TomTom additionally provided speed surveys against different percentiles. These were 
transposed into the Desired Speed Distributions for the relevant segments. The analysis 
undertaken for the Speed Distributions can be found in Appendix B. The PM southbound 
journey times were still seen to be lower in the model than the surveyed data owing to the 
fine tuning of the associated Desired Speed Distributions. This fine tuning can also be found 
in Appendix B.  
 

TomTom mean average travel time data was used; however, when analysing the data 
provided for the side road the average appeared to on occasion vary significantly in each 15-
minute period. This can be attributed to the lower number of hits for these links resulting in 
the average travel time being impacted by the travel times of vehicles stopping for short 
periods of time on this link possibly to enter houses or shops. This skewed the travel time 
making the surveyed value significantly higher than the modelled. As such the median travel 

time was used for these segments. Appendix B highlights which segments utilise the median 
travel time. 
 
Tables 2-1 and 2-2 show a comparison between the modelled and surveyed journey times 
for the entire route for the AM and PM peak scenarios. The journey times for each segment 
can be found in Appendix B. 
 

Table 2-1 AM Journey Time Validation 

 

Surveyed 

Journey Time 
(secs) 

Modelled 

Journey Time 
(secs) 

Difference 
(secs) 

Difference (%) 

Newgate Lane 
Northbound 

116 121 +5 5% 

Newgate Lane 
Southbound 

74 84 +10 13% 

Old Newgate 
Lane Westbound 

30 27 -3 10% 

Old Newgate 
Lane Eastbound 

51 49 -2 4% 
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Table 2-2 PM Journey Time Validation 

 
Surveyed 

Journey Time 

(secs) 

Modelled 
Journey Time 

(secs) 

Difference 
(secs) 

Difference (%) 

Newgate Lane 
Northbound 

76 88 +6 15% 

Newgate Lane 
Southbound 

92 98 +6 7% 

Old Newgate 
Lane Westbound 

38 32 -6 18% 

Old Newgate 

Lane Eastbound 
32 27 -5 16% 

 
The results demonstrate a good correlation between the surveyed and modelled journey 

times with all differences being at or below 15% apart from one at 16% and one at 18%. 
The actual differences for these routes are just five and six seconds; therefore, the model is 
deemed to have an acceptable level of validation. 

3. Conclusion 

Following comments received by Atkins, RWA have amended the base VISSIM model and the 
associated Desired Speed Distributions. The journey times have now been validated and 
demonstrate a good correlation against surveyed data. Amendments have also been made to 
the give-way parameters so that HGVs give way in one movement. 

The length of the flare lane has been amended to accommodate a maximum of three PCUs. 
Additionally we have provided cool down periods for all modelled scenarios as a copy of the 
last 15-minute interval in the peak hour. 

A precautionary assessment of the GEH has been undertaken to ensure this has not been 

affected as a result of the aforementioned changes to the model. The GEH for all movements 
across both peaks remains below 1. 

Therefore, the model represents the existing conditions on street and provides a suitable 

baseline from which to assess the future flows and proposed scheme. 
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Technical Note 

Project: RWA-20-21-149 

Client: Pegasus Group 

Subject: VISSIM Technical Note Addendum v1 

 

Prepared by: Martha Hoskins Date: 05/10/2020 

Checked by: Spencer Wilson Date: 05/10/2020 

 

1. Introduction 

Red Wilson Associates submitted VISSIM modelling to support the proposals at the junction 
of Old Newgate Lane with Newgate Lane East in Fareham. The modelling included a base 
model, future base modelling and future proposed modelling of the proposed give-way 
layout (option 2). On behalf of Fareham Borough Council, Atkins have reviewed the modelling 
and provided comments. The purpose of this addendum is to demonstrate the validation of 
the journey times. 

Following the initial response by RWA on 23/07/20 and the subsequent meetings the below 
amendments to the model have been made to ensure the model accurately represents 
existing conditions. 

2. Base Modelling 
 
Give-way Parameters 
 
Give-way parameters have been amended for those turning right out of Old Newgate Lane to 
ensure they are specific to the vehicle class. HGVs and MGVs have been modelled in such a 

way that they are required to yield to both northbound and southbound vehicles on Newgate 
Lane from the give-way markings on Old Newgate Lane. Parameters for light vehicles remain 
as per the previously submitted model. 

 
Flare Lane Length 
 

On review of the video footage and site geometry by Atkins, the flare lane on the exit of 
Newgate Lane has been amended to 20 metres. This is to ensure it fits a maximum of three 
PCUs. This is in accordance with the email exchange on 9th September 2020 in which it was 
agreed that this link length would be used. 
 
Cool Down Period 
 
A cool down period has been added to all modelled scenarios utilising the same vehicle 
inputs and routing as the previous 15-minute period. 

 
Journey Time Validation 
 
TomTom journey time data has been obtained from Streetwise for both peak hours as an 
average between September to November 2019. The data has been collated as an average 
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over all Tuesdays, Wednesdays and Thursdays in this period avoiding public holidays and 
school holiday periods. The raw data obtained can be found in Appendix A. 
 

For each segment the average travel time has been used. This has been calculated as an 
average across the 15-minute time periods. Markers were placed in the model for each 
segment identified by TomTom and the journey times initially compared against the VISSIM 
model results. In the instance that the journey time did not validate analysis of the vehicle 
speeds were undertaken. 
 
Initially TfL Desired Speed Distributions were used to replicate 40mph behaviour. These 
however resulted in traffic travelling too slowly through the network. As such a Desired Speed 
Distribution for 40mph has been created using ATC data collected just north of the junction 
for 8pm. This data was provided by HCC. This is desired speed distribution 31, number 1020 
‘HCC 40 2’ in the model. The use of this Desired Speed Distribution as agreed in 
correspondence received on 02/09/2020. 
 

Reduced speed areas have been input into the model on the northbound and southbound 
links. These have been positioned where vehicles approach a bend in the carriageway as well 
as on the approach to the bus stops where the carriageway narrows and a central island is 
introduced. These reduced speed areas all reduce speeds to the 30mph Desired Speed 
Distribution. On the side road, a reduced speed area is similarly used to reduce vehicle 
speeds on their approach to a bend in the road. In this instance as the speed limit of this link 

is 30mph, the 20mph Desired Speed Distribution is used.  
 
TomTom mean average travel time data was used; however, when analysing the data 
provided for the side road the average appeared to on occasion vary significantly in each 15-
minute period. This can be attributed to the lower number of hits for these links resulting in 
the average travel time being impacted by the travel times of vehicles stopping for short 
periods of time on this link possibly to enter houses or shops. This skewed the travel time 
making the surveyed value significantly higher than the modelled. As such the median travel 

time was used for these segments. Appendix B highlights which segments utilise the median 

travel time. 
 
Tables 2-1 and 2-2 show a comparison between the modelled and surveyed journey times 

for the entire route for the AM and PM peak scenarios. The journey times for each segment 
can be found in Appendix B. 
 

Table 2-1 AM Journey Time Validation 

 
Surveyed 

Journey Time 
(secs) 

Modelled 
Journey Time 

(secs) 

Difference 
(secs) 

Difference (%) 

Newgate Lane 
Northbound 

116 99 -17 14% 

Newgate Lane 
Southbound 

74 85 +11 15% 

Old Newgate 
Lane Westbound 

30 29 -1 5% 

Old Newgate 
Lane Eastbound 

51 58 +7 14% 
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Table 2-2 PM Journey Time Validation 

 

Surveyed 
Journey Time 

(secs) 

Modelled 
Journey Time 

(secs) 

Difference 
(secs) 

Difference (%) 

Newgate Lane 
Northbound 

76 86 +10 15% 

Newgate Lane 
Southbound 

92 94 +2 7% 

Old Newgate 
Lane Westbound 

32 29 -3 10% 

Old Newgate 

Lane Eastbound 
38 33 -5 14% 

 
The results demonstrate a good correlation between the surveyed and modelled journey 

times with all differences being at or below 15%. Therefore, the model is deemed to have an 
acceptable level of validation. 

3. Conclusion 

Following comments received by Atkins, RWA have amended the base VISSIM model and the 
associated Desired Speed Distribution for 40mph using ATC data. The journey times have 
now been validated and demonstrate a good correlation against surveyed data. Amendments 
have also been made to the give-way parameters so that HGVs give way in one movement. 

The length of the flare lane has been amended to accommodate a maximum of three PCUs. 
Additionally, we have provided cool down periods for all modelled scenarios as a copy of the 

last 15-minute interval in the peak hour. 

A precautionary assessment of the GEH has been undertaken to ensure this has not been 

affected as a result of the aforementioned changes to the model. The GEH for all movements 
across both peaks remains below 1. 

Therefore, the model represents the existing conditions on street and provides a suitable 

baseline from which to assess the future flows and proposed scheme. 
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1. Introduction 

Purpose/Scope 

 

1.1. Red Wilson Associates (RWA) has been appointed by Pegasus Group to provide VISSIM 

modelling and design services in respect of Newgate Lane East with Newgate Lane in Hampshire. 

1.2. The development of the land west of Newgate Lane is comprised of two housing developments; 

the north is comprised of 75 dwellings and the south of 115 dwellings. The proposed 

developments, whether assessed independently of one another or combined will create 

additional traffic on the road network. This traffic is likely to use the junction of Newgate Lane 

East with Newgate Lane. Initial assessments of this junction and the proposal of signalising the 

junction have already been assessed however at the request of Hampshire County Council 

further assessments are being made.  

1.3. The principal objective of Red Wilson Associates involvement in this scheme is to assess the 

impact of the development with the junction in its current form as a priority junction in VISSIM.  

1.4. Hampshire County Council (HCC) do not have any specific modelling guidelines that relate to 

microsimulation modelling. Industry best practice was used to caveat and demonstrate 

validation of the modelling in the AM and PM peak periods against recently undertaken traffic 

turning counts and journey time data (Autumn 2019). The final models developed are in 

accordance with the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB) Modelling Guidelines and 

Transport for London Modelling Guidelines Version 3. 

1.5. The VISSIM Modelling was undertaken in version 10.00-12 (static assignment) to develop base, 

future base and future proposed scenarios for the AM and PM 1-hour peak periods as part of 

the future development in the vicinity of Newgate Lane and Newgate Lane East B3385.  

1.6. The existing base models were calibrated and validated in accordance with the available 

modelling guidelines for traffic turning counts and journey times. These models were 

considered fit for the purpose of being used as a base line for comparison vs. future base and 

future proposed modelling results. 

1.7. The base modelled journey time difference vs. surveyed data was within the acceptable 

range/limit of 15% in both peaks.  HCC are currently in possession of this model. 

1.8. The purpose of the VISSIM base models was to ensure that an accurate representation of the 

existing traffic network structure and network data have been applied. In addition, these VISSIM 

base models will form the basis for comparison against scheme proposals. 

1.9. This technical note details the development of the Future Base (2024) and Future Proposed 

(2024) VISSIM Modelling for AM and PM peak periods. 

1.10. As agreed with HCC, we are only assessing DS2 which accounts for the proposed Stubbington 

Bypass. 

1.11. Journey Time, maximum queue lengths and average delay per light vehicle have been presented 

in this technical note. Figure 1 shows the locations for the queue and delay results. The journey 
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time routes correlate with those presented in the base model submission.  

 

Figure 1 - Queue Length and Delay Results Map 
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2. Future Base Layout Models- DS2 

Traffic Flows and Routes  

2.1. Future Base traffic flows were calculated to include all the development in the vicinity of the 

study area in 2024 excluding the proposed development in question for the AM and PM peak 

periods. Within the base layout we also assessed the impact of the two developments 

independently of one another and together. 

2.2. Pegasus Group calculated the traffic flows and issued them to RWA for the purpose of traffic 

modelling. These flows have been approved by HCC as part of the planning application. 

2.3. The future flows were provided as an hourly total of lights and HGVs. Vehicle inputs and local 

routes were updated/amended to reflect the calculated growth in both peak VISSIM models. 

2.4. The same input and routing 15-minute proportions were applied to the flows. The split of HGV 

and MGVs were proportioned as per the base flows.  

Layout Changes  

2.5. The network layout remains unchanged in the Future Base modelling.  

Traffic Flow GEH Statistic- DS2 

2.6. A comparison between the Future Base turning counts and modelled turning counts has been 

undertaken for each modelled scenario to demonstrate the positive correlation between the 

flows. Flow analysis is detailed in Appendix A and shows all turning movements, across all peaks 

and scenarios has a GEH below 0.5.  

Journey times- DS2 

2.7. A comparison of the VISSIM modelled journey times has been undertaken for each modelled 

assessment to truly understand the impact of the proposed developments on the junction of 

Newgate Lane East and Newgate Lane. A comparison is provided in Table 2.1 for the AM & PM 

peak periods. 

2.8. The journey time results demonstrate that if no changes were made at the junction, the 

introduction of the developments will result in an increase in the journey time for those turning 

out of Newgate Lane onto Newgate Lane East.  

2.9. In the PM peak this increase in journey time is negligible. It is more severe in the AM peak when 

not only is more traffic anticipated to use the side road but there is a greater volume of traffic 

travelling northbound on Newgate Lane East than in the PM. 

2.10. The impact on the journey time of the other assessed routes is negligible.  

2.11. Full journey time results can be found in Appendix B. 
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Table 2-1 - Future Base Layout Journey Time Results (seconds) 

 Future Base 75 Dwellings 115 Dwellings 190 Dwellings 

AM 

Newgate Lane 
East Northbound 

103 103 104 104 

Newgate Lane 
East Southbound 

83 83 84 84 

Newgate Lane 
Eastbound 

57 75 100 166 

Newgate Lane 

Westbound 
29 28 28 29 

PM 

Newgate Lane 

East Northbound 
86 86 87 87 

Newgate Lane 
East Southbound 

86 85 86 86 

Newgate Lane 

Eastbound 
32 32 33 34 

Newgate Lane 
Westbound 

28 29 29 29 

 

Queue Lengths- DS2 

2.12. A comparison of the VISSIM modelled maximum queue lengths has been undertaken for each 

modelled assessment to demonstrate the increase in queuing as a result of the proposed 

developments on the junction of Newgate Lane East and Newgate Lane. A comparison is 

provided in Table 2.2 for the AM & PM peak periods. 

2.13. Queues were measured at the three points that vehicles give-way in the model; turning left out 

of Newgate Lane, turning right out of Newgate Lane and turning right into Newgate Lane from 

Newgate Lane East. 

2.14. The results demonstrate that if no changes were made at the junction, the introduction of the 

developments will result in an increase in queue lengths particularly for those turning out of 

Newgate Lane onto Newgate Lane East.  

2.15. Queue lengths increase most significantly for those turning right out of Newgate Lane onto 

Newgate Lane East. In the AM 115 dwellings scenario queues are expected to reach the junction 

with Old Newgate Lane and when 190 dwellings were assessed the maximum queue length is 

anticipated to pass Old Newgate Lane, blocking access in and out of this road. 

2.16. In the PM peak the increase in queue lengths is negligible.  
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Table 2-2 - Future Base Layout Maximum Queue Length Results (metres) 

 Future Base 75 Dwellings 115 Dwellings 190 Dwellings 

AM 

Newgate Lane 
Left Turn out 

20 35 51 112 

Newgate Lane 
Right Turn out 

18 42 69 123 

Newgate Lane 
East Right Turn in 

17 21 25 34 

PM 

Newgate Lane 

Left Turn out 
9 11 13 14 

Newgate Lane 
Right Turn out 

10 13 13 17 

Newgate Lane 

East Right Turn in 
11 12 14 16 

 

Delay- DS2 

2.17. A comparison of the VISSIM modelled average vehicle delays has been undertaken for each 

modelled scenario to demonstrate the increase in delay as a result of the proposed 

developments on the junction of Newgate Lane East and Newgate Lane. A comparison is 

provided in Table 2.3 for the AM & PM peak periods. The results are shown for light vehicles. 

The results for heavies can be found in Appendix C. 

2.18. As anticipated the increase in delay is incremental when additional dwellings are accounted for 

in the model. The AM peak also shows a greater increase and more severe levels of delay than 

the PM. 

2.19. Delay is only significant and felt by vehicles giving way at the junction with the those turning 

out of Newgate Lane onto Newgate Lane East being most severely impacted. Of the two 

movements, the right turners experience the greatest level of delay. 
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Table 2-3 - Future Base Layout Average Lights Vehicle Delay Results (seconds) 

 Future Base 75 Dwellings 115 Dwellings 190 Dwellings 

AM 

North to West 37 43 48 58 

North to South 1 1 1 2 

West to South 49 69 98 161 

West to North 31 41 57 113 

South to North 4 4 4 4 

South to West 3 3 3 3 

PM 

North to West 5 5 6 7 

North to South 2 2 2 2 

West to South 8 9 10 11 

West to North 4 4 4 5 

South to North 2 2 2 2 

South to West 2 2 2 2 
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3. Proposed Layout Modelling- Option 3- DS2 

3.1. In light of the anticipated increase in journey time as a result of the increase in opposing traffic, 

amendments to the existing give-way junction have been made in the model. 

3.2. The primary purpose of these amendments is to reduce proposed journey times for vehicles 

utilising the minor arm without significantly compromising the journey times for traffic on 

Newgate Lane East. 

3.3. Pegasus Group have produced three priority option designs with the aim to mitigate the journey 

time impacts. 

3.4. Option 1 and 2 have since been discounted. 

3.5. Option 3 has previously been presented to HCC and incorporates amendments to the priority 

junction with the aim to increase capacity at the junction and mitigate the impact of the 

development. 

3.6. The option involves widening the centre of the junction to increase the waiting space for 

vehicles turning right out of Newgate Lane onto Newgate Lane East. 

Layout Changes 

3.7. The aforementioned widening of the central island is the primary change to the layout in the 

VISSIM model. Priority models have also been accordingly tweaked to ensure there are no 

collisions in this central waiting area between the opposing right turn movements. 

3.8. Those turning into Newgate Lane from Newgate Lane East have priority over those turning right 

out. As such those turning right give-way to those turning into Newgate Lane.  

3.9. If vehicles waiting to turn out of Newgate Lane onto Newgate Lane East have already progressed 

through the junction and are filling the central area before a vehicle turning right into Newgate 

Lane has arrived, then those turning in must give-way as demonstrated with priority rule 7 in 

the model. 

Traffic Flow GEH Statistic- DS2 

3.10. A comparison between the Future Base turning counts and modelled turning counts has been 

undertaken for each modelled scenario to demonstrate the positive correlation between the 

flows. Flow analysis is detailed in Appendix A and shows all turning movements, across all peaks 

and scenarios has a GEH below 0.5.  

Journey times- DS2 

3.11. A comparison of the future base VISSIM modelled journey times has been undertaken against 

the proposed dwelling scenarios tested in the Option 3 layout.. A comparison is provided in 

Table 3.1 for the AM & PM peak periods. 

3.12. The journey time results demonstrate that even if Option 3 were to be introduced, the 

developments will still result in an increase in the journey time for those turning out of Newgate 

Lane onto Newgate Lane East. There is little difference between the journey time results in the 

future base layout (Table 2.1) and in the option 3 layout (Table 3.1). 

3.13. In the PM peak this increase in journey time remains negligible. It is more severe in the AM peak 
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when not only is more traffic anticipated to use the side road but there is a greater volume of 

traffic travelling northbound on Newgate Lane East than in the PM. It appears that in order to 

assist vehicles in existing the minor arm, some control of the opposing flows is required. 

3.14. The impact on the journey time of the other assessed routes is negligible.  

Table 3-1 – Future Base vs. Option 3 Layout Journey Time Results (seconds) 

 Future Base 75 Dwellings 115 Dwellings 190 Dwellings 

AM 

Newgate Lane 
East Northbound 

103 103 104 104 

Newgate Lane 
East Southbound 

83 83 88 83 

Newgate Lane 
Eastbound 

57 75 83 141 

Newgate Lane 
Westbound 

29 28 28 29 

PM 

Newgate Lane 
East Northbound 

86 86 87 87 

Newgate Lane 
East Southbound 

86 85 85 85 

Newgate Lane 
Eastbound 

32 32 33 33 

Newgate Lane 
Westbound 

28 29 29 29 

 

Queue Lengths- DS2 

3.15. A comparison of the VISSIM modelled maximum queue lengths has been undertaken between 

the future base and the Option 3 proposed scenarios. The results demonstrate that Option 3 is 

not able to mitigate the increase in queuing as a result of the proposed developments on the 

junction of Newgate Lane East and Newgate Lane. A comparison is provided in Table 3.2 for the 

AM & PM peak periods. 

3.16. The when comparing the results in Table 3.2 against the future base layout results in Table 2.2 

it demonstrates that the introduction of Option 3 would have little impact on the maximum 

queuing lengths at the junction.  
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Table 3-2 - Future Base vs. Option 3 Layout Maximum Queue Length Results (metres) 

 Future Base 75 Dwellings 115 Dwellings 190 Dwellings 

AM 

Newgate Lane 
Left Turn out 

20 33 46 100 

Newgate Lane 
Right Turn out 

18 42 65 115 

Newgate Lane 
East Right Turn in 

17 22 27 31 

PM 

Newgate Lane 
Left Turn out 

9 12 13 14 

Newgate Lane 

Right Turn out 
10 11 12 16 

Newgate Lane 
East Right Turn in 

11 12 14 16 

 

Delay- DS2 

3.17. The delay results shown in Table 3.3 support the queuing and journey time data by 

demonstrating that an increase in delay at the junction is still expected if Option 3 were to be 

introduced. 

  

Page 501



BESPOKE - PERSONAL - SERVICES                                      

RED WILSON ASSOCIATES:-                                            Newgate Lane East  – VISSIM Modelling Suporting Note        10 
 

Table 3-3 - Future Base vs. Option 3 Layout Average Lights Vehicle Delay Results (seconds) 

 Future Base 75 Dwellings 115 Dwellings 190 Dwellings 

AM 

North to West 37 44 49 57 

North to South 1 1 1 1 

West to South 49 68 84 137 

West to North 31 41 48 93 

South to North 4 4 4 4 

South to West 3 3 3 3 

PM 

North to West 5 5 6 7 

North to South 2 1 1 1 

West to South 8 9 9 11 

West to North 4 4 4 4 

South to North 2 2 2 2 

South to West 2 2 2 2 
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4. Summary and Conclusion 

4.1. Existing base VISSIM models have been submitted to HCC and Atkins, the auditing engineer. 

These base models validate against surveyed journey time data and replicate the existing on-

street conditions. 

4.2. Future base and future proposed modelling has been undertaken for the DS2 scenarios for 2024 

only as agreed with HCC. The flows used in the modelling have been provided to RWA by 

Pegasus Group and have previously been approved by HCC. 

4.3. The future base modelling included all the committed developments in the vicinity of the study 

area in 2024, whilst the future proposed was to test the impact of the 75 dwellings and 115 

dwellings independently of another and as a combined development of 190 dwellings using 

the B3385 Newgate Lane East / Newgate Lane priority junction. These tests were initially carried 

out without any physical network changes but with the calculated/forecasted traffic growth for 

2024. This was done to understand the impact of proposed development flows against the base 

layout. 

4.4. Assessing the developments in the future base layout demonstrate the development will have 

an adverse impact on vehicles exiting Newgate Lane. It is anticipated that there would be an 

increase in maximum queue length, journey time and delay at the junction. 

4.5. The junction is most severely impacted when 190 dwellings are introduced and due to excessive 

queuing on the minor arm the junction will operate over capacity.  

4.6. On discussing proposed amendments with HCC it is understood that their preference would be 

for any mitigation proposed to be in keeping with the existing priority layout.  

4.7. Pegasus Group produced a priority layout of the junction, Option 3. This looked to widen the 

capacity in the centre of the junction, therefore increasing the queuing space for right turners 

and formalising the two stage give-way movement that vehicles currently undertake at the 

junction. 

4.8. When testing the impact of Option 3 on the junction, the results demonstrate that the proposed 

development will still have a significant impact on the junction. Due to the heavy northbound 

flow, not as a result of the development, in the future year it becomes increasingly difficult for 

vehicles to exit the minor arm onto Newgate Lane East. 

4.9. Improvements to the priority junction without controlling the northbound flow will not suffice 

to mitigate the impact of the development.  
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5. Appendix A – Flow Analysis 

6. Appendix B- Journey Time Analysis 

7. Appendix C- Delay Results 
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1. Appendix C- Discounted Trip Rate Results 

 

Table 1-1 - Discounted Trip Rate Journey Time Results (seconds) 

 
Future Base 

75 
Dwellings 

115 
Dwellings 

190 
Dwellings 

190 Affordable 
Housing 

AM 

Newgate Lane 
East Northbound 

103 103 104 104 104 

Newgate Lane 
East Southbound 

83 83 84 84 84 

Newgate Lane 

Eastbound 
57 75 92 146 119 

Newgate Lane 
Westbound 

29 29 28 29 29 

PM 

Newgate Lane 
East Northbound 

86 86 87 87 87 

Newgate Lane 
East Southbound 

86 85 86 86 86 

Newgate Lane 
Eastbound 

32 32 33 33 33 

Newgate Lane 

Westbound 
28 29 29 29 29 
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Table 1-2 - Travel Plan Discount Maximum Queue Length Results (metres) 

 
Future Base 

75 
Dwellings 

115 
Dwellings 

190 
Dwellings 

190 Affordable 
Housing 

AM 

Newgate Lane 
Left Turn out 

20 34 49 91 72 

Newgate Lane 
Right Turn out 

18 41 62 104 83 

Newgate Lane 
East Right Turn in 

17 21 24 29 28 

PM 

Newgate Lane 

Left Turn out 
9 11 13 14 13 

Newgate Lane 
Right Turn out 

10 12 12 16 14 

Newgate Lane 

East Right Turn in 
11 13 14 16 14 

 

 

Table 1-3 - Travel Plan Discount Average Vehicle Delay (lights) (seconds) 

 
Future Base 

75 
Dwellings 

115 
Dwellings 

190 
Dwellings 

190 Affordable 
Housing 

AM 

North to West 37 42 47 55 54 

North to South 1 1 1 2 1 

West to South 49 69 90 147 120 

West to North 31 41 51 91 70 

South to North 4 4 4 4 4 

South to West 3 3 3 3 3 

PM 

North to West 5 5 6 6 6 

North to South 2 2 2 2 2 

West to South 8 9 9 10 10 

West to North 4 4 4 5 4 

South to North 2 2 2 2 2 

South to West 2 2 2 2 2 
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Speed Bins Report HANTS_ATC 000000008321 2018-09-27 to 2018-10-03
Site Name
Site ID
Grid

Description

Setup
Lanes
Show
Time 
Period
Averaged 
over

Speed units
Exclude 
data:

85th

%ile
00:00:00 51 0 0 0 0 1 2 20 16 8 4 1 0 0 48.2 41.6 6.4
01:00:00 29 0 0 0 0 0 3 7 11 4 3 1 0 0 50.1 42.7 6.6
02:00:00 19 0 0 0 0 0 1 7 4 4 2 1 0 0 49.8 42.7 6.9
03:00:00 28 0 0 0 0 0 2 9 11 5 0 0 0 0 46.8 41.5 5.5
04:00:00 73 0 0 0 0 0 3 21 28 12 5 2 1 0 48.9 42.9 6.1
05:00:00 275 0 0 1 0 0 11 107 105 37 11 2 1 0 46.4 41.4 5
06:00:00 938 0 0 2 30 99 305 339 134 22 6 1 0 0 40.8 35.4 5.5
07:00:00 1156 15 32 74 82 211 399 237 79 21 4 2 0 0 38.6 31.1 8
08:00:00 1111 44 36 53 62 121 271 367 136 16 4 0 0 0 39.9 32.1 9.4
09:00:00 1195 3 7 11 21 39 272 619 204 15 3 0 0 0 41.1 36.4 5.3
10:00:00 1141 17 4 6 9 32 250 632 178 11 2 0 0 0 40.6 36.2 5.8
11:00:00 1094 0 1 0 1 33 239 617 191 11 2 0 0 0 41 37.1 3.8
12:00:00 1077 1 2 3 13 38 226 585 193 15 1 0 0 0 41.3 36.9 4.5
13:00:00 1026 1 2 3 3 16 195 567 225 14 1 0 0 0 41.9 37.5 4.1
14:00:00 933 5 3 4 14 24 158 497 207 19 2 0 0 0 42.1 37.2 5.3
15:00:00 930 0 0 0 2 23 148 508 221 24 3 1 0 0 42.5 37.9 4.1
16:00:00 939 0 1 2 7 21 142 495 239 28 4 0 0 0 42.7 38 4.5
17:00:00 866 0 0 0 0 9 100 455 263 34 4 1 0 0 43.3 38.8 4
18:00:00 773 0 0 0 1 7 88 407 228 33 6 2 0 0 43.4 38.9 4.1
19:00:00 608 0 0 0 0 4 110 344 129 17 3 0 0 0 42.3 38 3.9
20:00:00 354 0 0 0 0 2 42 182 101 19 6 1 1 0 43.7 39.2 4.5
21:00:00 250 0 0 0 0 1 24 126 77 17 4 1 0 1 44 39.5 4.6
22:00:00 179 0 0 0 0 2 21 76 57 15 5 2 0 0 44.6 40 5.4
23:00:00 99 0 0 0 0 0 9 44 30 10 4 1 1 0 45.6 40.6 5.5

07-19 12242 86 87 156 214 575 2488 5985 2363 241 35 8 2 1 41.7 36.3 6.1
06-22 14391 86 88 157 245 682 2969 6975 2804 316 54 11 4 2 41.8 36.5 6
06-24 14669 86 88 158 245 684 2998 7095 2892 340 63 14 5 3 41.9 36.5 6
00-24 15145 86 88 158 245 685 3020 7266 3067 410 88 22 7 4 42.2 36.7 6

am Peak 09:00:00 08:00:00 08:00:00 07:00:00 07:00:00 07:00:00 07:00:00 10:00:00 09:00:00 05:00:00 05:00:00 05:00:00 04:00:00 07:00:00 01:00:00 04:00:00
Peak 
Volume 1195 44 36 74 82 211 399 632 204 37 11 2 1 0 50.1 42.9 2710.6
pm Peak 12:00:00 14:00:00 14:00:00 14:00:00 14:00:00 12:00:00 12:00:00 12:00:00 17:00:00 17:00:00 20:00:00 22:00:00 20:00:00 21:00:00 23:00:00 23:00:00
Peak 
Volume 1077 5 3 4 14 38 226 585 263 34 6 2 1 1 45.6 40.6 2452.6

85th

%ile
00:00:00 51 0 0 0 0 1 2 20 16 8 4 1 0 0 48.2 41.6 6.4
01:00:00 29 0 0 0 0 0 3 7 11 4 3 1 0 0 50.1 42.7 6.6
02:00:00 19 0 0 0 0 0 1 7 4 4 2 1 0 0 49.8 42.7 6.9
03:00:00 28 0 0 0 0 0 2 9 11 5 0 0 0 0 46.8 41.5 5.5
04:00:00 73 0 0 0 0 0 3 21 28 12 5 2 1 0 48.9 42.9 6.1
05:00:00 275 0 0 1 0 0 11 107 105 37 11 2 1 0 46.4 41.4 5
06:00:00 938 0 0 2 30 99 305 339 134 22 6 1 0 0 40.8 35.4 5.5
07:00:00 1156 15 32 74 82 211 399 237 79 21 4 2 0 0 38.6 31.1 8
08:00:00 1111 44 36 53 62 121 271 367 136 16 4 0 0 0 39.9 32.1 9.4
09:00:00 1195 3 7 11 21 39 272 619 204 15 3 0 0 0 41.1 36.4 5.3
10:00:00 1141 17 4 6 9 32 250 632 178 11 2 0 0 0 40.6 36.2 5.8
11:00:00 1094 0 1 0 1 33 239 617 191 11 2 0 0 0 41 37.1 3.8
12:00:00 1077 1 2 3 13 38 226 585 193 15 1 0 0 0 41.3 36.9 4.5
13:00:00 1026 1 2 3 3 16 195 567 225 14 1 0 0 0 41.9 37.5 4.1
14:00:00 933 5 3 4 14 24 158 497 207 19 2 0 0 0 42.1 37.2 5.3
15:00:00 930 0 0 0 2 23 148 508 221 24 3 1 0 0 42.5 37.9 4.1
16:00:00 939 0 1 2 7 21 142 495 239 28 4 0 0 0 42.7 38 4.5
17:00:00 866 0 0 0 0 9 100 455 263 34 4 1 0 0 43.3 38.8 4
18:00:00 773 0 0 0 1 7 88 407 228 33 6 2 0 0 43.4 38.9 4.1
19:00:00 608 0 0 0 0 4 110 344 129 17 3 0 0 0 42.3 38 3.9
20:00:00 354 0 0 0 0 2 42 182 101 19 6 1 1 0 43.7 39.2 4.5
21:00:00 250 0 0 0 0 1 24 126 77 17 4 1 0 1 44 39.5 4.6
22:00:00 179 0 0 0 0 2 21 76 57 15 5 2 0 0 44.6 40 5.4
23:00:00 99 0 0 0 0 0 9 44 30 10 4 1 1 0 45.6 40.6 5.5

07-19 12242 86 87 156 214 575 2488 5985 2363 241 35 8 2 1 41.7 36.3 6.1
06-22 14391 86 88 157 245 682 2969 6975 2804 316 54 11 4 2 41.8 36.5 6
06-24 14669 86 88 158 245 684 2998 7095 2892 340 63 14 5 3 41.9 36.5 6
00-24 15145 86 88 158 245 685 3020 7266 3067 410 88 22 7 4 42.2 36.7 6

am Peak 09:00:00 08:00:00 08:00:00 07:00:00 07:00:00 07:00:00 07:00:00 10:00:00 09:00:00 05:00:00 05:00:00 05:00:00 04:00:00 07:00:00 01:00:00 04:00:00
Peak 
Volume 1195 44 36 74 82 211 399 632 204 37 11 2 1 0 50.1 42.9 2710.6
pm Peak 12:00:00 14:00:00 14:00:00 14:00:00 14:00:00 12:00:00 12:00:00 12:00:00 17:00:00 17:00:00 20:00:00 22:00:00 20:00:00 21:00:00 23:00:00 23:00:00

50.0-
55.0mph

55.0-
60.0mph

60.0-
65.0mph

>65.0mph

Mean 
Speed

Std Dev

NB
Average 

Flow
<10.0mph

10.0-
15.0mph

15.0-
20.0mph

20.0-
25.0mph

25.0-
30.0mph

30.0-
35.0mph

35.0-
40.0mph

Mean 
Speed

Std Dev
40.0-

45.0mph
45.0-

50.0mph

25.0-
30.0mph

30.0-
35.0mph

35.0-
40.0mph

40.0-
45.0mph

45.0-
50.0mph

50.0-
55.0mph

Average 
Flow

<10.0mph
10.0-

15.0mph
15.0-

20.0mph
20.0-

25.0mph
55.0-

60.0mph
60.0-

65.0mph
>65.0mph

All directions

B3385 NEWGATE LANE EAST
000000008321
457166103704

NEWGATE LANE EAST

Setup14340 (13SPD)
Each Lane
Average

1 hour

All days

mph

None
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Peak 
Volume 1077 5 3 4 14 38 226 585 263 34 6 2 1 1 45.6 40.6 2452.6

85th

%ile
00:00:00
01:00:00
02:00:00
03:00:00
04:00:00
05:00:00
06:00:00
07:00:00
08:00:00
09:00:00
10:00:00
11:00:00
12:00:00
13:00:00
14:00:00
15:00:00
16:00:00
17:00:00
18:00:00
19:00:00
20:00:00
21:00:00
22:00:00
23:00:00

07-19
06-22
06-24
00-24

am Peak
Peak 
Volume
pm Peak
Peak 
Volume

Event key:    QC failure      Atypical (QC)      Events      Special      Holiday      Offline   
   

   

None

Notes on data:
Averages are calculated as the simple average of values across the period.

Holidays & Events:

55.0-
60.0mph

60.0-
65.0mph

Weekends and defined holidays   

25.0-
30.0mph

30.0-
35.0mph

35.0-
40.0mph

40.0-
45.0mph

45.0-
50.0mph

>65.0mph
50.0-

55.0mph

NOT ASSIGNED
Average 

Flow
<10.0mph

10.0-
15.0mph

15.0-
20.0mph

20.0-
25.0mph

Mean 
Speed

Std Dev
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Speed Bins Report HANTS_RTD 000057030003 2020-02-24 to 2020-03-01
Site Name
Site ID
Grid
Description

Setup
Lanes
Show daily
Time Period
Class
Speed units
Exclude data:

85th

%ile
00:00:00 147 0 0 1 62 69 12 2 1 0 48.5 42.4 6.6
01:00:00 68 0 0 1 27 33 6 1 0 0 48.5 42.2 7.2
02:00:00 50 0 0 1 18 23 6 1 1 0 49.7 43.2 7.4
03:00:00 50 0 0 1 21 22 5 1 0 0 48.5 41.9 7.6
04:00:00 94 0 0 1 42 43 7 0 0 0 47.9 41.7 5.7
05:00:00 393 0 0 1 209 162 18 2 1 0 46 40.7 5.5
06:00:00 1208 17 80 347 563 188 11 1 0 0 40.4 32.5 8.7
07:00:00 1769 70 190 711 555 234 7 1 0 1 39.8 29.8 9.6
08:00:00 1960 66 82 388 1113 301 9 0 0 1 40.4 33.2 8.4
09:00:00 1980 37 77 243 1351 267 5 0 0 0 39.8 34.1 7.3
10:00:00 2026 0 4 137 1596 284 5 0 0 0 39.8 36 4.2
11:00:00 2200 1 7 108 1812 267 5 0 0 0 39.8 36 4.1
12:00:00 2311 9 22 115 1869 291 4 1 0 0 39.8 35.9 4.7
13:00:00 2293 1 3 104 1869 310 6 0 0 0 39.8 36.4 3.9
14:00:00 2307 0 1 105 1877 317 7 0 0 0 39.8 36.3 3.9
15:00:00 2403 2 4 153 1914 324 6 0 0 0 39.8 36 4.2
16:00:00 2476 0 7 167 2046 250 5 0 0 0 39.2 35.6 4
17:00:00 2244 4 20 220 1761 232 7 0 0 0 39.2 35 4.8
18:00:00 1795 0 0 94 1438 254 7 1 0 0 39.8 36.2 4.1
19:00:00 1241 0 0 29 890 309 11 1 0 0 41.6 38 4.3
20:00:00 842 0 0 10 509 306 16 1 0 0 43.5 39.4 4.5
21:00:00 599 0 0 6 335 239 15 3 1 0 44.1 40.1 5.1
22:00:00 472 0 0 6 257 192 15 2 0 0 44.1 40.1 4.9
23:00:00 252 0 0 1 118 116 15 2 0 0 46.6 41.4 5.8

07-19 25763 190 417 2545 19201 3331 73 4 0 2 39.8 35.2 5.7
06-22 29653 208 498 2937 21498 4374 127 10 1 2 40.4 35.4 5.9
06-24 30377 208 498 2944 21873 4681 157 14 2 2 40.4 35.5 5.9
00-24 31178 208 498 2949 22251 5034 210 22 4 2 40.4 35.7 6

am Peak 11:00:00 07:00:00 07:00:00 07:00:00 11:00:00 08:00:00 05:00:00 00:00:00 00:00:00 08:00:00 02:00:00 02:00:00
Peak Volume 2200 70 190 711 1812 301 18 2 1 1 49.7 43.2 7.4
pm Peak 16:00:00 12:00:00 12:00:00 17:00:00 16:00:00 15:00:00 20:00:00 21:00:00 21:00:00 23:00:00 23:00:00
Peak Volume 2476 9 22 220 2046 324 16 3 1 46.6 41.4 5.8

85th

%ile
00:00:00 98 0 0 0 37 49 9 2 0 0 48.5 42.8 6.3
01:00:00 42 0 0 0 13 23 4 1 0 0 49.7 43.4 6.8
02:00:00 29 0 0 0 8 16 4 1 0 0 51 44.7 7.3
03:00:00 23 0 0 0 7 11 3 0 0 0 49.7 42.5 8.8
04:00:00 24 0 0 0 7 16 2 0 0 0 48.5 43.3 5.2
05:00:00 78 0 0 0 27 44 6 1 0 0 47.9 42.7 5.6
06:00:00 198 0 0 0 91 100 6 0 0 0 45.4 41 4.4
07:00:00 605 0 0 7 390 202 5 0 0 0 42.9 39.1 3.9
08:00:00 782 0 1 19 533 226 4 0 0 0 41.6 38.2 4.2
09:00:00 803 1 2 18 588 191 3 0 0 0 41.6 37.8 4.1
10:00:00 903 0 4 30 661 204 4 0 0 0 41 37.6 4.2
11:00:00 1084 0 0 17 875 189 3 0 0 0 40.4 37.2 3.6
12:00:00 1194 0 1 32 969 189 2 1 0 0 40.4 36.9 3.7
13:00:00 1222 0 2 27 988 203 2 0 0 0 40.4 37.1 3.7
14:00:00 1345 0 0 62 1091 189 3 0 0 0 39.8 36.4 3.8
15:00:00 1443 2 3 102 1146 188 2 0 0 0 39.8 35.9 4.3
16:00:00 1558 0 5 130 1309 112 1 0 0 0 38.5 35 3.8
17:00:00 1456 4 19 199 1135 96 2 0 0 0 38.5 33.9 4.9
18:00:00 1106 0 0 68 889 146 3 0 0 0 39.8 36 4
19:00:00 726 0 0 12 496 212 5 0 0 0 42.3 38.5 4.1
20:00:00 539 0 0 5 307 219 8 0 0 0 43.5 39.7 4.1
21:00:00 369 0 0 3 193 165 7 1 0 0 44.1 40.4 4.5
22:00:00 320 0 0 4 163 142 9 2 0 0 44.1 40.4 4.8
23:00:00 164 0 0 0 72 82 9 1 0 0 46.6 41.7 5.1

07-19 13501 8 37 711 10574 2134 34 2 0 0 40.4 36.4 4.3
06-22 15333 8 37 731 11661 2831 59 4 1 0 41 36.8 4.4
06-24 15817 8 37 736 11896 3055 77 6 1 0 41 36.9 4.4
00-24 16110 8 38 737 11996 3213 105 10 2 0 41 37 4.6

am Peak 11:00:00 09:00:00 10:00:00 10:00:00 11:00:00 08:00:00 00:00:00 00:00:00 02:00:00 10:00:00 02:00:00 02:00:00
Peak Volume 1084 1 4 30 875 226 9 2 0 0 51 44.7 7.3
pm Peak 16:00:00 17:00:00 17:00:00 17:00:00 16:00:00 20:00:00 23:00:00 22:00:00 17:00:00 23:00:00 23:00:00

57030003
000057030003
457333103180
Newgate Lane Eastern Section

57030003_Pvr
Each Lane
Average
1 hour
Any
mph
None

All directions

Average Flow <10.0mph 10.0-20.0mph 20.0-30.0mph 30.0-40.0mph 40.0-50.0mph 50.0-60.0mph 60.0-70.0mph >70.0mph Invalid Reading Mean Speed Std Dev

Southbound

Average Flow <10.0mph 10.0-20.0mph 20.0-30.0mph 30.0-40.0mph 40.0-50.0mph 50.0-60.0mph 60.0-70.0mph >70.0mph Invalid Reading Mean Speed Std Dev
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Peak Volume 1558 4 19 199 1309 219 9 2 0 46.6 41.7 5.1

85th

%ile
00:00:00 50 0 0 1 24 20 3 1 0 0 47.9 41.7 7
01:00:00 26 0 0 0 13 10 2 0 0 0 47.9 40.3 7.5
02:00:00 21 0 0 0 11 8 2 0 0 0 47.9 41.2 7
03:00:00 28 0 0 0 13 11 2 0 0 0 47.9 41.4 6.4
04:00:00 69 0 0 1 36 28 5 0 0 0 46.6 41.2 5.8
05:00:00 315 0 0 1 182 117 12 2 0 0 45.4 40.2 5.4
06:00:00 1010 17 80 347 472 88 6 1 0 0 38.5 30.8 8.3
07:00:00 1164 70 190 704 165 32 2 0 0 1 30.5 24.9 7.9
08:00:00 1178 66 81 369 581 75 5 0 0 1 37.9 29.9 8.9
09:00:00 1177 36 75 225 763 76 2 0 0 0 37.9 31.7 7.9
10:00:00 1123 0 0 106 935 79 1 0 0 0 38.5 34.8 3.8
11:00:00 1116 1 7 91 937 78 2 0 0 0 38.5 34.8 4.1
12:00:00 1117 9 21 83 900 102 2 0 0 0 39.2 34.8 5.4
13:00:00 1071 0 2 77 881 108 3 0 0 0 39.2 35.6 4
14:00:00 962 0 1 43 786 129 4 0 0 0 39.8 36.2 4
15:00:00 960 0 1 51 768 136 4 0 0 0 39.8 36.2 4.1
16:00:00 918 0 1 37 737 138 4 0 0 0 40.4 36.6 4.1
17:00:00 789 0 1 21 626 136 5 0 0 0 41 37 4
18:00:00 688 0 0 26 549 108 5 0 0 0 40.4 36.6 4.2
19:00:00 514 0 0 17 394 97 6 1 0 0 41 37.2 4.5
20:00:00 304 0 0 5 202 87 9 1 0 0 43.5 38.8 5
21:00:00 230 0 0 3 142 74 8 2 1 0 44.1 39.6 5.8
22:00:00 152 0 0 2 94 50 6 1 0 0 44.1 39.5 5.2
23:00:00 88 0 0 1 46 34 6 1 0 0 46.6 41 6.9

07-19 12262 183 380 1833 8627 1197 39 2 0 2 39.1 33.8 6.7
06-22 14320 200 460 2205 9837 1542 67 6 1 2 39.1 33.9 6.9
06-24 14560 200 460 2208 9977 1626 79 8 1 2 39.1 34 6.9
00-24 15069 200 461 2212 10256 1820 105 12 2 2 39.8 34.2 7

am Peak 08:00:00 07:00:00 07:00:00 07:00:00 11:00:00 05:00:00 05:00:00 05:00:00 00:00:00 08:00:00 02:00:00 00:00:00
Peak Volume 1178 70 190 704 937 117 12 2 0 1 47.9 41.7 6.9
pm Peak 12:00:00 12:00:00 12:00:00 12:00:00 12:00:00 16:00:00 20:00:00 21:00:00 21:00:00 23:00:00 23:00:00
Peak Volume 1117 9 21 83 900 138 9 2 1 46.6 41 6.9

Event key:    QC failure      Atypical (QC)      Events      Special      Holiday      Offline   
   

   

None

Mean Speed Std Dev

Weekends and defined holidays   

Nortbound

Average Flow <10.0mph 10.0-20.0mph 20.0-30.0mph

Notes on data:
Averages are calculated as the simple average of values across the period.

Holidays & Events:

60.0-70.0mph >70.0mph Invalid Reading30.0-40.0mph 40.0-50.0mph 50.0-60.0mph
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Chris Kennett 

August 2015 

Merging Traffic at Signalled Junctions 
 

Introduction 
Back in 2012, at the JCT Symposium, I presented a paper ‘Modelling Merges at Signalled Junctions’. In that paper I 

showed that lanes merging after a junction affects driver lane choice approaching the junction. Using data from three 

different sites, I showed that the share of traffic between merging lanes was biased towards the nearside lane, was 

predictable and results were statistically significant. This in turn, made it possible to model the effect using Linsig, 

although some changes were needed; in particular, a modified version of the Linsig give-way model was used. 

This approach provided a breakthrough in predicting and modelling traffic flows where lanes merge after a junction, 

however the paper did not explore the details of the sites, or try to understand the driver behaviour. 

Scope 
This paper looks into the detail behind the original statistical observations and predictions; we try to explain how and 

why drivers are reacting to merging lanes. We will also examine the differences between the data from the sites, using 

a subjective analysis to explore differences and similarities, to build on confidence in the original paper. Finally, more 

data, from a wider range of sites is presented in addition to the original results. 

Methodologies 
To discover and explore potential differences between data from sites, and to examine the reliability of the original 

data, a wide range of data collection methods have been used. Video surveys and on site observations have provided 

key qualitative information, while MOVA flows have been collected to provide raw data. From MOVA flow logs, both 

the cumulative lane flows and the X detector flows have been collected. Although this does not provide a firm base 

for statistical analysis between sites, it does allow us to confirm the same trends can be seen, regardless of the method 

of data collection. This is helpful in establishing that a single methodology does not overly influence the result. 

In total, data was collected from seven new sites not originally included in the original paper. Amongst these seven 

sites, there were 12 approaches that merged. All were examined and appeared to follow similar trends, consistent 

with the original findings. Eight of the approaches were discounted from the study though, as the count data could 

not be verified to relate to a specific merge on an exit, as opposed to other exit lanes. 

Key Questions 
Several key questions arose as a result of the original paper. These predominantly relate to driver behaviour in differing 

circumstances, and therefore the general application and relevance of the results. Broken down into simple questions, 

they are: 

1. Why do drivers appear to prefer the nearside lane, when lanes merge after a junction? 

2. Although all sites show a statistically consistent trend, there are small differences between datasets collected 

by different methodologies. What explains these differences? 

3. How do different geometries and interventions affect driver behaviour? 
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Why do driver prefer the nearside lane? 
The original paper hypothesised that some drivers will be willing to take higher risks and use the offside lane. As the 

perceived benefit of the offside lane increases (I.e. delay increases in the nearside lane), proportionally more people 

will accept the higher risks and use the offside lane. 

 

Figure 1. A5/A47 Longshoot Junction, Nuneaton 

This does seem to support and be borne out by the results established, however there is little evidence to demonstrate 

that drivers do perceive an increased risk in the offside lane. Standard methods for testing this hypothesis would 

include interviewing drivers, however that is beyond the resources available for this research. Instead, clues as to the 

perceived risk can be inferred from watching driver behaviour. 

Using a video survey of a site in Plymouth, driver behaviour could be examined in detail. Observing the video over 

several time periods and several days, the site was first of all confirmed to follow the originally established trend. A 

difficulty in measurement became apparent though. 

The video showed the approach to the signals and the exit, looking forward in the direction of travel. All drivers using 

the offside lane to go ahead clearly must merge, however it is clear that drivers change lanes from Lane 2 to Lane 1 at 

many different points. Focusing on drivers in Lane 2, during quiet periods, many drivers tend to merge to Lane 1 earlier, 

often before the stop line. In some cases, vehicles are even moving between lanes as they come into the frame, some 

50 metres before the stop line. 

At busier times though, drivers tend to stay in Lane 2 longer, crossing the stop 

line and either merging in the junction, or using the merge on the exit to re-

join Lane 1. In mid and high flow situations, several drivers can even be seen 

moving out of Lane 1 late, or starting to change lanes before moving back. This 

late-weaving behaviour can be seen to be attributable to perceived delay – 

drivers in a free flowing Lane 1 rarely move across late. Likewise, drivers in Lane 

2 rarely join Lane 1 early if Lane 1 is not free-flowing.  
Figure 2. A46/A607, Hobby Horse 

Roundabout, Leicester 
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Figure 3. A1101 / Weasenham Lane, Wisbech 

It is quite clear therefore that delay is one of the factors affecting driver choice, as Lane choice can be seen to be 

influenced by perception of delay in both lanes. Inferring perception of risk is more difficult. Despite this however, 

there is clearly a bias towards Lane 1 – drivers sometimes weave from Lane 1 towards 2 and back to Lane 1, but the 

opposite is never true. Drivers using Lane 2 also appear to tend to drive slightly faster and during low traffic conditions, 

the later they merge, the faster they tend to drive. This does not prove that risk perception is a second primary factor, 

but it does support the idea. 

 

Figure 4. A46/A607, Hobby Horse Roundabout, Leicester. 

What explains the differences in the data? 
The unexpected behaviour observed above, quickly became apparent as a likely cause of differences between 

recording methodologies. 

When modelling traffic using a program such as Linsig, we do not tend to consider the location of vehicles in a lane; 

they are either in one lane, or another. Sometimes an allowance may be made to allow flows to be automatically 

balanced by allowing traffic to ‘move’ between lanes in between junctions, however the exact location of this is never 

considered in detail. 

What appears to be happening in practice though, is that the measured lane flow changes depending on three factors: 

overall flow, the longitudinal position on the carriageway at which flow is being measured, and the geometry of the 

road itself. 

Leaving the geometry for the last ‘question’, the flow and point of measurement together pose a significant problem 

for standardised data collection. If drivers do tend to change lanes (both to Lane 2 and back to Lane 1) later as flow 

increases, the measured flow in each lane will vary depending on where the measurement is taken. Measurements 
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taken 40 - 50 metres away from the stop line (MOVA X loops for example) may under-represent the number of vehicles 

actually crossing the stop line in Lane 2 in busy periods.  

Measuring at the stop line though, (such as in a typical manual survey) may be likely to miss the drivers who merge 

into Lane 1 in advance of the stop line, particularly during mid – low flow periods. This may also depend on the exact 

methods and consistency of each individual person conducting a manual survey – some may choose to count vehicles 

merging shortly before the stop line, whereas others may not. Both count positions are therefore likely to give slightly 

varying trends. 

The alternative to a manual survey of course is an automatic vehicle count. Automated surveys, collecting data 

constantly will collect a much larger sample of low-flow data. They may be affected by loop-clipping though, as vehicles 

straddling or changing lanes may be counted in both. Manual counts may be more accurate (subject to caveats above) 

but due to cost, tend to under-sample low flow conditions. This may exacerbate discrepancies and errors in the trend 

during low flow conditions. 

As a result, there is no clear “best method” for taking a representative measurement of lane flow. Generally speaking 

though, there is no clear benefit (or loss) to capacity from a vehicle changing lanes shortly before the stop line, 

compared to after it. An automated lane flow measurement between 12m and 50m from the stop line over a 24 hour 

period is likely to give the most reliable measurement. 

On balance, it may be necessary to tacitly accept these differences between methodologies. By compiling data from 

these different sources, the trend will be an aggregate of both and results of modelling based upon it should be suitable 

for all circumstances, within reasonable error bands. 

How does the geometry effect the result? 
At first glance, the results obtained from a wide range of sites, with substantial differences in geometry, follow a 

remarkably consistent trend. The following geometric traits are all included within the cumulative data samples: 

 T-Junction, cross-roads and gyratory layouts 

 Rural minor, inter-urban strategic and urban road networks 

 Geographic spread of sites including Plymouth, Cambridgeshire, Norfolk, Peterborough, Nottingham, 

Leicestershire and Derbyshire. 

 Lane 2 approach lane lengths from infinite (i.e. dual carriageway) to 60m flared lane 

 Merge lengths between 60m and 100m beyond junction 

 Various signage and road markings to indicate drivers should merge. 

 Various radii (ahead and right turns) through junction. 

There is insufficient sample data available to specifically analyse the wide range of differing geometric traits. Since all 

the sites fit with the general trend, it is fair to assume that no one of these traits makes a significance difference to 

the lane flows. What does seem more likely from the observations made, is that they do play an important part in 

establishing the point at which drivers are likely to merge. 

A short flared approach lane will only allow a late movement to Lane 2, whereas a short merge on the exit is likely to 

encourage drivers to merge earlier. This may have an effect on the measurable traffic flow, depending on how the 

data is collected.  
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From this it could be expected that a site with short flare and short merge would not fit the general trend of lane use. 

The short distance available would minimise the benefit in delay but increase the risk. If all this holds true, then fewer 

drivers should use Lane 2 in almost all circumstances. Unfortunately no data from sites of this design was available. 

Other traits that may have an effect could include signage of various types. From the observations made, primarily of 

a site in Norfolk, signage appears to be potentially effective in encouraging drivers to merge slightly later. 

 

Figure 5. Dereham Road / Longwater Road, Norwich. 

Theoretical Capacity of Merges 
Drivers merging later is not the same as an increase in capacity. As was mentioned in the introduction of my original 

paper, any exit lane after the merge has a finite capacity – which can be calculated by well established methods. The 

maximum capacity achieved by the two merging lanes logically cannot be higher than the capacity of the exit lane. 

Of course the traffic flow at the point of merge is not constant, as the traffic signals disrupt the flow between Stages. 

Even if both merging lanes are saturated at the point of the merge, lost time in the junction may provide sufficient 

time for the traffic to merge and dissipate, without the resulting queue from the slowing/merging traffic impacting 

upon the junction. In this sense, with traffic at or near capacity, and a relatively high amount of lost time, a merge may 

be effective in creating an increase in capacity from a dual carriageway or flared approach. 

Where the flow exceeds the capacity of the exit lane, the result is each vehicle slowing down, with (normally) the 

nearside lane allowing the offside to merge by leaving larger gaps between vehicles. This initially sacrifices nearside 

lane capacity due to the increase in headway between vehicles. From this point of view, regardless of where traffic 

merges, once the exit lanes become saturated, there is no longer a capacity benefit from the merge - flare. Encouraging 

late merging may initially help to keep a queue clear of the junction, but it gains little or no capacity advantage in these 

conditions. 
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Figure 6. Dereham Road / Longwater Road, Norwich.  Traffic merging shortly after start of green. 

In the above photo, traffic can be seen merging shortly after the start of green. At this point, there is a much higher 

number of drivers in the offside lane than the nearside, and drivers in the nearside can be seen to be leaving large 

gaps. From this viewpoint, for a short while after the start of the stage, the flow in the offside lane exceeds the 

nearside.  

As we have already established though, regardless of the point at which traffic actually merges, the proportion of 

vehicles in each lane remains the same. Looking at the same lanes of traffic, but as the lanes approach the signals, a 

different flow composition can be seen. 

 

Figure 7. Dereham Road / Longwater Road, Norwich. Queue shortly after start of green. 

From this viewpoint, it is clear that the demand for the offside lane is much lower than the view at the merge would 

suggest.  

Accuracy and Variations in Trend 
Using the ideas and theories above, we can go back and look again at the data we collected from various sites. As 

previously discussed above, there are differences in the trend lines between different sites. Looking at the data 

presented in graphs, on some, the trend line does not fit as well. There is no polynomial trend line that fits consistently 

across all sites. Instead, the data points appear to be linear (with a higher coefficient) up to a point, after which 

variation increases and coefficient decreases. 
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In this example, from The Long Shoot Junction 

near Nuneaton, nearside lane flow can clearly 

be seen to drop compared to total flow after 

about 700 vehicles (in a one hour period). 

During periods of lower flow though, the trend 

appears very consistent and slightly higher. One 

immediate reaction would be to assume that 

the trend line is a cubic curve, arcing as flow 

increases. This does not fit though, and no cubic 

trend line can be found that describes the flow 

better than the linear expression. 

Instead, if we hypothesise that the maximum 

saturation flow of the exit merge may be reached between 600 and 700 vehicles, the pattern becomes easier to 

understand. As the exit becomes saturated, traffic in the nearside lane slows down, to allow the offside lane to merge. 

The effect of this slowing is to create a longer, 

slower queue in the nearside lane. At this point 

though, the offside lane may still be relatively 

free-flowing, as was seen in the Norfolk videos. 

The important point to note is that the data above 

only shows vehicles that were able to pass over 

the relevant detector – it does not represent the 

demand in each lane, once a queue has formed. 

If we exclude the data relating to flows at or near 

our assumed exit saturation, the trend line 

becomes a very close fit. 

Correcting the data as I did in the original paper, 

we can once again aggregate the data to compare, 

and to look at the overall fit of our trend as a 

general predictor of traffic distribution between lanes. This does not exclude any high-flow data points, however the 

significance of the highest flow data points reduces, as there are comparatively fewer of them.  
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Figure 8. A5/A47 Longshoot Junction, All Data 

Figure 9. A5/A47 Longshoot Junction, Excluding saturated flows 
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Figure 10. Corrected and Standardised Data, All Sites 

Previously, we have simply examined the data to check for a trend and to measure the fit of the trend line to the data 

points. With this amount of data, we can look in more detail to establish the level of precision, and therefore how 

good the trend may be for prediction through modelling. Using basic statistical analysis techniques, the trend line (the 

“linear regression”), can be examined. 

Input 

The data series above contains aggregated data from 8 different merging approaches, sampled from 6 sites across 

Cambridgeshire, Peterborough, Norfolk, Nottinghamshire and Plymouth. There is variation in the number of samples 

from each site. There are a total of 1696 measurements. 

Data Analysis 

The measured coefficient is 0.7370 with an intercept of -0.6658, which is close to the original findings. The flow can 

obviously never be below 0 in practice, although there could be a number of different reasons that explain this small 

difference. The R Square value of the linear regression (how well the trend matches the data) is 0.9939. The standard 

deviation of the error of the regression is 8.4935 and the “t Statistic” value is 528.1711. The “P-value”, is 0.0000. This 

indicates that the linear regression (the trend) is a very strong fit, with a very high probability of predicting the traffic 

distribution in the nearside lane. The actual confidence boundaries of the regression are: Lower 99.0%, 0.7343; Upper 

99.0%, 0.7398; Lower 95.0%, 0.7343; Upper 95.0%, 0.7398. For the Intercept, the t-Stat value of -2.63 and P-value of 

0.00859 indicate that there is less certainty in the result, although it is likely to be close (possibly 0, as hypothesised). 

If we set the Y-intercept at 0, there is a slight variation in the coefficient to 0.735, with no appreciable decrease in any 

of the above indicators of consistency for the regression. 

Limitations 
Although the fundamental premise is supported with a significant amount of data (old and new), this paper has 

deliberately concentrated on discussing and analysing the theory as to why this may be true. Although this feature is 

reasonably widespread, there is simply insufficient data for the wide range of geometric variables to prove the impact 
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of each feature, and therefore explain the slight differences between sites. That does not cast any doubt on the 

underlying findings though, which have remained strongly consistent, regardless of the variables. 

The original paper did note that even with the merge modelled, the results did not follow the measured flows 

accurately. This now appears likely to be the result of the point of merge not being accurately reflected. It is possible 

that this can be improved on, but more work will be needed with Linsig to incorporate a model and refine it. 

Although the ultimate capacity of the exit is constrained by the saturation flow of the lane after the merge, the junction 

still benefits from an increase in capacity from the dual lane approach or flared lanes. The capacity can only be 

modelled with reasonable accuracy if the proportional division of flow between the two lanes is accurately reflected. 

We must remember in interpreting the result, that there are many other factors influencing the results of a traffic 

count at any given time. Short sample periods will always tend to have a greater divergence from any model of the 

same period, however long sample periods may become less relevant. This is true of all modelling. All other features 

such as bus stops, lane alignment and the upstream road network should be taken fully into account, as well as 

considering any merge. 

Conclusion 
The new data collected reinforces the findings of the earlier paper; that traffic flow in lanes approaching a merge is 

predictable and can be modelled. Furthermore, there is a consistent bias towards the nearside lane. 

This gives us confidence that traffic flow in the nearside lane can be reasonably predicted by the expression: 

Fn = 0.735*FT  

 Where Fn is the nearside lane flow and FT is the total flow. 

The new observations and analysis go some way to explaining why this happens and how it works in practice. Although 

the bias in the proportions of traffic flows between lanes is consistent, the point at which drivers choose to use a lane, 

or merge back is widely variable, depending on conditions and geometry. Indeed many of the features previously 

considered to ‘increase capacity’ actually just change the point of merge, with little or no difference to actual capacity. 

Some sites do still seem to show trends of slightly different proportional flows in the nearside lane. These tend to be 

sites from which a smaller sample size was gathered and have a higher variance, indicating these results are less sound. 
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Degree of 
Saturation

Queue Length
Average Delay 

per PCU
Degree of 
Saturation

Queue Length
Average Delay 

per PCU

Newgate Lane 
East NB

85.3 10.6 8.7
Newgate Lane 

East NB
85.3 10.6 8.7

Newgate Lane 37.1 1.8 64.8 Newgate Lane 35.6 1.8 64.3
Newgate Lane 

East SB
56.7 5.1 6.3

Newgate Lane 
East SB

55 5.1 6.2

Newgate Lane 
East NB

85.3 13.3 8.8
Newgate Lane 

East NB
85.3 13.3 8.8

Newgate Lane 37.1 1.8 64.8 Newgate Lane 35.6 1.8 64.3
Newgate Lane 

East SB
56.7 5.1 6.3

Newgate Lane 
East SB

55 5.1 6.2

Newgate Lane 
East NB

88.2 18 10.9
Newgate Lane 

East NB
88.2 18 10.9

Newgate Lane 37.1 1.8 64.8 Newgate Lane 35.6 1.8 64.3
Newgate Lane 

East SB
56.7 5.1 6.3

Newgate Lane 
East SB

55 5.1 6.2

Newgate Lane 
East NB

92.8 32.2 16.9
Newgate Lane 

East NB
92.8 32.2 16.9

Newgate Lane 37.1 1.8 64.8 Newgate Lane 35.6 1.8 64.3
Newgate Lane 

East SB
56.7 5.1 6.3

Newgate Lane 
East SB

55 5.1 6.2

Newgate Lane 
East NB

96.8 53.9 29.9
Newgate Lane 

East NB
96.8 53.9 29.9

Newgate Lane 37.1 1.8 64.8 Newgate Lane 35.6 1.8 64.3
Newgate Lane 

East SB
56.7 5.7 6.8

Newgate Lane 
East SB

55 5.7 6.8
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80:20
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AM 75 Private Dwellings + Travel Plan Discounts
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Degree of 
Saturation

Queue Length
Average Delay 

per PCU
Degree of 
Saturation

Queue Length
Average Delay 

per PCU

Newgate Lane 
East NB

49.5 4 3.8
Newgate Lane 

East NB
49.4 4 3.8

Newgate Lane 34.9 1.7 64.6 Newgate Lane 34.1 1.6 64.5
Newgate Lane 

East SB
56.8 9.3 4.6

Newgate Lane 
East SB

56.7 9.3 4.6

Newgate Lane 
East NB

49.5 4.5 3.8
Newgate Lane 

East NB
49.4 4.5 3.8

Newgate Lane 34.9 1.7 64.6 Newgate Lane 34.1 1.6 64.5
Newgate Lane 

East SB
56.8 9.3 4.6

Newgate Lane 
East SB

56.7 9.3 4.6

Newgate Lane 
East NB

50.6 5.6 4
Newgate Lane 

East NB
50.5 5.6 4

Newgate Lane 34.9 1.7 64.6 Newgate Lane 34.1 1.6 64.5
Newgate Lane 

East SB
56.8 9.3 4.7

Newgate Lane 
East SB

56.7 9.3 4.6

Newgate Lane 
East NB

53.3 6.8 4.4
Newgate Lane 

East NB
53.2 6.8 4.4

Newgate Lane 34.9 1.7 64.6 Newgate Lane 34.1 1.6 64.5
Newgate Lane 

East SB
56.8 9.3 4.7

Newgate Lane 
East SB

56.7 9.3 4.7

Newgate Lane 
East NB

55.6 8.3 4.8
Newgate Lane 

East NB
55.5 8.3 4.8

Newgate Lane 34.9 1.7 64.6 Newgate Lane 34.1 1.6 64.5
Newgate Lane 

East SB
57.9 10.5 5.4

Newgate Lane 
East SB

57.8 10.5 5.4
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Degree of 
Saturation

Queue Length
Average Delay 

per PCU
Degree of 
Saturation

Queue Length
Average Delay 

per PCU

Newgate Lane 
East NB

85.4 10.7 8.8
Newgate Lane 

East NB
85.3 10.7 8.8

Newgate Lane 47 2.4 67.8 Newgate Lane 44.7 2.3 67.1
Newgate Lane 

East SB
65 5.1 6.7

Newgate Lane 
East SB

61.7 5.1 6.5

Newgate Lane 
East NB

85.4 13.3 8.9
Newgate Lane 

East NB
85.3 13.3 8.9

Newgate Lane 47 2.4 67.8 Newgate Lane 44.7 2.3 67.1
Newgate Lane 

East SB
65 5.1 6.7

Newgate Lane 
East SB

61.7 5.1 6.5

Newgate Lane 
East NB

88.2 18 11
Newgate Lane 

East NB
88.2 18 10.9

Newgate Lane 47 2.4 67.8 Newgate Lane 44.7 2.3 67.1
Newgate Lane 

East SB
65 5.1 6.7

Newgate Lane 
East SB

61.7 5.1 6.5

Newgate Lane 
East NB

92.9 32.2 17
Newgate Lane 

East NB
92.9 32.2 16.9

Newgate Lane 47 2.4 67.8 Newgate Lane 44.7 2.3 67.1
Newgate Lane 

East SB
65 5.1 6.7

Newgate Lane 
East SB

61.7 5.1 6.5

Newgate Lane 
East NB

96.9 54.1 30.3
Newgate Lane 

East NB
96.9 54 30.1

Newgate Lane 47 2.4 67.8 Newgate Lane 44.7 2.3 67.1
Newgate Lane 

East SB
65 5.7 7.3

Newgate Lane 
East SB

61.7 5.7 7.1

60:40

50:50

90:10

50:50

60:40

70:30

80:20

90:10

AM 115 Private Dwellings AM 115 Private Dwellings + Travel Plan Discounts

80:20

70:30
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Degree of 
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Queue Length
Average Delay 

per PCU
Degree of 
Saturation

Queue Length
Average Delay 

per PCU

Newgate Lane 
East NB

50 4.1 3.6
Newgate Lane 

East NB
49.8 4 3.8

Newgate Lane 39.5 1.9 1.6 Newgate Lane 38 1.9 65.3
Newgate Lane 

East SB
57.1 9.3 8.6

Newgate Lane 
East SB

57 9.3 4.7

Newgate Lane 
East NB

50 4.5 3.9
Newgate Lane 

East NB
49.8 4.5 3.9

Newgate Lane 39.5 1.9 65.8 Newgate Lane 38 1.9 65.3
Newgate Lane 

East SB
57.1 9.3 4.7

Newgate Lane 
East SB

57 9.3 4.7

Newgate Lane 
East NB

50.9 5.6 4
Newgate Lane 

East NB
50.8 5.6 4

Newgate Lane 39.5 1.9 65.8 Newgate Lane 38 1.9 65.3
Newgate Lane 

East SB
57.1 9.3 4.7

Newgate Lane 
East SB

57 9.3 4.7

Newgate Lane 
East NB

53.6 6.8 4.4
Newgate Lane 

East NB
53.5 6.8 4.4

Newgate Lane 39.5 1.9 65.8 Newgate Lane 38 1.9 65.3
Newgate Lane 

East SB
57.1 9.3 4.7

Newgate Lane 
East SB

57 9.3 4.7

Newgate Lane 
East NB

56 8.3 4.8
Newgate Lane 

East NB
55.9 8.3 4.8

Newgate Lane 39.5 1.9 65.8 Newgate Lane 38 1.9 65.3
Newgate Lane 

East SB
58.3 10.5 5.4

Newgate Lane 
East SB

58.2 10.5 5.4

PM 115 Private Dwellings PM 115 Private Dwellings + Travel Plan Discounts

90:10

80:20

70:30

60:40

50:50 50:50

60:40

70:30

80:20

90:10
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Degree of 
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per PCU
Degree of 
Saturation

Queue Length
Average Delay 

per PCU

Newgate Lane 
East NB

85.6 10.8 8.9
Newgate Lane 

East NB
85.5 10.7 8.8

Newgate Lane 63.7 3.6 75.7 Newgate Lane 59.1 3.2 73.1
Newgate Lane 

East SB
80 5.1 7.4

Newgate Lane 
East SB

76.7 5.1 7.3

Newgate Lane 
East NB
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Newgate Lane 

East NB
85.5 13.3 8.9

Newgate Lane 63.7 3.6 75.7 Newgate Lane 59.1 3.2 73.1
Newgate Lane 

East SB
80 5.1 7.4

Newgate Lane 
East SB

76.7 5.1 7.3

Newgate Lane 
East NB

88.4 18.1 11
Newgate Lane 

East NB
88.3 18.1 11

Newgate Lane 63.7 3.6 75.7 Newgate Lane 59.1 3.2 73.1
Newgate Lane 

East SB
80 5.1 7.4

Newgate Lane 
East SB

76.7 5.1 7.3

Newgate Lane 
East NB

93.1 32.4 17.2
Newgate Lane 

East NB
93 32.3 17.1

Newgate Lane 63.7 3.6 75.7 Newgate Lane 59.1 3.2 73.1
Newgate Lane 

East SB
80 5.1 7.4

Newgate Lane 
East SB

76.7 5.1 7.3

Newgate Lane 
East NB

97.1 55 31
Newgate Lane 

East NB
97 54.8 30.6
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East SB
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Degree of 
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Queue Length
Average Delay 

per PCU
Degree of 
Saturation

Queue Length
Average Delay 

per PCU

Newgate Lane 
East NB

85.4 10.7 8.8
Newgate Lane 

East NB
50.9 4.4 3.9

Newgate Lane 51.5 2.7 69.5 Newgate Lane 48.8 2.5 68.7
Newgate Lane 

East SB
71.7 5.1 7

Newgate Lane 
East SB

57.7 9.3 4.7

Newgate Lane 
East NB

85.5 13.3 8.9
Newgate Lane 

East NB
50.9 4.5 3.9

Newgate Lane 51.5 2.7 69.5 Newgate Lane 48.8 2.5 68.7
Newgate Lane 

East SB
71.7 5.1 7

Newgate Lane 
East SB

57.7 9.3 4.7

Newgate Lane 
East NB

88.3 18 11
Newgate Lane 

East NB
51.4 5.6 4

Newgate Lane 51.5 2.7 69.5 Newgate Lane 48.8 2.5 68.7
Newgate Lane 

East SB
71.7 5.1 7

Newgate Lane 
East SB

57.7 9.3 4.7

Newgate Lane 
East NB

93 32.3 17.1
Newgate Lane 

East NB
54.2 6.8 4.4

Newgate Lane 51.5 2.7 69.5 Newgate Lane 48.8 2.5 68.7
Newgate Lane 

East SB
71.7 5.1 7

Newgate Lane 
East SB

57.7 9.3 4.8

Newgate Lane 
East NB

97 54.2 14.2
Newgate Lane 

East NB
56.7 8.3 4.8

Newgate Lane 51.5 2.7 2.2 Newgate Lane 48.8 2.5 68.7
Newgate Lane 

East SB
71.7 5.7 1.5

Newgate Lane 
East SB

58.9 10.6 5.5

50:50

60:40

AM 190 Affordable Dwellings + Travel Plan Discounts

80:20

70:30

60:40

50:50

90:10

PM 190 Private Dwellings 
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80:20

90:10
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Degree of 
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Queue Length
Average Delay 

per PCU

Newgate Lane 
East NB

85.4 10.7 8.8
Newgate Lane 

East NB
50.9 4.4 3.9
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East SB
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Newgate Lane 
East SB

57.7 9.3 4.7
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East NB
50.9 4.5 3.9
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East SB
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East SB
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East NB
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East SB
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Newgate Lane 
East SB

57.7 9.3 4.7

Newgate Lane 
East NB

93 32.3 17.1
Newgate Lane 

East NB
54.2 6.8 4.4

Newgate Lane 51.5 2.7 69.5 Newgate Lane 48.8 2.5 68.7
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East SB
71.7 5.1 7

Newgate Lane 
East SB

57.7 9.3 4.8

Newgate Lane 
East NB

97 54.2 14.2
Newgate Lane 

East NB
56.7 8.3 4.8
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East SB
71.7 5.7 1.5

Newgate Lane 
East SB
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60:40
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Full Input Data And Results 
Full Input Data And Results 
 
User and Project Details 
Project:  
Title:  
Location:  

Additional detail:  

File name: Indicative Arrow 50 50.lsg3x 

Author:  

Company:  

Address:  
 
Network Layout Diagram 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Phase Diagram 

A

B

C

D

 
 
 
Phase Input Data 
Phase Name Phase Type Assoc. Phase Street Min Cont Min 

A Traffic  7 7 

B Traffic  7 7 

C Traffic  7 7 

D Ind. Arrow B 4 4 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Phase Intergreens Matrix 

  Starting Phase 

Terminating 
Phase 

 A B C D 

A - - 7 5 

B - - 5 - 

C 5 5 - 5 

D 5 - 5 - 

 
Phases in Stage 
Stage No. Phases in Stage 

1 A B  

2 B D  

3 C  

 
Stage Diagram 

A

B

C

D
1 Min >= 7

A

B

C

D
2 Min >= 4

A

B

C

D
3 Min >= 7

 
 
 
Phase Delays 
Term. Stage Start Stage Phase Type Value Cont value 

1 3 B Losing 2 2 

 
 
Prohibited Stage Change 

  To Stage 

From 
Stage 

 1 2 3 

1  5 7 

2 5  5 

3 5 X  
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Full Input Data And Results 
Give-Way Lane Input Data 
Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane Movement 

Max Flow 
when 

Giving Way 
(PCU/Hr) 

Min Flow 
when 

Giving Way 
(PCU/Hr) 

Opposing 
Lane 

Opp. Lane 
Coeff. 

Opp. 
Mvmnts. 

Right Turn 
Storage (PCU) 

Non-Blocking 
Storage 
(PCU) 

RTF Right Turn 
Move up (s) 

Max Turns 
in Intergreen 

(PCU) 

3/2 
(NGL N) 5/1 (Right) 1439 0 

1/1 1.09 All 
2.00 - 0.50 2 2.00 

1/2 1.09 All 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Lane Input Data 
Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane Lane 
Type Phases Start 

Disp. 
End 
Disp. 

Physical 
Length 
(PCU) 

Sat 
Flow 
Type 

Def User 
Saturation 

Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient Nearside 

Lane Turns 
Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

1/1 
(NGL s) U A 2 3 17.4 Geom - 3.50 0.00 Y 

Arm 5 Left 15.00 

Arm 6 
Ahead Inf 

1/2 
(NGL s) U A 2 3 60.0 Geom - 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 

Ahead Inf 

2/1 
(Old 
NGL) 

U C 2 3 4.9 Geom - 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 

2/2 
(Old 
NGL) 

U C 2 3 60.0 Geom - 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 
Right 15.00 

3/1 
(NGL N) U B 2 3 60.0 Geom - 4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 

Ahead Inf 

3/2 
(NGL N) O B D 2 3 9.0 Geom - 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 

Right 15.00 

4/1 U  2 3 60.0 Inf - - - - - - 

5/1 U  2 3 60.0 Inf - - - - - - 

6/1 U  2 3 40.0 Geom - 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 
Ahead Inf 

6/2 U  2 3 40.0 Geom - 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 
Ahead Inf 

7/1 U  2 3 60.0 Inf - - - - - - 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Traffic Flow Groups 

Flow Group Start Time End Time Duration Formula 

1: '2024 AM DS2 75' 08:00 09:00 01:00  

2: '2024 PM DS2 75' 17:00 18:00 01:00  

3: '2024 AM DS2 115' 08:00 09:00 01:00  

4: '2024 PM DS2 115' 17:00 18:00 01:00  

5: '2024 AM DS2 190' 08:00 09:00 01:00  

6: '2024 PM DS2 190' 17:00 18:00 01:00  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Scenario 1: '2024 AM DS2 75' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 75', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 28 1645 1673 

B 49 0 39 88 

C 687 34 0 721 

Tot. 736 62 1684 2482 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane Scenario 1: 
2024 AM DS2 75 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 851 

1/2 
(with short) 

1673(In) 
822(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 39 

2/2 
(with short) 

88(In) 
49(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

721(In) 
687(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 34 

4/1 736 

5/1 62 

6/1 862 

6/2 822 

7/1 1684 

 
Lane Saturation Flows 
Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient Nearside 

Lane 
Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y 

Arm 5 Left 15.00 3.3 % 
1959 1959 

Arm 6 Ahead Inf 96.7 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Scenario 2: '2024 PM DS2 75' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 75', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 42 926 968 

B 35 0 45 80 

C 971 33 0 1004 

Tot. 1006 75 971 2052 

 
 
Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane Scenario 2: 
2024 PM DS2 75 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 505 

1/2 
(with short) 

968(In) 
463(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 45 

2/2 
(with short) 

80(In) 
35(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

1004(In) 
971(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 33 

4/1 1006 

5/1 75 

6/1 508 

6/2 463 

7/1 971 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Lane Saturation Flows 
Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient Nearside 

Lane 
Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y 

Arm 5 Left 15.00 8.3 % 
1949 1949 

Arm 6 Ahead Inf 91.7 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 
Scenario 3: '2024 AM DS2 115' (FG3: '2024 AM DS2 115', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 30 1645 1675 

B 62 0 45 107 

C 687 39 0 726 

Tot. 749 69 1690 2508 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane Scenario 3: 
2024 AM DS2 115 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 853 

1/2 
(with short) 

1675(In) 
822(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 45 

2/2 
(with short) 

107(In) 
62(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

726(In) 
687(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 39 

4/1 749 

5/1 69 

6/1 868 

6/2 822 

7/1 1690 

 
Lane Saturation Flows 
Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient Nearside 

Lane 
Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y 

Arm 5 Left 15.00 3.5 % 
1958 1958 

Arm 6 Ahead Inf 96.5 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Scenario 4: '2024 PM DS2 115' (FG4: '2024 PM DS2 115', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 51 926 977 

B 39 0 51 90 

C 971 40 0 1011 

Tot. 1010 91 977 2078 

 
 
Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane Scenario 4: 
2024 PM DS2 115 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 514 

1/2 
(with short) 

977(In) 
463(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 51 

2/2 
(with short) 

90(In) 
39(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

1011(In) 
971(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 40 

4/1 1010 

5/1 91 

6/1 514 

6/2 463 

7/1 977 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Lane Saturation Flows 
Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient Nearside 

Lane 
Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y 

Arm 5 Left 15.00 9.9 % 
1946 1946 

Arm 6 Ahead Inf 90.1 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 
Scenario 5: '2024 AM DS2 190' (FG5: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 34 1645 1679 

B 84 0 56 140 

C 687 48 0 735 

Tot. 771 82 1701 2554 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane Scenario 5: 
2024 AM DS2 190 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 857 

1/2 
(with short) 

1679(In) 
822(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 56 

2/2 
(with short) 

140(In) 
84(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

735(In) 
687(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 48 

4/1 771 

5/1 82 

6/1 879 

6/2 822 

7/1 1701 

 
Lane Saturation Flows 
Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient Nearside 

Lane 
Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y 

Arm 5 Left 15.00 4.0 % 
1957 1957 

Arm 6 Ahead Inf 96.0 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Scenario 6: '2024 PM DS2 190' (FG6: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 68 926 994 

B 46 0 63 109 

C 971 51 0 1022 

Tot. 1017 119 989 2125 

 
 
Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane Scenario 6: 
2024 PM DS2 190 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 531 

1/2 
(with short) 

994(In) 
463(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 63 

2/2 
(with short) 

109(In) 
46(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

1022(In) 
971(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 51 

4/1 1017 

5/1 119 

6/1 526 

6/2 463 

7/1 989 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Lane Saturation Flows 
Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient Nearside 

Lane 
Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y 

Arm 5 Left 15.00 12.8 % 
1940 1940 

Arm 6 Ahead Inf 87.2 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 
 
 
Scenario 1: '2024 AM DS2 75' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 75', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B
1 Min: 7

5 100s

C

3 Min: 7

7 8s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 3 

Duration 100 8 

Change Point 0 105 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: 5.5 %
Total Traffic Delay: 7.7 pcuHr

C1

0

1

105
3

120

 
  

 

1 2
Arm 2 - Old NGL

1
2

C
C

A
rm

 3
 - 

N
G

L 
N

1
2

BB
D

 
  

Arm 5 - 

1

A
rm

 6 - 

1 2
A

rm
 7 - 

1
B

C

 

P
age 550



Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
Network Results 
Item Lane 

Description 
Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route Full Phase Arrow 

Phase 
Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 85.3% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 85.3% 

1/2+1/1 NGL s Left 
Ahead U N/A N/A A  1 100 - 1673 1965:1959 964+998 85.3 : 

85.3% 

2/2+2/1 Old NGL 
Right Left U N/A N/A C  1 8 - 88 1759:1720 132+105 37.1 : 

37.1% 

3/1+3/2 NGL N 
Ahead Right U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 102 0 721 2065:1786 1686+60 40.7 : 

56.7% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 736  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 62  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 862 1940 1940 44.4% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 822 1940 1940 42.4% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1684  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay (pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 34 2.9 4.3 0.5 7.7 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 34 2.9 4.3 0.5 7.7 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 1673 1673 - - - 1.2 2.8 - 4.1 8.7 7.8 2.8 10.6 

2/2+2/1 88 88 - - - 1.3 0.3 - 1.6 64.8 1.6 0.3 1.8 

3/1+3/2 721 721 0 0 34 0.4 0.4 0.5 1.3 6.3 4.8 0.4 5.1 

4/1 736 736 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 62 62 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 862 862 - - - 0.0 0.4 - 0.4 1.7 0.0 0.4 0.4 

6/2 822 822 - - - 0.0 0.4 - 0.4 1.6 2.7 0.4 3.1 

7/1 1684 1684 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  5.5  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  6.90 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  5.5  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  7.66   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 2: '2024 PM DS2 75' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 75', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B
1 Min: 7

5 100s

C

3 Min: 7

7 8s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 3 

Duration 100 8 

Change Point 0 105 

 
Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: 58.5 %
Total Traffic Delay: 4.1 pcuHr
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
Network Results 
Item Lane 

Description 
Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route Full Phase Arrow 

Phase 
Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 56.8% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 56.8% 

1/2+1/1 NGL s Left 
Ahead U N/A N/A A  1 100 - 968 1965:1949 936+1021 49.5 : 

49.5% 

2/2+2/1 Old NGL 
Right Left U N/A N/A C  1 8 - 80 1759:1720 100+129 34.9 : 

34.9% 

3/1+3/2 NGL N 
Ahead Right U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 102 0 1004 2065:1786 1711+58 56.8 : 

56.8% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1006  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 75  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 508 1940 1940 26.2% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 463 1940 1940 23.9% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 971  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 32 0 1 2.3 1.7 0.0 4.1 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 32 0 1 2.3 1.7 0.0 4.1 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 968 968 - - - 0.5 0.5 - 1.0 3.8 3.5 0.5 4.0 

2/2+2/1 80 80 - - - 1.2 0.3 - 1.4 64.6 1.4 0.3 1.7 

3/1+3/2 1004 1004 32 0 1 0.6 0.7 0.0 1.3 4.6 8.6 0.7 9.3 

4/1 1006 1006 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 75 75 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 508 508 - - - 0.0 0.2 - 0.2 1.3 0.0 0.2 0.2 

6/2 463 463 - - - 0.0 0.2 - 0.2 1.2 0.0 0.2 0.2 

7/1 971 971 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  58.5  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  3.76 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  58.5  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  4.09   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 3: '2024 AM DS2 115' (FG3: '2024 AM DS2 115', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Stage Sequence Diagram 
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Stage Timings 

Stage 1 3 

Duration 100 8 
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Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: 5.4 %
Total Traffic Delay: 8.2 pcuHr
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
Network Results 
Item Lane 

Description 
Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route Full Phase Arrow 

Phase 
Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 85.4% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 85.4% 

1/2+1/1 NGL s Left 
Ahead U N/A N/A A  1 100 - 1675 1965:1958 963+999 85.4 : 

85.4% 

2/2+2/1 Old NGL 
Right Left U N/A N/A C  1 8 - 107 1759:1720 132+96 47.0 : 

47.0% 

3/1+3/2 NGL N 
Ahead Right U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 102 0 726 2065:1786 1675+60 41.0 : 

65.0% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 749  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 69  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 868 1940 1940 44.7% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 822 1940 1940 42.4% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1690  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay (pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 39 3.2 4.4 0.6 8.2 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 39 3.2 4.4 0.6 8.2 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 1675 1675 - - - 1.2 2.9 - 4.1 8.8 7.8 2.9 10.7 

2/2+2/1 107 107 - - - 1.6 0.4 - 2.0 67.8 2.0 0.4 2.4 

3/1+3/2 726 726 0 0 39 0.4 0.4 0.6 1.3 6.7 4.8 0.4 5.1 

4/1 749 749 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 69 69 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 868 868 - - - 0.0 0.4 - 0.4 1.7 0.0 0.4 0.4 

6/2 822 822 - - - 0.0 0.4 - 0.4 1.6 2.7 0.4 3.1 

7/1 1690 1690 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  5.4  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  7.45 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  5.4  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  8.22   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 4: '2024 PM DS2 115' (FG4: '2024 PM DS2 115', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B
1 Min: 7

5 100s

C

3 Min: 7

7 8s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 3 

Duration 100 8 

Change Point 0 105 

 
Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: 57.5 %
Total Traffic Delay: 4.3 pcuHr
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
Network Results 
Item Lane 

Description 
Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route Full Phase Arrow 

Phase 
Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.1% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.1% 

1/2+1/1 NGL s Left 
Ahead U N/A N/A A  1 100 - 977 1965:1946 926+1029 50.0 : 

50.0% 

2/2+2/1 Old NGL 
Right Left U N/A N/A C  1 8 - 90 1759:1720 99+129 39.5 : 

39.5% 

3/1+3/2 NGL N 
Ahead Right U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 102 0 1011 2065:1786 1699+70 57.1 : 

57.1% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1010  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 91  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 514 1940 1940 26.5% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 463 1940 1940 23.9% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 977  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 39 0 1 2.5 1.8 0.0 4.3 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 39 0 1 2.5 1.8 0.0 4.3 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 977 977 - - - 0.5 0.5 - 1.0 3.8 3.6 0.5 4.1 

2/2+2/1 90 90 - - - 1.3 0.3 - 1.6 65.8 1.6 0.3 1.9 

3/1+3/2 1011 1011 39 0 1 0.6 0.7 0.0 1.3 4.7 8.6 0.7 9.3 

4/1 1010 1010 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 91 91 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 514 514 - - - 0.0 0.2 - 0.2 1.3 0.0 0.2 0.2 

6/2 463 463 - - - 0.0 0.2 - 0.2 1.2 0.0 0.2 0.2 

7/1 977 977 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  57.5  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  4.00 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  57.5  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  4.33   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 5: '2024 AM DS2 190' (FG5: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B
1 Min: 7

5 100s

C

3 Min: 7

7 8s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 3 

Duration 100 8 

Change Point 0 105 

 
Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: 5.1 %
Total Traffic Delay: 9.4 pcuHr
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
Network Results 
Item Lane 

Description 
Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route Full Phase Arrow 

Phase 
Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 85.6% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 85.6% 

1/2+1/1 NGL s Left 
Ahead U N/A N/A A  1 100 - 1679 1965:1957 960+1001 85.6 : 

85.6% 

2/2+2/1 Old NGL 
Right Left U N/A N/A C  1 8 - 140 1759:1720 132+88 63.7 : 

63.7% 

3/1+3/2 NGL N 
Ahead Right U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 102 0 735 2065:1786 1655+60 41.5 : 

80.0% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 771  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 82  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 879 1940 1940 45.3% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 822 1940 1940 42.4% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1701  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

P
age 571



Full Input Data And Results 

Item Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 48 3.7 4.9 0.8 9.4 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 48 3.7 4.9 0.8 9.4 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 1679 1679 - - - 1.2 2.9 - 4.1 8.9 7.9 2.9 10.8 

2/2+2/1 140 140 - - - 2.1 0.9 - 2.9 75.7 2.7 0.9 3.6 

3/1+3/2 735 735 0 0 48 0.4 0.4 0.8 1.5 7.4 4.8 0.4 5.1 

4/1 771 771 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 82 82 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 879 879 - - - 0.0 0.4 - 0.4 1.7 0.0 0.4 0.4 

6/2 822 822 - - - 0.0 0.4 - 0.4 1.6 2.7 0.4 3.1 

7/1 1701 1701 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  5.1  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  8.60 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  5.1  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  9.38   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 6: '2024 PM DS2 190' (FG6: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Stage Sequence Diagram 
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3 Min: 7
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Stage Timings 

Stage 1 3 

Duration 100 8 

Change Point 0 105 

 
Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: 55.8 %
Total Traffic Delay: 4.8 pcuHr
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
Network Results 
Item Lane 

Description 
Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route Full Phase Arrow 

Phase 
Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.7% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.7% 

1/2+1/1 NGL s Left 
Ahead U N/A N/A A  1 100 - 994 1965:1940 909+1043 50.9 : 

50.9% 

2/2+2/1 Old NGL 
Right Left U N/A N/A C  1 8 - 109 1759:1720 94+129 48.8 : 

48.8% 

3/1+3/2 NGL N 
Ahead Right U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 102 0 1022 2065:1786 1681+88 57.7 : 

57.7% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1017  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 119  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 526 1940 1940 27.1% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 463 1940 1940 23.9% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 989  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 50 0 1 2.8 2.0 0.0 4.8 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 50 0 1 2.8 2.0 0.0 4.8 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 994 994 - - - 0.6 0.5 - 1.1 3.9 3.8 0.5 4.4 

2/2+2/1 109 109 - - - 1.6 0.5 - 2.1 68.7 2.0 0.5 2.5 

3/1+3/2 1022 1022 50 0 1 0.6 0.7 0.0 1.3 4.7 8.6 0.7 9.3 

4/1 1017 1017 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 119 119 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 526 526 - - - 0.0 0.2 - 0.2 1.3 0.0 0.2 0.2 

6/2 463 463 - - - 0.0 0.2 - 0.2 1.2 0.0 0.2 0.2 

7/1 989 989 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  55.8  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  4.49 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  55.8  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  4.84   
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Full Input Data And Results 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Full Input Data And Results 
 
User and Project Details 
Project:  
Title:  
Location:  

Additional detail:  

File name: Indicative Arrow 60 40.lsg3x 

Author:  

Company:  

Address:  
 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Phase Diagram 

A

B

C

D

 
 
 
Phase Input Data 
Phase Name Phase Type Assoc. Phase Street Min Cont Min 

A Traffic  7 7 

B Traffic  7 7 

C Traffic  7 7 

D Ind. Arrow B 4 4 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Phase Intergreens Matrix 

  Starting Phase 

Terminating 
Phase 

 A B C D 

A - - 7 5 

B - - 5 - 

C 5 5 - 5 

D 5 - 5 - 

 
Phases in Stage 
Stage No. Phases in Stage 

1 A B  

2 B D  

3 C  

 
Stage Diagram 

A

B

C

D
1 Min >= 7

A

B

C

D
2 Min >= 4

A

B

C

D
3 Min >= 7

 
 
 
Phase Delays 
Term. Stage Start Stage Phase Type Value Cont value 

1 3 B Losing 2 2 

 
 
Prohibited Stage Change 

  To Stage 

From 
Stage 

 1 2 3 

1  5 7 

2 5  5 

3 5 X  
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Full Input Data And Results 
Give-Way Lane Input Data 
Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane Movement 

Max Flow 
when 

Giving Way 
(PCU/Hr) 

Min Flow 
when 

Giving Way 
(PCU/Hr) 

Opposing 
Lane 

Opp. Lane 
Coeff. 

Opp. 
Mvmnts. 

Right Turn 
Storage (PCU) 

Non-Blocking 
Storage 
(PCU) 

RTF Right Turn 
Move up (s) 

Max Turns 
in Intergreen 

(PCU) 

3/2 
(NGL N) 5/1 (Right) 1439 0 

1/1 1.09 All 
2.00 - 0.50 2 2.00 

1/2 1.09 All 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Lane Input Data 
Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane Lane 
Type Phases Start 

Disp. 
End 
Disp. 

Physical 
Length 
(PCU) 

Sat 
Flow 
Type 

Def User 
Saturation 

Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient Nearside 

Lane Turns 
Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

1/1 
(NGL s) U A 2 3 17.4 Geom - 3.50 0.00 Y 

Arm 5 Left 15.00 

Arm 6 
Ahead Inf 

1/2 
(NGL s) U A 2 3 60.0 Geom - 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 

Ahead Inf 

2/1 
(Old 
NGL) 

U C 2 3 4.9 Geom - 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 

2/2 
(Old 
NGL) 

U C 2 3 60.0 Geom - 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 
Right 15.00 

3/1 
(NGL N) U B 2 3 60.0 Geom - 4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 

Ahead Inf 

3/2 
(NGL N) O B D 2 3 9.0 Geom - 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 

Right 15.00 

4/1 U  2 3 60.0 Inf - - - - - - 

5/1 U  2 3 60.0 Inf - - - - - - 

6/1 U  2 3 40.0 Geom - 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 
Ahead Inf 

6/2 U  2 3 40.0 Geom - 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 
Ahead Inf 

7/1 U  2 3 60.0 Inf - - - - - - 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Traffic Flow Groups 

Flow Group Start Time End Time Duration Formula 

1: '2024 AM DS2 75' 08:00 09:00 01:00  

2: '2024 PM DS2 75' 17:00 18:00 01:00  

3: '2024 AM DS2 115' 08:00 09:00 01:00  

4: '2024 PM DS2 115' 17:00 18:00 01:00  

5: '2024 AM DS2 190' 08:00 09:00 01:00  

6: '2024 PM DS2 190' 17:00 18:00 01:00  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Scenario 1: '2024 AM DS2 75' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 75', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 28 1645 1673 

B 49 0 39 88 

C 687 34 0 721 

Tot. 736 62 1684 2482 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane Scenario 1: 
2024 AM DS2 75 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 686 

1/2 
(with short) 

1673(In) 
987(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 39 

2/2 
(with short) 

88(In) 
49(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

721(In) 
687(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 34 

4/1 736 

5/1 62 

6/1 697 

6/2 987 

7/1 1684 

 
Lane Saturation Flows 
Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient Nearside 

Lane 
Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y 

Arm 5 Left 15.00 4.1 % 
1957 1957 

Arm 6 Ahead Inf 95.9 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Scenario 2: '2024 PM DS2 75' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 75', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 42 926 968 

B 35 0 45 80 

C 971 33 0 1004 

Tot. 1006 75 971 2052 

 
 
Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane Scenario 2: 
2024 PM DS2 75 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 412 

1/2 
(with short) 

968(In) 
556(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 45 

2/2 
(with short) 

80(In) 
35(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

1004(In) 
971(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 33 

4/1 1006 

5/1 75 

6/1 415 

6/2 556 

7/1 971 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Lane Saturation Flows 
Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient Nearside 

Lane 
Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y 

Arm 5 Left 15.00 10.2 % 
1945 1945 

Arm 6 Ahead Inf 89.8 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 
Scenario 3: '2024 AM DS2 115' (FG3: '2024 AM DS2 115', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 30 1645 1675 

B 62 0 45 107 

C 687 39 0 726 

Tot. 749 69 1690 2508 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane Scenario 3: 
2024 AM DS2 115 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 688 

1/2 
(with short) 

1675(In) 
987(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 45 

2/2 
(with short) 

107(In) 
62(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

726(In) 
687(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 39 

4/1 749 

5/1 69 

6/1 703 

6/2 987 

7/1 1690 

 
Lane Saturation Flows 
Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient Nearside 

Lane 
Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y 

Arm 5 Left 15.00 4.4 % 
1956 1956 

Arm 6 Ahead Inf 95.6 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Scenario 4: '2024 PM DS2 115' (FG4: '2024 PM DS2 115', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 51 926 977 

B 39 0 51 90 

C 971 40 0 1011 

Tot. 1010 91 977 2078 

 
 
Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane Scenario 4: 
2024 PM DS2 115 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 421 

1/2 
(with short) 

977(In) 
556(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 51 

2/2 
(with short) 

90(In) 
39(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

1011(In) 
971(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 40 

4/1 1010 

5/1 91 

6/1 421 

6/2 556 

7/1 977 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Lane Saturation Flows 
Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient Nearside 

Lane 
Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y 

Arm 5 Left 15.00 12.1 % 
1941 1941 

Arm 6 Ahead Inf 87.9 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 
Scenario 5: '2024 AM DS2 190' (FG5: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 34 1645 1679 

B 84 0 56 140 

C 687 48 0 735 

Tot. 771 82 1701 2554 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane Scenario 5: 
2024 AM DS2 190 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 692 

1/2 
(with short) 

1679(In) 
987(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 56 

2/2 
(with short) 

140(In) 
84(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

735(In) 
687(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 48 

4/1 771 

5/1 82 

6/1 714 

6/2 987 

7/1 1701 

 
Lane Saturation Flows 
Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient Nearside 

Lane 
Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y 

Arm 5 Left 15.00 4.9 % 
1955 1955 

Arm 6 Ahead Inf 95.1 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Scenario 6: '2024 PM DS2 190' (FG6: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 68 926 994 

B 46 0 63 109 

C 971 51 0 1022 

Tot. 1017 119 989 2125 

 
 
Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane Scenario 6: 
2024 PM DS2 190 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 438 

1/2 
(with short) 

994(In) 
556(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 63 

2/2 
(with short) 

109(In) 
46(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

1022(In) 
971(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 51 

4/1 1017 

5/1 119 

6/1 433 

6/2 556 

7/1 989 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Lane Saturation Flows 
Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient Nearside 

Lane 
Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y 

Arm 5 Left 15.00 15.5 % 
1935 1935 

Arm 6 Ahead Inf 84.5 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 
 
 
Scenario 1: '2024 AM DS2 75' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 75', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B
1 Min: 7

5 100s

C

3 Min: 7

7 8s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 3 

Duration 100 8 

Change Point 0 105 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Signal Timings Diagram 

0

0

10

10

20

20

30

30

40

40

50

50

60

60

70

70

80

80

90

90

100

100

110

110

120

120

Time in cycle (sec)

Ph
as

es

1 5 : 100
0

3 7 : 8
105

D D
C C
B B
A A

 
 
 

Page 594



Full Input Data And Results 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: 5.5 %
Total Traffic Delay: 7.8 pcuHr
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
Network Results 
Item Lane 

Description 
Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route Full Phase Arrow 

Phase 
Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 85.3% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 85.3% 

1/2+1/1 NGL s Left 
Ahead U N/A N/A A  1 100 - 1673 1965:1957 1157+804 85.3 : 

85.3% 

2/2+2/1 Old NGL 
Right Left U N/A N/A C  1 8 - 88 1759:1720 132+105 37.1 : 

37.1% 

3/1+3/2 NGL N 
Ahead Right U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 102 0 721 2065:1786 1686+60 40.7 : 

56.7% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 736  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 62  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 697 1940 1940 35.9% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 987 1940 1940 50.9% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1684  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

P
age 597



Full Input Data And Results 

Item Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 34 2.9 4.3 0.5 7.8 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 34 2.9 4.3 0.5 7.8 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 1673 1673 - - - 1.3 2.8 - 4.1 8.8 10.4 2.8 13.3 

2/2+2/1 88 88 - - - 1.3 0.3 - 1.6 64.8 1.6 0.3 1.8 

3/1+3/2 721 721 0 0 34 0.4 0.4 0.5 1.3 6.3 4.8 0.4 5.1 

4/1 736 736 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 62 62 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 697 697 - - - 0.0 0.3 - 0.3 1.4 0.0 0.3 0.3 

6/2 987 987 - - - 0.0 0.5 - 0.5 1.9 6.0 0.5 6.5 

7/1 1684 1684 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  5.5  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  6.95 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  5.5  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  7.75   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 2: '2024 PM DS2 75' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 75', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B
1 Min: 7

5 100s

C

3 Min: 7

7 8s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 3 

Duration 100 8 

Change Point 0 105 

 
Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: 58.5 %
Total Traffic Delay: 4.1 pcuHr
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
Network Results 
Item Lane 

Description 
Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route Full Phase Arrow 

Phase 
Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 56.8% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 56.8% 

1/2+1/1 NGL s Left 
Ahead U N/A N/A A  1 100 - 968 1965:1945 1124+833 49.5 : 

49.5% 

2/2+2/1 Old NGL 
Right Left U N/A N/A C  1 8 - 80 1759:1720 100+129 34.9 : 

34.9% 

3/1+3/2 NGL N 
Ahead Right U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 102 0 1004 2065:1786 1711+58 56.8 : 

56.8% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1006  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 75  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 415 1940 1940 21.4% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 556 1940 1940 28.7% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 971  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 32 0 1 2.3 1.7 0.0 4.1 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 32 0 1 2.3 1.7 0.0 4.1 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 968 968 - - - 0.5 0.5 - 1.0 3.8 4.0 0.5 4.5 

2/2+2/1 80 80 - - - 1.2 0.3 - 1.4 64.6 1.4 0.3 1.7 

3/1+3/2 1004 1004 32 0 1 0.6 0.7 0.0 1.3 4.6 8.6 0.7 9.3 

4/1 1006 1006 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 75 75 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 415 415 - - - 0.0 0.1 - 0.1 1.2 0.0 0.1 0.1 

6/2 556 556 - - - 0.0 0.2 - 0.2 1.3 0.0 0.2 0.2 

7/1 971 971 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  58.5  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  3.76 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  58.5  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  4.10   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 3: '2024 AM DS2 115' (FG3: '2024 AM DS2 115', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B
1 Min: 7

5 100s

C

3 Min: 7

7 8s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 3 

Duration 100 8 

Change Point 0 105 

 
Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: 5.4 %
Total Traffic Delay: 8.3 pcuHr
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
Network Results 
Item Lane 

Description 
Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route Full Phase Arrow 

Phase 
Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 85.4% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 85.4% 

1/2+1/1 NGL s Left 
Ahead U N/A N/A A  1 100 - 1675 1965:1956 1156+806 85.4 : 

85.4% 

2/2+2/1 Old NGL 
Right Left U N/A N/A C  1 8 - 107 1759:1720 132+96 47.0 : 

47.0% 

3/1+3/2 NGL N 
Ahead Right U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 102 0 726 2065:1786 1675+60 41.0 : 

65.0% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 749  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 69  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 703 1940 1940 36.2% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 987 1940 1940 50.9% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1690  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 39 3.2 4.5 0.6 8.3 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 39 3.2 4.5 0.6 8.3 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 1675 1675 - - - 1.3 2.9 - 4.1 8.9 10.4 2.9 13.3 

2/2+2/1 107 107 - - - 1.6 0.4 - 2.0 67.8 2.0 0.4 2.4 

3/1+3/2 726 726 0 0 39 0.4 0.4 0.6 1.3 6.7 4.8 0.4 5.1 

4/1 749 749 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 69 69 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 703 703 - - - 0.0 0.3 - 0.3 1.5 0.0 0.3 0.3 

6/2 987 987 - - - 0.0 0.5 - 0.5 1.9 6.0 0.5 6.5 

7/1 1690 1690 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  5.4  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  7.50 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  5.4  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  8.31   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 4: '2024 PM DS2 115' (FG4: '2024 PM DS2 115', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Stage Sequence Diagram 
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5 100s

C
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7 8s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 3 

Duration 100 8 

Change Point 0 105 

 
Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: 57.5 %
Total Traffic Delay: 4.3 pcuHr
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
Network Results 
Item Lane 

Description 
Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route Full Phase Arrow 

Phase 
Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.1% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.1% 

1/2+1/1 NGL s Left 
Ahead U N/A N/A A  1 100 - 977 1965:1941 1112+842 50.0 : 

50.0% 

2/2+2/1 Old NGL 
Right Left U N/A N/A C  1 8 - 90 1759:1720 99+129 39.5 : 

39.5% 

3/1+3/2 NGL N 
Ahead Right U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 102 0 1011 2065:1786 1699+70 57.1 : 

57.1% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1010  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 91  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 421 1940 1940 21.7% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 556 1940 1940 28.7% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 977  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 39 0 1 2.5 1.8 0.0 4.3 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 39 0 1 2.5 1.8 0.0 4.3 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 977 977 - - - 0.5 0.5 - 1.0 3.9 4.0 0.5 4.5 

2/2+2/1 90 90 - - - 1.3 0.3 - 1.6 65.8 1.6 0.3 1.9 

3/1+3/2 1011 1011 39 0 1 0.6 0.7 0.0 1.3 4.7 8.6 0.7 9.3 

4/1 1010 1010 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 91 91 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 421 421 - - - 0.0 0.1 - 0.1 1.2 0.0 0.1 0.1 

6/2 556 556 - - - 0.0 0.2 - 0.2 1.3 0.0 0.2 0.2 

7/1 977 977 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  57.5  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  4.00 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  57.5  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  4.34   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 5: '2024 AM DS2 190' (FG5: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B
1 Min: 7

5 100s

C

3 Min: 7

7 8s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 3 

Duration 100 8 

Change Point 0 105 

 
Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: 5.1 %
Total Traffic Delay: 9.5 pcuHr
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
Network Results 
Item Lane 

Description 
Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route Full Phase Arrow 

Phase 
Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 85.6% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 85.6% 

1/2+1/1 NGL s Left 
Ahead U N/A N/A A  1 100 - 1679 1965:1955 1153+808 85.6 : 

85.6% 

2/2+2/1 Old NGL 
Right Left U N/A N/A C  1 8 - 140 1759:1720 132+88 63.7 : 

63.7% 

3/1+3/2 NGL N 
Ahead Right U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 102 0 735 2065:1786 1655+60 41.5 : 

80.0% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 771  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 82  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 714 1940 1940 36.8% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 987 1940 1940 50.9% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1701  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 48 3.7 5.0 0.8 9.5 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 48 3.7 5.0 0.8 9.5 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 1679 1679 - - - 1.3 2.9 - 4.2 9.0 10.4 2.9 13.3 

2/2+2/1 140 140 - - - 2.1 0.9 - 2.9 75.7 2.7 0.9 3.6 

3/1+3/2 735 735 0 0 48 0.4 0.4 0.8 1.5 7.4 4.8 0.4 5.1 

4/1 771 771 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 82 82 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 714 714 - - - 0.0 0.3 - 0.3 1.5 0.0 0.3 0.3 

6/2 987 987 - - - 0.0 0.5 - 0.5 1.9 6.0 0.5 6.5 

7/1 1701 1701 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  5.1  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  8.65 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  5.1  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  9.46   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 6: '2024 PM DS2 190' (FG6: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B
1 Min: 7

5 100s

C

3 Min: 7

7 8s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 3 

Duration 100 8 

Change Point 0 105 

 
Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: 55.8 %
Total Traffic Delay: 4.8 pcuHr
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
Network Results 
Item Lane 

Description 
Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route Full Phase Arrow 

Phase 
Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.7% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.7% 

1/2+1/1 NGL s Left 
Ahead U N/A N/A A  1 100 - 994 1965:1935 1092+860 50.9 : 

50.9% 

2/2+2/1 Old NGL 
Right Left U N/A N/A C  1 8 - 109 1759:1720 94+129 48.8 : 

48.8% 

3/1+3/2 NGL N 
Ahead Right U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 102 0 1022 2065:1786 1681+88 57.7 : 

57.7% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1017  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 119  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 433 1940 1940 22.3% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 556 1940 1940 28.7% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 989  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 50 0 1 2.8 2.0 0.0 4.8 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 50 0 1 2.8 2.0 0.0 4.8 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 994 994 - - - 0.6 0.5 - 1.1 3.9 4.0 0.5 4.5 

2/2+2/1 109 109 - - - 1.6 0.5 - 2.1 68.7 2.0 0.5 2.5 

3/1+3/2 1022 1022 50 0 1 0.6 0.7 0.0 1.3 4.7 8.6 0.7 9.3 

4/1 1017 1017 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 119 119 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 433 433 - - - 0.0 0.1 - 0.1 1.2 0.0 0.1 0.1 

6/2 556 556 - - - 0.0 0.2 - 0.2 1.3 0.0 0.2 0.2 

7/1 989 989 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  55.8  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  4.50 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  55.8  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  4.84   
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Full Input Data And Results 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Full Input Data And Results 
 
User and Project Details 
Project:  
Title:  
Location:  

Additional detail:  

File name: Indicative Arrow 70 30.lsg3x 

Author:  

Company:  

Address:  
 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Phase Diagram 

A

B

C

D

 
 
 
Phase Input Data 
Phase Name Phase Type Assoc. Phase Street Min Cont Min 

A Traffic  7 7 

B Traffic  7 7 

C Traffic  7 7 

D Ind. Arrow B 4 4 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Phase Intergreens Matrix 

  Starting Phase 

Terminating 
Phase 

 A B C D 

A - - 7 5 

B - - 5 - 

C 5 5 - 5 

D 5 - 5 - 

 
Phases in Stage 
Stage No. Phases in Stage 

1 A B  

2 B D  

3 C  

 
Stage Diagram 

A

B

C

D
1 Min >= 7

A

B

C

D
2 Min >= 4

A

B

C

D
3 Min >= 7

 
 
 
Phase Delays 
Term. Stage Start Stage Phase Type Value Cont value 

1 3 B Losing 2 2 

 
 
Prohibited Stage Change 

  To Stage 

From 
Stage 

 1 2 3 

1  5 7 

2 5  5 

3 5 X  
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Full Input Data And Results 
Give-Way Lane Input Data 
Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane Movement 

Max Flow 
when 

Giving Way 
(PCU/Hr) 

Min Flow 
when 

Giving Way 
(PCU/Hr) 

Opposing 
Lane 

Opp. Lane 
Coeff. 

Opp. 
Mvmnts. 

Right Turn 
Storage (PCU) 

Non-Blocking 
Storage 
(PCU) 

RTF Right Turn 
Move up (s) 

Max Turns 
in Intergreen 

(PCU) 

3/2 
(NGL N) 5/1 (Right) 1439 0 

1/1 1.09 All 
2.00 - 0.50 2 2.00 

1/2 1.09 All 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Lane Input Data 
Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane Lane 
Type Phases Start 

Disp. 
End 
Disp. 

Physical 
Length 
(PCU) 

Sat 
Flow 
Type 

Def User 
Saturation 

Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient Nearside 

Lane Turns 
Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

1/1 
(NGL s) U A 2 3 17.4 Geom - 3.50 0.00 Y 

Arm 5 Left 15.00 

Arm 6 
Ahead Inf 

1/2 
(NGL s) U A 2 3 60.0 Geom - 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 

Ahead Inf 

2/1 
(Old 
NGL) 

U C 2 3 4.9 Geom - 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 

2/2 
(Old 
NGL) 

U C 2 3 60.0 Geom - 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 
Right 15.00 

3/1 
(NGL N) U B 2 3 60.0 Geom - 4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 

Ahead Inf 

3/2 
(NGL N) O B D 2 3 9.0 Geom - 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 

Right 15.00 

4/1 U  2 3 60.0 Inf - - - - - - 

5/1 U  2 3 60.0 Inf - - - - - - 

6/1 U  2 3 40.0 Geom - 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 
Ahead Inf 

6/2 U  2 3 40.0 Geom - 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 
Ahead Inf 

7/1 U  2 3 60.0 Inf - - - - - - 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Traffic Flow Groups 

Flow Group Start Time End Time Duration Formula 

1: '2024 AM DS2 75' 08:00 09:00 01:00  

2: '2024 PM DS2 75' 17:00 18:00 01:00  

3: '2024 AM DS2 115' 08:00 09:00 01:00  

4: '2024 PM DS2 115' 17:00 18:00 01:00  

5: '2024 AM DS2 190' 08:00 09:00 01:00  

6: '2024 PM DS2 190' 17:00 18:00 01:00  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Scenario 1: '2024 AM DS2 75' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 75', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 28 1645 1673 

B 49 0 39 88 

C 687 34 0 721 

Tot. 736 62 1684 2482 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane Scenario 1: 
2024 AM DS2 75 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 521 

1/2 
(with short) 

1673(In) 
1152(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 39 

2/2 
(with short) 

88(In) 
49(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

721(In) 
687(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 34 

4/1 736 

5/1 62 

6/1 532 

6/2 1152 

7/1 1684 

 
Lane Saturation Flows 
Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient Nearside 

Lane 
Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y 

Arm 5 Left 15.00 5.4 % 
1954 1954 

Arm 6 Ahead Inf 94.6 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Scenario 2: '2024 PM DS2 75' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 75', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 42 926 968 

B 35 0 45 80 

C 971 33 0 1004 

Tot. 1006 75 971 2052 

 
 
Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane Scenario 2: 
2024 PM DS2 75 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 319 

1/2 
(with short) 

968(In) 
649(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 45 

2/2 
(with short) 

80(In) 
35(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

1004(In) 
971(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 33 

4/1 1006 

5/1 75 

6/1 322 

6/2 649 

7/1 971 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Lane Saturation Flows 
Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient Nearside 

Lane 
Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y 

Arm 5 Left 15.00 13.2 % 
1939 1939 

Arm 6 Ahead Inf 86.8 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 
Scenario 3: '2024 AM DS2 115' (FG3: '2024 AM DS2 115', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 30 1645 1675 

B 62 0 45 107 

C 687 39 0 726 

Tot. 749 69 1690 2508 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane Scenario 3: 
2024 AM DS2 115 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 523 

1/2 
(with short) 

1675(In) 
1152(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 45 

2/2 
(with short) 

107(In) 
62(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

726(In) 
687(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 39 

4/1 749 

5/1 69 

6/1 538 

6/2 1152 

7/1 1690 

 
Lane Saturation Flows 
Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient Nearside 

Lane 
Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y 

Arm 5 Left 15.00 5.7 % 
1954 1954 

Arm 6 Ahead Inf 94.3 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Scenario 4: '2024 PM DS2 115' (FG4: '2024 PM DS2 115', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 51 926 977 

B 39 0 51 90 

C 971 40 0 1011 

Tot. 1010 91 977 2078 

 
 
Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane Scenario 4: 
2024 PM DS2 115 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 328 

1/2 
(with short) 

977(In) 
649(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 51 

2/2 
(with short) 

90(In) 
39(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

1011(In) 
971(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 40 

4/1 1010 

5/1 91 

6/1 328 

6/2 649 

7/1 977 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Lane Saturation Flows 
Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient Nearside 

Lane 
Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y 

Arm 5 Left 15.00 15.5 % 
1935 1935 

Arm 6 Ahead Inf 84.5 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 
Scenario 5: '2024 AM DS2 190' (FG5: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 34 1645 1679 

B 84 0 56 140 

C 687 48 0 735 

Tot. 771 82 1701 2554 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane Scenario 5: 
2024 AM DS2 190 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 527 

1/2 
(with short) 

1679(In) 
1152(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 56 

2/2 
(with short) 

140(In) 
84(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

735(In) 
687(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 48 

4/1 771 

5/1 82 

6/1 549 

6/2 1152 

7/1 1701 

 
Lane Saturation Flows 
Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient Nearside 

Lane 
Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y 

Arm 5 Left 15.00 6.5 % 
1952 1952 

Arm 6 Ahead Inf 93.5 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Scenario 6: '2024 PM DS2 190' (FG6: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 68 926 994 

B 46 0 63 109 

C 971 51 0 1022 

Tot. 1017 119 989 2125 

 
 
Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane Scenario 6: 
2024 PM DS2 190 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 345 

1/2 
(with short) 

994(In) 
649(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 63 

2/2 
(with short) 

109(In) 
46(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

1022(In) 
971(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 51 

4/1 1017 

5/1 119 

6/1 340 

6/2 649 

7/1 989 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Lane Saturation Flows 
Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient Nearside 

Lane 
Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y 

Arm 5 Left 15.00 19.7 % 
1927 1927 

Arm 6 Ahead Inf 80.3 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 
 
 
Scenario 1: '2024 AM DS2 75' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 75', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B
1 Min: 7

5 100s

C

3 Min: 7

7 8s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 3 

Duration 100 8 

Change Point 0 105 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: 2.1 %
Total Traffic Delay: 8.8 pcuHr
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
Network Results 
Item Lane 

Description 
Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route Full Phase Arrow 

Phase 
Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 88.2% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 88.2% 

1/2+1/1 NGL s Left 
Ahead U N/A N/A A  1 100 - 1673 1965:1954 1306+591 88.2 : 

88.2% 

2/2+2/1 Old NGL 
Right Left U N/A N/A C  1 8 - 88 1759:1720 132+105 37.1 : 

37.1% 

3/1+3/2 NGL N 
Ahead Right U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 102 0 721 2065:1786 1686+60 40.7 : 

56.7% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 736  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 62  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 532 1940 1940 27.4% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 1152 1940 1940 59.4% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1684  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 34 3.1 5.2 0.5 8.8 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 34 3.1 5.2 0.5 8.8 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 1673 1673 - - - 1.5 3.6 - 5.1 10.9 14.4 3.6 18.0 

2/2+2/1 88 88 - - - 1.3 0.3 - 1.6 64.8 1.6 0.3 1.8 

3/1+3/2 721 721 0 0 34 0.4 0.4 0.5 1.3 6.3 4.8 0.4 5.1 

4/1 736 736 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 62 62 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 532 532 - - - 0.0 0.2 - 0.2 1.3 0.0 0.2 0.2 

6/2 1152 1152 - - - 0.0 0.7 - 0.7 2.3 10.8 0.7 11.5 

7/1 1684 1684 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  2.1  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  7.91 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  2.1  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  8.84   

 
 

P
age 644



Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 2: '2024 PM DS2 75' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 75', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B
1 Min: 7

5 100s

C

3 Min: 7

7 8s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 3 

Duration 100 8 

Change Point 0 105 

 
Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: 58.5 %
Total Traffic Delay: 4.2 pcuHr
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
Network Results 
Item Lane 

Description 
Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route Full Phase Arrow 

Phase 
Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 56.8% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 56.8% 

1/2+1/1 NGL s Left 
Ahead U N/A N/A A  1 100 - 968 1965:1939 1284+631 50.6 : 

50.6% 

2/2+2/1 Old NGL 
Right Left U N/A N/A C  1 8 - 80 1759:1720 100+129 34.9 : 

34.9% 

3/1+3/2 NGL N 
Ahead Right U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 102 0 1004 2065:1786 1711+58 56.8 : 

56.8% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1006  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 75  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 322 1940 1940 16.6% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 649 1940 1940 33.5% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 971  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 32 0 1 2.4 1.8 0.0 4.2 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 32 0 1 2.4 1.8 0.0 4.2 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 968 968 - - - 0.6 0.5 - 1.1 4.0 5.0 0.5 5.6 

2/2+2/1 80 80 - - - 1.2 0.3 - 1.4 64.6 1.4 0.3 1.7 

3/1+3/2 1004 1004 32 0 1 0.6 0.7 0.0 1.3 4.7 8.6 0.7 9.3 

4/1 1006 1006 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 75 75 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 322 322 - - - 0.0 0.1 - 0.1 1.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 

6/2 649 649 - - - 0.0 0.3 - 0.3 1.4 0.5 0.3 0.8 

7/1 971 971 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  58.5  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  3.81 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  58.5  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  4.16   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 3: '2024 AM DS2 115' (FG3: '2024 AM DS2 115', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B
1 Min: 7

5 100s

C

3 Min: 7

7 8s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 3 

Duration 100 8 

Change Point 0 105 

 
Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: 2.0 %
Total Traffic Delay: 9.4 pcuHr
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
Network Results 
Item Lane 

Description 
Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route Full Phase Arrow 

Phase 
Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 88.2% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 88.2% 

1/2+1/1 NGL s Left 
Ahead U N/A N/A A  1 100 - 1675 1965:1954 1305+593 88.2 : 

88.2% 

2/2+2/1 Old NGL 
Right Left U N/A N/A C  1 8 - 107 1759:1720 132+96 47.0 : 

47.0% 

3/1+3/2 NGL N 
Ahead Right U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 102 0 726 2065:1786 1675+60 41.0 : 

65.0% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 749  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 69  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 538 1940 1940 27.7% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 1152 1940 1940 59.4% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1690  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 39 3.4 5.4 0.6 9.4 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 39 3.4 5.4 0.6 9.4 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 1675 1675 - - - 1.5 3.6 - 5.1 11.0 14.4 3.6 18.0 

2/2+2/1 107 107 - - - 1.6 0.4 - 2.0 67.8 2.0 0.4 2.4 

3/1+3/2 726 726 0 0 39 0.4 0.4 0.6 1.3 6.7 4.8 0.4 5.1 

4/1 749 749 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 69 69 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 538 538 - - - 0.0 0.2 - 0.2 1.3 0.0 0.2 0.2 

6/2 1152 1152 - - - 0.0 0.7 - 0.7 2.3 10.8 0.7 11.5 

7/1 1690 1690 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  2.0  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  8.46 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  2.0  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  9.39   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 4: '2024 PM DS2 115' (FG4: '2024 PM DS2 115', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Stage Sequence Diagram 
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Stage Timings 

Stage 1 3 

Duration 100 8 

Change Point 0 105 

 
Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: 57.5 %
Total Traffic Delay: 4.4 pcuHr
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
Network Results 
Item Lane 

Description 
Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route Full Phase Arrow 

Phase 
Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.1% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.1% 

1/2+1/1 NGL s Left 
Ahead U N/A N/A A  1 100 - 977 1965:1935 1276+645 50.9 : 

50.9% 

2/2+2/1 Old NGL 
Right Left U N/A N/A C  1 8 - 90 1759:1720 99+129 39.5 : 

39.5% 

3/1+3/2 NGL N 
Ahead Right U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 102 0 1011 2065:1786 1699+70 57.1 : 

57.1% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1010  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 91  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 328 1940 1940 16.9% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 649 1940 1940 33.5% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 977  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 39 0 1 2.5 1.9 0.0 4.4 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 39 0 1 2.5 1.9 0.0 4.4 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 977 977 - - - 0.6 0.5 - 1.1 4.0 5.0 0.5 5.6 

2/2+2/1 90 90 - - - 1.3 0.3 - 1.6 65.8 1.6 0.3 1.9 

3/1+3/2 1011 1011 39 0 1 0.6 0.7 0.0 1.3 4.7 8.6 0.7 9.3 

4/1 1010 1010 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 91 91 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 328 328 - - - 0.0 0.1 - 0.1 1.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 

6/2 649 649 - - - 0.0 0.3 - 0.3 1.4 0.5 0.3 0.8 

7/1 977 977 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  57.5  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  4.05 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  57.5  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  4.40   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 5: '2024 AM DS2 190' (FG5: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Stage Sequence Diagram 
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Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: 1.8 %
Total Traffic Delay: 10.5 pcuHr
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
Network Results 
Item Lane 

Description 
Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route Full Phase Arrow 

Phase 
Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 88.4% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 88.4% 

1/2+1/1 NGL s Left 
Ahead U N/A N/A A  1 100 - 1679 1965:1952 1303+596 88.4 : 

88.4% 

2/2+2/1 Old NGL 
Right Left U N/A N/A C  1 8 - 140 1759:1720 132+88 63.7 : 

63.7% 

3/1+3/2 NGL N 
Ahead Right U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 102 0 735 2065:1786 1655+60 41.5 : 

80.0% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 771  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 82  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 549 1940 1940 28.3% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 1152 1940 1940 59.4% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1701  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 48 3.9 5.8 0.8 10.5 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 48 3.9 5.8 0.8 10.5 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 1679 1679 - - - 1.5 3.7 - 5.1 11.0 14.4 3.7 18.1 

2/2+2/1 140 140 - - - 2.1 0.9 - 2.9 75.7 2.7 0.9 3.6 

3/1+3/2 735 735 0 0 48 0.4 0.4 0.8 1.5 7.4 4.8 0.4 5.1 

4/1 771 771 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 82 82 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 549 549 - - - 0.0 0.2 - 0.2 1.3 0.0 0.2 0.2 

6/2 1152 1152 - - - 0.0 0.7 - 0.7 2.3 10.8 0.7 11.5 

7/1 1701 1701 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  1.8  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  9.61 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  1.8  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  10.54   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 6: '2024 PM DS2 190' (FG6: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B
1 Min: 7

5 100s

C

3 Min: 7

7 8s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 3 

Duration 100 8 

Change Point 0 105 

 
Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: 55.8 %
Total Traffic Delay: 4.9 pcuHr
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
Network Results 
Item Lane 

Description 
Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route Full Phase Arrow 

Phase 
Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.7% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.7% 

1/2+1/1 NGL s Left 
Ahead U N/A N/A A  1 100 - 994 1965:1927 1262+671 51.4 : 

51.4% 

2/2+2/1 Old NGL 
Right Left U N/A N/A C  1 8 - 109 1759:1720 94+129 48.8 : 

48.8% 

3/1+3/2 NGL N 
Ahead Right U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 102 0 1022 2065:1786 1681+88 57.7 : 

57.7% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1017  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 119  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 340 1940 1940 17.5% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 649 1940 1940 33.5% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 989  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 50 0 1 2.8 2.0 0.0 4.9 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 50 0 1 2.8 2.0 0.0 4.9 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 994 994 - - - 0.6 0.5 - 1.1 4.0 5.0 0.5 5.6 

2/2+2/1 109 109 - - - 1.6 0.5 - 2.1 68.7 2.0 0.5 2.5 

3/1+3/2 1022 1022 50 0 1 0.6 0.7 0.0 1.3 4.7 8.6 0.7 9.3 

4/1 1017 1017 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 119 119 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 340 340 - - - 0.0 0.1 - 0.1 1.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 

6/2 649 649 - - - 0.0 0.3 - 0.3 1.4 0.5 0.3 0.8 

7/1 989 989 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  55.8  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  4.54 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  55.8  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  4.89   
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Full Input Data And Results 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Full Input Data And Results 
 
User and Project Details 
Project:  
Title:  
Location:  

Additional detail:  

File name: Indicative Arrow 80 20.lsg3x 

Author:  

Company:  

Address:  
 
Network Layout Diagram 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane

A
rm

 1 - N
G

L s

1 2
1/1
1/2

Arm 2 - Old NGL

1
2

2/1
2/2

A
rm

 3
 - 

N
G

L 
N

1
2

3/
1

3/
2

A
rm

 4
 - 

1
4/

1

Arm 5 - 

1 5/1

A
rm

 6 - 

1 2
6/1
6/2

A
rm

 7 - 

1
7/1

A

B

C
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Phase Diagram 

A

B

C

D

 
 
 
Phase Input Data 
Phase Name Phase Type Assoc. Phase Street Min Cont Min 

A Traffic  7 7 

B Traffic  7 7 

C Traffic  7 7 

D Ind. Arrow B 4 4 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Phase Intergreens Matrix 

  Starting Phase 

Terminating 
Phase 

 A B C D 

A - - 7 5 

B - - 5 - 

C 5 5 - 5 

D 5 - 5 - 

 
Phases in Stage 
Stage No. Phases in Stage 

1 A B  

2 B D  

3 C  

 
Stage Diagram 

A

B

C

D
1 Min >= 7

A

B

C

D
2 Min >= 4

A

B

C

D
3 Min >= 7

 
 
 
Phase Delays 
Term. Stage Start Stage Phase Type Value Cont value 

1 3 B Losing 2 2 

 
 
Prohibited Stage Change 

  To Stage 

From 
Stage 

 1 2 3 

1  5 7 

2 5  5 

3 5 X  
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Full Input Data And Results 
Give-Way Lane Input Data 
Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane Movement 

Max Flow 
when 

Giving Way 
(PCU/Hr) 

Min Flow 
when 

Giving Way 
(PCU/Hr) 

Opposing 
Lane 

Opp. Lane 
Coeff. 

Opp. 
Mvmnts. 

Right Turn 
Storage (PCU) 

Non-Blocking 
Storage 
(PCU) 

RTF Right Turn 
Move up (s) 

Max Turns 
in Intergreen 

(PCU) 

3/2 
(NGL N) 5/1 (Right) 1439 0 

1/1 1.09 All 
2.00 - 0.50 2 2.00 

1/2 1.09 All 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Lane Input Data 
Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane Lane 
Type Phases Start 

Disp. 
End 
Disp. 

Physical 
Length 
(PCU) 

Sat 
Flow 
Type 

Def User 
Saturation 

Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient Nearside 

Lane Turns 
Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

1/1 
(NGL s) U A 2 3 17.4 Geom - 3.50 0.00 Y 

Arm 5 Left 15.00 

Arm 6 
Ahead Inf 

1/2 
(NGL s) U A 2 3 60.0 Geom - 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 

Ahead Inf 

2/1 
(Old 
NGL) 

U C 2 3 4.9 Geom - 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 

2/2 
(Old 
NGL) 

U C 2 3 60.0 Geom - 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 
Right 15.00 

3/1 
(NGL N) U B 2 3 60.0 Geom - 4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 

Ahead Inf 

3/2 
(NGL N) O B D 2 3 9.0 Geom - 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 

Right 15.00 

4/1 U  2 3 60.0 Inf - - - - - - 

5/1 U  2 3 60.0 Inf - - - - - - 

6/1 U  2 3 40.0 Geom - 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 
Ahead Inf 

6/2 U  2 3 40.0 Geom - 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 
Ahead Inf 

7/1 U  2 3 60.0 Inf - - - - - - 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Traffic Flow Groups 

Flow Group Start Time End Time Duration Formula 

1: '2024 AM DS2 75' 08:00 09:00 01:00  

2: '2024 PM DS2 75' 17:00 18:00 01:00  

3: '2024 AM DS2 115' 08:00 09:00 01:00  

4: '2024 PM DS2 115' 17:00 18:00 01:00  

5: '2024 AM DS2 190' 08:00 09:00 01:00  

6: '2024 PM DS2 190' 17:00 18:00 01:00  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Scenario 1: '2024 AM DS2 75' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 75', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 28 1645 1673 

B 49 0 39 88 

C 687 34 0 721 

Tot. 736 62 1684 2482 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane Scenario 1: 
2024 AM DS2 75 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 356 

1/2 
(with short) 

1673(In) 
1317(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 39 

2/2 
(with short) 

88(In) 
49(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

721(In) 
687(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 34 

4/1 736 

5/1 62 

6/1 367 

6/2 1317 

7/1 1684 

 
Lane Saturation Flows 
Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient Nearside 

Lane 
Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y 

Arm 5 Left 15.00 7.9 % 
1950 1950 

Arm 6 Ahead Inf 92.1 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Scenario 2: '2024 PM DS2 75' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 75', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 42 926 968 

B 35 0 45 80 

C 971 33 0 1004 

Tot. 1006 75 971 2052 

 
 
Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane Scenario 2: 
2024 PM DS2 75 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 226 

1/2 
(with short) 

968(In) 
742(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 45 

2/2 
(with short) 

80(In) 
35(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

1004(In) 
971(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 33 

4/1 1006 

5/1 75 

6/1 229 

6/2 742 

7/1 971 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Lane Saturation Flows 
Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient Nearside 

Lane 
Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y 

Arm 5 Left 15.00 18.6 % 
1929 1929 

Arm 6 Ahead Inf 81.4 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 
Scenario 3: '2024 AM DS2 115' (FG3: '2024 AM DS2 115', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 30 1645 1675 

B 62 0 45 107 

C 687 39 0 726 

Tot. 749 69 1690 2508 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane Scenario 3: 
2024 AM DS2 115 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 358 

1/2 
(with short) 

1675(In) 
1317(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 45 

2/2 
(with short) 

107(In) 
62(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

726(In) 
687(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 39 

4/1 749 

5/1 69 

6/1 373 

6/2 1317 

7/1 1690 

 
Lane Saturation Flows 
Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient Nearside 

Lane 
Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y 

Arm 5 Left 15.00 8.4 % 
1949 1949 

Arm 6 Ahead Inf 91.6 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 

Page 680



Full Input Data And Results 
 
Scenario 4: '2024 PM DS2 115' (FG4: '2024 PM DS2 115', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 51 926 977 

B 39 0 51 90 

C 971 40 0 1011 

Tot. 1010 91 977 2078 

 
 
Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane Scenario 4: 
2024 PM DS2 115 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 235 

1/2 
(with short) 

977(In) 
742(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 51 

2/2 
(with short) 

90(In) 
39(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

1011(In) 
971(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 40 

4/1 1010 

5/1 91 

6/1 235 

6/2 742 

7/1 977 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Lane Saturation Flows 
Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient Nearside 

Lane 
Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y 

Arm 5 Left 15.00 21.7 % 
1923 1923 

Arm 6 Ahead Inf 78.3 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 
Scenario 5: '2024 AM DS2 190' (FG5: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 34 1645 1679 

B 84 0 56 140 

C 687 48 0 735 

Tot. 771 82 1701 2554 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane Scenario 5: 
2024 AM DS2 190 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 362 

1/2 
(with short) 

1679(In) 
1317(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 56 

2/2 
(with short) 

140(In) 
84(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

735(In) 
687(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 48 

4/1 771 

5/1 82 

6/1 384 

6/2 1317 

7/1 1701 

 
Lane Saturation Flows 
Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient Nearside 

Lane 
Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y 

Arm 5 Left 15.00 9.4 % 
1947 1947 

Arm 6 Ahead Inf 90.6 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Scenario 6: '2024 PM DS2 190' (FG6: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 68 926 994 

B 46 0 63 109 

C 971 51 0 1022 

Tot. 1017 119 989 2125 

 
 
Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane Scenario 6: 
2024 PM DS2 190 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 252 

1/2 
(with short) 

994(In) 
742(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 63 

2/2 
(with short) 

109(In) 
46(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

1022(In) 
971(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 51 

4/1 1017 

5/1 119 

6/1 247 

6/2 742 

7/1 989 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Lane Saturation Flows 
Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient Nearside 

Lane 
Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y 

Arm 5 Left 15.00 27.0 % 
1913 1913 

Arm 6 Ahead Inf 73.0 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 
 
Scenario 1: '2024 AM DS2 75' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 75', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B
1 Min: 7

5 100s

C

3 Min: 7

7 8s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 3 

Duration 100 8 

Change Point 0 105 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: -3.2 %
Total Traffic Delay: 11.9 pcuHr
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
Network Results 
Item Lane 

Description 
Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route Full Phase Arrow 

Phase 
Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 92.8% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 92.8% 

1/2+1/1 NGL s Left 
Ahead U N/A N/A A  1 100 - 1673 1965:1950 1418+383 92.8 : 

92.8% 

2/2+2/1 Old NGL 
Right Left U N/A N/A C  1 8 - 88 1759:1720 132+105 37.1 : 

37.1% 

3/1+3/2 NGL N 
Ahead Right U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 102 0 721 2065:1786 1686+60 40.7 : 

56.7% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 736  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 62  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 367 1940 1940 18.9% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 1317 1940 1940 67.9% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1684  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 34 3.6 7.8 0.5 11.9 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 34 3.6 7.8 0.5 11.9 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 1673 1673 - - - 1.9 5.9 - 7.8 16.9 26.2 5.9 32.2 

2/2+2/1 88 88 - - - 1.3 0.3 - 1.6 64.8 1.6 0.3 1.8 

3/1+3/2 721 721 0 0 34 0.4 0.4 0.5 1.3 6.3 4.8 0.4 5.1 

4/1 736 736 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 62 62 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 367 367 - - - 0.0 0.1 - 0.1 1.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 

6/2 1317 1317 - - - 0.0 1.1 - 1.1 2.9 15.1 1.1 16.2 

7/1 1684 1684 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  -3.2  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  10.69 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  -3.2  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  11.88   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 2: '2024 PM DS2 75' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 75', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Stage Sequence Diagram 
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Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: 58.5 %
Total Traffic Delay: 4.3 pcuHr

C1

0

1

105
3

120

 
  

 

1 2
Arm 2 - Old NGL

1
2

C
C

A
rm

 3
 - 

N
G

L 
N

1
2

BB
D

 
  

Arm 5 - 

1

A
rm

 6 - 

1 2
A

rm
 7 - 

1
B

C

 

P
age 693



Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
Network Results 
Item Lane 

Description 
Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route Full Phase Arrow 

Phase 
Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 56.8% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 56.8% 

1/2+1/1 NGL s Left 
Ahead U N/A N/A A  1 100 - 968 1965:1929 1393+424 53.3 : 

53.3% 

2/2+2/1 Old NGL 
Right Left U N/A N/A C  1 8 - 80 1759:1720 100+129 34.9 : 

34.9% 

3/1+3/2 NGL N 
Ahead Right U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 102 0 1004 2065:1786 1711+58 56.8 : 

56.8% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1006  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 75  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 229 1940 1940 11.8% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 742 1940 1940 38.2% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 971  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 32 0 1 2.4 1.9 0.0 4.3 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 32 0 1 2.4 1.9 0.0 4.3 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 968 968 - - - 0.6 0.6 - 1.2 4.4 6.2 0.6 6.8 

2/2+2/1 80 80 - - - 1.2 0.3 - 1.4 64.6 1.4 0.3 1.7 

3/1+3/2 1004 1004 32 0 1 0.6 0.7 0.0 1.3 4.7 8.6 0.7 9.3 

4/1 1006 1006 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 75 75 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 229 229 - - - 0.0 0.1 - 0.1 1.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 

6/2 742 742 - - - 0.0 0.3 - 0.3 1.5 1.6 0.3 1.9 

7/1 971 971 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  58.5  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  3.91 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  58.5  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  4.29   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 3: '2024 AM DS2 115' (FG3: '2024 AM DS2 115', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Stage Sequence Diagram 
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Signal Timings Diagram 

0

0

10

10

20

20

30

30

40

40

50

50

60

60

70

70

80

80

90

90

100

100

110

110

120

120

Time in cycle (sec)

Ph
as

es

1 5 : 100
0

3 7 : 8
105

D D
C C
B B
A A

 
 
 

Page 696



Full Input Data And Results 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: -3.3 %
Total Traffic Delay: 12.5 pcuHr
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
Network Results 
Item Lane 

Description 
Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route Full Phase Arrow 

Phase 
Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 92.9% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 92.9% 

1/2+1/1 NGL s Left 
Ahead U N/A N/A A  1 100 - 1675 1965:1949 1417+385 92.9 : 

92.9% 

2/2+2/1 Old NGL 
Right Left U N/A N/A C  1 8 - 107 1759:1720 132+96 47.0 : 

47.0% 

3/1+3/2 NGL N 
Ahead Right U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 102 0 726 2065:1786 1675+60 41.0 : 

65.0% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 749  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 69  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 373 1940 1940 19.2% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 1317 1940 1940 67.9% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1690  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 39 3.9 8.0 0.6 12.5 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 39 3.9 8.0 0.6 12.5 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 1675 1675 - - - 1.9 6.0 - 7.9 17.0 26.2 6.0 32.2 

2/2+2/1 107 107 - - - 1.6 0.4 - 2.0 67.8 2.0 0.4 2.4 

3/1+3/2 726 726 0 0 39 0.4 0.4 0.6 1.3 6.7 4.8 0.4 5.1 

4/1 749 749 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 69 69 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 373 373 - - - 0.0 0.1 - 0.1 1.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 

6/2 1317 1317 - - - 0.0 1.1 - 1.1 2.9 15.1 1.1 16.2 

7/1 1690 1690 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  -3.3  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  11.27 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  -3.3  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  12.46   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 4: '2024 PM DS2 115' (FG4: '2024 PM DS2 115', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Stage Sequence Diagram 
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Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: 57.5 %
Total Traffic Delay: 4.5 pcuHr
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
Network Results 
Item Lane 

Description 
Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route Full Phase Arrow 

Phase 
Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.1% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.1% 

1/2+1/1 NGL s Left 
Ahead U N/A N/A A  1 100 - 977 1965:1923 1384+438 53.6 : 

53.6% 

2/2+2/1 Old NGL 
Right Left U N/A N/A C  1 8 - 90 1759:1720 99+129 39.5 : 

39.5% 

3/1+3/2 NGL N 
Ahead Right U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 102 0 1011 2065:1786 1699+70 57.1 : 

57.1% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1010  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 91  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 235 1940 1940 12.1% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 742 1940 1940 38.2% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 977  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 39 0 1 2.6 1.9 0.0 4.5 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 39 0 1 2.6 1.9 0.0 4.5 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 977 977 - - - 0.6 0.6 - 1.2 4.4 6.2 0.6 6.8 

2/2+2/1 90 90 - - - 1.3 0.3 - 1.6 65.8 1.6 0.3 1.9 

3/1+3/2 1011 1011 39 0 1 0.6 0.7 0.0 1.3 4.7 8.6 0.7 9.3 

4/1 1010 1010 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 91 91 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 235 235 - - - 0.0 0.1 - 0.1 1.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 

6/2 742 742 - - - 0.0 0.3 - 0.3 1.5 1.6 0.3 1.9 

7/1 977 977 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  57.5  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  4.16 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  57.5  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  4.53   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 5: '2024 AM DS2 190' (FG5: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Stage Sequence Diagram 
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Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: -3.4 %
Total Traffic Delay: 13.7 pcuHr
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
Network Results 
Item Lane 

Description 
Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route Full Phase Arrow 

Phase 
Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 93.1% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 93.1% 

1/2+1/1 NGL s Left 
Ahead U N/A N/A A  1 100 - 1679 1965:1947 1415+389 93.1 : 

93.1% 

2/2+2/1 Old NGL 
Right Left U N/A N/A C  1 8 - 140 1759:1720 132+88 63.7 : 

63.7% 

3/1+3/2 NGL N 
Ahead Right U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 102 0 735 2065:1786 1655+60 41.5 : 

80.0% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 771  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 82  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 384 1940 1940 19.8% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 1317 1940 1940 67.9% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1701  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 48 4.4 8.5 0.8 13.7 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 48 4.4 8.5 0.8 13.7 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 1679 1679 - - - 1.9 6.1 - 8.0 17.2 26.3 6.1 32.4 

2/2+2/1 140 140 - - - 2.1 0.9 - 2.9 75.7 2.7 0.9 3.6 

3/1+3/2 735 735 0 0 48 0.4 0.4 0.8 1.5 7.4 4.8 0.4 5.1 

4/1 771 771 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 82 82 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 384 384 - - - 0.0 0.1 - 0.1 1.2 0.0 0.1 0.1 

6/2 1317 1317 - - - 0.0 1.1 - 1.1 2.9 15.1 1.1 16.2 

7/1 1701 1701 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  -3.4  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  12.49 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  -3.4  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  13.69   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 6: '2024 PM DS2 190' (FG6: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Stage Sequence Diagram 
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Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: 55.8 %
Total Traffic Delay: 5.0 pcuHr
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
Network Results 
Item Lane 

Description 
Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route Full Phase Arrow 

Phase 
Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.7% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.7% 

1/2+1/1 NGL s Left 
Ahead U N/A N/A A  1 100 - 994 1965:1913 1368+465 54.2 : 

54.2% 

2/2+2/1 Old NGL 
Right Left U N/A N/A C  1 8 - 109 1759:1720 94+129 48.8 : 

48.8% 

3/1+3/2 NGL N 
Ahead Right U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 102 0 1022 2065:1786 1681+88 57.7 : 

57.7% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1017  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 119  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 247 1940 1940 12.7% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 742 1940 1940 38.2% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 989  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 50 0 1 2.9 2.1 0.0 5.0 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 50 0 1 2.9 2.1 0.0 5.0 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 994 994 - - - 0.6 0.6 - 1.2 4.4 6.2 0.6 6.8 

2/2+2/1 109 109 - - - 1.6 0.5 - 2.1 68.7 2.0 0.5 2.5 

3/1+3/2 1022 1022 50 0 1 0.6 0.7 0.0 1.4 4.8 8.6 0.7 9.3 

4/1 1017 1017 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 119 119 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 247 247 - - - 0.0 0.1 - 0.1 1.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 

6/2 742 742 - - - 0.0 0.3 - 0.3 1.5 1.6 0.3 1.9 

7/1 989 989 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  55.8  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  4.65 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  55.8  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  5.03   
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Full Input Data And Results 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Full Input Data And Results 
 
User and Project Details 
Project:  
Title:  
Location:  

Additional detail:  

File name: Indicative Arrow 90 10.lsg3x 

Author:  

Company:  

Address:  
 
Network Layout Diagram 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane

A
rm

 1 - N
G

L s

1 2
1/1
1/2

Arm 2 - Old NGL

1
2

2/1
2/2

A
rm

 3
 - 

N
G

L 
N

1
2

3/
1

3/
2

A
rm

 4
 - 

1
4/

1

Arm 5 - 

1 5/1

A
rm

 6 - 

1 2
6/1
6/2

A
rm

 7 - 

1
7/1

A

B

C
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Phase Diagram 

A

B

C

D

 
 
 
Phase Input Data 
Phase Name Phase Type Assoc. Phase Street Min Cont Min 

A Traffic  7 7 

B Traffic  7 7 

C Traffic  7 7 

D Ind. Arrow B 4 4 

Page 718



Full Input Data And Results 
 
Phase Intergreens Matrix 

  Starting Phase 

Terminating 
Phase 

 A B C D 

A - - 7 5 

B - - 5 - 

C 5 5 - 5 

D 5 - 5 - 

 
Phases in Stage 
Stage No. Phases in Stage 

1 A B  

2 B D  

3 C  

 
Stage Diagram 

A

B

C

D
1 Min >= 7

A

B

C

D
2 Min >= 4

A

B

C

D
3 Min >= 7

 
 
 
Phase Delays 
Term. Stage Start Stage Phase Type Value Cont value 

There are no Phase Delays defined 

 
 
Prohibited Stage Change 

  To Stage 

From 
Stage 

 1 2 3 

1  5 7 

2 5  5 

3 5 X  
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Full Input Data And Results 
Give-Way Lane Input Data 
Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane Movement 

Max Flow 
when 

Giving Way 
(PCU/Hr) 

Min Flow 
when 

Giving Way 
(PCU/Hr) 

Opposing 
Lane 

Opp. Lane 
Coeff. 

Opp. 
Mvmnts. 

Right Turn 
Storage (PCU) 

Non-Blocking 
Storage 
(PCU) 

RTF Right Turn 
Move up (s) 

Max Turns 
in Intergreen 

(PCU) 

3/2 
(NGL N) 5/1 (Right) 1439 0 

1/1 1.09 All 
2.00 - 0.50 2 2.00 

1/2 1.09 All 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Lane Input Data 
Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane Lane 
Type Phases Start 

Disp. 
End 
Disp. 

Physical 
Length 
(PCU) 

Sat 
Flow 
Type 

Def User 
Saturation 

Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient Nearside 

Lane Turns 
Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

1/1 
(NGL s) U A 2 3 17.4 Geom - 3.50 0.00 Y 

Arm 5 Left 15.00 

Arm 6 
Ahead Inf 

1/2 
(NGL s) U A 2 3 60.0 Geom - 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 

Ahead Inf 

2/1 
(Old 
NGL) 

U C 2 3 4.9 Geom - 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 

2/2 
(Old 
NGL) 

U C 2 3 60.0 Geom - 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 
Right 15.00 

3/1 
(NGL N) U B 2 3 60.0 Geom - 4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 

Ahead Inf 

3/2 
(NGL N) O B D 2 3 9.0 Geom - 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 

Right 15.00 

4/1 U  2 3 60.0 Inf - - - - - - 

5/1 U  2 3 60.0 Inf - - - - - - 

6/1 U  2 3 40.0 Geom - 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 
Ahead Inf 

6/2 U  2 3 40.0 Geom - 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 
Ahead Inf 

7/1 U  2 3 60.0 Inf - - - - - - 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Traffic Flow Groups 

Flow Group Start Time End Time Duration Formula 

1: '2024 AM DS2 75' 08:00 09:00 01:00  

2: '2024 PM DS2 75' 17:00 18:00 01:00  

3: '2024 AM DS2 115' 08:00 09:00 01:00  

4: '2024 PM DS2 115' 17:00 18:00 01:00  

5: '2024 AM DS2 190' 08:00 09:00 01:00  

6: '2024 PM DS2 190' 17:00 18:00 01:00  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Scenario 1: '2024 AM DS2 75' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 75', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 28 1645 1673 

B 49 0 39 88 

C 687 34 0 721 

Tot. 736 62 1684 2482 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane Scenario 1: 
2024 AM DS2 75 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 191 

1/2 
(with short) 

1673(In) 
1482(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 39 

2/2 
(with short) 

88(In) 
49(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

721(In) 
687(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 34 

4/1 736 

5/1 62 

6/1 202 

6/2 1482 

7/1 1684 

 
Lane Saturation Flows 
Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient Nearside 

Lane 
Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y 

Arm 5 Left 15.00 14.7 % 
1937 1937 

Arm 6 Ahead Inf 85.3 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Scenario 2: '2024 PM DS2 75' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 75', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 42 926 968 

B 35 0 45 80 

C 971 33 0 1004 

Tot. 1006 75 971 2052 

 
 
Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane Scenario 2: 
2024 PM DS2 75 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 133 

1/2 
(with short) 

968(In) 
835(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 45 

2/2 
(with short) 

80(In) 
35(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

1004(In) 
971(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 33 

4/1 1006 

5/1 75 

6/1 136 

6/2 835 

7/1 971 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Lane Saturation Flows 
Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient Nearside 

Lane 
Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y 

Arm 5 Left 15.00 31.6 % 
1905 1905 

Arm 6 Ahead Inf 68.4 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 
Scenario 3: '2024 AM DS2 115' (FG3: '2024 AM DS2 115', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 30 1645 1675 

B 62 0 45 107 

C 687 39 0 726 

Tot. 749 69 1690 2508 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane Scenario 3: 
2024 AM DS2 115 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 193 

1/2 
(with short) 

1675(In) 
1482(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 45 

2/2 
(with short) 

107(In) 
62(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

726(In) 
687(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 39 

4/1 749 

5/1 69 

6/1 208 

6/2 1482 

7/1 1690 

 
Lane Saturation Flows 
Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient Nearside 

Lane 
Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y 

Arm 5 Left 15.00 15.5 % 
1935 1935 

Arm 6 Ahead Inf 84.5 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Scenario 4: '2024 PM DS2 115' (FG4: '2024 PM DS2 115', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 51 926 977 

B 39 0 51 90 

C 971 40 0 1011 

Tot. 1010 91 977 2078 

 
 
Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane Scenario 4: 
2024 PM DS2 115 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 142 

1/2 
(with short) 

977(In) 
835(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 51 

2/2 
(with short) 

90(In) 
39(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

1011(In) 
971(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 40 

4/1 1010 

5/1 91 

6/1 142 

6/2 835 

7/1 977 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Lane Saturation Flows 
Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient Nearside 

Lane 
Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y 

Arm 5 Left 15.00 35.9 % 
1897 1897 

Arm 6 Ahead Inf 64.1 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 
Scenario 5: '2024 AM DS2 190' (FG5: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 34 1645 1679 

B 84 0 56 140 

C 687 48 0 735 

Tot. 771 82 1701 2554 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane Scenario 5: 
2024 AM DS2 190 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 197 

1/2 
(with short) 

1679(In) 
1482(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 56 

2/2 
(with short) 

140(In) 
84(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

735(In) 
687(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 48 

4/1 771 

5/1 82 

6/1 219 

6/2 1482 

7/1 1701 

 
Lane Saturation Flows 
Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient Nearside 

Lane 
Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y 

Arm 5 Left 15.00 17.3 % 
1932 1932 

Arm 6 Ahead Inf 82.7 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Scenario 6: '2024 PM DS2 190' (FG6: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 68 926 994 

B 46 0 63 109 

C 971 51 0 1022 

Tot. 1017 119 989 2125 

 
 
Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane Scenario 6: 
2024 PM DS2 190 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 159 

1/2 
(with short) 

994(In) 
835(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 63 

2/2 
(with short) 

109(In) 
46(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

1022(In) 
971(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 51 

4/1 1017 

5/1 119 

6/1 154 

6/2 835 

7/1 989 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Lane Saturation Flows 
Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient Nearside 

Lane 
Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y 

Arm 5 Left 15.00 42.8 % 
1884 1884 

Arm 6 Ahead Inf 57.2 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 
 
Scenario 1: '2024 AM DS2 75' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 75', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B
1 Min: 7

5 100s

C

3 Min: 7

7 8s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 3 

Duration 100 8 

Change Point 0 105 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Signal Timings Diagram 

0

0
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10
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C C
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A A
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Full Input Data And Results 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: -7.6 %
Total Traffic Delay: 18.5 pcuHr

C1

0

1

105
3

120

 
  

 

1 2
Arm 2 - Old NGL

1
2

C
C

A
rm

 3
 - 

N
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N
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BB
D
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1

A
rm

 6 - 

1 2
A

rm
 7 - 

1
B

C
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
Network Results 
Item Lane 

Description 
Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route Full Phase Arrow 

Phase 
Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 96.8% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 96.8% 

1/2+1/1 NGL s Left 
Ahead U N/A N/A A  1 100 - 1673 1965:1937 1530+197 96.8 : 

96.8% 

2/2+2/1 Old NGL 
Right Left U N/A N/A C  1 8 - 88 1759:1720 132+105 37.1 : 

37.1% 

3/1+3/2 NGL N 
Ahead Right U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 100 0 721 2065:1786 1654+60 41.5 : 

56.7% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 736  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 62  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 202 1940 1940 10.4% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 1482 1940 1940 76.4% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1684  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 34 4.7 13.3 0.6 18.5 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 34 4.7 13.3 0.6 18.5 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 1673 1673 - - - 3.0 10.9 - 13.9 29.9 43.0 10.9 53.9 

2/2+2/1 88 88 - - - 1.3 0.3 - 1.6 64.8 1.6 0.3 1.8 

3/1+3/2 721 721 0 0 34 0.4 0.4 0.6 1.4 6.8 5.3 0.4 5.7 

4/1 736 736 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 62 62 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 202 202 - - - 0.0 0.1 - 0.1 1.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 

6/2 1482 1482 - - - 0.0 1.6 - 1.6 4.0 17.3 1.6 18.9 

7/1 1684 1684 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  -7.6  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  16.85 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  -7.6  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  18.54   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 2: '2024 PM DS2 75' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 75', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Stage Sequence Diagram 
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Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: 55.5 %
Total Traffic Delay: 4.6 pcuHr
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
Network Results 
Item Lane 

Description 
Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route Full Phase Arrow 

Phase 
Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.9% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.9% 

1/2+1/1 NGL s Left 
Ahead U N/A N/A A  1 100 - 968 1965:1905 1501+239 55.6 : 

55.6% 

2/2+2/1 Old NGL 
Right Left U N/A N/A C  1 8 - 80 1759:1720 100+129 34.9 : 

34.9% 

3/1+3/2 NGL N 
Ahead Right U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 100 0 1004 2065:1786 1677+57 57.9 : 

57.9% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1006  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 75  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 136 1940 1940 7.0% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 835 1940 1940 43.0% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 971  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 33 0 0 2.6 2.0 0.0 4.6 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 33 0 0 2.6 2.0 0.0 4.6 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 968 968 - - - 0.7 0.6 - 1.3 4.8 7.7 0.6 8.3 

2/2+2/1 80 80 - - - 1.2 0.3 - 1.4 64.6 1.4 0.3 1.7 

3/1+3/2 1004 1004 33 0 0 0.8 0.7 0.0 1.5 5.4 9.8 0.7 10.5 

4/1 1006 1006 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 75 75 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 136 136 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/2 835 835 - - - 0.0 0.4 - 0.4 1.6 3.3 0.4 3.6 

7/1 971 971 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  55.5  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  4.23 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  55.5  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  4.64   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 3: '2024 AM DS2 115' (FG3: '2024 AM DS2 115', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Stage Sequence Diagram 
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Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: -7.7 %
Total Traffic Delay: 19.3 pcuHr
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
Network Results 
Item Lane 

Description 
Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route Full Phase Arrow 

Phase 
Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 96.9% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 96.9% 

1/2+1/1 NGL s Left 
Ahead U N/A N/A A  1 100 - 1675 1965:1935 1529+199 96.9 : 

96.9% 

2/2+2/1 Old NGL 
Right Left U N/A N/A C  1 8 - 107 1759:1720 132+96 47.0 : 

47.0% 

3/1+3/2 NGL N 
Ahead Right U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 100 0 726 2065:1786 1643+60 41.8 : 

65.0% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 749  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 69  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 208 1940 1940 10.7% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 1482 1940 1940 76.4% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1690  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 39 5.0 13.6 0.6 19.3 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 39 5.0 13.6 0.6 19.3 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 1675 1675 - - - 3.0 11.1 - 14.1 30.3 43.0 11.1 54.1 

2/2+2/1 107 107 - - - 1.6 0.4 - 2.0 67.8 2.0 0.4 2.4 

3/1+3/2 726 726 0 0 39 0.4 0.4 0.6 1.5 7.3 5.3 0.4 5.7 

4/1 749 749 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 69 69 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 208 208 - - - 0.0 0.1 - 0.1 1.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 

6/2 1482 1482 - - - 0.0 1.6 - 1.6 4.0 17.3 1.6 18.9 

7/1 1690 1690 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  -7.7  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  17.56 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  -7.7  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  19.25   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 4: '2024 PM DS2 115' (FG4: '2024 PM DS2 115', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Stage Sequence Diagram 
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Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: 54.4 %
Total Traffic Delay: 4.9 pcuHr
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
Network Results 
Item Lane 

Description 
Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route Full Phase Arrow 

Phase 
Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 58.3% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 58.3% 

1/2+1/1 NGL s Left 
Ahead U N/A N/A A  1 100 - 977 1965:1897 1492+254 56.0 : 

56.0% 

2/2+2/1 Old NGL 
Right Left U N/A N/A C  1 8 - 90 1759:1720 99+129 39.5 : 

39.5% 

3/1+3/2 NGL N 
Ahead Right U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 100 0 1011 2065:1786 1666+69 58.3 : 

58.3% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1010  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 91  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 142 1940 1940 7.3% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 835 1940 1940 43.0% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 977  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 40 0 0 2.8 2.1 0.0 4.9 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 40 0 0 2.8 2.1 0.0 4.9 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 977 977 - - - 0.7 0.6 - 1.3 4.8 7.7 0.6 8.3 

2/2+2/1 90 90 - - - 1.3 0.3 - 1.6 65.8 1.6 0.3 1.9 

3/1+3/2 1011 1011 40 0 0 0.8 0.7 0.0 1.5 5.4 9.8 0.7 10.5 

4/1 1010 1010 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 91 91 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 142 142 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/2 835 835 - - - 0.0 0.4 - 0.4 1.6 3.3 0.4 3.6 

7/1 977 977 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  54.4  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  4.47 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  54.4  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  4.89   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 5: '2024 AM DS2 190' (FG5: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B
1 Min: 7

5 100s

C

3 Min: 7

7 8s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 3 

Duration 100 8 

Change Point 0 105 

 
Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: -7.9 %
Total Traffic Delay: 20.7 pcuHr
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
Network Results 
Item Lane 

Description 
Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route Full Phase Arrow 

Phase 
Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 97.1% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 97.1% 

1/2+1/1 NGL s Left 
Ahead U N/A N/A A  1 100 - 1679 1965:1932 1526+203 97.1 : 

97.1% 

2/2+2/1 Old NGL 
Right Left U N/A N/A C  1 8 - 140 1759:1720 132+88 63.7 : 

63.7% 

3/1+3/2 NGL N 
Ahead Right U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 100 0 735 2065:1786 1623+60 42.3 : 

80.0% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 771  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 82  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 219 1940 1940 11.3% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 1482 1940 1940 76.4% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1701  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 48 5.5 14.4 0.8 20.7 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 48 5.5 14.4 0.8 20.7 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 1679 1679 - - - 3.0 11.5 - 14.4 31.0 43.5 11.5 55.0 

2/2+2/1 140 140 - - - 2.1 0.9 - 2.9 75.7 2.7 0.9 3.6 

3/1+3/2 735 735 0 0 48 0.5 0.4 0.8 1.6 8.0 5.3 0.4 5.7 

4/1 771 771 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 82 82 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 219 219 - - - 0.0 0.1 - 0.1 1.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 

6/2 1482 1482 - - - 0.0 1.6 - 1.6 4.0 17.3 1.6 18.9 

7/1 1701 1701 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  -7.9  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  19.03 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  -7.9  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  20.73   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 6: '2024 PM DS2 190' (FG6: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Stage Sequence Diagram 
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Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: 52.8 %
Total Traffic Delay: 5.4 pcuHr
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
Network Results 
Item Lane 

Description 
Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route Full Phase Arrow 

Phase 
Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 58.9% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 58.9% 

1/2+1/1 NGL s Left 
Ahead U N/A N/A A  1 100 - 994 1965:1884 1473+281 56.7 : 

56.7% 

2/2+2/1 Old NGL 
Right Left U N/A N/A C  1 8 - 109 1759:1720 94+129 48.8 : 

48.8% 

3/1+3/2 NGL N 
Ahead Right U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 100 0 1022 2065:1786 1649+87 58.9 : 

58.9% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1017  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 119  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 154 1940 1940 7.9% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 835 1940 1940 43.0% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 989  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 51 0 0 3.1 2.3 0.1 5.4 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 51 0 0 3.1 2.3 0.1 5.4 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 994 994 - - - 0.7 0.7 - 1.3 4.8 7.7 0.7 8.3 

2/2+2/1 109 109 - - - 1.6 0.5 - 2.1 68.7 2.0 0.5 2.5 

3/1+3/2 1022 1022 51 0 0 0.8 0.7 0.1 1.6 5.5 9.9 0.7 10.6 

4/1 1017 1017 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 119 119 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 154 154 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/2 835 835 - - - 0.0 0.4 - 0.4 1.6 3.3 0.4 3.6 

7/1 989 989 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  52.8  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  4.97 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  52.8  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  5.39   
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Full Input Data And Results 
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RED - WILSON - ASSOCIATES II 

Introduction 

1.1. I, Martha Hoskins, am a Senior Consultant at Red Wilson Associates (RWA) with six 

years’ experience in traffic engineering and modelling.  

1.2. I can confirm I have a full understanding of my duty to the Inquiry and have 

complied, and will continue to comply, with that duty. I confirm that the evidence 

which I have prepared identifies all facts which I regard as being relevant to the 

opinion that I have expressed and that the Inquiry’s attention has been, or will be, 

drawn to any matter which would affect the validity of that opinion, irrespective of 

by whom I am instructed. I believe that the facts stated within this proof are true and 

that my opinions expressed are correct and in accordance with my professional skills 

and experience. 

1.3. RWA were appointed by Bargate Homes Ltd and Fareham Land LP on 8th November 

2019 to undertake VISSIM and LinSig modelling assessments at the junction of 

Newgate Lane East and Old Newgate Lane in Fareham, Hampshire. This was to 

support the application by Fareham Land LP and Bargate Homes Ltd. for two housing 

developments; Newgate Lane (North) (LPA ref. P/18/1118/OA) and Newgate Lane 

(South) (LPA ref. P/19/0460/OA) respectively. I have been leading on the traffic 

modelling of the site since RWA’s instruction. 

1.4. My role in the planning application was to act as the modelling specialist to assist in 

understanding the impact of the two housing developments as a combined 

assessment and more recently independently of one another. 

1.5. The following Proof of Evidence (PoE) outlines the base model validation and the 

future modelled scenarios tested in VISSIM. It explains how the models were 

constructed as well as how data has been sourced. It also provides details of the 

LinSig modelling and the signalised options that were tested. 
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1.6. The appropriateness of the physical design improvements of both the right turn lane 

and signalised junction between the Newgate Lane East junction with Old Newgate 

Lane is addressed in the Statement of Common Ground on Transport (SCOGT) and 

within Mr Anthony Jones’ Proof of Evidence. This Proof of Evidence demonstrates 

that the models are set up in accordance with best practice to accurately represent 

existing base conditions and the future layout in the drawings provided by Pegasus 

Group.  This PoE also sets out the appropriate justification and evidence to support 

the modelling of the proposed signalised junction including for appropriateness of 

using an indicative arrow stage on the right turn manoeuvres into the Old Newgate 

Lane minor arm. My PoE also summarises the results of the modelling.  However, the 

interpretation of the results in terms of compliance with both national and local 

policy is addressed by Mr Jones in his PoE. 

1.7. The VISSIM modelling has been created in accordance with Transport for London’s 

Traffic Modelling Guidelines and Highways England WebTAG which are widely 

known as the leading guidelines for modelling within the industry. 

1.8. The reasons for refusal associated with this PoE is as follows: 

 

h) The proposed development would have an unacceptable impact on the 

junction of old Newgate Lane / Newgate Lane East resulting in a severe impact 

on the road safety and operation of the local transport network;  

1.9. I will detail the modelling assessments undertaken for the planning application and 

state how they align with best guidance and existing policies.  
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VISSIM Modelling 

1.10. At the time of writing, HCC currently indicate that the implementation of the 

developments will have a negative impact on the junction in that they will result in 

excessive queueing on Newgate Lane eastbound (the minor arm) due to an increase 

in the volume of traffic using the junction.  They are concerned that the current 

proposed methods of mitigation are not suitable. 

1.11. As modelling is ongoing it is anticipated that some of these concerns will be 

overcome in advance of the inquiry. The base model has been approved by Atkins, 

the auditors acting on behalf of HCC.  

1.12. On completion of the validated base model, the flows were updated to represent 

both the 2024 opening year scenario without the proposed development at 

Newgate Lane and scenarios with the two developments independently and 

combined.  

1.13. When compared with the 2024 without development scenarios, the journey time 

results demonstrate that the introduction of the developments will result in an 

increase in the journey time, queueing and delay for vehicles exiting Newgate Lane 

particularly in the AM peak. As such it is recommended that mitigation is introduced 

at the junction. 

1.14. A priority junction option was produced (Option 3) and the proposed scenarios have 

been tested in the layout to assess the improvements it has on the existing layout. 

However, the modelling demonstrated that the development cannot be mitigated 

using a priority design at the junction.  

1.15. As such a signalised junction is proposed at the junction of Newgate Lane and 

Newgate Lane East.  
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Signalised Junction Proposal 

1.16. RWA were appointed by Pegasus to review the LinSig modelling of the potential 

signalised junction option they had developed for the Newgate Lane access onto 

Newgate Lane East. We were also appointed to assess the viability of a signalised 

junction. 

1.17. It is my understanding that HCC have two remaining concerns regarding the 

signalisation of the junction: 

• Firstly, the provision of an indicative arrow meaning that vehicles turning 

right would be expected to gap accept until the illumination of the right 

turn arrow if demanded; 

• Secondly, HCC do not agree with the assumptions made regarding the 

merging on the northbound exit of the junction. 

1.18. The use of this traffic signal design method is clearly described in Sections 3.5 and 

8.3 of Chapter 6 of the Traffic Signs Manual. In which section 8.3.1 specifically states 

that the method is common (see core document CDH.7 for Chapter 6 of Traffic Signs 

Manual). 

1.19. This is supported in CD 123 which states in section 7.16.2 that on roads with design 

speeds of 72 kph (45mph) right turns should be separately signalled. Above this 

value there is an increased chance of accidents when the approach speed of the 

opposing movement is above 45mph.  

1.20. In the example of Newgate Lane, the 85th percentile design speed of the 

northbound traffic would need to be below 45mph. 

1.21. Data collected on vehicle speeds on Newgate Lane by HCC was provided to Pegasus 

Group. The design speed of the road is appropriate with the 85th percentile speeds 

falling below the recommendations set out in Chapter 6. 

1.22. Opportunities to turn would be readily presented to drivers either by the 

appearance of the indicative arrow, or if the arrow was not called, drivers would, as 

is normal, turn right in the gap between the main road terminating and the side road 

receiving green. 
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1.23. In the case of Newgate Lane with Newgate Lane East the volume of traffic turning 

into Newgate Lane is low in the proposed scenarios. This would mean there would 

be an average of one to two vehicles turning right each cycle. If the indicative arrow 

detector is positioned correctly then these vehicles will not demand the indicative 

arrow stage and instead will clear in the intergreen if they have not had another 

opportunity in the cycle to gap accept. The design produced by Pegasus Group 

currently demonstrates space for three vehicles to wait within the junction in front 

of the stop line.  

1.24. It is my professional view that a signalised junction with an indicative arrow facility 

is appropriate at this location.  

1.25. The concerns owing to the merging on the northbound exit of the junction regard 

the imbalance in the volume of flow that will use the two ahead lanes at the junction 

and merge on the exit. HCC have stated that they consider a realistic vehicle split 

would be 90:10. They have not produced any evidence to show this. However, as the 

merge is situated approximately 110 metres downstream of the junction, it’s my 

professional opinion that assuming 70:30 would be a cautious approach.  

1.26. It is my view that vehicles will likely queue equally on the approach to the junction 

and that cycle by cycle the lane usage is likely to vary. It is effectively a self-

regulating situation whereby when road users are queuing, if they see an empty lane 

next to them, they are likely to use this in order to reduce their journey time and the 

delay they experience. 
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Summary 

1.27. VISSIM modelling has been undertaken of the junction and a robust and validated 

model of the existing layout has been produced.  This model has then been used as 

a baseline to assess the impact of the developments both individually and together. 

1.28. It is not possible to mitigate the impact of the development with a priority design as 

it does not allow control of the most significant movement at the junction; Newgate 

Lane East northbound. 

1.29. A signalised junction is therefore being proposed at the location which includes an 

indicative arrow for vehicles turning right from Newgate Lane East to Newgate Lane. 

1.30. This junction has been designed in accordance with the Traffic Signs Manual Chapter 

6 and CD 123- Geometric design of at-grade and signal-controlled junctions design 

standards. This design is also common practice across the UK; as such it is my 

professional opinion that this is an appropriate junction design at this location.  

1.31. It is my professional opinion that an indicative arrow is a safe method of mitigating 

the impact of the development at the junction of Newgate Lane with Newgate Lane 

East. 
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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 Qualifications and Experience 

1.1.1 My name is David West. I am an Associate Ecologist at the multi-disciplinary consultancy 
WYG, based in the Southampton office. I am a Chartered Environmentalist, hold a Master’s 

degree in Environmental Science from the University of Southampton and am a full member 

of the Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management. 

1.1.2 I have over 12 years’ professional experience in ecological consultancy and have been 

employed by WYG since 2015. My professional experience is wide-ranging, including 
Ecological Appraisals, Phase 1 Habitat Surveys and field surveys for protected species 

including bats, birds, hazel dormice and herpetiles. I hold Natural England survey licences for 
bats (Class 2), great crested newts (Class 1) and hazel dormice (Class 1) and have acted as 

named ecologist for European Protected Species Mitigation licences for bats and hazel 
dormice and Badger Mitigation licences. I have also developed numerous mitigation strategies 

and have written Ecological Impact Assessments (forming Ecology chapters for Environmental 

Statements) and Habitats Regulations Assessments. 

1.1.3 My experience covers a range of sectors including renewable energy, highways, commercial 

development, defence and residential development.  

1.1.4 I have been commissioned by Fareham Land LP and Bargate Homes to present evidence on 

the ecological aspects of the proposed developments to construct up to 75 residential 

dwellings on Land at Newgate Lane North and 115 residential dwellings on Land at Newgate 

Lane South, Fareham.  

1.1.5 My Proof of Evidence deals with both the appeal at Land at Newgate Lane (North) (LPA ref. 

P/18/1118/OA) and Land at Newgate Lane (South) (LPA ref. P/19/0460/OA).  

1.1.6 The two sites are adjacent to one another, and form a single parcel of land situated between 

the original Newgate Lane to the west and the newly constructed Newgate Lane East to the 

east.  

1.1.7 Although the planning applications were made separately to the LPA (and therefore must be 
submitted as separate appeals), the proposals have always been conceived as a cohesive 

development and baseline ecological surveys have been conducted concurrently across the 
two sites. The evidence provided in this document applies to both appeals, unless specifically 

stated. 

1.1.8 The evidence which is presented in this Proof of Evidence has been prepared in accordance 
with the professional code of conduct of the Chartered Institute of Ecology and 

Environmental Management. I confirm that the opinions expressed are my true and 

professional opinions.  
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2.0 Background 

2.1 Baseline Data Collection 

2.1.1 WYG were appointed by Fareham Land LP and Bargate Homes in June 2020 to advise on 

ecological matters and to prepare a series of reports to support this appeal. 

2.1.2 Prior to WYG’s involvement in the project, Ethos Environmental Planning completed an 

Ecological Appraisal, followed by further field surveys for protected and notable species. 

These were carried concurrently across the two sites (North and South) and comprised: 

• Extended Phase 1 habitat survey – 7th April 2018; 

• Badger (camera trap survey) – 16th May to 8th June 2018; 

• Otter and water vole survey – 11th April and 6th September 2018; 

• Bat roost assessment – 8th June 2018; 

• Bat dusk emergence / dawn return survey – 11th July, 8th August and 6th September 2018; 

• Bat activity survey – 11th July, 8th August and 6th September 2018; 

• Bat automated detector survey – 16th May (23 nights), 29th July (8 nights), 8th August (29 

nights), 6th September (5 nights) 2018; 

• Breeding bird survey – 24th April, 8th May and 30th May 2018; 

• Winter bird survey – 6th and 17th March 2018; 

• Reptile survey – 16th May, 8th June, 12th July, 8th August, 6th and 19th September and 23rd 

October 2018; and 

• Great crested newt eDNA survey – 27th April 2018. 

2.1.3 The results are summarised within the February 2019 Land at Newgate Lane (North) 

Ecological Assessment and September 2019 Land at Newgate Lane (South) Ecological 

Assessment.  

2.1.4 There has been no change in the site conditions since these assessments, therefore the age 

of this data is not considered a limitation to any assessments or conclusions based upon it. 

2.1.5 As part of this appeal, and following the Court of Justice of the European Union ruling C-

323/17, WYG have also produced a Report to Inform Habitats Regulations Assessment Stage 

1 and Stage 2. 

2.2 Summary of Findings 

2.2.1 The sites were dominated by arable fields (cultivated for wheat at the time of the surveys). 

Grassland fields were located to the west of the sites with semi-improved grassland identified 
within Newgate Lane North and improved grassland within Newgate Lane South. Field 

boundaries comprised species-poor defunct hedgerows with occasional mature pedunculate 
oak trees Quercus robur. Two dilapidated agricultural buildings were located within Newgate 

Lane North and a further two within Newgate Lane South. A section of the River Alver ran 
through the western side of the site parallel to the boundary hedgerows. hedgerows, mature 

trees, wet ditches, a small section of the River Alver and built structures.  

2.2.2 No evidence of badger activity was recorded on site. No evidence of otter or water vole was 
recorded on site or along publicly accessible reaches of the River Alver. One building was 

assessed as having bat roost suitability. A single common pipistrelle Pipistrellus pipistrellus  
was observed entering the building on 8th August 2019, therefore it has been assessed as an 

occasional night roost for this species. Automated detector surveys identified six bat species, 

with common pipistrelle accounting for 92.43% of recorded activity. Analysis identified 
hedgerows H2 (Newgate Lane North) and H3 (Newgate Lane South) as the key features for 
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bats. Breeding bird surveys identified 21 species as holding breeding territories on site (of 
these, seven were considered likely to be breeding off site). This included four red-listed and 

five amber-listed species. These were predominately recorded within the hedgerows on site. 

Winter bird surveys did not record any wildfowl or wader species, although the site is located 
within Site F15 as identified in the Solent Wader and Brent Goose Strategy. Reptile surveys 

recorded a low population of slow worm Anguis fragilis. The eDNA survey confirmed that 

great crested newts are likely absent from the site.  

2.2.3 The key features of the site include hedgerows, which are a Habitat of Principal Importance 

(HPI) and were found to support foraging and commuting bats and breeding birds. The 
grassland to the west of the site was also identified as having moderate ecological value due 

to its proximity and function as a buffer to hedgerows and the River Alver. The semi-

improved grassland was also found to support reptiles.  

2.3 Summary of Mitigation 

2.3.1 The layout has been designed to incorporate the key ecological features of the site and to 
maintain connectivity for fauna through the site. With the exception of the removal of a 

section of hedgerow H7 for access, hedgerows will be retained and enhanced through new 
planting to improve species richness. A new hedgerow will also be created along the eastern 

boundary of the site. Management measures are also proposed to improve the form and 

structure of retained hedgerows. The grassland will be retained and oversown to improve 
wildflower diversity, with a more regular management regime proposed to prevent 

domination by fast growing ruderal species. 

2.3.2 The common pipistrelle roost on site will require a licence from Natural England to demolish, 

however given the low conservation status of the roost it is proposed that this take place 

using the Low Impact Class Licence. The layout incorporates dark corridors running 
north/south and east/west to prevent disturbance of foraging or commuting bats. Artificial 

bat roosting and bird nesting features are also proposed (10 bat boxes and 15 bird boxes). 
Construction-phase measures are also proposed to avoid breaches of the Wildlife and 

Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) in relation to nesting birds and reptiles. 

2.3.3 A Biodiversity Net Gain report was prepared by Ethos Environmental Planning in February 
2019 which concludes that the developments will result in a net gain of 5.62 biodiversity units 

(Newgate Lane North) and 31.38 biodiversity units (Newgate Lane South). In her consultation 
response of 28th February 2019, Hampshire County Council Senior Ecologist Maral Miri 

concurred that there would be a net gain for biodiversity as a result of the proposals for 

Newgate Lane North.  

2.4 Consultation Responses 

2.4.1 A consultation response was made by Natural England on 31st October 2019 by Rebecca Aziz, 

Sustainable Development Lead Advisor Solent. This raised three main points: 

2.4.2 It has been noted that a nutrient budget calculation has been submitted and this results in a 
negative N budget for the development, which requires no mitigation. Natural England have 
some comments on the method used to calculate the budget for this development. 

2.4.3 Two areas of discrepancy in the nutrient budget calculation were highlighted and it was 
advised that the budget was recalculated. It was noted that Natural England would have no 

further concerns if this remained negative and Fareham Borough Council were satisfied with 

the land use identified. 

2.4.4 An amended budget was prepared (included within the Report to Inform Habitats Regulations 

Stage 1 and 2 in FL&BH4.2 Appendix B) which confirmed that the site achieves a decrease in 

Total Nitrogen output. 

2.4.5 The application site is situated on a site within the SWBG network, identified as ‘low use’ for 
supporting at least 13 lapwing during winter of 2014-15. The supporting Ecological 
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Assessment (Ethosep, Sep 2019) recommends a financial contribution of £35,610 per hectare 
to be secured via Section 106 agreements, towards the management and enhancement of 
the network, in line with the Solent Wader and Brent Goose Strategy as prepared by the 
SWBGS Steering Group. Natural England welcomes this, and provided this is appropriately 
secured with any planning permission, would have no further concerns over this aspect of the 
application.  

2.4.6 The planning submission confirmed that this would be secured by s.106. 

2.4.7 The application is within 5.6km of the Solent and Southampton Water Special Protection 
Area(SPA) and will lead to a net increase in an accommodation type and occupancy identified 
in the Solent Recreation Mitigation Strategy as having an impact on the notified features of 
the site at least in combination with other plans or projects. Natural England is aware that 
your authority has adopted a planning policy to mitigate against adverse effects from 
recreational disturbance on the Solent SPA sites, as agreed by the Solent Recreation 
Mitigation Partnership (SRMP). Provided that the applicant complies with the policy, Natural 
England has no objection to this aspect of the application.  

2.4.8 The planning submission confirmed that this would be secured by s.106. 

2.4.9 The application is within 5.6km of the Solent and Southampton Water Special Protection 
Area(SPA) and will lead to a net increase in an accommodation type and occupancy identified 
in the Solent Recreation Mitigation Strategy as having an impact on the notified features of 
the site at least in combination with other plans or projects. Natural England is aware that 
your authority has adopted a planning policy to mitigate against adverse effects from 
recreational disturbance on the Solent SPA sites, as agreed by the Solent Recreation 
Mitigation Partnership (SRMP). Provided that the applicant complies with the policy, Natural 
England has no objection to this aspect of the application.  
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3.0 The Planning Application and the Council’s Reasons for 

Refusal 

3.1.1 The appeal has been submitted to the Planning Inspectorate against non-determination of 

the applications P/18/1118/OA and P/19/0460/OA. 

3.1.2 The application was considered at the meeting of the Council’s Planning Committee on 24th 

June 2020  to clarify the decision the council would have made. This confirmed that there 

were 15 likely reasons for refusal.   

3.1.3 Reasons for refusal (i) – (k) concern Ecology and are addressed within this Proof of Evidence. 
These are included within the Council’s Proof of Evidence and are repeated below. Reason for 

refusal (i) concerns only Land at Newgate Lane (South) whilst (j) and (k) relate to both sites. 

3.1.4 (i) ‘The proposal provides insufficient information to protect and enhance the biodiversity 
interests of the site which includes a substantial population of Chamomile;’ 

3.1.5 (j) ‘In the absence of appropriate mitigation for the loss of a low use Brent geese and wader 
site and in the absence of a legal agreement to secure such mitigation, the proposal would 
have a likely adverse effect on the integrity of European Protected Sites;  

3.1.6 (k) ‘In the absence of a legal agreement to secure such, the proposal fails to appropriately 
secure mitigation of the likely adverse effects on the integrity of European Protected Sites 
which, in combination with other developments, would arise due to the impacts of 
recreational disturbance;   

3.1.7 In the Council’s Statement of Case, they state: 

An informative on the decision notice made it clear that had it not been for the overriding 
reasons for refusal, the Local Planning Authority would have sought to address points k) - o) 
above by inviting the applicant to enter into a legal agreement with Fareham Borough Council 
under Section 106 of the Town & Country Planning Act 1990. This remains the position with 
the Appeal Development. 
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4.0 The Ecological Issues 

4.1 Reason for Refusal (i) 

4.1.1 ‘The proposal provides insufficient information to protect and enhance the 
biodiversity interests of the site which includes a substantial population of 
Chamomile.’ 

4.1.2 Chamomile Chamaemelum nobile is a native perennial wildflower in the daisy family 

(Asteraceae). It is characterised by daisy-like flowers with a central yellow cone ringed by 

white florets. It is a creeping, low-growing species which spreads through rhizomes. 

4.1.3 Chamomile is associated with sites with a long history of grazing, in particular common land, 
village greens and coastal cliff pasture. It is also found in mildly acidic grassland and 

seasonally wet grasslands. Formerly, chamomile was widely distributed through central and 

southern England, but is now largely restricted to the south coast. Key strongholds include 
the New Forest (with its large tracts of grazed common land), the Thames Basin and 

Wealden Heaths and common grounds in Purbeck, Devon and Cornwall.  

4.1.4 Chamomile is classified as ‘Vulnerable’ in The Vascular Plant Red Data List for Great Britain 

2005, due to the magnitude of its decline. For example, chamomile within the Dorset 

Heathlands declined by 90% between the 1930s and 1990s. Consequently, chamomile is also 
listed as a Species of Principal Importance under Section 41 of the Natural Environment and 

Rural Communities Act 2006. The reasons for this decline include agricultural improvement of 

pasture, reseeding with vigorous grasses and conversion of grassland to arable land.  

4.1.5 The key habitat characteristic for chamomile is the maintenance of a short grassland sward 
which prevents domination of the habitat by vigorous grasses and ruderal species. Scrub 

management is also important to prevent shading. 

4.1.6 According to the Council’s Statement of Case: 

The Appellant has not submitted sufficient information, including an appropriate mitigation 
and management plan, to protect and enhance the biodiversity interests of the site having 
regard to the presence of an extensive population of Chamomile that has been identified in 
an area of land between Newgate Lane and the River Alver to the west the site. Chamomile is 
classed as Vulnerable on the vascular plant Red List for England). 

4.1.7 WYG have carried out further botanical surveys in August and October 2020 which inform a 

detailed mitigation and management plan to protect and enhance the chamomile interest of 

the site (FL&BH 4.2 Appendix A). This survey confirmed that chamomile is abundant on site.  

4.1.8 As detailed in the September 2019 Ecological Assessment, the grassland within Newgate Lane 
South was in use for horse grazing. Although this resulted in a short sward with low botanical 

diversity, this did maintain suitable conditions for chamomile. The August 2020 survey also 

noted that grazing was no longer taking place on site, resulting in the development of a 
longer sward. This remained the case in October 2020 with the exception of the 

southernmost field which was again grazed. In the absence of suitable management in future 
this is likely to result in the loss of chamomile within the site as it will become overgrown by 

more vigorous species, and eventually shaded by scrub encroachment. 

4.1.9 As part of the proposed development, it is intended that the grassland is retained as public 
open space. In principle, this is not incompatible with the maintenance of the chamomile 

population on site which is found sites such as village greens, cricket pitches and garden 
lawns. Therefore, to meet the objective of maintaining the chamomile population on site, it is 

proposed that a regular mowing regime is implemented. This will take place over the central 

portion of the grassland and will cover an area of c. 0.75 ha. Mowing will take place every 
two weeks to maintain a sward height of 50 – 100 mm. All arisings will be removed to 
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prevent nutrient enrichment of the soil. During September and October, mowing frequency 
will be reduced to monthly to allow for flowering and setting seed. The use of this area as 

public open space will benefit chamomile through localised trampling and poaching to create 

patches of bare ground which will encourage the existing plants to spread.  

4.1.10 It has also been suggested that the grassland could comprise MG5 Cynosurus cristatus – 
Centaurea nigra grassland. This type of grassland is typically dominated by the two indicator 
species, crested dog’s-tail and common knapweed and is usually characterised by a high 

proportion of herbaceous plants (up to 95% in exceptional cases). The NVC botanical survey 

found that the pastures with most chamomile were classified as MG6b Lolium perenne - 
Cynosurus cristatus grassland Anthoxanthum odoratum sub-community, which occurs on 

grazed pastures throughout Britain (Rodwell 1992). This is a vegetation type which would be 
expected on pastures derived from former common land with a long history of heavy grazing. 

These short MG6b grasslands graded into long rank grassland in horse latrine areas which 

were classified as MG7 Lolium perenne leys due to the dominance by rye grass. 

4.1.11 One area in the southern of the two central fields had frequent common knapweed in the 

south-west quarter (Figure 2).  Common knapweed is a characteristic species of the 
community MG5 Cynosurus cristatus-Centaurea nigra grassland, but here was not associated 

with other constants of the MG5 community such as bird’s-foot trefoil Lotus corniculatus or 
red clover Trifolium pratense (though both these are present at low frequency). MG5 

grasslands are typical hay meadow communities and tend to be managed by mowing often 

with aftermath grazing, rather than by continuous heavy grazing which is more typical of 

MG6 communities. 

4.1.12 However, the presence of common knapweed and other species indicative of unimproved 
conditions does suggest that there is potential for restoration of the grassland to lowland 

meadow with appropriate management. However, this is not compatible with intensive 

management for chamomile. Therefore it is proposed that a buffer around the edges of the 
grassland is managed less intensively to encourage taller herb species, with the centre 

managed for chamomile as discussed above. This buffer area has been informed by the 
distribution of grass communities on site and will measure 0.58 ha and will be managed 

through twice-yearly hay cuts to 150 mm in early July and September (after an initial three-
year mowing regime to reduce nutrient levels and rye-grass dominance). As per the central 

area managed for chamomile, all arisings will be removed to prevent nutrient enrichment.  

4.1.13 According to the Council’s Statement of Case: 

The Council is unable to determine whether the development of the nature and scale 
proposed as shown on the illustrative masterplan can be delivered without harm to the 
biodiversity interests of the site based on the inadequate ecological information submitted by 
the Appellant and the lack of an appropriate mitigation and management plan. 

4.1.14 The aforementioned mitigation and management plan sets out how the biodiversity interest 
of the site (specifically the area supporting chamomile) will be protected and managed to 

deliver the proposed development. The Biodiversity Net Gain report prepared by Ethos 
Environmental Planning in February 2019 also sets out that there will be a net gain for 

biodiversity for both Land at Newgate Lane North and Land at Newgate Lane South.  

4.1.15 According to the Council’s Statement of Case: 

It is further suspected by HBIC that the site may support Lowland Meadow priority habitat, 
which would further qualify the site as a 2A or 2B SINC, should adequate survey evidence be 
available. 

4.1.16 The updated botanical survey does not suggest that the site supports Lowland Meadow 
priority habitat. The chief concern relating to the presence of Lowland Meadow was the 

subsequent impact on proposed management of the site – in particular that regular mowing 

would be unsuitable. The updated survey suggests that the short sward created by regular 
grazing within this area of the site is one of the principal reasons for the high abundance of 

chamomile. Therefore the mitigation and management plan proposes to replicate the current 
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conditions as far as possible (through alternative management measures). However, it is also 
proposed to maintain areas of longer meadow grassland to support taller herb species and 

maintain the abundance of common knapweed.  

4.2 Reason for Refusal (j) 

4.2.1 ‘In the absence of appropriate mitigation for the loss of a low use Brent geese and 
wader site and in the absence of a legal agreement to secure such mitigation, the 
proposal would have a likely adverse effect on the integrity of European Protected 
Sites)’ 

4.2.2 Part of each site lies within Low Use Site (F15) identified in the Solent Wader and Brent 
Goose Strategy (SWBGS) (Solent WBGS, 2019). The SWBGS identifies a network of sites 

which lie outside the coastal European sites but which support the functionality and integrity 

of these sites (for example through providing high-tide foraging habitat). F15 is identified as 
a Low Use Site for supporting at least 13 lapwing during winter of 2014-15. It is part of the 

network of functionally linked habitat for the Solent and Southampton Water Special 
Protection Area (SPA) and Ramsar Site which is designated for supporting populations of 

European importance of breeding terns and overwintering waterfowl. As detailed in the 
SWBGS, Low Use Sites are those with the potential to be used by waders or brent geese and 

provide alternative options and resilience for the network. The in-combination loss of Low 

Use Sites would impact on the continued function of the network and would have an adverse 
effect on the integrity of the associated European sites. The proposed development would 

result in the partial loss of F15 (a total of 7.81 ha of a total area of 25.1 ha). 

4.2.3 According to the Council’s Statement of Case: 

Policy DSP14 relates specifically to supporting sites for Brent geese and waders.  
Development on important sites may be granted planning permission where:  

i) it can be demonstrated that there is no adverse impact on those sites; or  

ii) appropriate avoidance and/or mitigation measures to address the identified impacts, and a 
programme for the implementation of these measures, can be secured.’ 

As identified in the Committee Report, Natural England has requested further detail to 
demonstrate a clear link between the impact on waders and Brent geese and the proposed 
mitigation i.e. detail of how the financial contributions would be used to maintain and 
enhance the wider network within the Borough. In the absence of appropriate mitigation and 
an appropriately worded legal agreement to secure that mitigation the Appeal Development 
would conflict with Policy DSP14. 

4.2.4 It should be noted that as per Section 2.3 of this Proof of Evidence, Natural England’s 

consultation response to the Outline planning application stated that they “would have no 
further concerns over this aspect of the application”  provided that the proposed financial 
contribution of £35,610 per hectare in line with the Solent Wader and Brent Goose Strategy, 

was adequately secured (intended to be via Section 106 agreement).  

4.2.5 It is proposed that these financial contributions (totalling £278,114.10) will be used to 

enhance the wader and brent goose network by providing mitigation in the form of a 5.0 ha 

area of suitable high-tide foraging habitat at Land at Old Street, Stubbington. This is located 
on land to the west of Old Street in the village Stubbington, Hampshire and is centred at 

Ordnance Survey National Grid Reference SU 54133 02880. It comprises two fields; the 
northern horse-grazed with semi-improved grassland, and the southern arable farmland. It 

lies immediately east of Titchfield Haven National Nature Reserve which forms part of the 

Solent and Southampton Water SPA and Ramsar.  

4.2.6 This site was subject to detailed ecological surveys as part of a planning application 

P/17/1451/OA, and subsequent appeal in 2018. It was concluded that the site had negligible 
importance for wintering birds, therefore the provision of habitat in this location would 

constitute enhancement of the wader and brent goose network. The location of the mitigation 
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area is appropriate, lying immediately adjacent to the SPA. Furthermore, two lapwing were 
recorded on site in March 2016 within the proposed mitigation area during surveys in support 

of application P/17/1451/OA (Hampshire Ecological Services, 2017). This gives high 

confidence that with the provision of suitable habitat the mitigation area will be used.  

4.2.7 According to Sheldon et al. (2004) a study of lapwing found 50% of birds and flocks during 

winter were found on crops, stubble and bare tillage, compared to 25% on pasture. 
Therefore it is proposed that the mitigation area is managed primarily for crops. This also 

provides variation from the predominant grassland habitat within the SPA. It has also been 

found that timing of tillage is an important factor in site selection by lapwing, with a 
preference for spring tillage (autumn tillage typically results in earlier crop growth which 

reduces predator visibility). Therefore, management will consist of overwintered stubble, 
followed by spring barley as the primary crop. This has the added benefit of providing 

suitable nesting habitat during spring and summer. It is proposed that management 

comprises a four-year rotation, with a break crop comprising a species-rich grassland ley 
every fourth year. This will avoid build-up of crop parasites and allow the soil biomass to 

recover.  

4.2.8 The proposed mitigation (including location and actions) is set out within an updated Report 

to Inform Habitats Regulations Stage 1 and Stage 2 at FL&BH 4.2 Appendix B. This report 
concludes that the appeal development is not predicted to result in any adverse effect upon 

the integrity of the Solent and Southampton Water SPA.  

4.2.9 It is intended that the funding and management of the mitigation area is secured via Section 

106 Agreement.  

4.3 Reason for Refusal (k) 

4.3.1 ‘in the absence of a legal agreement to secure such, the proposal would fail to 
provide satisfactory mitigation of the ‘in combination’ effects that the proposed 
increase in residential units on the site would cause through increased 
recreational disturbance on the Solent Coastal Special Protection Areas’ 

4.3.2 According to the Council’s Statement of Case: 

4.3.3 In the absence of a section 106 agreement the Appeal Development would fail to provide 
satisfactory mitigation of the ‘in combination’ effects that the proposed increase in residential 
units would cause through increased recreational use on European Protected Sites (EPS). 

4.3.4 It goes on to state that there would be a clear conflict with Policy DSP15 Recreational 

Disturbance on the Solent Special Protection Areas (SPA) in the absence of a s.106 

agreement.  

4.3.5 The submission confirmed that a financial contribution in accordance with Policy DSP15 would 

be made and would be secured as part of the s.106 following granting of permission. The 
Report to Inform Habitats Regulations Stage 1 and Stage 2 (FL&BH4.2 Appendix B) confirms 

that this is sufficient to prevent an impact on the integrity of the SPA. This is included within 
the draft legal agreement prepared as part of this Appeal and therefore no further action is 

considered necessary to address this Reason for Refusal. This is a long accepted method of 

mitigation in Hampshire and the surrounding area and was deemed acceptable by the 

Inspector in Appeal APP/A1720/W/17/3192431. 
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5.0 Summary  

5.1.1 There are three reasons for refusal which relate to Ecology. It is considered that all of these 

can be adequately resolved through the legal agreement or planning conditions. 

5.1.2 Reason for Refusal (i) deals with the presence of the notable plant chamomile.  

5.1.3 An update botanical survey and mitigation and management plan have been completed to 

detail measures to protect and enhance the chamomile interest on site. These measures are 

to be secured via planning condition. 

5.1.4 Reason for Refusal (j) deals with impacts upon the Southampton and Solent Water SPA. 

5.1.5 Natural England have confirmed that the proposed financial contribution is acceptable, but 
that further detail is provided to demonstrate a clear link between impact and mitigation. This 

is set out in the Report to Inform Habitats Regulations Assessment Stage 1 and 2 which 
identifies a suitable site to be enhanced for lapwing and other wading birds, along with 

proposed management. This is to be secured via Section 106 Agreement. 

5.1.6 Reason for Refusal (k) deals with in-combination effects of recreation upon the coastal SPAs. 

5.1.7 The application proposed that a financial contribution would be made in accordance with 

Policy DSP15 to mitigate for the adverse effects of recreation. However the reason for refusal 
states that this could not be secured without legal agreement. The draft legal agreement 

includes a schedule detailing this contribution and this has been agreed as part of the 

Statement of Common Ground.  

5.1.8 It is therefore considered that (with a legal agreement to secure winter bird mitigation and 

the provision of a suitably worded planning condition to secure implementation of on-site 
mitigation and management) the appeal development will be in accordance with LPP2 Policies 

DSP13, DSP14, DSP15 and LPP1 Policy CS4.  
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Site: Land at Newgate Lane (South), Fareham 

Client: Bargate Homes 

Job Number: A117387 

Survey Type(s): Botanical Survey and Chamomile Management Plan 

Date of Survey(s): 5 August 2020 and 26 October 2020 

File Location: I:\Projects\Projects A117000 on\A117387 Land West of Newgate 

Lane\Reports 

 

Introduction 

WYG were commissioned in July 2020 to undertake a botanical survey of four fields at the Land at 

Newgate Lane (South), Fareham site. This was principally to establish the presence of the notable 

species chamomile and assess the vegetation to inform a suitable management plan for the proposed 

development.  

Ethos Ecology (2019) undertook the first Ecological Assessment which assessed the fields as 

improved grassland, heavily grazed and poached by horses (their section 5.2.2). Species identified 

were perennial rye-grass Lolium perenne, daisy Bellis perennis, dandelion Taraxacum officinale, 

annual meadow-grass Poa annua, white clover Trifolium repens, creeping bent Agrostis stolonifera 

and creeping thistle Cirsium arvense. However, subsequently, chamomile Chamaemelum nobile was 

identified as present on the site. Chamomile is a declining species and is listed as ‘Vulnerable’ within 

the Vascular Plant Red Data List for Great Britain (Cheffings & Farrell, 2005). This plant is included as 

a species ‘of principal importance for the purpose of conserving biodiversity’ under Section 41 

(England) of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006. 

The fields have been identified as a potential Site of Importance for Nature Conservation due to the 

presence of a large population of chamomile Chamaemelum nobile and the potential presence of MG5 

Crested dog’s-tail Cynosurus cristatus – common knapweed Centaurea nigra grassland. Further 

information on the vegetation was required to inform a suitable management plan within the 

proposed development (see Appendix B). 

Site Location 

The site is located to the east of Newgate Lane in Fareham, Hampshire centred at OS Grid Reference 

SU570031 (Figure 1). The fields currently comprises of horse-grazed paddocks and stables. The fields 

form part of farmland surrounded by the built-up areas of Fareham to the north, Gosport to the east 

and south, and Stubbington to the west.  

Historic maps Ordnance Survey maps available on the National Library of Scotland website 

(https://maps.nls.uk/) suggest these fields were originally part of Peel Common and were rough 

pasture in 1856, being enclosed from Newgate Lane sometime between 1989 and 1930. They are 

have sandy loam to clayey loam soils derived to old estuarine mud and sand deposits formed over 

Wittering Formation sedimentary bedrocks.   The land is relatively low-lying and prone to occasional 

winter flooding. 
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Development Proposals 

The proposals for the wider development site are for up to 115 dwellings, with associated 

infrastructure, parking and landscaping (Appendix A). This report relates to previously horse-grazed 

paddocks adjacent to Newgate Lane only. 

 Methods 

The site was visited on 5th August 2020 by WYG Senior Ecologist John Simper MCIEEM to do the 

initial chamomile survey; the weather conditions were overcast with no rain and mild.  The NVC 

survey and additional plants survey was undertaken on 26 October 2020 by WYG’s specialist botanist 

Dr Tim Rich BSc, PhD, MCIEEM in dry and sometimes sunny weather. 

The distribution and abundance of chamomile on site was recorded.  Plant species frequencies across 

all four meadows were recorded using the DAFOR scale (D= dominant, A = abundant, F = frequent, 

O = occasional, R= rare) as estimated by eye. 

A separate detailed National Vegetation Classification (NVC) survey (also known as a British Plant 

Communities survey) was carried out on 26 October 2020 to assess the vegetation type (see WYG, 

2020).  Dr Rich has 37 years of experience using with the NVC, and was the first post-doctoral 

Research Associate in the Unit of Vegetation Science, University of Lancaster using the NVC to assess 

impacts of climate change and air pollution on calcicolous vegetation.  He has caried out many NVC 

surveys and has written some of the standard guidelines on carrying out NVC surveys (cf. Section 

6.1.6 of Hill et al. 2005). 

The survey followed the standard method (Rodwell, 2006) concentrating on the three ungrazed 

grasslands in the north of the site. The southern field was heavily grazed by three ponies who were 

somewhat frisky so for safety reasons this field was viewed from outside the fence only. Other 

vegetation such as bramble scrub was not surveyed to NVC level. 

The quadrats were deliberately selected to represent the range of grasslands present on the site, 

which comprised short areas with chamomile and longer areas with rye grass, and some more 

intermediate grassland.  For each quadrat, the GPS location was noted and a photograph taken.  

Vegetation cover and height were estimated by eye.  Species were recorded in 2 m x 2 m quadrats 

using the DOMIN cover scale estimated by eye as shoot frequency (Table 1). 

Table 1 Cover Ranges for DOMIN Cover Scale 

Domin Cover Value % Cover Range 

10 91-100% 

9 76-90% 

8 51-75% 

7 34-50% 

6 26-33% 

5 11-25% 

4 4-10% 

3 <4%; many individuals 

2 <4%; several individuals 

1 <4%; few individuals 

Page 787



Chamomile Management Plan 
 

 

Bargate Homes Page 3 of 27 October 2020 
A117387 

 

Five quadrats were recorded in each vegetation type to allow constancy tables to be compiled.  

Constancies were calculated as follows (Rodwell 2006): V =81-100% quadrats. IV = 61-80% 

quadrats, III = 41-60% quadrats, II = 21-40 % quadrats, I = 1-20% quadrats.  

Allocation of the NVC communities was carried out by comparison of the constancy tables against the 

NVC tables, and also by running each quadrat through the mesotrophic grassland key.  A further 

comparison was carried out using the Modular Analysis of Vegetation Information System (MAVIS) 

software (Smart et al., 2016).  This software calculates a similarity coefficient between the quadrat 

sample(s) and the NVC tables using the Czekanowski coefficient with down-weighting to 0.1 of 

species not present in the input data but present at constancy I (1-20%) in the NVC tables (Smart et 

al., 2016).  The top 10 matching coefficients are displayed and indicate potential matches against 

NVC communities, but must be used with caution and are indications of possible relationships rather 

than statements of fact (Palmer, 1992).  Included in the MAVIS package are new communities not 

covered in the published NVC volumes (Smart et al., 2016).   

Scientific names in italics are given at the first mention of a species’ name and thereafter by their 

common species name, following the standard British flora (Stace 2019). 

Limitations 

The optimal period for botanical surveys is generally between April and September. The initial survey 

was completed within the optimal period with the secondary NVC survey in October, but due to the 

mild autumn with good weather and the ungrazed condition of the three northern fields was perfectly 

adequate for assessing the grassland NVC type, though some species which appear early in the 

season and die down by early summer will have been missed (e.g. the spring-flowering lesser 

celandine Ficaria verna). These species may also be absent within the optimal season and if present 

would not result in any change in the assessment of grassland NVC type. The timing of the surveys is 

therefore not considered to be a constraint to the survey or NVC determination.   

The southern-most field was grazed by horses during the second visit and was not entered for safety 

reasons.  As far as could be assessed from the edges, this field is of similar composition to the three 

other ungrazed fields.   

 Results 

Chamomile was found to be abundant throughout the survey area, particularly in areas of shorter 

sward height such as in shallow ditches or in areas grazed by rabbits (Photograph 1), but dense areas 

of rye grass in horse latrine areas had little or no chamomile.  The site was ungrazed at the time of 

the surveys resulting in a sward height of 10-20 cm (30-40 cm including the grass inflorescences) 

over most of the site (Photograph 2), a significant change from the condition at the time of the 

previous surveys on site. Bramble scrub was found to be colonising a few places in the fields 

(Photograph 3). 
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Photograph 1: Chamomile in shallow ditch        Photograph 2: Ungrazed grassland 

     
  

Photograph 3: Scrub becoming established in the south of the survey area. 

 

A combined list of plant species seen during both surveys is given in Table 2.  Despite the local 

abundance of rye grass, the fields were unimproved neutral grassland with many old-grassland 

indicator species such as the abundance of chamomile and smaller quantities of corky-fruited water-
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dropwort Oenanthe pimpinelloides, pepper-saxifrage Silaum silaus, meadow barley Hordeum 

secalinum and hoary ragwort Jacobaea erucifolius.   

Table 2.  Plant species recorded in the fields. 

Plant species DAFOR frequency 

Crested dog’s tail Cynosurus cristatus Dominant  

Perennial rye-grass Lolium perenne Locally dominant 

Common bent Agrostis capillaris Abundant  

Chamomile Chamaemelum nobile Abundant  

Creeping bent Agrostis stolonifera Frequent  

Yorkshire-fog Holcus lanatus Frequent  

Cat’s-ear Hypochaeris radicata Frequent  

Meadow buttercup Ranunculus acris Frequent  

Autumn hawkbit Scorzoneroides autumnalis Frequent  

Common bird’s-foot trefoil Lotus corniculatus Locally abundant  

Common nettle Urtica dioica Very locally abundant  

Common knapweed Centaurea nigra Very locally frequent   

Hairy sedge Carex hirta Occasional  

Bilbao fleabane Erigeron floribundus Occasional  

Red fescue Festuca rubra Occasional  

Lesser hawkbit Leontodon saxatilis Occasional  

Red bartsia Odontites vernus Occasional  

Ribwort plantain Plantago lanceolata Occasional  

Creeping cinquefoil Potentilla reptans Occasional  

Selfheal Prunella vulgaris Occasional  

Fleabane Pulicaria dysenterica Occasional  

Creeping buttercup Ranunculus repens Occasional  

Bramble Rubus fruticosus  Occasional  

Clustered dock Rumex conglomeratus Occasional  

Dandelion Taraxacum agg.  Occasional  

Red Clover Trifolium pratense Occasional  

White clover Trifolium repens Occasional  

Scentless mayweed Tripleurospermum inodorum Occasional  

Yarrow Achillea millefolium Rare 

Meadow foxtail Alopecurus pratensis Rare 

Cuckooflower Cardamine pratensis Rare 

Spear thistle Cirsium vulgare Rare 

Hawthorn Crataegus monogyna Rare 

Cock’s-foot Dactylis glomerata Rare 

Willowherb Epilobium sp. Rare 

Bristly Oxtongue Helminthotheca echioides Rare 

Meadow barley Hordeum secalinum Rare 

Hoary ragwort Jacobaea erucifolius Rare 

Ragwort Jacobaea vulgaris Rare 

Hard rush Juncus inflexus Rare 

Corky-fruited water-dropwort Oenanthe pimpinelloides Rare 

Timothy Phleum pratense Rare 

Greater plantain Plantago major Rare 
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Silverweed Potentilla anserina Rare 

Bulbous buttercup Ranunculus bulbosus Rare 

Common sorrel Rumex acetosa  Rare 

Broad-leaved Dock Rumex obtusifolius Rare 

Elder Sambucus nigra Rare 

Tall fescue Schedonorus arundinaceus Rare 

Pepper-saxifrage Silaum silaus Rare 

Chickweed Stellaria media Rare 

 

Figure 2 shows the vegetation mapped and the location of the grassland quadrats.  The grassland 

quadrats are tabulated in Appendix C, with photographs of each quadrat and the MAVIS similarity 

coefficients. 

The quadrats placed in the shorter areas of grassland (quadrats 1, 2, 4, 8, 9) show this was an MG6 

Lolium perenne - Cynosurus cristatus grassland dominated by a mixture of crested dog’s-tail and rye 

grass Lolium perenne grassland, with constant common bent Agrostis capillaris, chamomile, crested 

dog’s-tail, Yorkshire fog Holcus lanatus, rye grass, meadow buttercup Ranunculus acris and autumn 

hawkbit Scorzoneroides autumnalis (Table 3). The vegetation fits best the MG6b sweet vernal-grass 

Anthoxanthum odoratum sub-community, though sweet vernal-grass itself was not seen on site.  This 

classification is supported by the MAVIS similarity coefficients for the five quadrats combined (Table 

4) which give the closest match to MG6b Lolium perenne-Cynosurus, Anthoxanthum odoratum sub-

community or the community as a whole. This vegetation type occurs on lighter-textured soils in 

grazed pastures throughout Britain (Rodwell 1992). 

Table 3. Constancy table for shorter chamomile grasslands (quadrats 1, 2, 4, 8, 9). 

Figures for species are Domin cover values.  Constancies are calculated as above. 

Quadrat 1 2 4 8 9 Constancy 

Agrostis capillaris  8 7 8 9 7 V 

Chamaemelum nobile  3 5 5 7 3 V 

Cynosurus cristatus  7 6 6 6 6 V 

Holcus lanatus  3 3 3 2 2 V 

Lolium perenne  6 5 4 3 4 V 

Ranunculus acris  2 3 3 2 1 V 

Scorzoneroides autumnalis 2 2 2 3 3 V 

Festuca rubra    2  1 1 4 IV 

Hypochaeris radicata   1 1 4 1 IV 

Trifolium pratense  3 2 4  1 IV 

Agrostis stolonifera   4  2 2 III 

Lotus corniculatus 3  6 4  III 

Plantago lanceolata    1 2 1 III 

Centaurea nigra  1    8 II 

Jacobaea vulgaris 1  1   II 

Leontodon saxatilis     2 2 II 

Potentilla reptans  1    3 II 

Taraxacum agg.    1  1 II 

Achillea millefolium      5 I 

Cardamine pratensis 2     I 

Carex hirta    2  I 
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Odontites verna     3  I 

Prunella vulgaris  1    I 

Pulicaria dysenterica 1     I 

Quercus robur seedling 1     I 

Ranunculus bulbosus      3 I 

Ranunculus repens    3  I 

Rumex conglomeratus   1   I 

Trifolium repens      2 I 
 

Table 4.  MAVIS similarity coefficients for grouped shorter chamomile grasslands (quadrats 

1, 2, 4, 8, 9). 

NVC community MAVIS similarity 

coefficient 

MG6b Lolium perenne-Cynosurus cristatus, Anthoxanthum odoratum sub-
community 

57.28 

MG6b Lolium perenne-Cynosurus cristatus grassland 55.45 

MG6a Lolium perenne-Cynosurus cristatus, typical sub-community 53.91 

MG4b Alopecurus pratensis-Sanguisorba officinalis grassland Typical 

subcommunity 

53.64 

MG4 Alopecurus pratensis-Sanguisorba officinalis grassland (redefined) 52.11 

MG6d (v2) Lolium perenne-Cynosurus cristatus grassland Filipendula ulmaria 

subcommunity 

51.89 

MG8v2 Cynosurus cristatus-Carex panicea-Caltha palustris grassland Caltha 
palustris-Bellis perennis subcommunity 

51.09 

MG5a Cynosurus cristatus-Centaurea nigra grassland, Lathyrus pratensis sub-
community 

50.84 

MG11a Festuca rubra-Agrostis stolonifera-Potentilla anserina grassland, Lolium 
perenne sub-community 

44.92 

MG10a Holcus lanatus-Juncus effusus rush-pasture, typical sub-community 44.81 

 

The quadrats placed in the longer areas of grassland which are horse latrines were probably best 

treated as MG7 Lolium perenne leys and related grasslands, dominated by rye grass with common 

bent, Yorkshire fog, rye grass and meadow buttercup (Table 5). The MAVIS similarity coefficients for 

the five quadrats combined (Table 5) showed only a small range in values and MG7 is a close fifth in 

the rankings.  Of these, quadrats 5 and 6 were placed on the edges of the horse latrine areas as the 

vegetation types intergrade, and they include some species of the MG6 Lolium - Cynosurus 

grasslands as well as chamomile.  

Table 5. Constancy table for longer rank grasslands in horse latrines (quadrats 3, 5, 6, 7, 

10).  Figures for species are Domin cover values.  Constancies are calculated as above. 

Quadrat 3 5 6 7 10 Constancy 

Agrostis capillaris  5 6 6 2 5 V 

Holcus lanatus  3 7 4 1 3 V 

Lolium perenne  9 6 3 6 9 V 

Ranunculus acris  1 3 2 1 1 V 

Chamaemelum nobile   3 4  1 III 

Cynosurus cristatus    6 9 4 III 
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Festuca rubra    1 1   1 III 

Ranunculus repens  2 2  4 III 

Scorzoneroides autumnalis   3  2 II 

Centaurea nigra   1   2 II 

Carex hirta  3  2  II 

Hypochaeris radicata    2   I 

Lotus corniculatus   3   I 

Leontodon saxatilis      2 I 

Rumex acetosa 1     I 

Odontites verna    1   I 

Prunella vulgaris   2   I 

Pulicaria dysenterica  1    I 

Rumex conglomeratus 2     I 

Trifolium repens    2   I 

 

Table 6.  MAVIS similarity coefficients for grouped shorter chamomile grasslands (quadrats 

1, 2, 4, 8, 10). 

NVC community MAVIS similarity 

coefficient 

MG6d Lolium perenne-Cynosurus cristatus grassland Filipendula ulmaria 

subcommunity 

48.72 

MG4c Alopecurus pratensis-Sanguisorba officinalis grassland Holcus lanatus 
subcommunity 

47.48 

MG6a Lolium perenne-Cynosurus cristatus, typical sub-community 47.31 

MG9 Holcus lanatus-Deschampsia cespitosa grassland 46.63 

MG7 Lolium perenne leys and related grasslands 46.02 

MG15b Alopecurus pratensis-Poa trivialis-Cardamine pratensis grassland Lolium 
perenne Ranunculus acris subcommunity 

45.98 

MG6b Lolium perenne-Cynosurus cristatus, Anthoxanthum odoratum sub-
community 

45.68 

MG15 Alopecurus pratensis-Poa trivialis-Cardamine pratensis grassland. 45.56 

MG11a Festuca rubra-Agrostis stolonifera-Potentilla anserina grassland, Lolium 
perenne sub-community 

44.92 

MG10a Holcus lanatus-Juncus effusus rush-pasture, typical sub-community 44.81 

 

In addition to the grasslands, there were a few areas of bramble scrub and rank vegetation mainly 

comprising nettles Urtica dioica around the stables and dung heaps (Figure 2); these have not been 

NVC-mapped in this study which concentrated on the grasslands. 

Discussion 

The pastures with most chamomile were classified as MG6b Lolium perenne - Cynosurus cristatus 

grassland Anthoxanthum odoratum sub-community, which occurs on grazed pastures throughout 

Britain (Rodwell 1992).  This is a vegetation type which would be expected on pastures derived from 

former common land with a long history of heavy grazing.  This may also explain the abundance of 

chamomile across the site as it is a species selectively avoided by grazing animals such as horses.  

These short MG6b grasslands graded into long rank grassland in horse latrine areas which were 

classified as MG7 Lolium perenne leys due to the dominance by rye grass.   
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Other than the abundance of rye grass, there was little sign the meadows have ever been 

agriculturally-improved by ploughing, reseeding or fertiliser application; the ground is uneven with 

some wet hollows and there are plants indicative of unimproved conditions such as chamomile, with 

smaller quantities of corky-fruited water-dropwort Oenanthe pimpinelloides, pepper-saxifrage Silaum 

silaus, meadow barley Hordeum secalinum and hoary ragwort Jacobaea erucifolius.  The abundance 

of rye grass in the latrine areas may be explained as a result of the high levels of nutrients in the 

latrines, probably augmented by high stocking levels due to supplementary winter feeding of the 

horses.  The rye grass does not appear to have been sown, and fertiliser is unlikely to have been 

applied as rich grass can cause laminitis in horses; however, no details of historic management are 

known.  

One area in the southern of the two central fields had frequent common knapweed in the south-west 

quarter (Figure 2).  Common knapweed is a characteristic species of the community MG5 Cynosurus 

cristatus-Centaurea nigra grassland, but here was not associated with other constants of the MG5 

community such as bird’s-foot trefoil Lotus corniculatus or red clover Trifolium pratense (though both 

these are present at low frequency).  MG5 grasslands are typical hay meadow communities and tend 

to be managed by mowing often with aftermath grazing, rather than by continuous heavy grazing 

which is more typical of MG6 communities. 

Management recommendations 

Objectives and Principles 

Based on the findings of the botanical surveys, and comments from the Local Planning Authority 

Ecologist, there are two objectives for the management of the site: 

• maintain, and if possible enhance, the abundance of chamomile; and 

• create a lowland meadow habitat.   

 

These objectives have differing management requirements. For example, chamomile thrives in short, 

disturbed swards (as was present on site previously when grazed). In the absence of management it 

will become overgrown by more vigorous grasses and herbs, with the sward more closely resembling 

a traditional meadow. Lowland meadows provide a contrasting habitat, with long grass preferred by a 

different range of species such as knapweed, corky-fruited water-dropwort, pepper-saxifrage and  

hoary ragwort.  

 

Therefore a compromise approach is proposed whereby the shorter grassland central portions of the 

area, which will be used as public open space, will be managed for chamomile. The outer portions of 

and the longer rank grasslands in former latrine areas will be managed as a longer sward in the 

manner of a traditional hay meadow to support taller species. The proposed management plan is 

shown in Figure 3 and has been informed by the existing communities and their distribution shown in 

Figure 2. 

Chamomile areas 

Chamomile prefers short swards such as those created by heavy grazing or frequent mowing regimes 

(Plantlife, 2020). Recreational use of the area resulting in increased trampling by walkers will benefit 

chamomile and should not be discouraged off pathways. 
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From April to August the majority of the interior grassland of the site (Figure 2) should be mown 

fortnightly to a height of 50 mm. In September/October the mowing should take place once a month 

to let the chamomile set seed. No cutting is required during the winter. Arisings should be removed 

following each cut to reduce nutrient input into the soil.  

Meadow area 

To encourage general wildflower diversity on site and create a Lowland Meadow habitat, areas 

managed as long grass will be established around the fields on the current latrine areas to avoid any 

chamomile (Figure 2) and managed as hay meadows.   

As these are in latrine areas it will first be necessary to reduce the nutrient loads, which is best down 

by repeated heavy mowing and removal of cuttings for the first three years; this can be carried out 

fortnightly at the same time as the chamomile areas are mown. 

Thereafter mowing will take twice a year in early July and September with the west side cut in early 

July and the east side cut in September, alternating timings between different years. The cut should 

aim for a sward height of 150mm and all arisings should be removed from the site. 

Scrub Management 

Chamomile is sensitive to shading, therefore areas of scrub that are encroaching into grassland will 

be cleared using hand tools, ideally during the winter months (October to February) to avoid the bird 

nesting season. The arisings will be removed from site. 

Further scrub encroachment is likely to be suppressed by the mowing regime but this should be 

monitored yearly with target removal taking place where necessary.  

The exception to this will be the boundary of the management area, which is demarcated by a wire 

fence). Along the fence line, scrub will be allowed to establish to provide an additional element of 

habitat variation and habitat to fauna. However, the above management will be undertaken to 

prevent scrub along the site boundary from encroaching the areas of grassland (which are the 

principle aims of the management plan). 

Nutrient and Chemical Control 

No fertilizers or herbicides will be used as part of the management of the area. All arisings will be 

removed following management to reduce nutrient levels within the soil. 

An increase in nutrients resulting from an increase in dog waste has the potential to alter the 

botanical diversity of the site (in localised areas). Dog waste bins and associated signage will 

therefore be installed to minimise impacts resulting from dog waste. 

Management Timetable 

The timings of the cutting regimes for the chamomile area and the meadow area are shown in Table 

2. 
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Table 2. Management for chamomile. 

Year Chamomile area Meadow area 

1 Mowing to 50 mm fortnightly April to 

August with removal of cuttings and 
monthly in September and October, no 

cutting during winter  

Mowing fortnightly April-October with 

removal of cuttings to reduced nutrient 

load 

2 Mowing to 50 mm fortnightly April to 
August with removal of cuttings and 

monthly in September and October, no 

cutting during winter 

Mowing fortnightly April-October with 
removal of cuttings to reduced nutrient 

load 

3 Mowing to 50 mm fortnightly April to 

August with removal of cuttings and 
monthly in September and October, no 

cutting during winter 

Mowing fortnightly April-October with 

removal of cuttings to reduced nutrient 

load 

4 Mowing to 50 mm fortnightly April to 
August with removal of cuttings and 

monthly in September and October, no 

cutting during winter 

West side mown July with removal of 
cuttings, east side mown September with 

removal of cuttings 

5 Mowing to 50 mm fortnightly April to 

August with removal of cuttings and 
monthly in September and October, no 

cutting during winter 

West side mown September with removal 

of cuttings, east side mown July with 

removal of cuttings 

6 etc Mowing to 50 mm fortnightly April to 
August with removal of cuttings and 

monthly in September and October, no 

cutting during winter 

West side mown July with removal of 
cuttings, east side mown September with 

removal of cuttings 

 

Monitoring 

Monitoring should take place every third year to ensure that that the management prescriptions are 

successful in retaining and enhancing chamomile and creating a botanically rich meadow area. It is 

expected that there may be some annual variation in the abundance and distribution of chamomile on 

site due to climatic conditions, therefore short term monitoring is not considered necessary.  

Chamomile cover averaged about 5-10% (range c. 2%-40%) across the short grasslands areas in 

2020; it should be aimed to ensure this chamomile cover is maintained.  Chamomile monitoring 

should take place every three years in July-August by estimating cover in thirty 1 m² randomly 

quadrats spaced throughout the short grassland areas. Monitoring should preferably take place a 

fortnight after a cut and prior to any cut taking place. 

If corrective action is required a suitably qualified ecologist should be consulted to provide advice as 

to the necessary actions required. This may require further NVC survey to determine changes in the 

vegetation.   

Page 796



Chamomile Management Plan 
 

 

Bargate Homes Page 12 of 27 October 2020 
A117387 

Summary 

The site requires appropriate management to allow chamomile to thrive and to encourage a high 

botanical diversity. The following measures are recommended: 

• Interior of the site to cut fortnightly during the summer to allow chamomile be maintained 

and enhanced on site, and monthly in autumn. 

• Once nutrient levels have reduced after three years by fortnightly mowing, longer grassland 

areas around the site to be managed as lowland meadow ensuring sides are cut alternately  

in early July and late September. 

• Removal of encroaching scrub. 

• All arisings to be removed from site. 

• Provision of dog waste bins and associated signage in order to reduce nutrient inputs. 
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Figure 1: Site Location 

Figure 2: NVC Plan 

Figure 3: Chamomile Management 

Plan 
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Appendix A. Illustrative masterplan 

for site including area to be managed 

for chamomile (see Figure 2) 
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Appendix B. SINCs Advisory Panel 

Assessment: May 2020 Proposed 

SINC 
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Appendix C – Quadrat data 

QUADRAT 1 

GPS Location: SU5701103201 

 
 

Cover 100%, Height 10 cm. 
Typical short open chamomile turf 

 

 
Agrostis capillaris  8 

Cardamine pratensis  2 
Centaurea nigra  1 

Chamaemelum nobile  3 
Cynosurus cristatus  7 

Festuca rubra     2 

Holcus lanatus   3 
Jacobaea vulgaris 1 

Lolium perenne   6 

Lotus corniculatus  3 
Potentilla reptans  1 

Pulicaria dysenterica  1 
Quercus seedling/sp  2 

Ranunculus acris  2 

Scorzoneroides autumnalis 2 
Trifolium pratense  3 

 
MAVIS similarity coefficients: 

NVC: MG6b 42.58 

NVC: MG5a 41.79 
NVC: MG5 41.59 

NVC: MG4b 41.58 
NVC: MG6d 41.49 

NVC: MG6 41.09 

NVC: MG5c 39.82 
NVC: MG5b 39.57 

NVC: MG4a 39.50 
NVC: MG6a 38.77 
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QUADRAT 2 

GPS Location: SU5703503189 

 
Cover 100%, Height 10 cm. 
Typical short open chamomile turf 

 
 

Agrostis capillaris 7 
Agrostis stolonifera  4 

Chamaemelum nobile  5 

Cynosurus cristatus  6 
Holcus lanatus   3 

Hypochaeris radicata  1 

Lolium perenne   5 
Prunella vulgaris  1 

Ranunculus acris  3 

Scorzoneroides autumnalis 2 
Trifolium pratense  2 

 

MAVIS similarity coefficients: 

NVC: MG6b 46.21 
NVC: MG6a 43.65 

NVC: MG6 42.89 
NVC: MG8d 38.46 

NVC: MG6d 38.25 

NVC: MG4b 38.23 
NVC: MG15b 37.30 

NVC: MG5a 37.00 
NVC: MG10a 36.92 

NVC: MG8 36.78 
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QUADRAT 3 

GPS Location: SU5701703179 

 
Cover 100%, Height 15 cm. 
Rank former latrine area dominated by rye grass 

 
 

Agrostis capillaris  5 

Festuca rubra     1 
Holcus lanatus   3 

Lolium perenne   9 

Ranunculus acris  1 
Rumex conglomeratus  2 

 
MAVIS similarity coefficients: 

MG6b 41.18 

MG6 38.70 
MG6a 37.50 

MG7E 37.20 
MC9e 37.15 

MG7D 36.76 

MG12a 36.68 
MG7 36.46 

MG10a 36.31 
MG11a 36.08  
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QUADRAT 4 

GPS Location: SU5701203176 

 
Cover 100%, Height 8 cm. 
Typical short open chamomile turf 

 
 

Agrostis capillaris  8 
Chamaemelum nobile  5 

Cynosurus cristatus  6 

Festuca rubra     3 
Holcus lanatus   3 

Hypochaeris radicata  1 
Jacobaea vulgaris 1 

Lolium perenne   4 

Lotus corniculatus  6 
Plantago lanceolata  1 

Ranunculus acris  3 

Rumex conglomeratus  1 
Scorzoneroides autumnalis 2 

Taraxacum agg.  1 
Trifolium pratense  4 

 
 

MAVIS similarity coefficients: 
NVC: MG6b 49.78 

NVC: MG5a 48.09 

NVC: MG5 48.00 
NVC: MG6 47.19 

NVC: MG6d 45.03 

NVC: MG4b 44.82 

NVC: MG6a 44.82 

NVC: MG5b 44.77 
NVC: MG5c 44.63 

NVC: MG7E 43.70 
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QUADRAT 5 

GPS Location: SU5702203140 

 
Cover 100%, Height 15 cm. 
Relative long grass with little chamomile tending towards latrine area 

 
 

Agrostis capillaris  6 
Carex hirta   3 

Centaurea nigra  1 

Chamaemelum nobile  3 
Cynosurus cristatus  6 

Festuca rubra     1 

Holcus lanatus   7 
Lolium perenne   6 

Pulicaria dysenterica  1 

Ranunculus acris  3 
Ranunculus repens  2 

Rumex acetosa   1 
 

MAVIS similarity coefficients: 

NVC: MG6d 47.88 
NVC: MG6b 45.99 

NVC: MG6a 44.13 
NVC: MG6 43.08 

NVC: MG4c 42.58 

NVC: MG15b 41.04 
NVC: MG4b 40.60 

NVC: MG8d 39.44 
NVC: MG10a 38.68 

NVC: MG4v2 38.53
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QUADRAT 6 

GPS Location: SU5705103165 

 
Cover 100%, Height 8 cm. 
Typical short open chamomile turf 

 
 

Agrostis capillaris  6 
Chamaemelum nobile  4 

Cynosurus cristatus  9 

Holcus lanatus   4 
Hordeum secalinum  3 

Hypochaeris radicata  2 
Lolium perenne   3 

Lotus corniculatus  3 
Odontites vernus  1 

Prunella vulgaris  2 

Ranunculus acris  2 
Scorzoneroides autumnalis  3 

Trifolium repens  2 

 

MAVIS similarity coefficients: 
NVC: MG6b 46.07 
NVC: MG6 42.96 
NVC: MG6a 41.88 
NVC: MG5c 39.98 
NVC: MG5a 39.40 

NVC: MG5 39.13 
NVC: MG6c 37.82 
NVC: MG4b 36.08 
NVC: MG4a 35.68 
NVC: MG8 35.59 

 
  

Page 812



Chamomile Management Plan 
 

 

Bargate Homes Page 23 of 27 October 2020 
A117387 

QUADRAT 7 

GPS Location: SU5703603135 

 
Cover 100%, Height 15 cm. 
Rank rye grass in latrine area 

 
 

Agrostis capillaris  2 
Agrostis stolonifera  4 

Carex hirta   2 

Holcus lanatus   1 
Lolium perenne   6 

Phleum pratense  4 
Ranunculus acris  1 

Ranunculus repens  2 

Rumex obtusifolius  1 
Stellaria media   1 

 
 

MAVIS similarity coefficients: 
NVC: MG11a 46.70 
NVC: MG10b 46.30 
NVC: MG10a 45.41 
NVC: MG7B 43.78 
NVC: MG10 42.75 

NVC: MG15b 39.91 
NVC: MG7D 38.35 
NVC: MG6d 36.92 
NVC: MG4c 36.67 
NVC: MG7 36.51
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QUADRAT 8 

GPS Location: SU5705703099 

 
Cover 100%, Height 8 cm. 
Typical short open chamomile turf 

 
 

Agrostis capillaris  9 
Agrostis stolonifera  2 

Carex hirta   2 

Chamaemelum nobile  7 
Cynosurus cristatus  6 

Festuca rubra     2 
Holcus lanatus   2 

Hypochaeris radicata  4 

Leontodon saxatilis  2 
Lolium perenne   3 

Lotus corniculatus  4 

Odontites vernus  3 
Plantago lanceolata  2 

Ranunculus acris  2 
Ranunculus repens  3 

Scorzoneroides autumnalis  3 
 

MAVIS similarity coefficients: 
NVC: MG6b 45.26 
NVC: MG6d 43.83 
NVC: MG6 42.41 
NVC: MG4b 42.22 
NVC: MG5a 42.15 

NVC: MG6a 41.95 
NVC: MC9a 41.61 
NVC: MG11a 41.16 
NVC: MG5 40.80 
NVC: MG8v2 40.35
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QUADRAT 9 

GPS Location: SU5704003077 

 
Cover 100%, Height 10 cm. 
Species-rich grassland with knapweed and chamomile 

 
 

Achillea millefolium  5 
Agrostis capillaris  7 

Agrostis stolonifera  2 

Centaurea nigra  8 
Chamaemelum nobile  3 

Cynosurus cristatus  6 
Festuca rubra     4 

Holcus lanatus   2 

Hypochaeris radicata  1 
Leontodon saxatilis  2 

Lolium perenne   4 
Plantago lanceolata  1 

Potentilla reptans  3 

Ranunculus acris  1 
Ranunculus bulbosus  3 

Scorzoneroides autumnalis 3 
Taraxacum agg.  1 

Trifolium pratense  1 

Trifolium repens  2 

 

MAVIS similarity coefficients: 
NVC: MG6b 54.63 
NVC: MG6 52.76 
NVC: MG5a 52.51 
NVC: MG5 52.51 
NVC: MG6a 52.25 

NVC: MG4b 51.18 
NVC: MG5c 50.85 
NVC: MG5b 50.35 
NVC: MG6d 49.26 
NVC: MG4a 48.80 
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QUADRAT 10 

GPS Location: SU5706003073 

 
Cover 100%, Height 20 cm. 
Rank rye grass, latrine area 

 
 

Agrostis capillaris  5 
Alopecurus pratensis  1 

Centaurea nigra  2 

Chamaemelum nobile  1 
Cynosurus cristatus  4 

Festuca rubra     1 

Holcus lanatus   3 
Leontodon saxatilis  2 

Lolium perenne   9 

Ranunculus acris  1 
Ranunculus repens  4 

Scorzoneroides autumnalis 2 
 

MAVIS similarity coefficients: 

NVC: MG6b 42.58 
NVC: MG5a 41.79 

NVC: MG5 41.59 
NVC: MG4b 41.58 

NVC: MG6d 41.49 

NVC: MG6 41.09 
NVC: MG5c 39.82 

NVC: MG5b 39.57 
NVC: MG4a 39.50 

NVC: MG6a 38.7
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ALSE Assessment of Likely Significant Effects 

CEnv Chartered Environmentalist 
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IROPI Imperative Reasons of Over-riding Public Interest  

LSE Likely Significant Effect 

MCIEEM Member of Chartered Institute of Ecology & Environmental Management 

Natura 2000 site A European site designated for its nature conservation value 

NOX Nitrogen Oxides 
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Executive Summary 

Contents Summary 

Site location 

and 

description  

The site is located to the west of the Newgate Lane East in Fareham, 

Hampshire and is centred at OS Grid Reference SU 57163 03124. The site 
currently comprises of grazed paddocks, arable fields and outbuildings 

associated with a residential property. The fields form part of farmland 
surrounded by the built-up areas of Fareham to the north, Gosport to the east 

and south and Stubbington to the west. The newly constructed Newgate Lane 

East bypass is to the east of the site. 

The proposed development comprises two Outline applications: P/18/1118/OA 

Land at Newgate Lane, North (Fareham Land LP) for up to 75 dwellings and 
P/19/0460/OA Land at Newgate Lane, South (Bargate Homes) for up to 115 

dwellings, with associated infrastructure, parking and landscaping.  

Scope of this 

Assessment 

This report assesses the pathways to LSE (HRA Stage 1) of each development 

upon relevant designated Natura 2000 sites and subsequently assesses the 
significance of effects upon the integrity of such designated Natura 2000 sites 

(HRA Stage 2).  

This is a submission to inform the Competent Authority’s (Planning Inspector) 

HRA. 

Results of 

Stage 1: 

Screening 

 

The results from the Stage 1 Screening Assessment found four pathways to LSE 

that required Stage 2: Appropriate Assessment. These were: 

• Loss of functionally linked habitat: Alone and in-combination; 

• Nutrient outputs during occupation: Alone and in-combination;  

• Recreational use during occupation: Alone and in-combination; and 

• Air quality changes during occupation: In-combination.  

Air quality changes during construction was also identified as a potential 

pathway to LSE at Stage 1, but was screened out.  

Results of 
Stage 2: 

Appropriate 

Assessment 

The results from the Stage 2 Appropriate Assessment found that, for both Land 
at Newgate Lane, North and Land at Newgate Lane, South, with mitigation (in 

the form of financial contributions to existing regional strategies and the 

delivery of a proposed winter bird mitigation area), loss of functionally linked 
habitat and recreational use during occupation do not have the potential to 

affect the integrity of any European designated site for nature conservation.  

 

The detailed analysis of the potential for changes in air quality to act in-
combination, and nutrient outputs during occupation found that there was no 

potential for the integrity of any Natura 2000 site to be affected and no 

mitigation was required.  

Conclusion The ‘Competent Authority’, is therefore considered not to require further 

assessment under the Habitats Regulations, and both proposed developments 

can proceed without Stage 3 and Stage 4 being completed. 
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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 Background 

WYG was commissioned by Fareham Land LP and Bargate Homes in April 2020, to prepare a report 

to inform Stage 1: Screening and Stage 2: Appropriate Assessment of a Habitats Regulations 

Assessment (HRA). The report was required in relation to the development proposals which comprise 

the construction of up to 190 residential units across two development parcels. This report is intended 

to support appeals against non-determination of the two Outline planning applications for the site, as 

described in Section 1.3. 

This report has been prepared by WYG Senior Ecologist Kevin Wood. The conditions pertinent to the 

report are provided in Appendix A. 

1.2 Site Location  

The site is located to the west of the Newgate Lane east in Fareham, Hampshire and is centred at 

Ordnance Survey (OS) National Grid Reference SU 57163 03124. The site is shown on Figure 1 and 

comprises of grazed paddocks, arable fields and outbuildings associated with a residential property. 

The property forms part of farmland surrounded by the built-up areas of Fareham to the north, 

Gosport to the east and south and Stubbington to the west. The newly constructed Newgate Lane 

East bypass is to the east of the site 

1.3 Development Proposals 

The proposed development comprises two Outline applications: P/18/1118/OA Land at Newgate Lane, 

North (Fareham Land LP) for up to 75 dwellings and P/19/0460/OA Land at Newgate Lane, South 

(Bargate Homes) for up to 115 dwellings, with associated infrastructure, parking and landscaping. 

The illustrative masterplan showing the development proposals is provided in Appendix B. 

1.4 Requirements for the HRA 

The requirement for an HRA is established through Council Directive 92/43/EEC on the Conservation 

of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora, hereby referred to as the 'Habitats Directive', in 

Articles 6(3) and 6(4). The Habitats Directive is transposed into national legislation by the 

Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017. These are hereafter referred to as the 

‘Habitats Regulations’. 

Under Regulation 63, any project which is likely to have a significant effect on a European site (either 

alone or in-combination with other projects) and is not directly connected with, or necessary for the 

management of the site, must be subject to an HRA to determine the implications for the site in view 

of its conservation objectives. This is determined during the Stage 1: Screening Assessment of an 

HRA (see below). 

A Stage 2: Appropriate Assessment then needs to be carried out in respect of any plan or project 

which: 
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• either alone or in combination with other plans or projects would be likely to have a 

significant effect on a site designated within the European network; and 

• is not directly connected with the management of the site for nature conservation. 

The term European site is defined fully in Regulation 8 of the Habitats Regulations and includes: 

• Special Areas of Conservation (SACs); 

• candidate and proposed SACs; 

• Special Protection Areas (SPAs); 

• potential SPAs; 

• proposed Wetlands of International Importance designated or proposed for their wetland 

features under the auspices of the Convention of Wetlands of International Importance 

(commonly referred to as ‘Ramsar sites’); and  

• sites identified for Natura 2000 compensatory measures.  

The final two categories are afforded the same level of protection as SACs and SPAs as a matter of 

Government policy, and the assessment provisions of the Habitats Regulations are applied to them 

(Natural England, 2017).  
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2.0 Assessment Methodology 

2.1 Assessment Guidance 

The Habitats Directive and Regulations do not specify how assessment should be undertaken. In 

undertaking this HRA, the process we have adopted is that recommended in official EC guidance 

(EC, 2001). In this report, our Stage 1: Screening found that LSE were possible and so a Stage 2: 

Appropriate Assessment was required. These two stages form the first of four HRA stages, as 

described below: 

• Stage 1: Screening – the process which identifies the likely impacts upon a Natura 2000 

site of a project or plan, either alone or in combination with other projects or plans and 

considers whether these impacts are likely to be significant. This is also known as an 

‘assessment of likely significant affects (ALSE)’; 

• Stage 2: Appropriate assessment – the consideration of the impact on the integrity of the 

Natura 2000 site of the project or plan, either alone or in-combination with other projects or 

plans, with respect to the site’s structure and function and its conservation objectives. 

Additionally, where there are adverse impacts, an assessment of the potential mitigation of 

those impacts (in accordance with guidance following the recent decision by the CJEU; People 

Over Wind and Sweetman v Coillte Teoranta (C-323/17) regarding application of embedded 

mitigation at Stage 1 or Stage 2 of an HRA (Freeths, 2018); 

• Stage 3: Assessment of alternative solutions – the process which examines alternative 

ways of achieving the objectives of the project or plan that avoid adverse impacts on the 

integrity of the Natura 2000 site; and 

• Stage 4: Assessment where no alternative solutions exist and where adverse 

impacts remain – an assessment of compensatory measures where, in the light of an 

assessment of Imperative Reasons of Over-riding Public Interest (IROPI), it is deemed that 

the project or plan should proceed (it is important to note that this guidance does not deal 

with the assessment of IROPI). 

The Stage 1 Screening Assessment comprises four steps, as described below: 

• Step 1. Determining whether the project or plan is directly connected with or necessary to 

the management of the Natura 2000 site(s); 

• Step 2. Describing the project or plan and the description and characterisation of other 

projects or plans that in-combination have the potential for having significant effects on the 

Natura 2000 site(s); 

• Step 3. Identifying the potential effects on the Natura 2000 site(s); and 

• Step 4. Assessing the significance of any effects on the Natura 2000 site(s). 

The Stage 2: Appropriate Assessment should identify the effects of those plans or projects on 

qualifying features of the European sites in relation to the Conservation Objectives of those sites and 

determine whether these effects will result in an adverse effect on the integrity of the designated site. 

Only where the decision maker (the Competent Authority – in this case the Planning Inspector), is 

satisfied that there will be no adverse effect on integrity, or where there are imperative reasons of 

overriding public interest (IROPI), can the plan or project be approved. 
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3.0 Stage 1: Screening 

Projects may have spatial implications which can have further reaching effects than those predicted 

to fall within the development footprint. Specifically, it is recognised that the distance between a 

proposed development and a designated site is not a definitive determinant as to the likelihood or 

severity of an impact occurring. Site variables such as prevailing wind conditions, surface and 

groundwater flow direction will all have an influence on the relative distance at which an impact can 

occur.  

Additionally, the mobile nature of qualifying interest bird species must also be considered, since an 

adverse effect on the qualifying species of a site, even if they are not present within the site for 

which they are a qualifying feature, may still result in a significant adverse impact upon a site.  

3.1 Step 1 – Determining whether the development proposals are directly 

connected with or necessary to the management of the 

internationally designated site(s) 

The development proposals are not connected with and are not necessary for the management of 

any internationally designated sites, although they do have the potential to affect them. 

3.2 Step 2 – Description of the development proposals, Internationally 

Designated Sites that may be Affected and Approach taken to 

identifying Other Plans or Projects that could lead to In-combination 

Effects 

3.2.1 Description of the Development Proposals  

The planning applications comprise the construction of up to 190 dwellings with associated gardens, 

roads and open space as shown in Appendix B. Although the development comprises two separate 

applications (and subsequently two appeals), the proposals have always been conceived as a 

cohesive development, with the project team responsible for the applications and the two developers 

working collaboratively. Therefore they have been assessed together within this report. 

3.2.2 List of the Internationally Designated Sites that may be Affected by the 

Development Proposals 

The Habitats Regulations Assessment for the Fareham Borough Local Plan (Urban Edge 

Environmental Consulting, 2017) was the primary source used to identify internationally designated 

sites that may be affected by the proposals. This report screened the following sites, as shown in 

Figure 2 (the qualifying features of theses sites are provided in Appendix C). These comprise: 

• Butser Hill SAC; 

• Solent and Isle of Wight Lagoons SAC; 

• The New Forest Ramsar; 

• The New Forest SAC;  

• The New Forest SPA; 

• Portsmouth Harbour SPA; 
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• Portsmouth Harbour Ramsar; 

• Solent and Southampton Water SPA; 

• Solent and Southampton Water Ramsar; 

• Chichester and Langstone Harbours SPA; 

• Chichester and Langstone Harbours Ramsar; 

• River Itchen SAC; 

• Solent Maritime SAC; and 

• Solent and Dorset Coast SPA. 

3.2.3 Approach taken to identifying Other Plans or Projects that could lead to In-
combination Effects 

In Step 3, four potential pathways to LSE were identified.  To identify other plans and projects that 

could be relevant and act in-combination, it was first established whether effects could be mitigated 

by measures that also apply in-combination.  For instance, the nutrient outputs mitigation would 

mitigate all effects leading to a zero net increase in nitrogen. Therefore, no search of other projects is 

necessary.  Where this approach was taken, it is explained fully in the text.   

For the assessment of air quality impacts, the methodology used for the in-combination assessment 

involves the use of TEMPro modelling. This predicts growth in traffic numbers based on several 

factors, including population growth as it was not possible to establish traffic data for all other 

applications that could result in increases in traffic levels on roads affected by the development 

proposals by any other means. This is explained fully in Section 3.2.4 and in the Newgate Lane, 

Fareham: Air Quality Ecological Impacts Statement (REC Delivering Solutions, 2019). 

Step 3 – Identifying the Potential Effects on Internationally Designated 

site(s) 

The potential pathways to LSE were identified following a review of the following: 

• The Habitats Regulations Assessment for the Fareham Borough Local Plan (Urban Edge 

Environmental Consulting, 2017);  

• The designation citation of part of the site as a Low Use Site (F15) identified in the Solent 

Waders and Brent Goose Strategy (SWBGS, 2019); 

• The qualifying features of SACs and SPAs (see Appendix C); 

• The conservation objectives for SACs and SPAs; 

• The threats to SPAs;  

• The Ramsar criteria; and 

• Site Improvement Plans for SACs and SPAs. 

Following this review the following potential pathways to LSE were considered to be relevant to the 

development proposals based on the activities during construction and operation activities: 

• Loss of functionally linked habitat for SPA qualifying bird species; 

• Air quality changes during occupation primarily from exhaust emissions caused by increases 

in traffic arising from the development proposals;  

• Increased recreational use during occupation use of Solent European designated sites 

identified in the SWBGS; and 
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• Increases in nutrient outputs from changing the occupied use of the site from agricultural use 

to residential use. 

These are discussed in the following section, where the differentiation is made with respect to the 

potential for pathways to act alone or in-combination. 

This report does not discuss those pathways where there is no potential for them to result in LSE. 

Therefore, only those where there is a tangible risk of the effect occurring are discussed.  

3.2.4 Loss of functionally linked habitat: Alone and in-combination 

Part of both sites lie within a Low Use Site (F15) identified in the Solent Wader and Brent Goose 

Strategy (SWBGS) (Solent WBGS, 2019), as shown in Figure 3. This being the case, a potential 

pathway to LSE therefore exists as the site may support qualifying species of bird from SWBGS 

European sites.  

Loss of functionally linked habitat: Alone and In-combination has therefore been taken 

forward to Stage 2: Appropriate Assessment. 

3.2.5 Air quality changes during construction: Alone and in-combination 

An Air Quality Ecological Impacts Statement was completed by REC Delivering Solutions (2019). The 

salient points from the report have been provided below and are discussed as necessary. 

The report does not make any reference to the potential for the development proposals to affect any 

Natura 2000 site during construction. This is considered appropriate as there are no Natura 2000 sites 

within the typical zone of influence of air quality changes caused by construction i.e. releases of 

fugitive dust. This is identified by the Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM) (2014) as being up 

to 50 m from sources. As shown in Figure 2, none of the sites screened into this assessment are 

within this zone.  

The report also does not make reference to the potential for construction traffic to result in a 

potential pathway to LSE. However, as shown in Section 3.2.5, predicted Annual Average Daily Traffic 

(AADT) movements for the occupied site (which are always higher than during construction) are not 

predicted to be higher than the threshold for requiring detailed assessment set out in the Natural 

England guidance document Natural England’s approach to advising competent authorities on the 

assessment of road traffic emissions under the Habitats Regulations (Natural England, 2018). These 

are based on 1000 AADT for cars and 200 AADT for heavy duty vehicles (HDV) not being exceeded.  

It is therefore considered that Air Quality Changes During Construction: Alone and In-

Combination can be screened out and are not taken further in this assessment. 

3.2.6 Air quality changes during occupation: Alone and in-combination 

An Air Quality Ecological Impacts Statement was completed by REC Delivering Solutions (2019). The 

salient points from the report have been provided below and are discussed as necessary. 
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• The report found that there were two sites within 200 m of roads potentially affected by 

increases in traffic levels caused by the development proposals. These were the Portsmouth 

Harbour Ramsar and SPA. This distance is consistent with Natural England’s approach to 

advising competent authorities on the assessment of road traffic emissions under the Habitats 

Regulations (Natural England, 2018). 

• The report uses Natural England guidance to establish that the development proposals do not 

have the potential to act alone. This is based on the development proposals generating 100 

AADT for cars and no AADT for HDV:  

 

“The development is predicted to generate 100 AADT with no HDVs. As such, 

roads which are predicted to experience increases in traffic flows associated with 

the development are not expected to experience changes of over 1,000 AADT or 

200 HDVs.” 

(REC Delivering Solutions, 2019: Page 14) 

 

The 1000 AADT movements of cars or 200 AADT of HDV thresholds are therefore not 

predicted to be exceeded. It is therefore considered that changes in air quality as a result of 

increases in traffic movements during operation alone can be screened out at Stage 1 and 

Stage 2: Appropriate Assessment is not required.  

• The report found that it was not possible to establish that the level of traffic on roads 

affected by the development proposals in-combination with other plans and projects would be 

below 1000 AADT movements of cars and / or 200 AADT of HDV. Changes in air quality as a 

result of increases in traffic movements during operation in-combination has therefore been 

taken forward to Stage 2: Appropriate Assessment.  

Air Quality Changes During Occupation: Alone can be screened out and has not been 

taken forward to Stage 2: Appropriate Assessment. 

Air Quality Changes During Occupation: In-combination has therefore been taken 

forward to Stage 2: Appropriate Assessment. 

3.2.7 Recreational use during occupation: Alone and in-combination 

The site is within 5.6 km of the Solent and Southampton Water SPA and Ramsar and the Portsmouth 

Harbour SPA and Ramsar. This means that the impacts arising from the development proposals due 

to recreational pressure must be mitigated for in accordance with the Solent Recreation Mitigation 

Strategy (Bird Aware Solent, 2017). This strategy determined that all residential developments within 

5.6 km had the potential to result in increased visitor pressure with subsequent disturbance impacts 

on qualifying bird species.  

This is considered to apply both alone and in-combination. However, due to the proposed mitigation, 

it is not necessary to specifically identify all projects that could result in an increase in recreational 

pressure on Solent European designated sites included within the strategy (i.e. those within 5.6 km). 

Recreational Use During Occupation: Alone and In-combination therefore been taken 

forward to Stage 2: Appropriate Assessment. 
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3.2.8 Nutrient outputs during occupation: Alone and in-combination  

In June 2018, an Integrated Water Management Study for South Hampshire was published by the 

Partnership for Urban South Hampshire (PUSH) (2018) has identified that there is uncertainty in some 

locations as to whether there will be sufficient capacity to accommodate new housing growth, and 

the potential for adverse effects upon coastal SPAs (including the Solent and Southampton Water 

SPA) as a result of nitrogen discharge.  

Natural England have identified that there is the potential for nutrients arising from increased 

wastewater from residential development to affect the qualifying features of European designated 

sites in the Solent (Natural England, 2020). 

This effect has been identified as having the potential to promote algae growth that can affect 

aquatic vegetation and increase turbidity thereby affecting foraging efficacy of fish-eating birds, and 

the availability of suitable vegetation for species such as dark-bellied brent geese. These effects could 

ultimately impact all aspects of the functioning of European designated sites in an interconnected 

manner.    

Included within this guidance, Natural England have provided a calculator for establishing the change 

in nutrient (nitrogen) levels in water arising from the site pre- and post-development. This includes 

calculating the change in surface water as a result of a change in land use, and from wastewater that 

is discharged into the Solent with consent from Peel Common Wastewater Treatment Works (WwTW) 

(and eventually reaches the Solent).  

Wastewater from the development proposals will be treated at the Southern Water WwTW at Peel 

Common, but ultimately water will discharge to the sea and may contribute to background nitrogen 

levels within the Solent. The development therefore has the potential to result in LSE on Solent SACs, 

SPAs and Ramsars due to direct and indirect effects of water pollution and therefore this pathway 

cannot be screened out at Stage 1 and Stage 2 Appropriate Assessment is required.  

This is considered to apply both alone and in-combination, but due to the proposed mitigation, it is 

not necessary to specifically identify all projects within the Solent catchment that could result in an 

increase in nutrient discharge into the Solent. 

Nutrient Outputs During Occupation: Alone and In-combination therefore been taken 

forward to Stage 2: Appropriate Assessment. 

3.3 Step 4 – Assessing the significance of any effects on the Natura 2000 

site(s) 

The Stage 1: Screening Assessment found that there were two pathways to LSE that require 

appropriate assessment at Stage 2. These are summarised in Table 1. These LSE apply to both Land 

North of Newgate Lane and Land South of Newgate Lane.  
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Table 1 Summary of Stage 1 Screening 

Pathway Site Stage 2 

required 

Loss of functionally linked 

habitat: Alone and in-

combination 

Portsmouth Harbour SPA and Ramsar 

Solent and Southampton Water SPA and Ramsar 

Yes 

Air quality changes during 

construction: Alone  

None within (50 m) zone of influence of the site. No 

Air quality changes during 

construction: In-combination  
None within (50 m) zone of influence of the site. No 

Air quality changes during 

occupation: Alone  

Portsmouth Harbour Ramsar and SPA No 

Air quality changes during 

occupation: In-combination 

Portsmouth Harbour Ramsar and SPA Yes 

Nutrient outputs during 

occupation: Alone  
All Solent European sites. Yes 

Nutrient outputs during 

occupation: In-combination 

All Solent European sites. Yes 

Recreational use during 

occupation Alone 

Portsmouth Harbour SPA and Ramsar 

Solent and Southampton Water SPA and Ramsar 

Yes 

Recreational use during 

occupation: In-combination  
Portsmouth Harbour SPA and Ramsar 

Solent and Southampton Water SPA and Ramsar 

Yes 

It is therefore concluded that there are no pathways for LSE on the following European designated 

sites and they are not taken further in the HRA process: 

• Butser Hill SAC; 

• River Itchen SAC; 

• The New Forest Ramsar;  

• The New Forest SAC; and 

• The New Forest SPA. 
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4.0 Stage 2: Appropriate Assessment 

The following sections discuss the potential pathways to LSE that could result in impacts on the 

integrity of the European sites identified during Stage 1: Screening, summarised in Table 1.  

4.1 Loss of Functionally Linked Habitat: Alone and In-combination 

The site was surveyed from November 2013 to March 2014 and October 2014 to March 2015 to 

inform the application to construct the new Newgate Lane East and Stubbington Bypass (WSP, 2015). 

During the surveys, it was found that it did not support significant numbers of SPA qualifying species 

and the bypass was subsequently approved and constructed. The bypass now bisects site F15 and it 

is considered that this has further reduced the suitability of that habitats to support SWBGS species. 

Surveys were also carried out on 6th and 17th March 2018 (Ethos Environmental Planning, 2019) and 

no geese or waders were recorded, with the only SPA-listed species being a single black-headed gull 

Chroicocephalus ridibundus recorded on the 17th March 2018. However, there is not sufficient 

evidence to determine with certainty that the loss of Low Use Site F15 would not result in adverse 

effects on the qualifying SPA bird population.  

The proposed development at Land at Newgate Lane, North will result in the loss of 3.14 ha of Low 

Use Site F15 and Land at Newgate Lane, South will result in the loss of 4.67 ha of Low Use Site F15, 

a total loss of 7.81 ha.  

Typically, mitigation for the loss of Low Use Sites is though the payment of a financial contribution of 

£35,610 which is secured via Section 106 agreement to enhance, manage and monitor the wider 

Solent Wader and Brent Goose Network. This funding is to be managed by the respective local 

authority and used to support schemes across the network, including in neighbouring authorities. Due 

to the lack of an established strategy within Fareham Borough, Natural England have requested 

further information to demonstrate a clear link between impact and mitigation, i.e. detail of how the 

financial contribution would be used to enhance the wider network. 

It is proposed that a Winter Bird Mitigation Area measuring 5.0 ha is created at Old Street, 

Stubbington which will enhance the wader and brent goose network. A Winter Bird Mitigation 

Strategy setting out the background, rationale and proposed management of the Mitigation Area is 

included at Appendix F and correspondence with Natural England agreeing the principles of the 

mitigation at Appendix G.  

It is therefore considered that, taking into account mitigation, loss of functionally linked 

habitat at Land at Newgate Lane, North and Land at Newgate Lane, South will not affect 

the integrity of the Solent and Southampton Water SPA and Ramsar or Portsmouth 

Harbour SPA and Ramsar.    

4.2 Air Quality Changes during Occupation: In-combination  

The data and assessment from the Air Quality Ecological Impacts Statement (REC Delivering 

Solutions, 2020) has been used to inform this Stage 2: Appropriate Assessment. These data have 

been used to follow the guidance provided in Natural England’s approach to advising competent 

authorities on the assessment of road traffic emissions under the Habitats Regulations (Natural 
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England, 2018) to make the assessment. The Air Quality Ecological Impacts Statement did not assess 

the two applications individually, but in-combination. Therefore this assessment takes the same 

approach. 

The data in the Air Quality Ecological Impacts Statement uses the following information: 

• 2017 Verification of Traffic Data (see Appendix II of the Air Quality Ecological Impacts 

Statement) which uses the Department for Transport (DfT) Matrix web tool1 and Trip End 

Model Presentation Program (TEMPRO) software package to allow for conversion from the 

obtained 2017 traffic flow year to 2024 to represent the development opening year. 

• Process contribution (PC) – This is the predicted emissions as a result of the traffic generated 

from the development proposal including those in-combination effects i.e. emissions from 

traffic generated by other plans or projects on the same roads affected by these development 

proposals. The report included four projects as having the potential to act in-combination 

which were therefore included in the PC value, these were: 

o Stubbington Bypass; 

o Land at Old Street, Stubbington (P/17/1451/OA); 

o Newlands Farm, Fareham (P15/1279/OA); and 

o Daedalus Development. 

These data were used to assess whether the PC exceeded 1% of the critical load / level of nitrogen / 

acid for the habitats of the Portsmouth Harbour Ramsar and SPA within 200 m of roads affected by 

traffic from the development proposals. These levels are referred to jointly as the environmental 

standards (Page 13) and environmental quality standards (EQS) (all tables) in the Air Quality 

Ecological Impacts Statement. These were determined for all 10 parcels of land within the 

Portsmouth Harbour Ramsar and SPA using the Air Pollution Information System (APIS) website. 

The 1% level is used as a threshold for significance in the report and is consistent with Natural 

England’s approach to advising competent authorities on the assessment of road traffic emissions 

under the Habitats Regulations (Natural England, 2018). Where this is not exceeded therefore, the PC 

for emissions is no considered to be significant.  

The findings from the Air Quality Ecological Impacts Statement are summarised in Table 2, these 

apply to 10 parcels of land within the Portsmouth Harbour Ramsar and SPA that are within 200 m of 

roads affected by traffic generated by the development proposals.  

Table 2 Summary of the Quantification of PC Screening 

Emission  Range of Proportion of EQS at the 10 

parcels within Portsmouth Harbour 

Ramsar and SPA (%) 

1% of EQS 

Exceeded 

Predicted Annual Mean NOx 

Concentration (μg/m3) 
0 – 1  No 

 

1 It should be noted that the DfT matrix is referenced in DEFRA guidance LAQM (TG16) 
(DEFRA, 2018) as being a suitable source of data for air quality assessments and is therefore 

considered to provide a good representation of traffic flows in the vicinity of the site. 
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Emission  Range of Proportion of EQS at the 10 

parcels within Portsmouth Harbour 

Ramsar and SPA (%) 

1% of EQS 

Exceeded 

Predicted 24-hour Mean NOx 

Concentration 

(μg/m3) 

0 – 1  No 

Predicted Annual Mean NH3 

Concentrations 

0 No  

Predicted Annual Mean 

Nitrogen Deposition Rate 

(kgN/ha/yr) 

0 No 

Predicted Annual Mean Acid 

Deposition Rate (kq/ha/yr) 
0 No 

These results show that 1% of the EQS of any pollutant would not be exceeded at any of the 10 

locations within the Portsmouth Harbour Ramsar and SPA that are within 200 m of roads affected by 

traffic generated by the development proposals. 

It is therefore considered that changes in air quality during operation as a result of traffic 

generated by Land at Newgate Lane, North or Land at Newgate Lane, South will not 

affect the integrity of Portsmouth Harbour Ramsar or SPA.    

4.3 Recreational use during Occupation: Alone and In-combination 

4.3.1 Land at Newgate Lane, North 

Land at Newgate Lane, North will comprise a development of up to 75 dwellings. As discussed in 

Section 3.2.7, a per-unit financial contribution will be made in accordance with the latest charging 

schedule for the Solent Recreation Mitigation Strategy (Bird Aware Solent, 2017) in order to mitigate 

for potential alone and in-combination recreational impacts upon the Solent SPAs and Ramsars. 

This financial contribution will be secured within a Section 106 Agreement. 

With the application of this mitigation, recreation as a result of Land at Newgate Lane, 

North is predicted to have no impact on the integrity of the Solent SPAs and Ramsars. 

4.3.2 Land at Newgate Lane, South 

Land at Newgate Lane, South will comprise a development of up to 115 dwellings. As discussed in 

Section 3.2.7, a per-unit financial contribution will be made in accordance with the latest charging 

schedule for the Solent Recreation Mitigation Strategy (Bird Aware Solent, 2017) in order to mitigate 

for potential alone and in-combination recreational impacts upon the Solent SPAs and Ramsars. 

This financial contribution will be secured within a Section 106 Agreement. 

With the application of this mitigation, recreation as a result of Land at Newgate Lane, 

South is predicted to have no impact on the integrity of the Solent SPAs and Ramsars. 
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4.4 Nutrient Outputs during Occupation: Alone and In-combination  

Due to the uncertainty over whether new development can be accommodated by existing wastewater 

treatment infrastructure without causing harm to coastal European sites, Natural England advise that 

all residential development should achieve nitrogen neutrality. 

4.4.1 Land at Newgate Lane, North 

A Nitrate Budget Calculation was completed by CEP (CEP, 2020a) which concluded that the 

development would result in a decrease of -28.1 Kg/yr TN. 

As part of this assessment, a further calculation has been undertaken which takes a more 

precautionary approach to the assessment of existing land uses. This uses Version 4 of Natural 

England’s Advice on Achieving Nutrient Neutrality for New Development in the Solent Region (Natural 

England, 2020) for calculating nitrogen budgets. The assumptions used in this assessment are as 

follows: 

• 110 litres of waste water will be generated per person per day; 

• Wastewater will be treated at Peel Common WwTW;  

• Peel Common has a discharge consent limit of 9 mg/l TN; 

• The scheme comprises a maximum of 75 dwellings;  

• The post-development site will comprise 3.37 ha of urban land and 0.55 ha of open space; 

• An occupancy rate of 2.4 people per dwelling as per Natural England guidance; and 

• The pre-development site comprises 3.4 ha of cereals (31.20 Kg/TN/ha/yr) and 0.55 ha of 

land not in agricultural use (5.00 Kg/TN/ha/yr). 

The full calculations are provided in Appendix D (Land at Newgate Lane, North) and are summarised 

in Table 3.  

Table 3 Summary of nutrient input calculations (Land at Newgate Lane, North) 

 Option Current Land 

Use TN Load 

(A) 

Waste water 

from Future 

Land Use TN 

Load  

(B) 

Future Land 

Use TN Load  

(C) 

Change  

(B+C-A) 

75 units 108.830 

Kg/TN/yr  

44.085 

Kg/TN/yr  

51.091 

Kg/TN/yr  

-13.654 

Kg/TN/yr  

 

The calculations show that taking a more precautionary approach, the development proposals would 

still result in a decrease in nitrogen load of -13.654 Kg/yr TN. 

A planning condition should be attached to any permission requiring a landscape management plan 

setting out how the open space on site will be managed in the long-term to prevent any additional 

nutrient inputs (for example through inclusion of dog waste bins).  
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As the combined changes in land use for Land at Newgate Lane, North will result in a net 

decrease in nutrient inputs into the Solent, there is no potential for an adverse effect on 

the integrity of the Solent European sites for nature conservation alone or in-

combination. 

4.4.2 Land at Newgate Lane, South 

A Nitrate Budget Calculation was completed by CEP (CEP, 2020b) which concluded that the 

development would result in a decrease of -21.6 Kg/yr TN. 

As part of this assessment, a further calculation has been undertaken which takes a more 

precautionary approach to the assessment of existing land uses. This uses Version 4 of Natural 

England’s Advice on Achieving Nutrient Neutrality for New Development in the Solent Region (Natural 

England, 2020) for calculating nitrogen budgets. The assumptions used in this assessment are as 

follows: 

• 110 litres of waste water will be generated per person per day; 

• Wastewater will be treated at Peel Common WwTW;  

• Peel Common has a discharge consent limit of 9 mg/l TN; 

• The scheme comprises a maximum of 115 dwellings;  

• The post-development site will comprise 4.73 ha of urban land and 1.27 ha of open space; 

• An occupancy rate of 2.4 people per dwelling as per Natural England guidance; and 

• The pre-development site comprises 4.6 ha of cereals (31.20 Kg/TN/ha/yr) and 1.4 ha of 

lowland grazing (13.00 Kg/TN/ha/yr). 

The full calculations are provided in Appendix E (Land at Newgate Lane, South) and are summarised 

in Table 4.  

Table 4 Summary of nutrient input calculations (Land at Newgate Lane, South) 

 Option Current Land 

Use TN Load 

(A) 

Waste water from 

Future Land Use 

TN Load  

(B) 

Future Land 

Use TN 

Load  

(C) 

Change  

(B+C-A) 

115 units 161.720 

Kg/TN/yr  

67.597 Kg/TN/yr  73.989 

Kg/TN/yr  

-20.134 

Kg/TN/yr  

The calculations show that taking a more precautionary approach, the development proposals would 

still result in a decrease in nitrogen load of -20.134 Kg/yr TN.  

A planning condition should be attached to any permission requiring a landscape management plan 

setting out how the open space on site will be managed in the long-term to prevent any additional 

nutrient inputs (for example through inclusion of dog waste bins).  

As the combined changes in land use for Land at Newgate Lane, South will result in a net 

decrease in nutrient inputs into the Solent, there is no potential for an adverse effect on 

the integrity of the Solent European sites for nature conservation alone or in-

combination.  
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5.0 Summary 

The Stage 2: Appropriate Assessment found that for all potential pathways to LSE taken forward to 

Stage 2: Appropriate Assessment, with the application of mitigation, there would be no impact on the 

integrity of any European site as a result of either Land at Newgate Lane, North or Land at Newgate 

Lane, South.  

As such, it is considered that the ‘Competent Authority’ can permit each development and does not 

require Stage 3 or Stage 4 assessments to be undertaken, as described in Section 2.1. 
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Figures 

Figure 1: Site Location Plan 

Figure 2: European Designated Sites within 10 km of the 

Boundary of the Site 

Figure 3: Site Location in Relation to Low Use Site F15 
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REPORT CONDITIONS 

This Report has been prepared using reasonable skill and care for the sole benefit of Fareham Land 

LP and Bargate Homes (“the Client”) for the proposed uses stated in the report by WYG Environment 

Planning Transport Limited (“WYG”). WYG exclude all liability for any other uses and to any other 

party. The report must not be relied on or reproduced in whole or in part by any other party without 

the copyright holder’s permission. 

No liability is accepted or warranty given for; unconfirmed data, third party documents and 

information supplied to WYG or for the performance, reliability, standing etc of any products, 

services, organisations or companies referred to in this report. WYG does not purport to provide 

specialist legal, tax or accounting advice. 

The report refers, within the limitations stated, to the environment of the site in the context of the 

surrounding area at the time of the inspections'. Environmental conditions can vary and no warranty 

is given as to the possibility of changes in the environment of the site and surrounding area at 

differing times. No investigative method can eliminate the possibility of obtaining partially imprecise, 

incomplete or not fully representative information. Any monitoring or survey work undertaken as part 

of the commission will have been subject to limitations, including for example timescale, seasonal and 

weather-related conditions. Actual environmental conditions are typically more complex and variable 

than the investigative, predictive and modelling approaches indicate in practice, and the output of 

such approaches cannot be relied upon as a comprehensive or accurate indicator of future conditions. 

The “shelf life” of the Report will be determined by a number of factors including; its original purpose, 

the Client’s instructions, passage of time, advances in technology and techniques, changes in 

legislation etc. and therefore may require future re-assessment.  

The whole of the report must be read as other sections of the report may contain information which 

puts into context the findings in any executive summary. 

The performance of environmental protection measures and of buildings and other structures in 

relation to acoustics, vibration, noise mitigation and other environmental issues is influenced to a 

large extent by the degree to which the relevant environmental considerations are incorporated into 

the final design and specifications and the quality of workmanship and compliance with the 

specifications on site during construction. WYG accept no liability for issues with performance arising 

from such factors. 
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Appendix B – Illustrative Masterplan 
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Appendix C – Qualifying Features of 

European Sites Screened into this 

Assessment
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Butser Hill SAC (JNCC, 2015a) 

Annex I habitats that are a primary reason for selection of this site  

• Semi-natural dry grasslands and scrubland facies on calacareous substrates (Festuco-

Brometalia) 

• Taxus baccata woods of the British Isles 

Solent and Isle of Wight Lagoons SAC (JNCC, 2015b) 

Annex I habitats that are a primary reason for selection of this site  

1150 Coastal lagoons  * Priority feature 

The Solent on the south coast of England encompasses a series of Coastal lagoons, including 
percolation, isolated and sluiced lagoons. The site includes a number of lagoons in the marshes in the 

Keyhaven – Pennington area, at Farlington Marshes in Chichester Harbour, behind the sea-wall at 
Bembridge Harbour and at Gilkicker, near Gosport. The lagoons show a range of salinities and 

substrates, ranging from soft mud to muddy sand with a high proportion of shingle, which support a 

diverse fauna including large populations of three notable species: the nationally rare foxtail 
stonewort Lamprothamnium papulosum, the nationally scarce lagoon sand shrimp Gammarus 
insensibilis, and the nationally scarce starlet sea anemone Nematostella vectensis. The lagoons in 
Keyhaven – Pennington Marshes are part of a network of ditches and ponds within the saltmarsh 

behind a sea-wall. Farlington Marshes is an isolated lagoon in marsh pasture that, although separated 

from the sea by a sea-wall, receives sea water during spring tides. The lagoon holds a well-developed 
low-medium salinity insect-dominated fauna. Gilkicker Lagoon is a sluiced lagoon with marked 

seasonal salinity fluctuation and supports a high species diversity. The lagoons at Bembridge Harbour 
have formed in a depression behind the sea-wall and sea water enters by percolation. Species 

diversity in these lagoons is high and the fauna includes very high densities of N. vectensis. 

The New Forest Ramsar (JNCC, 1993) 

There are three Ramsar criteria for which the Dorset Heathlands Ramsar is designated. 

Ramsar criterion 1 

Valley mires and wet heaths are found throughout the site and are of outstanding scientific interest. 

The mires and heaths are within catchments whose uncultivated and undeveloped state buffer the 

mires against adverse ecological change. This is the largest concentration of intact valley mires of 
their type in Britain. 

Ramsar criterion 2 

The site supports a diverse assemblage of wetland plants and animals including several nationally 

rare species. Seven species of nationally rare plant are found on the site, as are at least 65 British 

Red Data Book species of invertebrate. 

Ramsar criterion 3 

The mire habitats are of high ecological quality and diversity and have undisturbed transition zones. 
The invertebrate fauna of the site is important due to the concentration of rare and scare wetland 

species. The whole site complex, with its examples of semi-natural habitats is essential to the genetic 

and ecological diversity of southern England. 
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The New Forest SAC (JNCC, 2015c) 

There are 11 Annex I habitats present that are a primary reason for selection of this site: 

• 3110 Oligotrophic waters containing very few minerals of sandy plains (Littorelletalia 

uniflorae); 

• 3130 Oligotrophic to mesotrophic standing waters with vegetation of the Littorelletea 

uniflorae and/or of the Isoëto-Nanojuncetea; 

• 4010 Northern Atlantic wet heaths with Erica tetralix; 

• 4030 European dry heaths; 

• 6410 Molinia meadows on calcareous, peaty or clayey-silt-laden soils (Molinion caeruleae); 

• 7150 Depressions on peat substrates of the Rhynchosporion; 

• 9120 Atlantic acidophilous beech forests with Ilex and sometimes also Taxus in the 

shrublayer (Quercion robori-petraeae or Ilici-Fagenion); 

• 9130 Asperulo-Fagetum beech forests; 

• 9190 Old acidophilous oak woods with Quercus robur on sandy plains; 

• 91D0 Bog woodland; and 

• 91E0 Alluvial forests with Alnus glutinosa and Fraxinus excelsior (Alno-Padion, Alnion 

incanae, Salicion albae).  

There are two Annex I habitats present as a qualifying feature, but not a primary reason for selection 

of this site: 

• 7140 Transition mires and quaking bogs 

• 7230 Alkaline fens 

There are two Annex II species that are primary reasons for selection of this site (JNCC, 2015): 

• 1044 Southern damselfly (Coenagrion mercurial); and 

• 1083 Stag beetle (Lucanus cervus). 

There is on Annex II species present as a qualifying feature, but not a primary reason for site 

selection: 

• 1166 Great crested newt (GCN) (Triturus cristatus) 

The New Forest SPA (JNCC, 2001a) 

There are four Annex I species present during the breeding season that are qualifying species for 

selection of this site: 

• Dartford warbler, 538 pairs representing at least 33.6% of the breeding population in Great 

Britain; 

• Honey buzzard (Pernis apivorus), two pairs representing at least 10.0% of the breeding 

population in Great Britain; 

• Nightjar, 300 pairs representing at least 8.8% of the breeding population in Great Britain; and 

• Woodlark, 184 pairs representing at least 12.3% of the breeding population in Great Britain 

(Count as at 1997). 
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There is one Annex I species present during the over-wintering season that is a qualifying species for 

selection of this site: 

• Hen harrier, 15 individuals representing at least 2.0% of the wintering population in Great 

Britain. 

Portsmouth Harbour SPA (JNCC, 2001b) 

Over winter 

Dark-bellied Brent Goose Branta bernicla bernicla, 2,847 individuals representing at least 0.9% of the 

wintering Western Siberia/Western Europe population (5-year peak mean 1991/2 - 1995/6). 

Portsmouth Harbour Ramsar (JNCC, 1995) 

Ramsar criterion 3 

The intertidal mudflat areas possess extensive beds of eelgrass Zostera angustifolia and Zostera 

noltei which support the grazing dark-bellied brent geese populations. The mud-snail Hydrobia ulvae 

is found at extremely high densities, which helps to support the wading bird interest of the site. 

Common cord-grass Spartina anglica dominates large areas of the saltmarsh and there are also 

extensive areas of green algae Enteromorpha spp. and sea lettuce Ulva lactuca. More locally the 

saltmarsh is dominated by sea purslane Halimione portulacoides which gradates to more varied 

communities at the higher shore levels. The site also includes a number of saline lagoons hosting 

nationally important species. 

Ramsar criterion 6 

Dark-bellied brent goose, Branta bernicla bernicla, 2105 individuals, representing an average of 2.1% 

of the GB population (5-year peak mean 1998/9-2002/3). 

Solent and Southampton Water SPA (JNCC, 2001c) 

This site qualifies under Article 4.1 of the Directive (79/409/EEC) by supporting populations of 

European importance of the following species listed on Annex I of the Directive: 

• During the breeding season;  

o Common tern (Sterna hirundo), 267 pairs representing at least 2.2% of the breeding 

population in Great Britain (5-year peak mean, 1993-1997); 

o Little tern (Sterna albifrons), 49 pairs representing at least 2.0% of the breeding 

population in Great Britain (5-year peak mean, 1993-1997); 

o Mediterranean gull (Larus melanocephalus), 2 pairs representing at least 20.0% of 

the breeding population in Great Britain (5-year peak mean, 1994-1998); 

o Roseate tern (Sterna dougallii), 2 pairs representing at least 3.3% of the breeding 

population in Great Britain (5-year peak mean, 1993-1997); and 

o Sandwich tern (Sterna sandvicensis), 231 pairs representing at least 1.7% of the 

breeding population in Great Britain (5-year peak mean, 1993-1997). 

This site also qualifies under Article 4.2 of the Directive (79/409/EEC) by supporting populations of 

European importance of the following migratory species: 
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• Over winter;  

o Black-tailed godwit (Limosa limosa islandica), 1,125 individuals representing at least 

1.6% of the wintering Iceland - breeding population (5-year peak mean, 1992/3-

1996/7);  

o Dark-bellied brent goose (Branta bernicla bernicla), 7,506 individuals representing at 

least 2.5% of the wintering Western Siberia/Western Europe population (5-year peak 

mean, 1992/3-1996/7);  

o Ringed plover (Charadrius hiaticula), 552 individuals representing at least 1.1% of 

the wintering Europe/Northern Africa - wintering population (5-year peak mean, 

1992/3-1996/7); and  

o Teal (Anas crecca), 4,400 individuals representing at least 1.1% of the wintering 

Northwestern Europe population (5-year peak mean, 1992/3-1996/7). 

The area also qualifies under Article 4.2 of the Directive (79/409/EEC) by regularly supporting at least 

20,000 waterfowl: 

Over winter, the area regularly supports 53,948 individual waterfowl (5 year peak mean 1991/2 - 

1995/6) including: gadwall (Anas Strepera), teal, ringed plover, black-tailed godwit, little grebe 

(Tachybaptus ruficollis), great crested grebe (Podiceps cristatus), cormorant (Phalacrocorax carbo), 

dark-bellied brent goose, wigeon (Anas Penelope), redshank (Tringa tetanus), pintail (Anas acuta), 

shoveler (Anas clypeata), red-breasted merganser (Mergus serratori), grey plover (Pluvialis 

squatarola), lapwing (Vanellus vanellus), dunlin (Calidris alpina alpine), curlew (Numenius arquata) 

and shelduck (Tadorna tadorna). 

Solent and Southampton Water Ramsar (JNCC, 1998) 

Ramsar Criterion 1 

The site is one of the few major sheltered channels between a substantial island and mainland in 

European waters, exhibiting an unusual strong double tidal flow and has long periods of slack water 
at high and low tide. It includes many wetland habitats characteristic of the biogeographic region: 

saline lagoons, saltmarshes, estuaries, intertidal flats, shallow coastal waters, grazing marshes, 
reedbeds, coastal woodland and rocky boulder reefs. 

 
Ramsar Criterion 2  

The site supports an important assemblage of rare plants and invertebrates. At least 33 British Red 
Data Book invertebrates and at least eight British Red Data Book plants are represented on site. 

 

Ramsar Criterion 5  
 

Assemblages of international importance: 
 

• Species with peak counts in winter: 51343 waterfowl (5-year peak mean 1998/99-

2002/2003). 

Ramsar Criterion 6 
 
Species/populations occurring at levels of international importance. 

Qualifying Species/populations (as identified at designation): 

• Species with peak counts in spring/autumn: 
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o Ringed plover, Europe/Northwest Africa, 397 individuals, representing an average of 

1.2% of the GB population (5-year peak mean 1998/9-2002/3). 

• Species with peak counts in winter: 

o Dark-bellied brent goose, 6456 individuals, representing an average of 3% of the 

population (5-year peak mean 1998/9-2002/3); 

o Eurasian teal, NW Europe, 5514 individuals, representing an average of 1.3% of the 

population (5-year peak mean 1998/9-2002/3); and 

o Black-tailed godwit, Iceland/W Europe, 1240 individuals, representing an average of 

3.5% of the population (5-year peak) 

Chichester and Langstone Harbours SPA (JNCC, 2001d) 

During the breeding season; 
  

Little Tern Sterna albifrons, 100 pairs representing up to 4.2% of the breeding population in Great 
Britain (5-year mean, 1992-1996) 

  

Sandwich Tern Sterna sandvicensis, 158 pairs representing up to 1.1% of the breeding population in 
Great Britain (1998) 

  
On passage; 

  

Little Egret Egretta garzetta, 137 individuals representing up to 17.1% of the population in Great 
Britain (Count as at 1998) 

  
Over winter; 

  

Bar-tailed Godwit Limosa lapponica, 1,692 individuals representing up to 3.2% of the wintering 
population in Great Britain (5-year peak mean 1991/2 - 1995/6) 

  
Little Egret Egretta garzetta, 100 individuals representing up to 20.0% of the wintering population in 

Great Britain (Count as at 1998). 
 

This site also qualifies under Article 4.2 of the Directive (79/409/EEC) by supporting populations of 

European importance of the following migratory species: 
  

On passage; 
  

Ringed Plover Charadrius hiaticula, 2,471 individuals representing up to 4.9% of the Europe/Northern 

Africa - wintering population (5-year peak mean 1991/2 - 1995/6) 
  

Over winter; 
  

Black-tailed Godwit Limosa limosa islandica, 1,003 individuals representing up to 1.4% of the 
wintering Iceland - breeding population (5-year peak mean 1991/2 - 1995/6) 

  

Dark-bellied Brent Goose Branta bernicla bernicla, 17,119 individuals representing up to 5.7% of the 
wintering Western Siberia/Western Europe population (5-year peak mean 1991/2 - 1995/6) 

  
Dunlin Calidris alpina alpina, 44,294 individuals representing up to 3.2% of the wintering Northern 

Siberia/Europe/Western Africa population (5-year peak mean 1991/2 - 1995/6) 

  
Grey Plover Pluvialis squatarola, 3,825 individuals representing up to 2.5% of the wintering Eastern 

Atlantic - wintering population (5-year peak mean 1991/2 - 1995/6) 
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Redshank Tringa totanus, 1,788 individuals representing up to 1.2% of the wintering Eastern Atlantic 

- wintering population (5-year peak mean 1991/2 - 1995/6) 
  

Ringed Plover Charadrius hiaticula, 846 individuals representing up to 1.7% of the wintering 

Europe/Northern Africa - wintering population (5-year peak mean 1991/2 - 1995/6) 
  

Assemblage qualification: A wetland of international importance. 
  

The area qualifies under Article 4.2 of the Directive (79/409/EEC) by regularly supporting at least 

20,000 waterfowl 
  

Over winter, the area regularly supports 93,142 individual waterfowl (5 year peak mean 1991/2 - 
1995/6) including: Wigeon Anas penelope, Bar-tailed Godwit Limosa lapponica, Dark-bellied Brent 

Goose Branta bernicla bernicla, Ringed Plover Charadrius hiaticula, Grey Plover Pluvialis squatarola, 
Dunlin Calidris alpina alpina, Black-tailed Godwit Limosa limosa islandica, Redshank Tringa totanus, 
Little Grebe Tachybaptus ruficollis, Little Egret Egretta garzetta, ShelduckTadorna tadorna, 

Curlew Numenius arquata, Teal Anas crecca, Pintail Anas acuta, Shoveler Anas clypeata, Red-
breasted Merganser Mergus serrator, Oystercatcher Haematopus ostralegus, Lapwing Vanellus 
vanellus, Knot Calidris canutus, Sanderling Calidris alba, Cormorant Phalacrocorax carbo, 
Whimbrel Numenius phaeopus. 
ak mean 1998/9-2002/3). 

Chichester and Langstone Harbours Ramsar (JNCC, 1987) 

Ramsar criterion 5  

Assemblages of international importance: Species with peak counts in winter: 76480 waterfowl (5-

year peak mean 1998/99-2002/2003)  

Ramsar criterion 6 – Species/populations occurring at levels of international importance.  

Qualifying Species/populations (as identified at designation):  

Species with peak counts in spring/autumn:  

• Ringed plover Charadrius hiaticula, Europe / Northwest Africa 853 individuals, representing an 

average of 1.1% of the population (5-year peak mean 1998/9- 2002/3)  

• Black-tailed godwit Limosa limosa islandica, Iceland/W Europe 906 individuals, representing 

an average of 2.5% of the population (5-year peak mean 1998/9- 2002/3)  

• Common redshank Tringa totanus totanus, 2577 individuals, representing an average of 1% 

of the population (5-year peak mean 1998/9- 2002/3)  

Species with peak counts in winter:  

• Dark-bellied brent goose Branta bernicla bernicla, 12987 individuals, representing an average 

of 6% of the population (5-year peak mean 1998/9- 2002/3)  

• Common shelduck Tadorna tadorna, NW Europe 1468 individuals, representing an average of 

1.8% of the GB population (5-year peak mean 1998/9-2002/3)  

• Grey plover, E Atlantic/W Africa -wintering 3043 individuals, representing an average of 1.2% 

of Pluvialis squatarola the population (5-year peak mean 1998/9-2002/3)  
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• Dunlin Calidris alpina alpina, W Siberia/W Europe 33436 individuals, representing an average 

of 2.5% of the population (5-year peak mean 1998/9-2002/3)  

Species/populations identified subsequent to designation for possible future consideration under 

criterion 6. Species regularly supported during the breeding season:  

Little tern Sterna albifrons albifrons, W Europe 130 apparently occupied nests, representing an 

average of 1.1% of the breeding population (Seabird 2000 Census). 

River Itchen SAC (JNCC, 2015d) 

There is one Annex I habitats present that are a primary reason for selection of this site: 

• 3260 Water courses of plain to montane levels with the Ranunculion fluitantis and Callitricho-

Batrachion vegetation. 

There are two Annex II species that are primary reasons for selection of this site: 

• 1044 Southern damselfly (Coenagrion mercuriale); and 

• 1163 Bullhead (Cottus gobio). 

There are four Annex II species present as a qualifying feature, but not a primary reason for site 

selection: 

• 1092 White-clawed (or Atlantic stream) crayfish Austropotamobius pallipes; 

• 1096 Brook lamprey Lampetra planeri; 

• 1106 Atlantic salmon Salmo salar; and 

• 1355 Otter Lutra lutra. 

Solent Maritime SAC (JNCC, 2015e) 

Annex I habitats that are a primary reason for selection of this site 

1130 Estuaries 
The Solent encompasses a major estuarine system on the south coast of England with four coastal 

plain estuaries (Yar, Medina, King’s Quay Shore, Hamble) and four bar-built estuaries (Newtown 

Harbour, Beaulieu, Langstone Harbour, Chichester Harbour). The site is the only one in the series to 
contain more than one physiographic sub-type of estuary and is the only cluster site. The Solent and 

its inlets are unique in Britain and Europe for their hydrographic regime of four tides each day, and 
for the complexity of the marine and estuarine habitats present within the area. Sediment habitats 

within the estuaries include extensive estuarine flats, often with intertidal areas supporting 
eelgrass Zostera spp. and green algae, sand and shingle spits, and natural shoreline transitions. The 

mudflats range from low and variable salinity in the upper reaches of the estuaries to very sheltered 

almost fully marine muds in Chichester and Langstone Harbours. Unusual features include the 
presence of very rare sponges in the Yar estuary and a sandy ‘reef’ of the polychaete Sabellaria 
spinulosa on the steep eastern side of the entrance to Chichester Harbour. 

1320 Spartina swards (Spartinion maritimae) 

Solent Maritime is the only site for smooth cord-grass Spartina alterniflora in the UK and is one of 

only two sites where significant amounts of small cord-grass S. maritima are found. It is also one of 
the few remaining sites for Townsend’s cord-grass S. x townsendii and holds extensive areas of 

common cord-grass Spartina anglica, all four taxa thus occurring here in close proximity. It has 
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additional historical and scientific interest as the site where S. alterniflora was first recorded in the UK 
(1829) and where S. x townsendii and, later, S. anglica first occurred. 

 
1330 Atlantic salt meadows (Glauco-Puccinellietalia maritimae) 

The Solent contains the second-largest aggregation of Atlantic salt meadows in south and south-

west England. Solent Maritime is a composite site composed of a large number of separate areas of 
saltmarsh. In contrast to the Severn estuary, the salt meadows at this site are notable as being 

representative of the ungrazed type and support a different range of communities dominated by sea-
purslane Atriplex portulacoides, common sea-lavender Limonium vulgare and thrift Armeria maritima. 

As a whole the site is less truncated by man-made features than other parts of the south coast and 

shows rare and unusual transitions to freshwater reedswamp and alluvial woodland as well as coastal 
grassland. Typical Atlantic salt meadow is still widespread in this site, despite a long history of 

colonisation by cord-grass Spartina spp. 

Annex I habitats present as a qualifying feature, but not a primary reason for selection of 

this site 

• 1110 Sandbanks which are slightly covered by sea water all the time 

• 1140 Mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater at low tide 

• 1150 Coastal lagoons  * Priority feature 

• 1210 Annual vegetation of drift lines 

• 1220 Perennial vegetation of stony banks 

• 1310 Salicornia and other annuals colonizing mud and sand 

• 2120 "Shifting dunes along the shoreline with Ammophila arenaria (""white dunes"")" 

Annex II species present as a qualifying feature, but not a primary reason for site 

selection 

• 1016 Desmoulin's whorl snail Vertigo moulinsiana 

Solent and Dorset Coast pSPA (Natural England, 2016) 

The proposal for Solent and Dorset Coast is to create a new SPA for internationally important 

populations of: 

• Common tern Sterna hirundo 

• Sandwich tern Thalasseus sandvicensis 

• Little tern Sternula albifrons 
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Appendix D – Land at Newgate Lane, 

North Nutrient Balancing 

Calculations 

Page 856



Land at Newgate Lane, North and Land at Newgate Lane, 
South: Report to Inform Habitats Regulations Assessment Stage 1 and 
Stage 2 

 
 

Land at Newgate Lane, North and Land at  
Newgate Lane, South 36  October 2020 
A117387 

Table 3: Calculating Total Nitrogen (TN) Load From Development Wastewater (Stage 1) 

Step Measurement Value Unit Explanation 

Development 

proposal. 
Development types that would increase the 

population served by a wastewater system. 
75.000 Residential 

dwellings 
Number of dwellings. 

1 Additional population. 180.000 Persons Uses an average household size of 2.4 x number 

of dwellings. 

2 Wastewater volume generated by development. 19800.000 L/day Persons x 110 litres/day. Where relevant, 

deduct wastewater volume of population 

displaced by the proposed development. 

3 Waste Water Treatment Works (WWTW) 

environmental limit for TN. 
9.000 mg/l TN Peel Common WwTW limit. 

4 Deduct acceptable TN loading 

(@ 2 mg/l TN). 

6.100 mg/l TN 90% of environmental limit. – 2 mg/l in 

accordance with NE guidance 

5 TN discharged after WWTW. 120780.000 mg/TN/day Step 2 x Step 4 

6 Convert mg/TN to kg/TN per day. 0.121 Kg/TN/day Divide by 1,000,000. 

7 Convert kg/TN per day to kg/TN per year. 44.085 Kg/TN/yr x365 days. 

TN Load Wastewater 44.085 Kg/TN/yr 

P
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Table 4: Calculating TN Load From Current Land use (Stage 2) 

Step Measurement Farm type Value Unit Explanation 

1 Total area of existing land Cereals 

No use  

3.400 

0.550 

ha Area of land lost to development 

2 Nitrate loss. Cereals 

No use 

31.200 

5.000 

Kg/ha/yr  The existing land uses  

3 Multiply total area by farm type nitrate loss Cereals 

No use 

106.080 

2.750 

Kg/TN/yr  Area x nitrate loss 

TN Load – Current land use 108.830 Kg/TN/yr 

Table 5: Calculating TN Load From Future Land Uses (Stage 3) 

Step Measurement Value Unit Explanation 

1 Future urban land 3.370 ha Area of development that will change from agricultural land to urban land 

use 

2 Total nitrogen load from future urban 

area 
48.191 Kg/TN/yr area (ha) x 14.3 Kg/TN/yr (nitrogen leaching from urban land each year) 

3 New SANG / open space 0.580 ha Area of development that will change from agricultural land to SANG / open 

space 

4 TN load from SANG / open space 2.900 Kg/TN/yr area (ha) x 5 (nitrogen leaching from SANG / open space each year) 

5 Combine TN load from future land uses 51.091 Kg/TN/yr - 

TN Load – Future land use 51.091 Kg/TN/yr 

P
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Table 6: Calculating Net Change in TN from The Development (Stage 4) 

Step Measurement Value Unit Explanation 

1 Identify TN loads from wastewater  44.085 Kg/TN/yr (Stage 1) 

2 Calculate TN from land use - subtract TN load from future land uses (Stage 3) from existing land 

uses (Stage 2) 
57.739 Kg/TN/yr (Stage 2 - Stage 

3) 

3 Determine nitrogen budget - the difference between the TN load for the proposed development 

and the existing uses 
-13.654 Kg/TN/yr (Step 1 - Step 2) 

4 Calculate and include 20% buffer (does not apply to neutral projects) N/A N/A  N/A  

TN Budget -13.654 Kg/TN/yr 

P
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Appendix E – Land at Newgate Lane, 

South Nutrient Balancing 

Calculations 
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Table 3: Calculating Total Nitrogen (TN) Load From Development Wastewater (Stage 1) 

Step Measurement Value Unit Explanation 

Development 

proposal. 
Development types that would increase the 

population served by a wastewater system. 
115.000 Residential 

dwellings 
Number of dwellings. 

1 Additional population. 276.000 Persons Uses an average household size of 2.4 x number 

of dwellings. 

2 Wastewater volume generated by development. 30360.000 L/day Persons x 110 litres/day. Where relevant, 

deduct wastewater volume of population 

displaced by the proposed development. 

3 Waste Water Treatment Works (WWTW) 

environmental limit for TN. 
9.000 mg/l TN Peel Common WwTW limit. 

4 Deduct acceptable TN loading 

(@ 2 mg/l TN). 

6.100 mg/l TN 90% of environmental limit. – 2 mg/l in 

accordance with NE guidance 

5 TN discharged after WWTW. 166676.400 mg/TN/day Step 2 x Step 4 

6 Convert mg/TN to kg/TN per day. 0.185 Kg/TN/day Divide by 1,000,000. 

7 Convert kg/TN per day to kg/TN per year. 67.597 Kg/TN/yr x365 days. 

TN Load Wastewater 67.597 Kg/TN/yr 

P
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Table 4: Calculating TN Load From Current Land use (Stage 2) 

Step Measurement Farm type Value Unit Explanation 

1 Total area of existing land Cereals 

Lowland Grazing  

4.600 

1.400 

ha Area of land lost to development 

2 Nitrate loss. Cereals 

Lowland Grazing 

31.200 

13.000 

Kg/ha/yr  The existing land uses  

3 Multiply total area by farm type nitrate loss Cereals 

Lowland Grazing 

143.520 

18.200 

Kg/TN/yr  Area x nitrate loss 

TN Load – Current land use 161.720 Kg/TN/yr 

Table 5: Calculating TN Load From Future Land Uses (Stage 3) 

Step Measurement Value Unit Explanation 

1 Future urban land 4.730 ha Area of development that will change from agricultural land to urban land 

use 

2 Total nitrogen load from future urban 

area 
67.639 Kg/TN/yr area (ha) x 14.3 Kg/TN/yr (nitrogen leaching from urban land each year) 

3 New SANG / open space 1.270 ha Area of development that will change from agricultural land to SANG / open 

space 

4 TN load from SANG / open space 6.350 Kg/TN/yr area (ha) x 5 (nitrogen leaching from SANG / open space each year) 

5 Combine TN load from future land uses 73.989 Kg/TN/yr - 

TN Load – Future land use 73.989 Kg/TN/yr 
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Table 6: Calculating Net Change in TN from The Development (Stage 4) 

Step Measurement Value Unit Explanation 

1 Identify TN loads from wastewater  67.597 Kg/TN/yr (Stage 1) 

2 Calculate TN from land use - subtract TN load from future land uses (Stage 3) from existing land 

uses (Stage 2) 
87.731 Kg/TN/yr (Stage 2 - Stage 

3) 

3 Determine nitrogen budget - the difference between the TN load for the proposed development 

and the existing uses 
-20.134 Kg/TN/yr (Step 1 - Step 2) 

4 Calculate and include 20% buffer (does not apply to neutral projects) N/A N/A  N/A  

TN Budget -20.134 Kg/TN/yr 
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Site: Old Street, Stubbington 

Client: Fareham Land LLP and Bargate Homes 

Job Number: A117387 

Survey Type(s): Winter Bird Mitigation Strategy 

File Location: I:\Projects\Projects A117000 on\A117387 Land West of Newgate 

Lane\Reports 

 

1.0  Introduction 

WYG were commissioned by Fareham Land LLP and Bargate Homes to prepare a Winter Bird 

Mitigation Strategy, covering the proposed creation of a Winter Bird Mitigation area at Old Street, 

Stubbington. The purpose of this is to provide compensation for the partial loss of F15, a Low Use site 

within the Solent Wader and Brent Goose strategy which has been used historically by lapwing 

Vanellus. 

The ownership and long-term management of the Winter Bird Mitigation Area as shown in Figure 1, 

will be secured via legal agreement. 

1.1 Site Location 

The site is located on land to the west of Old Street in the village Stubbington, Hampshire and is 

centred at Ordnance Survey National Grid Reference: SU 54133 02880. The survey area, hereafter 

referred to as ‘the site’, is shown on Figure 1 and comprises of two fields; the northern field is horse-

grazed with semi-improved grassland, and the southern field is an abandoned arable field with tall 

ruderal vegetation and grassland, also grazed. Both fields have borders that are partially lined with 

trees and hedgerows.  

1.2 Development Proposals 

The proposals are to create a Winter Bird Mitigation Area measuring 5.0 ha maintained in perpetuity, 

to compensate for the loss of 11.84 ha of F15 across the proposed developments at Newgate Lane 

East, Land at Newgate Lane (South) and Land at Newgate Lane (North). Following these three 

developments, there would be 13.26 ha of F15 remaining.  

2.0 Baseline 

The site was subject to a series of ecological surveys and assessments as part of a proposed planning 

application (and subsequent appeal which was dismissed) in 2018 (ref: P/17/1451/OA). These were 

undertaken by Hampshire Ecological Services (HES) and WYG and comprise: 

• Land west of Old Street, Stubbington: Ecological Appraisal Report (HES, 2017) 

• Land west of Old Street, Stubbington: Wintering Bird Survey Report (HES, 2017) 

• Land west of Old Street, Stubbington: Breeding Bird Survey Report (HES, 2017) 

• Old Street, Stubbington: Bat Activity Report (WYG, 2017) 

• Old Street, Stubbington: Bat Tree Assessment Report (WYG, 2017) 

• Old Street, Stubbington: Dormouse Presence / Likely Absence Report (WYG, 2017) 

• Old Street, Stubbington: Reptile Presence / Likely Absence Report (WYG, 2017) 
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A summary of the ecological baseline is given in Table 1.  

Table 1: Survey completed and month conducted 

Survey Type  Month Survey 

Conducted  

Summary of Results  

Ecological Appraisal 13th April 2016 The site consisted of two agricultural fields 

separated by hedgerows and a track (Marsh 

Lane). The northern field comprised horse-
grazed semi-improved grassland while the 

southern field was arable land. The northern 
boundary of the site were agricultural fields; 

the eastern and southern boundaries were 

residential housing; and the western 
boundary was Titchfield Haven National 

Nature Reserve (NNR). 

 

The Ecological Appraisal also identified an 
active badger sett consisting of 9 holes at 

the western site boundary of the southern 

field. 

Wintering Bird Survey Ten wintering bird survey 

visits were carried out 

between the 22nd 
December 2015 and 30th 

March 2016. 

A total of 34 bird species were recorded 

during the surveys within the site. Six amber 

list Birds of Conservation Concern, one of 
which (bullfinch) is also a UK BAP species 

were noted. The remaining amber list 
species are black-headed gull, common gull, 

dunnock, great black-backed gull and stock 
dove. eight red listed species were noted, of 

which five were UK BAP species (herring gull, 

house sparrow, lapwing, song thrush and 
starling). Other red list species include 

fieldfare, mistle thrush and redwing. 

The majority of the species recorded at the 

site were typical of farmland and improved 

grassland habitat. No significant numbers of 
wintering birds were recorded during the 

surveys and all species occurring on site are 
either common or fairly common within 

Hampshire and the surrounding area.  

Breeding Bird Survey Five breeding bird survey 
visits were carried out 

between 26th April and 

24th June 2016.  

A total of 37 bird species were recorded 
during the surveys within the site. Three 

amber list species (Dunnock, Reed Bunting 
and Stock Dove) and seven red list species 

(Cuckoo, House Sparrow, Lapwing, Linnet, 

Mistle Thrush, Skylark and Starling) were 
thought to likely be breeding on site. 

However, no birds were confirmed to be 

breeding on site during the surveys. 
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One Schedule 1 species was recorded (Cetti’s 
Warbler) during the surveys. The species 

was noted along the western boundary 

hedgerow. 

The majority of the species present are 

typical of semi-improved grassland and 

farmland habitat. 

No significant numbers of notable species 

were recorded during the surveys. 

Bat Activity Surveys Activity surveys were 

conducted on the 
following days - 12th July, 

31st August 4th October 

2017. 

At least six, but up to 7 species of bat were 

recorded using the habitats across the site 
during the surveys. The site was considered 

to be of importance of up to District, local or 
parish level for foraging and commuting 

bats.  

Bat Tree Assessment 11th September 2017 All trees present within the site boundaries 

were assessed as providing negligible or low 

suitability to support roosting bats. 

Dormouse Presence / 

Likely Absence 

27th July, 16th August, 8th 
September and 6th 

October 2017. 

During the survey conducted on 6th October, 
a dormouse and dormouse nest was 

recorded within a nest tube located within 

the northern hedgerow boundary of the 

northern field. 

Reptile Presence/ Likely 

Absence Survey 

8h September – 26th 

September 2017 

A low population of slow worms, grass snake 

and common lizard were recorded on-site, 
distributed around the boundaries of the 

southern field.  

 

An updated site visit on 28th October 2020 confirmed that there had been no significant change in the 

site conditions since the surveys undertaken in 2017. The northern field remains horse grazed. The 

southern field remains a partially overgrown arable field which is not subject to grazing by horses. 

Therefore it is considered that there will be no significant change to the populations of notable and 

protected species identified on site and, taking into account the proposals for the site, these 

conclusions remain valid for the purposes of assessing potential impacts. 

3.0 Proposed Mitigation 

The purpose of the mitigation is to compensate for the loss of loss of 11.84 ha of Low Use Site (F15) 

identified in the Solent Wader and Brent Goose Strategy (SWBGS) (Solent WBGS, 2019). The SWBGS 

identifies a network of sites which lie outside the coastal European sites but which support the 

functionality and integrity of these sites (for example through providing high-tide foraging habitat). 

F15 is identified as a Low Use Site for supporting at least 13 lapwing during winter of 2014-15. It is 

part of the network of functionally linked habitat for the Solent and Southampton Water Special 

Protection Area (SPA) and Ramsar Site which is designated for supporting populations of European 

importance of breeding terns and overwintering waterfowl. As detailed in the SWBGS, Low Use Sites 

are those with the potential to be used by waders or brent geese and provide alternative options and 

resilience for the network.  
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As per the strategy, while Low Use sites have records of birds the numbers involved are low enough 

to ensure there is only a negligible risk of not successfully offsetting the loss of a Low Use site 

through enhancements of the wider network. Nevertheless, all Low Use sites have the potential to be 

used by waders and brent geese and the unmitigated loss of these sites would in combination 

negatively affect the long term resilience of the network.  

Typically, mitigation for the loss of Low Use Sites is though the payment of a financial contribution of 

£35,610 which is secured via Section 106 agreement to enhance, manage and monitor the wider 

Solent Wader and Brent Goose Network. This funding is to be managed by the respective local 

authority and used to support schemes across the network, including in neighbouring authorities. Due 

to the lack of an established strategy within Fareham Borough, Natural England have requested 

further information to demonstrate a clear link between impact and mitigation, i.e. detail of how the 

financial contribution would be used to enhance the wider network.  

This strategy sets out the creation and management of a Winter Bird Mitigation Area which will 

enhance the wader and brent goose network.  

3.1 Objectives  

Based on the findings of the previously undertaken bird surveys, and the impact of the associated 

developments, objectives are: 

• To create suitable foraging habitat for overwintering waders (in particular) lapwing; and 

• To provide secondary biodiversity benefits such as for breeding farmland birds including 

lapwing. 

3.2 Site Selection 

Following the surveys in 2016 and 2017, it was concluded that the site had negligible importance for 

wintering birds (substantiated by the fact it is not currently included within the wader and brent 

goose network), therefore the provision of habitat in this location would constitute enhancement of 

the wader and brent goose network.  

The proposed mitigation area will measure 5.0 ha and is larger than many existing Low Use sites 

within the wader and brent goose network in Fareham Borough. For example, F06, F12, F17J, F23, 

F29, F32, F48J, F79, F80 and F81 all measure less than 5.0 ha and are similarly bounded by mature 

tree and hedgerow margins.  

The location of the mitigation area is appropriate, lying immediately adjacent to the SPA. 

Furthermore, two lapwing were recorded on site in March 2016 within the proposed mitigation area 

during surveys in support of application P/17/1451/OA (Hampshire Ecological Services, 2017). This 

gives high confidence that with the provision of suitable habitat the mitigation area will be used.   
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3.3 Management Principles 

According to Sheldon et al. (2004)1 a study of lapwing found 50% of birds and flocks during winter 

were found on crops, stubble and bare tillage, compared to 25% on pasture. Primarily foraging takes 

place at night for earthworms, with a resulting need for clear foraging areas which are provide 

between stubble and short crops. Therefore it is proposed that the mitigation area is managed 

primarily for crops. This also provides variation from the predominant grassland habitat within the 

SPA. It has also been found that timing of tillage is an important factor in site selection by lapwing, 

with a preference for spring tillage (autumn tillage typically results in earlier crop growth which 

reduces predator visibility).  

Lapwing require areas of bare ground or short vegetation from mid-March to June and will nest on 

spring sown cereals. Typically once the you have hatched they will take their young to nearby 

grassland to forage (preferably grazed).  

Therefore, management will consist of overwintered stubble, followed by spring barley as the primary 

crop. This has the added benefit of providing suitable nesting habitat during spring and summer. It is 

proposed that management comprises a four-year rotation, with a break crop comprising a grassland 

ley every fourth year. This will avoid build-up of crop parasites and allow the soil biomass to recover. 

A 6m uncultivated margin will be maintained around the periphery of the arable areas. This will 

provide potential nesting and foraging habitat for birds during summer, and provide habitat for 

invertebrates and reptiles (recorded on site). The provision of this margin will also avoid potential 

damage or disturbance of boundary woodland and hedgerow habitats which are known to support 

reptiles, hazel dormice, bats and badgers.  

3.4 Impacts to On-Site Biodiversity 

As set out in Section 2, the site predominately supports semi-improved grassland and arable habitats 

with non-significant populations of wintering and breeding birds, foraging and commuting activity by 

up to six species of bat, presence of hazel dormice within site boundary hedgerows and a low 

population of reptiles. It is predicted that the proposed management will result in a qualitative gain 

for on-site biodiversity as discussed in Table 2.   

Table 2: Impacts to On-site Biodiversity 

Feature  Impact  Rationale  

Wintering Birds  Beneficial The primary aim of the proposals is to create 

overwintering foraging habitat for wading birds (in 

particular lapwing).  

In addition to waders, the provision of overwinter 
stubble and uncultivated margins will provide 

foraging opportunities for other farmland birds. 
According to RSPB guidance on overwinter stubble, 

spring barley stubble, which is proposed, is the 

 

1 Sheldon, R., Bolton, M., Gillings, S. and Wilson, A. (2004), Conservation management of Lapwing 

Vanellus on lowland arable farmland in the UK. Ibis, 146: 41-49. 
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most attractive type of stubble for birds (preferable 

to wheat or winter barley2).  

Breeding Birds  Beneficial The majority of the potential breeding birds 

identified were associated with boundary features 
which will be unaffected by the proposals. In 

addition the proposed spring barley cropping (and 

grass ley break crop) will provide potential habitat 
for ground nesting birds, although it is 

acknowledged that the mature tree boundaries 
may limit uptake. The uncultivated margins will 

provide foraging habitat for a wide range of 
farmland species in the form of seeds and 

invertebrates. 

Bats Beneficial It is anticipated that the proposals, in particular the 
provision of uncultivated (but managed) field 

margins will increase the availability of invertebrate 

prey for bats.   

Badger Neutral A badger sett is present at the western boundary 

of the site. The provision of a 6m uncultivated 
margin will avoid damage to the sett during 

management operations. Badgers currently forage 

within the southern field and the provision of 
uncultivated margins will maintain suitable foraging 

habitat (in addition to the managed fields). 

Hazel dormice Neutral The provision of a 6m uncultivated margin will 
protect hazel dormouse habitat from damage or 

disturbance during management operations.  

Reptiles Beneficial The provision of a 6m uncultivated field margin 

(which will be managed) will increase habitat 

suitability for reptiles by providing habitat variation 

for refuge, basking and foraging.  

 

Consideration has also been given to quantitative biodiversity gain using the Biodiversity Metric 2.0. 

Pre and post-development habitats have been quantified in accordance with the Biodiversity Metric 

2.0 Calculation Tool and Technical Supplement3.  

The proposals will result in the loss of 1.39 ha of grassland (modified grassland) from the northern 

field and 3.14 ha of cropland (cereal crops other) from the southern field. Modified grassland is the 

UKHab equivalent to poor semi-improved grassland (as assessed in the Ecological Appraisal). Cereal 

crops other has been selected to represent the southern field which is former arable land which has 

not been recently cultivated (and is now grazed). This is considered appropriate as all cropland 

habitats (with the exception of those managed specifically for wildlife such as under a stewardship 

 

2 RSPB (undated). Buffer Strips on Cultivated Lane Advisory Sheet. Available at: 

https://www.rspb.org.uk/globalassets/downloads/documents/farming-advice/buffer-strips-on-

cultivated-land-advisory-sheet-england-tcm9-207688.pdf Accessed 25th October 2020. 
3 Natural England, (2019). The Biodiversity Metric 2.0 auditing and accounting for biodiversity 

Technical Supplement Beta Edition 
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scheme, or traditional orchards) are assigned low distinctiveness. Alternatively, the field could be 

assessed as sparsely vegetated land (ruderal/ephemeral), however this too is of low distinctiveness. 

In accordance with the Technical Supplement, both habitats are assigned a condition score of 1 

(poor) with no condition assessment required. Both also score 1 for connectivity (due to low 

distinctiveness) and 1 for strategic significance.  

These habitats therefore have a value of 9.06 biodiversity units, all of which will be lost.  

The proposals will result in the creation of 3.82 ha of cropland (cereal crops winter stubble) and 0.71 

ha of cropland (arable field margins tussocky). Both habitats are assigned medium distinctiveness and 

in accordance with the Technical Supplement, both habitats are assigned a condition score of 1 

(poor) with no condition assessment required. Both also score 1 for connectivity (due to low 

distinctiveness), 1 for strategic significance, 0.965 for time to target condition (1 year) and 1 for 

difficulty of creation.   

This results in a post-development value of 17.49 biodiversity units, a significant gain of 8.43 units or 

93%. 

4.0 Management Actions 

There will be two sets of management actions, covering the cropping regime, and management of 

uncultivated margins. It should be noted that specific timings for operations such as sowing and 

harvesting will be subject to weather and growing conditions. These areas are shown in Figure 1. 

4.1 Cropping Regime 

The cropping regime will consist of three years of spring barley followed by a year of grass clover ley 

as a break crop and to improve soil organic matter. Spring barley should be sown between mid-

February and mid-March to allow a lengthy period for foraging winter birds and to complete works 

before any potential egg-laying by ground-nesting species such as lapwing.  

Following this any cultivation should attempt to avoid any nests (located through observation. If a 

series of operations are necessary then these should be timed to take place within one week so that 

birds can re-nest following any failures.  

Following harvesting in late Summer / early Autumn, fields will be left as over winter stubble. This will 

not include spraying at this stage which would reduce value for birds. 

The grass ley should be sown in Spring (again ideally before mid-march to avoid potential disruption 

of ground-nesting birds). Management will predominately be through cutting for hay or silage. This 

will comprise a first cut in late July / August (following majority of breeding bird activity) and a 

second cut in late September (to achieve a winter sward height of 50-60mm). Alternatively, low-

intensity grazing could be conducted following the first cut.  

4.2 Margins 

Margins of 6m width will be maintained around the periphery of the cropped areas. These will be 

maintained in accordance with RSPB stewardship guidance for rough grass margins.  
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After Year 1, margins will be cut no more than once every five years in autumn. To maintain habitat 

variation, cuts of the margins in the northern and southern fields will be separated by one year.  

The 3m of the margin adjacent to the cropped areas will be cut annually in autumn to maintain 

diversity within each area for invertebrates and reptiles.  

Spraying or fertilising must be avoided within the margins to avoid dominance of undesirable species 

such as thistles and docks.   

4.3 Monitoring 

Long-term monitoring is proposed which is proportionate to the impact (partial loss of a Low Use site) 

and takes into account the negligible risk of not successfully offsetting the loss of a Low Use site 

through enhancements of the wider network (per the Solent Wader and Brent Goose Strategy).   

It is proposed that long-term monitoring is undertaken using remote camera surveys. These will take 

place annually for Years 1 – 5 followed by every 10 years from Years 10 to 80. Two cameras will be 

deployed for a period of five days each month from October to March, one in the north of the 

mitigation area and one in the south. Cameras will be set to take photographs at 30 minute intervals. 

These will subsequently be checked by an ornithologist to confirm the presence or absence of SPA 

qualifying bird species. Results will be reported to the Owner and LPA.  

This will be supplemented by monitoring of the implementation of the above management operations. 

This will comprise annual site visits during winter in Years 1-10 followed by visits every 5 years from 

Years 10 – 80 to monitor compliance.   

Timing of Actions 

Table 4 sets out the timing of on-site management and monitoring operations. 

Table 4: Timing of operations 

Timing Operation  Year 

Mid-February 

/ Mid-March 
Prepare seedbed (plough or harrow to 120-200mm). 

Sow spring barley via drilling. 

Broadcast sow ryegrass and clover ley (c. 18kg/ha). 

Consolidate seed bed via rolling if required. 

Annually 

Years 1-3, 5-7 etc. 

Years 4, 8 etc. 

Annually 

Late July / 

August 

Cut grassland to 150 mm in height. 

Introduce grazing at low density if required. 

Years 4, 8 etc. 

August Harvest spring barley. 

Leave as stubble. 

Years 1-3, 5-7 etc. 
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Late 

September 

Cut grassland to 60 mm in height. Years 4, 8 etc. 

Late 

September 
Cut 3m of margin adjacent to crops to 150 mm in height.  Annually 

Late 

September 

Cut entire northern field margin to 150 mm in height.  Years 5, 10, 15 etc. 

Late 

September 

Cut entire southern field margin to 150 mm in height. Years 6, 11, 16 etc. 

October to 

March 
Site visit to monitor compliance.  Years 1-10 then 15, 

20, 25 etc. 

October to 

March 

Remote camera monitoring (5 days per month).  Years 1-5 then 10, 

20, 30 etc. 
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Figure 1: Winter Bird Mitigation Plan 
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West, David

From: Jones, Rachel <Rachel.Jones2@naturalengland.org.uk>

Sent: 23 October 2020 16:18

To: david.west

Subject: RE: Winter Bird Mitigation for F15��� CAUTION: This email originated from an external sender. Verify the source before opening links or attachments. ��� 

 

Hi David 
 
Thank you for your email and details provided on this mitigation scheme.  
 
It is noted that 13.26 ha of F15 will remain. However, to offset the loss of F15 that is coming forward as a 
result of the proposed development, a mitigation scheme is proposed on land immediately adjacent to 
Titchfield Haven NNR, which is designated Solent and Southampton SPA and Ramsar site. This land will 
be managed to enhance the continued ecological function of the wader network and support the adjacent 
NNR.  
 
We advise that a detailed costed management and monitoring plan is agreed with Natural England and the 
competent authority in due course. The mitigation land should be delivered in advance of any loss and 
managed by a suitable third party (such as LPA or NGO partner (or similar stable management body such 
as Land Trust)) in perpetuity. These details should be included within the Appropriate Assessment and 
secured with any planning permission. Provided this is the case, it is Natural England’s view that this would 
be a suitable offsetting project for the partial loss of F15. 
 
Please let me know if you need any further information at this stage. 
 
Kind regards 
Rachel  
 
Rachel Jones 
Senior Advisor Sustainable Development 
Thames Solent team 
Natural England 
07717 808691 

During the current coronavirus situation, Natural England staff are working remotely to provide our services and 
support our customers and stakeholders. All offices and our Mail Hub are closed, so please send any documents by 
email or contact us by phone or email to let us know how we can help you. See the latest news on the coronavirus at 
http://www.gov.uk/coronavirus and Natural England’s regularly updated operational update at 
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/operational-update-covid-19.   
 
www.gov.uk/natural-england  
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From: david.west <david.west@wyg.com>  

Sent: 20 October 2020 12:06 

To: Jones, Rachel <Rachel.Jones2@naturalengland.org.uk> 

Subject: Winter Bird Mitigation for F15 

 

Hi Rachel  

 

As discussed, please see attached proposed mitigation area at Old Street, Stubbingon. This comprises 5.0 ha, 
intended to compensate for the loss of 11.84 ha of F15 across the proposed developments at Newgate Lane East, 

Land at Newgate Lane (South) and Land at Newgate Lane (North). Following these three developments, there would 
be 13.26 ha of F15 remaining.  

 

As you know, this site was subject to detailed ecological surveys as part of a planning application P/17/1451/OA, and 
subsequent appeal in 2018. It was concluded that the site had negligible importance for wintering birds, therefore the 

provision of habitat in this location would constitute enhancement of the wader and brent goose network. The 
location of the mitigation area is appropriate, lying immediately adjacent to the SPA. Furthermore, two lapwing were  

recorded on site in March 2016 within the proposed mitigation area during surveys in support of application 

P/17/1451/OA (Hampshire Ecological Services, 2017). This gives high confidence that with the provision of suitable 
habitat the mitigation area will be used.   

 
According to Sheldon et al. (2004) a study of lapwing found 50% of birds and flocks during winter were found on 

crops, stubble and bare tillage, compared to 25% on pasture. Therefore it is proposed that the mitigation area is 
managed primarily for crops. This also provides variation from the predominant grassland habitat within the SPA. It 

has also been found that timing of tillage is an important factor in site selection by lapwing, with a preference for 

spring tillage (autumn tillage typically results in earlier crop growth which reduces predator visibility). Therefore, 
management will consist of overwintered stubble, followed by spring barley as the primary crop. This has the added 

benefit of providing suitable nesting habitat during spring and summer. It is proposed that management comprises a 
four-year rotation, with a break crop comprising a species-rich grassland ley every fourth year. This will avoid build-

up of crop parasites and allow the soil biomass to recover. 

 
Legal details are being drawn up at the moment but for the time-being would you mind confirming that this would be 

an appropriate form of compensation for the partial loss of the functionally linked land at F15? I can then forward this 
information to the case officer at Fareham Borough Council to inform them of our proposals.  

 
Kind regards 

 

David West  

Associate Ecologist 

WYG will be rebranding as Tetra Tech at the start of 2021 

 

WYG 

The Pavilion, 1st Floor, Botleigh Grange Office Campus, Hedge End, Southampton, Hampshire, SO30 2AF 
Tel:    +44 238 202 2860 

Mob:  +44 7557 582 803 
 

www.wyg.com 

WYG Environment Planning Transport Limited. Registered in England number: 03050297. 

Registered Office: 3 Sovereign Square, Sovereign Street, Leeds LS1 4ER. VAT No: 431-0326-08.  

  

 

 

Following Government guidance aimed at preventing the spread of COVID-19 the majority of our office based teams 
are working from home. We are fully enabled to work remotely so this will not impact on our service to our clients or 
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our colleagues. However, we do require that all communications are sent to us electronically by email so that we will 
be in a position to receive and respond. Thank you for your co-operation.  

  

This message contains confidential information and is intended only for the recipient. If you are not the recipient you should not disseminate, distribute or copy this e-
mail. Please notify the sender immediately by e-mail if you have received this e-mail by mistake and delete this e-mail from your system. E-mail transmission cannot be 
guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information could be intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or incomplete, or contain viruses. The sender therefore 

does not accept liability for any errors or omissions in the contents of this message, which arise as a result of e-mail transmission. If verification is required please 
request a hard-copy version.  

This email and any attachments is intended for the named recipient only. If you have received it in error you have no 

authority to use, disclose, store or copy any of its contents and you should destroy it and inform the sender. Whilst 

this email and associated attachments will have been checked for known viruses whilst within the Natural England 

systems, we can accept no responsibility once it has left our systems. Communications on Natural England systems 

may be monitored and/or recorded to secure the effective operation of the system and for other lawful purposes.  
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Summary 

Qualifications and Experience 

1.1.1 My name is David West. I am an Associate Ecologist at the multi-disciplinary consultancy 
WYG, based in the Southampton office. I am a Chartered Environmentalist, hold a Master’s 

degree in Environmental Science from the University of Southampton and am a full member 

of the Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management. 

1.1.2 I have over 12 years’ professional experience in ecological consultancy and have been 

employed by WYG since 2015. My professional experience is wide-ranging, including 
Ecological Appraisals, Phase 1 Habitat Surveys and field surveys for protected species 

including bats, birds, hazel dormice and herpetiles. I hold Natural England survey licences for 
bats (Class 2), great crested newts (Class 1) and hazel dormice (Class 1) and have acted as 

named ecologist for European Protected Species Mitigation licences for bats and hazel 
dormice and Badger Mitigation licences. I have also developed numerous mitigation strategies 

and have written Ecological Impact Assessments (forming Ecology chapters for Environmental 

Statements) and Habitats Regulations Assessments. 

1.1.3 This summarises my Proof of Evidence which deals with both the appeal at Land at Newgate 

Lane (North) (LPA ref. P/18/1118/OA) and Land at Newgate Lane (South) (LPA ref. 

P/19/0460/OA).  

1.1.4 There are three reasons for refusal which relate to Ecology. It is considered that all of these 

can be adequately resolved through the legal agreement or planning conditions. 

1.1.5 Reason for Refusal (i) deals with the presence of the notable plant chamomile.  

1.1.6 ‘The proposal provides insufficient information to protect and enhance the 
biodiversity interests of the site which includes a substantial population of 
Chamomile.’ 

1.1.7 Chamomile Chamaemelum nobile is a native perennial wildflower in the daisy family 
(Asteraceae). It is characterised by daisy-like flowers with a central yellow cone ringed by 

white florets. It is a creeping, low-growing species which spreads through rhizomes. 

1.1.8 WYG have carried out further botanical surveys in August and October 2020 which inform a 

detailed mitigation and management plan to protect and enhance the chamomile interest of 

the site (FL&BH 4.2 Appendix A). This survey confirmed that chamomile is abundant on site. 

1.1.9 The updated botanical survey does not suggest that the site supports Lowland Meadow 

priority habitat. The chief concern relating to the presence of Lowland Meadow was the 
subsequent impact on proposed management of the site – in particular that regular mowing 

would be unsuitable. The updated survey suggests that the short sward created by regular 
grazing within this area of the site is one of the principal reasons for the high abundance of 

chamomile. Therefore the mitigation and management plan proposes to replicate the current 

conditions as far as possible (through alternative management measures). However, it is also 
proposed to maintain areas of longer meadow grassland to support taller herb species and 

maintain the abundance of common knapweed. 

1.1.10 An update botanical survey and mitigation and management plan have been completed to 

detail measures to protect and enhance the chamomile interest on site. These measures are 

to be secured via planning condition. 

1.1.11 Reason for Refusal (j) deals with impacts upon the Southampton and Solent Water SPA. 

1.1.12 In the absence of appropriate mitigation for the loss of a low use Brent geese and 
wader site and in the absence of a legal agreement to secure such mitigation, the 
proposal would have a likely adverse effect on the integrity of European Protected 
Sites)’ 

1.1.13 Part of each site lies within Low Use Site (F15) identified in the Solent Wader and Brent 

Goose Strategy (SWBGS) (Solent WBGS, 2019). The SWBGS identifies a network of sites 
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which lie outside the coastal European sites but which support the functionality and integrity 
of these sites (for example through providing high-tide foraging habitat). F15 is identified as 

a Low Use Site for supporting at least 13 lapwing during winter of 2014-15.  

1.1.14 It is proposed that these financial contributions (totalling £278,114.10) will be used to 
enhance the wader and brent goose network by providing mitigation in the form of a 5.0 ha 

area of suitable high-tide foraging habitat at Land at Old Street, Stubbington. This is located 
on land to the west of Old Street in the village Stubbington, Hampshire and is centred at 

Ordnance Survey National Grid Reference SU 54133 02880. It comprises two fields; the 

northern horse-grazed with semi-improved grassland, and the southern arable farmland. It 
lies immediately east of Titchfield Haven National Nature Reserve which forms part of the 

Solent and Southampton Water SPA and Ramsar. 

1.1.15 Natural England have confirmed that the proposed financial contribution is acceptable, but 

that further detail is provided to demonstrate a clear link between impact and mitigation. This 

is set out in the Report to Inform Habitats Regulations Assessment Stage 1 and 2 which 
identifies a suitable site to be enhanced for lapwing and other wading birds, along with 

proposed management. This is to be secured via Section 106 Agreement. 

1.1.16 Reason for Refusal (k) deals with in-combination effects of recreation upon the coastal SPAs. 

1.1.17 ‘in the absence of a legal agreement to secure such, the proposal would fail to 
provide satisfactory mitigation of the ‘in combination’ effects that the proposed 
increase in residential units on the site would cause through increased 
recreational disturbance on the Solent Coastal Special Protection Areas’ 

1.1.18 The application proposed that a financial contribution would be made in accordance with 

Policy DSP15 to mitigate for the adverse effects of recreation. However the reason for refusal 
states that this could not be secured without legal agreement. The draft legal agreement 

includes a schedule detailing this contribution and this has been agreed as part of the 

Statement of Common Ground.  

1.1.19 It is therefore considered that (with a legal agreement to secure winter bird mitigation and 

the provision of a suitably worded planning condition to secure implementation of on-site 
mitigation and management) the appeal development will be in accordance with LPP2 Policies 

DSP13, DSP14, DSP15 and LPP1 Policy CS4.  
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1.0 Personal Background 

1.1 My name is Daniel James Weaver and I hold a Bachelor of Honours in Town 

and Country Planning from the University of the West of England. I have been 

a member of the Royal Town Planning Institute since 2000. I have practiced in 

the private sector for the majority of my career and have 19 years’ experience 

in advising a variety of clients including landowners, house builders, developers 

and retail/leisure operators.   

1.2 I was employed by Development Land Planning Consultants in their Bristol 

office from 2001 to 2003. In 2004 I joined Pegasus Group, and was made 

Director in December 2009 and Executive Director in 2014. 

1.3 I am familiar with the site having provided advice since 2018. I was the 

Planning Director overseeing all the negotiations with regard to the application, 

and am therefore also familiar with all related disciplines in respect of the 

application scheme, i.e. transportation, drainage, ecology, landscape, heritage 

and design. I have visited the site and am familiar with the wider area.  

1.4 The evidence which I present in this Proof of Evidence is given in accordance 

with the guidance of my professional institution, and I confirm that the opinions 

expressed are my true and professional opinions. 
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2.0 Scope of Evidence 

2.1 My Proof of Evidence deals with both the appeal at Land at Newgate Lane 

(North) (LPA ref. P/18/1118/OA) and Land at Newgate Lane (South) (LPA ref. 

P/19/0460/OA). I shall refer to these as the 'northern' site and the 'southern' 

site respectively. 

2.2 The two sites are adjacent to one another, and form a single parcel of land 

situated between the original Newgate Lane to the west and the newly 

constructed Newgate Lane East to the east.  

2.3 Although the planning applications were made separately to the LPA (and 

therefore must be submitted as separate appeals), the proposals have always 

been conceived as a cohesive development. The evidence provided in this 

document applies to both appeals, unless specifically stated.  

2.4 The structure of my evidence is as follows: 

• Section 3 sets out the reasons for refusal presented by the LPA; 

• Sections 4-6 describe the appeal sites and surroundings, and set out the 

appeal proposals; 

• Sections 7-10 establish the relevant planning policy with a focus on those 

policies restricting development and the emerging strategy for delivering 

new homes within the strategic gap; 

• Section 11 looks at the housing need and supply within Fareham and the 

application of the presumption in favour of sustainable development; 

• Section 12 presents the appellant's case; and finally 

• Sections 13-14 provide an overall assessment of the proposals against the 

'titled balance' and offer key conclusions.  

 

2.5 As my evidence is concerned with matters of planning policy, it touches on all 

the reasons for refusal cited by the LPA but with a particular emphasis on those 

policies concerning the principle of residential development, the application of 

the presumption of sustainable development and how the various 

considerations are to be weighed into the 'planning balance'. Detailed evidence 

on the other matters is provided by the following specialists: 
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• Mr Neil Tiley – Housing Land Supply; 

• Mr James Atkin – Landscape and Visual Impact; 

• Mr Anthony Jones – Highways and Sustainability; 

• Ms Martha Hoskins – Highways (Traffic Modelling Specialist); and 

• Mr David West – Ecology.  
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3.0 Reasons for Refusal 

3.1 The appellant submitted appeals against non-determination on 6th May 2020. 

Both applications were subsequently heard at Fareham Borough Council 

Planning Committee on 24th June 2020, where members voted in favour of the 

planning officer's recommendation to refuse for the reasons given. 

3.2 The reasons for refusal, as set out below, are the same for both applications 

with the exception of reason e, loss of best and most versatile agricultural land, 

which relates to the northern site only, and, protection and enhancement of 

chamomile, which relates to the southern site only. 

"The development is contrary to Policies CS2, CS4, CS5, CS6, CS14, CS15, 

CS16 [northern site only], CS17, CS18, CS20, CS21 and CS22 of the Adopted 

Fareham Borough Core Strategy 2011 and Policies DSP6, DSP13, DSP14, 

DSP15 & DSP40 of the Adopted Local Plan Part 2: Development Site and 

Policies Plan, paragraphs 103, 109, 110 and 175 of the NPPF and is 

unacceptable in that: 

 

a) The provision of residential development in this location would be contrary 

to adopted Local Plan policies which seek to prevent additional residential 

development in the countryside; 

b) The proposed development fails to respond positively to and be respectful 

of the key characteristics of the area and would be harmful to the character 

and appearance of the countryside; 

c) The provision of development in this location would significantly affect the 

integrity of the strategic gap and the physical and visual separation of 

settlements; 

d) The application site is not sustainably located adjacent to, well related to 

or well-integrated with the existing urban settlement boundaries; 

e) The proposal would result in the loss of best and most versatile agricultural 

land [northern site only]; 

f) Insufficient information has been submitted to adequately assess the 

highways impacts arising from the proposed development [reason e for 

southern site]; 
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g) The proposed access is inadequate to accommodate the development safely 

[reason f for southern site]; 

h) The proposed development would have an unacceptable impact on the 

junction of old Newgate Lane / Newgate Lane East resulting in a severe 

impact on the road safety and operation of the local transport network 

[reason g for southern site]);  

i) The proposed development provides insufficient support for sustainable 

transport options [reason h for southern site]; 

i) The proposal provides insufficient information to protect and enhance the 

biodiversity interests of the site which includes a substantial population of 

Chamomile [southern site only]; 

j) In the absence of appropriate mitigation for the loss of a low use Brent 

geese and wader site and in the absence of a legal agreement to 

appropriately secure such mitigation, the proposal would have a likely 

adverse effect on the integrity of European Protected Sites; 

k) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure such, the proposal fails to 

appropriately secure mitigation of the likely adverse effects on the integrity 

of European Protected Sites which, in combination with other 

developments, would arise due to the impacts of recreational disturbance; 

l) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure contributions to open space 

and facilities and their associated management and maintenance, the 

recreational needs of residents of the proposed development would not be 

met; 

m) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure contributions to education, 

the needs of residents of the proposed development would not be met; 

n) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure the on-site provision of 

affordable housing, housing needs of the local population would not be met; 

o) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure the submission and 

implementation of a full Travel Plan, payment of the Travel Plan approval 

and monitoring fees and the provision of a surety mechanism to ensure 

implementation of the Travel Plan, the proposed development would not 

make the necessary provision to ensure measures are in place to assist in 

reducing the dependency on the use of the private motorcar.  
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Note for information: Had it not been for the overriding reasons for refusal 

to the proposal, the Local Planning Authority would have sought to address 

points k) - o) above by inviting the applicant to enter into a legal agreement 

with Fareham Borough Council under Section 106 of the Town & Country 

Planning Act 1990." 

 

3.3 These reasons are summarised in the table below: 

 

Reason/ Reason reference Northern 

Site 

Southern 

Site 

Contrary to Development Plan policies restricting 

development in the countryside 

 

a a 

Harm to character and appearance of the area b b 

Harm to the integrity of the Strategic Gap c c 

Not sustainably located adjacent to, well related to 

or well-integrated with the existing urban 

settlement boundaries 

 

 

d 

 

d 

Loss of BMV land e N/A 

Insufficient information to address highway impacts f e 

Inadequate site accesses g f 

Unacceptable impact on Newgate Lane/ Newgate 

Lane East junction  

 

h g 

Insufficient support for sustainable transport  i h 

Insufficient information to ensure protection and 

enhancement of chamomile colony 

 

N/A i 

Absence of mitigation for loss of low use Brent 

Goose and Wader site (and resultant impact on 

European Protected Sites) 

 

j j 

Absence of S.106 to secure mitigation for 

recreational impacts (and resultant impact on 

European Protected Sites) 

 

k k 

Absence of S.106 to secure open space  l l 

Absence of S.106 to secure education contributions m m 
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Absence of S.106 to secure affordable housing n n 

Absence of S.106 to secure a Travel Plan o o 

 

3.4 The LPA and appellant are working together to enter into a Unilateral 

Undertaking and S.106 Agreement which will fully address reasons i/h and j to 

o. 

3.5 The appellant is also actively engaging with Hampshire County Council 

highways department to agree a separate Statement of Common Ground, 

which will confirm that reasons f/e and g/f and i/h are now resolved. 

3.6 Finally, the appellant has also produced a chamomile management plan which 

can be conditioned to overcome reason for refusal i (south only).   

3.7 With these developments in mind, the remaining reasons for refusal are 

considered to be as follows: 

Reason/ Reason reference Appeal A Appeal B 

Contrary to Development Plan policies restricting 

development in the countryside 

 

a a 

Harm to character and appearance of the area b b 

Harm to the integrity of the Strategic Gap c c 

Not sustainably located adjacent to, well related to 

or well-integrated with the existing urban 

settlement boundaries 

 

 

d 

 

d 

Loss of BMV land e N/A 

Unacceptable impact on Newgate Lane/ Newgate 

Lane East junction  

h g 

 

3.8 This position will be confirmed in the updated Statement of Common Ground.  
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4.0 The Site and its Surroundings 

The Site 

 

4.1 The appeal sites comprise a total 10 hectares of agricultural land, bounded by 

Newgate Lane to the west, Woodcote Lane to the south and Newgate Lane East 

to the east. 

 

4.2 They are comprised a single parcel of land made up of 4 no. fields used for 

agriculture, together with a further strip of land to the western side of the site 

separated by the River Alver. The site boundaries and internal field boundaries 

are made up of hedgerows and mature trees. 

4.3 In between the two appeal sites lies Hambrook Lodge, which is accessed from 

Newgate Lane. Hambrook Lodge and its demise is not included in the red line 

boundary for the site and will be retained. 

4.4 The appeal sites contain 7 no. existing disused agricultural buildings to the 

north and east of Hambrook Lodge. Further assessment of these buildings is 

contained within the Heritage Assessment submitted with the applications. 

4.5 The appeal sites are located outside the defined settlement boundary identified 

in the Local Plan policies map, in a ‘Strategic Gap’ known as the 

Fareham/Gosport to Stubbington/Lee on Solent Gap (or simply the Fareham – 

Stubbington Gap).  

4.6 They are not subject to specific statutory or non-statutory landscape related 

planning designations. 

4.7 Recent surveys (Autumn 2019) have established the presence of chamomile 

and other plant species to the west of the River Alver, indicating that these 

fields would meet the criteria of a lowland meadow (which is a UK BAP Priority 

Habitat). 

4.8 The appeals sites area is partly covered by an area identified as ‘low value’ for 

Brent Geese.  
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4.9 The appeal sites are located principally in Flood Zone 1, with small areas to the 

west of the River Alver falling within Flood Zones 2/3. The River Alver flows in 

a southerly direction through the western part of the site and is classified as a 

‘Main River’ by the Environment Agency. A number of ordinary watercourses 

demarcate the existing field boundaries, which all discharge to the River Alver 

catchment. 

4.10 Overhead electricity cables transect the site diagonally running in a north-west 

to south-east direction. 

4.11 Carriston Cottage (Grade II listed) lies 50m west of the site on the western 

side of Newgate Lane. Foxbury Cottages and Farmhouse (Grade II listed) lie 

approximately 250m to the north. 

4.12 Peel Common Wastewater Treatment Works is located approximately 200m to 

the west of the sites. 

4.13 Public Rights of Way footpath 71b provides a link to Tips Copse from Newgate 

Lane immediately west of the site via the Wastewater Treatment Works. 

Footpath 71c provides a link to Gosport Road via Albert Road.  

Local Surroundings 

4.14 The site is located 200m from the settlement of Bridgemary (which falls within 

the local authority area of Gosport), approximately 1km from the settlement 

of Stubbington and approximately 3km from Fareham Town Centre. Fareham 

is a large market-town of approximately 45,000 residents which grew rapidly 

in the 1960s to provide additional housing as an alternative to the urban 

centres of Southampton and Portsmouth, along with other conurbations along 

the M27 corridor. Gosport is around 5kms to the south. 

4.15 The Newgate Lane ‘relief road’ (ref. P/15/0717/CC), now known as Newgate 

Lane East is situated immediately east of the site and was completed in August 

2018. The relief road diverts traffic travelling between Fareham and Gosport 

on a new section of road located closer to Bridgemary through the existing 

Strategic Gap. The existing Newgate Lane, which is immediately west of the 

sites, continues to provide vehicular access to properties but through-traffic is 

restricted at Peel Common Roundabout (except pedestrians and cyclists). 
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4.16 Fareham is connected to Portsmouth Harbour via the River Wallington. The 

appeal sites are also within easy reach of the beach at Lee-on-Solent and 

numerous public open spaces. 

4.17 The surrounding countryside and waters are subject to various ecological 

designations. The table below lists the statutory and non-statutory designated 

sites of ecological value within 5km of the appeal sites. 

Site International 

Designation 

National 

Designation 

Local/Sub-Local 

Designation 

Portsmouth Harbour SPA, Ramsar SSSI  

Solent and Southampton 

Water 

SPA, Ramsar SSSI  

Titchfield Haven  SSSI, NNR LNR 

Browndown  SSSI  

The Wild Grounds  SSSI LNR 

West of River Alver   LNR 

Lee on Solent Golf Course   SINC 

Tips Copse   SINC 

Fort Fareham   SINC 

Seafield/Salterns Park   SINC 

 

4.18 The Portsmouth Harbour SPA and Solent and Southampton Water SPA 

comprise the Bird Aware Solent Region.  

4.19 The accessibility of the site to local services is described in detail in Section 4 

below. 
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5.0 Sustainability  

Convenience Shopping and Retail 

5.1 Local services within Bridgemary include convenience stores, a pub, take-away 

and places of worship, with a local centre on Carisbrooke Road. 

5.2 Speedfields Retail Park on Newgate Lane includes Asda and Lidl supermarkets, 

and a number of other retail stores, fast food outlets and coffee shops. 

5.3 A range of higher order comparison shops are located in Fareham 

approximately 3km north. 

Health and Education 

5.4 A selection of GPs surgeries and dentists are located in Bridgemary and 

Stubbington. Bridgemary Medical Centre and The Stubbington Medical Practice 

are both accepting new patients. The nearest general hospitals are Fareham 

Community and Queen Alexandra which are 10km and 15km by road 

respectively. 

5.5 The nearest primary school is Peel Common (infant with nursery and junior) 

approximately 250m south-east of the site, Woodcote and Holbrook Primaries 

are both approximately 800m to the east in Bridgemary. The LPA has also 

advised that the site is within the catchment area of Crofton Anne Dale (infants 

and juniors) in Stubbington.  

5.6 Crofton and Bridgemary are the nearest secondary schools, both of which are 

within 1km of the site. 

5.7 Fareham College and CEMAST provide further education opportunities locally. 

Leisure and Open Space 

5.8 Council leisure centres are located in Fareham and south of Bridgemary. 

5.9 The site is within walking distance of public open spaces including HMS 

Collingwood playing fields, Brooker’s Field Recreation Ground and the Alver 

Valley Country Park. Lee-on-the-Solent Golf Club is also within walking 
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distance. 

5.10 Further afield the site is located within 10km of Titchfield Haven National 

Nature Reserve to the west and the South Downs National Park to the north 

which provide access to strategic open spaces. 

Employment 

5.11 There are a significant number of employment opportunities within Fareham 

and Gosport town centres. 

5.12 Since the 2015 Daedalus Vision, 650 jobs have been created through the 

growth of the Solent Airport and Faraday Business Park.  The Draft Local Plan 

(2017 version) allocates Daedalus airfield between Stubbington and Lee-on-

the-Solent as a strategic development location for up to a further 98,000 sqm 

of B1c, B2 and B8 uses, an employment hub and associated infrastructure to 

support which will generate increased demand for skilled labour. 

5.13 The CEMAST college was completed on the site in 2014 and provides a 

complementary facility for construction skills training and the IFA2 electrical 

interconnector facility which was granted permission by the Council in 2017. 

Public Transport 

5.14 The site is served by bus routes 21 and 21A between Stubbington and 

Fareham, which stop on Newgate Lane East and together provide a roughly 

hourly service from approximately 0700 to 1900 hours Monday to Friday and 

0900 to 1400 hours on a Saturday. The routes 9 and 9A stopping at the 

Carisbrooke Road shops also provide a connection to Gosport. 

5.15 Fareham station has regular services to London Waterloo, London Victoria (via 

Gatwick Airport), Brighton, Portsmouth Harbour, and Southampton Central. 

There is also a roughly half hourly service to Portchester, Cosham, Hilsea, 

Fratton & Portsmouth and Southsea throughout the day from approximately 

06:00 till 23:30. 

5.16 A detailed facilities plan is contained within the Design and Access Statements 

submitted to support the applications. 
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6.0 The Appeal Proposals 

6.1 The proposed developments have been carefully designed through 

engagement with the Council's pre-application service. The illustrative layout 

for both schemes has always been landscape-led, with an emphasis on 

ensuring that development would respond sensitively to its setting through 

generous landscaping, retention of existing trees and hedgerows and a set of 

parameters which will guide a lesser scale of development to the Peel Common 

edge.   

6.2 The proposed development at Newgate Lane (north) is for: 

“Outline Planning Permission for the demolition of existing buildings and 

development of up to 75 dwellings, open space, vehicular access point from 

Newgate Lane and associated and ancillary infrastructure, with all matters 

except access to be reserved.” 

6.3 The proposed development at Newgate Lane (south) is for: 

“Outline Planning Permission for the demolition of existing buildings and 

development of up to 115 dwellings, open space, vehicular access point from 

Newgate Lane and associated and ancillary infrastructure, with all matters 

except access to be reserved.” 

6.4 The application for the southern site was originally submitted for up to 125 

dwellings, but was reduced in response to comments from the Environment 

Agency about the acceptability of built development on the west of the River 

Alver.  

6.5 Changes were also made to the illustrative layout and parameter plans during 

the course of the applications, to demonstrate the way in which the site could 

be development to espouse a more rural and informal character which the 

LPA's urban design officer encouraged.  

6.6 The key features of both proposals when considered together are: 

• Demolition of existing vacant farm buildings; 

• Up to 190 dwellings across a range of housing types and sizes (to be 
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determined at the reserved matters stage); 

• 40% affordable housing provision (policy compliant); 

• 2 no. vehicular access points from Newgate Lane (one for each site); 

• Pedestrian links between the two sites and to Woodcote Lane; 

• Retention of existing trees and hedgerows; 

• Generous landscaping and open space (over-provision versus policy 

requirements); 

• Ecological enhancements including the creation of dark corridors, 

retention/enhancement of GI corridors and other measures as 

recommended;  

• Net biodiversity gain; 

• 2 no. children’s play areas (one on each site); and 

• Acoustic buffer from the new bypass. 

6.7 The applications were each supported by a series of parameter plans which will 

govern the principles of the proposal and an Illustrative Masterplan. 

6.8 The layout and design of the dwellings together with the associated 

infrastructure (including estate roads, car parking, incidental landscaping, and 

drainage and utilities services) will be determined at the reserved matters 

stage. 

6.9 Hambrook Lodge and its demise are not included within the appeal sites. The 

access driveway to Hambrook Lodge will be retained as part of the proposals 

and the right of access enjoyed by the owners will not be compromised by the 

proposals. As noted above, the appeal sites do however contain 7 no. disused 

agricultural buildings (one of which remains only as partial brick walling) to be 

demolished.  
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7.0 Planning History and Context – The Strategic Gap 

7.1 Whilst there is no prior relevant planning history relating to either site, both 

sites have been promoted for development through the plan-making process. 

7.2 The sites are located within the Fareham-Stubbington Strategic Gap which 

restricts development in open land between the two settlements in the 

interests of preventing coalescence.  

7.3 Over the course of the drafting of the new Local Plan (2017 – present), the 

introduction of the 'standard method' has resulted in a need for the LPA to find 

additional sites to contribute to its housing land supply. It has therefore 

increasingly explored the possible opportunities for the development of the 

Strategic Gap in order to meet its housing need.  

7.4 A summary of the adopted policies and emerging draft policies pertinent to the 

development of the Strategic Gap – up to February 2020 - are described below. 

  

7.5 The proposed HA2 allocation, for 370-475 homes spans the land from Tukes 

Avenue Play Space/Collingwood Playing Fields in the north to Brooker’s Lane 

to the south, with the existing urban edge of Bridgemary forming the eastern 

August 
2011

• Daedalus Airfield designated as a Strategic 
Development Allocation in the adopted Core Strategy 

Autumn 
2017

•The Draft Local Plan proposes to allocate the site known 
as "HA2 - Newgate Lane, Peel Common" on land 
immediately east of the appeal site. The draft Local Plan 
is scrapped following the introduction of the standard 
method.

Summer 
2019

•A revised Draft Local Plan is consulted on. It asks (of 
the Fareham-Stubbington Gap), "Do you think this area 
could support good growth whilst preventing the two 
communities from joining up?"

Winter 
2019/ 
2020

•The Draft Local Plan Supplement proposes - in addition 
to the HA2 allocation - that the western side of the gap 
be designated as a 'Strategic Growth Area' to be 
masterplanned as a new neighbourhood.
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boundary and the relief road forming the western boundary. Part of the HA2 

draft allocation is the subject of a live outline planning application (ref. 

P/19/1260/OA) – this proposes up to 99 dwellings on the southern part of that 

site (with the residual 375 dwellings to come forward later). The live application 

is submitted by the appellant (Bargate Homes Ltd.) and I am confident in the 

developer's intent and ability to deliver the site subject to planning.  

7.6 The proposed 'South of Fareham' Strategic Growth Area, together with the 

proposed 'North of Downend' Strategic Growth Area were identified to 

potentially "play a role in the new Local Plan in meeting the total housing 

requirement, particularly in relation to unmet need" (paragraph 3.19 of the 

Local Plan Supplement) although no quantum of housing (or supporting mixed 

uses) is set out. The document is clear that development coming forward in 

these areas should be comprehensively masterplanned in collaboration 

between the relevant landowners and the Council.  

7.7 The location of the proposed HA2 (in dark grey) and the South of Fareham 

Strategic Growth Area (in red) within the Strategic Gap (green) are shown in 

the plan below taken from the Draft Local Plan Supplement (see Core 

Document CDF.4). 
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7.8 The appellant has also produced a Context Plan to show the location of these 

emerging development allocations in relation to the appeal sites. A screenshot 

is provided below and is also reproduced in high resolution at Appendix 1. 

 

 

APPENDIX 1: CONTEXT PLAN 
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7.9 However, in October 2020, the Council published its 'Regulation 19' version 

plan for consultation. This version of the plan is based upon the assumed 

adoption of the Government's proposed 'new standard method' (see section 

11) which if imposed as drafted, would have the effect of decreasing the five-

year housing requirement for Fareham. As a result, the previously proposed 

allocations of HA2 and the Strategic Growth Area have been removed from the 

plan as the Council considers they are not needed to meet the requirement. 

7.10 Notwithstanding the above, the appellant's evidence carefully considers the 

development of the appeal sites in both the scenarios with and without HA2 

coming forward.    

7.11 In summer 2018, works were completed on Newgate Lane East, which bisects 

the gap from north to south. The Stubbington Bypass, which bisects the gap 

from west to east, is scheduled to be completed in 2022.  

7.12 Other recent significant planning applications submitted for the development 

of land within the Strategic Gap include an outline planning application for up 

to 1,027 dwellings, care home, primary school, retail uses, open space and 

supporting infrastructure (ref. P/15/1279/OA) which was submitted in January 

2016 by Hallam Land Management but has now been withdrawn. This site was 

located within the proposed Strategic Growth Area. It is understood that the 

application would have been supported by the LPA for a recommendation for 

approval was it not for an objection from Natural England regarding the impact 

on nitrates.  

7.13 A further application on the same site was submitted in July 2020 for up to 

1,200 dwellings, care home, primary school, retail uses, community centre, 

open space and supporting infrastructure (ref. P/20/0646/OA) which remains 

undetermined at the time of writing.  

APPENDIX 2: HALLAM LAND MANAGEMENT LOCATION PLAN 
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7.14 Persimmon has also submitted an application at Land East of Crofton Cemetery 

for major residential development within the Gap (north of Stubbington) for 

261 dwellings (ref. P/19/0301/FP).  Although it was refused, the officer report 

for planning committee acknowledges that development within the Gap is not 

harmful per se: 

"Whilst the development of the site would not have a significant effect on the 

integrity of the Strategic Gap and the physical and visual separation of 

settlements, the overly dense character of the proposal together with the 

limited levels of landscaping around the periphery would result in a significant 

landscape effect on the immediate area (paragraph 8.37)". 

APPENDIX 3: PERSIMMON LOCATION PLAN AND COMMITTEE REPORT 

  

Page 905



Fareham Land LP and Bargate Homes Limited 

Land at Newgate Lane North and Land at Newgate Lane South, Fareham 

 
 
 

 

 

NOVEMBER 2020 | DW | BRS.4989  Page | 20 

 

8.0 Planning Policy 

8.1 In this section the national and local planning policy and guidance pertinent to 

the application site and development proposals is summarised. The plan-led 

approach to development, as set out by Section 38 (6) of the Planning and 

Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, requires development proposals to accord with 

the adopted Development Plan unless material considerations indicate 

otherwise. 

The Development Plan 

8.2 The adopted Development Plan for Fareham Borough consists of three main 

documents: 

• Local Plan Part 1: ‘Core Strategy’ (Adopted in August 2011); 

• Local Plan Part 2: ‘Development Sites & Policies’ (DSP) (Adopted in June 

2015); and 

• Local Plan Part 3: The ‘Welborne Plan’ (Adopted in June 2015). 

8.3 The Core Strategy contains the strategic policies and the DSP contains the 

development control policies against which this application is assessed. The 

Welborne Plan deals specifically with the development of the new garden 

village and is not pertinent to this application. 

8.4 The following section sets out the Core Strategy and DSP policies pertinent to 

the proposals. 

Core Strategy 

8.5 Policy CS2 ‘Housing Provision’ establishes the housing land supply sources 

to meet the OAN of 3,729 between 2006 and 2026 (excluding Welbourne), 

which includes allocated sites and brownfield land. The supply of sites will be 

kept up to date through a regular review of the Strategic Housing Land 

Availability Assessment (SHLAA) and allocated through Part 2 of the Plan. 
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8.6 Policy CS4 ‘Green Infrastructure, Biodiversity and Geological 

Conservation’ affords protection to important habitats within the Borough 

including Sites of Special Scientific Interest, Sites of Importance for Nature 

Conservation, areas of woodland, and the coast and trees will be protected in 

accordance with the hierarchy of nature conservation designations. In order to 

prevent adverse effects upon sensitive European sites in and around the 

Borough, the Council will work with other local authorities (including the 

Partnership for Urban South Hampshire) to develop and implement a strategic 

approach to protecting European sites from recreational pressure and 

development. 

8.7 Policy CS5 ‘Transport Strategy and Infrastructure’ promotes the 

achievement of sustainable integrated transport systems for the Borough 

including the safeguarding of land for identified works; development will not 

be permitted where this is prejudicial to the implementation of these schemes. 

The Council will permit development which does not adversely affect the 

operation of the local network and is designed and implemented to encourage 

sustainable travel. Development proposals which generate a high demand for 

travel should be located in accessible areas. 

8.8 Policy CS6 ‘The Development Strategy’ provides that development will be 

focused in the following locations: 

• Fareham; 

• Fareham Town Centre; 

• Western Wards and Whiteley; 

• Portchester; 

• Stubbington & Hill Head and Titchfield; 

• Welborne; and 

• The Strategic Development Allocations at Coldeast Hospital and Daedalus 

Airfield. 
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8.9 It states: 

"In identifying land for development, the priority will be for the reuse of 

previously developed land, within the defined urban settlement boundaries 

including their review through the Site Allocations and Development 

Management DPD, taking into consideration biodiversity / potential community 

value, the character, accessibility, infrastructure and services of the settlement 

and impacts on both the historic and natural environment. Opportunities will 

be taken to achieve environmental enhancement where possible. Development 

which would have an adverse effect on the integrity of protected European 

conservation sites which cannot be avoided or adequately mitigated will not be 

permitted…" 

8.10 Policy CS14 ‘Development on land outside settlements’ states that  

"Built development on land outside the defined settlements will be strictly 

controlled to protect the countryside and coastline from development which 

would adversely affect its landscape character, appearance and function. 

Acceptable forms of development will include that essential for agriculture, 

forestry, horticulture and required infrastructure. The conversion of existing 

buildings will be favoured. Replacement buildings must reduce the impact of 

development and be grouped with other existing buildings, where possible. In 

coastal locations, development should not have an adverse impact on the 

special character of the coast when viewed from the land or water." 

8.11 Policy CS15 ‘Sustainable Development and Climate Change’ provides 

that the Council will seek to secure development in locations which are 

sustainable and where there will be a minimum negative environmental impact. 

Development should: 

• make efficient use of land; 

• seek to properly manage flood risk and waste impacts; and 

• meet Code for Sustainable Homes Level 6. 
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8.12 Policy CS16 ‘Natural Resources and Renewable Energy’ requires 

developers to demonstrate best practice in respect of energy and water 

efficiency, reduction of carbon emissions and implementation of the waste 

hierarchy to protect natural resources. Loss of best and most versatile 

agricultural land should be resisted. Development (of more than 1 dwelling or 

more than 500 sqm of non-residential floorspace) will be encouraged to 

contribute to the Fareham target of 12MW of renewable energy by 2020. 

8.13 Policy CS17 ‘High Quality Design’ sets out a series of design criteria for new 

development including the requirement to respond positively to the 

surrounding environment in terms of scale, form and character, and to promote 

permeability, legibility, open space and a distinct identity of place. In addition, 

new housing will be required to: secure adequate internal and external space, 

dwelling mix, privacy, and sunlight and daylight to meet the requirements of 

future occupiers. 

8.14 Policy CS18 ‘Provision of Affordable Housing’ provides that on sites of 15 

or more dwellings, developers will be expected to provide 40% affordable units 

unless a lack of viability can be clearly demonstrated. 

8.15 Policy CS20 ‘Infrastructure and Development Contributions’ requires 

development to provide or contribute towards infrastructure and any necessary 

mitigation measures through conditions, legal agreement and/or CIL. 

8.16 CS21 ‘Protection and Provision of Open Space’ safeguards the network of 

open and green spaces for recreation and wildlife value. New development 

must provide open space in accordance with the Council’s standards. 

8.17 Policy CS22 ‘Development in Strategic Gaps’ provides that land within 

Strategic Gaps will be treated as countryside, and proposals will not be 

permitted either individually or cumulatively where they significantly affect the 

integrity of the gap. Strategic Gaps have been identified between 

Fareham/Stubbington and Western Wards/Whiteley (the Meon gap); and 

Stubbington/Lee on Solent and Fareham/Gosport. 
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8.18 This policy is concerned with maintaining the settlement pattern and the local 

landscape character rather than inferring any landscape value per se: 

“Strategic gaps do not have intrinsic landscape value but are important in 

maintaining the settlement pattern, keeping individual settlements separate 

and providing opportunities for green infrastructure/green corridors. 

Continuing pressure for high levels of development mean that maintaining gaps 

continues to be justified.” (para. 6.52) 

8.19 The policy wording states that boundaries of strategic gaps will be reviewed in 

accordance with the following criteria: 

“a) The open nature/sense of separation between settlements cannot be 

retained by other policy designations; 

b) The land to be included within the gap performs an important role in defining 

the settlement character of the area and separating settlements at risk of 

coalescence; 

c) In defining the extent of a gap, no more land than is necessary to prevent 

the coalescence of settlements should be included having regard to maintaining 

their physical and visual separation.” 

8.20 This commitment to review the boundaries of the strategic gaps was added 

following the comments in the Inspector's Examination Report on the Core 

Strategy 2011 (Core Document CDE.3), which highlighted the need to 

provide robust justification to meet legal and statutory requirements. At para. 

47 the Inspector writes: 

"Concern has been raised by a number of representors that policy CS22‟s 

protection of strategic gaps lacks adequate justification – particularly in view 

of the restrictive approach to development outside settlements set out in policy 

CS14. Nevertheless, given the built-up nature of much of Fareham Borough 

and noting that some of the Borough's constituent settlements are separated 

by relatively narrow open gaps, I accept the Council's argument that the broad 

identification of strategic gaps in the Core Strategy can play a useful role in 

guiding its intended review of settlement boundaries. Furthermore, and with 
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reference to the Government's localism agenda, it is clear that there is strong 

local support for preventing coalescence between identified settlements. In 

principle therefore, the policy is adequately justified – although the detailed 

boundaries of the gaps themselves remain to be reviewed in the SADM DPD. 

The Council accepts that policy CS22 could provide clearer guidance for that 

review, and suggests that criteria be added in line with the PUSH Policy 

Framework for Gaps13 [6.8]. I endorse this change for soundness reasons." 

8.21 Para. 6.53 of the policy's supporting text goes on to provide that a review of 

the detailed gap boundaries will be undertaken as part of the DSP to identify 

the land essential to perform this role and that which cannot be protected by 

other designations. 

8.22 This exercise was reported in the LPA's 'Review of Gap Policy Designations' 

document, published in October 2012 (Core Document CDG.1). The report 

considers the role of the gaps in respect of three assessment criteria, namely 

physical and visual separation, settlement character and landscape sensitivity, 

and green infrastructure value, and, for Fareham-Stubbington, concludes that 

it continues to provide a function which cannot be fulfilled by other policies. 

For this reason, the Fareham to Stubbington gap remains unchanged in the 

DSP. 

Development Sites and Policies (DSP) 

8.23 DSP1 ‘Sustainable Development’ reflects the presumption in favour of 

sustainable development as set out in the NPPF. The Council will always work 

proactively with applicants to find solutions that enable proposals to be granted 

permission wherever possible, and to secure development that improves the 

economic, social and environmental conditions in the area. 

8.24 DSP2 ‘Environmental Impact’ states that development proposals should 

not, individually or cumulatively, have a significant adverse impact on 

neighbouring development or the wider environment in terms of noise, air or 

other pollutants. Proposals should have a satisfactory arrangement for the 

management of waste and protection of water resources. 
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8.25 DSP4 ‘Prejudice to Adjacent Land’ states: 

“Where piecemeal development could delay or prevent the comprehensive 

development of a larger site, a legal agreement will be sought, to ensure that 

any permitted development does not prejudice the development of adjacent 

land and that highway access, pedestrian access and services to adjoining land 

are provided.” 

8.26 DSP6 ‘New Residential Development Outside of the Defined Urban 

Boundaries’ reinforces the Core Strategy's objective to restrict development 

outside existing settlements, unless specific circumstances apply. It states: 

"New buildings should be well-designed to respect the character of the area 

and, where possible, should be grouped with existing buildings."  

8.27 DSP13 ‘Nature Conservation’ provides that development is permitted where 

designated sites and protected/priority species are protected, and where 

appropriate enhanced. Proposals resulting in detrimental impacts to these sites 

or species shall only be granted where impacts our outweighed by the needs 

for/benefits of the development; and adverse impacts can be appropriately 

mitigated or compensated. 

8.28 DSP14 ‘Supporting Sites for Brent Geese and Waders’ states that 

proposals resulting in ‘in combination’ effects of recreation on the Special 

Protection Areas can be satisfactorily mitigated through the provision of an 

appropriate avoidance and/or mitigation measures. Applications resulting in a 

'direct effect' may be subject to Appropriate Assessment. 

8.29 DSP15 ‘Recreational Disturbance on the Solent Special Protection 

Areas (SPA)’ states that proposals resulting in ‘in combination’ effects of 

recreation on the Special Protection Areas can be satisfactorily mitigated 

through the provision of a financial contribution that is consistent with the 

approach being taken through the Solent Recreation Mitigation Strategy. 

Applications resulting in a 'direct effect' may be subject to Appropriate 

Assessment.  
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8.30 DSP40 ‘Housing Allocations’ sets out the allocated sites for housing on the 

policies map. In addition, where it can be demonstrated that the Council does 

not have a five-year supply of land for housing against the requirements of the 

Core Strategy (excluding Welborne) additional housing sites, outside the urban 

area boundary, may be permitted where they meet all of the following criteria: 

“i. The proposal is relative in scale to the demonstrated 5-year housing land 

supply shortfall; 

ii. The proposal is sustainably located adjacent to, and well related to, the 

existing urban settlement boundaries, and can be well integrated with the 

neighbouring settlement; 

iii. The proposal is sensitively designed to reflect the character of the 

neighbouring settlement and to minimise any adverse impact on the 

Countryside and, if relevant, the Strategic Gaps; 

iv. It can be demonstrated that the proposal is deliverable in the short term; 

and; 

v. The proposal would not have any unacceptable environmental, amenity or 

traffic implications.” 

Weight to be given to Development Plan Policies 

8.31 Not all of the policies cited above should be given full weight in the 

determination of the appeals.  

8.32 Whilst the purposes of the policies CS14 and DSP6 are recognized to be 

'broadly' consistent with the NPPF, the settlement boundaries upon which their 

spatial application is predicated are acknowledged as out-of-date. This is not 

due (only) to the housing land supply situation but is derived from the fact that 

the settlement boundaries were based on a now out-of-date assessment of 

housing need. Accordingly, in line with the Supreme Court judgement in 

Hopkins Homes/Suffolk Coastal1 (Core Document CDK.5), the decision 

 
1 Ref: [2017] UKSC 37 - Suffolk Coastal District Council v Hopkins Homes Ltd and Richborough Estates Partnership LLP 

and another v Cheshire East Borough) 
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maker is entitled to accord these policies reduced weight.  

8.33 Notwithstanding the above, as agreed in the Statement of Common Ground, 

policy DSP40 is in any event the operative policy for determining the 

acceptability of residential development on the appeal sites.  

8.34 The same principle applies to the boundaries of the strategic gap policy, CS22. 

These were drawn in the context of a given assessment of development needs 

which is no longer accurate. This is recognized in the earlier versions of the 

emerging Local Plan (see section 9), in which the Council had proposed 

significant development within the strategic gap.  

Material Considerations 

Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) 

8.35 The Local Planning Authority is required to undertake an HRA where proposed 

plans or projects relate to conservation sites which have been selected and 

designated on scientific criteria under European law to protect certain species 

and habitats. These include SPAs which are sites classified in accordance with 

Article 4 of the EC Directive 2009/147/EC on the conservation of wild birds for 

certain rare and vulnerable birds, and for regularly occurring migratory species. 

8.36 The HRA comprises several distinct stages. The first stage of the HRA process 

includes formally screening a proposed plan or project to decide whether it is 

likely to have a significant effect on a European designated site. If, at the 

screening stage, any significant effects of a plan or project on a SPA or SAC 

(alone or in combination with other plans or projects) can be excluded, then 

the plan or project can be “screened out” and no further assessment is 

required. However, where any significant effect of a plan or project on a SPA 

or SAC (alone or in combination with other plans or projects) cannot be 

excluded, then the competent authority will be required to assess the effects 

in more detail through an appropriate assessment, to ascertain whether an 

adverse effect on the integrity of any SPA or SAC can be ruled out. 
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Other Considerations 

8.37 Other material considerations of relevance to this proposal are: 

• The emerging Local Plan (discussed in Section 9); 

• The National Planning Policy Framework (discussed in Section 10); 

• Emerging Government guidance on the new housing land supply method 

(discussed in Section 11); 

• Fareham Borough Council Supplementary Planning Guidance, including: 

- Affordable Housing SPD; 

- Design Guidance SPD; and 

- Planning Obligations SPD. 

• Solent Waders and Brent Goose Strategy, March 2018 (produced by the 

SWBGS Steering Group); 

• Solent Recreation Mitigation Definitive Strategy, April 2018; 

• Natural England Nitrates Guidance, June 2020. 
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9.0 Emerging Local Plan 

9.1 As set out above, the LPA is currently preparing a new Local Plan. 

9.2 Paras. 48-50 of the NPPF explain the weight which can be given to emerging 

policies. Local planning authorities may give weight to relevant policies in 

emerging plans according to: 

• The stage of preparation of the emerging plan; 

• The extent to which there are unresolved objections to the relevant policies; 

and 

• The degree of consistency of the relevant policies with the NPPF. 

9.3 It is expressly clear that the refusal of planning permission on grounds of 

prematurity will seldom be justified where a plan has yet to be submitted for 

examination, and only then when both the following circumstances apply: 

" a) the development proposed is so substantial, or its cumulative effect would 

be so significant, that to grant permission would undermine the plan-making 

process by predetermining decisions about the scale, location or phasing of 

new development that are central to an emerging plan; and  

b) the emerging plan is at an advanced stage but is not yet formally part of 

the development plan for the area." (Para. 49). 

9.4 The emerging Local Plan has comprised the following iterations: 

• Draft Local Plan, published December 2017; 

• Issues and Options, published July 2019;  

• Supplement to the draft Local Plan, published January 2020; and 

• Draft Local Plan, published October 2020.  
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9.5 The current 'Regulation 19' version plan has been revised to reflect the 

Government's recent technical consultation on ‘Changes to the current 

planning system’ and proposed changes to the standard methodology (see 

section 11 below), which, if implemented, would have the effect of reducing 

Fareham's housing requirement. In my view, the decision of the Council to 

publish an updated draft Local Plan for Regulation 19 consultation based on 

the assumed implementation of the Government's proposed new standard 

method is premature as there is no guarantee that it will be forthcoming in its 

current form.  

9.6 The timetable for the progression of the local plan is set out within the Local 

Development Framework (updated 7th September 2020). It is proposed that 

following a period of consultation on the final Draft Local Plan (Regulation 19), 

it be submitted for examination to the Secretary of State in winter 2020/2021, 

i.e. this coming December/January/February.  

9.7 The ability of the LPA to submit the plan to the Secretary of State for 

examination in its current form and to this timetable will depend on the content 

of any consultation responses and the implementation of the Government's 

new standard method on which the assumed housing requirement has been 

based. It is wholly possible, therefore, and I would argue, likely, that the 

emerging plan needs to be redrafted prior to submission and/or delayed in its 

submission.  

9.8 Fareham Borough Council acknowledges this in its Local Development Scheme 

where it is stated that the  submission of the plan to the Secretary of State is 

"subject to the outcome of the technical consultation on ‘Changes to the 

current planning system’ and proposed changes to the standard methodology" 

(beneath Table 1) (see Core Document CDF.7).    

9.9 Should the new standard method not be implemented by Government, or 

implemented but based on revised metrics which result in a higher housing 

target for Fareham, it may the case that sites such as HA2 and the Strategic 

Growth Area are proposed for re-allocation in the draft plan.  
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10.0 Planning Policy Framework 

10.1 The Housing White Paper ‘Fixing our Broken Housing Market’, published in 

February 2017, set out the Government’s plan for tackling the housing crisis 

by planning for “the right homes in the right places”. It placed great emphasis 

on the need to plan for and deliver homes much more quickly and identified 

issues around the robustness of the current ‘5-year housing land supply’ 

mechanism, due to inconsistencies in both the OAN and supply methodologies. 

10.2 In response to the White Paper, the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

was revised in July 2018 and again in February 2019. 

Section 2: The Presumption in Favour of Sustainable 

Development 

10.3 The NPPF is clear that the purpose of the planning system is to contribute to 

sustainable development. Sustainable development is summarised as meeting 

the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations 

to meet their own needs, and should achieve net gains for economic, social 

and environmental objectives.  

10.4 The application of the 'presumption in favour of sustainable development is 

explained in para. 11. For decision-taking this means:  

"c) approving development proposals that accord with an up-to-date 

development plan without delay ["the straight balance"];  

or  

d) where there are no relevant development plan policies, or the policies which 

are most important for determining the application are out-of-date, granting 

permission unless:  

(i) the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of 

particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development 

proposed; or  
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(ii) any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably 

outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework 

taken as a whole ["the tilted balance"]." [My annotations] 

10.5 The circumstances in which policies are deemed 'out of date' is confirmed in 

footnote 7, which include (but are not limited to), for applications involving the 

provision of housing, where an LPA cannot demonstrate a five-year supply of 

deliverable housing sites OR where the Housing Delivery Test cannot be met.  

 

The Housing Delivery Test 

As explained in the supporting National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG) and Housing 

Delivery Test Rule Book (July 2018), the Housing Delivery Test dictates that the 

presumption in favour of sustainable development applies when the annual delivery 

of housing over the past three years falls below a certain percentage of the annual 

local authority's housing requirement. Transitional arrangements which effectively 

expire in November 2020, mean that at the date of inquiry (December 2020) this 

threshold is increased to 75%.  

 

10.6 Section 11 below provides a summary of  Fareham's housing need and supply, 

with detailed analysis provided in the evidence of Mr Neil Tiley. Having regard 

to the Borough's housing land supply position and Housing Delivery Test result, 

the appellant's evidence demonstrates that on both counts, the presumption is 

triggered. The LPA has also agreed in the Statement of Common Ground that 
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it cannot demonstrate a five-year supply of housing land.  

10.7 Other circumstances in which relevant policies may be deemed 'out of date' 

has been confirmed in the Courts, such as in the Hopkins Homes/Suffolk 

Coastal decision referred to above.  

10.8 The circumstances in which policies in the NPPF 'provide clear reason for 

refusing' a proposed development (such that the presumption does not apply) 

are confirmed in footnote 6, as follows: 

"The policies referred to are those in this Framework (rather than those in 

development plans) relating to: habitats sites (and those sites listed in 

paragraph 176) and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest; land 

designated as Green Belt, Local Green Space, an Area of Outstanding Natural 

Beauty, a National Park (or within the Broads Authority) or defined as Heritage 

Coast; irreplaceable habitats; designated heritage assets (and other heritage 

assets of archaeological interest referred to in footnote 63); and areas at risk 

of flooding or coastal change." 

10.9 Specifically, in respect of impacts on local habitat sites, Paragraph 177 confirms 

that the presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply 

where "the plan or project is likely to have a significant effect on a habitats site 

(either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an 

appropriate assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not 

adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site." 

10.10 As will be justified in Section 12 of this evidence, the appeals are not caught 

by para. 177 because significant effects on habitats sites can be appropriately 

mitigated, and therefore the presumption does apply.  

Section 4: Decision-Making 

10.11 The NPPF is explicit that decision makers should seek to champion sustainable 

development by working with applicants to find solutions to approve proposals. 

Paragraph 38 states:  
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"Local planning authorities should approach decisions on proposed 

development in a positive and creative way. They should use the full range of 

planning tools available, including brownfield registers and permission in 

principle, and work proactively with applicants to secure developments that 

will improve the economic, social and environmental conditions of the area. 

Decision-makers at every level should seek to approve applications for 

sustainable development where possible." 

10.12 Whilst the NPPF is clear that the planning system should be plan-led, 

paragraphs 48, 49 and 50 explain that the weight to be given to emerging 

plans should be in accordance with their stage of preparation. Refusal on the 

grounds of prematurity would be seldom justified unless a plan has been 

submitted for examination.  

Section 5: Delivering a Sufficient Supply of Homes 

10.13 The NPPF continues to be an important vehicle to assist the government's 

target to deliver 300,000 net additional homes a year (The Single 

Departmental Plan, updated 23 May 2018). Para. 59 asserts: 

"To support the Government’s objective of significantly boosting the supply of 

homes, it is important that a sufficient amount and variety of land can come 

forward where it is needed, that the needs of groups with specific housing 

requirements are addressed and that land with permission is developed without 

unnecessary delay." 

10.14 Other sections of the NPPF relevant to the appeal proposals are: 

• Chapter 8: Promoting healthy and safe communities; 

• Chapter 9: Promoting sustainable transport; 

• Chapter 11: Making effective use of land; 

• Chapter 12: Achieving well designed places; 
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• Chapter 14: Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal 

change; 

• Chapter 15: Conserving and enhancing the natural environment; 

• Chapter 16: Conserving and enhancing the natural environment; and 

• Chapter 17: Facilitating the sustainable use of minerals. 
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11.0 Housing Need and Supply  

Housing Need 

11.1 Given the length of time since the adoption of the Core Strategy (2011) 

exceeds 5 years, under the provisions of para. 33 of the NPPF, the Objectively 

Assessed Housing Need it establishes is out-of-date.  

11.2 In such circumstances, National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG) dictates that 

the 'standard method' for calculating housing need applies. 

11.3 The ‘Standard Method’ is described explained in the NPPG (Paragraph: 006 

Reference ID: 2a-006-20190220). In brief, Local Housing Need should be 

calculated using a three-step process: 

• Set the baseline using 2014-based household projections; 

• Adjust to take account of affordability; 

• Cap the level of any increase. 

11.4 Para. 73 of the NPPF makes clear that an appropriate buffer should then be 

applied as follows: 

• 5% to ensure choice and competition in the market for land; or 

• 10% where the local planning authority wishes to demonstrate a five-year 

supply of deliverable sites through an annual position statement or recently 

adopted plan, to account for any fluctuations in the market during that year; 

or 

• 20% where there has been significant under delivery of housing over the 

previous three years, to improve the prospect of achieving the planned 

supply (to be applied where the annual delivery of housing of housing over 

the past three years falls below 75% of the annual local authority's housing 

requirement).  
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11.5 The LPA's current five-year housing requirement based on the most recent 

published projections and Housing Delivery Test results is set out in the table 

below, and described in much greater detail in Mr. Neil Tiley's evidence.  

Five-Year Housing Requirement (as of June 2020)  

Local Housing Need (dwellings per annum)  514 

Local Housing Need x 5 years 2,569 

5 % Buffer 

Total 5 Year Requirement 

128 

2,697 

 

Future Housing Need 

11.6 The Government has recently published two documents for consultation, 

namely Changes to the Current Planning System (Core Document CDD.3) 

and Planning for the Future (the White Paper) (Core Document CDD.2), 

which are described in greater detail in the proof of Mr Tiley. 

11.7 The consultation on Changes to the Current Planning System proposes a 

number of changes to national policy and guidance which can be brought in 

through changes to the PPG or Written Ministerial Statements in the relatively 

short-term. Of relevance to establishing the housing need, these include the 

proposal to revise the standard method for calculating the local housing need2.  

11.8 The appellant considers that the proposed revised method should be afforded 

only very limited weight at present. Until such time as the PPG is revised to 

reflect a new method, the five-year land supply should continue to be assessed 

using the current method. However, it is possible that a revised standard 

method (taking account of the consultation responses) could be in place by the 

 
2 As distinct from the standard method for calculating the housing requirement proposed 

in the White Paper. 
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time that the appeals are determined and it will then be necessary to assess 

the five-year land supply against the resultant figure.  

Housing Supply 

11.9 The Council's most recently published Five-Year Housing Land Supply Position 

Statement is dated June 2020, which asserts a deliverable supply of 2,177 

homes or a 4.03 year supply. 

11.10 The position of the appellant, however, is that the deliverable supply is 599 

homes or 1.11 years.  

11.11 Regardless of the housing land supply position, the parties have agreed in the 

Statement of Common Ground that the presumption in favour of sustainable 

development of paragraph 11d of the NPPF applies (provided the appropriate 

assessment is 'passed').  
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12.0 The Appellant's Case 

12.1 The matters in dispute relate to whether the appeal sites represent an 

appropriate location for residential development, and whether the proposals 

would adequately address their impact in respect of local landscape, 

agricultural land, the highways network and ecology.  

12.2 My evidence is structured as follows: 

• Issue 1 – The presumption in favour of sustainable development and how 

it should be applied in this case; 

• Issue 2 – The principle of development and the alleged conflict with the 

spatial strategy; 

• Issue 3 – The landscape character impact of the proposals and the alleged 

conflict with the Strategic Gap and local character; 

• Issue 4 - The loss of best and most versatile agricultural land (northern site 

only); 

• Issue 5 – The highways impact of the proposals and the alleged adverse 

impact on the local network; 

• Issue 6 – The ecological impact of the proposals and the alleged adverse 

impacts on the ecological value of the site in relation to chamomile (southern 

site only); 

• Issue 7 - The ecological impact of the proposals and the alleged adverse 

impacts on the SPAs;  

• Issue 8 – Planning Obligations; and 

• Issue 9 – The benefits of the proposals and the planning balance.  
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Issue 1: The Presumption in Favour of Sustainable 

Development and how it should be applied in this case 

12.3 The appeal proposals represent sustainable development.  

12.4 The appeal sites are sustainably and accessibly located close to various 

facilities and services via different modes of sustainable transport, as detailed 

in Section 5 above. Vehicular connectivity to the wider network is achieved via 

the upgrading of the junction of Newgate Lane and Newgate Lane East; this 

junction will not preclude further neighbouring development from accessing 

Newgate Lane East (e.g. HA2).  

12.5 The proposed developments will be governed by a Density Parameter Plan 

which establishes bands of residential densities of up to 32 dph, up to 36 dph 

and up to 40 dph across the site, which represents an efficient and sustainable 

use of land in an urban edge location. 

12.6 The developments will not have significant negative effects on the 

environment, with all matters related to pollution, hydrology and 

environmental amenity agreed, and ecological mitigation to be secured 

through legal agreement.  

12.7 The construction phase will adhere to best practices as outlined in a 

Construction Environmental Management Plan.  

12.8 The proposals also consider their response to climate change during the 

operational phase, with the electric vehicle charging points and low-water 

measures to be conditioned.   

12.9 The LPA cites conflict with policy CS15 in the preliminary paragraph of its 

reasons for refusal, which states: 

"The Borough Council will promote and secure sustainable development by 

directing development to locations with sustainable transport options, access 

to local services, where there is a minimum negative impact on the 

environment or opportunities for environmental enhancement. Development 

must not prejudice the development of a larger site." 
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12.10 For the reasons above, I maintain that the proposals are in fact in accordance 

with policy CS15 and meet the NPPF definition of sustainable development in 

delivering social, economic and environment benefits (see section 13). 

The Straight Balance and The Tilted Balance 

12.11 It is our case that the appeal proposals could be positively assessed against 

para. 11c of the NPPF (the straight balance) because they are compliant with 

policy DSP40 which is the operative policy for determining the acceptability of 

residential development in this case.  

12.12 However, as outlined above, para. 11d of the NPPF is clear that the 

presumption will apply under the 'tilted balance' where the policies which are 

more important for determining the application are out-of-date. The relevant 

policies are out-of-date in this case both because of the housing land 

supply/housing delivery test position and because the settlement boundaries 

on which they are predicated are based on an out-of-date housing needs 

assessment. 

12.13 Whilst the parties agree that the LPA cannot demonstrate a five-year housing 

land supply, the extent of that undersupply is at issue. The evidence of Mr Neil 

Tiley provides a robust assessment of the sites in the LPA's trajectory which 

informs the appellant's position that the supply is 1.11 years, compared with 

the latest position of the LPA which is 4.03 years.  

12.14 It is my view, that the shortfall identified by the appellant is very significant, 

and should be given substantial weight in the planning balance. Even if the 

Inspector was minded to concur with the LPA's housing land supply position, I 

would still attribute significant weight to the extent of the shortfall.  

12.15 The application of the presumption is not restricted by any of the policies listed 

in footnote 6 or paragraph 177 of the NPPF, because the appeal sites are not 

located within any of the designations listed, nor do they result in any 

significant effects on any habitat sites alone or in combination with any other 

plans or projects (see Issue 7 below). 
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12.16 Therefore, the titled balance applies, and permission should be granted, unless 

the adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh 

the benefits.  

12.17 Paragraph 177 confirms that the presumption in favour of sustainable 

development does not apply where:  

"the plan or project is likely to have a significant effect on a habitats site (either 

alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an appropriate 

assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the 

integrity of the habitats site." 

12.18 It should be stressed that the inclusion of this caveat in the agreed Statement 

of Common Ground does not imply that the proposals would fall foul of this 

requirement, rather that the LPA has simply not tested them against para.177, 

a responsibility which now falls to the Inspector. The parties are agreeing a 

range of measures to be secured through planning obligations, which provide 

appropriate and adequate mitigation against the proposals in respect of their 

impacts on the relevant habitats site, as agreed in the Statement of Common 

Ground (which would eradicate the relevant reasons for refusal). Therefore, 

whilst it is for the Inspector to undertake the appropriate assessment, the 

appellant has provided robust evidence (by Mr David West) to assist the 

Inspector which robustly concludes no adverse effects.  
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Issue 2 – The principle of development and the alleged 

conflict with the spatial strategy 

12.19 This issue deals with reasons for refusal a) and d). Reason a) states that 

development in this location would be contrary to adopted Local Plan policies 

which seek to prevent residential development in the countryside. Reason d) 

asserts that the sites are not sustainably located adjacent to, well related to or 

well-integrated with the existing urban settlement boundaries.  

12.20 The appeal sites are located in the open countryside outside of the defined 

built-up settlement boundaries which inform the spatial strategy for the supply 

of housing. The relevant policies for the supply of housing include CS6 'The 

Development Strategy', CS14 'Development on Land outside Settlements' and 

DSP6 'New Residential Developments outside of the Defined Urban 

Boundaries'.  

12.21 Taken together, these policies serve to direct development to the settlements 

and strategic allocation sites and perform a restrictive function by strictly 

controlling to development which would adversely affect the landscape 

character, appearance and function of the countryside. Acceptable forms of 

development within the countryside under this policy include those essential 

for agriculture, forestry, horticulture and infrastructure, with a preference for 

conversions (as opposed to new buildings). Whilst neither policy explicitly says 

so, I accept that the intention of providing a list of possible acceptable 

developments is to serve to exclude those which are unacceptable, such as 

major residential development, which is clearly on a more significant scale than 

the terms of the policies seek to permit.  

12.22 However, these policies are out-of-date, both because of the provisions of 

footnote 7 in the NPPF (and the Council's lack of five-year housing land supply) 

and because of the Hopkins Homes/Suffolk Coastal decision vis-à-vis out-of-

date settlement boundaries. Therefore, although the proposals are not in 

accordance with these policies, I find no conflict with the Development Plan as 

a whole since these policies are out-of-date.  
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12.23 Discussion of these policies becomes something of a moot point when we 

consider that where the Council does not have a five-year supply of land for 

housing3, policy DSP40 becomes the operative policy for the supply of housing 

in any event – a point which is agreed by the LPA in the Statement of Common 

Ground. This means that the restrictive controls of policy CS14 are relinquished 

and that instead the provisions of DSP40 only apply.  

12.24 The critical determinative factor in whether reason for refusal a) can therefore 

be supported is whether or not the appeal proposals are compliant with the 

provisions of DSP40. DSP40 allows development in the countryside provided it 

meets five key criteria. 

12.25 My assessment of the appeal proposals against the criteria of DSP40 is set out 

below. Reason for refusal d) is a direct citation of criterion ii. of DSP40, and is 

therefore also assessed here. The Statement of Common Ground confirm that 

both parties are satisfied that two of the five criteria (parts i and iv) are 

satisfied (although I present our evidence on all five).  

12.26 In each case where relevant, I have considered the development of the two 

appeal sites in the event that HA2 comes forward and in the event that HA2 

does not come forward, noting the weight to be given to the emerging Local 

Plan in accordance with the NPPF.  

i. The proposal is relative in scale to the demonstrated 5-year housing 

land supply shortfall 

12.27 The parties have agreed in the Statement of Common Ground that this criterion 

is satisfied.  

12.28 We have demonstrated that the housing land supply position is significantly 

less than 5 years. The identified supply of around 1.11 years represents a 

deficit of 2,098 homes. The proposals for up to 75 dwellings and up to 115 

dwellings respectively would assist in reducing the shortfall without over-

delivering against local needs. 

 
3 I would note that although the wording of the policy specifically references the housing land supply position 
against the Core Strategy OAN, the Development Sites and Policies plan was adopted prior to the adoption of 
the Standard Method, and I consider it to be wholly appropriate to infer that the up-to-date requirement must 
be used. 
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ii. The proposal is sustainably located adjacent to, and well related to, 

the existing urban settlement boundaries, and can be well integrated 

with the neighbouring settlement 

12.29 It is helpful to look at the components of this criterion in isolation.  

12.30 First, the sites represent a sustainable location. There is good access to local 

services (as described in Section 4 above and on the facilities plan within the 

Transport Statement) on foot or by bicycle, and good connectivity to 

employment opportunities and higher order facilities at Fareham and Gosport 

via public transport, as agreed in section 2 of the Transport SoCG.  

12.31 Although the Council suggests that access to Bridgemary is currently severed 

by Newgate Lane East, the proposed installation of a TOUCAN crossing, as 

secured by Unilateral Undertaking, would facilitate easy and safe access on 

foot. This would enable walking/cycling distances to various facilities as below:  

Facility/Amenity 

Walking 

Distance 

(km) 

Cycling 

Distance 

(km) 

Walking 

Time 

80m/min 

Cycling 

Time 320m 

/min 

Education 

Holbrook Primary School 1.4 1.4 18 4 

Peel Common Primary School  1.1 1.1 14 3 

Bridgemary Secondary School 1.6 1.6 20 5 

Woodcote Primary School 1.9 1.9 24 6 

Crofton Secondary School 1.8 1.8 23 6 

CEMAST 1.9 1.9 24 6 

Crofton Anne Dale Primary School 3.5 3.5 44 11 

Fareham College 3.9 4 49 13 

Onward Travel Connections 

Fareham Railway Station 4.0 4.0 50 13 

Newgate Lane East Bus Stop 0.7 0.7 9 2 

Health 

Bridgemary Medical Centre 1.8 1.8 23 6 

Stubbington Medical Practice 2.8 2.8 35 9 

Shopping  

Speedfields Retail Park (Asda/B&M) 1.4 1.6 18 4 
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Carisbrooke Road Local Centre 

(convenience store, chip shop, 

takeaway etc.) 

1.7 1.8 21 5 

Bridgemary Co-op Store 2.3 2.3 29 7 

Fareham Town Centre 4.2 4.2 53 13 

Leisure and Open Space 

Brookers Field Recreation Ground 0.7 0.7 9 2 

Carisbrooke Arms Public House 1.5 1.5 19 5 

Lee-on-the-Solent Golf Club 1.5 1.6 19 5 

Bridgemary Methodist Church 2.2 2.2 28 7 

Alver Valley Country Park 2.4 2.4 30 8 

Fareham Leisure Centre 4.4 4.6 55 14 

 

12.32 It is also important to stress that there is easy access by bus via Newgate Lane 

East trips to higher order services e.g. in Fareham town centre. These services 

are extremely convenient and represent very realistic opportunity for 

commuting, travel to school and so on, having regard to the day-to-day 

journeys of future residents.  

Bus Service and 

Departure 

Point 

Frequency of 

Service 

(weekday) 

Destination Peak AM Travel 

Time (and 

example service) 

21 from Newgate 

Lane East bus 

stop (corner of 

Woodcote Lane) 

Apx. hourly Stubbington 

Village 

7 mins (08:40 – 

08:47) 

Fareham Bus 

Station 

18 mins (09:12 – 

09:30) 

9/9A from 

Carisbrooke Road 

Shops, 

Bridgemary  

Apx. every 20 

mins 

Gosport Bus 

Station 

29 mins (07:40 - 

08:09) 

Fareham Bus 

Station 

11 mins (08:09 – 

08:20) 

Fareham Rail 

Station 

 8 mins (08:09 – 

08:17) 

Times taken from published First timetables, valid from 30/08/2020 to 24/10/2020 
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12.33 Further evidence of the sustainability of the location of the sites can be found 

within the proof of Mr Anthony Jones.  

12.34 Secondly, we turn to adjacency.  

12.35 This criterion is principally concerned with "existing urban settlement 

boundaries".  The appeal sites are located between the area known as Peel 

Common (which does not have a settlement boundary in planning policy) and 

the Gosport suburb of Bridgemary (which does), and for this reason I focus on 

adjacency with Bridgemary.  

12.36 The LPA's intention to allocate the HA2 site has been expressed through every 

stage of the preparation of the new Local Plan until the most recent publication 

of the Regulation 19 document in October 2020. The ability of the LPA to submit 

the plan to the Secretary of State for examination in its current form will 

depend on the content of any consultation responses and the implemention of 

the Government's new standard method on which the assumed housing 

requirement has been based. It is wholly possible, therefore, that the HA2 

allocation could be reintroduced. In the event that the proposed HA2 allocation 

comes forward, the boundary of Bridgemary will be extended into Fareham 

Borough, bringing the edge of Bridgemary physically contiguous to Newgate 

Lane East and the appeal sites.  

12.37 However, the proposals are not reliant on the HA2 allocation coming forward 

to meet this criterion. Even without HA2, they are close enough to the urban 

boundary of Bridgemary to the extent that, once occupied, they would have a 

clear visual and functional role as part of that settlement.  

12.38 The meaning of the word 'adjacent' has been considered in the Courts. With 

reference to Simmonds v SSE and Rochdale MDC [1981], Planning Inspector 

Anthony J Wharton stated in an appeal decision on the matter: 

"The word ‘adjacent’ is not defined in the Planning Act and the courts have held 

that legislators were not likely to have intended ‘a one size fits all approach’. 

The common dictionary definition of ‘adjacent’ is ‘lying near to’ or ‘contiguous’, 

although Case Law also clarifies that that ‘adjacency’ does not equate to 
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something being ‘contiguous’ or ‘abutting’. Thus, the position established by 

the courts is that the word ‘adjacent’ does not necessarily mean [that the fence 

has to be] abutting or touching." (Core Document CDJ.14; Mr Kevin Major-

Morell against the decision of Reigate and Banstead Borough Council)  

12.39 This appeal decision reinforces the notion that adjacency should have regard 

to the visual and functional connection between places or things, rather than 

simply the physical manifestation of said places or things. This connectivity 

between the appeal sites and the surrounding areas of Bridgemary and Peel 

Common is discussed in more detail in the evidence of Mr James Atkin. 

12.40 This principle has been accepted by Fareham Borough Council in previous 

decisions where development proposed in proximity to (but not physically next 

to) the settlement boundary has been assessed to meet criteria ii. 

12.41 For example, in the committee report for the proposed development adjacent 

to 125 Greenaway Lane, Warsash (July 2019), the officer states: 

"The urban settlement boundary is located within relatively close proximity to 

the north, east and south of the site. The site is near leisure and community 

facilities, schools and shops. Officers consider that the proposal can be well 

integrated into the neighbouring settlement including other nearby 

development proposals that have resolutions to grant outline planning 

permission. The proposal would therefore be in accordance with point ii of 

Policy DSP40." (paragraph 8.24) 

APPENDIX 4: 125 GREENAWAY LANE, WARSASH COMMITTEE REPORT 

12.42 Another committee report for a similarly located site at land adjacent to 79 

Greenway Lane (October 2018) makes a similar assessment: 
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"The second test of Policy DSP40 is that "The proposal is sustainably located 

adjacent to, and well related to, the existing urban settlement boundaries, and 

can be well integrated with the neighbouring settlement".  

The application site is in close proximity to the defined settlement boundary of 

Warsash and to leisure and community facilities, schools and shops.  

The illustrative masterplan demonstrates that the overall layout and form of 

the development could be designed to be sympathetic with existing properties 

and commercial premise which adjoin the site. Up to 30 houses are proposed 

which equates to a net density of 17.5 dwellings per hectare. The detailed 

reserved matters application would need to demonstrate and ensure that the 

scheme complies with the Fareham Borough Design Guidance Supplementary 

Planning Document (Excluding Welborne). This would ensure that the amenity 

of future occupiers and existing neighbouring property occupiers would be 

acceptable.  

Subject to the layout of the site and design form and how it might relate to the 

surrounding built form, officers consider that the development of up to 30 units 

could be accommodated on this site. It is therefore considered that the 

development would be sustainably located and can be well integrated with the 

neighbouring settlement in accordance with point ii) above."   

APPENDIX 5: 79 GREENAWAY LANE, WARSASH COMMITTEE REPORT 

12.43 Moreover, in the committee report for the proposed development at Land north 

of Funtley Road, officers recognise the sustainability credentials and setting of 

the proposals, not just its physical location: 

"In relation therefore to this second test of Policy DSP40, officers consider the 

package of measures proposed by the applicant to materially improve the 

sustainability of the location. Notwithstanding, and although the site lies 

immediately opposite a housing development of an urban nature, the site does 

not lie adjacent to the existing urban settlement boundary" (page 9). 
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APPENDIX 6: FUNTLEY COMMITTEE REPORT 

12.44 Finally, the proposals are well related to and well-integrated with the 

neighbouring settlement. As demonstrated within the Design and Access 

Statements, the density and scale of the proposed development as established 

on the parameter plans has been carefully considered to respect the local built 

form and to relate well to surrounding dwellings, albeit the detailed layout and 

appearance will form reserved matters. In particular, the Illustrative Layout 

has carefully sought to ensure that higher density development of a more 

urban character faces HA2/Bridgemary, whilst lower density, looser, more 

rural-style development and open space addresses Peel Common.  

12.45 This relationship with HA2 is accepted in the Council's committee report at 

para. 8.51 where it states: 

"The noise attenuation barriers associated with the construction of the 

Newgate Lane East relief road would prevent any actual physical coalescence, 

however the sense of separation would be lost as the housing on either side 

of the road would be perceived as part of a continuous settlement in views 

from the road and in particular by pedestrians and cyclists using the east-

west access route along Woodcote/Brookers Lane.  

 

12.46 Although, as set out above, the Council and the appellant are at odds about 

the sufficiency of the proposed pedestrian connectivity from the appeal sites 

to the new and existing communities in Bridgemary and/or HA2 – including 

access to schools, shops and other community facilities within those areas – I 

maintain that the relationship and integration would be successfully achieved.  

12.47 Although the preceding discussion on criterion ii is focused on Bridgemary (Peel 

Common is not directly affected by this criterion since it does not have a 

settlement boundary in planning policy), it is worth making a comment about 

the relationship between the appeal sites and Peel Common. 
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12.48 Whilst the LPA refers to Peel Common as a settlement, it should be stressed 

that it is not a village defined within a settlement boundary, but rather a linear 

group of dwellings which have been developed off Newgate Lane over a period 

of time. It contains no services or facilities with the exception of the Evangelical 

church, and no discernible 'centre'.  

12.49 The proposed developments will deliver a significant area of public open space 

fronting Newgate Lane, including a children's play area, which will present a 

significant social and environmental benefit to the community, and ensure that 

the visual amenity of existing dwellings is well protected. The delivery of this 

new focal point for the Peel Common area will help the new development 

integrate with the existing community.  

iii. The proposal is sensitively designed to reflect the character of the 

neighbouring settlement and to minimize any adverse impact on the 

Countryside and, if relevant, the Strategic Gaps 

12.50 The proposal is cognisant of its urban edge location, having regard to the 

character of the neighboring countryside/strategic gap and the adjacent 

settlement of Bridgemary (this being the 'neighbouring settlement' in 

question).  

12.51 The planning application documents explain how these considerations were 

robustly addressed in the development of the design. The Landscape and Visual 

Impact Assessments explains how the form, scale and design of the Illustrative 

Masterplans have evolved in response to a contextual analysis of the 

surrounding area. The Design and Access Statements describe the 

development of the Character Areas Parameter Plan in response to the principle 

character and features of each edge of the development site. They also 

describe and illustrate the architectural design cues which will be used to 

inform the reserved matters design.   

12.52 The wording of the criterion is clear that development within such locations is 

not required to result in no adverse impacts, but that proposals must be 

sensitively designed to minimize any adverse effects which is a lower test. 

Regardless, in his evidence, Mr James Atkin undertakes an assessment of 

landscape harm and concludes that the appeal proposals result in no harm to 
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the integrity of the Strategic Gap and that they do not represent a major 

incursion into the countryside. Overall, Mr Atkin accepts that an inevitable 

impact on the landscape will generated due to the loss of agricultural land to 

built development, but that given the (medium) magnitude of impact within 

the study area and its (low to medium) sensitivity, this would represent only a 

minor to moderate adverse effect (see paragraph 4.48 of Mr Atkin's proof). 

12.53 Further discussion is provided under Issue 3 and in the evidence of Mr James 

Atkin.  

iv. It can be demonstrated that the proposal is deliverable in the short 

term 

12.54 The appellants are committed to early delivery of the proposals. Bargate 

Homes, the appellant for the southern site is a major housebuilder with a track 

record of delivery of high-quality housing within the authority. Fareham Land 

LP is an established land promoter who is well placed to enable onward sale 

and housing delivery. 

12.55 During the determination period, the appellants submitted indicative delivery 

programmes for both sites (combined) to the LPA. Due to the passage of time, 

this is now updated as follows, as agreed in the supporting letter.  

Programme Timeframe/Numbers 

Grant of Outline Planning Permission  February 2021 

Submission of Reserved Matters August 2021 

Approval of Reserved Matters January 2022 

Discharge of Conditions April 2022 

Commencement on site May 2022 

Housing Completions 

1st Unit 

 

January 2023 
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50th Unit 

100th Unit 

190th Unit 

January 2024 

January 2025 

January 2026 

 

APPENDIX 7: SUPPORTING LETTER FROM APPELLANTS RE. DELIVERY RATES 

v. The proposal would not have any unacceptable environmental, 

amenity or traffic implications 

12.56 The planning applications were accompanied by numerous technical reports 

which were issued for consultation. A position of 'no objection' has been 

reached by all of the following subject to conditions/planning obligations: 

• Environment Agency (flood risk); 

• Lead Local Flood Authority; 

• Tree Officer; 

• Natural England (ecology); 

• Hampshire County Council Ecologist (subject to agreement of chamomile 

management plan and S.106 to secure use of contributions to Brent Geese 

and Wader mitigation); 

• Environmental Health Officer (odour, noise and contamination); 

• County Archaeologist (archaeology and built heritage); 

• Historic England; 

• Enabling Officer; and  

• Hampshire County Council Minerals and Waste team. 
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12.57 I also highlight that no reason for refusal was made in respect of DSP2 

‘Environmental Impact’ which states that development proposals should 

not, individually or cumulatively, have a significant adverse impact on 

neighbouring development or the wider environment in terms of noise, air or 

other pollutants.  

12.58 Further consideration of 'amenity' issues such as overlooking, access to 

outdoor space and sunlight/daylight will be assessed at the reserved matters 

stage.  

12.59 Whilst the traffic implications arising from the proposals remain at issue, my 

evidence at Issue 4, below, together with the evidence of Mr. Anthony Jones, 

argues that there are no unacceptable impacts arising.  

12.60 Therefore, I find no conflict with policy DSP40 which is the primary 

consideration in establishing the spatial strategy and principle of development, 

and therefore also no conflict with the Development Plan as a whole.  
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Issue 3 – The landscape character impact of the proposals 

and the alleged conflict with the Strategic Gap and the 

character of Peel Common and surrounding Countryside 

12.61 The relevant Development Plan policies pertinent to reasons for refusal b) and 

c) are: 

• Policy CS14 'Development on land outside settlements'; and 

• Policy CS22 'Development in Strategic Gaps'; and  

• Policy DSP40 ‘Housing Allocations’. 

 

12.62 Policy CS14 ‘Development on land outside settlements’ states that  

"Built development on land outside the defined settlements will be strictly 

controlled to protect the countryside and coastline from development which 

would adversely affect its landscape character, appearance and function. 

Acceptable forms of development will include that essential for agriculture, 

forestry, horticulture and required infrastructure. The conversion of existing 

buildings will be favoured. Replacement buildings must reduce the impact of 

development and be grouped with other existing buildings, where possible. In 

coastal locations, development should not have an adverse impact on the 

special character of the coast when viewed from the land or water." 

12.63 Policy CS22 ‘Development in Strategic Gaps’ provides that land within 

Strategic Gaps will be treated as countryside, and proposals will not be 

permitted either individually or cumulatively where they significantly affect the 

integrity of the gap. Strategic Gaps have been identified between 

Fareham/Stubbington and Western Wards/Whiteley (the Meon gap); and 

Stubbington/Lee on Solent and Fareham/Gosport. 

12.64 DSP40 ‘Housing Allocations’ establishes that where it can be demonstrated 

that the Council does not have a five-year supply of land for housing, additional 

housing sites outside the urban area boundary may be permitted where they 

meet the specified criteria. 
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12.65 Policy CS14 is clear that development in the countryside must be strictly 

controlled in order to ensure that there are no adverse impacts to its landscape 

character, appearance and function. This is consistent with the approach taken 

in the NPPF. Para. 127 states that planning decisions should ensure 

developments are sympathetic to local character including landscape 

character. Para. 170 states that planning decisions should contribute to and 

enhance the natural and local environment by "recognising the intrinsic 

character and beauty of the countryside" (inter alia). 

12.66 However, policy CS14 does not have the effect of imposing a blanket ban on 

major residential development within the countryside when read as part of the 

Development Plan as a whole; as set out above, where the Council cannot 

demonstrate a five-year housing land supply, the provisions of DSP40 become 

the primary criteria (including landscape impact criteria) against which such 

development must be assessed.  

12.67 The applications were both supported by a Landscape and Visual Impact 

Assessment which provided an assessment of the landscape character of the 

setting, with reference to the LPA's own landscape character studies. These 

conclude that the proposals will result in a limited impact at a highly localized 

level.  

12.68 This limited impact must be considered in the context of the value of the 

landscape character of the sites. The appeal sites are not a ‘valued landscape’ 

for the purposes of Paragraph 170 of the NPPF, nor are they subject to any 

national or local landscape designations – both points which are agreed in the 

Statement of Common Ground. The site is not unique or remarkable for any 

landscape purposes.  

12.69 During the negotiations with the LPA thorough the determination period, the 

LPA has homed in specifically on the alleged impacts in relation to the character 

of Peel Common as part of the Countryside. It appears to derive its assessment 

of the character and Peel Common from its alleged isolation, arguing that 

adjacent development would threaten this by the loss of countryside and 

creation of a physical link to Bridgemary (depending on HA2).  
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12.70 In the officer reports, it claims: 

"The separate identity of Peel Common (which has been strengthened by the 

closure of the southern end of Newgate Lane) would effectively be lost as it 

becomes linked to the expansion of Bridgemary across the gap." (para. 8.51)  

12.71 I consider that within such comments, the significance of the landscape 

character and function of Peel Common has been overstated by the LPA; a 

matter which is succinctly addressed in the Strategic LVIA (March 2020) 

submitted with the planning applications: 

"Peel Common sits close to the edge of Fareham, connected to the 

wider settlement edge context by the route of Newgate Lane East 

and emerging proposals for urban extensions in the remaining 

pocket of landscape. The current context of Peel Common is 

relatively indistinct, formed by some wayside and ribbon 

development along Newgate Lane (potentially dating to ca. early 

1900s), but with no overriding or consistent architectural qualities. 

More notable scale land uses at Peel Common include the solar 

installation, extensive sports fields to the north and, the sewage 

treatment works which is strongly enclosed and defined by the 

mature tree belt that’s surrounds it." (Paragraph 3.20) 

 

12.72 Peel Common does not read visually as a distinct, isolated settlement, but 

rather ribbon development which is seen in the context of other built form 

including Newgate Lane, Newgate Lane East, Peel Common Sewage Works and 

Bridgemary peripheries, where such features limit the value of the immediately 

surrounding 'countryside' landscape (between Peel Common and Bridgemary).  

12.73 I therefore conclude that the proposals would not offend the principles of CS14, 

when read in conjunction with DSP40 and the NPPF, and robustly assessed.  

12.74 Turning to policy CS22, the pertinent ‘test’ set out in policy CS22 is that 

proposals will not be permitted either individually or cumulatively where they 

“significantly affect the integrity of the gap”. It is therefore not the extent or 

location of encroachment into the gap which is to be considered alone but the 

impact on its integrity. In other words, CS22 does not impose a blanket ban 
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on development in the strategic gaps, but guards against significant adverse 

effects on its functionality and value.  

12.75 Policy CS22 must also be read alongside DSP40 in the absence of a five-year 

housing land supply. The Strategic Gap test within policy DSP40 (criterion iii) 

is not that there should be no adverse affects on the gap, but that proposals 

"minimise any adverse impact" through sensitive design; this is a lower test 

which should also consider the design of the schemes as set out on the 

parameter plans. 

12.76 Notwithstanding, in assessing whether or not the proposals significantly affect 

the gap’s integrity, it is necessary to define the role and purpose of the gap in 

question, known as the Fareham/Gosport to Stubbington/Lee on Solent Gap 

(or simply the Fareham – Stubbington Gap). Having regard to the review 

criteria contained within the policies CS22, the supporting policy text and p.13 

of the DSP, I consider the key functions to be as follows: 

• Prevention of (physical) coalescence between Fareham/Gosport and 

Stubbington/Lee on the Solent; 

• Retention of visual ‘sense’ of separation between Fareham/Gosport and 

Stubbington/Lee on the Solent; 

• Retention of the character and identity of the adjacent settlements; and  

• Protection of value of green infrastructure. 

12.77 Fundamentally, since the appeal sites are located on or close to (depending on 

whether the proposed HA2 allocation comes forward) the eastern edge of the 

Strategic Gap (Fareham/Gosport side), their development would still allow a 

significant physical and visual separation between Fareham/Gosport and 

Stubbington to be maintained.  

12.78 With reference back to the Context Plan at Appendix 1, which I have marked 

up with arrows below, it can be seen that the effective extension of Gosport as 

a result of the proposed development would still leave a wider west-east gap 

between Stubbington and Gosport (blue arrow) than exists between the 

various settlements across other parts of the Strategic Gap such as between 
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north Stubbington and SW Fareham (purple arrow). Also, it should be noted 

that there is less intervisibility between the site and Stubbington due to 

intervening vegetation and the sewage treatment works compared to the gap 

at the purple arrow.   

 

12.79 Turning to the other functions identified, as explained above, the proposals 

would be well related to the Bridgemary/Peel Common area and include a 

significant belt of open space to the western edge which introduce green 

infrastructure and a landscape buffer on the more sensitive gap-fronting 

boundary.  

12.80 For these reasons, I find no conflict with policy CS22. 

12.81 The earlier iterations of the emerging Local Plan are resoundingly clear that 

development can be accommodated within the Strategic Gap, since the draft 

HA2 allocation and the draft SGA both establish that development in the gap 

is not prohibitive per se. This point is also supported for the support shown to 
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the Hallam Land and Persimmon planning applications referred to in section 7 

above in terms of the principle of developing within the Gap.  

12.82 However, as I have argued in representations made to the draft Local Plan 

Supplement (Core Document CDF.5), the evidence base which accompanied 

the emerging plan lacks robustness and has been applied without justification. 

12.83 The supporting evidence is unclear how the LPA selected the sites put forward 

for allocation/designation and rejected others given the purpose of the gap. 

For example, the decision to develop the SGA in the western part of the gap 

seems to ignore the landscape value assessment contained on p.21 the 

supporting Interim Sustainability Report (Core Document CDG.9), which 

states: 

"The [proposed SGA] area is almost completely within LCA 7: Fareham - 

Stubbington Gap. For all but the south eastern corner of the area the landscape 

type is open coastal plain and development potential here is moderate given 

the open, expansive landscape. The introduction of the Stubbington Bypass 

will impact the rural character of the area introducing activity and noise into 

the agricultural landscape. Development here is predicted to result in adverse 

effects to landscape character. Around the sewage works and solar farm in the 

south-east corner, the landscape is considered to be of lower value on account 

of the utilities which have completely altered the character of the immediate 

area, although they are relatively well-screened by wooded bunds and 

planting."   

12.84 The development of the SGA would also see the total coalescence of Fareham 

and Stubbington.  

12.85 As such, the decision to consider HA2 and the SGA is material to the appeals 

because it highlights the LPA's inconsistent approach to plan making and 

decision taking with regard to its assessment of the landscape impact of 

development.  

12.86 By contrast, as part of the application documentation, the appellant undertook 

its own appraisal of the Strategic Gap (report entitled Strategic Landscape and 

Visual Appraisal, March 2020). The conclusions of this report actually point to 

the area of the gap containing our sites to be the least sensitive part of the 
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gap. This is in part due to the influence of the "peri-urban" (to use Mr Atkin's 

language) influences identified at paragraph 12.68 above and discussed in 

further detail in Mr Atkin's evidence.  

12.87 To support the current Regulation 19 draft Local Plan (which now sees HA2 and 

the Strategic Growth Area removed for consideration), the LPA has 

commissioned Hampshire County Council to undertake a further study entitled 

'Technical Review of Areas of Special Landscape Quality and Strategic Gaps'. 

In considering the use of minimum separation distances as a tool for 

considering development within the gap, it describes Peel Common as 

presenting a 'false' settlement edge to Stubbington. The appellant does not 

consider Peel Common to be part of the settlement of Stubbington, and indeed 

sees it as connected with Bridgemary, with the important part of the gap to be 

preserved lying west of it.   

12.88 Notwithstanding my conclusion that I find no conflict with CS22, I assert that 

the weight to be given to CS22 is greatly reduced due to the application of the 

presumption in favour of sustainable development and the substantial weight 

to be afforded to the housing land supply shortfall.  

12.89 Paragraph 11 of the NPPF confirms that the ‘presumption’ applies where “the 

policies which are most important for determining the application are out-of-

date” [Pegasus emphasis]. 

12.90 This is a departure from the 2012 NPPF, which applied the presumption only in 

respect of “policies for the supply of housing” (Paragraph 49)4. 

12.91 Policy CS22 is an important policy for the determination of this application 

because it restricts residential development by effectively treating the land in 

question as countryside for the purposes of preventing coalescence. As such, 

it is out-of-date for the purposes of paragraph 11. 

  

 
4 In the judgement of the Supreme Court in May 2017 (ref: [2017] UKSC 37 - Suffolk Coastal District Council v Hopkins 

Homes Ltd and Richborough Estates Partnership LLP and another v Cheshire East Borough), the Supreme Court ruled 
that a ‘narrow’ definition of this term was confirmed, whereby its meaning was understood to apply only to policies for 
housing supply rather than those affecting it. 
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12.92 It should also be noted that paras. 171 and 172 of the NPPF are clear that 

plans should distinguish between the hierarchy of international, national and 

locally designated sites, with "great weight" given to conserving and enhancing 

landscape and scenic beauty in National Parks, the Broads and AONBs which 

have the highest status of protection in relation to these issues. The Strategic 

Gap does not have this status.  

12.93 A more detailed review of the landscape matters pertinent to the appeals is 

found in the evidence of Mr James Atkin.  

12.94 As a separate point of clarification, I note that the LPA cites conflict policy CS17 

'High Quality Design' in the preliminary paragraph of its reasons for refusal. 

Whilst CS17 does refer to scale, which is established through the parameter 

plans for these appeals, in my view is it erroneous of the LPA to assert conflict 

with a design policy for an outline planning application where no clear indication 

of appearance or architectural character has been confirmed. I am of the 

opinion that the LPA has conflated its resistance to the principle of development 

and/or the general visual impact of that development with a resistance to its 

design (which has yet to be determined). I would therefore respectfully suggest 

to the Inspector that this policy is not of relevance to the determination of the 

application.  
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Issue 4 – Loss of Best and Most Versatile Agricultural Land  

12.95 The Planning Statements submitted with the applications included the following 

map extracted from MagicMap which shows the sites as being a mix of grade 

3a (best and most versatile agricultural land) and 3b (not best and most 

versatile agricultural land). The extract below shows the grade 3a land in dark 

green and the 3b land in light green. 

 

 

 

12.96 Reason for refusal e) relates to the northern site only as it is shown to contain 

a much higher proportion of grade 3a land, whereas the southern site is 

predominantly shown to be grade 3b.  

12.97 Given that during the determination period, the LPA did not once flag the loss 

of grade 3a land as a concern, the applicant did not commission further work. 
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12.98 However, in light of the reason for refusal, Reading Agricultural has been 

commissioned to undertake a review of the ALC. Whilst it finds the assignment 

of grade 3a and 3b classifications to be broadly accurate5, it concludes that the  

loss of this land is not inconsistent with policy CS16 when considered in the 

context of Fareham.  

APPENDIX 8: AGRICULTURAL LAND REPORT 

12.99 Since it is identified that most agricultural land in the borough is of BMV quality, 

it would not be possible to facilitate significant development without utilising 

grade 1,2 or 3a land. Indeed, this was recognised by the Inspector in the 

Portchester appeal (as appended to the Agricultural Land Report) who allowed 

development across 5.5ha of grade 1 land and the remainder on grade 2 land. 

In this case, the Inspector noted that the Framework does not place a bar on 

the development of BMV agricultural land but that, where development would 

involve the use of BMV land, the economic and other benefits of that land 

should be taken into account. A similar approach was also taken by the 

Borough Council and the Local Plan Inspector in allocating land north of 

Fareham (Welborne Land) for a new community of up to 6000 homes, 

associated infrastructure and facilities. That site is provisionally mapped as 

Grade 2, with the detailed ALC survey showing that the development would 

involve the loss of approximately 211ha of Subgrade 3a land. By contrast, the 

development at Newgate Lane (North) would involve the loss of 2.1ha of 

Subgrade 3a land. 

12.100 This demonstrates that Policy CS16 cannot be, and has not been applied, in a 

literal, straightforward manner, when the loss of 1ha of BMV land is acceptable 

but the loss of 2ha is not; and the loss of a hundred times that amount is found 

to be compliant with a policy that prevents the loss of any BMV land. Instead, 

it is a factor to be weighed into the overall planning balance. 

  

 
5 MagicMap uses data from the Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food (MAFF) to compose its 

Agricultural Land Classification (ALC) layer, and should be used as a tool only until further assessed 

by professionals.  
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12.101 In this case, the weight to be given to the loss of BMV land is very limited, 

particularly because the grade 3a land only marginally meets the technical 

criteria for this classification and is split across two fields such that its ability 

to be managed as a single coherent unit is diminished.   
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Issue 5 – The highways impact of the proposals and the 

alleged adverse impact on the local network 

12.102 This issue deals with the following reasons for refusal:  

f) Insufficient information has been submitted to adequately assess the 

highways impacts arising from the proposed development [reason e for 

southern site]; 

g) The proposed access is inadequate to accommodate the development safely 

[reason f for southern site]; 

h) The proposed development would have an unacceptable impact on the 

junction of old Newgate Lane / Newgate Lane East resulting in a severe 

impact on the road safety and operation of the local transport network 

[reason g for southern site]);  

i) The proposed development provides insufficient support for sustainable 

transport options [reason h for southern site]; 

 

12.103 Extensive negotiations have taken place between the appellant and Hampshire 

County Council (HCC) Highways during the course of the applications and 

appeals, which mean that three of the four reasons for refusal cannot be 

substantiated. 

12.104 It will be agreed in the Statement of Common Ground that:  

• subject to finalisation of a legal agreement, the proposals will provide the 

necessary measures to support sustainable travel opportunities;  

• subject to technical approval of detailed design, the proposed access 

arrangements for the two sites are acceptable; and  

• sufficient information to adequately assess the highways impacts arising 

from the proposed development has now been provided. 

 

12.105 Further details on these points of agreement is also provided in a stand-alone 

Highways Statement of Common Ground between the appellant and HCC.  
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12.106 The principle issue remaining in dispute therefore is whether or not the 

proposed off-site junction upgrade works at Newgate Lane/Newgate Lane East 

are acceptable. The sole option now proposed is the implementation of a 

signalised junction (traffic lights). This measure will facilitate safer 

access/egress from Newgate Lane East to Newgate Lane in order to 

accommodate the increased number of traffic movements associated with the 

development. It should be noted that the highways impact on other local 

junctions which have been modelled is accepted by HCC.  

12.107 The relevant development plan policy for assessing new development 

proposals in terms of highways impacts is policy CS5. Part 3 of CS5 states: 

"The Council will permit development which:  

• contributes towards and/or provides necessary and appropriate 

transport infrastructure including reduce and manage measures** and 

traffic management measures in a timely way;  

• does not adversely affect the safety and operation of the strategic and 

local road network, public transport operations or pedestrian and cycle 

routes;  

• is designed and implemented to prioritise and encourage safe and 

reliable journey's by walking, cycling and public transport."   

12.108 The relevant section of the NPPF is paragraph 109 of the NPPF which 

establishes that: 

"Development should only be prevented or refused on highways grounds if 

there would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual 

cumulative impacts on the road network would be severe." [Pegasus emphasis] 

12.109 The LPA alleges that the proposed Newgate Lane/Newgate Lane East junction 

upgrade would result in this severe impact on highway safety. The appellant 

disagrees. Our rationale for supporting the signalised junction option is 

presented in detail in the evidence of Mr Anthony Jones and Ms Martha Hoskins, 

but is summarised below: 

• Road Safety Audits have been carried out and do not highlight any 
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safety issues;  

• Modelling has been undertaken and does not highlight any unacceptable 

delays, waiting times or unsafe queuing patterns; 

• Visibility is not compromised; and 

• There is nothing inherently dangerous or unsatisfactory about an 

indicative arrow right turn stage across two lanes of traffic.  

12.110 It is agreed in the Statement of Common Ground that the proposal is not in 

conflict with policy DSP4 'Prejudice to Adjacent Land', which is important in 

respect of the potential future development of other sites from Newgate Lane 

East. 

12.111 HCC Highways and a number of third-party objectors maintain that the relief 

road was designed to relieve existing traffic congestion in the area but was 

never intended to accommodate further development. Whether or not this is 

the case, the modelling work provided by the appellant has robustly 

demonstrated that the local highways network can safely absorb the additional 

traffic movements associated with the proposed development. The Newgate 

Lane/Newgate Lane East junction improvements proposed by these appeals 

would not inhibit the ability for further improvements (e.g. a roundabout) 

and/or separate access points coming forward to enable HA2. 

12.112 I would suggest that whilst the relief road may or may not have been intended 

to cater for new dwellings, it is the fact that it has the capability to do so which 

should be the determinative factor. There is no planning policy which prevents 

development coming forward alongside or accessing Newgate Lane East. In 

circumstances where new housing is so desperately needed, it would be 

spurious to suggest that the 'newness' of a road makes it sacrosanct from 

future change or development.  
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Issue 6 – The ecological impact of the proposals and the 

alleged adverse impacts on the ecological value of the site  

12.113 This deals with reason for refusal i) (southern site only) which states that the 

proposal provides insufficient information to protect and enhance the 

biodiversity interests of the site which includes a substantial population of 

Chamomile.  

12.114 It is important to point out there are no other ecological concerns relating to 

on-site ecology raised. The applications were supported by an Ecological 

Appraisal, figure 14 of which is the Biodiversity Mitigation Plan which shows 

the creation of dark corridors, retention/enhancement of GI corridors and 

location of reptile fencing. Other measures based upon the recommendations 

of the Ecological Appraisal are to be secured through an Ecological Mitigation 

Plan, which the parties have agreed in the Statement of Common Ground to 

condition. The applications were also supported by TVERC Biodiversity 

Calculators, which demonstrate that despite the loss of cultivated and semi-

improved grassland, the introduction of gardens and management of species-

rich habitats such as marshy grassland and hedgerows would result in a net 

biodiversity gain. 

12.115 Nonetheless, the LPA alleges that the failure to provide an ecological 

management regime for the chamomile at the outline stage would result in 

harmful impacts. 

12.116 During the determination period, the LPA was made aware of the possibility of 

chamomile on the sites. Ethos Ecology undertook surveys in autumn 2019 

which established the presence of chamomile and other plant species which 

would meet the criteria of a lowland meadow (BAP priority habitat). A full NVC 

survey was not completed due to the existing use for horse grazing presenting 

a limitation to this. For the avoidance of doubt, the identification of a BAP 

priority habitat is not a statutory or non-statutory ecological designation.  

12.117 The results of the surveys were submitted to the LPA, which showed the species 

in question present on the western part of the sites only, which is set out on 

the Open Space Parameter Plan as public open space (i.e. not to be developed 

for housing). On this basis, and due to restrictions around surveying, the 
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appellant requested that any further surveys and the detailed management of 

the relevant area be appropriately conditioned (in the knowledge that clearly 

it will be retained and managed as open space in order comply with the plans 

if approved).  

12.118 As set out in the correspondence at Appendix 9, there is neither any policy or 

legislative basis for insisting that that detailed survey work or a management 

regime be submitted upfront, nor in my experience is it common practice.  

APPENDIX 9: CORRESPONDENCE WITH THE LPA ON CHAMOMILE AND 

BAP PRIORITY HABITAT 

12.119 Policy DSP13 establishes four criteria which all new development must meet: 

"i. designated sites and sites of nature conservation value are protected and 

where appropriate enhanced;  

ii. protected and priority species populations and their associated habitats, 

breeding areas, foraging areas are protected and, where appropriate, 

enhanced;  

iii. where appropriate, opportunities to provide a net gain in biodiversity have 

been explored and biodiversity enhancements incorporated; and  

iv. The proposal would not prejudice or result in the fragmentation of the 

biodiversity network." 

12.120 As stated above, the applications were supported by a suite of ecological 

information including recommendations for mitigation and enhancement which 

have been accepted by the LPA, and a biodiversity net gain calculator. The LPA 

also accepts a suggested condition which requires the submission, approval 

and implementation of ecological mitigation and management measures in 

accordance with the principles established in the submitted Ecological 

Assessment. It is unclear why a further condition could not be similarly 

imposed to secure the further survey work and management regime required 

specifically in relation to the chamomile.  
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12.121 Notwithstanding the above comments, since the submission of the appeals, a 

further chamomile survey was undertaken on 5th August 2020. The results of 

the survey, along with detailed recommendations for its management, are 

produced in the Chamomile Management Plan, produced by Mr David West and 

appended to his proof.  

12.122 The parties have agreed that the reason for refusal falls away once the 

Chamomile Management Plan is secured by virtue of a condition requiring 

compliance with its provisions, as suggested in the Statement of Common 

Ground.  

12.123 Accordingly, I do not find any harms in relation to policy DSP13. 

12.124 During the application period, the applicant was advised by Hampshire 

Biodiversity Information Centre of the intention of the Hampshire SINC 

Advisory Panel to pursue the designation of the area of chamomile in question 

for non-statutory designation as a Site of Importance for Nature Conservation 

(subject to the necessary consultation processes). 

APPENDIX 10: LETTER AND PLAN FROM HBIC 

12.125 Comments on the proposed SINC are invited until 31st October 2020, with the 

Advisory Panel sitting to determine the designation thereafter. At the time of 

writing the area is therefore listed as a 'Candidate SINC'. Policy CS4 affords 

protection to important habitats in accordance with a hierarchy of designations, 

where local sites including SINCs fall within the third tier (after sites of 

international and national importance). However, a Candidate SINC does not 

fall within this definition. 

12.126 More detailed evidence in relation to this chamomile issue is presented in the 

evidence of Mr David West. 

  

Page 958



Fareham Land LP and Bargate Homes Limited 

Land at Newgate Lane North and Land at Newgate Lane South, Fareham 

 
 
 

 

 

NOVEMBER 2020 | DW | BRS.4989  Page | 73 

 

Issue 7 – The ecological impact of the proposals and the 

alleged adverse impacts on SPAs 

12.127 Policy CS4 and policy DSP15 seek to ensure that sites designated for their 

nature conservation importance (including ecologically sensitive European sites 

which have the highest level of protection in the hierarchy) are protected from 

the adverse effects of development. The appeal sites are not within any 

designated sites, but are located in proximity to a number of designated sites. 

12.128 These include the Solent and Southampton Water SPA and Ramsar 

(approximately 2.3kms south-west) and Portsmouth Harbour SPA and Ramsar 

(approximately 1.3kms north-east), which also subject the proposals to the 

HRA process under the Habitats Directive.   

12.129 The LPA has not formally undertaken an Appropriate Assessment in respect of 

the proposals. 

12.130 However, in the first consultation response of the Ecology Officer in relation to 

the southern application, it identified some Likely Significant Effects (LSEs), 

noting that it was necessary to proceed to the Appropriate Assessment stage. 

12.131 The table below summarises the assessment provided by the ecology officer of 

the identified LSEs, and the subsequent commitment to mitigation measures 

made by the appellant. 

Likely Significant Effect Mitigation Identified  

Loss of SPA supportive habitat 

 

 

 

Increased recreational 

disturbance 

A contribution towards the Solent Waders 

and Brent Geese Strategy will be secured 

through a S.106 agreement in accordance 

with policy DSP14 

 

A contribution towards Solent Recreation 

Mitigation Strategy will be secured through 

a S.106 agreement in accordance with policy 
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DSP15 

 

Hydrological changes from 

surface water 

 

The implementation of a SuDS scheme and 

a Construction Environmental Management 

Plan, as secured by condition 

 

Hydrological changes from 

foul water 

No mitigation required provided calculations 

show nitrate neutrality 

 

12.132 The ecology officer therefore reaches a conclusion of "no adverse effect on the 

integrity [of the SPAs]" subject to the appropriate conditions/contributions and 

outcome of the nitrate calculations.  

APPENDIX 11: ECOLOGY OFFICER RESPONSE 

12.133 The nitrate calculations provided by the appellants were updated in April 2020 

in response to the updated Natural England guidance (March 2020) and re-

confirm that the proposals would be nitrate neutral and therefore no mitigation 

is required. The committee reports for both sites reflect the LPA's acceptance 

of these calculations: 

"8.24 The applicant submitted a nitrate budget calculation based on Natural 

England’s methodology dated March 2020. It is noted that this guidance was 

updated in June 2020, however the changes will not materially affect the 

previous calculation. It will be for the Planning Inspector to undertake the 

Appropriate Assessment.  

 
8.25 Officers have considered the current situation in order to be in a position 

to advise Members on the case that the Council should present to the Planning 

Inspector.  
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8.26 The calculation that the appellant has undertaken is based on an average 

household size of 2.4 persons in line with the Natural England guidance (March 

2020). The appellant’s calculation goes on to measure the total nitrogen load 

from the current land use and then calculates the nitrogen load from future 

land uses (the proposed development). The appellant’s calculation 

demonstrates that there will be a net decrease in Total Nitrogen output from 

the site when it is fully occupied and therefore no mitigation is required.  

8.27 A series of aerial photographs have been submitted to demonstrate that 

the site has been cultivated for a number of years together with a letter from 

the farmer confirming that the site has been in crop production since at least 

2009. A tenancy agreement has also been submitted, however as the 

accompanying plan cannot be located, no weight can be attached to this. 

Officers are satisfied however that sufficient evidence exists to substantiate 

the inputs used to calculate the existing nitrogen load. As the application is in 

outline with layout reserved for future determination, any reliance on the 

illustrative masterplan to identify the amount of open space / SANG, and 

therefore calculate the nitrogen budget for future uses, must be treated with 

caution. It would be necessary to ensure that a minimum of 0.58ha of open 

space / SANG could be secured as part of any reserved matters application in 

order to conclude that the development would not have a significant adverse 

effect on the EPS." 

12.134 Mr David West of WYG has now produced a "shadow HRA" for each site on 

behalf of the appellants to support the appeals to assist the Inspector in her/his 

appropriate assessment, which is appended to his evidence. In addition to the 

4 no. LSEs identified above, Mr West's shadow HRA also considers the impact 

of the proposals on the air quality of the SPAs with reference to two reports, 

one produced by REC which was commissioned by the appellants, and another 

produced by Ricardo on behalf of the LPA.  

12.135 The Shadow HRAs reach a conclusion of no adverse effects on the integrity of 

the SPAs, therefore meeting the provisions of policies CS4 and DSP15 in this 

regard.  
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12.136 It should be bourne in mind that the presumption still applies where 

Appropriate Assessment is carried out unless the integrity of the habitats 

site(s) is found to be adversely affected (Paragraph 177 of the NPPF). 

12.137 Since the appeals were submitted (but prior to suggested reasons for refusal 

being devised the applications being heard at committee), Natural England has 

revised its stance on the confidence which can be placed in financial 

contributions to the Solent Wader and Brent Goose Strategy, hence the 

inclusion of reason for refusal j.  

12.138 The mechanism of pooled contributions for ecological and other mitigation 

measures is established through the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 

regime. It is common practice for LPAs to adopt Supplementary Planning 

Documents or produce guidance documents which justify an appropriate 

evidenced methodology for calculating contributions towards such items on a 

per head or per dwelling basis (in this case, details of costs and proposed 

expenditure are contained within the Solent Wader and Brent Geese Strategy). 

12.139 In its response dated 31st October 2019 in relation to the southern application 

Natural England stated on the matter: 

"The application site is situated on a site within the SWBG network, identified 

as 'low use' for supporting at least 13 lapwing during winter of 2014-2015. The 

supporting Ecological Assessment (Ethos, Sep 2019) recommends a financial 

contribution of £35,610 per hectare to be secured via Section 16 agreements, 

towards the management and enhancement of the network, in line with the 

Solent Wader and Brent Goose Strategy as prepared by the SWBGS Steering 

Group. Natural England welcome this, and provided this is appropriately 

secured with any planning permission, would have no further concerns over 

this aspect of the application." 

12.140 However, Natural England is now placing the onus on developers to explain the 

link between the contributions to be paid under the SWBG Strategy and how 

they are spent so it can be assured that mitigation is being implemented. 
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12.141 In its response dated 3rd June 2020 in relation to the northern application it 

stated on the matter: 

"It is understood both proposals will seek an appropriate level of financial 

contribution to mitigate their respective partial losses of the Low Use site, in 

line with the SWBG Strategy… LPAs will be aware of recent CJEU decisions 

regarding the assessment of elements of a proposal aimed toward mitigating 

adverse effects on designated sites and the need for certainty that mitigating 

measures will achieve their aims… [accordingly] it is advised that the 

appropriate assessments set out further detail that demonstrates a clear link 

between the impact and the proposed mitigation, i.e. detail of how the financial 

contributions will be used." 

12.142 To response to this requirement, the appellant has identified a piece of open 

land to the west of Old Street, Stubbington which can be used for mitigation. 

Bargate Homes has an existing interest in this land. The intention is to 

reintroduce an agricultural use to this area, comprising a four-year rotation of 

three years spring barley, followed by a break crop comprising wildflower 

seeding. This will create suitable overwintering habitat for lapwing and other 

waders. This strategy is supported in principle by Natural England. 

12.143 The delivery of the strategy will be secured through a legal agreement to be 

signed by the applicants and other relevant parties which will bind the 

applicants to provide and maintain the land in accordance with the agreed 

regime. On this basis, we maintain that this reason for refusal can be dropped 

for consideration, which we will seek to agree in the updated Statement of 

Common Ground. 

12.144 More detailed evidence in relation to this issue is presented in the evidence of 

Mr David West. 
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Issue 8 – Planning Obligations 

12.145 The reasons for refusal relating to planning obligations are as follows: 

i) The proposed development provides insufficient support for sustainable 

transport options [reason h for southern site]; 

i) The proposal provides insufficient information to protect and enhance the 

biodiversity interests of the site which includes a substantial population of 

Chamomile [southern site only]; 

j) In the absence of appropriate mitigation for the loss of a low use Brent 

geese and wader site and in the absence of a legal agreement to appropriately 

secure such mitigation, the proposal would have a likely adverse effect on the 

integrity of European Protected Sites; 

k) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure such, the proposal fails to 

appropriately secure mitigation of the likely adverse effects on the integrity of 

European Protected Sites which, in combination with other developments, 

would arise due to the impacts of recreational disturbance; 

l) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure contributions to open space 

and facilities and their associated management and maintenance, the 

recreational needs of residents of the proposed development would not be met; 

m) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure contributions to education, 

the needs of residents of the proposed development would not be met; 

n) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure the on-site provision of 

affordable housing, the housing needs of the local population would not be met; 

o) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure the submission and 

implementation of a full Travel Plan, payment of the Travel Plan approval and 

monitoring fees and the provision of a surety mechanism to ensure 

implementation of the Travel Plan, the proposed development would not make 

the necessary provision to ensure measures are in place to assist in reducing 

the dependency on the use of the private motorcar.  
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Note for information: Had it not been for the overriding reasons for refusal to 

the proposal, the Local Planning Authority would have sought to address points 

k) - o) above by inviting the applicant to enter into a legal agreement with 

Fareham Borough Council under Section 106 of the Town & Country Planning 

Act 1990." 

 

12.146 The appellant is currently finalising a unilateral undertaking with the LPA which 

will deal with items h) (south), i) (north) and k) – o) through the following 

measures: 

• Solent Recreation Mitigation Strategy contribution; 

• On-site open space provision and maintenance contribution; 

• Education contribution; 

• On-site affordable housing delivery;  

• Sustainable Travel Measures comprising  

- Bus service improvement contribution; 

- Pedestrian and cycle link between the north and south sites; 

- TOUCAN crossing on Newgate Lane relief road; and 

- Improvements to school walking routes; and 

• Implementation of a travel plan. 

 

12.147 The appellant and the LPA are also agreeing a suggested planning condition 

which deals with reason i) (south) through adherence to an appropriate 

chamomile management plan.  

12.148 Finally, the appellant is also entering into a legal agreement with the relevant 

parties to secure the manner in which its required financial contribution will be 

employed its off-site mitigation for the loss of a low use Solent Wader and 

Brent Geese site.  

12.149 Therefore, I maintain that all the reasons for refusal h/i) to o) are adequately 

addressed by legal agreement and condition, and would be wholly compliant 

with the tests of section 122 of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 

2010 (as amended). The provisions of policies CS21 and CS22 are therefore 

met.  
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Issue 9 - The benefits of the proposals 

12.150 The NPPF explains that there are three dimensions to sustainable development, 

and these are: 

• Economic; 

• Social; and 

• Environmental. 

12.151 Whilst it is important to recognise that these three dimensions are not a 

checklist, they do provide a useful tool in contemplating the breadth of 

sustainability considerations to be weighed in the planning balance. I consider 

that the appeal proposals reflect all three dimensions and thus represent 

sustainable development.  As explained below the proposals will secure 

significant benefits which must be weighed in the planning balance. 

Economic 

12.152 In respect of economic matters, Pegasus Group produced separate Economic 

Benefits Statements as appendices to the Planning Statements submitted in 

support of the applications (now reproduced as Appendix 12). They quantify 

the benefits that would be created by the schemes including: 

• Construction employment opportunities; 

• Contribution of the construction phase to economic output; 

• Household expenditure associated with residents of the new dwellings; and 

• Economically active people in employment attracted to live in the new 

dwellings. 

APPENDIX 12: PEGASUS GROUP ECONOMIC BENEFITS 

STATEMENTS 

12.153 Taken together, the proposals would result in approximately 235 economically 

active new residents once fully occupied, of which around 46% are expected 

to be employed in higher value occupations. The households are estimated to 
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generate expenditure in the region of £6.4million per annum, of which a 

significant proportion will represent local spending.  

12.154 Taken together, the appeal proposals could support an estimated 191 jobs 

during the three-year build programme, taking into account on-site roles and 

indirect and induced effects, and could generate an additional £33.8million of 

gross value added for the regional economy during this period. 

12.155 Construction workers are reliant upon a constant stream of new sites to keep 

them employed and levels of certainty to encourage construction companies to 

employ new workers. 

12.156 Following the recession, the government placed significant importance on the 

construction industry to kick start the economy.  There has been clear 

emphasis on planning for growth through national policy initiatives including 

the NPPF which was intended to stimulate the economy.  

12.157 The decline in the economy resulting from the current coronavirus pandemic is 

likely to rely equally on the construction and development industries to ignite 

growth and confidence. Measures have already been put in place to temporarily 

extend construction site working hours to speed up the delivery of new homes, 

and the government has recently announced measures to scrap stamp duty on 

all eligible house purchases up to £500,000 which will help buyers to facilitate 

their purchase. The role of the proposals in helping to support the development 

industry in the pandemic should be given significant weight.     

Social 

12.158 The development will provide a mix of housing types and sizes, meeting the 

needs of the local population.   

12.159 Substantial weight must be given to the provision of housing both per se and 

in the light of the authority's current housing land supply, and the extent of 

the undersupply. 
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12.160 My assertion that substantial weight should be given to the provision of housing 

in light of the significant housing land supply shortfall identified by the 

appellant is endorsed by the approach applied elsewhere by the Secretary of 

State. For example: 

• In an appeal made by Gladman for a development of some 200 new 

dwellings in Colchester, the Secretary of State (in his direction of 7th April 

2020) considered that the  provision of housing represents a “substantial 

benefit” in the context of a 4.7 year supply (para. 20, see Core Document 

CDJ.15); 

 

• The 4.33 year supply identified in the appeal of Robert Hitchins in Ashchurch, 

was determined to represents a “serious housing shortfall” which was 

afforded “substantial weight” by the Secretary of State (January 2020) 

(paras. 16 and 28 of DL, see Core Document CDJ.16); 

 

• Notwithstanding that the LPA (London Borough of Tower Hamlets) could 

demonstrate a five-year housing land supply, the Secretary of State still 

afforded the provision of housing and affordable housing “substantial 

weight” in favour of the proposals at Westferry Road (January 2020) (para. 

34, see Core Document CDJ.17); 

 

• In the appeal by Wates Developments against Hart District Council at Pale 

Lane Farm, Fleet,  notwithstanding that the LPA could demonstrate up to a 

9.2 year land supply, the Secretary of State still afforded the provision of 

housing “significant weight” (para.16, see Core Document CDJ.18). 

 

12.161 It would therefore appear entirely unreasonable for the Council to afford 

anything less than substantial weight to the provision of housing.  

12.162 Substantial weight must also be given to the provision of affordable housing in 

light of the chronic historic under-delivery identified in Mr Neil Tiley's evidence. 

In accordance with Core Strategy policy CS18, the development will provide 

40% on-site affordable housing with no public subsidy to be secured in 

perpetuity through a Section 106 Agreement.  This would constitute a 

significant benefit in terms of paragraph 11 of the NPPF.  

Page 968



Fareham Land LP and Bargate Homes Limited 

Land at Newgate Lane North and Land at Newgate Lane South, Fareham 

 
 
 

 

 

NOVEMBER 2020 | DW | BRS.4989  Page | 83 

 

12.163 Additional dwellings, provided within a sustainable location, mean flexibility 

and choice for the market which will help the delivery of ‘significantly boosting’ 

housing in this District. It should be noted that if housing needs are not met 

then house prices will continue to rise and problems with affordability will 

increase. It must be recognised that the sales proceeds from the open market 

housing will help subsidise the delivery for the affordable housing element of 

the scheme. This is especially pertinent in Fareham, where a set out in the 

evidence of Mr Neil Tiley, the affordability of housing in Fareham is worse than 

the government defines as 'acceptable', with house prices being on average a 

staggering 9.24 times the household income.  

12.164 The proposals also include a significant area of public open space and children's 

play areas which provide places for recreation, play and walking, and help 

contribute towards wider Development Plan objectives to support healthy 

communities; this should be afforded substantial weight. 

Environmental 

12.165 In terms of the environmental role, the development of greenfield land will 

typically have some adverse impacts, no matter how sustainably located that 

site is. 

12.166 In this case, the proposals will result in a small loss of BMV land, however, this 

has been assessed as carrying very minor weight.  

12.167 Although it is agreed in the Statement of Common Ground that the sites are 

not subject to any landscape designation, we nonetheless accept that there is 

a minor adverse impact identified as a result of the visual impact of 

development on greenfield land. The integrity of the Strategic Gap, however, 

is not affected, and therefore a neutral impact is identified on this matter.  

12.168 The site has been the subject of extensive ecological surveys and the key 

ecological features, primarily important hedgerows and trees, are proposed to 

be retained. The development will introduce significant areas of public open 

space alongside open water features that serve as part of the sustainable 

drainage system.  

  

Page 969



Fareham Land LP and Bargate Homes Limited 

Land at Newgate Lane North and Land at Newgate Lane South, Fareham 

 
 
 

 

 

NOVEMBER 2020 | DW | BRS.4989  Page | 84 

 

12.169 The appellants have committed to enhancement measures including the 

creation of swales and wildflower meadows, log piles, the retention of darkened 

corridors and the installation of bat and bird boxes, and have submitted a Net 

Gain biodiversity calculator with the planning applications to demonstrate that 

an overall net positive effect will be achieved. A Chamomile Management Plan 

has also been prepared is respect of the Candidate SINC area. These 

improvements will result in a moderate ecological benefit to the site. 

12.170 In terms of the effect on designated sites, the Shadow HRAs have shown the 

proposals to result in no adverse effects which would weigh as neutral in the 

planning balance. The proposals will not adversely impact upon local hydrology 

or air quality, and mitigation payments will be secured in respect of the 

potential impacts on Solent Brent Geese and Waders and increased 

recreational use.   

12.171 The dwellings will be designed to reduce overall energy and carbon dioxide 

emissions by reducing energy consumption through design, orientation, 

lighting, heating requirements and air tightness, including low energy 

appliances and heating systems.   

12.172 The appellants have also confirmed their commitment (as set out in the 

Statement of Common Ground) to the following measures to be secured by 

condition: 

• Provision of at least 1 electric vehicle (EV) rapid charge point per 10 

residential dwellings; and 

• All dwellings to be designed with water efficiency measures to seek to meet 

the government's optional standards requirement of no more than 110 litres 

per person per day usage. 

12.173 Such design measures would result in minor environmental benefits.  
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13.0 Planning Balance 

13.1 One of the fundamental objectives of the NPPF is to boost the supply of housing 

as part of the ‘golden thread’ of the presumption in favour of sustainable 

development. 

The Tilted Balance 

13.2 The NPPF test provides that in the absence of a five year housing land 

supply/failure to meet the Housing Delivery Test, planning permission should 

be granted without delay unless any adverse impacts of doing so would 

“significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits”, when assessed against 

the policies in this Framework taken as a whole”. 

13.3 The planning assessment provided above is now summarised with regard to 

this test, and in respect of the social, economic and environmental dimensions 

of sustainability. 

Economic 

• Increased local spending     Significant Benefit 

• Construction jobs and related industries  Significant Benefit 

• Role of housebuilding in supporting the post- Significant Benefit 

Brexit and post-COVID economy 

Social 

• Provision of new housing in light of  

current housing land supply position  Substantial Benefit 

• Provision of affordable housing    Substantial Benefit 

• On-Site Open space      Substantial Benefit 
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Environmental 

• On-site Mitigation and enhancement   Moderate Benefit 

• Commitment to sustainable design   Minor Benefit 

• Effect on the SPAs      Neutral 

• Impact on the Strategic Gap    Neutral 

• Landscape Impact      Minor adverse impact 

• Loss of agricultural land            Very minor adverse  

impact  

13.4 The three dimensions of sustainable development have been assessed and it 

is concluded that not only do the adverse impacts not significantly or 

demonstrably outweigh the benefits when assessed against the policies in the 

NPPF as a whole, but the benefits significantly outweigh any harm and would 

amount to sustainable development. 

Compliance with the Development Plan 

13.5 Notwithstanding the application of the tilted balance described above, it must 

be highlighted that in the situation where a five-year housing land supply 

cannot be demonstrated, policy DSP40 is engaged. 

13.6 Whilst it is accepted that policies CS14 and DSP6 direct development to within 

the settlement boundaries and outside the strategic gaps, DSP40 establishes 

that development will be permitted outside these limits where there is no five-

year housing land supply and where the relevant criteria are met. 

13.7 Section 11 above demonstrates that the tests of DSP40 are met because the 

proposal is: 

i) relative in scale to the five-year housing land supply shortfall; 

ii) well located and integrated with the neighbouring settlement; 
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iii) sensitively designed to reflect the character of the neighbouring 

settlement and to minimise any adverse impact on the Countryside and, if 

relevant, the Strategic Gaps; 

iv) deliverable in the short term; and 

v) all environmental, amenity and traffic implications are robustly 

addressed. 

13.8 In the balancing exercise the urbanising effect of development of a greenfield 

site is therefore weighed against policy DSP40, and having met all the criteria 

described above we conclude that the proposal represents well designed, 

integrated sustainable development which can bring forward up to 190 new 

homes within 5 years. 

13.9 Similarly, DSP40 is also the relevant policy when it comes to assessing the 

impact of the proposals on the Strategic Gap, because in the absence of a five-

year housing land supply the weight to be given to policy CS22 is reduced and 

DSP40 becomes the operative policy. 

13.10 Whereas CS22 allows development within the Strategic Gap where it does not 

adversely affect the integrity of the gap criterion iii) of DSP40 accepts in 

principle the possibility of adverse impacts, so long as the proposal is 

sensitively designed to minimise any impacts.  

13.11 Whilst we maintain that the proposals have a neutral effect (i.e. no adverse 

impact) on the integrity of the Strategic Gap (and would therefore meet the 

provisions of either policy), it is the lower test of DSP40 which is the relevant 

threshold. 
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14.0 Summary and Conclusions 

14.1 This Proof of Evidence has been produced to assist the Inspector in his 

consideration of the planning issues arising in the appeals at Land at Newgate 

Lane, North and Land at Newgate Lane, South for the proposed development 

of up to 190 dwellings. 

14.2 The appeal sites are located outside of the settlement boundary and within the 

countryside. Fareham Borough Council is currently unable to demonstrate a 

five-year supply of land for housing, such that under the provisions of the NPPF, 

the titled balance applies and the relevant policies for the delivery of housing 

are out-of-date. In this situation policy DSP40 becomes the operative policy 

for assessing the principle of development, and my evidence has clearly 

established that its provisions have been met.  

14.3 With regards to landscape impact, my evidence, as supported by the evidence 

of Mr James Atkin, confirms that the proposals do not offend the provisions of 

policy CS22 (Strategic Gaps), albeit the weight to be given to CS22 should be 

limited in any event. 

14.4 In consideration of the other main matters which relate to highways, loss of 

agricultural land and ecology, my evidence has concluded that all relevant 

technical policies of the development plan have been complied with, and that 

the necessary agreements and conditions are being put in place to secure any 

necessary obligations. Obligations are also being secured for contributions in 

relation to affordable housing, recreational and education infrastructure. 

14.5 The benefits of the appeal proposals span all dimensions of sustainable 

development, but are most significantly felt in terms of the social/economic 

benefits relating to the delivery of new housing and affordable housing where 

a shortfall has been identified and where new development is critical to 

supporting the economy through COVID.  
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14.6 My overall balancing exercise concludes that not only do the adverse impacts 

of the proposals not significantly or demonstrably outweigh the benefits when 

assessed against the policies in the NPPF as a whole, but that the benefits 

significantly outweigh any harm. 

14.7 I therefore respectfully request that the appeals be allowed, subject to 

imposition of suitably worded conditions.  
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OFFICER REPORT FOR COMMITTEE  

DATE: 21/08/2019  

  

P/19/0301/FP STUBBINGTON / TITCHFIELD 

PERSIMMON HOMES LTD AGENT: PERSIMMON HOMES LTD 

 

DEVELOPMENT COMPRISING 261 DWELLINGS, ACCESS ROAD FROM PEAK 

LANE MAINTAINING LINK TO OAKCROFT LANE, STOPPING UP OF A SECTION 

OF OAKCROFT LANE (FROM OLD PEAK LANE TO ACCESS ROAD), WITH CAR 

PARKING, LANDSCAPING, PUBLIC OPEN SPACE AND ASSOCIATED WORKS 

 

LAND EAST OF CROFTON CEMETERY AND WEST OF PEAK LANE, FAREHAM 

 

Report By 

Peter Kneen – direct dial 01239 824363 

 

1.0 Introduction 

1.1 The application has received over 150 letters of objection from the local 

community. 

 

1.2 Members will note from the ‘Five Year Housing Land Supply Position’ report 

considered at the April 2019 Planning Committee that this Council currently 

has a housing land supply of 4.66 years. 

 

1.3 To meet the Council’s duty as the competent authority under the Conservation 

of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (“the habitats regulations”), a 

Habitats Regulations Assessment is required to consider the likely significant 

effects of the development on the protected sites around the Solent.  As the 

proposals are not being supported by Officers, no Appropriate Assessment 

has been undertaken as part of the consideration of this application.  

However, the likely significant effects of the development on the protected 

sites around the Solent have been considered as part of this report. 

 

2.0 Site Description 

2.1 The application site is located at the northern end of the village of 

Stubbington, and currently forms two arable pieces of farmland divided by 

Oakcroft Lane that runs east – west between the two parcels of land. 

 

2.2 The southern parcel of land is bounded by residential development to the 

east, with a line of trees providing an existing buffer between the site and the 

residential properties to the east.  The trees along the eastern boundary are 

largely protected by individual and group Tree Preservation Orders (including 

FTPO108).  The southern boundary comprises additional residential 

development (Marks Tey Road), with an area of woodland and a public right 
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of way forming a break between these two areas.  A line of trees along the 

southern boundary of the site are protected by a group Tree Preservation 

Order (FTPO80).  The western boundary comprises Crofton Cemetery which 

is separated from the site by a mature hedgerow.  The northern part of the 

western boundary forms part of Oakcroft Lane, dividing by a drainage ditch 

and a mature line of poplar trees.  The northern boundary comprises Oakcroft 

Lane where the mature line of poplar trees continues along the line of the 

road. 

 

2.3 The northern parcel of land is bounded by Oakcroft Lane to the south, and 

Peak Lane to the east.  To the north of this piece of land the open arable field 

continues although this will be dissected by the Stubbington By-pass for which 

the preliminary construction works have commenced.  To the west of the site 

lies the ecological enhancement area owned by Hampshire County Council, 

created as mitigation for the Stubbington by-pass route.   

 

2.4 The two parcels of land are predominantly flat, with Oakcroft Lane set at a 

slightly lower level than the site to the south, and the northern parcel of land 

comprises a drainage ditch, watercourse that broadly runs along the northern 

side of Oakcroft Lane, and contributes towards connecting the new habitat 

mitigation area to the west of the site to waterbodies to the east of 

Stubbington. 

 

2.5 Stubbington Village is a sustainable settlement comprising a wide range of 

services and facilities including a well-established village centre, primary and 

secondary schools, and employment opportunities.  The village is well 

provided for in terms of public transport, with regular buses connecting the 

village to Gosport and Fareham.  The village is surrounded by undeveloped 

countryside, designated at Strategic Gap, and traffic congestion through the 

village at peak times has resulted in the provision of a by-pass, which has 

been recently granted consent from Government, is anticipated to be 

completed in the next few years. 

 

2.6 Works have now commenced on the construction of the Stubbington By-pass, 

following the Government’s approval of the scheme in May 2019, with the 

archaeological investigations taking place on the land either side of Peak 

Lane.  The Stubbington By-pass would form a northern perimeter of the site 

and would be situated adjacent to the proposed area of open space. 

 

3.0 Description of Proposal 

3.1 The application proposal, which is submitted in full detail comprises 261 

dwellings, to be constructed on the southern part of the site, south of Oakcroft 

Lane, comprising a mix of 9 x 1 bedroom flats, 114 x 2 bedroom flats and 

houses, 106 x 3 bedroom houses and 32 x 4 bedroom houses.  Public open 
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space will be created within the site with a local equipped area of play (LEAP) 

created to the southern part of the site adjacent to the proposed attenuation 

pond, and a neighbourhood equipped area of play (NEAP) created at the 

northern end of the site, adjacent to the proposed new access road.  The new 

access road which would be located approximately 175 metres to the north of 

the existing access from Peak Lane onto Oakcroft Lane.  The initial 120 

metres section of Oakcroft Lane will be converted into a no through road, with 

the access to the remainder of Oakcroft Lane being made via the proposed 

new access road. 

 

3.2 The residential development would comprise a mixture of two storey and two 

and half storey dwellings and two three storey blocks of flats. 

 

3.3 The land to the north of Oakcroft Lane is proposed for use as open space, 

which the applicant suggests could be transferred to the Borough Council to 

ensure its long term protection from future development.   

 

3.4 The planning application was supported by a suite of technical documents 

and plans comprising:  Planning Statement, Design and Access Statement, 

Preliminary Ecological Survey, Shadow Habitats Regulations Assessment, 

Tree Protection Plan and Arboricultural Impact Assessment and Method 

Statement, Environmental Noise Impact Assessment, Transport Assessment 

and Travel Plan, Five Year Housing Land Supply Position Statement, 

Archaeological Desk-Based Assessment, Landscape and Visual Impact 

Assessment, Soft Landscape Management and Maintenance Plan, Soft 

Landscape Specification, Flood Risk and Surface Water Drainage Strategy 

and an Air Quality Ecological Impact Assessment, together with detailed plans 

and elevations of all the proposed dwellings and other buildings, tenure plan, 

building heights plan, boundary treatment plan and vehicle tracking diagrams. 

 

4.0 Policies 

4.1 The following policies apply to this application: 

 

Adopted Fareham Borough Core Strategy 

 CS2:  Housing Provision; 

 CS4:  Green Infrastructure, Biodiversity and Geological Conservation; 

 CS5:  Transport Strategy and Infrastructure; 

 CS6:  The Development Strategy; 

CS11: Development in Portchester, Stubbington & Hill Head and 

Titchfield;  

CS14: Development Outside Settlements; 

CS15: Sustainable Development and Climate Change; 

CS17: High Quality Design; 

CS18: Provision of Affordable Housing; 
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CS20: Infrastructure and Development Contributions; 

CS21: Protection and Provision of Open Space; 

CS22: Development in Strategic Gaps. 

  

Adopted Development Sites and Policies  

 DSP1:  Sustainable Development; 

 DSP2:  Environmental Impact; 

 DSP3:  Impact on Living Conditions; 

 DSP5:  Protecting and Enhancing the Historic Environment; 

DSP6: New Residential Development Outside of the Defined Urban 

Settlement Boundaries;  

 DSP13: Nature Conservation; 

 DSP14: Supporting Sites for Brent Goose and Waders; 

DSP15: Recreational Disturbance on the Solent Special Protection 

Areas; 

DSP40: Housing Allocations. 

  

Other Documents: 

Fareham Borough Design Guidance: Supplementary Planning Document 

(excluding Welborne) December 2015 

Residential Car Parking Standards 2009 

Planning Obligations Supplementary Planning Document for the Borough of 

Fareham (excluding Welborne) April 2016 

 

5.0 Relevant Planning History 

5.1 No recent relevant planning history regarding the site. 

 

6.0 Representations 

6.1 175 letters of representation have been received in respect of the planning 

application.  Two are letters of support, with the remainder letters of objection.   

 

 Support: 

6.2 Two letters of support of which one is conditioned on the proposed 

development including shared ownership flats. 

 

 Objections: 

6.3 The objections received raise the following concerns: 

 

6.4 Principle of Development: 

 The site is within a strategic gap and therefore not acceptable in principle 

 The proposed housing would be a short-term fix to housing supply.   

 Unsustainable location 

 Undesirable precedent for further development in the strategic gap 
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 Contrary to policies CS2, CS6, CS14, CS22, DSP6 and DSP40  

 Contrary to CS22 because the impact on wildlife and current residents 

would constitute significant harm. 

 The application states that the site is allocated under the SHLAA, but it 

isn’t. 

 Development should not be allowed before the local plan consultation has 

been carried out. 

 Development in the strategic gap would go against the Inspector’s appeal 

decisions for the Grange and Old Street. 

 

6.5 Impact on Strategic Gap: 

 Coalescence of Fareham and Stubbington 

 Development in the strategic gap  

 

6.6 Impact on character of the area: 

 Impact on the character of the area 

 Inappropriate density 

 Plots 240-243 are 2.5 storeys and would not be appropriate in this 

location 

 Loss of village character 

 

6.7 Design: 

 Inappropriate design 

 Insufficient space standards would result in social, welfare and domestic 

problems. 

 Inappropriate layout and materials 

 Lack of landscaping 

 Overdevelopment 

 The SHLAA ref 1341 indicates a yield of 144 not 261 

 Concerns re quality and safety of Persimmon Homes as they have had to 

hire a judge to review their build quality procedures. 

 

6.8 Highways: 

 The traffic assumptions in the proposal are flawed in terms of volume and 

direction.  The TA does not take the narrow width (4m in places) of 

Oakcroft Lane into consideration. 

 Impact of additional traffic on Mays Lane and Titchfield Road 

 Limiting access to one point only will have an adverse impact on the flow 

of traffic 

 Additional parking on adjacent roads blocks manoeuvring for refuse 

vehicles and other large vehicles. 
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 It is not clear whether Oakcroft Lane will be closed off near the Peak Lane 

junction 

 Closing Oakcroft Lane would prevent its use when Peak Lane is blocked 

or congested and would increase congestion on Peak Lane. 

 The methods proposed to encourage people not to use their cars won’t 

work 

 Inadequate space for parking, loading and turning of vehicles 

 Impact on highways safety 

 Impact on St Mary’s road which will be used as a cut through from 

Titchfield Road to Mays Lane. 

 Inadequate visibility when existing the site 

 The Mays Lane cycle lane on the eastern side of the road is 1.1m wide 

which falls below the recommended width of 2m and the minimum width 

of 1.5m. 

 The Peak Lane shared pedestrian / cycle path is described as being a 3m 

wide lit footway / cycleway but it is narrower and not lit. 

 The proposal will not reduce the dependency on the car as required by 

policy 

 

6.9 Right of Way: 

 The proposal would block existing rights of way / footpaths. 

 

6.10 Infrastructure: 

 Impact on doctors, schools, library and other facilities that are already 

operating above capacity. 

 Impact on utilities. 

 

6.11 Flood Risk: 

 Impact on flooding. 

 Insufficient consideration of impact of the proposed development on 

surface water drainage 

 What mitigation is proposed to prevent flooding? 

 The site slopes from north to south with a fall of approximately 3m on a 

substrate of clay with a very high water table.  The site also lies within 

0.4km of the Meon Valley SSSI and SPA.  No consideration has been 

taken of the impact of pollutants from surface water onto the SSSI and 

SPA. 

 

6.12 Pollution: 

 Impact on quiet atmosphere of the cemetery 

 Impact on health due to increased air pollution 

 Concerns re odour emissions 
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 Impact of noise on future residents because of proximity to Daedalus 

airfield 

 

6.13 Impact on Cemetery: 

 Loss of privacy to cemetery 

 Impact of noise on cemetery 

 The soft landscaping proposals (sheet 5) for part of the site are missing. 

 The proposed development would prevent the cemetery from further 

expansion 

 

6.14 Ecology: 

 Impact on wildlife in the area including badgers, bats, voles and birds 

 Loss of habitat 

 The NPPF para 177 states that habitat is a material consideration that 

takes precedent. 

 Mitigation measures designed to protect wildlife aren’t always enforced 

and therefore can’t be relied on. 

 The site provides habitat for several species including Woodlark (a 

schedule 1 protected species) and a Cetti’s Warbler (which is also 

protected)  

 The development would need to secure a contribution towards the SRMP 

strategy. 

 Has the Council’s Ecologist calculated the biodiversity net gain? 

 The proposed badger corridor is inadequate 

 

6.15 Impact on trees: 

 Removal of and impact on poplar trees 

 

6.16 Impact on Neighbours: 

 Loss of light and overshadowing 

 Overlooking  

 Loss of visual amenity 

 

6.17 Impact on Heritage Assets: 

 Impact on St Edmunds Church and conservation area 

 Impact on archaeology 

 

6.18 Contributions: 

 Residents of Summerleigh Walk and The Three Ways pay to maintain 

Badger Walk to the east of the site.  The developer or future residents 

should contribute towards the maintenance costs. 

 

6.19 Concerns regarding Quality of Delivery and Quality of Development: 
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 Residents do not want a company like Persimmon to develop properties 

in Stubbington given that they were ranked as the lowest of all house 

builders in the Home Builder’s Federation annual customer satisfaction 

survey. 

 The planning statement claims that Persimmon have a track record for 

delivering large scale housing sites along the south coast, however they 

have also had action taken by Vale of Glamorgan Council for building 

homes without Planning Permission which casts doubt over any 

assurances they give. 

 How will FBC provide a guarantee of quality of work given the continued 

dissatisfaction of owners of houses previously built by Persimmon? 

 

6.20 Other issues: 

 The development does not provide 5% self-build as required by policy 

 Confirmation sought that the development will not be built before the 

bypass road has been built 

 If planning permission is granted: 

 Restrictions should be placed on hours of construction 

 The design should be amended to remove the 3 storey blocks of 

flats 

 The development should not start until after the completion of 

the Stubbington bypass. 

 The NEAP is close to a busy road which would result in it being noise 

and polluted and contrary to guidance.  The NEAP would also not be 

visible from adjacent houses or easily accessible from the road.  The 

lack of natural surveillance could result in anti-social behaviour. 

 The attenuation pond would be a safety hazard. 

 The FRA constantly refers to Gosport Borough Council. 

 Impact of hazardous materials 

 Accessibility for disabled people 

 Housing should be focussed at Welborne and in MOD land 

 Impact on animals at the Ark Rescue Centre 

 

7.0 Consultations 

 EXTERNAL 

 

 Hampshire Fire and Rescue Service 

7.1 Comments received highlighting that subject to compliance with the latest 

building regulations, they would raise no objection to the proposals. 

 

 Historic England 

7.2 Initial comments raised concerns regarding the impact of the development on 

the setting of Crofton Old Church, as Grade II* Listed building.  However, after 
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further detailed correspondence with the applicant Historic England confirmed 

that they would not wish to object on heritage grounds, but noted that the 

development would have a small impact on the setting of the church, due to 

further suburban development moved closer to the church, closing the gap to 

the northeast, and will be both partly visible and appreciable on nearby 

approach roads and paths to the church. 

 

 Natural England 

7.3 Natural England commented that further advice would be required to address 

mechanisms to secure the nutrient budget neutrality for the lifetime of the 

development, and without confirmation of this, would raise an objection.  The 

applicant also provided an Air Quality Ecological Impact Assessment for 

which Natural England commented that they would raise no concerns 

regarding the likely significant impact of the development from air quality on 

the protected sites around the Solent. 

 

7.4 Natural England has been re-consulted in light of the status of the land north 

of Oakcroft Lane being revised to a Secondary Support Area in the Solent 

Wader and Brent Goose Strategy (SWBGS).  Any advice from Natural 

England will be reported to the Planning Committee by way of a written or 

verbal update prior to the meeting. 

 

 Environment Agency 

7.5 The Environment Agency raised an objection to the proposals in the absence 

of an acceptable Flood Risk Assessment which failed to accurately assess 

and take into account the impacts of climate change on the development. 

 

 Southern Water 

7.6 No objection was raised by Southern Water who have confirmed that they can 

facilitate sewage disposal to service the development. 

 

HCC Lead Local Flood Authority 

7.7 No objection raised following a review of the submitted supporting technical 

documentation. 

 

 HCC Archaeology 

7.8 No objection, subject to conditions. 

 

 HCC Highways 

7.9 Objections raised in respect of the following key elements: 

 

 A review should be conducted on pedestrian crossing points of Mays 

Lane; 
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 An agreement must be made to ensure an adequate bus service for 

the proposed site; 

 Amendments to the site access proposals; 

 Amendments to the junction modelling; 

 Junction modelling should be conducted for A27/Peak Lane, Mays 

Lane/Titchfield Road/B3334 roundabout, and Stubbington 

Green/Stubbington Lane/Gosport Road/B3334 roundabout; 

 Further details regarding the internal layout of the site; and, 

 Amendments required to make the Travel Plan acceptable. 

 

 HCC Children’s Services 

7.10 The schools within the catchment area are full.  There is no requirement to 

expand these schools, however a financial contribution is required to improve 

infrastructure and to secure funding for school travel plans, and for investment 

in sustainable travel in order to provide adequate addition places to support 

the proposed development.  Developers’ contributions will be expected where 

it is necessary to remove limitations to the delivery of the curriculum, so that 

existing nominal capacity can be fully used to meet additional demand from a 

development.   

 

 Portsmouth Water 

7.11 No comments received 

 

 INTERNAL 

 

 Affordable Housing Officer 

7.12 Affordable housing provision for the site should equate to 104.4 dwellings 

(105 on site provision) or a 0.4 off-site financial contribution should be 

provided.  The affordable rent mix should increase the number of 3-bed 

properties by 8 additional units, in lieu of 2-bed units. 

 

 Environmental Health (noise/pollution) 

7.13 No objection, subject to conditions. 

 

 Environmental Health (contaminated land) 

7.14 No objection, subject to informative. 

 

 Trees 

7.15 Concerns have been raised regarding the proximity of the properties to the 

protected trees on the eastern boundary.  Insufficient space has been created 

which should require several of the properties of the eastern boundary to be 

removed and re-sited.  More landscaping details are required for new tree 

planting in the street scene, and their future management. 
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 Recycling Co-ordinator 

7.16 Details regarding tracking of refuse vehicles needed – scheme acceptable 

subject to appropriate vehicle tracking. 

 

 Ecology 

7.17 Objection – significant concerns regarding protected species, namely water 

voles, Great Crested newts, birds, badgers and bats on both the northern and 

southern parts of the site.  Further information regarding the use of the open 

space (northern part of the site) is required.  Insufficient and lack of green 

buffers have been created to the periphery of the site. 

 

8.0 Planning Considerations 

8.1 The following matters represent the key material planning considerations 

which would need to be assessed to determine the suitability of the 

development proposal.  The key issues comprise: 

 

a) Implications of Fareham’s current Five Year Housing Land Supply 

Position (5 YHLS); 

b) Residential development in the countryside; 

c) Consideration of Policy DSP40 – Housing Allocations; 

d) Other matters; 

e) The Planning balance. 

 

a) Implications of Fareham’s Current Five Year Housing Land Supply 

Position 

 

8.2 A report titled “Five year housing land supply position” was reported for 

Member’s information in the April 2019 Planning Committee.  That report set 

out this Council’s local housing need along with this Council’s current housing 

land supply position.  The report concluded that this Council has 4.66 years of 

housing supply against the new 5YHLS 

 

8.3 The starting point for the determination of this planning application is Section 

38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004: 

 

“If regard is to be had to the development plan for the purpose of any 

determination to be made under the Planning Acts the determination must be 

made in accordance with the plan unless material considerations indicate 

otherwise”. 

 

8.4 In determining planning applications there is a presumption in favour of 

policies of the extant Development Plan, unless material considerations 
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indicated otherwise.  Material considerations include the planning policies set 

out in the NPPF. 

 

8.5 Paragraph 59 of the NPPF seeks to significantly boost the supply of housing. 

 

8.6 Paragraph 73 of the NPPF states that Local Planning Authorities should 

identify a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide a minimum of 

five years’ worth of housing against their housing requirement including a 

buffer.  Where a Local Planning Authority cannot do so, and when faced with 

applications involving the provision of housing, the policies of the local plan 

which are most important for determining the application are considered out-

of-date. 

 

8.7 Paragraph 11 of the NPPF then clarifies what is meant by the presumption in 

favour of sustainable development for decision-taking, including where 

relevant policies are “out-of-date”.  It states: 

 

“For decision-taking this means: 

 

i. Approving development proposals that accord with an up-to-date 

development plan without delay; or 

ii. Where there are no relevant development plan policies, or the policies 

which are most important for determining the application are out-of-

date, granting planning permission unless: 

 

i. The application of policies in this Framework that protect areas 

or assets of particular importance provides a clear reason for 

refusing the development proposed; or 

ii. Any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and 

demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the 

policies in this Framework taken as a whole.” 

 

8.8 The key judgement for Members therefore is whether the adverse impacts of 

granting planning permission would significantly and demonstrably outweigh 

the benefits, when assessed against the policies taken as a whole. 

 

8.9 Members will be mindful of Paragraph 177 of the NPPF which states that: 

 

“The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where 

the plan or project is likely to have a significant effect on a habitats sites 

(either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an 

appropriate assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not 

adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site”. 
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8.10 The wording of this paragraph was amended by government in February 2019 

rewording the NPPF to clarify that in cases such as this one where no 

appropriate assessment has been undertaken, the so-called ‘tilted balance’ as 

it has come to be known, of paragraph 11 is not engaged. 

 

8.11 The following sections of the report assesses the application proposals 

against this Council’s adopted Local Plan policies and considers whether it 

complies with those policies or not.  Following this Officers undertake the 

Planning Balance to weigh up the material considerations in this case. 

 

b) Residential Development in the Countryside 

 

8.12 Policy CS2 (Housing Provision) of the adopted Core Strategy states that 

priority should be given to the reuse of previously developed land within the 

urban areas.  Policy CS6 (The Development Strategy) goes on to say that 

development will be permitted within the settlement boundaries.  The 

application site lies within an area which is outside of the defined urban 

settlement boundary. 

 

8.13 Policy CS14 (Development Outside Settlements) of the Core Strategy states 

that: 

 

“Built development on land outside the defined settlements will be strictly 

controlled to protect the countryside and coastline from development which 

would adversely affect its landscape character, appearance and function.  

Acceptable forms of development will include that essential for agriculture, 

forestry, horticulture and required infrastructure.” 

 

8.14 Policy DSP6 (New Residential Development Outside of the Defined Urban 

Settlement Boundaries) of the Local Plan Part 2: Development Sites and 

Policies Plan states – there will be a presumption against new residential 

development outside of the defined urban settlement boundaries (as identified 

on the Policies Map). 

 

8.15 The site is clearly outside of the defined urban settlement boundary of 

Stubbington and Hill Head and the proposal is therefore contrary to Policies 

CS2, CS6 and CS14 of the adopted Core Strategy and Policy DSP6 of the 

adopted Local Plan Part 2: Development Sites and Policies Plan. 

 

c) Consideration of Policy DSP40: Housing Allocations 

 

8.16 Policy DSP40: Housing Allocations, of the Local Plan Part 2, states that: 
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“Where it can be demonstrated that the Council does not have a five year 

supply of land for housing against the requirements of the Core Strategy 

(excluding Welborne) additional housing sites, outside the urban area 

boundary, may be permitted where they meet all of the following criteria: 

 

i. The proposal is relative in scale to the demonstrated 5 year housing 

land supply shortfall; 

ii. The proposal is sustainably located adjacent to, and well related to, 

the existing urban settlement boundaries, and can be well integrated 

with the neighbouring settlement; 

iii. The proposal is sensitively designed to reflect the character of the 

neighbouring settlement and to minimise any adverse impact on the 

Countryside and, if relevant, the Strategic Gaps; 

iv. It can be demonstrated that the proposal is deliverable in the short 

term; and, 

v. The proposal would not have any unacceptable environmental, 

amenity or traffic implications”. 

 

8.17 Each of these five bullet points are worked through in detail below. 

 

Policy DSP40 (i) 

8.18 Persimmon Homes have clarified that they have a general build rate of 

approximately 60 dwellings per year on a particular site.  Therefore, for a 

scheme of 261 dwellings, the applicant has confirmed that a development of 

this scale could be constructed within approximately four and half years.   

 

8.19 As such, the current position of the Council is that the shortfall amounts to 

only 186 dwellings, for which this development proposal, if permitted would 

exceed the shortfall, but would be considered relative in scale. 

 

8.20 It is therefore considered that the proposals accord with DSP40(i). 

 

Policy DSP40 (ii) 

8.21 The site is located within the designated countryside but its eastern boundary 

abuts the adopted Stubbington and Hill Head Urban Settlement Area as 

defined in the Adopted Local Plan.  Existing residential development within the 

urban area is therefore located to the immediate east of the site (Marks Tey 

Road and Summerleigh Walk) and, although not physically abutting the site, a 

short distance from the southern end of the site (dwellings on the south side of 

Lychgate Green). 

 

8.22 The Local Highway Authority Hampshire County Council have advised that 

the suitability of walking and cycling routes from the site to the village centre 

should be reviewed by the applicant and any required improvements 
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highlighted.  They have also raised concerns that the distance from the site to 

local catchment primary and secondary schools means it is likely that a 

proportion of families will drive to those schools exacerbating an existing 

situation.  In relation to public transport, nearby Mays Lane is served by the 

First Bus 21/21A service however bus stops on the road are currently beyond 

what would be considered a reasonable walking distance from the centre of 

the application site. 

 

8.23 In summary, whilst the eastern site boundary is located immediately adjacent 

to the existing urban settlement area, the application fails to demonstrate that 

the development would be accessible with regards to public transport links 

and walking and cycling routes to local services and facilities.  For these 

reasons the proposal is contrary to Policy DSP40(ii).   

 

8.24 For those same reasons the proposal is also contrary to Policy CS5 which 

seeks to ensure that: “Development proposals which generate significant 

demand for travel and/or are of a high density will be located in accessible 

areas that are or will be well served by good quality public transport, walking 

and cycling facilities” and Policy CS15 which states that the Council “will 

promote and secure sustainable development by directing development to 

locations with sustainable transport options, access to local services, where 

there is a minimum negative impact on the environment…”. 

 

Policy DSP40 (iii) 

8.25 Officers are of the clear view that the proposal fails to satisfy the third policy 

point of DSP40. 

 

8.26 The proposal is not sensitively designed to reflect the character of the 

neighbouring settlement.   

 

8.27 The planning application has been submitted in full detail where full 

consideration of the design and appearance of the development, together with 

the proposed site layout can be considered.  The proposal seeks to construct 

a development of approximately 34 dwellings per hectare (calculated from 

only the area south of Oakcroft Lane).  The site is located in an edge of 

settlement position, where it would be expected to diminish in density in order 

to create a looser knit of development for this type of location.  However, the 

relatively high density of the proposal, which includes three storey blocks of 

flats is considered to be overly dense for this location and fails to have regard 

to the lower density development in the surrounding area, particularly when 

compared to the development at Marks Tey Road and Lychgate Green. 

 

8.28 It is acknowledged that some higher density development exists near the site, 

including at Summerleigh Walk, to the immediate east of the site.  However, 
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Summerleigh Walk represents a small pocket of development, which is not 

consistent with the prevailing pattern of development in the surrounding urban 

area.  The applicant has sought to apply a lower density of development to the 

periphery of the site, particularly to the northern section.  However, even the 

lower density developments around the northern and western parts of the site 

are also considered to be overly dense for this edge of settlement location, 

failing to respect the edge of settlement location, which is exacerbated by the 

limited level of landscaping and green infrastructure to soften the appearance 

of the site from the wider, open countryside to the north of the site. 

 

8.29 Officers consider that the cramped nature of the development results in a 

development which would have a detrimental impact on the prevailing 

character of the settlement of Stubbington.  This cramped form of 

development is notable in many aspects of the proposals.  For example, this 

is evidenced by the limited front garden sizes afforded to a significant number 

of the proposed dwellings, with many properties opening directly onto 

hardstanding, paths and car parking bays.  Approximately 128 dwellings 

(49%) of the 261 dwellings comprise little to no front gardens, which results in 

extensive levels of hardstanding being created to the frontage of the site.  

Many of these properties also comprise parking bays directly to the front of 

the properties which when viewed along the street scene would diminish the 

visual amenity of the area with a number of the trees comprising only token 

areas of landscaping, resulting in a poor quality of living environment and 

decreasing the likelihood of the long-term preservation of these small pockets 

of vegetation.   

 

8.30 Related to this is the overall prevalence of hard landscaping across the 

proposed scheme which Officers considers unacceptably compromises the 

visual amenities of the development.  More appropriate solutions to achieving 

a mix of parking provisions, which integrates a greater level of soft 

landscaping is sought in order to create more attractive, walkable 

neighbourhoods which do not appear dominated by the car, and street scenes 

that create views and vistas into and out of the site, relating better to the wider 

countryside beyond have failed to be achieved on this important, edge of 

settlement location. 

 

8.31 In addition, the development proposal includes two, three storey blocks of 

flats, which whilst located within the centre of the site, represent substantial 

blocks of built form and increased massing within a site which should form a 

lower density, well landscaped edge of settlement character.  The main three 

storey block would be partially viewed along the main access road and would 

be situated adjacent to a cluster of 2.5 storey terraced dwellings.  The 

massing and density of these properties adds to the overdeveloped character 

of the site, where the presence of a flatted development should be 
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discouraged in this location.  The massing, bulk and form of the flatted 

developments are akin to a more urban setting and again is at odds with the 

prevailing pattern of development within the neighbouring settlement area. 

 

8.32 The above paragraphs have focussed predominantly on lack of sensitive 

design which has resulted in a proposal which does not respond positively to, 

and is not respectful of, the character of the adjacent urban area.  The 

proposal also fails to minimise the adverse impacts of the development on the 

countryside located to the north and west of the site.   

 

8.33 To the west of the site lies Crofton Cemetery, which is designated as an area 

of public open space within the Adopted Local Plan.  At present, the cemetery 

benefits from a countryside setting, with open countryside to the immediate 

north, east and west.  The southern boundary also forms parts of an 

established woodland which includes public rights of way linking the cemetery 

to the low density, residential environment of Marks Tey Road.  The cemetery 

is currently separated from the site by a well-established hedgerow 

approximately 2 metres high, which with an open, undeveloped field beyond 

enhances the countryside setting of the cemetery.  A great number of third-

party letters of objection have raised serious concerns regarding the impact 

development on the site, in proximity to the cemetery shown would 

significantly impact on the tranquillity and sense of place the cemetery 

currently enjoys.   

 

8.34 The current proposal includes the gable ends of five dwellings within a few 

metres of the hedgerow, which would have a significant, and unacceptable 

overbearing visual impact on the setting of the cemetery.  In addition, eight 

properties would have rear gardens backing up to the hedgerow, with four of 

the five properties whose gable ends adjoin the hedgerow also having rear 

gardens comprising the hedgerow as part of the boundary.  This is likely to 

increase pressure on the hedgerow and could result in fencing or other means 

of enclosure encroaching onto the hedge, further impacting on the possible 

longevity of the hedgerow and rural character, appearance and setting of the 

cemetery.  These matters, which together with the lack of a habitat buffer 

within the site adjacent to this boundary which is discussed later in this report, 

would result in a harmful impact on the visual amenity the cemetery currently 

enjoys. 

 

8.35 In respect of the impact on the landscape character when viewing the site 

from the north, the site lies within the Fareham/Stubbington Gap as defined in 

the Council’s Landscape Character Assessment 2017, and despite the 

application being supported by a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment 

(LVIA) highlighting only a negligible impact on the landscape, Officers 

consider that the development of the field to the southern side of Oakcroft 
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Lane would have a major/moderate landscape effect on the immediate area.  

It is acknowledged that this impact is relatively contained with the impact on 

the landscape resources reducing with increased distance from the site.  

However, views of the development would be evidenced from Peak Lane 

travelling southwards, which has not been assessed by the applicant’s LVIA.  

The relatively thin line of poplar trees along the northern perimeter of the site, 

adjacent to Oakcroft Lane would not offer a significant level of screening to 

the development site in the immediate surrounding landscape context, which 

has resulted in an underestimation of the effects of the proposals on 

landscaping character at the site and local levels. 

 

8.36 In respect of the impact on the integrity of the Strategic Gap, it is 

acknowledged that the development of the site would result in the physical 

construction of new development within an area of undeveloped land within 

the Gap.  Oakcroft Lane acts as a strong defensible boundary behind which 

the development would be contained, where the existing boundary vegetation 

along the lane provides some existing visual containment.  However, the lack 

of a robust level of landscaping to the periphery of the site and the access 

road could lead to a perception of urban creep northwards from Stubbington.  

The sense of separation between Fareham and Stubbington would be largely 

maintained through the development of the land to the southern side of 

Oakcroft Lane, although the perception of where Stubbington begins would be 

marginally eroded through the introduction of the new access road.  

Maintenance of existing vegetation cover and additional planting along the 

new access road would contribute towards reducing this effect.  Officers 

recognise that this is a finely balanced material consideration in the 

determination of this planning application. 

 

8.37 It is therefore considered that the proposal is poorly designed and laid out, 

failing to reflect the neighbouring settlement character or its location at the 

edge of the settlement.  Whilst the development of the site would not have a 

significant effect on the integrity of the Strategic Gap and the physical and 

visual separation of settlements, the overly dense character of the proposal 

together with the limited levels of landscaping around the periphery would 

result in a significant landscape effect on the immediate area.  The proposal 

fails to accord with part (iii) of DSP40, and policies CS14 and CS17. 

 

Policy DSP40 (iv) 

8.38 The applicants have stated in their supporting Planning Statement that the 

greenfield nature of the site would ensure that the site can be delivered 

immediately in the event that planning permission is granted.  The applicant 

has also highlighted that Persimmon Homes have a long-established history 

of delivering large housing sites and the resources to ensure this development 

is expedited in the short term.  The Council has the ability to reduce the 
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implementation period where there is a shortfall in housing provision, in order 

to ensure the delivery of housing in the short term.  This would mean the 

delivery of the full number of houses within the five year housing supply 

period. 

 

8.39 It is therefore considered that the proposal accords with part (iv) of DPS40. 

 

Policy DSP40 (v) 

8.40 The final text of Policy DSP40 requires that proposals would not have any 

unacceptable environmental, amenity or traffic implications.  These are 

discussed in turn below: 

 

Likely Significant Effects on the Designated Sites 

8.41 The Solent is internationally important for its wildlife.  Each winter, it hosts 

over 90,000 waders and wildfowl including 10 per cent of the global population 

of Brent geese.  These birds come from as far as Siberia to feed and roost 

before returning to their summer habitats to breed.  There are also plants, 

habitats and other animals within the Solent which are of both national and 

international importance. 

 

8.42 In light of their importance, areas within the Solent have been specially 

designated under UK/European law.  Amongst the most significant 

designations are Special Protection Areas (SPA) and Special Areas of 

Conservation (SAC).  These are often referred to as ‘European Protected 

Sites’(EPS). 

 

8.43 The application site is approximately 275 metres from the Solent and 

Southampton Waters SPA and Ramsar Site, 2.2 km from the Portsmouth 

Harbour SPA and Ramsar Site, 11.4 km from the Chichester and Langstone 

Harbours SPA and 5.1 km from the Solent Maritime SAC.   

 

8.44 Policy CS4 sets out the strategic approach to biodiversity in respect of 

sensitive European sites and mitigation impacts on air quality.  Policy DSP13 

confirms the requirement to ensure that designated sites, sites of nature 

conservation value, protected and priority species populations and associated 

habitats are protected and where appropriate enhanced.   

 

8.45 Firstly, Natural England has highlighted that there is existing evidence of high 

levels of nitrogen and phosphorus in parts of The Solent with evidence of 

eutrophication.  Natural England has further highlighted that increased levels 

of nitrates entering the Solent (because of increased amounts of wastewater 

from new dwellings) will have a likely significant effect upon the EPS. 

 

25

Page 1002



 

 

8.46 In respect therefore of the effect on water quality, the development would see 

the loss of 19.4 ha of active arable farmland, and the applicants have 

submitted information to demonstrate the proposals would be nitrate neutral (-

90kg/TN/year approximately) and would therefore result in an improvement on 

the existing situation in terms of the level of nitrates being discharged into the 

Solent.  Officers are satisfied that, if the application were to be recommended 

for approval, the necessary offsetting of the agricultural land could be secured 

by way of a suitably worded planning obligation in a legal agreement under 

Section 106 of the Town & Country Planning Act.  Subject to that obligation 

Officers consider the development would not result in adverse effects on the 

EPS. 

 

8.47 Secondly, Natural England has further advised that the effects of emissions 

from increased traffic along roads within 200 metres of the EPS also has the 

potential to cause a likely significant effect.   

 

8.48 In respect of air quality issues, the applicant has provided an Air Quality 

Ecological Impact Assessment (AQEIA) which has been considered by 

Natural England.  The AQEIA concludes that the proposed development 

would not have a significant effect on the integrity of the protected sites and 

Natural England have raised no objection on this basis.  However, Officers 

have some concerns that the AQEIA does not satisfactorily address the in-

combination effects of other developments, specifically in regards to those in 

the western half of the Borough, nor does it robustly assess the impact of 

vehicular traffic travelling westwards.  The AQEIA assesses vehicular 

movements from the site to the Titchfield Gyratory (including the Stubbington 

By-pass) eastwards towards Junction 11 of the M27 but fails to assess the 

impact westwards from the Titchfield Gyratory towards Junction 9 (Whiteley) 

of the M27.  It is considered likely that the majority of traffic travelling along 

the By-pass (when constructed) to the Titchfield Gyratory would continue to 

travel westwards along the A27 (Southampton Road) towards the 

Segensworth Roundabout, rather than turning eastwards towards Fareham.  

In the absence of a sufficiently robust assessment of these matters Officers 

consider that it remains uncertain whether or not the impact of air quality will 

result in likely significant effects on EPS. 

 

8.49 Finally, the Solent coastline (including the River Hamble) provides feeding 

ground for internationally protected populations of overwintering birds and is 

used extensively for recreation.  Natural England has concluded that where 

residential development is proposed within 5.6km of the Solent SPAs the 

likelihood of a significant effect from recreational visits, as a result of the in-

combination effects of all new residential development around the Solent, 

cannot be ruled out. 
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8.50 Policy DSP15 requires appropriate mitigation against the impact of 

recreational disturbance arising from new housing development on the Solent 

SPAs, as required by the Solent Recreational Mitigation Strategy (SRMS), 

which has been formally adopted by the Council.  No contribution towards 

habitat mitigation has been provided to mitigate against increased recreational 

disturbance, and therefore the development is contrary to Policy DSP15.  The 

applicants have expressed a willingness to make the necessary financial 

contribution towards the SRMS and this matter could therefore be adequately 

addressed.  If the application were to be recommended by Officers for 

approval this matter could be addressed through the applicant entering into a 

suitably worded planning obligation in a Section 106 legal agreement. 

 

8.51 In summary, Officers consider that it has not been demonstrated that 

European Protected Sites would not be adversely affected by the 

development and the proposal therefore fails to protect those sites.  As a 

result the proposal is contrary to Policies CS4, DSP13 & DSP15 of the 

adopted local plan.    

 

8.52 In this particular case no Appropriate Assessment has been carried out by the 

Local Planning Authority under the ‘habitat regulations’.  Regulation 63 of the 

Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 provides that planning permission can 

only be granted by a ‘Competent Authority’ (in this case the Local Planning 

Authority) if it can be shown that the proposed development will either not 

have a likely significant effect on designated European sites or, if it is likely to 

have a significant effect, that effect can be mitigated so that it will not result in 

an adverse effect on the integrity of the designated European sites.  However 

since the application is being recommended for refusal by Officers for other 

reasons, there is no requirement to carry out an Appropriate Assessment as 

would otherwise be required.  

 

Ecology on-site 

8.53 The application has been supported by a number of ecological surveys, 

however the proposals have been subject to a detailed objection from the 

Council’s Ecologist due to the overall scale of the development, and the lack 

of habitats being created on site, together with serious concerns regarding the 

impact on a number of protected species, including watervoles and badgers.   

 

8.54 The land south of Oakcroft Lane is classified as a Low Use site in the Solent 

Waders and Brent Goose Strategy (2018) which highlights that Low Use sites 

have the potential to support the existing network and provide alternative 

options and resilience for the future network.  The Strategy highlights that in 

the first instance, consideration should be given to on-site mitigation, off-

setting and/or enhancements.  Where this is not practical, compensation 

funding should be considered.  Compensation funding may include payment 
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towards the management and enhancement of the wider waders and Brent 

geese ecological network.  The Council’s Ecologist considers that 

compensation funding would be acceptable in this case to the land south of 

Oakcroft Lane. 

 

8.55 During the course of the application being considered, the land north of 

Oakcroft Lane has been re-classified as a Secondary Support Area in the 

Solent Waders and Brent Goose Strategy which highlights that they offer an 

important function in supporting the Core and Primary Support ecological 

network.  In-combination, these sites are essential to secure a long term, 

permanent network as this ensures a geographical spread of sites across the 

wider ecological network.  The Secondary Support Areas also provide suitable 

and favoured sites in years where the population includes high numbers of 

juveniles, as well as ensuring future resilience. 

 

8.56 The Strategy continues to state that the loss of or damage to Secondary 

Support Areas should be discouraged and on-site avoidance and mitigation 

measures considered wherever possible.  The preference for the use of these 

sites is for on-site provision to maintain a network of sites across the region.  

Where the loss or partial loss of Secondary Support Areas is unavoidable, 

they should be off-set by the provision of suitable replacement habitats which 

are supported by an agreed costed habitat management plan and funding 

secured in perpetuity. 

 

8.57 Officers have discussed the implications with the applicant and it has been 

agreed in principle that this land could be converted into habitat more suited to 

encourage and enhance the use of the land for these protected birds.  

However, no specific details of this has been formally considered as part of 

the application proposal.   

 

Other Environmental Implications 

8.58 The application has been supported by a detailed Tree Protection Plan and 

Arboricultural Impact Assessment, however, the Council’s Tree Officer has 

raised concerns regarding the proximity and likely pressure the proposed 

development would have on the trees that currently form the perimeter of the 

site, and in particular those protected trees along the eastern boundary.  The 

close proximity of the proposed houses, roads and proposed footpath are 

likely to lead to increased pressure on the preservation of these trees, leaving 

limited spaces for their growth and future retention. 

 

8.59 The Environment Agency have raised an objection due to the lack of 

resilience to climate change being integrated into the development proposal.  

The applicant provided a Flood Risk Assessment to support the proposals.  

However, due to the lack of an adequate assessment on climate change, the 
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Environment Agency has concerns that the development will be safe for its 

lifetime, in terms of both the property and its inhabitants.  Therefore, the 

proposal is contrary to NPPF paragraph 163 in that it has failed to 

demonstrate that the development is appropriately flood resistant and 

resilient. 

 

8.60 The application proposal is therefore considered contrary to point (v) – 

environmental impact of Policy DPS40. 

 

Amenity 

8.61 The proposed development abuts the existing urban settlement boundary 

along its eastern edge giving rise to the potential for adverse impacts on the 

amenities of existing residents living nearby.   

 

8.62 Officers have considered the relationships between the proposed housing and 

the existing dwellings in neighbouring streets having regard to the advice in 

the Council’s Adopted Design Guidance (excluding Welborne) Supplementary 

Planning Document and have found that the relative separation distances 

would exceed the minimum distances sought and would not therefore have 

unacceptable adverse impacts on the living conditions of these occupiers.  

However, due to the relative proximity of the proposed dwellings along the 

eastern edge of the development, the development could result in greater 

pressure to remove the trees along the eastern boundary.  The limited 

spacing of the buildings along this edge of the development could, in the 

event that the trees are required to be removed or fail to survive the 

development, result in the potential loss of a defined green corridor along the 

eastern boundary, impacting on the outlook from the occupiers to the east. 

 

8.63 Officers have also considered the living environment proposed to be created 

within the site itself.  It has been found that approximately 88 dwellings (34%) 

of the 261 dwellings proposed do not comprise the minimum 11 metre long 

rear gardens sought in the Design Guidance SPD.  This further highlights the 

cramped nature of the proposal as referred to earlier in this report, but also 

provides insufficient external amenity space for future residents of the 

development.  It would also result in insufficient back-to-back relationships 

between some properties where the separation distances fall below the 

minimum 22 metres required by the Design Guidance SPD.  This would cause 

unacceptable levels of overlooking and result in a lack of privacy for 

neighbouring occupiers.  The flatted scheme, at three storeys would also have 

only 22 metres separation to the properties to the rear and would result in 

considerable and constant overlooking from first and second floor flats, 

including living rooms and bedrooms to the neighbouring properties, resulting 

in a poor living environment for these future occupiers. 
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8.64 There are further concerns over the amount and quality of public open space 

proposed.  The Council’s adopted Planning Obligations SPD requires the 

provision of a NEAP (Neighbourhood Equipped Area of Play) for 

developments of 200 houses or more.  The applicant proposes to provide a 

NEAP on part of the area of land to the north of Oakcroft Lane.  The NEAP is 

poorly located away from the proposed houses and is not well integrated into 

the wider development.   

 

8.65 Based on a development of 261 dwellings with the mix of dwellings proposed, 

the scheme is required to provide 0.913ha of open space to accord with the 

Council’s adopted Planning Obligations SPD.  The applicant proposes that the 

land to the northern side of Oakcroft Lane is dedicated as public open space 

(approximately 10ha).  However, as explained earlier in this report, this land is 

designated as a Secondary Support Area for migratory SPA birds and so 

cannot be relied on as providing public open space to meet the requirements 

of the SPD. 

 

8.66 As such, discounting the land to the northern side of Oakcroft Lane, the 

application proposes approximately 1.29ha of open space, although 1.09ha of 

that land is already existing open space and would need to be excluded.  The 

1.09ha of land is designated as open space in the adopted Local Plan (Marks 

Tey Road Woodland).  Therefore, the proposal only includes an area of 0.2ha 

of open space, which is well below the minimum standard required in the 

adopted Planning Obligations SPD and highlights the overdevelopment of the 

site.  Further, the Council’s adopted Design Guidance SPD makes reference 

to the positioning of new public spaces for larger developments, highlighting 

that they will be expected to provide new well designed and thought out public 

spaces which function successfully.  The siting of the main new provision of 

open space to the northern periphery of the site would be poorly related to the 

remainder of the development, and existing residents.  The NEAP would be 

poorly overlooked by nearby residential properties resulting in a lack of natural 

surveillance and would not create a vibrant, active space.  The location fails to 

accord with the advice of the Design Guidance SPD. 

 

8.67 In summary, the proposal fails to provide adequate external private amenity 

space and the separation distances between some dwellings would lead to 

overlooking and loss of privacy.  There public open space proposed is 

insufficient and poor quality.  The development would therefore be contrary to 

Policies CS17, CS21, DSP2 and DSP3 of the adopted Local Plan and 

contrary to point (v) – amenity impact of Policy DSP40. 

 

Traffic 

8.68 In respect of the traffic impact from the development proposal, the application 

has been supported by detailed Transport Assessment and Travel Plan, both 
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of which have been considered in detail by the Highway Authority who has 

raised substantial objections to the proposals, a summary of which is set out 

in paragraph 7.9 above.   

 

8.69 The application proposal will be accessed from a new linked service road into 

the site directly onto Peak Lane, north of the existing Oakcroft Lane junction.  

The access road will cross Oakcroft Lane at the northern end of the site where 

to the east, Oakcroft Lane will be closed off, creating a no through road for the 

occupiers of Three Ways Close (to the immediate east of the site).  The will 

however be a new westward junction from the new link road onto Oakcroft 

Lane, maintaining the east-west connection between Peak Lane and Titchfield 

Road (to the west of the site).   

 

8.70 A number of junctions have been modelled to assess the likely impact, 

including the site access with Peak Lane, Peak Lane/Longfield 

Avenue/Rowan Way roundabout, Ranvilles Lane/A27 and the proposed By-

pass/Peak Lane.  These junctions have been considered using a variety of 

scenarios including other potential developments and whether or not the by-

pass would be implemented.  The Highway Authority has raised concerns that 

several key junctions have not been considered, particularly those within 

Stubbington. 

 

8.71 In addition to the modelling of the junctions, there are a number of serious 

concerns regarding traffic implications within the development site itself which 

the applicant has not addressed.  These include the width of some internal 

roads being inadequate and unable to accommodate the passing of refuse 

vehicles (or other large lorries) and cars without the need for one vehicle to 

mount the pavement.  This adds to concerns made above that the 

development proposal is cramped and represents an overdevelopment of the 

site.  This could also be exacerbated by the provision of a significant 

proportion of the higher density dwellings comprising unallocated car parking 

spaces, which is likely to result in an increase provision of on-street car 

parking, some of which might be needed on the main access road.   

 

8.72 Additionally, a number of the properties on the main access road comprise 

tandem parking, including triple tandem parking.  Whilst tandem parking may 

be considered acceptable in some circumstances on side streets where it is 

accompanied by more generous road widths, this type of parking on the main 

road could result in increased numbers of vehicle movements, and vehicles 

reversing onto this road, to the detriment of highway safety for future 

occupiers. 
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8.73 Further concerns have also been raised regarding the number and distribution 

of visitors parking, largely located to the periphery of the site, and the lack of 

provision for electric charging points for vehicles. 

 

8.74 The Travel Plan, submitted with the planning application has also been 

considered by the Hampshire County Council Travel Plan team, and 

deficiencies have been identified despite considering the overall quality of the 

Plan being good, following the advice set out in the County Council’s 

evaluation criteria.  No amendments to the Travel Plan have been received to 

address the shortcomings in its content. 

 

8.75 The Local Highway Authority maintain an objection to the proposals and as a 

result of the points set out above Officers consider the application to be 

contrary to point (v) – traffic implications of Policy DSP40. 

 

d) Other Matters: 

 

Impact on setting of Grade II* Listed Crofton Old Church 

8.76 Historic England, the statutory consultee in relation to heritage matters, have 

raised no objection to the proposals on heritage grounds.  However they 

identify that there would be harm to the setting of the listed church through the 

erosion of its rural setting and describe the level of harm as low. 

 

8.77 Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 

requires local planning authorities to give special regard to the desirability of 

preserving a listed building or its setting.  The NPPF makes it clear that any 

harm to a designated asset, including through development in its setting, must 

be clearly and convincingly justified and weighed against public benefits.   

 

8.78 Officers have carefully considered the advice from Historic England and 

concur with the view expressed over the level of harm being low.  Officers 

consider this harm to be ‘less than substantial’.  Paragraph 196 of the NPPF 

states: 

 

“Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the 

significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed 

against the public benefits of the proposal including, where appropriate, 

securing its optimum viable use.” 

 

8.79 However, even if the harm is less than substantial, the balancing exercise of 

Paragraph 196 must not ignore the overarching statutory duty imposed by 

Section 66 which requires considerable importance and weight to be given to 

the desirability of preserving the setting of all listed buildings.  As a result 

Officers consider that the public benefits do not outweigh the harm to the 
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setting of the Grade II* listed church.  The proposal is therefore contrary to 

NPPF Paragraph 196 and local plan Policy DSP5. 

 

Affordable housing provision 

8.80 The development proposes the provision of 40% affordable housing (104.4 

dwellings) and Officers have considered that the level set out is appropriate, 

although 105 dwellings should be provided on site, or the 0.4 unit should be 

provided as an off-site financial contribution.  However, having regard to the 

identified local need, the Council’s Housing Officer considers that the level of 

2-bedroom units proposed as affordable housing should be reduced and 

replaced with 3-bedroom units.  The affordable housing offer by the applicant 

is therefore unacceptable and fails to provide to provide a mixture of dwelling 

sizes that reflect the identified needs of the local population contrary to Policy 

CS18 of the adopted local plan.   

 

e) The Planning Balance: 

 

8.81 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 sets out the 

starting point for the determination of planning applications: 

 

“If regard is to be had to the development plan for the purposes of any 

determination to be made under the Planning Acts the determination must be 

made in accordance with the plan unless material considerations indicate 

otherwise”. 

 

8.82 As set out in paragraph 8.9 above, the effect of Paragraph 177 of the NPPF is 

that:  

 

“The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where 

the plan or project is likely to have a significant effect on a habitats sites 

(either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an 

appropriate assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not 

adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site”. 

 

8.83 In this instance Officers have identified significant effects on habitats sites and 

no Appropriate Assessment has been carried out.  With that in mind the so 

called ‘tilted balance’ of Paragraph 11 of the NPPF is not engaged.  

 

8.84 The site is outside of the defined urban settlement boundary and the proposal 

does not relate to agricultural, forestry, horticulture and required infrastructure.  

The principle of the proposed development of the site would be contrary to 

Policies CS2, CS6 and CS14 of the Core Strategy and Policy DSP6 of the 

Local Plan Part 2: Development Sites and Policies Plan. 
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8.85 Officers have carefully assessed the proposals against Policy DSP40: 

Housing Allocations, which is engaged as this Council cannot demonstrate a 

5YHLS.  Officers have also given due regard to the updated 5YHLS position 

report presented to the Planning Committee in April 2019 and the Government 

steer in respect of housing delivery.  It is acknowledged that the proposal 

would make a significant contribution to the shortfall of houses in the Borough, 

including the provision of affordable housing, and that the development could 

be carried out without delay delivering a substantial number of houses in the 

short term.  However, the proposal fails key tests set out in points (iii) and (v) 

of Policy DSP40.   

 

8.86 The development would have an adverse visual effect on the countryside, 

would erode the integrity of the strategic gap and would result in a cramped 

layout of low quality which would fail to respond positively to and be respectful 

of the key characteristics of the surrounding area.  It would have unacceptable 

ecological, environmental, amenity and traffic implications and would result in 

less than substantial harm to a designated heritage asset. 

 

8.87 In light of this assessment, and taking into account all other material planning 

considerations, Officers recommend that planning permission should not be 

granted for this application.  A recommendation for refusal is set out below at 

paragraph 9.1. 

 

8.88 This balancing exercise has been made under Section 38(6) of the 2004 Act 

as set out above, however if the likely significant effects of the development 

on habitats sites had been addressed and an Appropriate Assessment had 

concluded no adverse effects on the integrity of the habitats sites, the 

presumption in favour of sustainable development would apply.  The 

remainder of this report clarifies the Officer advice in that scenario. 

 

8.89 Should the presumption in favour of sustainable development apply, 

Paragraph 11 of the NPPF states: 

 

“For decision-taking this means: 

 

c) Approving development proposals that accord with an up-to-date 

development plan without delay; or 

d) Where there are no relevant development plan policies, or the policies 

which are most important for determining the application are out-of-date, 

granting planning permission unless: 

 

i. The application of policies in this Framework that protect areas 

or assets of particular importance provides a clear reason for 

refusing the development proposed; or 
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ii. Any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and 

demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the 

policies in this Framework taken as a whole.” 

 

8.90 The proposal does not accord with the development plan (point c).  In terms of 

the first limb of point d), there are two policies within the NPPF which provide 

clear reasons for refusing the development. 

 

8.91 Firstly, the report above has shown how the proposal is contrary to NPPF 

paragraph 163 in that it has failed to demonstrate that the development is 

appropriately flood resistant and resilient. 

 

8.92 Secondly, the report has also identified that the proposal is contrary to NPPF 

paragraph 196 in that it will lead to less than substantial harm to the 

significance of a designated heritage asset. 

 

8.93 Finally, even if those reasons for refusal were not in place, Officers consider 

that the adverse impacts of granting planning permission would significantly 

and demonstrably outweigh the benefits when assessed against the policies 

of the NPPF taken as a whole. 

 

9.0 Recommendation 

9.1 REFUSE PLANNING PERMISSION, for the following reasons: 

 

The development would be contrary to Policies CS2, CS4, CS5, CS6, CS14, 

CS15, CS17, CS18, CS20, CS21 and CS22 of the Adopted Fareham Borough 

Core Strategy 2011 and Policies DSP1, DSP2, DSP3, DSP5, DSP6, DSP13, 

DSP14, DSP15 and DSP40 of the Adopted Local Plan Part 2: Development 

Sites and Policies Plan, and is unacceptable in that: 

 

i) the provision of dwellings in this location would be contrary to adopted 

local plan policies which seek to prevent residential development in the 

countryside.   

 

ii) the development of the site would result in an adverse visual effect on 

the immediate countryside setting around the site. 

 

iii) the introduction of dwellings in this location would fail to respond 

positively to and be respectful of the key characteristics of the area, in 

this countryside, edge of settlement location, providing limited green 

infrastructure and offering a lack of interconnected green/public 

spaces. 
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iv) the quantum of development proposed would result in a cramped 

layout and would not deliver a housing scheme of high quality which 

respects and responds positively to the key characteristics of the area. 

 

v) the proposed development involves development that involves 

significant vehicle movements that cannot be accommodated 

adequately on the existing transport network.  Insufficient information 

has been provided to demonstrate that the development would not 

result in a severe impact on road safety and operation of the local 

transport network. 

 

vi) the proposed access arrangement onto Peak Lane is inadequate to 

accommodate the development safely.  This would result in an 

unacceptable impact on the safety of users of the development and 

adjoining highway network. 

 

vii) the proposal fails to demonstrate that the development would be 

accessible with regards to public transport links and walking and 

cycling routes to local services and facilities. 

 

viii) the development proposal fails to provide sufficient provision of, or 

support for, sustainable transport options.  This would result in a 

greater number of trips by private car which will create a severe impact 

on the local transport network and the environment. 

 

ix) inadequate information has been provided to assess the impact of the 

proposed works on water voles on site and any measures required to 

mitigate these impacts such as the provision of enhanced riparian 

buffers.  In addition, there is insufficient information in relation to their 

long-term protection within the wider landscape by failing to undertake 

any assessment of the impact of the proposals on connectivity between 

the mitigation pond created as part of the Stubbington Bypass Scheme 

and the wider landscape.  The proposal fails to provide appropriate 

biodiversity enhancements to allow the better dispersal of the 

recovering/reintroduced water vole population in Stubbington. 

 

x) insufficient information has been submitted in relation to the adverse 

impacts of the proposals on the Solent Waders and Brent Goose Low 

Use Site and Strategy Secondary Support Area and any mitigation 

measures required to ensure the long-term resilience of these support 

networks. 

 

xi) the development proposal fails to provide adequate wildlife corridors 

along the boundaries of the site to ensure the long-term viability of the 
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protected and notable species on the site and avoidance of any future 

conflicts between the residents and wildlife (e.g. badgers damaging 

private garden areas) due to the lack of available suitable foraging 

habitat. 

 

xii) in the absence of sufficient information, it is considered that the 

proposal will result in a net loss in biodiversity and is therefore contrary 

to the NPPF which requires a net gain in biodiversity; 

 

xiii) the development would result in an unacceptable impact on a number 

of protected trees around the periphery of the site. 

 

xiv) the submitted flood risk assessment fails to assess the impact of 

climate change on the development and therefore fails to demonstrate 

that the development is appropriately flood resistant and resilient; 

 

xv) the development would fail to preserve, and would result in less than 

substantial harm to, the historic setting of the Grade II* Listed building 

Crofton Old Church; 

 

xvi) had it not been for the overriding reasons for refusal the Council would 

have sought to secure the details of the SuDS strategy including the 

mechanisms for securing its long term maintenance. 

 

xvii) the development proposal fails to secure an on-site provision of 

affordable housing at a level in accordance with the requirements of 

the Local Plan. 

 

xviii) in the absence of a legal agreement to secure such, the proposal 

would fail to provide satisfactory mitigation of the ‘in combination’ 

effects that the proposed increase in residential units on the site would 

cause through increased recreational disturbance on the Solent 

Coastal Special Protection Areas. 

 

xix) the development proposal fails to provide adequate public open space.  

In addition, in the absence of a legal agreement securing provision of 

open space and facilities and their associated management and 

maintenance, the recreational needs of residents of the proposed 

development would not be met. 

 

xx) in the absence of a legal agreement to secure the submission and 

implementation of a full Travel Plan, payment of the Travel Plan 

approval and monitoring fees and provision of a surety mechanism to 

ensure implementation of the Travel Plan, the proposed development 
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would not make the necessary provision to ensure measures are in 

place to assist in reducing the dependency on the use of the private 

motorcar. 

 

xxi) in the absence of a legal agreement to secure such, the proposal 

would fail to provide a financial contribution towards education 

provision. 

 

10.0 Background Papers 

 P/19/0301/FP 

 

  

38

Page 1015



 

 

 

39

Page 1016



 
Fareham Land LP and Bargate Homes Limited 
 

 
NOVEMBER 2020 | DW | BRS.4989   
 

APPENDIX 4 
 

125 GREENAWAY LANE, WARASH COMMITTEE REPORT 
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OFFICER REPORT FOR COMMITTEE  

DATE:  17/07/2019  

  

P/18/0482/OA WARSASH 

BARGATE HOMES LTD  AGENT: WYG 

 

OUTLINE APPLICATION WITH ALL MATTERS RESERVED (EXCEPT FOR 

ACCESS) FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF UP TO 100 RESIDENTIAL 

DWELLINGS, ACCESS FROM GREENAWAY LANE, LANDSCAPING, OPEN 

SPACE AND ASSOCIATED WORKS  

 

LAND ADJACENT TO 125 GREENAWAY LANE, WARSASH, SOUTHAMPTON 

SO31 9HT 

 

Report By 

Jean Chambers - direct dial 01329 824355

 

1.0 Introduction 

1.1 This application was first presented to the Planning Committee on 16 January 

2019 where Members resolved to defer the application for the following 

reasons: 

 

(i). To establish whether access to the scheme could solely be achieved via 

land to the south: To seek further clarity from Hampshire County Council 

(HCC) as the Highway Authority regarding the impact of additional traffic on 

Greenaway Lane and the cumulative impact of development within Warsash 

and local roads.  Request that a HCC Highway Authority officer attend the 

Planning Committee; and  

 (ii). To seek independent legal advice from a QC following the QC opinion that 

 had been submitted by ‘Save Warsash and the Western Wards’  

 

1.2 Since being considered by the Planning Committee in January, an Appeal 

against the non-determination of this application has been submitted to the 

Planning Inspectorate.  The Inspectorate notified the Council on 4 April 2019 

that the appeal is valid and has advised that the appeal will proceed by way of 

an Informal Hearing.   

 

1.3   Whilst this Council is no longer able to decide this application it is necessary 

for Members to confirm the case that this Council will present to the Planning 

Inspector.  This report sets out all the relevant planning policies and relevant 

material planning considerations and invites Members to confirm the decision 

they would have made if they had been able to determine the planning 

application.  This will then become the Council’s case in respect of the 

forthcoming appeal.   
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1.4   The report presented to the Planning Committee on 16 January has been 

updated with the following: 

 

 Planning Committee update Report 16 January  

 Third party representations received since 16 January 

 The 'Five Year Housing Land Supply Position' as reported to Members at the 

24 April 2019 Planning Committee 

 Update on the QC’s opinion.  

  Appropriate Assessment update including Natural England response and 

incorporation of details about nitrates 

 Consideration of the environmental implications; Policy DSP40  

 Hampshire County Council response to I-Transport technical note of 31 

January 2019.   

 Updated Planning Balance section of the report. 

 

1.5 Members will note from the ‘Five Year Housing Land Supply Position’ 

reported at the 24 April Planning Committee that this Council currently has a 

housing land supply of 4.66 years (a shortfall of 186 dwellings within the 5 

year period).  

 

1.6 It should also be noted that the Planning Committee have resolved to grant 

outline planning permission for the following applications on nearby land’: 

 

 P/17/0746/OA  Taylor Wimpey, outline application for up to 85 dwellings, 

    land to the east of Brook Lane and South of Brookside 

    Drive, Warsash  

 P/17/0845/OA   Foreman Homes, outline application for up to 180  

   dwellings land to the East of Brook Lane, Warsash  

 P/17/0752/OA  Bargate Homes, outline application for up to 140  

    dwellings, land east of Brook Lane, North of Warsash  

    Road,  

 P/17/0998/OA  Land and Partners, outline application for up to 157  

    dwellings land to the East of Brook Lane and West of    

    Lockswood Road 

 P/18/0107/OA  Hanslip, outline application for up to 30 dwellings, East 

   and West of 79 Greenaway Lane, Warsash    

  

The Planning Inspectorate granted outline planning permission for up to 85 

dwellings, land to the east of Brook Lane and South of Brookside Drive, 

Warsash on 17 May 2018 (P/16/1049/OA), the reserved matters application 

pertaining to this site is currently under determination (P/19/0313/RM). 
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 A second outline planning application is currently under consideration, 

reference P/19/0402/OA which relates to the same application site as being 

considered within this report.  That application is not for formal consideration 

at this time.     

 

2.0 Site Description 

2.1 The application site is to the south of Greenaway Lane and comprises of 3.4 

hectares of land, designated as countryside for planning purposes.  There  are 

glasshouses and buildings on the site which reflect the site’s former 

horticultural use.   The site is generally flat with the northern half of the site 

mostly consisting of open grassland.  Trees and scrub in the south western 

corner of the site extend along the western and southern boundaries.  The 

eastern boundary is lined with trees which are located within the adjoining site 

and are covered by a tree preservation order. There is a telecommunication 

aerial mast within the south-eastern corner of the site.  The site is classified 

as predominantly Grade 3b agricultural land.   

 

2.2 Residential properties are located on the northern side of Greenaway Lane, to 

the western boundary of the site and north-eastern corner of the site.  Beyond 

the southern boundary is a nursery with fields and glasshouses.  Commercial 

businesses are located beyond the eastern boundary as well as agricultural 

land.   

 

2.3 Existing access to the main part of the site is off Greenaway Lane with an 

additional access track located further to the east which leads to the 

telecommunication mast.  Greenaway Lane connects to Brook Lane located a 

short distance to the west. 

 

3.0 Description of Proposal 

3.1 Outline planning permission is sought for the construction of up to 100 

dwellings with all matters reserved apart from the means of vehicular access 

to the site which would be off Greenaway Lane.  The layout, appearance, 

scale and landscaping of the site are therefore reserved for future reserved 

matters applications and are not for consideration at this time. 

 

3.2 An illustrative masterplan has been submitted which identifies the vehicular 

access point to the site, areas of public open space, the potential for 

enhanced landscaping and inclusion of ecological buffers.  Pedestrian and 

cycle links are also indicated.   

 

3.3 A number of technical reports accompanied the application.    

 

4.0 Policies 

4.1 The following policies apply to this application: 

43

Page 1020



 

 

 

4.2 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

 Planning Practice Guidance (PPG)  

 

4.3 Adopted Fareham Borough Core Strategy 

 CS2:  Housing Provision 

 CS4:  Green Infrastructure, Biodiversity and Geological Conservation 

 CS5:  Transport Strategy and Infrastructure 

 CS6:  The Development Strategy 

 CS9:   Development in the Western Wards & Whiteley 

 CS14: Development Outside Settlements 

 CS15: Sustainable Development and Climate Change 

 CS16: Natural Resources and Renewable Energy 

 CS17: High Quality Design 

 CS18: Provision of Affordable Housing 

 CS20: Infrastructure and Development Contributions 

 CS21: Protection and Provision of Open Space  

 

4.4 Adopted Development Sites and Policies  

 DSP1:  Sustainable Development 

 DSP2:  Environmental Impact 

 DSP3:  Impact on Living Conditions 

 DSP4:  Prejudice to adjacent land  

 DSP6:  New Residential Development Outside of the Defined Urban 

Settlement 

 DSP13: Nature Conservation 

 DSP15: Recreational Disturbance on the Solent Special Protection Areas 

 DSP40: Housing Allocations 

 

4.5 Other Documents: 

Fareham Borough Design Guidance: Supplementary Planning Document 

(excluding Welborne) December 2015 

Residential Car Parking Standards 2009 

 

5.0 Relevant Planning History 

5.1 There is no recent planning history.   

 

6.0 Representations 

6.1 There have been 43 representations of objection received including from the 

Campaign to Protect Rural England; of these, 5 people have submitted 

comments more than once.  The main issues raised within the representations 

can be summarised as follows:   

  

6.2 Policy/principle 
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 Question need for dwellings in Warsash and no evidence of 5YHLS 

shortage 

 Question method for calculating the 5YHLS position 

 Applying the 20% buffer (January 2019 report) is premature 

 Welborne should be expedited  

 Cumulative impact of development needs to be considered and will be 

severe   

 The adverse impacts of granting permission will significantly and 

demonstrably outweigh the benefits  

 New rulings by the European Court of Justice have new implications for 

such sites and FBC should suspend planning decisions for new residential 

developments in view of this 

 Deviation from draft Development framework  

 Countryside location 

 Not sustainable development  

 Assumptions have been made about the content of the as yet undrafted 

new Local Plan and its preferences for Greenaway Lane 

 

6.3 Location 

 Out of character with the area and loss of identity, heritage and culture  

 Overdevelopment of the site/ too high a density 

 Adverse impact on landscape character  

 Loss of green space 

 Overlooking 

 Loss of outlook 

 Design  

 Layout of dwellings to close to neighbouring properties 

 The physical interventions on an undeveloped field will hugely adversely 

detract from the character of Greenaway Lane. 

 

6.4 Highways 

 Hazardous access onto Greenaway Lane, no pavements, impact on 

cyclists, horse riders, walkers 

 Hazardous impact exiting Greenaway Lane onto Brook Lane, inadequate 

visibility  

 Cumulative impact on highway congestion  

 Insufficient parking on site and in the area 

 Lack of cycle paths in the area 

 Increased damage to Greenaway Lane surface and risk of accidents 

 Impact on parking at Warsash shops and Locks Heath centre  

 The road network is grid locked  
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 Concern over the assessment of Highway matters; even one large vehicle 

causes havoc when trying to negotiate Greenaway Lane 

 The type and width of the lane struggles with the current volume of traffic 

and would not cope with the huge increase  

 Use of alternative access points 

 Site should form part of the Master Plan to reduce the number of site 

accesses 

 Closure of the Vero access track will not materialise 

 How will the contribution towards the closure of the existing track to the 

Vero site be achieved when it is private. 

 A third-party review of Highway matters and the officer report for 

Committee of 16 January 2019 considered that the officer report was 

slanted in favour of the Developer and that although HCC is satisfied that 

from a safety perspective the access is acceptable, this does not mean 

that the access is acceptable.   

 Concern over the ability to control the enforcement of vegetation at the 

Greenaway Lane/Brook Lane Junction caused by overhanging vegetation 

to achieve visibility 

 Will bollards (footpath 14) and improvements enable disability scooter 
access?  

 Will people abandon their cars, catch a bus, cycle or walk? 

 The "preferred” alternative access to the development to the south via the 
Land and Partners site is dismissed by officers  

 The application should be deferred until connectivity can be secured.  The 
reserved matters applications for both sites (current application and Land 
and Partners) should be considered together. 

 

6.5 Ecology and Trees 

 Loss of wildlife 

 Loss of trees 

 Impact on SPA, Ramsar and SAC 

 HRA does not provide reasonable degree of certainty that the project will 

not be likely to have an effect on the SPA 

  

6.6 Impact on local services 

 Lack of infrastructure – schools, healthcare, doctors, shops, dentists 

 Lack of public transport 

 Impact on Service providers, gas electric, water, sewerage 

 Impact on emergency services  

 

6.7 Other matters 

 Noise and light pollution 

 Air quality cumulatively impact 
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 Flooding 

 Archaeology  

 Affordability of houses  

 Discrepancies in submitted information 

 The Whiteley to Warsash bus service W2 has been withdrawn  

 Post Brexit need for food and agriculture, site should be used for 

agricultural purposes  

 Request to rescind other resolutions to grant due to cumulative impact  

 Flooding on the lane 

 A legal opinion was received on the approach being adopted by FBC with 

respect to screening and appropriate assessments 

 It would be unlawful for the Planning Committee to resolve to grant outline 

planning permission as a legal compliant appropriate assessment has not 

been undertaken.  

 

6.8 PETITION (signed by 2,390 people)  

 Members attention is also drawn to the fact that a petition has been received 

in response to the draft local plan consultation.  It is titled "STOP the building 

of 1500 new homes in Warsash, Locks Heath, Park Gate and Titchfield 

Common" and includes the following Statement:  

‘We the undersigned petition the council to Stop the building of 1,500 new 

homes in Warsash, Locks Heath, Park Gate and Titchfield Common.  Whilst it 

is appreciated that the task is not an easy one, there are many sites that we 

believe the council should be looking at that are more suitable than Warsash 

and the Western Wards, such as Newlands Farm.  We also request that FBC 

look at SHLAA Ref 3127 and the surrounding area of Fareham north and east 

of the town centre.  This appears to be a prime location as it already has 

direct access to the motorway and easy access to the public transport links in 

Fareham town centre and three senior schools.  Fareham centre is also an 

ideal place for leisure facilities and has space for doctors etc. to service the 

needs of any new houses.  It would inject a new lease of life into what is 

already an established but underused town that is essentially being allowed to 

slide into disrepair. 

 

Justification:  

Below are the sites that we are protesting about.   

HA1 - North and South of Greenaway Lane, Warsash - 700 dwellings 

HA3 - Southampton Road, Titchfield Common - 400 dwellings 

HA7 - Warsash Maritime Academy, Warsash -100 dwellings 

HA9 - Heath Road, Locks Heath- 71 dwellings 

HA11- Raley Road, Locks Heath- 49 dwellings 

HA13- Hunts Pond Road, Titchfield Common- 38 dwellings 

HA14 -Genesis Community Youth Centre, Locks Heath - 35 dwellings 
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HA15 -Beacon Bottom West, Park Gate -30 dwellings 

HA17 -69 Botley Road, Park Gate -24 dwellings 

HA19-  399 - 409 Hunts Pond Road, Titchfield Common- 22 dwellings 

Traffic in this area is already at a gridlock during peak hours and since the 

new Strawberry Fields, Hunts Pond and Coldeast developments it has 

doubled the time for people to get to work.  Improvements on major roads and 

motorways will try and ease congestion but it's not satisfactory as residents 

will not be able to actually get to these major roads.  Local roads such as 

Brook Lane, Osborne Road, Warsash Road and Barnes Lane cannot be 

made wider, they were built to service the traffic and community of small 

villages and the resulting influx of 3000+ cars in such a small square area will 

lead to more accidents.  Warsash specifically is on a peninsular and the only 

roads in and out are Brook Lane and Warsash Road.  Emergency vehicles will 

be unable to ensure safe response times - during rush hour it is likely they will 

not have space to get to their destination.  The consequences will be 

catastrophic.  Flooding is inevitable especially with recent climate changes; 

residents in local back garden developments are already experiencing this. 

Fareham is presently in trouble for poor air quality due to the amount of rush 

hour traffic.  Bring another 3000+ cars in to the Western Wards and there will 

be more cases of asthma, lung disease and related illnesses - all for the 

surgeries with not enough resources to treat.  Doctors, schools, hospitals and 

emergency services are already stretched to breaking point.  If the plans go 

ahead there will be hundreds of children needing school places.  New schools 

might take pressure off the overcrowded ones - then the influx of new children 

will put it back on again.  Children walking to Brookfield already face a 

perilous journey due to the amount of traffic on Brook Lane.  Brook Lane, 

Lockswood, Jubilee and Whiteley surgeries struggle to cope with the amount 

of patients they have.  They wait an unacceptable amount of time for routine 

appointments (1 month plus) and often have very long waits when they get to 

there (30 minutes plus).  Emergency appointments are becoming harder to 

book as there are not enough doctors or time.  The very young, elderly and 

chronically ill are already vulnerable and bearing the brunt of this - add 

another 1,500 homes and these overstretched surgeries will be at crisis point.  

There will be an increased need for care homes, for which there is just no 

space.  Residents' health will be at risk and possibly their lives.  Warsash is a 

place of outstanding natural beauty and home to precious wildlife such as 

badgers, bats and deer.  The greenfield land proposed as the area for 

development also provides a defined strategic gap from neighbouring villages.  

Residents have the right to breathe clean air, have facilities, space and 

sufficient infrastructure and the assurance that emergency vehicles have 

access and can meet response times in life threatening situations.  We 

genuinely fear for the health and safety of people in the Western Wards.’ 

 

6.9  QC Opinion 
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6.10  On 15 January 2019, the Council received a QC Opinion on behalf of ‘Save 

Warsash and the Western Wards’ on the legality of the approach being 

adopted by the Council with respect to screening and appropriate 

assessments under the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 

2017.   

 

6.11  More specifically the QC’s opinion advised that at that time it would not have 

been lawful for the Planning Committee to grant outline planning permission 

for this application based on the way in which the Appropriate Assessment 

had been undertaken.     

 

6.12 Following the deferral of the planning application by the Planning Committee 

in January, Officers sought advice from a QC on behalf of Fareham Borough 

Council. Having considered the opinion submitted by Save Warsash and the 

Western Wards, the QC acting for Fareham Borough Council recommended 

some changes to this Council’s Appropriate Assessment to ensure its legal 

robustness. The changes recommended by the QC instructed by Fareham 

Borough Council have been incorporated in this Council’s Appropriate 

Assessment.   

7.0 Consultations 

 

 EXTERNAL 

7.1 HCC Highways 

 No objection is raised subject to the imposition of planning conditions and 

 financial contributions to be secured through a Section 106 planning 

 obligation. 

 

Site Access, Parking and Servicing Arrangements - Access to the site is 

proposed in the form of a bell mouth junction with a proposed foot way of 2m 

width within the site and across a section of the site frontage to the west 

tapering down to 1.5m on the approach to the Greenaway Lane/Brook Lane 

junction. To achieve adequate visibility at the Greenaway Lane/Brook Lane 

junction, overhanging vegetation needs to be removed, as the vegetation sits 

within highway land, this can be achieved.    

 

 The Highway Authority is satisfied that the proposed carriageway width is 

 sufficient for accommodating the types of vehicles that regularly use 

 Greenaway Lane to access the Vero site to the east.   The visibility of private 

 accesses to properties on the lane will not be affected by the proposed 

 realignment of the carriageway. 

 

 Walking and cycling - Contributions will be secured towards sustainable travel 

 improvements in respect of walking and cycling route to Swanwick Station.  A 

 3m wide shared footway/cycleway will be provided through the development 
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 site to connect onwards to Footpath 14 with safety bollards to prevent direct 

 access from the site onto the lane.  Additional signage of the route and 

 improvements to the footpath should be secured via a financial contribution.   

 The proposed pedestrian/cycle crossing improvement on Brook Lane can be 

 addressed at a detailed design stage as part of the S278 works. 

 

The Highway Authority have requested a contribution towards the closure of 

the existing access track to the Vero site, they have also confirmed that the 

proposed impact of the development including the larger vehicular traffic 

generated as a result of the Veros site is acceptable as submitted.  They 

advise that a vehicular link to the south should be explored at the reserved 

matters stage.   

 

 In respect of the cumulative impact of development, recommend a financial 

 contribution to offset the identified cumulative impact of development for 

 improvements at: 

 A27/Barnes Lane junction, 

 Barnes Lane/Brook Lane junction 

 A27/Station Road roundabout.   

 

 The Framework Travel Plan is considered acceptable.   

 

 Following receipt of the I-Transport Technical note (31 January 2019), the 

 Highway Authority have commented that the current layout proposed within 

 the application is considered acceptable by the Highway Authority as per their 

 response dated 2nd October 2018.  Confirmed that the clarification note 

 reflects the discussions and assessments undertaken by HCC with the 

 applicant.  For clarity, states that the £30,000 contribution has been secured 

 towards the following and not solely for improvements to the routes to school 

 and the railway station.  

 Sustainable travel contribution package of £30,000 to be used flexibly towards 

 the following offsite improvements: 

 o A TRO towards the closure of the access road leading to the Vero site on 

 Greenaway Lane; 

 o Improvements to Footpath 14; and 

 o Improvements identified in the Walking and Cycling Audit undertaken as 

 detailed in Figure 4. 

7.2 If any further comment is received from HCC in respect of the cumulative 

impact of development on the roads around Warsash, this will be reported to 

Members as an update.   

7.3 Natural England   
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 Since the January Planning Committee, Natural England have commented 

that further information is required to determine impacts on designated sites.   

As submitted, the application could have a potential significant effect on 

Solent and Southampton Water Special Protection Area and the Solent 

Maritime Special Area of Conservation.  They request confirmation of the 

nutrient budget for the development.  Recommends that the proposals 

achieve nutrient neutrality.     

 Officers have carried out a further Appropriate Assessment since the January 

Planning Committe and consulted Natural England on it.  Natural England 

have made the following comments on the Appropriate Assessment (AA): 

 Natural England agrees with the conclusions of the Habitats Regulations 

Assessment (HRA) and AA with respect to recreational disturbance on the 

Solent Special Protection Areas (SPAs). Natural England require the Bird 

Aware Solent contribution to be secured with any planning permission.  

 Advises that a best practice Construction Environmental Management Plan is 

secured with any permission to ensure there is no potential for pollution to 

enter the groundwater during this phase of the development. Recommends 

the HRA is amended to address this detail.  

 Noted that a SuDS system is proposed post-construction. Provided this is in 

accordance with best practice and the CIRIA SuDS Manual (C753), it is 

Natural England’s view that this would be sufficient to address any potential 

risk from the development on the designated sites.  

 The HRA should be amended to address detail in respect of environmental 

protection in the event of an unexpected pollution event or poor system 

performance.  

 Advises that there is a likely significant effect on the European designated 

sites SPA, Special Areas of Conservation (SAC), potential Special Protection 

Area (pSPA) due to the increase in waste water from the new housing. 

 Existing uncertainty about the deterioration of the water environment must be 

appropriately addressed. Natural England recommends that the proposals 

achieve nutrient neutrality.   

 Air quality - Natural England has produced guidance on the impacts of road 

traffic emissions under the Habitats Regulations.  It is noted that the site is 

greater than 200m from any European designated sites (SPA, SAC, pSPA). 

However, the assessment will need to consider if there are any emissions 

from development traffic on road links within 200m from European sites.  

 Further assessment of road links is required.  

7.4 HCC Flood Water Management Team - No objection subject to planning 

 condition. 

 

7.5 HCC Archaeology - no objection subject to planning condition. 

 

7.6 HCC Children's Services - request for contribution towards education 

 facilities.   
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7.7 Southern Water - no objection subject to planning condition. 

 

7.8 Crime Prevention Design Advisor - provided advice in respect of crime 

 prevention.  

 

 INTERNAL 

7.9 Ecology - the survey results and mitigation are acceptable subject to the 

 imposition of planning conditions.  The Ecology officer recommends that due 

 to the proximity of the site to the Solent and Southampton Water SPA, SAC 

 and Ramsar, the likely significant effects as a result of increased recreational 

 pressure can be mitigated through the Solent Recreation Mitigation 

 Partnership payment which should be secured.  

 

7.10 Trees - no objection subject to planning conditions.   

 

7.11 Recycling Coordinator - no comment. 

 

7.12 Environmental Health - no comment. 

 

7.13 Environmental Health (contamination) – no objection subject to planning 

condition. 

 

7.14 Housing Officer - advice has been provided in respect of the affordable 

 housing mix to be secured which will be the subject of detailed negotiations.   

 

8.0 Planning Considerations 

8.1 The following matters represent the key material planning considerations which 

need to be assessed to determine the suitability of the development proposal.  

The key issues comprise: 

 

a) Implication of Fareham's current 5-year housing land supply position; 

b) Residential development in the countryside; 

c) Nitrates Issue and the impact upon European Protected Sites 

d) Policy DSP40; 

e) Other matters; 

f) The Planning Balance 

 

a)  Implications of Fareham's current 5-year housing land supply position  

8.2 A report and updates titled "Five-year housing land supply position" was 

reported to Member’s at the 24 April Planning Committee.   That report set out 

this Council's local housing need along with this Council's current housing land 

supply position.  The report concluded that this Council has 4.66 years of 

52

Page 1029



 

 

housing supply against the new 5YHLS requirement meaning there is a 

shortage of 186 dwellings.   

 

8.3 In the absence of a five-year supply of deliverable housing sites, officers 

consider that policy DSP40 is the principal development plan policy that guides 

whether schemes will be considered acceptable.   

 

b)  Residential Development in the Countryside 

8.4 Policy CS2 (Housing Provision) of the adopted Core Strategy states that priority 

should be given to the reuse of previously developed land within the urban 

areas. Policy CS6 (The Development Strategy) goes on to say that 

development will be permitted within the settlement boundaries.  The 

application site lies within an area which is outside of the defined urban 

settlement boundary. 

 

Policy CS14 of the Core Strategy states that: 

 

'Built development on land outside the defined settlements will be strictly 

controlled to protect the countryside and coastline from development which 

would adversely affect its landscape character, appearance and function. 

Acceptable forms of development will include that essential for agriculture, 

forestry, horticulture and required infrastructure.' 

 

Policy CS9 of the Core Strategy supports development in the Western Wards 

within the settlement boundaries.  The site is outside of the settlement 

boundary.   

 

Policy DSP6 of the Local Plan Part 2: Development Sites and Policies states - 

there will be a presumption against new residential development outside of the 

defined urban settlement boundary (as identified on the Policies Map). 

 

8.5 The site is clearly outside of the defined urban settlement boundary and the 

proposal is therefore contrary to Policies CS2, CS6, CS9 and CS14 of the 

adopted Core Strategy and Policy DSP6 of the adopted Local Plan Part 2: 

Development Sites and Policies Plan. 

 

 c)  Nitrates Issue and the impact upon European Protected Sites 

  

8.6   Core Strategy Policy CS4 sets out the strategic approach to Biodiversity in 

respect of sensitive European sites and mitigation impacts on air quality.  Policy 

DSP13: Nature Conservation of the Local Plan Part 2 confirms the requirement 

to ensure that designated sites, sites of nature conservation value, protected 
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and priority species populations and associated habitats are protected and 

where appropriate enhanced.   

8.7  The Solent is internationally important for its wildlife. Each winter, it hosts over 

90,000 waders and wildfowl including 10 per cent of the global population of 

Brent geese. These birds come from as far as Siberia to feed and roost before 

returning to their summer habitats to breed.  There are also plants, habitats and 

other animals within the Solent which are of both national and international 

importance. 

8.8 In light of their importance, areas within the Solent have been specially 

designated under UK/ European law. Amongst the most significant designations 

are Special Protection Areas (SPA) and Special Areas of Conservation (SAC). 

These are often referred to as ‘European Protected Sites’(EPS).  

 

8.9    Regulation 63 of the Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 provides that 

planning permission can only be granted by a ‘competent authority’ if it can be 

shown that the proposed development will either not have a likely significant 

effect on designated European sites or, if it will have a likely significant effect, 

that effect can be mitigated so that it will not result in an adverse effect on the 

integrity of the designated European sites. This is done following a process 

known as an Appropriate Assessment. The competent authority is responsible 

for carrying out this process, although they must consult with Natural England 

and have regard to their representations. The competent authority is either the 

local planning authority or the Planning Inspectorate, depending on who is 

determining the application.  

 
8.10 Natural England has highlighted that there is existing evidence of high levels of 

nitrogen and phosphorus in parts of The Solent with evidence of eutrophication. 
Natural England has further highlighted that increased levels of nitrates entering 
the Solent (because of increased amounts of wastewater from new dwellings) 
will have a likely significant effect upon the European Protected Sites.  

 
8.11 Natural England has further advised that the effects of emissions from 

increased traffic along roads within 200 metres of EPS also has the potential to 
cause a likely significant effect.  

 
8.12  The applicant submitted a Report to inform a Habitat Regulations Assessment 

(HRA) dated March 2019 for consideration in the forthcoming planning appeal. 
It will be for the Planning Inspector to undertake the Appropriate Assessment.   

 

8.13 Officers have considered the current situation in order to be in a position to 

advise Members on the case that the Council should present to the Planning 

Inspector.  The submitted report to inform the HRA recognises the potential to 

result in a likely significant effect on the SAC, SPA and Ramsar.  The report 

includes a calculation of the nitrogen budget using Natural England’s Draft 2018 

Methodology.   
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8.14 The calculation that the appellant has undertaken is based on an average 

household size of 2.3 persons (the latest Natural England guidance (June2019) 

recommends an average household size figure of 2.4 persons is used).  The 

appellant’s calculation goes on to measure the total nitrogen load from the 

current land use, using a mix of horticulture and mixed agriculture land types 

and then calculates the nitrogen load from future land uses (the proposed 

development).  The appellant’s calculation demonstrates that there will be a net 

increase in Total Nitrogen output from the site when it is fully occupied. 

 

8.15 At this stage officers have not received evidence to substantiate all of the 
appellant’s inputs that have been used to calculate the existing total nitrogen 
load.  Notwithstanding this, the appellant’s submission shows that the total 
nitrogen output will increase above the existing use of the site and no mitigation 
measures have been put forward. The proposed development would not 
therefore be nutrient neutral.  

 
8.16  In these circumstances the Habitats Regulations provide that planning 

permission can only be granted if the proposal meets the following tests:  
 

• there are no alternative solutions to the proposed development;  
• there are imperative reasons of overriding public interest; and  
• there are suitable compensatory measures secured  

 

8.17 On the evidence presently available, Officers are not satisfied that any of these 

tests are satisfied. Officers would have recommended that planning permission 

should have been refused on the grounds of the uncertain but likely adverse 

effects of waste water from this development, in combination with other 

developments, on the site integrity of the SPA and SAC and other similarly 

protected areas around the Solent.  

 

8.18 With regard to the consideration of Air Quality effects upon the designated 

sites, the submitted report considers there to be no potential to result in a likely 

significant effect.  Natural England have produced guidance on the impact of 

road traffic emissions under the Habitat Regulations.  An assessment needs to 

be undertaken to consider if there are any emissions from the development 

traffic on road links within 200m from European sites, in combination with other 

projects. On the basis of the information presently submitted, it is uncertain 

whether there would be a likely significant effect upon European Protected sites 

resulting from increased road traffic emissions. 

 

8.19 In additional to the impacts set out above, it is recognised that increasing the 

number of houses close to the Special Protection Areas could result in 

increased disturbance to over-wintering birds and have a likely significant 

effect.  The Solent Recreation Mitigation Strategy has been developed to 
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address this potential impact. Subject to the appropriate financial contribution 

being secured, Officers believe this likely significant effect can be satisfactorily 

mitigated. 

 

8.20 In summary, officers consider the proposal to be contrary to Core Strategy 

Policy CS4 and Local Plan Part 2 policy DSP13.  There would be a likely 

adverse effect on the integrity of the designated sites due to the impact on 

ecology and biodiversity from increased wastewater. In respect of impacts from 

road traffic emissions, at this stage there is insufficient evidence to demonstrate 

that the development would not have a likely significant effect in isolation or 

when considered in combination with other projects.  

 
d) Policy DSP40 

8.21   Policy DSP40: Housing Allocations, of Local Plan Part 2, states that: 

 

"Where it can be demonstrated that the Council does not have a five-year 

supply of land for housing against the requirements of the Core Strategy 

(excluding Welborne) additional housing sites, outside the urban area 

boundary, may be permitted where they meet all of the following criteria: 

 

i. The proposal is relative in scale to the demonstrated 5-year housing land 

supply shortfall; 

ii. The proposal is sustainably located adjacent to, and well related to, the 

existing urban settlement boundaries, and can be well integrated with the 

neighbouring settlement; 

iii. The proposal is sensitively designed to reflect the character of the 

neighbouring settlement and to minimise any adverse impact on the 

Countryside and, if relevant, the Strategic Gaps;  

iv.  It can be demonstrated that the proposal is deliverable in the short term; and 

v. The proposal would not have any unacceptable environmental, amenity or 

traffic implications”. 

 

8.22 Each of these five bullet points are worked through in turn below:  

 

Policy DSP40 (i) 

8.23 The proposal for up to 100 dwellings is relative in scale to the 5YHLS shortfall 

and therefore bullet a) of Policy DSP40 is satisfied. 

 

Policy DSP40 (ii) 

8.24 The urban settlement boundary is located within relatively close proximity to the 

north, east and south of the site.  The site is near leisure and community 

facilities, schools and shops. Officers consider that the proposal can be well 

integrated into the neighbouring settlement including other nearby development 
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proposals that have resolutions to grant outline planning permission.  The 

proposal would therefore be in accordance with point ii of Policy DSP40.   

 

Policy DSP40 (iii) 

8.25 The site is within an area of countryside but is not designated as a strategic 

gap.  Policy CS14 of the Core Strategy confirms that built development will be  

strictly controlled to protect it from development which would adversely affect its 

landscape character, appearance and function. 

 

8.26 The area is identified within the Fareham Landscape Assessment 2017 (LLCA  

2.2A) as relatively visually contained from views from surrounding areas. This 

area is classed as being of a lower sensitivity mainly because the character and 

quality of the landscape has been adversely affected by urban influences.  This 

area is therefore more tolerant of change and there is scope for development to 

bring about positive opportunities.  

 

8.27 If the development were to go ahead, the main people who would be potentially 

affected by visual changes would be residents near the site.  It is therefore 

acknowledged that the development of this site would introduce a change in 

character and outlook particularly from nearby properties and the Greenaway 

Lane frontage of the site.  This change would primarily have a localised visual 

impact and the visual impact from longer distance views would be limited. 

 

8.28 The illustrative masterplan shows how the overall layout and form of the 

development might be laid out.  Whilst acknowledging that this plan is for 

illustrative purposes only as the layout and design of the site would be the 

subject of a reserved matters application, Officers consider that this aspect will 

need to be the subject of careful consideration at the reserved matters stage to 

ensure that the proposal complies with adopted policy.  The layout would need 

to incorporate areas of accessible public open space, consideration of play 

provision and ecological mitigation and would need to accommodate a 

pedestrian and cycle link as well as the opportunity to have vehicular 

connectivity to land to the south.  This is to ensure appropriate green 

infrastructure in compliance with Policy CS4 and comprehensive development 

in accordance with Policy DSP4. 

 

8.29 Officers consider that subject to more detailed considerations at the reserved 

matters stage, the development of up to 100 dwellings could be acceptable on 

this site in accordance with point iii) of Policy DSP40.   

 

Policy DSP40 (iv)  

8.30 In terms of delivery, the agent has advised that the site can deliver 20 dwellings 

in 2020/21 and 40 dwellings in 2021/22 and 2022/23.  The proposal would 

therefore be in accordance with point iv of policy DSP40.   
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Policy DSP40(v) 

8.31 The final test of Policy DSP40:  The proposal would not have any unacceptable 

environmental, amenity or traffic implications is discussed below: 

 

Ecology 

8.32 An Ecological Appraisal and surveys in respect of reptiles, bats, badgers, 

overwintering birds and dormouse have been submitted.  The Council’s 

Ecologist and Natural England are satisfied with how the proposals deals with 

species on site and potential disturbance of birds at the coastline, subject to the 

imposition of planning condition and appropriate mitigation.   

 

8.33 As set out in the ‘Nitrates Issue and the impact upon European Protected Sites’ 

section of this report, there would be a likely adverse effect on the integrity of 

the designated sites due to the impact on ecology and biodiversity from 

increased wastewater. In respect of impacts from road traffic emissions, at this 

stage there is insufficient evidence to demonstrate that the development would 

not have a likely significant effect in isolation or when considered in 

combination with other projects. In addition to Core Strategy Policy CS4 and 

Local Plan Part 2 policy DSP13, the proposal would also be contrary to Policy 

DSP40 (v).   

 

Agricultural land 

8.34  Policy CS16 seeks to prevent the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural 

land.  The NPPF does not place a bar on the development of the best and most 

versatile agricultural land.  The site is classified as Grade 3b which is outside of 

the ‘best and most versatile’ agricultural land category.   

 

Amenity 

8.35 Matters of scale, appearance and layout are reserved for consideration at the 

future reserved matters application stage.  It is at that stage that the detailed 

consideration of these issues would need to comply with policy CS17 and the 

adopted design guidance SPD to ensure appropriate amenity standards.  

Officers are satisfied that there is sufficient flexibility and control in the 

description of up to 100 units that this can be satisfactorily addressed to ensure 

that the proposal would be policy compliant. 

 

Highways 

8.36 The Highway Authority comments are set out in the consultation section of this 

report and conclude that from a highway safety perspective, the proposal would 

be acceptable subject to the imposition of planning conditions and financial 

contributions.  
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8.37 Following the deferral of this application at the Planning Committee on 16 

January, officers wrote to the planning agent to establish whether access to the 

scheme could solely be achieved via land to the south.  There has been no 

additional information submitted in respect of this specific issue.  The 

implications of achieving access via land to the south is discussed later in this 

section of the report.   

 

8.38 Since the deferral of the application, the applicant has submitted a Technical 

Note to provide information and clarification relating to Highway matters.  This 

re-iterates that HCC as Highway Authority have no objection to the application 

subject to planning conditions and a Section 106 legal agreement.  The 

technical note discusses the advice previously received from this Council’s 

Transport Planner and HCC’s Highway response and summarises the various 

technical considerations.  

8.39 The Highway Authority sought further clarification on the traffic survey data; 

 the developer’s transport consultant undertook video footage and compared 

 this with flows presented in the Transport Assessment. The Highway Authority 

 are satisfied with the submitted information.  

8.40 In response to the Planning Committee request for further clarity from the 

Highway Authority regarding the impact of additional traffic on Greenaway Lane 

and the cumulative impact of development within Warsash and local roads, the 

Highway Authority consider that their consultation responses have been 

comprehensive.     

8.41 A number of representations have raised concern over the impact of the 

development on the safety of users of Greenaway Lane and at the Greenaway 

Lane/Brook Lane junction.  Reference to the draft local plan has also been 

made which discusses the preferred approach to ensure that the inherent 

character of Greenaway Lane is retained.  The draft Local Plan carries limited 

weight currently. 

 

8.42 The Highway Authority is satisfied that a safe means of access can be 

provided; this is a significant material planning consideration.  Officers have 

carefully considered whether the impact on Greenaway Lane in terms of 

physical alterations are such that it would make the development otherwise 

unacceptable.  The proposed bell mouth junction is located approximately 60 

metres east of Brook Lane.  The physical alterations would include the access 

to facilitate the development, a pavement on the southern side of Greenaway 

Lane which would extend towards Brook Lane and pedestrian crossing points, 

and a minor realignment of the carriageway.  There would also be signage and 

bollards which would relate to pedestrian and cycle connectivity.   It should be 

noted that the detailed highway works would be the subject of a S278 

agreement with the Highway Authority.  Officers have concluded that the 
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physical ‘interventions’ are not of a level that would adversely detract from the 

character of Greenaway Lane or justify refusal of outline planning permission. 

 

8.43 It is acknowledged that an alternative access to the south of the site would be 

preferred which would limit the number of vehicles that would enter and exit the 

proposed Greenaway Lane access.  However, this current application needs to 

be considered as submitted.  The applicant’s agent has advised that the 

potential access to the south is on third party land.  If a link could be facilitated 

there would be a “time ransom” and the developer would have to wait for a road 

link to be built through the site to the south (Land and Partners site).  

 

8.44 Following the deferral of the application in January 2019, the applicant has not 

provided further comment in respect of the alternative access to the south.  

However, the developer is willing to “downgrade” the Greenaway Lane access 

to emergency/pedestrian/cycles if an access to the south is secured without a 

timing and financial ransom to them.   

 

8.45 As part of the proposed legal agreement in relation to the Land and Partners 

site, Officers are seeking to secure a vehicular connectivity link which could 

facilitate a vehicular route between the two sites.  Bargate Homes could then 

provide a similar link on its land.  It is noted that any change to the access 

routes in terms of trip generation and dispersal of traffic would need to be 

supported by updated highway technical reports at the reserved matters stage.  

 

8.46 This issue is somewhat complex due to the timing and consideration of the 

separate applications.  Officers anticipate that the reserved matters applications 

for both sites will be submitted but ultimately cannot control this or the resultant 

actual timing of the delivery of each site.  

 

8.47 Policy DSP4 of the adopted plan relates to ‘prejudice to adjacent land’ and 

piecemeal development and supports connectivity to adjoining land.  The 

developer’s position on a financial ransom is noted but ultimately this is a 

matter for dialogue between the developer and the various land owners.  

Officers consider it is important to ensure that vehicular connectivity is secured 

via a Section 106 planning obligation.   

 

8.48 In summary, Members are advised that whilst it is entirely reasonable to seek to 

secure the vehicular connectivity to the south and a downgrading of the 

Greenaway Lane access should the latter be achievable, fundamentally this 

current application needs to be considered as submitted with the access off 

Greenaway Lane.  Based on the Highway Authority advice and noting the 

discussion above, officers consider that the proposal does comply with point (v) 

of DSP40, policy CS5 of the Core Strategy and DSP4 of the Local Plan part 2. 
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8.49 In respect of the Highway Authority request for a contribution towards the 

closure of the access track off Greenaway Lane that serves the Veros site, 

Officers note that the Highway Authority is satisfied that the proposed access 

and related traffic implications for this current application are acceptable as 

submitted without the closure of the track.  It is noted that the access to the 

Veros site is in private ownership and currently serves premises other than the 

Veros site.  The contribution request is on the basis that the closure of the track 

can be explored through a Traffic Regulation Order process if there are no valid 

objections.  Members are advised that it would be appropriate to secure a 

financial contribution towards the closure of the access track if this can be 

achieved, however, this cannot be guaranteed. 

 

8.50 In summary, through the imposition of planning conditions and the completion 

of a planning obligation pursuant to Section 106 of the Town and Country Act 

1990, Officers are satisfied that the proposal would not have any unacceptable 

amenity or traffic implications in compliance with criteria (v) of DSP40.   

 

8.51 With regard to environmental considerations (DSP40 (v), having given regard to 

the matters set out within the ‘Nitrates Issue and the impact upon European 

Protected Sites’ section of this report, officers consider the proposal contrary to 

the environmental criteria (v) of DSP 40.   

 

e)  Other matters 

Affordable Housing 

8.52 The proposal includes the provision of 40% affordable housing.  Subject to 

appropriate size, mix and tenure being agreed to meet the identified local need 

to comply with Policy CS18, officers consider this acceptable and appropriate to 

secure via a Section 106 legal agreement. 

 

Open Space, Play Provision, Green Infrastructure, Connectivity and 

Nature Conservation 

8.53 On site open space is proposed and is shown illustratively on the submitted 

plans.  As part of a Section 106 legal agreement, it is considered appropriate to 

secure a plan to accompany the agreement to ensure that a swathe of open 

space links through to land to the south.  This is to secure green infrastructure 

and vehicular, pedestrian and cycle connectivity.   

 

8.54 In respect of play provision and in accordance with the Council’s adopted 

Planning Obligation SPD, the proposed number of units would require the 

provision of a Locally Equipped Area of Plan (LEAP).  It is noted that 

resolutions to grant planning permission have already sought to secure play 

provision on land to the south of Greenaway Lane.   
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8.55 Due to the development proposals coming forwarding at different times, it will 

be necessary to secure play provision on this application site.  In the 

circumstance that play provision is delivered earlier on other land to the south 

of Greenaway Lane, a financial contribution towards the provision and 

maintenance of this equipment should be secured.     

 

8.56 The above could be secured via a Section 106 legal agreement.   

 

Effect upon Local Infrastructure 

8.57 Concerns have been raised over the effect of the number of dwellings on 

schools, doctors and other services in the area.  Hampshire County Council 

have identified a need to increase the number of primary school places within 

the areas to meet needs generated by the development.  A financial 

contribution can be secured through the Section 106 legal agreement. 

 

8.58 The difficulty in obtaining doctor’s appointments and dental services is an issue 

regularly raised in respect of new housing proposals.  It is ultimately for the 

health provides to decide how they deliver their services.  A refusal on these 

grounds would not be substantiated.  

 

8.59 With regard to concern over drainage and flood risk, the Lead Flood Authority 

are content with the submitted information.  During the course of the 

application, the Highway Authority requested further information to assess the 

potential impact of water draining off the proposed development into the 

carriageway.  Sufficient information has demonstrated a fall away from 

Greenaway Lane to ensure that any surface water drainage occurs internally 

back into the site, rather than out onto the carriageway.  The drainage design 

will be addressed further at the detailed design stage.   

 

Draft Local Plan 

8.60 Members will be aware that the Draft Local Plan which addresses the 

Borough’s development requirements up until 2036 was subject to consultation 

between 25th October 2017 and 8th December 2017.  The site of this planning 

application was proposed to be allocated for housing within the draft local plan 

 

8.61 With regard to concern over the cumulative effect of development and whether 

it would be so significant that to grant planning permission would undermine the 

plan-making process, a number of background documents and assessments 

support the proposed allocation of the site in terms of its deliverability and 

sustainability which are of relevance.   

 

Other third-party concerns 

8.62 With regard to concern over noise, air and light pollution, the Environmental 

Health officer has not raised concern in this regard.  
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f)  The Planning Balance 

8.63 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 sets out the 

starting point for the determination of planning applications 

 

"If regard is to be had to the development plan for the purpose of any 

determination to be made under the Planning Acts the determination must be 

made in accordance with the plan unless material considerations indicate 

otherwise".  

 

8.64 In determining planning applications there is a presumption in favour of the 

policies of the extant Development Plan unless material considerations indicate 

otherwise.  Material considerations include the planning policies set out in the 

NPPF. 

 

8.65 Paragraph 59 of the NPPF seeks to significantly boost the supply of housing.   

 Paragraph 73 of the NPPF states that Local Planning Authorities should identify 

a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide a minimum of five 

years' worth of housing against their housing requirement including a buffer.  

Where a Local Planning Authority cannot do so, and when faced with 

applications involving the provision of housing, the policies of the local plan 

which are most important for determining the applications are considered out-

of-date.  

 

8.66 Paragraph 11 of the NPPF clarifies what is mean by the presumption in favour 

of sustainable development for decision-taking, including where relevant 

policies are "out-of-date".  It states: 

 

"for decision-taking this means: 

 

Approving development proposals that accord with an up-to-date development 

plan without delay; or 

Where there are no relevant development plan policies, or the policies which 

are most important for determining the application are out-of-date, granting 

planning permission unless: 

The application of policies in this Framework that protect areas of assets of 

particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development 

proposed; or 

Any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably 

outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework 

taken as a whole.” 

8.67 Paragraph 177 of the NPPF states that: 
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“The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where 

the plan or project is likely to have a significant effect on a habitats sites (either 

alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an appropriate 

assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the 

integrity of the habitats site”. 

8.68 The following sections of the report assesses the application proposals against 

this Council’s adopted Local Plan policies and considers whether it complies 

with those policies or not to weigh up the material considerations in this case. 

As advised earlier in this report, as the application is now the subject of a 

Planning Appeal, the Council are not determining this application.  In order to 

be in a position to invite Members to confirm the decision they would have 

made if they had been able to determine the planning application, it is 

necessary to consider the policy and legislative implications in order to attach 

appropriate weight to the material planning considerations.   

 
8.69 The site is outside of the defined urban settlement boundary and the proposal 

does not relate to agriculture, forestry, horticulture and required infrastructure.  

The principle of the proposed development of the site would be contrary to 

Policies CS2, CS6 and CS14 of the Core Strategy and Policy DSP6 of Local 

Plan Part 2: Development Sites and Policies Plan.   

 

8.70 Officers have carefully assessed the proposals against Policy DSP40: Housing 

Allocations which is engaged as this Council cannot demonstrate a 5YHLS.  

Officers have also given due regard to the updated 5YHLS position report 

presented to the Planning Committee in April 2019.     

 

8.71 In weighing up the material considerations and conflict between policies; the 

development of a greenfield site weighted against Policy DSP40, Officers have 

concluded that the proposal is relative in scale to the demonstrated 5YHLS 

shortfall, well related to the existing urban settlement boundaries such that it 

can be integrated with those settlements whilst at the same time being 

sensitively designed to reflect the area’s existing character and minimising any 

adverse impact on the Countryside.   

 

8.72 It is acknowledged that the proposal would have an urbanising impact through 

the introduction of housing and related infrastructure onto a site which is at 

present largely undeveloped.  However, that impact would be localised. Officers 

consider that the change in the character of the site and the resulting visual 

effect would not cause any substantial harm.   

 

8.73 Officers are satisfied that there are no outstanding amenity issues which cannot 

otherwise be addressed through planning conditions. There would be no 

materially harmful impact on highway safety. 
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8.74 Given the position set out in paragraph 177 of the NPPF the ‘presumption in 

favour of development’  as set out in paragraph 11 does not apply in this case.  

Officer advice is that without the ‘presumption in favour of development’ there is 

a sufficiently robust adopted policy basis in which to weigh up the material 

planning considerations with specific regard to Policy DSP40 which ordinarily 

would carry significant weight in the determination of this application. 

 

8.75 Since this application was reported to the Planning Committee in January 2019, 

Natural England have advised that waste water from proposed housing would 

have a likely significant effect upon European Protected Sites. 

8.76 In this case, the applicant has undertaken a calculation which indicates that the 

wastewater total nitrogen load arising from the proposed development would 

not achieve nutrient neutrality.  No acceptable mitigation has been put forward 

by the applicant, therefore it is not possible to ascertain that the proposal will 

not result in adverse effects on the designated sites.    

8.77 The Habitat Regulations provide that planning permission can only be granted if 

a proposal meets the following tests: 

 There are no alternative solutions to the proposed development; 

 There are imperative reasons of overriding public interest; and 

 There are suitable compensatory measures secured (for example a 

replacement habitat).   

In the view of Officers, none of these tests can be satisfied at this time. 

8.78 This issue is a significant material planning consideration due to the uncertainty 

 but likely adverse effects of waste water from this development in combination 

 with other developments on the designated European sites.    

8.79 In respect of impacts from road traffic emissions, Officers are not satisfied on 

the basis of the submitted information that there is no potential to result in a 

likely significant effect on the designated sites. 

8.80 In summary, the proposal is considered to conflict with criteria (v) 

environmental impact of Policy DSP40, Policy DSP13 and Policy CS4 of the 

adopted Core Strategy.   

8.81 Affordable housing as 40% of the units, along with the delivery of onsite open 

space, and play provision can be secured through a planning obligation.  

 

8.82 In balancing the objectives of adopted policy which seeks to restrict 

development within the countryside alongside the shortage in housing supply, 

Officers acknowledge that the proposal could deliver up to 100 dwellings, 

including affordable housing, in the short term.  The contribution the proposed 

scheme would make towards boosting the Borough's housing supply is a 

substantial material consideration, in the light of this Council's current 5YHLS.  
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8.83 The conflict with development plan policy CS14 would ordinarily result in this 

proposal being considered unacceptable.   Ordinarily CS14 would be the 

principal policy such that a scheme in the countryside should be refused.  

However, in light of the Council's lack of a five-year housing land supply, 

development plan policy DSP40 is engaged.  Whilst the Council is unable to 

demonstrate a 5YHLS, more weight should be afforded to policy DSP40 than 

CS14.   Having considered the scheme against the criterion of DSP40, the 

proposal is considered to satisfy all the criteria within DSP40 except in relation 

to the impact of the development in respect of environmental ecological matters 

as set out within this report.    

 

8.84 Officers are satisfied that amenity issues and the highway implications are 

acceptable and can be addressed through the design of the scheme, planning 

conditions and a section 106 planning obligation.  The section 106 planning 

obligation could also secure an education contribution, highway contribution 

and connectivity.   

 

8.85 Having carefully considered all material planning matters, Officers consider that 

the likely significant effects upon the European Protected Sites must be given 

substantial weight, and as such outweigh the benefits which arise from the 

proposal. Members are invited to confirm that had they had the opportunity to 

determine the planning application, they would have REFUSED it for the 

following reason: 

 

9.0 Recommendation 

 

The application is contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework, Core 

Strategy Policy CS4, Green Infrastructure, Biodiversity and Geological 

Conservation, Policy DSP13 Nature Conservation of Local Plan Part 2 and 

Policy DSP40 (v) and is unacceptable in that: 

 

9.1 The proposal would have likely significant effects upon designated European 

Protected Sites in combination with other developments due to the adverse 

effects of increased waste water. 

 

9.2 There is uncertainty in respect of the impact of increased emissions from traffic 

associated with this development in combination with other developments upon 

designated European Protected Sites  

 

9.3 The Planning Inspectorate should further be advised that had the impacts upon 

the European sites been satisfactory mitigated and had planning permission 

been granted, the Local Planning Authority would have first sought a Section 

106 planning obligation to secure the following: 
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a)   Provision and transfer of the areas of open space to Fareham Borough 

Council, including associated financial contributions for its future 

maintenance;  

b)   A financial contribution towards the delivery of a play area and 

associated maintenance; 

c)   A financial contribution towards the Solent Recreation Mitigation 

Partnership (SRMP); 

d)   40% of the proposed units as on-site affordable housing including the 

Local Housing Affordability cap; the type, size, mix and tenure to be 

agreed to the satisfaction of officers; 

e)   Vehicular, pedestrian and cycle connectivity access to adjoining land for 

members of the public through the site in perpetuity and a financial 

contribution towards the maintenance and associated lighting of the 

pedestrian and cycle link; 

f) A downgrade of the proposed Greenaway Lane access if an alternative 

access route to the south of the site can be secured subject to there 

being sufficient specification and capacity and agreement of the Highway 

Authority.   

g)   A financial contribution towards education provision; 

h) A financial contribution towards highway impacts at the following 

junctions’ A27/Barnes Lane Barnes Lane/Brook Lane, A27/Station Road 

roundabout 

i)   A Travel Plan and related monitoring cost and bond.  

j)   A sustainable travel contribution to be used towards offsite 

improvements 

 

 

10.0 Background Papers 

 P/18/0482/OA 
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Fareham Land LP and Bargate Homes Limited 
 

 
NOVEMBER 2020 | DW | BRS.4989   
 

APPENDIX 5 
 

79 GREENAWAY LANE, WARASH COMMITTEE REPORT 
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OFFICER REPORT FOR COMMITTEE 

Date: 10/10/2018  

P/18/0107/OA WARSASH 

MS LORRAINE HANSLIP AGENT: PAUL AIREY PLANNING 

ASSOCIATES 

 

OUTLINE APPLICATION FOR THE ERECTION OF UP TO 30 RESIDENTIAL 

UNITS AND ASSOCIATED DETACHED GARAGES. REVISED SCHEME 

INCORPORATING ACCESS TO THE SOUTH 

LAND TO THE EAST & WEST OF 79 GREENAWAY LANE WARSASH 

SOUTHAMPTON 

Report By 

Jean Chambers - Direct dial 01329 824355 

Introduction 

Members’ attention is drawn to the report at the beginning of this Committee agenda 

titled “Consideration of planning applications on this Agenda.” 

This planning application was first considered at the Planning Committee meeting on 

the 20 June 2018. Following consideration of all relevant planning matters, Members 

resolved to grant planning permission for the proposal subject to the prior completion 

of a planning obligation and the imposition of relevant conditions.  

The following report is an updated version of the report presented to the Planning 

Committee on the 20 June, 2018. The main updates made to the report can be 

summarised as followed: 

 The “Updates” report presented on the 20 June has now been incorporated 

into the report. This related to four further letters of representation. 

 Three further representations received after the Planning Committee meeting 

has been incorporated into the Representations section. 

 The section of the report titled “Implication of Fareham’s Current 5 Year 

Housing Land Supply Position (5YHLS)” has been updated to reflect the 

requirements of the revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and 

the implications of the recent judgment of the Court of Justice of the European 

Union (CJEU). 

 The section of the report titled “Loss of agricultural land” has been updated to 

reflect the requirements of the revised NPPF. 

 Confirmation that an Appropriate Assessment has been undertaken, and that 

any adverse impacts from the development can be mitigated, has been 

inserted into the Ecology Section of this report. 

 The section of the report titled “The planning balance” has been updated to 

reflect the requirements of the revised NPPF and the implications of the 

recent judgment of the Court of Justice of the European Union (CJEU). 

 The ‘relevant planning history’ section has been updated to reflect current 

pending applications.    
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Site Description 

The application site measures 1.86 hectares and is located to the south of 

Greenaway Lane.  The site comprises an open field which is predominantly flat with 

a gentle slope from the north-east corner towards the south-west.   

A row of substantial trees fronting Greenaway Lane in addition to a treed western 

boundary are covered by Tree Preservation Orders.  A single detached house with 

access direct from Greenaway Lane is located in the centre of the field but outside of 

the application site.  Part of the garden of this house would form part of the 

development site.   

Residential dwellings are located to the east, west and north of the application site.  

To the immediate south east of the site is a private road which links Greenaway 

Lane to Warsash Road in the south.  The Vero Industrial site is located to the south 

of the site.    

The site is located outside of the defined urban settlement boundary and therefore 

for planning policy purposes is considered to be countryside.  It is located 

approximately 700m north of Warsash local facilities. 

Description of Proposal 

Outline planning permission is sought for the construction of up to 30 dwellings with 

all matters reserved apart from the means of access to the site.  It is proposed that 

access for dwellings that front Greenaway Lane would be served off the existing 

access that serves number 79 Greenaway Lane.   

A separate access is proposed to serve the remaining dwellings which would be 

located in the southern part of the site, with vehicles travelling east to the existing 

track then south and east onto Lockswood Road.  This access is in the same 

location as that agreed through application reference P/17/0998/OA (Land and 

Partners) and includes provision for larger commercial vehicles.   

The proposed development would incorporate housing types of a maximum 2 storey 

height and include a range of between 2 and 5 bedroom units and 40 % affordable 

housing.  The six units fronting Greenaway Lane are indicated to be self-build 

dwellings. 

A number of supporting documents, including, ecological report, transport report, 

landscape appraisal, flood risk assessment and surface water drainage strategy, 

tree report have been submitted.  A master plan has been submitted for illustrative 

purposes only to show how the site might be laid out. 

Policies 

The following policies apply to this application: 

Approved Fareham Borough Core Strategy  
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CS2 - Housing Provision 

CS4 - Green Infrastructure, Biodiversity and Geological Conservation 

CS5 - Transport Strategy and Infrastructure 

CS6 -   The Development Strategy 

CS14 - Development Outside Settlements 

CS15 -  Sustainable Development and Climate Change 

CS16 - Natural Resources and Renewable Energy  

CS17 -  High Quality Design 

CS18 -  Provision of Affordable Housing 

CS20 -  Infrastructure and Development Contributions 

Development Sites and Policies  

DSP1 -  Sustainable Development 

DSP2 -  Environmental Impact 

DSP3 - Impact on living Conditions 

DSP4 - Prejudice to adjacent land 

DSP6 - New residential development outside of the defined urban settlement 

boundaries  

DSP13 -  Nature Conservation 

DSP15 – Recreational Disturbance on the Solent Special Protection Areas  

DSP40 -  Housing Allocations 

Fareham Borough Design Guidance Supplementary Planning Document (Excluding 

Welborne) 2015 

Planning Obligation SPD for the Borough of Fareham (excluding Welborne) (April 

2016) 

Residential Car and Cycle Parking Standards SPD 2009 

 

Relevant Planning History 

The following planning history is relevant: 

P/12/0158/FP Demolition of existing dwelling, erection of new dwelling and erection 

of detached triple garage with a room above - approved 28 August 2012  

P/12/0158/MA/A  non-material amendment to above application - approved 26 June 

2013  

P/12/0158/DP/A  details pursuant condition 7, 8 and 10 of above application - 

approved 2 July 2013  

P/13/0952/FP Construction of access gates, piers and driveway approved 16 

December 2013  

P/17/0810/FP  Side extension to existing triple garage to create boat/car port 

approved 21 August 2017 

P/18/0947/FP Reduction in area of residential curtilage, change to boundary fencing 

and landscaping (part retrospective). Pending.  
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P/18/0884/FP  Erection of 6 detached residential units and associated detached 

garages.  Pending  

Representations 

Thirty six letters have been received (some people have written in more than once) 

raising the following objections:    

Contrary to adopted policies 

Contrary to NPPF 

Loss of Countryside 

Loss of agricultural land  

Imbalance of development in the western wards and Warsash 

Too much development in the area  

Cumulative impact of developments must be considered 

Too much development proposed off Greenaway Lane which has a special        

character and is narrow 

Agricultural occupancy condition 

Newlands Farm would be better 

Applications for development should not be entertained on land which is subject to 

separate public comment regarding policy principle 

The revised alternative scheme is contrary to policies in the adopted development 

plan but reflects the intention of the Council to allocate this site for housing, is this a 

case of predetermination? 

Affordable housing is not viable in this expensive area 

Overdevelopment out of character with the lane 

Loss of outlook 

Overbearing and oppressive  

Adverse impact on public views 

Highway infrastructure cannot cope  

Barnes Lane and Brook Lane Junctions with A27 cannot handle more traffic 

Highway safety hazard including pedestrians 

Why is access proposed off Greenaway Lane? no access is appropriate.   

Track coming from Greenaway Lane will become a rat run 

Full traffic assessment is required, insufficient public transport 

Inadequate on-site parking provision 

Lack of parking in Warsash Village 

Impact of construction vehicles on Greenaway Lane  

Impact on trees 

Health, air and noise pollution 

Impact on wildlife 

Flooding 

Ecology  

Consultee responses on Environmental Health and Open Spaces are inadequate. 

Shelving of residents' petition is not acceptable 
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The ecology report refers to a different number of dwellings and so must be invalid 

and is out of date. How will compliance with ecological report be policed and 

funded? 

Flood risk and drainage plans and report are out of date 

Conclusions of Transport Statement cannot be accepted 

Infrastructure cannot cope - schools, doctors, dentists 

Archaeological artefacts 

Inadequate consultation by the applicant  

The vehicle access off Greenaway Lane is against the draft local plan.  With the 

piecemeal sites at various stages of planning it would not be possible to stop other 

sites from using Greenaway Lane. 

 

Hampshire School Places Plan 2017-2019 assumes that the bulk of houses to be 

built will be in the new Welborne Estate and makes no provision for an increase in 

school places in any of the schools which will serve the new developments in 

Warsash, Titchfield, Locks Heath or Sarisbury.  This would mean an increase in car 

journeys and require a review of associated environmental and traffic impact 

assessments.   

 

With reference to current Department for Education Guidelines relating to disposal or 

change of use of playing fields, if more classrooms are sought on current playing 

fields or sports grounds, this will take time beyond the current education plan. 

 

The Fareham and Gosport and South East Hampshire Clinical Commission Group 

“5 year Strategy for local health services” does not reference the impact of building 

3,000 new dwellings on the provision of health care services. There is no evidence 

of consultation or how this will be addressed with limited budgets. 

 

There is no evidence that FBC has consulted other Local Transport Authorities 

(LTA). Increase in traffic would limit economic benefits or growth. 

 

PETITION (signed by 2,390 people)  

Members attention is also drawn to the fact that a petition has been received in 

response to the draft local plan consultation.  It is titled "STOP the building of 1500 

new homes in Warsash, Locks Heath, Park Gate and Titchfield Common" and 

includes the following Statement:  

We the undersigned petition the council to Stop the building of 1500 new homes in 

Warsash, Locks Heath, Park Gate and Titchfield Common. Whilst it is appreciated 

that the task is not an easy one, there are many sites that we believe the council 

should be looking at that are more suitable than Warsash and the Western Wards, 

such as Newlands Farm. We also request that FBC look at SHLAA Ref 3127 and the 

surrounding area of Fareham north and east of the town centre. This appears to be 

a prime location as it already has direct access to the motorway and easy access to 

the public transport links in Fareham town centre and three senior schools. Fareham 

centre is also an ideal place for leisure facilities, and has space for doctors etc. to 
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service the needs of any new houses. It would inject a new lease of life into what is 

already an established but underused town that is essentially being allowed to slide 

into disrepair. 

Justification:  

Below are the sites that we are protesting about.   

HA1 - North and South of Greenaway Lane, Warsash - 700 dwellings 

HA3 - Southampton Road, Titchfield Common - 400 dwellings 

HA7 - Warsash Maritime Academy, Warsash -100 dwellings 

HA9 - Heath Road, Locks Heath- 71 dwellings 

HA11- Raley Road, Locks Heath- 49 dwellings 

HA13- Hunts Pond Road, Titchfield Common- 38 dwellings 

HA14 -Genesis Community Youth Centre, Locks Heath - 35 dwellings 

 HA15 -Beacon Bottom West, Park Gate -30 dwellings 

HA17 -69 Botley Road, Park Gate -24 dwellings 

HA19-  399 - 409 Hunts Pond Road, Titchfield Common- 22 dwellings 

Traffic in this area is already at a gridlock during peak hours and since the new 

Strawberry Fields, Hunts Pond and Coldeast developments it has doubled the time 

for people to get to work. Improvements on major roads and motorways will try and 

ease congestion but it's not satisfactory as residents will not be able to actually get 

to these major roads.  Local roads such as Brook Lane, Osborne Road, Warsash 

Road and Barnes Lane cannot be made wider, they were built to service the traffic 

and community of small villages and the resulting influx of 3000+ cars in such a 

small square area will lead to more accidents.  Warsash specifically is on a 

peninsular and the only roads in and out are Brook Lane and Warsash Road. 

Emergency vehicles will be unable to ensure safe response times - during rush hour 

it is likely they will not have space to get to their destination.  The consequences will 

be catastrophic. Flooding is inevitable especially with recent climate changes; 

residents in local back garden developments are already experiencing this. Fareham 

is presently in trouble for poor air quality due to the amount of rush hour traffic.  

Bring another 3000+ cars in to the Western Wards and there will be more cases of 

asthma, lung disease and related illnesses - all for the surgeries with not enough 

resources to treat.  Doctors, schools, hospitals and emergency services are already 

stretched to breaking point.  If the plans go ahead there will be hundreds of children 

needing school places.  New schools might take pressure off the overcrowded ones 

- then the influx of new children will put it back on again.  Children walking to 

Brookfield already face a perilous journey due to the amount of traffic on Brook 

Lane. Brook Lane, Lockswood, Jubilee and Whiteley surgeries struggle to cope with 

the amount of patients they have.  They wait an unacceptable amount of time for 

routine appointments (1 month plus) and often have very long waits when they get to 

there (30 minutes plus). Emergency appointments are becoming harder to book as 

there are not enough doctors or time. The very young, elderly and chronically ill are 

already vulnerable and bearing the brunt of this - add another 1,500 homes and 

these overstretched surgeries will be at crisis point.  There will be an increased need 

for care homes, for which there is just no space. Residents' health will be at risk and 
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possibly their lives. Warsash is a place of outstanding natural beauty and home to 

precious wildlife such as badgers, bats and deer. The greenfield land proposed as 

the area for development also provides a defined strategic gap from neighbouring 

villages. Residents have the right to breathe clean air, have facilities, space and 

sufficient infrastructure and the assurance that emergency vehicles have access and 

can meet response times in life threatening situations. We genuinely fear for the 

health and safety of people in the Western Wards. 

Consultations  

EXTERNAL  

Natural England - No objection subject to appropriate mitigation being secured as 

the site is within 5.6km of the Solent and Southampton Water Special Protection 

Area (SPA) and will lead to a net increase in residential accommodation.  Natural 

England also recommended that the proposal is supported by a Biodiversity 

Mitigation and Enhancement Plan or equivalent to be agreed by Hampshire County 

Council Ecologist.  This should be secured by planning condition or obligation.   

Since the CJEU judgment, Natural England has confirmed to the Council that in 

cases where the necessary avoidance and mitigation measures are limited to 

collecting a funding contribution that is fully in line with an agreed strategic approach 

for the mitigation of impacts on European Sites then, provided no other adverse 

impacts are identified by this authority’s Appropriate Assessment, the authority may 

be assured that Natural England agrees that the Appropriate Assessment can 

conclude that there will be no adverse effect on the integrity of the European Sites. 

In such cases Natural England will not require a Regulation 63 appropriate 

assessment consultation. 

HCC Archaeology - No objection subject to planning condition.   

Ecology - No objection subject to planning conditions and legal agreement to secure 

payment in respect of the Solent Special Protection Area.  

The principles of mitigation in respect of reptiles is considered to be acceptable.  

However, the Ecology officer has provided advice in respect of reptiles and badgers 

for further consideration at the reserved matters stage:   

With regard to the proposed hedgerow in the centre of the site, whilst acceptable in 

principle, a hedgerow on its own will not provide a functional green corridor, enabling 

the movement of wildlife on site. In addition to reptiles, evidence of badgers using 

the site through established paths was recorded and there are a number of badger 

setts in the wider landscape. Therefore, a strip of grassland/meadow, of sufficient 

width (minimum of 2m) is required at the base of the hedgerow. This corridor must 

not form part of the private residential gardens.  

The ecology report states that the reptile receptor site "will be an area of habitat to 

the north and west of the site measuring 5-10m from the site boundary." In addition 

to the reptile buffers along the northern and western boundaries, the Site Layout 

shows green corridors along the eastern and southern boundaries. To ensure the 
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movement of badgers and provision of sufficient habitat for reptiles, the green 

corridors along the eastern and southern boundaries should also be a minimum of 

5m.  

The Site Layout shows the southern boundary being isolated from the remaining 

habitats on site. Therefore, the provision of a badger/reptile culvert under the 

proposed access road (south-eastern corner of the site) along the southern 

boundary should be considered.  

Hampshire County Council - Lead Local Flood Authority - no objection subject to 

planning condition. 

Hampshire County Council - Strategic Development Officer - Due to the small 

number of dwellings, there is no requirement for a contribution towards education 

infrastructure.   

Southern Water - No objection subject to planning condition and informative.  

INTERNAL 

Transport Officer -  The proposed access to serve the six houses off Greenaway 

Lane is acceptable.  The access will need to be not less than 5m wide up to the 

boundary with no. 79 with 2.4m by 49 visibility splays.   

The proposed access (Lockswood Road) to serve the remaining dwellings is 

considered to be acceptable.  The route and junction are suitable for the additional 

flow and HGV movements.  The Transport Officer advises that the northern section 

of the track should be bollarded to prevent its use by motor vehicles and surfaced for 

pedestrian/cyclist use.   

Affordable Housing Strategic Lead - Has noted the provision of 40% of affordable 

housing units and the schedule of proposed accommodation.  This is acceptable 

providing that the 65:35 affordable rent to intermediate split is reflected in the final 

provision with the 4 bedroom units being the priority for affordable/social rent.   

Environmental Health (contamination) - no objection subject to planning condition.  

Environmental Health - no comment 

Recycling Co-ordinator - advised that sweep plans would need to be provided to 

show safe access for refuse and recycling vehicles and that bin collection points for 

properties not adjacent to the road should be shown on the plans.  Bin stores for 

flats must be as close to the road as possible with level access.  

Tree officer - In arboricultural terms this is the most viable layout with the primary 

highway access being gained from the southeast corner of the site and a private 

drive exiting out onto Greenaway Lane.  Therefore the tree officer raises no 

objection. 

Planning Considerations - Key Issues 

a) Implication of Fareham's current 5-year land supply housing supply position 

(5YHLS)  
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b) Residential development in the countryside 

c) - g)  Policy DSP 40 

h) Local Infrastructure 

i) Other matters  

j) The planning balance 

A) IMPLICATION OF FAREHAM'S CURRENT 5 YEAR HOUSING LAND SUPPLY 

POSITION (5YHLS) 

Members’ attention is drawn to the report titled "Five year housing land supply 

position" elsewhere on this agenda. That report sets out this Council's local housing 

need along with this Council's housing land supply position. The report concludes 

that this Council has 4.95 years of housing supply against the new 5YHLS 

requirement. Based on the previous resolution of Members, that housing supply of 

4.95 years currently includes the dwellings proposed by this planning application.    

Members’ attention is also drawn to the report titled 'How proposals for residential 

development should be considered in the context of this Council's 5 year housing 

land supply position', which is provided elsewhere in this agenda.   

In the absence of a five year supply of deliverable housing sites, officers consider 

that policy DSP40 is the principal development plan policy that guides whether 

schemes will be considered acceptable.  

B)  RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT IN THE COUNTRYSIDE 

Policy CS2 (Housing Provision) of the adopted Core Strategy states that priority 

should be given to the reuse of previously developed land within the urban areas.  

Policies CS6 (The Development Strategy) goes on to say that development will be 

permitted within the settlement boundaries.   The application site lies within an area 

which is outside of the defined urban settlement boundary.   

Policy CS14 of the Core Strategy states that:  

'Built development on land outside the defined settlements will be strictly controlled 

to protect the countryside and coastline from development which would adversely 

affect its landscape character, appearance and function. Acceptable forms of 

development will include that essential for agriculture, forestry, horticulture and 

required infrastructure.' 

  

Policy DSP6 of the Local Plan Part 2: Development Sites and Policies states - there 

will be a presumption against new residential development outside of the defined 

urban settlement boundary (as identified on the Policies Map).  

The site is clearly outside of the defined urban settlement boundary and the proposal 

is therefore contrary to Policies CS2, CS6, and CS14 of the adopted Core Strategy 

and Policy DSP6 of the adopted Local Plan Part 2: Development Sites and Policies 

Plan. 

POLICY DSP40 
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Local Policy DSP40 states that: 

"Where it can be demonstrated that the Council does not have a five year supply of 

land for housing against the requirements of the Core Strategy (excluding Welborne) 

additional housing sites, outside the urban area boundary, may be permitted where 

they meet all of the following criteria: 

i. The proposal is relative in scale to the demonstrated 5 year housing land supply 

shortfall; 

ii. The proposal is sustainably located adjacent to, and well related to, the existing 

urban settlement boundaries, and can be well integrated with the neighbouring 

settlement; 

iii. The proposal is sensitively designed to reflect the character of the neighbouring 
settlement and to minimise any adverse impact on the Countryside and, if 
relevant, the Strategic Gaps 

iv.  It can be demonstrated that the proposal is deliverable in the short term; and 

v.  The proposal would not have any unacceptable environmental, amenity or traffic 

implications.   

Each of these five bullet points are considered further below. 

C) POLICY DSP40 (i) 

The proposal for up to 30 dwellings is relative in scale to the 5YHLS shortfall and 

therefore bullet point i) of Policy DSP40 is satisfied. 

D) POLICY DSP40 (ii) 

The second test of Policy DSP40 is that "The proposal is sustainably located 

adjacent to, and well related to, the existing urban settlement boundaries, and can 

be well integrated with the neighbouring settlement". 

The application site is in close proximity to the defined settlement boundary of 

Warsash and to leisure and community facilities, schools and shops. 

The illustrative masterplan demonstrates that the overall layout and form of the 

development could be designed to be sympathetic with existing properties and 

commercial premise which adjoin the site. Up to 30 houses are proposed which 

equates to a net density of 17.5 dwellings per hectare.  The detailed reserved 

matters application would need to demonstrate and ensure that the scheme 

complies with the Fareham Borough Design Guidance Supplementary Planning 

Document (Excluding Welborne).  This would ensure that the amenity of future 

occupiers and existing neighbouring property occupiers would be acceptable. 

Subject to the layout of the site and design form and how it might relate to the 

surrounding built form, officers consider that the development of up to 30 units could 

be accommodated on this site.  It is therefore considered that the development 
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would be sustainably located and can be well integrated with the neighbouring 

settlement in accordance with point ii) above.     

E)  POLICY DSP40 (iii)  

The third test is that "The proposal is sensitively designed to reflect the character of 

the neighbouring settlement and to minimise any adverse impact on the Countryside 

and, if relevant, the Strategic Gaps".  

The site is not located with a designated strategic gap.  It is however, located within 

designated countryside where Policy CS14 of the adopted Fareham Borough Core 

Strategy confirms that built development will be strictly controlled to protect it from 

development which would "adversely affects its landscape character, appearance 

and function".   

In assessing the impact on the landscape character of the area, due regard has 

been given to The Fareham Landscape Assessment 2017 (which is part of the 

evidence base for the published draft Fareham Local Plan 2036).  The site lies within 

the Lower Hamble Valley (LCA2), Warsash Nurseries and is of lower sensitivity 

mainly because the character and quality of the landscape has been adversely 

affected by urban influences.  The landscape is more tolerant of change and there is 

scope for development to bring about positive opportunities.  

The site is currently viewed from adjoining residential properties in Greenaway Lane, 

properties served off the access track on the eastern boundary of the site and 

commercial premises.   The reduction in the proposed number of units has improved 

the spaciousness of the scheme.  Where possible valuable landscape features 

would be retained and the development could be further mitigated by reinforcing 

green corridors of vegetation and greenspace.    

It is acknowledged that there will be a change in the character of the site when 

viewed from the immediate vicinity and particularly from the proposed new access 

arrangements and that the outlook from nearby properties would change if the 

proposal were to go ahead.  

It is important that the frontage development onto Greenaway Lane provides a 

transition between the established built form in Greenaway Lane and the properties 

to be located further back in the site and respects the character of the existing 

access track located to the east as well as the proposed development to the east 

(Land and Partners outline consent). Officers are satisfied that the quantum and 

form of development could be sensitively designed to minimise any adverse impact, 

be appropriate in its context and that the change in character would primarily have a 

localised visual impact.      

The visual impact from longer distance views would be limited due to existing built 

form and vegetation.   The proposal would therefore satisfy point iii) of Policy DSP40 

and comply with policies CS17and DSP1. 

F) POLICY DSP40 (iv) 
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In terms of delivery, the agent has advised that it is anticipated that the whole 

development would be completed within 3 years of outline planning permission 

being granted.   

  

G) POLICY DSP40 (v)  

The final test of Policy DSP40:   "The proposal would not have any unacceptable 

environmental, amenity or traffic implications" is discussed below:  

LOSS OF AGRICULTURAL LAND 

Parts of the site are classified as Grade 1 and 2 agricultural land which CS16 seeks 

to prevent the loss of.  Paragraph 170 of the National Planning Policy Framework 

advises that planning decisions should recognise the economic and other benefits of 

the best and most versatile agricultural land.  Where significant development of 

agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary, areas of poorer quality land 

should be preferred to those of higher quality. 

The conflict with Policy CS16 needs to be considered in context with advice within 

the NPPF which does not place a bar on the development of best and most versatile 

agricultural land.  Therefore the development opportunity needs to be balanced 

against the potential harm.  Taking account of the site size, the scale of permanent 

loss would be limited.  The loss of agricultural land will be discussed further in the 

planning balance section of this report.   

ECOLOGY  

As evidenced within the comments received from Natural England and the Ecology 

Officer, sufficient information has been submitted to assess the impacts of the 

proposal on biodiversity matters and the consultees raise no objection subject to the 

imposition of planning conditions and appropriate mitigation. 

To fulfil the requirement under the Habitat Regulations, Officers have carried out an 

Appropriate Assessment in relation to the likely significant effects on the coastal 

Special Protection Areas (SPAs) and have concluded that the application's 

compliance with the Solent Recreation Mitigation Strategy means that there will be 

no adverse effect on the integrity of the designated sites. 

If planning permission is granted, officers are satisfied that the proposal would be 

acceptable from an ecological perspective subject to planning conditions and a 

Section 106 planning obligation in accordance with Core Strategy policy CS4, CS20, 

and policies DSP13, DSP15, DSP40 (v), of Local Plan Part 2.   

AMENITY 

The proposal is in outline form with matters of scale, appearance and layout 

reserved for consideration later.  At the reserved matters stage, the detailed layout 

and scale would need to be policy compliant to ensure that there would unlikely be 

an adverse unacceptable impact on the amenity of neighbouring residents. Officers 

are satisfied that the development would be acceptable in accordance with Core 

Strategy policy CS17 and Local Plan Part 2 policy DSP40 (v).   

81

Page 1058



 

 

HIGHWAYS  

The Transport Planner is satisfied that the existing access onto Greenaway Lane 

can accommodate the proposed frontage development of 6 dwellings and that the 

proposed new access onto Lockswood Road is adequate to accommodate the new 

dwellings as well as commercial traffic from the neighbouring business.   The 

location of the access is in the same position as the Land and Partners proposal for 

up to 157 dwellings.   

The current private road at the eastern side of the site is the main access for the 

adjacent industrial site to the south and two commercial nurseries.  This private road 

is also used by owners of private dwellings.  The ability to access the industrial units 

via an access off Lockswood Road would result in less use of Greenaway by 

commercial vehicles.     

With regard to third party concern over parking provision, officers are satisfied that 

sufficient on-site parking can be provided to comply with adopted policy.  

With regard to third party concern that the track would become a 'rat run', officers 

are satisfied that from a technical perspective, the principle of an acceptable internal 

road layout can be accommodated at the reserved matters stage which could 

include bollards if appropriate. 

Turning to the impact of construction vehicles on Greenaway Lane, a planning 

condition is recommended for details to be agreed in respect of how construction 

vehicles will access the site, how provision is to be made on site for the parking and 

turning of operatives and delivery vehicles and the area to be used for the storage of 

building materials as well as a condition to prevent spoil and mud being deposited 

on the public highway.    

Taking account of the above, Officers are satisfied that the proposal would not have 

any unacceptable amenity or traffic implications and would therefore comply with 

criterion v of Policy DSP40 of Local Plan Part 2 and Policy CS5 of the Core Strategy.   

H) LOCAL INFRASTRUCTURE 

The strength of local concern relating to the impact of the development on schools, 

doctors, dentists and other services in the area is acknowledged.  The Education 

Authority have not requested a contribution towards school provision due to the 

number of units falling below that which would require an education contribution.       

In respect of the impact upon doctors/ medical services, the difficulty in obtaining 

appointments is an issue that is raised regularly in respect of new housing 

proposals. It is ultimately for the health providers to decide how they deliver health 

services.  Therefore, a refusal on these grounds would be unsustainable.   

I) OTHER MATTERS  

AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
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The proposal incorporates 40% (12) on site affordable housing dwellings which 

would comply with the requirements of Policy CS18 of the Core Strategy.  This can 

be secured via a Section 106 legal agreement.   

OPEN SPACE AND PLAY PROVISION  

The adopted Planning Obligations confirms that for between 20 and 49 dwellings, on 

site open space and a Locally Equipped Area of Play may be required depending on 

the circumstances and location.  Officer advice is that in in taking account of other 

development that has been granted outline consent (subject to the satisfactory 

completion of a legal agreement), it would not be reasonable to insist on such 

provision for this proposal given the limited number of units proposed. 

GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE, CONNECTIVITY AND NATURE CONSERVATION 

In accordance with Policy CS5, CS17 of the Core Strategy and DSP4 of Local Plan 

Part 2, officers recommend that vehicular, pedestrian and cycle connectivity is 

secured via a Section 106 legal agreement.  To ensure appropriate ecological 

connectivity, the inclusion of ecological corridors will be secured through planning 

condition in accordance with Policy DSP13 of Local Plan Part 2.    

OTHER THIRD-PARTY CONCERNS 

With regard to comments about the impact on protected trees, the Tree officer has 

raised no objection to the proposed scheme and officers are satisfied that 

appropriate protection can be afforded alongside a landscaping scheme to be 

considered at the reserved matters stage.   

It is noted that third party concerns have been raised over dates of the submitted 

flood risk and drainage reports.  As set out within the consultee responses, the 

relevant consultees are satisfied that sufficient information has been submitted.  

Turning to concern over the ecology report which refers to a different number of 

dwellings to that now proposed, this would not change the ecology advice and 

conclusion as set out within this report.  In addition, any change in ecological survey 

findings would need to be provided at the reserved matters stage. 

Concern over health, air and noise pollution and the cumulative impact of 

developments are noted.  The proposal is not of a scale that would justify refusal of 

planning permission.     

Concern has been raised over a lack of consultation by the applicant; this is noted. 

However, the Local Planning Authority has undertaken publicity of the application.    

In respect of concern over an agricultural tie on the existing dwelling adjacent to the 

site, planning history records have been checked.  The original bungalow on the site 

was approved in 1951 and was described as 'a smallholding and the erection of a 

bungalow for domestic accommodation.  There were no restrictive planning 

conditions relating to an agricultural tie.   

With reference to vehicle access off Greenaway Lane, The draft Local Plan carries 
limited weight at this stage. However, the draft does say that “Primary highway 
access shall be focussed on Brook Lane and Lockswood Road with Greenaway 
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Lane only used to provide access for dwellings directly fronting onto Greenaway 
Lane”.  The dwellings to be served off Greenaway Lane would front it. A planning 
condition is recommended to limit the number of dwellings to be served off 
Greenaway Lane.   At the reserved matters stage, details of the internal road layout 
would be considered further including bollards if appropriate to limit the use of the 
track. 
 
In respect of school places, the School Places Plan is a snapshot in time and details 
the identified school place planning strategies existing at that time. Others will 
emerge during the life of the document as more details are obtained on housing 
developments and pupil forecasts are updated.   The Education authority is aware of 
the legislation about building on school land and takes account of this when planning 
any school expansions. 
 
Turning to consultation with the Clinical Commission Group, there is no statutory 
requirement to consult the Clinical Commission Group. It is for the health providers 
to decide how they deliver health services.  
 
With regard to consultation with neighbouring Local Transport Authorities, there is no 
requirement to consult neighbouring LTA.  FBC did consult with HCC who did not 
comment due to the number of dwellings proposed. However, the Council’s 
Transport Officer has commented and officers have discussed the implication of the 
30 dwellings within the wider context of the outline applications that have resolutions 
to grant permission.  
 
Members will also be aware that the Draft Local Plan which addresses the 

Borough's development requirements up until 2036, was subject to consultation 

between 25th October 2017 and 8th December 2017.   

The site of this planning application is proposed to be allocated for housing within the 
draft local plan.   A number of background documents and assessments support the 
proposed allocation of the site in terms of its deliverability and sustainability which 
are of relevance. However, at this stage in the plan preparation process, the draft 
plan carries limited weight in the assessment and determination of this planning 
application.   

J)  THE PLANNING BALANCE 

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 sets out the 

starting point for the determination of planning applications 

"If regard is to be had to the development plan for the purpose of any determination 

to be made under the Planning Acts the determination must be made in accordance 

with the plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise".   

The site is outside of the defined urban settlement boundary and the proposal does 

not relate to agriculture, forestry, horticulture and required infrastructure.  The 

principle of the proposed development of the site would be contrary to Policies CS2, 

CS6 and CS14 of the Core Strategy and Policy DSP6 of Local Plan Part 2: 

Development Sites and Policies Plan. The proposal would result in the loss of BMV 

agricultural land, contrary to policy CS16 of the Core Strategy.     

84

Page 1061



 

 

Officers have carefully assessed the proposals against Policy DSP40: Housing 

Allocations which is engaged as this Council cannot demonstrate a 5YHLS.   

In weighing up the material considerations and conflicts between policies and the 

development of a greenfield site weighted against Policy DSP40, officers have 

concluded that the proposal is relative in scale to the demonstrated 5YHLS shortfall 

and can be delivered in the short term. The site is well related to and can be 

integrated with the urban settlement boundary. 

It is acknowledged that the proposal would have an urbanising impact through the 

introduction of housing and related infrastructure onto the site and introduce a 

degree of change in character particular when viewed from Greenaway Lane.  

Officers consider that the impact would not be substantial and that the proposal can 

be designed to minimise any adverse impact on the Countryside.     

In respect of environmental, amenity and traffic implications, and subject to 

appropriate planning conditions and mitigation, officers are satisfied that these 

issues can be appropriately addressed through the design of the scheme, planning 

conditions and a section 106 planning obligation.  When assessing the loss of BMV 

agriculture land in the context of the NPPF and 5YHLS position, the scale of loss is 

not considered to be significant.       

In balancing the objectives of adopted policy which seeks to restrict development 

within the countryside alongside the shortage in housing supply, the proposal would 

deliver up to 30 dwellings including affordable housing.  The contribution the 

proposed scheme would make towards boosting the Borough’s housing supply is a 

substantial material consideration, in the light of this Council’s current 5HYLS 

position.    

There is a clear conflict with development plan policy CS14 and CS16 as this 

development is in the countryside, on agricultural land.  Ordinarily, officers would 

have found this to be the principal policy such that a scheme in the countryside 

should be refused.  However, in light of the council's lack of a 5YHLS, development 

plan policy DSP40 is engaged and officers have considered the scheme against the 

criteria therein.  The scheme is considered to satisfy the five criteria and in the 

circumstances, officers consider that more weight should be given to this policy than 

CS14 and CS16 such that, on balance when considered against the development 

plan as a whole, the scheme should be approved.   

As set out in the report titled 'How proposals for residential development should be 

considered in the context of this Council's 5 year housing land supply position, 

Officers consider that the implications of the CJEU judgment (People Over Wind, 

Peter Sweetman v Coillte Teoranta) and paragraph 177 of the NPPF mean that the 

application of the presumption in favour of sustainable development set out in 

paragraph 11 of the same Framework is not a relevant consideration.   

In the event that this approach is subsequently found to be incorrect as a 

consequence of a Court decision or a clarification in government policy, Officers 

have considered the application in the alternative and assessed the proposals 

having regard to the 'tilted balance' test set out at paragraph 11 of the NPPF. 
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In undertaking a detailed assessment of the proposals throughout this report and 

now applying the 'tilted balance' to those assessments, Officers consider that: 

(i) there are no policies within the National Planning Policy Framework that protect 

areas or assets of particular importance which provide a clear reason for refusing 

the development proposed, particularly when taking into account that any significant 

effect upon Special Protection Areas can be mitigated through a financial 

contribution towards the Solent Recreation Mitigation Strategy; and  

(ii) any adverse impacts of granting planning permission would not significantly and 

demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the 

National Planning Policy Framework taken as a whole. 

Therefore, even if paragraph 11 of the NPPF were a relevant consideration, Officers 

find that having applied the 'tilted balance', they would have similarly concluded that 

planning permission should be granted for the proposals.  

Having carefully considered all material planning matters, including all new planning 

considerations arising since the proposal was considered by the Planning 

Committee on the 20 June, 2018, Officers continue to recommend that planning 

permission be granted subject to the following matters. 

Recommendation 

1) Subject to the applicant/owner first entering into a planning obligation under 

Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 on terms drafted by the 

Solicitor to the Council to secure: 

·  Financial contribution to secure satisfactory mitigation of the 'in combination' 

effects that the increase in residential units on the site would cause through 

increased recreational disturbance on the Solent Coastal Special Protection Areas.   

.  Vehicular, pedestrian and cycle access connectivity to adjoining land 

.  The delivery of 40% of the permitted dwellings as affordable housing.  

 2)  Delegate to the Head of Development Management in consultation with the 

Solicitor to the Council to make any minor modifications to the proposed conditions 

or heads of terms or any subsequent minor changes arising out of detailed 

negotiations with the applicant which may necessitate the modification which may 

include the variation, addition or deletion of the conditions and heads as drafted to 

ensure consistency between the two sets of provisions.   

GRANT OUTLINE PLANNING PERMISSION:   

1. Details of the appearance, scale, layout and landscaping of the site 

(hereinafter called "the reserved matters") shall be submitted to and approved in 

writing by the local planning authority before any development takes place and the 

development shall be carried out as approved. 

REASON: To comply with the procedures set out Section 91 of the Town and 

Country Planning Act 1990. 
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2. Applications for approval of all reserved matters shall be made to the local 

planning authority not later than 12 months from the date of this permission. 

REASON: To comply with the procedures set out in Section 91 of the Town and 

Country Planning Act 1990. 

3. The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of 12 

months from the date of the approval of the last of the reserved matters. 

REASON: To comply with the procedures set out in Section 91 of the Town and 

Country Planning Act 1990. 

4. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out strictly in accordance 

with the following drawings/documents:  Site Location Plan, 170809/MP4/ OS Rev C 

and Access drawing 116860-TP-0006-01 B. 

REASON:  To avoid any doubt over what has been permitted. 

5. Other than initial site preparation, no development  shall commence until 

details of the width, alignment, gradient and type of construction proposed for the 

roads, footways and accesses, to include all relevant horizontal and longitudinal 

cross sections showing the existing and proposed ground levels, together with 

details of street lighting (where appropriate), the method of disposing of surface 

water, and details of a programme for the making up of roads and footways have 

been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.  

Development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details.   

REASON:  To ensure that the roads are constructed to a satisfactory standard. 

6. No development shall proceed beyond damp-proof course level until there 

has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority a plan 

indicating the positions, design, materials and type of boundary treatment to be 

erected.  The boundary treatment shall be completed before the dwellings are first 

occupied or in accordance with a timetable agreed in writing with the local planning 

authority and shall thereafter be retained at all times.  

REASON: To protect the privacy of the occupiers of the neighbouring property, to 

prevent overlooking, and to ensure that the development harmonises well with its 

surroundings. 

7. No development shall commence until a preliminary archaeological survey 

using trenching and Written Scheme of Investigation (WSI) has been undertaken in 

order to recognize, characterize and record any archaeological features and 

deposits that exist and submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 

Authority. The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved 

scheme. 

Based on the results of the WSI, no development shall take place, until the applicant 

has secured and implemented an archaeological mitigation strategy in accordance 

with details that have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local 

planning authority.   

Following completion of archaeological fieldwork, a report will be produced and 

submitted to the LPA in accordance with an approved programme including where 
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appropriate post excavation assessment, specialist analysis and reports, publication 

and public engagement.  

REASON:  To assess the extent, nature and date of any archaeological deposits 

that might be present and the impact of the development upon these heritage assets 

and mitigate and record the effect of the associated works upon any heritage assets.   

8. No development shall commence until details of the measures to be taken to 

prevent spoil and mud being deposited on the public highway by vehicles leaving the 

site during the construction works have been submitted to and approved in writing by 

the local planning authority.  The approved measures shall be fully implemented 

upon the commencement of development and shall be retained for the duration of 

construction of the development.   

REASON:  In the interests of highway safety and the amenity of the area. 

9. No development shall commence until details have been submitted and 

approved by the LPA of how construction traffic will access the site, how provision is 

to be made on site for the parking and turning of operatives and delivery vehicles 

and the areas to be used for the storage of building materials, plant, excavated 

materials and huts associated with the implementation of the permitted 

development.  The areas and facilities approved in pursuance to this condition shall 

be made available before construction works commence on site (other than 

construction of the site access) and shall thereafter be kept available at all times 

during the construction period, unless otherwise agreed in writing with the local 

planning authority. 

REASON:  In the interests of highway safety and to ensure that the residential 

amenities of the occupiers of nearby residential properties is maintained during the 

construction period. 

10. Prior to the construction of the dwellings, details of the internal finished floor 

levels of all of the proposed buildings in relation to the existing and finished ground 

levels on the site shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning 

authority.  Development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details. 

REASON:  To safeguard the character and appearance of the area and to assess 

the impact on nearby residential properties. 

11. No part of the development accessed from Lockswood Road  shall be 

occupied/bought into use until the access junctions and visibility splays have been 

constructed in accordance with the approved details  116860-TP-0006-01 B 

(Lockswood Road).   The visibility splays shall thereafter be kept free of obstruction 

at all times.   

REASON:  In the interest of highway safety.   

12. Prior to commencement of development, details of the access onto 

Greenaway Lane which shall serve a maximum of 7 dwellings only (including 79 

Greenaway Lane) shall be submitted to and agreed in writing with the Local 

Planning Authority.  The access and visibility splays shall be constructed in 

accordance with the approved plans prior to occupation of the development hereby 

permitted and retained thereafter. REASON:  In the interests of highway safety.    
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13. No dwelling erected on the site subject to this planning permission shall be 

first occupied until there is a direct connection from it, less the final carriageway and 

footway surfacing, to an existing highway. The final carriageway and footway 

surfacing shall be commenced within three months and completed within six months 

from the date upon which erection is commenced of the penultimate 

building/dwelling for which permission is hereby granted. The roads and footways 

shall be laid out and made up in accordance with the approved specification, 

programme and details. 

REASON: To ensure that the roads and footways are constructed in a satisfactory 

manner. 

14. No development shall commence until a desk study investigation and site 

walkover has been undertaken, submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 

Planning Authority to investigate the current and former uses of the site and 

adjoining land and the potential for contamination with information on the 

environmental setting including known geology and hydrogeology.  The report shall 

develop a conceptual model and identify potential contaminant - pathway - receptor 

linkages.  

Dependent on the results of the above desk study, an intrusive site investigation and 

an assessment of the risks posed to human health, the building fabric and the wider 

environment including water resources should be carried out.  The site investigation 

shall not take place until the requirements of the Local Planning Authority have been 

established.  The results of the intrusive site investigation shall be submitted to and 

approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

Where the site investigation and risk assessment reveals a risk to receptors, a 

strategy of remedial measures and detailed method statements to address identified 

risks shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority to 

include the nomination of a competent person (to be agreed with the LPA) to 

oversee the implementation of the measures.   

REASON:  To ensure that any potential contamination of the site is properly taken 

into account before development takes place.   

15. Prior to the occupation of the dwellings hereby permitted the contamination 

remediation scheme shall be fully implemented and shall be validated in writing to 

the local planning authority by an independent competent person.  

REASON: To ensure any potential contamination found during construction is 

properly taken into account and remediated where required. 

16. Should contamination be encountered during works that has not been 

investigated or considered in the agreed scheme of remedial measures, 

investigation, risk assessment and a detailed remedial method statement shall be 

submitted to and agreed with the Local Planning Authority.  The remediation shall be 

fully implemented and validated in writing by an independent competent person as 

agreed with the Local Planning Authority.  

REASON:  To ensure that any potential contamination of the site is properly taken 

into account before development takes place.   
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17. No development shall proceed beyond damp proof course level until details of 

the finished treatment and drainage of all areas to be hard surfaced have been 

submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The 

development shall thereafter be carried out in accordance with the approved details 

and the hard surfaced areas subsequently retained as constructed. 

REASON: To secure the satisfactory appearance and drainage of the development. 

18. The landscaping scheme, submitted under Condition 1 shall be implemented 

within the first planting season following the commencement of the development or 

as otherwise agreed in writing with the local planning authority and shall be 

maintained in accordance with the agreed schedule.  Any trees or plants which, 

within a period of five years from first planting, are removed, die or, in the opinion of 

the local planning authority, become seriously damaged or defective, shall be 

replaced, within the next available planting season, with others of the same species, 

size and number as originally approved. 

REASON:  To ensure the provision, establishment and maintenance of a standard of 

landscaping.  

19. No work relating to the construction of any of the development hereby 

permitted (Including works of demolition or preparation prior to operations) shall take 

place before the hours of 0800 or after 1800 Monday to Friday, before the hours of 

0800 or after 1300 Saturdays or at all on Sundays or recognised public holidays, 

unless otherwise first agreed in writing with the local planning authority. 

REASON:  To protect the occupiers of nearby residential properties against noise 

and disturbance during the construction period. 

20. No development shall commence on site until details of foul sewerage and 

surface water drainage works to serve the development hereby permitted have been 

submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.  Where possible 

a Sustainable Urban Drainage System (SUDS) shall be used and full details of 

predicted flows, responsibilities and future management provided. None of the 

dwellings shall be occupied until the drainage works have been completed in 

accordance with the approved details.  

REASON:  In order to ensure adequate drainage is provided to serve the permitted 

development. 

21. No development shall take place until a Biodiversity Enhancement and 

Management Plan, to be informed as necessary by up-to-date survey and 

assessment has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 

Authority with each reserved matters application.  Such details shall be in 

accordance with the outline ecological mitigation, and enhancement measures 

detailed within the submitted reports including the Phase 1 Ecological Assessment 

and Reptile Survey (Peach Ecology, April 2018) including (but not limited to) a 

detailed reptile mitigation strategy, a layout of the mitigation areas such as Wildlife 

Corridors along the boundaries and in the centre of the site, planting scheme, 

detailed timings and methods of site clearance, long-term biodiversity management 

plan and details of site-wide biodiversity enhancement features to be incorporated.    

Any such approved measures shall thereafter be implemented in strict accordance 
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with the agreed details and with all measures maintained in perpetuity, unless 

otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

REASON: To provide ecological protection, compensation, management and 

enhancement. 

22. No development shall commence until an Arboricultural Impact Assessment 

Report and Method Statement for tree/hedgerow protection has been submitted to 

and approved in writing by the LPA and the approved scheme implemented.  The 

tree/hedgerow protection shall be retained through the development period until 

such time as all equipment, machinery and surplus materials have been removed 

from the site.  

REASON:  To ensure protection of important trees and hedgerows. 

23. No materials obtained from site clearance or from construction works shall be 

burnt on the site. 

REASON:  In the interests of the living conditions of the occupiers of neighbouring 

properties.  

24. The development fronting Greenaway Lane shall be a maximum of 2 storeys 

in height and detached dwellings only. 

REASON:  In the interests of the amenity and character of the area.   

INFORMATIVE: 

Informative:  A formal application for connection to the public sewerage system is 

required 

in order to service this development, Please contact Southern Water, Sparrowgrove 

House, Sparrowgrove, Otterbourne, Hampshire SO21 2SW (Tel: 0330 303 0119) or 

www.southernwater.co.uk". 

Applicants should be aware that, prior to the commencement of development, 

contact must be made with Hampshire County Council, the Highway Authority.  

Approval of this planning application does not give approval for the construction of a 

vehicular access, which can only be given by the Highway Authority.  Further details 

regarding the application process can be read online via 

http://www3.hants.gov.uk/roads/apply-droppedkerb.htm Contact can be made either 

via the website or telephone 0300 555 1388.(II) 
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OFFICER REPORT FOR COMMITTEE 

Date: 10/10/2018  

P/17/1135/OA FAREHAM 

NORTH 

RESIDE DEVELOPMENTS LIMITED & 

ANTHERFOLD INVESTMENTS LTD 

AGENT: TURLEY 

OUTLINE PLANNING PERMISSION WITH ALL MATTERS RESERVED (EXCEPT 
FOR ACCESS), FOR RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT OF UP TO 27 DWELLINGS 
(USE CLASS C3) WITH ASSOCIATED INFRASTRUCTURE, MEANS OF ACCESS 
AND DEMOLITION OF AGRICULTURAL BUILDING. 

LAND NORTH OF FUNTLEY ROAD FUNTLEY FAREHAM 

Report By 

Richard Wright - Direct dial 01329 824758 

Introduction 

Members’ attention is drawn to the report at the beginning of this Committee agenda 
titled “Consideration of planning applications on this Agenda.” 

This planning application was first considered at the Planning Committee meeting on 
the 18th July 2018. Following consideration of all relevant planning matters, 
Members resolved to grant planning permission for the proposal subject to the prior 
completion of a planning obligation and the imposition of relevant conditions.  

The following report is an updated version of the report presented to the Planning 
Committee on the 18th July 2018. The main updates made to the report can be 
summarised as followed: 

 The Description of Proposal section has been revised to better explain the 
current status of two further planning applications by the same applicant on 
land to the south of Funtley Road. 

 One further representation has been incorporated into the Representations 
section. 

 The section of the report titled “Implication of Fareham’s Current 5 Year 
Housing Land Supply Position (5YHLS)” has been updated to reflect the 
requirements of the revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and 
the implications of the recent judgment of the Court of Justice of the European 
Union (CJEU). 

 References to the NPPF (2012) have been removed since that document has 
now been replaced. 
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 The section of the report considering the proposal against Policy DSP40(iv) 
has been updated to provide the most recent estimates of the timescale for 
delivery of the proposed development. 

 The section of the report titled “The planning balance” has been updated to 
reflect the requirements of the revised NPPF and the implications of the 
recent judgment of the CJEU. 

 The Officer recommendation has been revised as follows: 
- Planning obligation (d) has been revised to require in addition associated 

works to upgrade the bridge over the M27 motorway (including a structural 
survey); 

- The means of access to the site and provision of the pedestrian footpath 
link have been secured as a planning obligation (g) through the Section 106 
legal agreement as opposed to a planning condition; 

- The design, delivery and management of SUDs on the site would be 
secured through a planning condition as opposed to a planning obligation 
through a Section 106 agreement.  This requirement has been incorporated 
into the wording of Condition 3 along with other revisions to the wording of 
that condition; 

- Conditions 2 & 11 have also been updated following discussions with the 
applicant. 

Site Description 

The site measures 0.96 hectares (2.4 acres) in area and is situated immediately to 
the north of Funtley Road. 

To the north and east the site adjoins housing development on the site of the former 
Funtley Abattoir. To the north west of the site is a designated area of public open 
space. To the west of the site are a small number of frontage dwellings with long 
rear gardens. 

The site is relatively flat, falling gently to the north.  It currently comprises horse 
paddocks. 

There is an existing access to the site in the south eastern corner and an unmade 
track runs diagonally across the site to an agricultural storage building/stables 
located in the north west corner. 

The existing southern boundary to Funtley Road is marked by a hedgerow 

containing some trees towards its eastern end. The western boundary is largely 
defined by an evergreen hedgerow, with the eastern and northern boundaries 
formed with varying types and sizes of planting.  

The site lies outside of the urban settlement boundary. 
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Description of Proposal 

Outline planning permission is sought for up to 27 new dwellings on the site, 
together with a new vehicle access from Funtley Road, landscaping, and demolition 
of an agricultural building in the northwestern corner of the site. 

The application is submitted in outline with all matters reserved for future approval 
except for access. The proposed access is shown towards the western end of the 
frontage. 

Members are advised that two further applications by the same applicant on land to 
the south side of Funtley Road are currently undetermined but have previously 
received favourable resolutions to grant planning permission at the Planning 
Committee meeting held on 18th July this year.  Planning application reference 

P/18/0067/OA proposes residential development of up to 55 dwellings (including 3 
custom build homes), a community building, accesses and associated landscaping, 
infrastructure and development works, and is reported elsewhere on this Agenda.  
Planning application reference P/18/0066/CU meanwhile proposes the change of 
use of land further south into a community park. 

Policies 

The following policies apply to this application: 

Approved Fareham Borough Core Strategy 

CS2 - Housing Provision 

CS4 - Green Infrastructure, Biodiversity and Geological Conservation 

CS5 - Transport Strategy and Infrastructure 

CS6 - The Development Strategy 

CS14 - Development Outside Settlements 

CS15 - Sustainable Development and Climate Change 

CS16 - Natural Resources and Renewable Energy 

CS17 - High Quality Design 

CS18 - Provision of Affordable Housing 

CS20 - Infrastructure and Development Contributions 

Approved SPG/SPD 
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RCCPS - Residential Car and Cycle Parking Standards Supplementary Planning 
Document, 

Design Guidance Supplementary Planning Document (Dec 2015) 

EXD - Fareham Borough Design Guidance Supplementary Planning Document 

Development Sites and Policies 

DSP1 - Sustainable Development 

DSP3 - Impact on living conditions 

DSP13 - Nature Conservation 

DSP15 - Recreational Disturbance on the Solent Special Protection 

Areas  

DSP40 - Housing Allocations 

Relevant Planning History 

An outline planning application was submitted in January 2017 for up to 27 dwellings 
on the site (planning reference P/17/0045/OA).  A report was prepared for the 
Planning Committee for consideration at the meeting to be held on the 24th May last 
year however the application was withdrawn before consideration at the meeting 

Representations 

In response to this application 128 sets of comments have been received from 99 
residents.  This is because some people chose to comment more than once after 

revised details were submitted by the applicant.  

Seventy seven people objected to the application on the following planning grounds: 

- Welborne is enough 

- Road is already hazardous to drivers, pedestrians, cyclists and children 

- Roads are overcrowded already and unsuitable for additional 250 vehicles with 

narrow bridges 

- Area subject to flooding 

- Infrastructure unable to accommodate additional pressure 

- Healthcare unable to cope 

- Schools are at capacity 

- Application previously refused - nothing has changed 

- Harm to semi-rural character of Funtley 

- Should be viewed in conjunction with P/18/0067/OA 

- Support letters are not from Funtley residents 

- Countryside in current Local Plan 
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- Site is not brownfield  

- Site is not sustainable 

- Impact on Wildlife (NB dormice) 

- Loss of trees 

- Loss of horse riding and stabling 

- Possible contamination due to ex-abattoir 

- Sites should not be approved before the new Local Plan is properly considered 

- Density of development not in keeping with the remainder of the area  

- Percentage of affordable housing is disproportionately high and out of keeping- 

Inappropriate location for social housing 

- Noise pollution 

- Problems already with power failures 

- Possible subsidence due to type of soil 

- Potential for increase in crime 

- Already overloaded sewerage system 

- Overlooking and loss of privacy- Loss of light 

Twenty two people wrote in support of the application with the following comments: 

- Land shown in draft Local Plan for development 

Consultations 

EXTERNAL 

Natural England - No objection subject to appropriate mitigation being secured. 

Hampshire County Council (Flood and Water Management team) -  

Given the information provided within the Flood Risk Assessment it is considered 
that the general principles for the surface water drainage proposals are acceptable. 
Additional information is required to fully assess this application and we would 
recommend that this is covered by condition, as part of a more detailed design 

phase. 

Southern Water - No objection. 

Hampshire County Council (Archaeology) - No objection subject to condition. 

Hampshire County Council (Children's Services) - The development is too small to 
generate a significant impact on pupil numbers locally so no contribution is required 
towards education infrastructure.  In order to promote sustainable travel the 
developer must contribute a total of £15,000 to the production of school travel plans 
for both schools together with improvements to cycle and scooter storage on the 

school sites. 

INTERNAL 

Trees - No objection. 
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Contaminated Land - No objections subject to planning condition. 

Highways - No objection.  It is accepted that, whilst the site is fairly remote from a 
number of facilities, it is served by an hourly bus service and is within walking and 
cycling distance of most routine travel attractors.  To aid pedestrian and bus 
journeys, a footway is proposed along the north side of Funtley Road, between the 
site and the existing footway commencing at Roebuck Avenue.  In traffic impact 
terms, whilst the predicted traffic generation from the site is considered to be low, it 
is accepted that the circa 16 vehicles per peak hour would have no material impact 
on the surrounding road network.  In highway safety terms, the record of personal 
injury accidents does not indicate there is a particular defect affecting the safe 
operation of the highway.  It is recommended however that the extent of the existing 
30mph speed limit zone should be reviewed with a view to including within it the 
proposed site access or even the bends on Funtley Road to the west of the site.  It 

is considered the location and form of the site access junction, with visibility splays, 

would be acceptable. 

Ecology - No objection.  The impacts on commuting/foraging bats can be avoided 
through the implementation of a lighting strategy and landscape plan which protect 
the site's northern boundary.  Provided the outline mitigation proposals are 
implemented I would have no concerns over the proposals in relation to dormice.  
Broad outline measures for the implementation of the mitigation are set out, a 
detailed strategy should be provided under a planning condition.  A condition should 
be added requiring the applicant to incorporate features into the development that 
would contribute to biodiversity. 

Planning Considerations 

IMPLICATION OF FAREHAM'S CURRENT 5 YEAR HOUSING LAND SUPPLY 
POSITION (5YHLS) 

Members’ attention is drawn to the report titled "Five year housing land supply 
position" elsewhere on this agenda. That report sets out this Council's local housing 
need along with this Council's housing land supply position. The report concludes 
that this Council has 4.95 years of housing supply against the new 5YHLS 
requirement. Based on the previous resolution of Members, that housing supply of 
4.95 years currently includes the dwellings proposed by this planning application.    

Members’ attention is also drawn to the report titled 'How proposals for residential 
development should be considered in the context of this Council's 5 year housing 
land supply position', which is provided elsewhere in this agenda.   

In the absence of a five year supply of deliverable housing sites, officers consider 
that policy DSP40 is the principal development plan policy that guides whether 
schemes will be considered acceptable.  

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT IN THE COUNTRYSIDE 
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Policy CS2 (Housing Provision) of the adopted Core Strategy states that priority 
should be given to the reuse of previously developed land within the urban areas. 
Policies CS6 (The Development Strategy) goes on to say that development will be 
permitted within the settlement boundaries.  The application site lies within an area 
which is outside of the defined urban settlement boundary. 

Policy CS14 of the Core Strategy states that: 

 'Built development on land outside the defined settlements will be strictly controlled 
to protect the countryside and coastline from development which would adversely 
affect its landscape character, appearance and function. Acceptable forms of 
development will include that essential for agriculture, forestry, horticulture and 
required infrastructure.' 

Policy DSP6 of the Local Plan Part 2: Development Sites and Policies states - there 
will be a presumption against new residential development outside of the defined 

urban settlement boundary (as identified on the Policies Map). 

The site is clearly outside of the defined urban settlement boundary and the 
proposal is therefore contrary to Policies CS2, CS6, and CS14 of the adopted Core 
Strategy and Policy DSP6 of the adopted Local Plan Part 2: Development Sites and 

Policies Plan. 

Policy DSP40: Housing Allocations, of Local Plan Part 2, states that 

"Where it can be demonstrated that the Council does not have a five year supply of 
land for housing against the requirements of the Core Strategy (excluding Welborne) 
additional housing sites, outside the urban area boundary, may be permitted where 

they meet all of the following criteria: 

i. The proposal is relative in scale to the demonstrated 5 year housing land 

supply shortfall; 

ii. The proposal is sustainably located adjacent to, and well related to, the 

existing urban settlement boundaries, and can be well integrated with the 

neighbouring settlement; 

iii. The proposal is sensitively designed to reflect the character of the 

neighbouring settlement and to minimise any adverse impact on the 

Countryside and, if relevant, the Strategic Gaps;  

iv. It can be demonstrated that the proposal is deliverable in the short term; and 

v. The proposal would not have any unacceptable environmental, 

amenity or traffic implications.  

Each of these five bullet points are worked through in turn below. 
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POLICY DSP40(i) 

The proposal for a development of 27 dwellings is considered to be relative in scale 

to the identified shortfall and therefore bullet point i) of Policy DSP40 is satisfied. 

POLICY DSP40(ii) 

The second test of Policy DSP40 is that: "The proposal is sustainably located 
adjacent to, and well related to, the existing urban settlement boundaries, and can 
be well integrated with the neighbouring settlement". 

It is acknowledged that the site is located beyond the settlement policy boundary 
and is therefore contrary to policies which aim to secure the majority of new housing 
within the urban area.  Whilst being located in the countryside for planning purposes 

the site is bound on its western, eastern and much of its northern side by built form 
and residential properties.  The adjacent housing development of Roebuck Avenue, 
Deer Leap and Stag Way abuts the site's northern and eastern boundaries.  This 
housing estate, which was granted planning permission in the late 1990s on the site 
of an abattoir, is also within the countryside in terms of its status within the current 
adopted local plan however its character and appearance is typical of an area found 

within the urban settlement boundary. 

Bus stops are located close to the site on Funtley Road and the bus service runs 
approximately once an hour to Fareham and Wickham.  However, the service 
neither starts particularly early nor finishes late and no buses run on a Sunday.  
There are very limited services within Funtley itself. The closest shop (McColls 
Newsagent) in Kiln Road for example is in the region of 1,200 metres (3/4 mile) from 
the site.  Furthermore Officers are not convinced that the pedestrian and cycling 
arrangements from the application site to facilities are ideal at present either in the 
vicinity of the site itself or taking into account the steep climb up from Funtley into 

Fareham.  

A concurrent application by the same applicant on land to the south side of Funtley 
Road for a further 55 dwellings also proposes a new pedestrian and cycle route 
southwards to the urban area of Fareham, including over the existing M27 motorway 
bridge (planning reference P/18/0067/OA).  The applicant has suggested that, whilst 
the two applications are separate and must be considered on their own individual 
merits, they would be prepared to provide a similar permissive path through that 
land to create a new pedestrian footpath from Funtley Road southwards to Thames 
Drive in order to address any outstanding concerns in relation to the relative 
sustainability of the application site.  The applicant's suggestion is that the details 
and construction of such a route could be secured through a suitably worded 
obligation in a Section 106 agreement.  Officers agree that providing such a route 
would offer a significant improvement to the application site on the north side of 
Funtley Road in terms of sustainable transport links.  The new link would bring 
Orchard Lea Infant and Junior Schools within a walking/cycling distance of 
approximately 850 metres from the application site and the shops and other services 

at Highlands Road Local Centre within 1.7km.   
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The applicant has proposed further measures to improve the site's accessibility and 
to reduce reliance on the use of private motor vehicles.  Through the submitted 
travel plan the applicant proposes contributions towards the cost of new bikes for 
new residents to facilitate the use of this new pedestrian/cycle connection with 

Fareham.  Bus vouchers are also proposed as part of that same scheme. 

Considering the second test of Policy DSP40, the site does not lie adjacent to the 
existing urban settlement area as currently defined in the adopted local plan and is 
not within an easy accessible distance to many services and facilities.  
Notwithstanding, the site is bound by residential development of an urban nature 
and measures proposed by the applicant to improve the accessibility of the location 
would assist in increasing its overall sustainability.  

POLICY DSP40(iii) 

The third test of Policy DSP40 is that: "The proposal is sensitively designed to reflect 
the character of the neighbouring settlement and to minimise any adverse impact on 

the Countryside and, if relevant, the Strategic Gaps". 

As mentioned earlier in this report, the site lies within the countryside but does not 
form part of a strategic gap.  The site comprises grassland and vegetation with trees 
surrounding the boundaries.  Glimpsed views of the site can be seen from Funtley 
Road and the site is currently overlooked by properties in Roebuck Avenue to the 
east and north.   An indicative layout plan submitted with the application shows how 
development could be undertaken whilst retaining much of the planting around the 

northern and eastern boundaries. 

A section of the existing planting alongside Funtley Road towards the western end 
of the frontage would need to be removed to enable vehicular access to the site. In 
addition pedestrian access would be formed through the frontage planting towards 
the eastern end of the frontage.  The applicant has submitted a detailed drawing to 
show the extent of hedgerow loss that would result from the new access being 
formed and visibility splays provided (drawing no. 16-0822-SK01e).  The drawing 
demonstrates that the existing hedgerow would be trimmed back to facilitate the 
access and visibility but would remain in place whilst additional hedgerow planting 
could be carried out where none currently exists. Views from Funtley Road would 
therefore still be screened by boundary vegetation with the exception of those 
possible along the access and footpath into the site.  However these views would 
most likely be from passing traffic, be brief and the houses seen against the 

backdrop of the adjacent existing housing.  The development's layout is a reserved 
matter however the illustrative site plan demonstrates how houses might be 
arranged on the site to be set back from the frontage of Funtley Road thereby 

further reducing the visual impact of the two storey houses. 

The proposed development would provide up to 27 houses on a site with a 
developable area of 0.83 of a hectare.  The density of the scheme is therefore 
approximately 32.5 dwellings per hectare.  The scale of the housing is a reserved 
matter however the applicant indicates in the submission that it would be the 
intention for the dwellings to be up to two storey in height.  This density and scale is 
broadly consistent with the adjacent housing development at Roebuck Avenue, Deer 
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Leap and Stag Way is predominantly two storey in scale at a density of 

approximately 28 - 32 dwellings per hectare. 

Matters of scale, appearance, layout and landscaping are reserved for consideration 
at a later date should outline planning permission be granted.  However, based on 
the parameters set out by the applicant and the above assessment of the 
development's visual impact, Officers are satisfied that the adverse impact on the 
countryside would be localised and would not result in substantial harm to the wider 
landscape character of the countryside.  Subject to those reserved matters Officers 
believe it would be possible to achieve a form of development that would be in 
keeping with the prevailing characteristics of the neighbouring housing development.  
Officers consider that the test set out in Policy DSP40(iii) is met. 

POLICY DSP40(iv) 

The fourth test of Policy DSP40 is that: "It can be demonstrated that the proposal is 

deliverable in the short term". 

The applicant has indicated that should planning permission be granted they 
envisage the reserved matters would be submitted for consideration within 12 
months.  The development could then be expected to commence by January 2020 

with completion of the houses by April 2021.   

Officers consider the development to be deliverable in the short term thereby 

satisfying this test of Policy DSP40(iv). 

POLICY DSP40(v) 

The fifth and final test of Policy DSP40 is that: "The proposal would not have any 

unacceptable environmental, amenity or traffic implications". 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

The applicant has submitted a Flood Risk Assessment & Drainage Strategy on 
which Officers have consulted the lead local flood authority Hampshire County 
Council. Hampshire County Council's Flood and Water Management team have 
responded and their comments can be viewed in the earlier section of this report 
which summarises consultation responses.  In short the County's advice is that the 
general principles for the surface water drainage proposals for the development are 
acceptable.  However, further information would be required at a later stage and 

should be secured through the imposition of a suitably worded planning condition in 

the event outline permission is granted. 

A number of local residents have raised concerns over this issue and that flooding 
and surface water drainage problems already experienced in the area might be 
exacerbated by the development.  Notwithstanding the positive response from the 
lead local flood authority, the applicant has produced a non-technical summary of 
the flood risk assessment.  This summary explains that the proposed drainage 
strategy is to route surface water from the site to the existing watercourse at the 
northwest which is on lower ground so water will flow under gravity.  Funtley Road is 
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higher than the site and the flooding which occurs there is likely to be caused by 
debris blocking one or more sewer pipes or possibly a lack of capacity in those 
pipes.  The proposed drainage scheme on the application site will neither help nor 

hinder this. 

The Council's Ecologist is satisfied that reptiles currently present within the site can 
be translocated to another site and has raised no objection to the proposed 
development. Natural England has confirmed that measures can be secured which 
seek to avoid potential impacts on the European Sites, including financial 

contributions towards the Solent Recreation and Mitigation Partnership.  

To fulfill the requirement under the Habitat Regulations Officers have carried out an 

Appropriate Assessment in relation to the likely significant effects on the coastal 
Special Protection Areas (SPAs) and have concluded that the application's 

compliance with the Solent Recreation Mitigation Strategy means that there will be 

no adverse effect on the integrity of the designated sites. 

Subject to above matters being secured through appropriate planning conditions 
and a Section 106 Planning Obligation no objection is raised in respect of protected 

species and the potential impacts upon nearby designated European sites. 

AMENITY 

A small number of properties close to the site in Roebuck Avenue have an outlook 
across the application site.  The outlook from these properties into the site would 
change from undeveloped grassland to a housing estate if the proposal were to go 
ahead. Policy DSP3 states that development proposals should ensure that there will 
be no unacceptable adverse impact upon living conditions on the site or 
neighbouring development by way of the loss of sunlight, daylight, outlook and/or 

privacy.   

The illustrative layout demonstrates how up to 27 dwellings could be positioned 
within the site.  In the event that outline planning permission were granted the 
detailed application would need to ensure that this number of dwellings would be 
built in a manner which meets this Council's requirements in respect of light, outlook 
and privacy as set out in the recently adopted Fareham Borough Council Design 

Guidance (excluding Welborne) SPD.  

Local residents have expressed concern regarding the impact that the proposed 

development would have upon their enjoyment of their properties and are very 
sensitive to changes particularly in views.  Officers consider that careful design and 
boundary landscaping could ensure that these effects are mitigated.  In light of this 
officers believe that development could be undertaken in a fashion which ensures 
that the light, outlook and privacy of neighbouring properties is not materially 

harmed. 

Concerns have also been raised regarding noise and disturbance during the 
construction process.  In the event that planning permission was granted the timing 

of construction works could be controlled via condition. 
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TRAFFIC 

A number of the objections received also raise concerns regarding the potential 
impact that the proposed development would have on local roads in terms of 

highway safety.    

Policy CS5 (Transport Strategy and Infrastructure) states that the Council will permit 
development which does not adversely affect the safety and operation of the 
strategic local road network, public transport operations or pedestrian and cycle 

routes.   

The Council's Transport Planner believes that the location and form of the site 
access with visibility splays would be acceptable and would not have an adverse 
impact on the safety of the highway. He has recommended that the existing 30mph 

zone be reviewed with a view to including the proposed site access within it.    

In ‘technical' highway terms, the vehicular access arrangements are not considered 
likely to materially harm highway safety.  

OTHER MATTERS 

The applicant is proposing to deliver 40% affordable homes in accordance with 

Policy CS18 of the adopted Core Strategy.   

Subject to the provision of affordable housing being secured through a Planning 
Obligation the proposal would be in accordance with Policy CS18 of the adopted 

Core Strategy. 

Members will be aware that the Draft Local Plan which addresses the Borough's 
development requirements up until 2036, was subject to consultation between 25th 

October 2017 and 8th December 2017.   

The site of this planning application is proposed to be allocated for housing within 
the draft local plan.   A number of background documents and assessments support 
the proposed allocation of the site in terms of its deliverability and sustainability 
which are of relevance. However, at this stage in the plan preparation process, the 
draft plan carries limited weight in the assessment and determination of this 

planning application. 

As referred to earlier in this report, Members will be aware that a further two 
planning applications have been submitted by the same applicant in relation to 
proposed development on the land on the opposite side of Funtley Road to the 
south.  The first application (reference P/18/0066/CU) proposes the change of use 
of an area of land to a community park.  The second application (reference 
P/18/0067/OA) seeks outline planning permission for up to 55 dwellings (including 3 
self-build homes), a community building incorporating a local shop, accesses from 

Funtley Road and associated infrastructure works. 

THE PLANNING BALANCE 
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Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 sets out the 
starting point for the determination of planning applications 

"If regard is to be had to the development plan for the purpose of any determination 
to be made under the Planning Acts the determination must be made in accordance 
with the plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise".   

The site is outside of the defined urban settlement boundary and the proposal does 
not relate to agriculture, forestry, horticulture and required infrastructure.  The 
principle of the proposed development of the site would be contrary to Policies CS2, 
CS6 and CS14 of the Core Strategy and Policy DSP6 of Local Plan Part 2: 
Development Sites and Policies Plan. The proposal would result in the loss of best 
and most versatile agricultural land, contrary to policy CS16 of the Core Strategy.   

Officers have carefully assessed the proposals against Policy DSP40: Housing 
Allocations which is engaged as this Council cannot demonstrate a 5YHLS.   

In weighing up the material considerations and conflicts between policies and the 
development of a greenfield site weighted against Policy DSP40, Officers have 
concluded that the proposal is relative in scale to the demonstrated 5YHLS shortfall 
and the applicant has demonstrated that if the development was granted planning 

permission it could be delivered in the short term. 

The site is not located adjacent to the existing urban area as identified in the 
adopted local plan and its location has been found by Officers to be relatively poor 
presently in terms of its accessibility.  Notwithstanding, the site is adjacent and 
would relate well to an existing housing development of 85 two storey houses.  The 
applicant has proposed a new permissive footpath and incentives to increase the 

connectivity of the site for pedestrians and cyclists. 

Taking into account the parameters indicated by the applicant and the site's 
constraints, the quantum of development proposed would be capable of being 
delivered at a scale and density in keeping with the character of adjacent existing 
built up areas.  The proposal would have an urbanising impact locally however any 
adverse impact on the wider landscape character could be minimised by appropriate 
retention of existing vegetation and careful consideration of the reserved matters of 
scale, layout, appearance and landscaping such that there would not be any 

substantial harm. 

Officers are satisfied that there are no outstanding amenity and ecology issues 
which cannot otherwise be addressed through appropriate use of planning 
conditions and obligations.  There would be no materially harmful impact on highway 

safety. 

In balancing the objectives of adopted policy which seeks to restrict development 
within the countryside alongside the shortage in housing supply, officers 
acknowledge that the proposal could deliver 27 dwellings, including affordable 
housing, in the short term.  The contribution the proposed scheme would make 
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towards boosting the Borough's housing supply weighs in favour of granting 

planning permission.  

There is a clear conflict with development plan policy CS14 as this is development in 
the countryside.  Ordinarily, officers would have found this to be the principal policy 
such that a scheme in the countryside should be refused.   However, in light of the 
council's lack of a 5YHLS, development plan policy DSP40 is engaged and officers 
have considered the scheme against the criteria therein.  The scheme is considered 
to satisfy the five criteria and in the circumstances, officers consider that more 
weight should be given to this policy than CS14 such that, on balance, when 
considered against the development plan as a whole, the scheme should be 
approved.   

As set out in the report titled 'How proposals for residential development should be 

considered in the context of this Council's 5 year housing land supply position’, 
Officers consider that the implications of the CJEU judgment (People Over Wind, 
Peter Sweetman v Coillte Teoranta) and paragraph 177 of the NPPF mean that the 

application of the presumption in favour of sustainable development set out in 
paragraph 11 of the same Framework is not a relevant consideration.   

In the event that this approach is subsequently found to be incorrect as a 
consequence of a Court decision or a clarification in government policy, Officers 
have considered the application in the alternative and assessed the proposals 
having regard to the 'tilted balance' test set out at paragraph 11 of the NPPF. 

In undertaking a detailed assessment of the proposals throughout this report and 
now applying the 'tilted balance' to those assessments, Officers consider that: 

(i) there are no policies within the National Planning Policy Framework that protect 
areas or assets of particular importance which provide a clear reason for refusing 
the development proposed, particularly when taking into account that any significant 
effect upon Special Protection Areas can be mitigated through a financial 
contribution towards the Solent Recreation Mitigation Strategy; and  

(ii) any adverse impacts of granting planning permission would not significantly and 
demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the 
National Planning Policy Framework taken as a whole. 

Therefore, even if paragraph 11 of the NPPF were a relevant consideration, Officers 

find that having applied the 'tilted balance', they would have similarly concluded that 
planning permission should be granted for the proposals.  

Having carefully considered all material planning matters, including all new planning 
considerations arising since the proposal was considered by the Planning 
Committee on the 18th July, Officers continue to recommend that planning 
permission be granted subject to the following matters. 
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Recommendation 

1) Subject to the applicant entering into a planning obligation under Section 106 of 
the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 on terms drafted by the Solicitor to the 

Council in respect of the following: 

a) To secure the delivery of 40% of the permitted dwellings as affordable housing; 

b) To secure a financial contribution towards the Solent Recreation Mitigation 

Partnership(SRMP) in order to mitigate the 'in combination' effects that an 

increase in residential units on the site would cause through increased 

recreational disturbance on the Solent Coastal Special Protection Areas; 

 

c) To secure submission and implementation of travel plan; 

d) To secure the provision of a permissive footpath from Funtley Road to Thames 

Drive, a scheme for which must be submitted to and approved by Fareham 

Borough Council before development commences; associated works to upgrade 

bridge over M27 motorway (including structural survey); 

e) To secure a financial contribution towards the revision of the existing traffic 

regulation order (TRO) to allow the speed limit restrictions on Funtley Road to be 

amended (£5,000); 

f) To secure a financial contribution towards improvements to sustainable transport 

links (£21,950); 

 

g) To secure the installation of a bell mouth access from the site onto Funtley Road 

and footpath extension as shown on drawing no. 16/0822/SK01e. 

 

2) Delegate to the Head of Development Management in consultation with the 
Solicitor to the Council to make any minor modifications to the proposed conditions 
or heads of terms or any subsequent minor changes arising out of detailed 
negotiations with the applicant which may necessitate the modification which may 
include the variation, addition or deletion of the conditions and heads as drafted to 

ensure consistency between the two sets of provisions; 

GRANT OUTLINE PERMISSION: 

Subject to the following conditions: 

1) Application for approval of details of the appearance, landscaping, layout and 

scale of the development (referred to as the 'reserved matters') shall be made to the 

local planning authority before the expiration of twelve months from the date of this 

permission.  Work shall be commenced in pursuance of this permission no later than 

twelve months from the approval of the final reserved matter. 

REASON: To allow a reasonable time period for work to start, to comply with 
Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, and to enable the Council to 

review the position if a fresh application is made after that time.  
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2) The development hereby permitted shall be carried out strictly in accordance 

with the following drawings/documents unless otherwise agreed in writing by the 

local planning authority: 

a) Site location plan - drawing no. CB 95 082 100 

b) Ecological Assessment (Ecology Solutions, September 2017) including part 2 & 

part 3 

c) Land Use Parameters Plan – drawing no. CB 95 082 103 

d) Proposed Access Design and Visibility Splays - drawing no. 16-0822-SK01e 

e) Arboricultural report 

 

REASON:  To avoid any doubt over what has been permitted. 

3) No development hereby permitted shall commence until a surface water 

drainage strategy has been submitted to and approved by the local planning 

authority in writing.  The strategy shall include the following elements: 

 

a) Updated surface run-off calculations for rate and volume for pre and post 

development using the appropriate methodology; 

b) Evidence of sufficient attenuation on site for a 1 in 100 year plus climate change 

event; 

c) The detailed design of Sustainable Urban Development Systems (SUDS) to be 

used on the site as well as details on the delivery, maintenance and adoption of 

SUDS features. 

The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details 

unless otherwise agreed with the local planning authority in writing. 

REASON:  To ensure satisfactory disposal of surface water. 

4) No development hereby permitted shall commence until details of the means 

of foul water drainage from the site have been submitted to and approved by the 

local planning authority in writing.  The development shall be carried out in 

accordance with the approved details unless otherwise agreed with the local 

planning authority in writing. 

REASON:  To ensure satisfactory disposal of foul water. 

5) No development in relation to the construction of the dwellings hereby 

permitted shall commence until a scheme of lighting (during construction and the 

operational life of the development), designed to minimise impacts on wildlife, 

particularly bats, has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local 

planning authority.  The scheme of lighting shall propose lighting <1 lux along the 

full length of the site's northern boundary.  The development shall be carried out in 

accordance with the approved lighting scheme. 

REASON:  In order to minimise impacts of lighting on ecological interests of the site. 
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6) No development hereby permitted shall commence until a reptile mitigation 

strategy has been submitted to and approved by the local planning authority in 

writing.  The strategy shall include:  

(i) Details of the translocation works, including plans showing where reptile 

fencing will be erected relative to existing reptile habitat, methodology for 

capture, including timings and capture effort; 

(ii) The results of reptile surveys conducted at the identified receptor site; 

(iii) Details of existing reptile habitat availability and capacity within the 

receptor site; 

(iv) Appropriate habitat creation options for increasing the receptor sites 

capacity for the slow-worm population; 

(v) A work schedule for habitat maintenance (including a 5 year project 

register, an annual work plan and the means by which the plan will be rolled 

forward annually);  

(vi) Monitoring and remedial / contingencies measures triggered by monitoring; 

(vii) Personnel responsible for implementation of the plan; 

(viii) Reporting back to the LPA for monitoring and compliance purposes. 

 

The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details. 

REASON:  To avoid impacts to reptiles and to conserve and enhance biodiversity. 

7) No development in relation to the construction of the dwellings hereby 

permitted shall commence until a detailed scheme of biodiversity enhancements to 

be incorporated into the development has been submitted to and approved by the 

local planning authority in writing. The scheme shall include a landscaping plan 

designed with wildlife in mind and measures to ensure that the northern boundary is 

protected and enhanced. The development shall be carried out, and areas of the 

site where enhancements are carried out shall be maintained, in accordance with 

the approved details. 

REASON:  To enhance biodiversity. 

8) No development hereby permitted shall commence until an intrusive site 
investigation and risk assessment has been submitted to and approved in writing 
by the Local Planning Authority (LPA).  The intrusive site investigation and risk 
assessment shall include assessment of the risks posed to human health, the 
building fabric and the wider environment such as water resources, and where the 
site investigation and risk assessment reveal a risk to receptors, it shall include a 
detailed scheme for remedial works to address these risks and ensure the site is 
suitable for the proposed use. 

The presence of any unsuspected contamination that becomes evident during the 
development of the site shall be bought to the attention of the LPA. This shall be 
investigated to assess the risks to human health and the wider environment and a 
remediation scheme implemented following written approval by the Local Planning 
Authority.  The approved scheme for remediation works shall be fully implemented 

before the permitted development is first occupied or brought into use.   
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On completion of the remediation works and prior to the occupation of any 
properties on the development, an independent competent person shall confirm in 
writing that the works have been completed in full and in accordance with the 
approved scheme.  Such confirmation shall include photographic evidence and, if 
considered necessary by the local planning authority, as built drawings of the 

development. 

REASON: To ensure that any contamination of the site is properly taken into 

account before development takes place. 

9) No development hereby permitted shall commence on site until a 

Construction Management Plan (CMP) setting out how provision is to be made on 

site for the parking and turning of operatives vehicles, wheel cleaning, the areas to 

be used for the storage of building materials, plant, excavated materials and huts 

associated with the implementation of the approved development, has been 

submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority (LPA).  The 

development shall be carried out in accordance with the CMP and areas identified in 

the CMP for specified purposes shall thereafter be kept available for those uses at 

all times during the construction period, unless otherwise agreed in writing with the 

LPA. 

REASON:  In the interests of highway safety and/or in order to secure the health 
and wellbeing of the trees and vegetation which are to be retained at the site and/or 
to ensure that the occupiers of nearby residential properties are not subjected to 

unacceptable noise and disturbance during the construction period. 

10) No development hereby permitted shall commence until details of the width, 

alignment, gradient and type of construction proposed for any roads, footways and 

access, including all relevant horizontal and longitudinal cross sections showing the 

existing and proposed ground levels, together with details of street lighting (where 

appropriate), the method of disposing of surface water, and details of a programme 

for the making up of roads and footways, have been submitted to and approved by 

the Local Planning Authority in writing. The development shall be subsequently 

carried out in accordance with the approved details. 

REASON:  To ensure that the roads are constructed to a satisfactory standard. 

11) No development in relation to the construction of the dwellings hereby 

permitted shall commence until details of the internal finished floor levels of all of the 

proposed buildings in relation to the existing and finished ground levels on the site 

have been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority in writing.  

The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details. 

REASON:  To safeguard the character and appearance of the area and to assess 

the impact on nearby residential properties. 

12) No development hereby permitted shall commence until a written scheme of 

archaeological investigation has been submitted to and approved in writing by the 

local planning authority. The scheme shall include proposed mitigation measures in 
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relation to any archaeological remains found as necessary.  The development shall 

be carried out in accordance with the approved scheme. 

REASON:  In order to ensure that the site, which is located in an area where there is 
potential for archaeological discovery, is adequately investigated prior to 

development. 

13) No development shall proceed beyond damp proof course level until details of 

secure cycle storage have been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning 

Authority in writing.  The approved secure cycle stores shall be provided before any 

dwelling is first occupied and shall thereafter be retained and kept available for use 

at all times. 

REASON: To encourage cycling as an alternative mode of transport. 

14) No development shall proceed beyond damp proof course level until details of 

the proposed bin storage areas (including bin collection points) have been submitted 

to and approved by the Local Planning Authority.  The details shall include the siting, 

design and the materials to be used in construction.  The approved bin storage and 

collection areas shall be provided before any dwelling is first occupied and shall 

thereafter be retained and kept available for use at all times. 

REASON: To ensure that the character and appearance of the development and the 

locality are not harmed. 

15) No development shall proceed beyond damp proof course level until details 

(including samples where requested by the Local Planning Authority) of all proposed 

external facing and hard surfacing materials have been submitted to and approved 

by the LPA in writing. The development shall be carried out in accordance with the 

approved details. 

REASON:  To secure the satisfactory appearance of the development. 

16) The development shall be carried out in accordance with the measures set 

out in Section 5.3.26 of the approved Ecological Assessment (Ecology Solutions, 

September 2017) unless varied by a European Protected Species (EPS) license 

issued by Natural England.  Thereafter, the replacement habitat shall be 

permanently maintained and retained in accordance with the approved details.  

REASON:  To ensure the favourable conservation status of dormice 

17) No work on site relating to the construction of any of the development hereby 

permitted (Including works of demolition or preparation prior to operations) shall take 

place before the hours of 0800 or after 1800 Monday to Friday, before the hours of 

0800 or after 1300 Saturdays or at all on Sundays or recognised public holidays, 

unless otherwise first agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority. 

REASON:  To protect the occupiers of nearby residential properties against noise 
and disturbance during the construction period. 
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18) None of the development hereby approved shall be occupied until the means 

of vehicular access shown on the approved site plan (drawing no. 16-0822-SK01e) 

have been provided. The access shall be subsequently retained. 

REASON:  In the interests of highway safety. 

19) None of the development hereby approved shall be occupied until a plan of 

the position, design, materials and type of boundary treatment to be erected to all 

boundaries has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 

Authority and the approved boundary treatment has been fully implemented.  It shall 

thereafter be retained at all times unless otherwise agreed in writing with the Local 

Planning Authority. 
  

If boundary hedge planting is proposed details shall be provided of planting sizes, 
planting distances, density, and numbers and provisions for future maintenance.  
Any plants which, within a period of five years from first planting, are removed, die 
or, in the opinion of the Local Planning Authority, become seriously damaged or 
defective, shall be replaced, within the next available planting season, with others of 

the same species, size and number as originally approved. 

REASON: To protect the privacy of the occupiers of the neighbouring property, to 
prevent overlooking, and to ensure that the development harmonises well with its 

surroundings. 

20) No dwelling hereby permitted shall be first occupied until the visibility splays 

at the junction of the estate road/access with existing highway have been provided 

in accordance with the approved plans (drawing no. 16-0822-SK01e).  The visibility 

splays shall thereafter be kept clear of obstruction (nothing over 0.6m in height) at 

all times. 

REASON:  In the interests of highway safety 

21) The landscaping scheme, submitted under Condition 1 shall be implemented 

and completed within the first planting season following the commencement of the 

development or as otherwise agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority and 

shall be maintained in accordance with the agreed schedule.  Any trees or plants 

which, within a period of five years from first planting, are removed, die or, in the 

opinion of the Local Planning Authority, become seriously damaged or defective, 

shall be replaced, within the next available planting season, with others of the same 

species, size and number as originally approved. 

REASON:  To ensure the provision, establishment and maintenance of a standard 
of landscaping. 

 

Notes for Information 

a) The applicant is advised to contact Southern Water to discuss the need for a 
formal application for connection to the public sewerage system.  Please contact 
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Southern Water, Sparrowgrove House, Sparrowgrove, Otterbourne, Hampshire 

SO21 2SW (Tel: 330 303 0119) or visit www.southernwater.co.uk. 

Background Papers 

P/17/1135/; P/17/0045/OA 
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1 Introduction  

1.1 Reading Agricultural Consultants Ltd (RAC) is instructed by Pegasus Group on behalf of Bargate 

Homes (Southampton) and Sustainable Land Products Ltd to provide a statement on the quality 

of agricultural land at Newgate Lane (North), Fareham, following the non-determination by 

Fareham Borough Council of outline planning application (P/18/1118/OA). The outline 

application proposes the construction of up to 75 dwellings.  

1.2 The Committee Report describes the site as comprising 3.95 hectares of agricultural land, with 

the western strip of the site separated from the rest of the site by the River Alver (paragraph 

2.1). Paragraphs 8.72 and 8.73 of the Committee Report state:  

“Policy CS16 seeks to prevent the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land. The 

NPPF paragraph 170(b) recognises the economic and other benefits of the best and most 

versatile agricultural land. 

The site is classified as predominantly Grade 3a, i.e. best and most versatile (BMV) 

agricultural land, with a small area of Grade 3b land of the western edge of the site. The 

proposal would therefore be contrary to Policy CS16 and the permanent loss of BMV 

agricultural land weighs against granting planning permission in the balance of issues.” 

1.3 The recommendation in section 9.0 of the Committee Report indicated that the development is 

contrary to Policy CS16 (amongst others) of the Adopted Fareham Borough Core Strategy 2011 

and is unacceptable in that: 

“e) The proposal would result in the loss of best and most versatile agricultural land; …” 

1.4 An outline planning application for the development of up to 115 dwellings (P/19/0460/OA) on 

adjacent land at Newgate Lane (South) is also subject to appeal following its non-determination 

by Fareham Borough Council. This site is described in the Committee Report as comprising 6.08 

hectares of Grades 3a and 3b agricultural land which is used for agricultural and equestrian 

purposes (paragraph 2.1). 

1.5 Paragraphs 8.72 and 8.73 of the Committee Report state:  

“Policy CS16 seeks to prevent the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land 

(Grades 1, 2 or 3a of the Natural England’s Agricultural Land Classification System). The 

NPPF paragraph 170(b) recognises the economic and other benefits of the best and most 

versatile agricultural land. 

The site is classified as mainly Grade 3b with a small area of Grade 3a around Hambrook 

Lodge which the applicant states is around 0.5 ha. In the context of the whole site (6.08ha), 

this qualitative and quantitative loss is not considered to be significant.” 

1.6 Consequently, the Committee Report did not conclude that the application at Newgate Lane 

(South) was contrary to Policy CS16. 
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1.7 This statement examines the agricultural land quality of both Newgate Lane North and South, 

and assesses the proposed development at Newgate Lane (North) against Policy CS16.  

2 Relevant Policy  

2.1 Policy CS16, Natural Resources and Renewable Energy, of the adopted Fareham Borough Core 

Strategy (2011)1 states that:  

“New development will be expected to safeguard the use of natural resources by: …  

• Preventing the loss of best and most versatile agricultural land (Grades 1, 2 or 3a of 

the Natural England Agricultural Land Classifications System); …” 

2.2 The supporting paragraph 6.12 indicates that: 

“Fareham has areas which are made up of high quality soil, which is an important finite 

resource that has helped to shape the character of the Borough's landscape. As well as 

being essential for agriculture, it also aids biodiversity habitats and stores a large quantity 

of carbon. The rising costs of buying food and the environmental impact of importing food 

over long distances, reinforces the need to protect land and soils for agricultural use, now 

and for future generations.” 

2.3 Paragraph 170 of the National Planning Policy Framework2 (2019) advises that planning policies 

and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by:  

• protecting soils, amongst other matters, in a manner commensurate with their statutory 

status or identified quality in the development plan; and  

• recognising the wider benefits from natural capital and ecosystem services, including the 

economic and other benefits of BMV agricultural land.  

2.4 The Inspector in the 2017 appeal against the refusal of Fareham Borough Council to grant 

outline planning permission on land north of Cranleigh Road and west of Wicor Primary School, 

Portchester (APP/A1720/W/16/3156344) considered the consistency of Core Strategy Policy 

CS16 with the Framework, and the weight that should be given to this policy (see Appendix 1).  

2.5 At paragraph 29, he considered that: 

“CS Policy CS16 was predicated on guidance contained in PPS7, which the Secretary of 

State in his 2006 decision described as containing a strong presumption against the loss of 

land of high agricultural value. PPS7 is no longer extant and CS Policy CS16, given that it 

says in a straightforward manner that it will prevent the loss of B&MV agricultural land 

 
1 https://www.fareham.gov.uk/pdf/planning/CoreStrategyAdopted.pdf 
2 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/810197/NPPF_F
eb_2019_revised.pdf 
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without an opportunity to balance potential harm against potential benefits, is, in my view, 

inconsistent with the Framework and subject to the guidance contained at Framework 

paragraph 215.” 

2.6 Paragraph 215 of the 2012 version of the Framework that was in place at the time of the 2017 

decision indicated that due weight should be given to relevant policies in existing plans 

according to their degree of consistency with the Framework and that the closer the policies in 

the plan to the policies in the Framework, the greater the weight that may be given.  

3 Agricultural land use and quality  

Introduction 

3.1 Guidance for assessing the quality of agricultural land in England and Wales is set out in the 

Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food (MAFF) revised guidelines and criteria for grading the 

quality of agricultural land (1988)3, and summarised in Natural England's Technical Information 

Note 0494. 

3.2 Agricultural land in England and Wales is graded between 1 and 5, depending on the extent to 

which physical or chemical characteristics impose long-term limitations on agricultural use. The 

principal physical factors influencing grading are climate, site and soil which, together with 

interactions between them, form the basis for classifying land into one of the five grades. 

3.3 Grade 1 land is excellent quality agricultural land with very minor or no limitations to agricultural 

use. Grade 2 is very good quality agricultural land, with minor limitations which affect crop yield, 

cultivations or harvesting. Grade 3 land has moderate limitations which affect the choice of 

crops, timing and type of cultivation, harvesting or the level of yield, and is subdivided into 

Subgrade 3a (good quality land) and Subgrade 3b (moderate quality land). Grade 4 land is poor 

quality agricultural land with severe limitations which significantly restrict the range of crops 

and/or level of yields. Grade 5 is very poor quality land, with very severe limitations which 

restrict use to permanent pasture or rough grazing. 

3.4 Land which is classified as Grades 1, 2 and 3a in the Agricultural Land Classification (ALC) system 

is defined in Annex 2 of the Framework as BMV agricultural land. 

  

 
3 MAFF (1988). Agricultural Land Classification of England and Wales. Revised guidelines and criteria for grading the 
quality of agricultural land. MAFF Publications. 
4 Natural England (2012). Technical Information Note 049 - Agricultural Land Classification: protecting the best and 
most versatile agricultural land, Second Edition. 
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Previous ALC surveys 

3.5 Both sites at Newgate Lane North and South were subject to a detailed ALC survey5 undertaken 

on behalf of MAFF in 1997. The area surveyed extended to approximately 52.5ha to the east of 

Newgate Lane, of which approximately 18.4ha were classified as Subgrade 3a, 19.1ha as 

Subgrade 3b and 15ha as other (non-agricultural) land. 

3.6 As the ALC system is concerned with the long-term inherent physical characteristics of the soil 

and land, rather than with the land’s current management or nutrient status, the ALC 

established as part of this survey is definitive and will not have altered since the survey was 

undertaken in 1997.  

3.7 RAC has reviewed the ALC data, maps and report specifically for the observations within the 

Newgate Lane North and South sites, and concluded that they are an accurate representation of 

agricultural land quality at each site.  

3.8 The sites are low-lying and level at around 10m above Ordnance Datum. Drainage of the land is 

via a number of field ditches which direct water to the River Alver in the west of the sites.  

3.9 The sites have a warm and moist climate with large crop moisture deficits. The number of Field 

Capacity Days is slightly larger than is typical for lowland England and is slightly unfavourable for 

providing opportunities for agricultural field work.  

3.10 The principal underlying geology mapped by the British Geological Survey6 across most of the 

southern site is the Wittering Formation which includes greyish brown clay, sand interbedded 

with clay or fine- to medium-grained sand. This is overlain by the Whitecliff Sand Member of the 

London Clay Formation in the north-east of the southern site and across the northern site. 

3.11 Superficial river terrace deposits of sand and gravel are mapped across the northern site and the 

north and east of the southern site.  

3.12 The Soil Survey of England and Wales soil association mapping7 (1:250,000 scale) shows the Park 

Gate association across both sites. Park Gate soils are characterised by deep, stoneless silty soils 

variably affected by groundwater. Most of the soils are seasonally waterlogged, of Wetness Class 

(WC) III or IV8. 

Land at Newgate Lane (North) 

3.13 Four soil profile observations were made within the site, which is in accordance with Natural 

England guidelines for ALC survey methodologies. 

 
5 FRCA (1997). Fareham Borough Local Plan. Land east of Newgate Lane, Woodcot, Gosport, Hampshire. Agricultural 
Land Classification ALC Map and Report. Ref: EL 15/00967 
6 British Geological Survey (2020). Geology of Britain viewer, http://mapapps.bgs.ac.uk/geologyofbritain/home.html 
7 Soil Survey of England and Wales (1984). Soils of South East England (1:250,000), Sheet 6 
8 Jarvis et al (1984). Soils and Their Use in South East England. Soil Survey of England and Wales Bulletin 15, 
Harpenden. 
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3.14 The topsoils are medium or heavy silty clay loam with an average depth of 35cm. The stone 

content is up to 2% by volume. Upper subsoil is of medium or heavy silty clay loam which is 

brown or pale brown, and is mottled and gleyed. The lower subsoils heavy silty clay loam 

occasionally passing to silty clay which becomes greyer with depth. The lower subsoil horizons 

are also mottled and permeability is poor.  

3.15 These profiles are limited by soil wetness to varying degrees. Where the profiles are slowly 

permeable at shallow depth (from 35cm), they are poorly drained Wetness Class (WC) IV and 

classified as Subgrade 3b. Where the slowly permeable layer occurs slightly deeper in the profile 

(from a depth of 43cm), they are imperfectly drained (WCIII) and Subgrade 3a. 

3.16 The ALC distribution is shown in Figure 1 below and the areas of each grade within the site are 

given in Table 1. 

Table 1: ALC of Newgate Lane (North) 

Grade Description Area (ha) % 

Subgrade 3a Good quality 2.1 52 

Subgrade 3b Moderate quality 1.6 40 

Non-agricultural  0.3 8 

Total  4.0 100 

Figure 1: ALC Newgate Lane (North) (from magic.gov.uk) 

 
  

126

Page 1103



 

8873 6 

 

Land at Newgate Lane (South) 

3.17 Seven observations were made within this site, with an additional observation pit excavated just 

beyond the boundary.  

3.18 Most of the topsoil is slightly stony, dark brown or dark greyish brown, medium silty clay loam, 

with an average depth of 30cm. Similar to the Newgate Lane (North), the upper subsoil medium 

silty clay loam or heavy silty clay loam, becoming greyer and heavier with depth.  

3.19 As with Newgate Lane (North), most soil profiles are limited by soil wetness, with the depth to 

the slowly permeable layer determining the WC and grade. Those where profiles are slowly 

permeable from depths of 43cm are WC III and Subgrade 3a, and those which become slowly 

permeable at shallower depths are WC IV and Subgrade 3b.  

3.20 The areas of each grade at Newgate Lane (South) are given in Table 2 and the distribution shown 

in Figure 2 below. 

Table 2: ALC of Newgate Lane (South) 

Grade Description Area (ha) % 

Subgrade 3a Good quality 0.9 15 

Subgrade 3b Moderate quality 4.9 80 

Non-agricultural  0.3 5 

Total  6.1 100 

Figure 2: ALC Newgate Lane (South) (from magic.gov.uk) 
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4 Appraisal against Policy CS16  

4.1 Policy CS16 of the adopted Fareham Borough Core Strategy (2011) indicates that any proposed 

developments will be expected to safeguard natural resources by preventing the loss of Grades 

1, 2 and 3a (BMV) agricultural land. 

4.2 Agricultural land in Fareham is predominantly of BMV quality. Defra statistics indicate that, 

based on the Provisional ALC maps, there are 4,637ha of agricultural land in the Borough, of 

which 3,082ha (or 66%) is provisionally mapped as BMV land (assuming an even distribution of 

Grade 3 land between the two subgrades). Moreover, as can be seen from Figure 3 below, the 

Provisional ALC map shows that the urban area is surrounded by land classified provisionally as 

Grade 2. 

Figure 3: Provisional ALC (from magic.gov.uk, available at 1:250,000)

 

4.3 It is not therefore possible for new developments on agricultural land to prevent the loss of BMV 

land in the Borough in accordance with Policy CS16. Necessary development on agricultural land 

is likely to involve the loss of BMV land, and this must be seen as one factor within the planning 

balance. 

4.4 The Inspector in the Portchester appeal (see Appendix 1) concluded that Policy CS16 was 

inconsistent with the policies in the Framework and thus should be afforded reduced weight. In 

that case, the proposal involved the development of 5.5ha of mostly Grade 1 agricultural land, 

with the remainder classified as Grade 2. The Inspector noted that the Framework does not 

place a bar on the development of BMV agricultural land but that, where development would 

involve the use of BMV land, the economic and other benefits of that land should be taken into 

account. The Framework goes on to say where significant development is demonstrated to be 
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necessary, the use of poorer quality land should be used in preference to that of a higher quality 

(i.e. a sequential approach should be adopted). The sequential approach now applies only to 

plan making in the 2019 Framework (footnote 53 to paragraph 171) rather than to individual 

decision taking. 

4.5 The Inspector did not consider that the proposal at Portchester involving 5.5ha of Grades 1 and 2 

land would be a significant development where the sequential approach would be engaged. 

Nevertheless, it would result in the permanent loss of BMV agricultural land and, as such, would 

conflict with the provisions of Policy CS16. He concluded that this factor must feature on the 

negative side of the planning balance but that the scale of the permanent loss would be limited. 

4.6 The approach taken by the Borough Council and the Local Plan Inspector in allocating land north 

of Fareham (Welborne Land) for a new community of up to 6000 homes, associated 

infrastructure and facilities is also consistent with having to balance the loss of BMV land within 

a range of factors, rather than applying the absolute approach suggested by Policy CS16. The 

outline application (P/17/0266/OA) was granted consent, with the Officer’s Report to 

Committee indicating at paragraph 8.32.309:  

“It is accepted that there is an unmitigated loss of Best and Most Versatile Agricultural 

Land (B&MVAL) and that this is a negative to be weighed against the scheme. However, 

this loss is long acknowledged by the Council. Furthermore, the Inspector, in finding the 

Welborne Plan sound, found that “…it will not be possible to fully heed every specific piece 

of advice in the NPPF [such as the benefits that high quality agricultural land has and that 

these benefits should be taken into account]. However, taken as a whole, I am satisfied 

that the Council has adopted an appropriate balance between competing requirements 

and I therefore conclude that the proposed boundary of Welborne is justified and in all 

respects sound” (para 27, Inspectors Report into the Welborne Plan).” 

4.7 That site is provisionally mapped as Grade 2, with the detailed ALC survey showing that the 

development would involve the loss of approximately 211a of Subgrade 3a land. 

4.8 By contrast, the development at Newgate Lane (North) would involve the loss of 2.1ha of 

Subgrade 3a land. The Borough Council has concluded that this would be contrary to Policy CS16 

in not preventing the loss of BMV land. It did not reach the same conclusion for the loss of 0.9ha 

of Subgrade 3a at Newgate Land (South). 

4.9 This demonstrates that Policy CS16 cannot be, and has not been applied, in a literal, 

straightforward manner, when the loss of 1ha of BMV land is acceptable but the loss of 2ha is 

not; and the loss of a hundred times that amount is found to be compliant with a policy that 

prevents the loss of any BMV land. It is clear that Policy CS16 cannot be interpreted strictly in 

preventing the loss of BMV land as this would prevent most greenfield development in the 

Borough and would be inconsistent with policies in the Framework; instead the loss of BMV land 

at any site should be included as a negative factor to be weighed in the overall planning balance. 

 
9 https://www.fareham.gov.uk/casetrackerplanning/GetFile.aspx?docref=36f8c57d-677e-4d45-b4c5-38060c37f84c  
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4.10 In this instance, the weight to be given to the loss of BMV land is very limited. The discussion of 

ALC factors in section 3 above indicates that the BMV land at this site is classified as Subgrade 3a 

because the slowly permeable layer occurs at a depth of 43cm in the soil profile; if it occurred 

8cm higher up the soil profile, the land would be classified as Subgrade 3b. The land is therefore 

marginally BMV land and is just within the lowest category of BMV land. 

4.11 Furthermore, the BMV land at Newgate Lane (North) does not form a coherent management 

unit. The Subgrade 3a land is found in two separate fields that cannot be amalgamated and that 

have both been reduced in size and severed by the construction of the B3385 Newgate Lane 

East. The Subgrade 3a land is sandwiched between two areas of Subgrade 3b land and, given 

that all this land is limited by soil wetness, will be managed according to the more severe 

wetness limitation of the Subgrade 3b land, particularly as the land is farmed from a distance of 

over 30 miles away. For example, if the Subgrade 3b land is too wet at a particular time of the 

year to carry out agricultural operations without damaging the soil, it will not be possible to 

manage the Subgrade 3a land separately if it is not as wet. 

4.12 There are therefore very limited economic and other benefits associated with the presence of 

BMV land on the Newgate Lane (North) site that amount to the production of arable crops 

managed principally in line with the requirements of moderate quality Subgrade 3b land.  

5 Summary  

5.1 The site at Newgate Lane (North) extends to 3.95 hectares of agricultural land in three fields. 

One to the west of the River Alver is grassland and two to the east are in arable production. Both 

the arable fields have been reduced in size and severed by the construction of the B3385 

Newgate Lane East, and are farmed from a base located over 30 miles away.  

5.2 The site has been surveyed in detail and classified as a mix of Subgrade 3a and 3b. There are 

approximately 2.1ha of Subgrade 3a, 1.6ha of Subgrade 3b land and 0.3ha of non-agricultural 

land within the site boundary. The land is limited in its agricultural quality by soil wetness. The 

Subgrade 3a land is within the category of BMV agricultural land. 

5.3 It is evident that it is not possible to prevent the loss of BMV land which might be an 

interpretation of Policy CS16 of the Fareham Borough Core Strategy. The Borough contains a 

very high proportion of BMV land, and provisional mapping shows BMV land surrounding the 

urban area. Rather, the presence of BMV land is a factor that needs to be considered and 

weighed in the overall planning balance.  

5.4 The Inspector in the Portchester appeal (Appendix 1) concluded that Policy CS16 was 

inconsistent with the policies in the Framework and thus should be afforded reduced weight. He 

noted that the Framework does not place a bar on the development of BMV agricultural land but 

that, where development would involve the use of BMV land, the economic and other benefits 

of that land should be taken into account. In that case, he concluded that the loss of 5.5ha of 

Grades 1 and 2 would attract limited weight. 
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5.5 In this instance, it is evident that very little weight should be placed on the loss of 2.1ha of 

Subgrade 3a land. No weight has been placed on the loss of 0.9ha of Subgrade 3a immediately to 

the south, and the loss of 100 times this amount was found to be acceptable within the overall 

planning balance at Welborne Land to the north of Fareham.  

5.6 There are also very practical limitations on this land being able to achieve its potential as BMV 

land. The land is marginally Subgrade 3a in that, if the slowly permeable layer occurred slightly 

higher in the soil profile, it would be classified as Subgrade 3b in common with the surrounding 

land. However, as the Subgrade 3a land occurs within the same fields as the surrounding 

moderate quality Subgrade 3b land and is farmed from distance, it has to be managed in 

accordance with the requirements of the moderate quality land, thereby negating any benefit of 

the land’s inherent quality. 
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Appendix 1: Appeal Decision Ref: APP/A1720/W/16/3156344 

Land north of Cranleigh Road and west of Wicor Primary School, Portchester, 

Fareham, Hampshire 
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Appeal Decision 
Inquiry held on 25 April 2017 

Site visit made on 27 April 2017 

by S R G Baird  BA(Hons) MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 14 August 2017 

 
Appeal Ref: APP/A1720/W/16/3156344 

Land north of Cranleigh Road and west of Wicor Primary School, 
Portchester, Fareham, Hampshire 

 The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

against a refusal to grant outline planning permission. 

 The appeal is made by Persimmon Homes South Coast against the decision of Fareham 

Borough Council. 

 The application Ref P/15/0260/OA, dated 17 March 2015, was refused by notice dated 

24 March 2016. 

 The development proposed is residential development of up to 120 dwellings together 

with a new vehicle access from Cranleigh Road, public open space including a locally 

equipped area of play, pedestrian links to the public open space, surface water drainage 

and landscaping. 
 

Decision 

1. The appeal is allowed and planning permission is granted for residential 

development of up to 120 dwellings together with a new vehicle access from 
Cranleigh Road, public open space including a locally equipped area of play, 
pedestrian links to the public open space, surface water drainage and 

landscaping on land north of Cranleigh Road and west of Wicor Primary 
School, Portchester, Fareham, Hampshire in accordance with the terms of 

the application, Ref P/15/0260/OA, dated 17 March 2015, subject to the 
conditions contained at Annex A of this decision. 

Preliminary Matters 

2. The application was made in outline with all matters other than means of 
access reserved.  The appellant and the local planning authority (lpa) 

confirmed that the drawings that comprise the planning application are 
Drawing Nos. LOC 1 Rev D – Location Plan and J-D1708.00 - Site Access 
Layout and Highway Improvements.  The application plans are supported by 

2 Illustrative Plans; Drawing Nos. 01 Rev W- Illustrative Site Plan and 2498-
SK-04 Rev P3 – Indicative Landscape Strategy. 

3. The appellant has submitted a signed S106 Unilateral Undertaking (UU) 
providing for financial contributions towards: (a) mitigation in accordance 
with the Interim Solent Recreation Mitigation Partnership and (b) the 

approval and monitoring of a Travel Plan.  In addition, the UU provides for 
the laying out of the public open space and that 40% of the dwellings would 

be affordable housing units.  
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4. An application for an award of costs was made by Persimmon Homes South 

Coast against Fareham Borough Council.  This application is the subject of a 
separate Decision. 

5. Following the close of the inquiry, the Supreme Court issued a judgement1 
concerning the interpretation of paragraph 49 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (Framework) and its relationship with Framework paragraph 14.  

The parties were given an opportunity to comment on the implications of this 
judgement for their cases.  I have taken the judgement and the parties’ 

comments into account in coming to my decision. 

Main Issues 

6. These are: 

(i.) whether the lpa can demonstrate a supply of specific deliverable sites 
sufficient to provide 5-years’ worth of housing land supply (HLS); 

(ii.) the effect on the supply of Best and Most Versatile (B&MV) agricultural 
land; and 

(iii.) the effect on the character and appearance of the area.    

Reasons 

7. The development plan for the area includes the Core Strategy (CS) adopted 

in August 2011, the Local Plan Part 2: Development Sites and Policies 
adopted in June 2015 (LP2) and the Local Plan Part 3: The Welbourne Plan 
adopted in June 2015 (LP3).  The lpa has commenced a Local Plan Review 

(LPR).  It is anticipated that a draft Local Plan will be published for 
consultation in September 2017. 

Issue 1 - Housing Land Supply 

8. Framework paragraph 47 seeks to boost significantly the supply of housing.  
Lpas are enjoined to ensure that Local Plans meet the full, objectively 

assessed needs (OAN) for market and affordable housing in the housing 
market area, as far as is consistent with the policies set out in the 

Framework.  Lpas are to identify and update annually a supply of specific 
deliverable sites sufficient to provide 5-years’ worth of housing land against 
their housing requirements with an additional buffer of 5% or 20% where 

there has been a record of persistent under delivery of housing. 

9. Here, the lpa’s 5-year HLS calculation is based on the requirements of the 

CS, in particular Policy CS2, adopted in 2011.  The CS has a plan period 
running from 2006 to 2026 and was produced in the context of the no longer 
extant regional strategy (The South-East Plan) and the then emerging South 

Hampshire Strategy (SHS), a non-statutory sub-regional plan produced by a 
consortium of several lpas. 

10. Given the CS was adopted several months before the publication of the 
Framework and the CS housing requirement is largely based on the regional 

                                       
1 Suffolk Coastal District Council (Appellant) v Hopkins Homes Ltd and another (Respondents)  Richborough  
  Estates Partnership LLP and another (Respondents) v Cheshire East Borough Council (Appellant) [2017] UKSC 37 

  on appeals from: [2016] EWCA Civ 168, [2015] EWHC 132 (Admin) and [2015] EWHC 410 (Admin). 
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strategy it is not a Framework compliant OAN.  Although LPs 2 and 3 post-

date the Framework, neither plan undertakes the identification of an OAN.  

11. Given the above, and in light of the Navigator appeal decision2, the appellant 

submits that the starting point for calculating the HLS position should be 
based on the April 2016 Objectively Assessed Housing Need Update 
produced for the PUSH3 authorities and the June 2016 PUSH Spatial Position 

Update.  Both studies identify an OAN for Fareham that is materially higher 
than the CS housing requirement.  The lpa’s position is that as LPs 2 and 3 

have been found sound, and in light of PPG and Ministerial guidance on the 
use of SHMAs the housing requirement used to calculate the HLS is that 
contained in the CS.  The lpa’s position is that until the LPR has been the 

subject of consultation, examination and adoption it is premature to use the 
PUSH OAN as the Borough’s housing requirement.  

12. PPG4 advises that housing requirement figures in an up-to-date, adopted LP 
should be used as the starting point for calculating the 5-year HLS.  PPG 
advises that considerable weight should be attached to the housing 

requirement figures in adopted LPs, which have successfully passed through 
the examination process, unless significant new evidence comes to light.  

However, PPG notes that evidence that dates back several years, such as 
that drawn from revoked regional strategies may not adequately reflect 
current needs.  Thus, where evidence in a LP has become outdated and 

policies in emerging plans are not yet capable of carrying sufficient weight, 
information provided in the latest full assessment of housing needs i.e. 

SHMAs should be considered.  That said the weight given to these 
assessments should take account of the fact they have not been tested or 
moderated against relevant constraints. 

13. In December 2014, in a Ministerial letter, the Government clarified the policy 
position on emerging evidence in the form of SHMAs.  The letter notes that 

the publication of a locally agreed assessment provides important new 
evidence and where appropriate will promote a revision of housing 
requirements in LPs.  Lpas are expected to actively consider the new 

evidence over time and, where over a reasonable period they do not, 
Inspectors could reasonably question the approach to HLS.  The Minister 

goes on to note that the outcome of a SHMA is untested and should not 
automatically be seen as a proxy for a final housing requirement in LPs or 
that it does not immediately or, in itself, invalidate housing numbers in an 

existing LP.   

14. Here, the CS housing requirement is largely based on the no longer extant 

South East Plan, whose evidence base dates back to at least 2000.  It is 
accepted that the CS does not contain a Framework compliant assessment of 

OAN and neither LPs 2 or 3 purport to set a housing requirement based on 
an OAN.  The 2014 Ministerial guidance, in my view, restates the advice 
contained in the PPG and does not, in itself, preclude using up-to date SHMA 

information to assess the 5-year HLS. 

15. The latest assessment of the “Policy-Off” OAN is contained in the April and 

June 2016 PUSH reports.  These documents, as the introduction to the April 

                                       
2 APP/A1720/A/14/2220031. 
3 Partnership for Urban South Hampshire. 
4 Paragraph 030 Ref ID: 3-030-20140306. 

135

Page 1112



Appeal Decision APP/A1720/W/16/3156344 
 

 
4 

2016 report says, provide an analysis of housing need, which for Fareham is 

420 dpa and 450 dpa respectively.  These are substantial bodies of work that 
have been carried out in accordance with PPG guidance and at least one lpa 

has adopted the PUSH OAN calculated for its area as the basis for calculating 
the 5-year HLS.  Here, the lpa acknowledges that the PUSH April 2016 OAN 
is the best evidence on the OAN for Fareham.  I have taken careful note of 

the Minister’s reference to lpa’s considering the evidence over time and the 
reference to a reasonable period.  Whilst the 2 reports are relatively recent, 

the lpa was aware during the Navigator appeal in December 2014 that the 
OAN identified in the 2014 South Hampshire SHMA was materially higher 
than the CS requirement.  The decision in the Navigator appeal, which was 

not challenged, was predicated on an acceptance that the 2014 OAN 
provided a more suitable basis for a 5-year HLS calculation.  In my 

experience it is rare in the extreme to conclude that the “Policy-Off” OAN is 
likely to reduce and it is clear from the April and June PUSH OAN reports that 
it continues to rise materially.     

16. In line with PPG advice, it is, in my view, reasonable to conclude that the 
CS/LP 2 housing requirement is materially out-of-date and is derived on a 

basis that is inconsistent with the Framework.  Thus, having regard to the 
case law5 referred to, PPG and Framework policy, I consider that the 5-year 
HLS supply should be assessed on the basis of the PUSH April 2016 OAN. 

17. Before dealing with the assessment of the 5-year HLS position, it is 
appropriate to deal with the matter of whether a 5 or 20% buffer should be 

added to the housing requirement.  The lpa add a buffer to the housing 
requirement set out in the CS and LP 2, but not to the contribution to be 
made by the major urban extension at Welbourne (LP 3).  The exclusion of 

Welbourne is predicated on the basis that it is a site specific allocation 
implementing a large-scale development proposal in the CS.  I am not aware 

that there is support for such an approach either in the Framework or PPG 
and read on its face the Framework suggests that the buffer should be 
applied to the requirement as a whole.  Accordingly, I consider the buffer 

figure should be applied to the requirement as a whole. 

18. PPG6 advises that the approach to identifying a record of persistent under 

delivery inevitably involves questions of judgement in order to determine 
whether or not a particular degree of under delivery of housing triggers the 
requirement to bring forward an additional supply of housing.  The guidance 

indicates that the assessment of a local delivery record is likely to be more 
robust if a longer term view is taken, since this is likely to take account of 

the peaks and troughs of the housing market cycle.  Here, I have details of 
net completions for the years 2006/07 to 2015/16 and these figures are not 

disputed by the lpa.  For the period 2006/07 to 2010/11 the CS Policy CS2 
requirement is applied and from then until 2015/16 the appellant applies the 
OAN figure taken from the PUSH April 2016 assessment of OAN.  This is on 

the basis that the PUSH OAN figure is calculated from 2011.  On this basis, 
completions only exceed the housing requirement in 2 out of the last 10 

years.  However, in the period up until 2014 when the then PUSH SHMA 
identified an OAN of 395 dpa the lpa could not have been expected to meet a 

                                       
5 City and District of St Albans and The Queen (on the application of) Hunston Properties Limited  Secretary of  
  State for Communities and Local Government and anr [2103] EWCA Civ 1610 & Gallagher Homes Limited  
  Lioncourt Homes Limited and Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council [2014] EWHC 1283 (Admin). 
6 Paragraph 035 Ref ID: 3-035-20140306.  
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need that it was not aware of.  On this basis, allowing for peaks and troughs 

in the housing market it appears to me that there has been significant 
under-delivery in only 3 out of the last 10 years.  On this basis, the 

application of a 20% buffer is not, in my view, justified. 

19. Turning now to the 5-year HLS, I have considered 2 scenarios.  One based 
on the requirements of CS Policy CS2, the lpa’s preferred scenario, and one 

based on the up-to-date OAN figure.   On the CS based approach,  the 5-
year housing land requirement is some 1,932 dwellings and the lpa claim a 

deliverable supply of some 2,003 dwellings, a surplus of some 71 units 
giving a 5.18-years’ supply of housing land7.  However, taking into account 
my conclusion on the appropriateness of excluding Welbourne from the 

buffer figure including it within the 5% allowance on the whole of the 
requirement would still return a HLS marginally above 5-years.  The surplus 

would be reduced to some 13 units; a figure the lpa does not dispute. 

20. The appellant disputes the deliverability of 9 of the LP 2 allocations, the 
deliverability of the brownfield site at Warsash Maritime Academy and the 

ability of the Welbourne allocation to deliver some 425 dwellings in years 4 
and 5 of the HLS calculation.  Using the lpa’s CS housing requirement figure, 

the appellant’s calculation gives a shortfall of some 1,965 units and 
estimates a 3.28-years’ supply of housing land. 

21. In coming to my conclusions on the deliverability of the disputed LP 2 sites, I 

have taken careful note of the lpa’s submissions that the allocated sites were 
found “sound” by the Inspector when he examined LP 2 and that the sites 

continue to be listed in the Annual Monitoring Report (AMR).  That said, LP 2 
was examined in late 2014 based on a draft plan submitted for examination 
in mid-2014 and no doubt based on evidence obtained during 2013.  The 

November 2016 AMR, other than containing a list, provides no detailed 
assessment of the sites.  These assessments are, in my view, snapshots in 

time, which in the case of LP 2 were undertaken between 3 and 4 years ago.  
The deliverability of these sites needs to be kept under robust review and, 
given the paucity of information contained in the AMR, the value of these in 

making an up-to-date assessment of the HLS is limited. 

22. To be considered deliverable, sites should be available now, offer a suitable 

location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic prospect 
that housing will be delivered on the site within 5 years and in particular that 
development of the site is viable8.  PPG9 indicates that the 5-year HLS must 

be underpinned by “…robust, up to date evidence to support the 
deliverability of sites, ensuring that their judgements on deliverability are 

clearly and transparently set out.” 

23. At the inquiry, the lpa provided an updated assessment of the deliverability 

of the disputed sites.  However, the information provided on each site was 
limited and indeed the lpa’s witness acknowledged that he did not have 
detailed information on the sites.  The appellant’s submission that the lpa’s 

evidence regarding deliverability was based on, “…discussions with others 
about discussions with others” is an apt description.  In my view, the lpa’s 

evidence on deliverability relating to the LP 2 sites falls well below the 

                                       
7 Table AB 1 submitted by the lpa at the inquiry. 
8 Footnote 11, National Planning Policy Framework. 
9 Paragraph 030 Ref. ID: 3-03020140306. 
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threshold set by PPG in that it is neither robust nor clearly and transparently 

set out.  I have similar concerns regarding the inclusion within the 5-year 
supply of 100 units at Warsash Maritime Academy.  Although this is a 

substantial site, the level of detail provided by the lpa on its deliverability is 
thin and lacks clarity and transparency. 

24. LP 3 allocates some 371ha of mainly greenfield land at Welbourne to deliver 

some 6,000 dwellings and the lpa includes some 425 units within the 5-year 
supply in years 4 and 5.  The delivery of Welbourne is a major undertaking 

and already the delivery of units has been pushed back in the programme.  
At one time the lpa considered that the delivery of dwellings would 
commence in 2016 with 120 units being completed by the end of the first 

quarter in 2017.  Whilst I accept that significant pre-planning work has been 
carried out, a delivery partner will not be appointed until the beginning of 

2018, major planning applications will have to be prepared and already, 
albeit as a precaution, the lpa is contemplating the use of compulsory 
purchase powers.  Whilst I acknowledge the lpa’s commitment to the 

delivery of Welbourne, on the evidence before me, it would appear that the 
potential to deliver a significant number of units towards the end of the 5-

year period is optimistic. 

25. In light of these findings, I am unable to safely conclude that at least 315 
units, comprising the disputed list of LP 2 sites and the brownfield site at 

Warsash Maritime Academy, are capable of being considered as deliverable 
within the 5-year period.  In this context, the lpa cannot demonstrate a 5-

year supply of deliverable housing land. 

26. In the scenario where the up-to-date OAN is used to derive the 5-year 
housing requirement and using the lpa’s supply figures the lpa accepts that it 

could not demonstrate a 5-year HLS.  At most, the evidence indicates that 
there would be a supply of some 3.6 years.  However, given my conclusions 

regarding the deliverability of the disputed sites, I consider the HLS would be 
marginally over 2 years.    

27. Drawing all of the above together, on whatever approach is used to 

identifying the 5-year housing land requirement, the lpa cannot demonstrate 
a 5-year supply of deliverable housing land.  Indeed, on the balance of 

probabilities the available supply is well below the 5-year threshold. 

Issue 2 – Best & Most Versatile Agricultural Land 

28. The majority of the site is Grade 1 and the remainder Grade 2 agricultural 

land and is classed as best and most versatile land10 (B&MV).  CS Policy 
CS16 seeks to prevent the loss of B&MV.  The Framework does not place a 

bar on the development of B&MV agricultural land.  Framework paragraph 
112 identifies that where development would involve the use of B&MV land, 

the economic and other benefits of that land should be taken into account 
and goes on to say where significant development is demonstrated to be 
necessary the use of poorer quality land should be used in preference to that 

of a higher quality i.e. apply a sequential approach.  Here, given the appeal 
site extends to some 5.5ha, this proposal is not, in my view, a significant 

development where the sequential approach is engaged. 

                                       
10  Annex 2, National Planning Policy Framework. 
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29. CS Policy CS16 was predicated on guidance contained in PPS711, which the 

Secretary of State in his 2006 decision12 described as containing a strong 
presumption against the loss of land of high agricultural value.  PPS7 is no 

longer extant and CS Policy CS16, given that it says in a straightforward 
manner that it will prevent the loss of B&MV agricultural land without an 
opportunity to balance potential harm against potential benefits, is, in my 

view, inconsistent with the Framework and subject to the guidance contained 
at Framework paragraph 215. 

30. The development would result in the permanent loss of B&MV agricultural 
land and as such would conflict with the provisions of CS Policy CS16.  
Accordingly, it must feature on the negative side of the planning balance, 

albeit the scale of the permanent loss would be limited. 

Issue 3 – Character & Appearance 

31. The appeal site abuts but lies outside the defined settlement boundary of 
Portchester.  Whilst the development plan treats the area as countryside it is 
not subject to any landscape designation.  Relevant development plan 

policies are CS Policies CS14 and 17 and LP 2 Policy DSP6.  Policy CS14 
indicates that development outside the defined settlement boundary will be 

strictly controlled to protect the countryside and coastline from development 
which would adversely affect its landscape character, appearance and 
function.  Policy CS 17 seeks high quality design and layout and 

development should respond positively to and be respectful of key 
characteristics of the area including landscape.  Except for certain categories 

of development, which do not apply in this case, LP 2 Policy DSP6 has a 
presumption against new residential development outside the defined 
settlement boundary.  As such the proposal would be in conflict with LP 2 

Policy DSP6. 

32. Core Principles of the Framework seek to: ensure that planning secures high 

quality design ensuring that account is had to the different roles and 
characters of different areas recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of 
the countryside and a contribution to the conservation and enhancement of 

the natural environment.  Framework paragraph 109 reiterates that the 
planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 

environment by protecting and enhancing valued landscapes. 

33. Both parties referred to various landscape character assessments.  Of these 
the Fareham Borough Landscape Assessment examines the finest grain and 

is, in my view, the most relevant.   In terms of landscape character, the 
appeal site sits on the eastern edge of Local Landscape Character Area (LCA) 

12–Cams Wicor Coastal Fringe and to the south and east of LCAs 36 and 38 
Urban Areas of Downend and Portchester South.  LCA 12 is described as a 

discrete parcel of open landscape contained by the coast and the urban 
fringe.  Whilst the main feature of this LCA is the extensive parkland and 
woodland of the Cam Hall Estate on its western edge the description notes 

that the LCA includes areas of open amenity landscape, fringe pasture and 
coastal industry to the east.  The essential characteristics of the area are: an 

area of flat or gently undulating land occupied by mixed but open 
landscapes; a strong coastal influence and a strong fringe character with 

                                       
11 Planning Policy Statement 7: Sustainable Development in Rural Areas. 
12 APP/A1720/A/05/1176455. 
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valuable areas of open space with attractive views out across Portsmouth 

Harbour and to Portsdown Hill and the Cams Hall Estate.  The enhancement 
priorities for the area are to: maintain the open unbuilt character, 

particularly the estuary and coastal margins and improve the landscape 
quality of areas which lie between the settlement boundaries and the coast. 

34. In terms of landscape and visual impact, whilst the appellant and the lpa use 

different terminology, in my view they both result in broadly the same 
outcome.  Both parties agree that there would be substantial and adverse 

landscape and visual impacts.  What is in dispute is the spatial extent over 
which these adverse effects would be experienced and whether the appeal 
site should be classed as a “valued” landscape. 

35. In terms of visual impact, I had the opportunity to extensively walk the 
roads immediately around the site and the publicly accessible areas to the 

west.  In addition, I visited Portsdown Hill and was able to assess the impact 
of the development from publically accessible vantage points. 

36. Within the immediate area of the site from Cranleigh Road along its southern 

boundary and from Cranleigh Road southwards towards the junction with 
Gatehouse Road, the visual impact of the development to be at its highest, 

i.e. substantial and adverse.  Further to the west along Cranleigh Road and 
from vantage points on the public footpaths and open space to the west, 
parts of the development, mainly the upper storeys and roof planes would be 

visible.  However, the visual impact of the development would be 
significantly reduced by the degree of separation and the presence of 

existing tree/hedge planting and new boundary planting that could be 
conditioned as part of any permission.  The magnitude of this impact would 
range from moderate to minor adverse depending on distance from the site.  

37. Given there is no public access to the site and given the extent of 
intervening planting and industrial development on the foreshore there 

would be no material impact on views out over Portsmouth Harbour.  In this 
context, the development would only have a limited adverse impact on views 
towards Portsdown Hill.  The development would be in the foreground of the 

built-up area to the north and east and would not obscure publically 
available views of the hill from the east. 

38. From public vantage points on Portsdown Hill there are sweeping panoramic 
views across Portchester and Portsmouth Harbour.  Whilst the development 
would be noticeable, it would be seen as a modest extension of the existing 

built-up development to the north and east and against the backdrop of the 
housing area to the south of Cranleigh Road and mature planting beyond.   

The visual impact of the development would be mitigated by the above 
factors and the degree of separation from Portsdown Hill.  Views of 

Portsmouth Harbour would not be interrupted or obscured and the wide 
sweep of the panoramic views would be maintained.  In this context, the 
visual impact of the development from these vantage points would be minor. 

39. Turning to whether the appeal site should be identified as a “valued” 
landscape and in the context of Framework paragraph 109 one whose 

enhanced planning status should be taken account of in the balancing 
exercise.  I have taken careful note of the submissions made by interested 
persons and I was left in no doubt about their views on value.  All 

landscapes are valued by someone at some time, particularly countryside 
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that is threatened by development.  However, that does not necessarily 

make it a valued landscape for the purposes of Framework paragraph 49. 

40. Although the Framework refers to valued landscapes it does not provide a 

definition of what type of landscape that might be.  Framework paragraph 
109 starts by reiterating the wider objective of enhancing the natural 
environment, which I take to mean the countryside in general and then it 

goes on to refer to valued landscapes, which must mean something more 
than just countryside in general.  Case law13 and Inspectors’ decisions have 

identified that “valued” means something more than popular, such that a 
landscape was “valued” if it had physical attributes which took it out of the 
ordinary.  In addition, the Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact 

Assessment (GLVIA3), provides at Box 5.1 a range of factors that can help in 
the identification of valued landscapes.  These include landscape 

quality/condition; scenic quality; rarity, representativeness; conservation 
interests recreation value; perceptual aspects and associations.  Whilst some 
of the factors go beyond the threshold identified by case law the Box 5.1 

headings provide a useful context within which to assess “value”.  However, 
this is not a technical process and relies on subjective, albeit informed 

professional, judgement/experience. 

41. Given the urbanising influence of built development on the northern eastern 
and southern boundaries and the generally overgrown nature of the site, I 

consider the landscape quality/condition of the site to be low/medium.  For 
similar reasons, the site displays limited aesthetic appeal and it has low 

scenic value.  Rarity and representativeness can be dealt with together.   
This is a landscape that does not contain rare landscape types or features.  
As such in terms of rarity and representativeness, I consider the value of the 

site/landscape to be low. 

42. Given that the site has been neglected for some considerable time, the 

presence of the badger sett and the submissions regarding its ecology, it 
attracts a medium value for its conservation interest.  There is no public 
access to the land other than it being a piece of a larger area of open land 

and has low recreational value and a medium value in terms of perceptual 
aspects.  As far as I am aware the site /landscape has no cultural 

associations and as such attracts a low value.  Reiterating again that this is 
not a technical exercise, drawing the Box 5.1 factors together, I consider the 
nature and value of the landscape of the appeal site to be ordinary/low.  

Combining this “score” with the case law requirement that the landscape 
should display physical attributes that takes it out of the ordinary, I 

conclude, that when looked at in the round the appeal site is not a 
Framework paragraph 109 valued landscape and does not benefit from the 

enhanced planning status that such an attribution would bring to the 
balancing exercise. 

43. On this issue, the development would have a highly localised substantial and 

adverse impact on landscape character and visual impact.  However, this 
impact would reduce with distance and for the most part in the wider area 

the landscape character and visual impact of the development would be 

                                       
13 Stroud District Council v Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government [2015] EWHC 488 (Admin) 
   & Cheshire East Borough Council v Secretary of State for communities and Local Government [2016] EWHC 694 

   (Admin).  
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minor moderate.  That said the landscape and visual harm resulting from the 

development would conflict with CS Policies 14 and 17 and LP 2 Policy DSP6. 

Other Considerations 

Highways 

44. I understand the concerns raised by residents particularly regarding the 
impact of traffic on congestion on the wider network and on Hatherley 

Crescent/Cornaway Lane at school dropping off/pick-up times.  The planning 
application was accompanied by a robust Transport Assessment (TA) the 

scope of which was agreed with Hampshire County Council (HCC) as the 
Highway Authority (HA).  In light of this study and its findings, the HA and 
the lpa, subject to the imposition of appropriate planning conditions, have no 

objection to the proposal on highway safety or traffic generation grounds.  I 
have no reason to disagree with those conclusions. 

45. In terms of the impact on the wider area, the TA concludes that the capacity 
of junctions within the study area would not be significantly impacted upon 
and that the estimated marginal increases in queue lengths would not 

significantly impact on the operation of the highway network.  Congestion 
occurring at school drop off and pick-up times is restricted to short periods 

of the day and occurs only on weekdays during term time.  Given the 
location of the site directly abutting the school, the development would be 
unlikely to generate additional vehicular traffic to and from the school.  In 

my experience, additional traffic generated by the development would only 
likely to have an impact during the short morning drop-off window.  These 

impacts are not a reason to withhold permission. 

Ecology 

46. The site is located some 350m from the Portsmouth Harbour Site of Special 

Scientific Interest (SSSI) which forms part of the wider Portsmouth Harbour 
Special Protection Area (SPA) and Ramsar Site.  The appellant submitted 

ecological appraisals and produced an Ecological Construction and 
Management Plan.  Given the proximity of the site to the national and 
internally designated sites referred to above, there is potential for the 

development to affect the interest features for which they were designated. 

47. The appellant submitted to the lpa a Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA), 

which has been assessed by Natural England (NE).  Based on what I consider 
to be a robust study, the HRA concludes that, having regard to measures 
that could be built-into the scheme and a financial contribution to the Solent 

Recreation and Mitigation Partnership, significant effects are unlikely to occur 
either alone or in combination on the interest features of the SPA and 

Ramsar.  In light of these finding, and similar to the conclusion reached by 
NE, I conclude that an appropriate assessment under the regulations14 is not 

required.  Similarly, subject to the development being carried out in 
accordance with the details submitted with the application, NE indicates that 
the development would not damage or destroy the interest features for 

which the Portsmouth Harbour SSSI has been notified.  Again, I have no 
reason to disagree with that conclusion. 

                                       
14 The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (As Amended). 
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48. There is an active badger sett within the site, which the appellant proposes 

to relocate within the area of public open space to the west.   Badgers and 
their setts are protected by legislation15.  Whilst the lpa has no objection to 

the relocation, the developer would require a separate licence from NE to 
remove the badgers.  Whilst I note the concerns raised regarding the 
efficacy of artificial badger setts, they are, in my experience, in common 

usage and successful.  I have no reason in this case to conclude there would 
be unacceptable harm or loss. 

49. From the representations made both orally and in writing, I am in no doubt 
that the appeal site is highly regarded by local residents and the adjacent 
primary school as an ecological resource.  The school’s activities in 

introducing its pupils to the natural world are substantial and nationally 
recognised.  Although the appeal site is privately owned and there is no 

public access to it, I recognise that the school views the site as a resource 
and an indirect source for the wildlife that inhabits the school site.   Clearly 
whilst there would be some loss of habitat, this relates to many species that 

are common and widespread.  The proposed area of public open space albeit 
it would be divorced from the school grounds by a housing estate, would be 

publicly available and could be laid out and managed as an improved 
ecological resource.  Moreover, the tending and maturing of private gardens 
does provide a range of diverse habitats for a wide range of species.  Whilst 

not a direct replacement the variety of habitats provided by private gardens 
would mitigate any impact on local ecology. 

50. Drawing all of the above together, I conclude that the proposed development 
would not have a materially unacceptable effect on local ecology. 

Education and Health 

51. The development would generate a demand for 31 primary school places and 
22 secondary school places.  Research by the appellant identifies that the 5 

infant/junior schools in Portchester are full.  The Northern Infant school has 
recently been expanded and the Northern Junior School has a proposal to 
expand in 2019.  HCC as the local education authority (LEA) indicates that 

the local secondary school has spaces available to meet the needs of the 
development.  Whilst there is pressure on local primary schools, the 

appellant’s submission that some of the existing school places are taken up 
by pupils from out of the school planning area, which could be used by local 
children, is not disputed by the lpa.  There is no objection from the lpa or 

LEA on the grounds that the proposal would result in unacceptable pressure 
on local education infrastructure.  I have no reason to disagree. 

52. Evidence submitted by the appellant indicates that all primary healthcare 
centres within some 2 miles of the site are currently accepting patients.  

Whilst there were submissions that appointments are not easy to obtain, this 
is not a local problem and is something that occurs nationwide.  There is no 
objection from the local providing body for primary care or the lpa. 

Benefits 

53. The proposed development would deliver economic, social and 

environmental benefits.  Chief amongst these are that the proposal would 

                                       
15 Protection of Badgers Act 1992. 
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deliver up to 120 homes including up to 48 affordable units.  Economic 

benefits that would flow from the application include those arising from 
employment during the development phase; a New Homes Bonus payment 

and increased Council Tax revenues.  When undertaking the planning 
balance factors such as these are generally held to be benefits of 
development albeit they are benefits that would occur from most 

developments. 

S106 Undertaking 

54. Framework paragraph 204 and CIL Regulation 122 say that Planning 
Obligations should only be sought and weight attached to their provisions 
where they meet all of the following tests.  These are: they are necessary to 

make the development acceptable in planning terms; they are directly 
related to the development; and they are fairly and reasonably related in 

scale and kind to the development. 

55. NE’s lack of objection to the development is based on the developer making 
a contribution to the implementation of the Solent Recreation Mitigation 

Scheme.  The purpose of the contribution is to mitigate disturbance of the 
Portsmouth Harbour SSSI and the wider Portsmouth Harbour Special SPA 

and Ramsar Site.  The UU provides a mechanism for the provision of 
affordable housing required by development plan policy and the provision 
and retention of the public open space.  These obligations are necessary to 

make the development acceptable in planning terms, directly related to the 
development and fair and reasonably related in scale and kind to the 

development.  Accordingly, in this respect, the UU is consistent with the 
guidance at Framework paragraph 204 and Regulations 122of the CIL 
Regulations and where appropriate, I have attached weight to them in 

coming to my conclusion 

56. The UU provides for (i) the submission of a Full Travel Plan; (ii) the payment 

of £5,750 to Hampshire County Council made up of £750 towards the cost of 
approving a Full Travel Plan and £5,000 to monitor compliance with it; (iii) 
the appointment of a Travel Plan Coordinator and (iv) a Travel Plan Bond.   

57. The submission of a Travel Plan is a matter that could be dealt with by the 
imposition of an appropriate condition.  Here, the only explanation I have for 

the monitoring fees is that “it has been assessed based on the highway 
authority’s experience with regards to monitoring such developments and is 
justified to ensure that the modal targets within the Travel Plan area 

achieved and if not there are “punitive” measures within the travel plan that 
can be instigated to endeavour to achieve the desired modal targets.  The 

monitoring process ensures this check.” 

58. The test contained within the Framework and CIL Regulation 122 i.e. 

“necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms” is a high 
threshold in that the obligation has to be necessary and not merely 
desirable.  Moreover, there is nothing in the Planning Acts, the CIL 

Regulations, the Framework or PPG that suggest that an authority could or 
should claim monitoring fees as part of a planning obligation.  The 

monitoring of the Travel Plan is, in my view, one of the functions of the 
County Council.  Despite my request for supporting evidence, I conclude that 
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in the absence of a full justification supported by evidence16 the payment of 

a monitoring fee and the provision of a Travel Plan Bond are unnecessary to 
make the development acceptable in planning terms nor am I in a position to 

conclude that the requested contribution and Bond are fair and reasonably 
related in scale and kind to the development.  For these reasons, I consider 
the requested contribution does not accord with the tests set out in the 

Framework and CIL Regulation 122 and I have not taken it into account in 
coming to my decision. 

The Planning Balance  

59. The starting point is that S38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase 
Act 2004 and S70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 requires 

that decisions on applications for planning permission must be determined in 
accordance with the development plan unless material considerations 

indicate otherwise.   

60. The site is located outside the settlement boundary of Portchester and does 
not fall within any of the categories of development that may be permitted 

by LP Policy DSP6; as such the proposal is in conflict with this policy.  Both 
parties refer to CS Policy CS11, which refers to development within the 

settlement boundaries of Portchester being permitted.  Given the specific 
nature of this policy and the location of the site outside the settlement 
boundary, I consider this policy is not relevant to the overall planning 

balance.  I have concluded that the proposed development would have an 
adverse impact on landscape character and a substantial adverse visual 

amenity albeit that impact would be highly localised.  As such the proposal 
would be in conflict with CS Policies CS14 and CS17.  The proposal would 
result in the loss of B&MV and would be in conflict with CS Policy CS16. 

61. Paragraph 2 of the Framework confirms that it is a material consideration in 
planning decisions.  The fourth bullet point of Framework paragraph 14 has 2 

limbs.  The first limb indicates that where the development plan is absent, 
silent or relevant policies are out-of-date planning permission should be 
granted unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and 

demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in 
this Framework taken as a whole.  The second limb indicates that 

development proposals should be granted unless or specific policies in the 
Framework indicate development should be restricted.  Framework 
paragraph 49 says that relevant policies for the supply of housing should not 

be considered up-to-date, if the lpa cannot show a 5-year supply of 
deliverable housing sites.  Framework paragraph 215 indicates that due 

weight should be given to relevant policies in existing plans according to 
their consistency with the Framework. 

62. In relation to housing land supply, the lpa cannot demonstrate a 5-year 
supply of deliverable housing sites.  In this context, the decision of the 
Supreme Court17 indicates that such a shortfall triggers the fourth bullet 

point of Framework paragraph 14.  In this case, based on the evidence 
before me it is only the first limb of the fourth bullet point that is engaged.  

                                       
16 Planning Policy Guidance, Paragraph: 004 Reference ID: 23b-004-20150326. 
17 Suffolk Coastal District Council (Appellant) v Hopkins Homes Ltd and another (Respondents)  Richborough 
   Estates Partnership LLP and another (Respondents) v Cheshire East Borough Council (Appellant) [2017] UKSC 

   37 on appeals from: [2016] EWCA Civ 168, [2015] EWHC 132 (Admin) and [2015] EWHC 410 (Admin) . 

145

Page 1122



Appeal Decision APP/A1720/W/16/3156344 
 

 
14 

The appellant and the lpa agree that CS Policy CS14 and LP 2 Policy DSP6 

are not relevant policies for the supply of housing and I have no reason to 
disagree.  Given, the nature of CS Policy CS 17 – first bullet point, I consider 

this is not a relevant policy for the supply of housing either. 

63. Based on the evidence before me the housing land supply stands at just over 
2-years resulting in a significant shortfall.  I acknowledge that the lpa is 

seeking to address its ongoing housing requirements through the 
preparation of the Local Plan Review and the promotion of the sustainable 

Urban Extension at Welbourne.  That said, a consultation draft of the Local 
Plan Review is not anticipated to be published until September 2017 and I 
would not expect that plan to be adopted before mid-2018 at the earliest.  

Welbourne is the subject of an adopted LP and will be progressed through 
the appointment of a development partner who will not be identified until 

early 2018.  Once identified the lpa/development partner will subsequently 
need to involve themselves in land acquisition through negotiation and/or 
compulsory purchase and to submit/determine major planning applications.  

On all the evidence before me, it appears to me, given the scale of the 
development and the constraints involved, which include the provision of a 

new junction on the M27 (albeit up to 500 units may be permitted before the 
new junction is required),  the potential for significant development within 
the 5-year period is limited.  In these circumstances, the material shortfall in 

housing land supply will continue and the backlog of housing required to 
meet local needs will grow. 

64. As far as I am aware there are no constraints that would delay this 
development and as such granting permission would, in line with the clear 
objectives spelt out at Framework paragraph 47, provide for a significant and 

material boost/contribution to meeting housing needs within the District, 
particularly affordable housing.  Drawing all this together, I consider that the 

contribution the appeal site could make to meeting the District’s housing 
needs attracts very substantial weight in the planning balance. 

65. Whilst, the objectives of CS Policy C14, CS 17 and LP 2 Policy DSP6 in 

seeking to protect the countryside from development are consistent with the 
fifth Core Principle identified at Framework paragraph 17, I conclude in this 

case that the limited harm in terms of the loss of B&MV agricultural land and 
landscape character and visual impact would not significantly and 
demonstrably outweigh the benefits of this scheme in making a material 

contribution to the significant shortfall in housing land.  Accordingly, having 
regard to Framework paragraph 14, I consider the proposed development 

represents sustainable development.   

66. In coming to the above conclusion, I have had regard to the appeal decision 

issued by the Secretary of State in 2006.  However, I consider this decision 
was issued in the context of a materially different development plan context.  
Then, although located in countryside, the area was also identified in the 

development plan as a Local Gap and a Coastal Zone.  Here local policy 
indicated that development that would physically or visually diminish 

undeveloped land within the gap would not be permitted.   Now, although 
still defined for planning purposes as countryside, the open area to the west 
and south of the built-up area of Portchester is no longer classed as a Local 

Gap or within the Coastal Zone.  
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67. For the reasons, given above and having regard to all other considerations, I 

conclude that the appeal should be allowed.  

Planning Conditions  

68. For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper planning and I have 
imposed a condition relating to the specification of plans (4)18.  Conditions 
relating the submission of details and the implementation of approved 

schemes in relation to: the construction of the estate roads (6); boundary 
treatment (7); archaeological investigations (8); foul and surface water 

drainage (9); an arboricultural assessment (10); existing and finished 
ground level and finished floor levels (11); the prevention of mud on the 
highway (12) construction traffic access (13) and the submission of a Travel 

Plan (14) are reasonable and necessary in the interests of the appearance of 
the area, highway safety, the identification and preservation of potential 

archaeology and the protection neighbours’ living conditions.  Conditions 
relating the prevention of fires (15), hours of operation (16); the treatment 
of hard surfaces (17) and a restriction on eaves height (20) are reasonable 

and necessary in the interests of appearance and neighbours’ living 
conditions.   In the interests of the appearance of the area, a condition 

relating to landscape implementation and maintenance (18) is necessary.  In 
the interests of ecology, a condition requiring the development to be carried 
out in accordance with the submitted Ecological Construction and 

Management Plan (19) is necessary.  Where necessary and in the interests 
of precision and enforceability I have reworded the suggested conditions. 

69. At the inquiry, the lpa and the appellant agreed that the suggested 
conditions relating to boundary treatment, access details, external 
lighting/floodlighting and the insertion of roof lights were matters that were 

covered by the submitted plans, were unnecessary , duplicated other 
conditions or were matters that could be dealt with as part of the reserved 

matters submissions. I have not imposed these conditions. 

George Baird 
 Inspector  

                                       
18 Numbers relate to those in the Schedule of Conditions. 
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Annex A 

SCHEDULE OF CONDITIONS 

1. Details of the appearance, scale, layout and landscaping of the site 

(hereinafter called “the reserved matters”) shall be submitted to and 
approved in writing by the local planning authority before any development 
takes place and the development shall be carried out as approved. 

2. Application for approval of the reserved matters shall be made to the local 
planning authority not later than 3 years from the date of this permission. 

3. The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of 5 
years from the date of this permission, or before the expiration of 2 years 
from the date of the approval of the last of the reserved matters to be 

approved, whichever is the later. 

4. The development shall be carried out in accordance with the following 

approved drawings: Location Plan - Drawing 6132 LOC Rev D and J-
D1708.00 Site access Layout and Highway Improvements. 

5. No housing development including gardens and roads shall take place to the 

west of the hedgerow running north to south through the site as shown on 
Drawing No. 01 Rev W- Illustrative Site Plan. 

6. No development shall commence until details of the width, alignment, 
gradient and type of construction proposed for any roads, footways and/or 
access/accesses, to include all relevant horizontal and longitudinal cross 

sections showing the existing and proposed ground levels, together with 
details of street lighting (where appropriate), the method of disposing of 

surface water, and details of a programme for the making up of roads and 
footways have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local 
planning authority. Development shall be carried out in accordance with the 

approved details. 

7. No development shall commence until there has been submitted to and 

approved in writing by the local planning authority a plan indicating the 
positions, design, materials and type of boundary treatment to be erected. 
The boundary treatment shall be completed before the dwellings are first 

occupied or in accordance with a timetable agreed in writing with the local 
planning authority and shall thereafter be retained at all times. 

8. No development shall commence until a preliminary archaeological survey 
establishing the location, extent, nature and significance of archaeological 
remains on the site including a mitigation strategy, has been submitted to 

and approved in writing by the local planning authority. Development shall 
be carried out in accordance with the agreed mitigation strategy. 

9. No development shall commence on site until details of sewerage and 
surface water drainage works to serve the development hereby permitted 

have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning 
authority. None of the dwellings shall be occupied until the drainage works 
have been completed in accordance with the approved details. 

10. No development shall commence until an Arboricultural Impact Assessment 
Report and Method Statement for tree/hedgerow protection has been 
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submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority and the 

approved scheme implemented. The tree/hedgerow protection shall be 
retained throughout the development period until such time as all 

equipment, machinery and surplus materials have been removed from the 
site. 

11. No development shall commence until details of the internal finished floor 

levels of all of the proposed buildings in relation to the existing and finished 
ground levels on the site and the adjacent land have been submitted to and 

approved in writing by the local planning authority. Development shall be 
carried out in accordance with the approved details. 

12. No development shall commence until details of the measures to be taken to 

prevent spoil and mud being deposited on the public highway by vehicles 
leaving the site during the construction works have been submitted to and 

approved in writing by the local planning authority. The approved measures 
shall be fully implemented upon the commencement of development and 
shall be retained for the duration of construction of the development. 

13. No development shall commence until the local planning authority have 
approved details of how construction traffic will access the site, how 

provision is to be made on site for the parking and turning of operatives and 
delivery vehicles and the areas to be used for the storage of building 
materials, plant, excavated materials and huts associated with the 

implementation of the permitted development. The areas and facilities 
approved in pursuance to this condition shall be made available before 

construction works commence on site shall thereafter be kept available at all 
times during the construction period, unless otherwise agreed in writing with 
the local planning authority. 

14. Prior to the commencement of construction works a Travel Plan shall be 
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The 

Travel Plan shall include arrangements for monitoring and effective 
enforcement.  Development shall be carried out in accordance with the 
approved details. 

15. No materials obtained from site clearance or from construction works shall 
be burnt on the site. 

16. No work relating to the construction of any of the development hereby 
permitted (including works of demolition or preparation prior to operations) 
shall take place before the hours of 0800 or after 1800 hours Monday to 

Friday, before the hours of 0800 or after 1300 hours on Saturdays or at all 
on Sundays or recognised public holidays, unless otherwise first agreed in 

writing with the local planning authority. 

17. No development shall proceed beyond damp proof course level until details 

of the finished treatment of all areas to be hard surfaced have been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The 
development shall thereafter be carried out in accordance with the approved 

details and the hard surfaced areas subsequently retained as constructed. 

18. The landscaping scheme submitted under Condition 1 above, shall be 

implemented within the first planting season following the commencement of 
the development or as otherwise agreed in writing with the local planning 
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authority and shall be maintained in accordance with the agreed schedule. 

Any trees or plants which, within a period of 5 years from first planting, are 
removed die or become seriously damaged or defective, shall be replaced, 

within the next available planting season, with others of the same species, 
size and number as originally approved. 

19. The development shall be carried out strictly in accordance with the 

Ecological Construction and Management Plan dated August 2016 and 
updated November 2016. 

20. The dwellings shall not exceed two-storey eaves height. 
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ANNEX B 

 
APPEARANCES 

 
FOR THE APPELLANT 

 

Christopher Boyle QC, instructed by the Bryan Jezeph Consultancy. 

 

He called: 

 

Steven Brown BSc (Hons) Dip TP, MRTPI 

Woolf Bond Planning. 

 

Liz Bryant MA, CMLI 

Allen Pyke Associates. 

 

Michael Knappett BSc (Hons), BTP, MRTPI. 

Bryan Jezeph Consultancy. 

 

FOR THE LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY  

 

Paul Stinchcombe QC, instructed by Fareham Borough Council 

 

He called: 

 

Andy Blaxland 

Director, Adams Hendry Consulting Limited. 

 

Nicola Brown BA (Hons), BLand Arch, CertUD, CMLI 

Director, Huskisson Brown. 

 

 

INTERESTED PERSONS 

 

Mr Mullen. 

Mrs Fox. 

Ms Sawyer. 

Mr Woodman Portchester Civic Society. 

Cllr Price. 

Cllr Walker. 

Cllr Bell. 

Cllr Fazackarley. 

Cllr Cunningham. 

Ms Morton, Wicor Primary School. 

Mr Cable. 

Mr Britton. 

Mrs Kirk. 

 

DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED AT THE INQUIRY 

Doc 1 - Phides Estates (Overseas) Limited and Secretary of State for 

Communities and Local Government and Shepway Council and 
David Plumstead [2015] EWHC 827 (Admin). 

Doc 2 - Supplementary Tables AB1, AB2 & AB3 to the evidence of 
Mr Blaxland. 
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Doc 3 - Additional Suggested Condition – Field A. 

Doc 4 - Note in response to question from Mr Boyle. 

Doc 5 - Submissions by Cllr Walker. 

Doc 6 - Submissions by Cllr. Price. 

Doc 7 - Submissions by Cllr. Bell. 

Doc 8  - Submissions by Cllr Fazackarley. 

Doc 9 - Submissions by Cllr Cunningham. 

Doc 10 - Submissions by Portchester Civic Society. 

Doc 11 - Submissions by Mr Cable. 

Doc 12 - Submissions by Wicor Primary School. 

Doc 13 - Submissions by Mrs Kirk. 

Doc 14 - Summary of S106 Unilateral Undertaking. 

Doc 15 - Lpa CIL Compliance Schedule. 

Doc 16 - Email dated 27 April 2017, Response by Hampshire County Council 
regarding S106 Unilateral Undertaking Travel Plan Contributions. 

Doc 17  - S106 Unilateral Undertaking. 

Doc 18 - Minutes of Planning Committee 24 March 2016. 

Doc 19 - Appellant’s application for coosts. 

Doc 20 - Lpa response to the application for costs. 

DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED AFTER THE INQUIRY CLOSED 

Doc 21 - Appellant’s response on the implications of Suffolk Coastal District 

Council (Appellant) v Hopkins Homes Ltd and another 
(Respondents)  Richborough   Estates Partnership LLP and another 

(Respondents) v Cheshire East Borough Council (Appellant) [2017] 
UKSC 37   on appeals from: [2016] EWCA Civ 168, [2015] EWHC 
132 (Admin) and [2015] EWHC 410 (Admin). 

Doc 22 - Lpa’s response on the implications of Suffolk Coastal District Council 
(Appellant) v Hopkins Homes Ltd and another (Respondents)  

Richborough   Estates Partnership LLP and another (Respondents) v 
Cheshire East Borough Council (Appellant) [2017] UKSC 37   on 
appeals from: [2016] EWCA Civ 168, [2015] EWHC 132 (Admin) 

and [2015] EWHC 410 (Admin). 
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From: Chambers, Jean
To: Jim Phillips
Cc: Kate Holden; Miri, Maral; Charlie Fayers
Subject: RE: Newgate Lane South- Ecology P/19/0460/OA
Date: 05 December 2019 08:46:29
Attachments: image001.jpg

Dear Mr Phillips
 
Thank you for the email and the points that you have raised.   I will consider further in due course when I am
working on the file and committee report.
 
Yours sincerely
 
Jean Chambers 
Principal Planner (Development Management)
Fareham Borough Council
01329824355 
07774946032 

    

From: Jim Phillips <jim.phillips@ethosep.co.uk> 
Sent: 20 November 2019 16:20
To: Chambers, Jean <JChambers@Fareham.Gov.UK>
Cc: Kate Holden <Kate.Holden@pegasusgroup.co.uk>; Miri, Maral <Maral.Miri@hants.gov.uk>; Charlie Fayers
<charlie.fayers@ethosep.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Newgate Lane South- Ecology P/19/0460/OA
 
Hi Jean
 
Kate Holden has forwarded me your email below which there appears to be two main issues you have raised:
 

1. The requirement for upfront surveys should appropriately cover the habitat value in order to inform potential mitigation;
2. The ability to understand the value of the habitat it surely would be unclear as to how the proposed open space could/would

function, i.e. can it be appropriately managed and still function as an open space.
 
In response to these points, I make the following comments:
 
We have completed surveys of this land in September and October 2019 and established the presence of chamomile (which is
included as a species “of principal importance for the purpose of conserving biodiversity” under Section 41 (England) of the Natural
Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006), and other plant species indicating the fields would met the criteria of a lowland
meadow (which is a UK BAP Priority Habitat). It has not been feasible to complete a full NVC survey of the habitat due to its existing
use for horse grazing (which is intensive) and presents a significant limitation to this.
 
The evidence we have to date is sufficient to establish the value of the habitat (which we have) and provides us with sufficient
information to prepare management objectives for the land to ensure it can function as both open space and retain its value as a
BAP habitat and habitat for chamomile. Indeed, considering the existing heavy poaching of the site from grazing, its proposed use,
with appropriate management will significantly increase the opportunity for this habitat to be improved resulting in a biodiversity net
gain.
 
The requirement for upfront NVC surveys in this circumstance is unreasonable and has no legislative requirement as current
government standing advice only requires upfront surveys for protected sites and species – this habitat and site is not included on
this list (https://www.gov.uk/guidance/protected-sites-and-areas-how-to-review-planning-applications#types-of-protected-sites-
and-areas).
 
In my view, it would be reasonable and proportional to accept a management plan based on the evidence we have to date, and then
condition a detailed landscape and ecological management plan (LEMP) for this area and the whole site for a reserved matters
application. At this outline stage, you only need to establish that the habitat can be retained and managed appropriately – which it
can.  This approach would enable a detailed botanical survey (NVC) to be completed when grazing ceases and this would be used
along with other detail design matters to prepare the detailed LEMP. This is standard practice and I have worked on many hundreds
of projects where this has been acceptable. I see no reasonable justification why this approach would not be acceptable for this
scheme.
 
I would hope that my suggestion above would enable you to reconsider your statement below.
 
Thanks
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Jim Philips
Managing Director
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From: Chambers, Jean <JChambers@Fareham.Gov.UK> 
Sent: 15 November 2019 12:21
To: Kate Holden <Kate.Holden@pegasusgroup.co.uk>
Cc: Miri, Maral <Maral.Miri@hants.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: Newgate Lane South- Ecology P/19/0460/OA
 
Kate
 
Thank you for the email.  You will be aware of my overall concern on this application.  With regard to the potential
for a planning condition in respect of the issues raised below, my advice is that as with any application, upfront
surveys should appropriately cover the habitat value in order to inform potential mitigation.  Until we understand
the value of the habitat it surely would be unclear as to how the proposed open space could/would function, i.e.
can it be appropriately managed and still function as an open space?  This could then have implications in
whether the up to figure of 115 units could be accommodated.
 
At this point in time, I consider there to be insufficient information to inform the application.
 
I hope this helps.   
 
Jean Chambers 
Principal Planner (Development Management)
Fareham Borough Council
01329824355 
07774946032 

    

From: Kate Holden <Kate.Holden@pegasusgroup.co.uk> 
Sent: 07 November 2019 14:30
To: Chambers, Jean <JChambers@Fareham.Gov.UK>
Cc: maral.miri@hants.gov.uk; Charlie Fayers <charlie.fayers@ethosep.co.uk>
Subject: Newgate Lane - Ecology
 
Jean,
 
Our ecologist has had a helpful discussion with Maral on the phone regarding the latest ecology comments.
 
The chamomile survey revealed a presence of the plant on the western part of the site, which is proposed for public open space. I
understand that Maral is agreeable to a planning condition which will require the approval of a Management Plan to retain and
manage the chamomile as appropriate.
 
However, it is now also alleged that the same western part of the site may also be a Priority Habitat (meadow), and that
unfortunately we cannot know this conclusively until a survey is carried out in the relevant seasons beginning in April/May. As such,
we have suggested a further condition to undertake the survey work (NVC survey) at the appropriate time and if necessary, produce
a similar Management Plan.
 
I understand that the LPA is reluctant to condition the Priority Habitat work, being of the opinion that the application cannot be
determined without this information? I note that policy that policy CS4 which deals with biodiversity makes clear that all important
habitats should be accorded protection (albeit in line with the hierarchy of sites set out – which does not include Priority Habitats). It
goes on to state that “Green Infrastructure will be created and safeguarded through: Investing in appropriate management,
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enhancement and restoration, and the creation of new resources including parks, woodland and trees, and wildlife habitats; Not
permitting development that compromises its integrity and therefore that of the overall green infrastructure framework.” Given that
the proposal does not include the development of the part of the site which may be Priority Habitat, and therefore we know that
appropriate management is achievable, I fail to see why a condition would not be an appropriate response to adhere to the policy?
 
Maral has suggested you may be able to throw some more light on this, and I would be grateful for your thoughts.
 
Regards,
 
Kate.
Kate Holden
Associate Planner

Pegasus Group
PLANNING | DESIGN | ENVIRONMENT | ECONOMICS | HERITAGE
First Floor | South Wing | Equinox North | Great Park Road | Almondsbury | Bristol | BS32 4QL
T 01454 625945 E Kate.Holden@pegasusgroup.co.uk
M 07551 170302 | DD 01454 454089 | EXT 2010
Birmingham | Bracknell | Bristol | Cambridge | Cirencester | East Midlands | Leeds | Liverpool | London | Manchester | Newcastle | Peterborough

www.pegasusgroup.co.uk
Pegasus Group is the trading name of Pegasus Planning Group Ltd (07277000) registered in England and Wales.
This email and any associated files, is intended for the exclusive use of the addressee only. 
If you are not the intended recipient you should not use the contents nor disclose them to any other person. 
If you have received this message in error please notify us immediately. We have updated our Privacy Statement in
line with the GDPR; please click here to view it.

Please consider the environment before printing this email message.
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This email (and its attachments) is intended only for the use of the person(s) to whom it is addressed and may contain information which is privileged
and/or confidential. If it has come to you in error, you must take no action based on it nor must you copy or show it to anyone.

This email is confidential but may have to be disclosed under the Freedom of Information Act 2000, the Data Protection Act 2018 or the Environmental
Information Regulations 2004. If you are not the person or organisation it was meant for, apologies. Please ignore it, delete it and notify us. Emails may
be monitored.

 

This email (and its attachments) is intended only for the use of the person(s) to whom it is addressed and may contain information which is
privileged and/or confidential. If it has come to you in error, you must take no action based on it nor must you copy or show it to anyone.

This email is confidential but may have to be disclosed under the Freedom of Information Act 2000, the Data Protection Act 2018 or the
Environmental Information Regulations 2004. If you are not the person or organisation it was meant for, apologies. Please ignore it, delete it
and notify us. Emails may be monitored.
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The Hampshire Biodiversity Information Centre Partnership includes local authorities, government agencies, 
wildlife charities and species recording groups 
 

HBIC 
1st Floor 
Elizabeth ll Court West, 
The Castle,  
Winchester  
SO23 8UD. 
 
Tel 01962 832320 
 
enquiries.hbic@hants.gov.uk 
www.hants.gov.uk/hbic 

sharing 

 

 

information 

 

 

about 

 

 

Hampshire’s 

 

 

wildlife 

Ms K Holden 
Pegasus Group 
First Floor, South Wing 
Equinox North 
Great Park Road 
Almondsbury 
Bristol 
Somerset 
BS32 4QL 

 
 
Ref. SC/E35/10/ FA0113 
 
25th May 2020 
 
 
Dear Ms Holden 
 
Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINCs) : Meadows North 
of Woodgate Lane, Peel Common, Fareham Borough 
  
  
I am writing to let you know that the above site, which I believe to be in 
your ownership, supports wildlife features that the Hampshire SINCs 
Advisory Panel has agreed meet the criteria for selection as a Site of 
Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC). The Panel comprises 
officers from Natural England, the Hampshire & Isle of Wight Wildlife 
Trust and Hampshire County Council, supported by the Hampshire 
Biodiversity Information Centre (HBIC) who maintains the SINC system 
on behalf of the local authorities.  
 
SINCs are a UK-wide non-statutory designation intended to identify sites 
of high nature conservation value. They are also known as Local Sites or 
Local Wildlife Sitesi. Further details about the purpose of SINCs and 
sources of advice are given in the enclosed information sheet.  
 
The basis for the selection of the new SINC is as follows: 
 
Extensive colony of the notable species, chamomile, listed under 
Section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities 
Act (2006), recorded in the fields. 
  
If you do not think this reflects the interest of the site or accords with 
the selection criteria, we would be grateful to hear from you by the 19th 
June 2020. Evidence to support your comments will then be required by 
the 31st October 2020. If we do not hear from you by this date, the 
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original proposal will stand. If you are having trouble finding a consultant to help you gather 
evidence by the 31st October due to the Covid-19 situation, please get in touch by email by 
31st August 2020 to discuss the options. Any evidence you provide will be carefully 
considered by the SINCs Advisory Panel, along with the original data upon which the 
proposal was determined. Until then it will be listed as a ‘Candidate SINC’ (cSINC).   
 
The survey data on which the site has been evaluated was gathered, with permission, by 
HBIC. If you do not already possess a copy of the data, please contact HBIC at 
enquiries.hbic@hants.gov.uk. These surveys provide useful information for supporting 
countryside stewardship schemes.  
 
The boundary of the new SINC is shown on the accompanying map. Other existing SINCs, 
some of which may be in your ownership, are also shown on the map where they occur in the 
vicinity. I would be grateful if you could confirm receipt of this letter and the information 
contained within. You can do this by confirming your ownership in relation to the SINC 
boundaries on the map and the ownership details on the form, amending as necessary and 
returning to HBIC. A copy of this letter has also been sent to the landowners. 
 
As the designation and review of SINCs is an on-going process the most recent boundaries 
will be held by HBIC on behalf of the local authorities, as part of their evidence base to 
support development management and local plan work. If you would like more information 
about the planning implications of this designation, please contact the Planning office within 
your local planning authority. 
 
I look forward to hearing from you in the near future. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
 
Dr Sarah Callegari 
SINC Programme Manager 
Email: sarah.callegari@hants.gov.uk 
Direct line: 01962 832320 
 
Encs: Site map, SINC leaflet, SINC criteria, Ownership Confirmation & Comments form, Land 
Management Advisors Note 
 
 

 
i Local Sites; Guidance on their identification, Selection and Management, Defra 2006. See 
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20130402151656/http://archive.defra.gov.uk/rural/documents/protect
ed/localsites.pdf  
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1. ECONOMIC BENEFITS OF THE PROPOSALS 

Scope and Purpose 

1.1 This note outlines the potential economic benefits that could be generated by developing 

75 dwellings on the northern parcel of the land at Newgate Lane in Fareham.  It quantifies 

the benefits that could be created by the scheme, including: 

• Construction employment opportunities. 

• Contribution of the construction phase to economic output. 

• Household expenditure associated with residents of the new dwellings. 

• Economically active people in employment attracted to live in the new dwellings. 

1.2 In addition to the benefits for the local area, the proposals will create benefits for Fareham 

Borough Council via: 

• Contribution to Council Tax. 

• Potential New Homes Bonus income (also benefitting Hampshire County Council). 

Main Findings 

1.3 The main economic benefits from the scheme can be summarised as: 

• Direct construction-related employment: The proposed development could 

support around 77-person years of direct employment within the construction sectori. 

This translates into 51 roles on-site per annum over the estimated 18-month build 

programme.   

 

• Construction impact in the supply chain: A further 94 jobs could be supported 

each year locally and across the wider region through indirect and induced effects 

during the construction phaseii. 

 

• Contribution of the construction phase to economic output: The proposed 

development could generate an additional £14.5million of gross value added (GVA) 

for the regional economy during the construction periodiii. 

 

• Growing labour force: Approximately 93 economically active and employed 

residents are estimated to live in the new dwellings once the site is fully built and 

occupied. These residents, along with those who are not economically active, will be 

spending money in the local economy, as outlined in the next findingiv. 

 

• Household spend: Once fully built and occupied, the households are estimated to 

generate expenditure in the region of £2.5million per annumv. 
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• Increased Council Tax income: The construction of the new homes could generate 

around £120,000 per annum in additional Council Tax revenue for Fareham Borough 

Council, once fully developed and occupiedvi.  

 

• New Homes Bonus revenue: The proposed development also has the potential to 

generate in the region of £445,000 in New Homes Bonus revenue for Fareham 

Borough Council, and £111,000 for Hampshire County Councilvii. 

1.4 Appendix 1 presents the main findings as an infographic. Appendix 2 provides details on 

the data sources used to calculate the economic benefits of the scheme. 
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APPENDIX 1 – ECONOMIC BENEFITS INFOGRAPHIC 
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Economic output 
contribution from 

jobs supported 
by activities at 
the site over 
18-month.

¹ The construction cost has been estimated using the BCIS Online tool and is exclusive of external works, contingencies, supporting infrastructure, fees, VAT, finance charges etc.
2 GVA, or gross value added, is the measure of the value of goods and services produced in an area, sector or industry.
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active and 
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the new housing.

Annual household 
expenditure.
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Homes Bonus Revenue to  
Fareham Borough Council.

To Hampshire County Council.

Estimated annual 
increase in Council 
Tax revenue.

Half of employed 
residents estimated 
to be working in 
higher value/higher 
income occupations.

Estimated construction 
investment over 

18-month build 
programme.1

Direct construction 
roles and indirect/
induced jobs 
supported per 
annum during 
build phase.
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APPENDIX 2 – DATA SOURCES 

i The estimated construction cost of around £11.4million has been divided by the average 

turnover per construction employee in the South East region of £149,000, based on figures 

derived from the 2017 edition of Business Population Estimates produced by the Office for 

National Statistics. The construction cost has been estimated using the BCIS Online tool 

(accessed 24/08/18). The cost is exclusive of external works, contingencies, supporting 

infrastructure, fees, VAT, finance charges etc. 

 

ii Indirect and induced effects calculated using official guidance – Homes & Communities 

Agency, 2014. Additionality Guide, Fourth Edition. 

  

iii GVA calculated using data from the Office for National Statistics – sub-regional GVA 

figures (2016) and job estimates from the Business Register and Employment Survey 

(2016). 

 

iv Number of economically active and employed people calculated using data from the 

2011 Census and Annual Population Survey (April 2017-March 2018). 

 

v Calculated using household spend by region for 2015-17, produced by the Office for 

National Statistics. 

 

vi Based on Council Tax for 2018/19 in Fareham of £1,599 for a dwelling in Band D. 

 

vii Calculated using the Government’s New Home Bonus Calculator. These estimates do not 

include any additional payments for affordable houses built and are based on the new 

operating model for New Homes Bonus, which was announced in December 2016. Under 

the New Homes Bonus scheme, the Government previously matched the Council Tax raised 

on each new home built in an area for a period of six years. The December 2016 changes 

set a national baseline figure of 0.4% growth to ensure councils are not rewarded for 

natural housing growth. Where growth is below the baseline level of 0.4%, new homes are 

not rewarded with the Bonus and the national average Band D council tax rate of £1,591 

is paid thereafter. The number of years in which payments are made has been reduced to 

four years from 2018/19. 
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1. ECONOMIC BENEFITS OF THE PROPOSALS 

Scope and Purpose 

1.1 This note outlines the potential economic benefits that could be generated by developing 

115 dwellings on the southern parcel of the land at Newgate Lane in Fareham. It 

quantifies the benefits that could be created by the scheme, including: 

• Construction employment opportunities. 

• Contribution of the construction phase to economic output. 

• Household expenditure associated with residents of the new dwellings. 

• Economically active people in employment attracted to live in the new dwellings. 

1.2 In addition to the benefits for the local area, the proposals will create benefits for Fareham 

Borough Council via: 

• Contribution to Council Tax. 

• Potential New Homes Bonus income (also benefitting Hampshire County Council). 

Main Findings 

1.3 The main economic benefits from the scheme can be summarised as: 

• Direct construction-related employment: The Proposed Development could 

support around 106-person years of direct employment within the construction 

sectori. This translates into 35 roles on-site per annum over the estimated three-year 

build programme.   

 

• Construction impact in the supply chain: A further 62 jobs could be supported 

each year locally and across the wider region through indirect and induced effects 

during the construction phaseii. 

 

• Total construction-related employment: Taking into account on-site roles and the 

indirect and induced effects, the Proposed Development could support an estimated 

97 jobs during the three-year build programme.  

 

• Contribution of the construction phase to economic output: The  

Proposed Development could generate an additional £19.3million of gross value added 

(GVA) for the regional economy during the construction periodiii. 

 

• Growing labour force: Approximately 142 economically active and employed 

residents are estimated to live in the new dwellings once the site is fully built and 

occupiediv. 
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• Higher value occupations: If residents show a similar employment profile to the 

existing working age population of Fareham, around 46.0% of the 142 people 

employed could be working in higher value occupations – managers, directors, senior 

officials; professional; and associate professional & technical rolesv. 

 

• Household spend: Once fully built and occupied, the households are estimated to 

generate expenditure in the region of £3.9million per annumvi. 

 

• First Occupation Expenditure: The 115 dwellings are estimated to generate 

approximately £575,000 in first occupation expenditurevii. 

 

• Increased Council Tax income: The construction of the new homes could generate 

around £191,600 per annum in additional Council Tax revenue for Fareham Borough 

Council, once fully developed and occupiedviii.  

 

• New Homes Bonus revenue: The Proposed Development also has the potential to 

generate in the region of £615,000 in New Homes Bonus revenue for Fareham 

Borough Council, and £154,000 for Hampshire County Councilix. 

1.4 Appendix 1 presents the main findings as an infographic. Appendix 2 provides details on 

the data sources used to calculate the economic benefits of the scheme. 
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Economic output 
contribution from 

jobs supported by 
activities at the 
site over 3-year 
build period.

¹ The construction cost has been estimated using the BCIS Online tool and is exclusive of external works, contingencies, supporting infrastructure, fees, VAT, finance charges etc.
2 GVA, or gross value added, is the measure of the value of goods and services produced in an area, sector or industry.
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APPENDIX 2 – DATA SOURCES 

i The estimated construction cost of around £18.1million has been divided by the average 

turnover per construction employee in the South East region of £172,000, based on figures 

derived from the 2018 edition of Business Population Estimates produced by the Office for 

National Statistics. The construction cost has been estimated using the BCIS Online tool 

(accessed 24/04/19). The cost is exclusive of external works, contingencies, supporting 

infrastructure, fees, VAT, finance charges etc. 

 

ii The July 2018 ‘Economic Footprint of House Building in England and Wales’ report by the 

Home Builders Federation found that for every 1 job in housing construction, the scale of 

employment supported is equivalent to between 2.4 and 3.1 direct, indirect and induced 

jobs per new dwelling built. Taking an average of these figures, a multiplier of 2.75 has 

been used – i.e. for every 1 job, a further 1.75 jobs are supported in the wider economy. 

Therefore, as well as the 35 on-site jobs supported per annum during the build phase, the 

Proposed Development could support a total of 62 additional jobs per annum in the wider 

economy over the three-year build phase. 

  

iii GVA calculated using data from the Office for National Statistics – sub-regional GVA 

figures (2017) and job estimates from the Business Register and Employment Survey 

(2017). 

 

iv Number of economically active and employed people calculated using data from the 2011 

Census and Annual Population Survey (January 2018-December 2018). 

 

v Based on data sourced from the Annual Population Survey (January 2018-December 

2018). 

 

vi Calculated using household spend by region for 2016-18, produced by the Office for 

National Statistics. 

 

vii The average homeowner spends approximately £5,000 to make their house ‘feel like 

home’ within 18 months of moving in. The figure is referenced in the report Economic 

Footprint of House Building in England and Wales’ report by the Home Builders Federation, 

published in July 2018.  
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viii Based on Council Tax for 2019/20 in Fareham of £1,666 for a dwelling in Band D. 

 

ix Calculated using the Government’s New Home Bonus Calculator. These estimates do not 

include any additional payments for affordable houses built and are based on the new 

operating model for New Homes Bonus, which was announced in December 2016. Under 

the New Homes Bonus scheme, the Government previously matched the Council Tax raised 

on each new home built in an area for a period of six years. The December 2016 changes 

set a national baseline figure of 0.4% growth to ensure councils are not rewarded for 

natural housing growth. Where growth is below the baseline level of 0.4%, new homes are 

not rewarded with the Bonus and the national average Band D council tax rate of £1,671 

is paid thereafter. The number of years in which payments are made was reduced to four 

years from 2018/19. 
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1.1 My name is Daniel James Weaver and I hold a Bachelor of Honours in Town 

and Country Planning from the University of the West of England. I have been 

a member of the Royal Town Planning Institute since 2000. I have practiced in 

the private sector for the majority of my career and have 19 years’ experience 

in advising a variety of clients including landowners, house builders, developers 

and retail/leisure operators.  The evidence which I present in my Proof of 

Evidence is given in accordance with the guidance of my professional 

institution, and I confirm that the opinions expressed are my true and 

professional opinions. 

1.2 My Proof of Evidence deals with both the appeal at Land at Newgate Lane 

(North) (LPA ref. P/18/1118/OA) and Land at Newgate Lane (South) (LPA ref. 

P/19/0460/OA). I shall refer to these as the 'northern' site and the 'southern' 

site respectively. The two sites are adjacent to one another, and form a single 

parcel of land situated between the original Newgate Lane to the west and the 

newly constructed Newgate Lane East to the east. The appeal sites are located 

outside of the settlement boundary and within the countryside.  

1.3 As my evidence is concerned with matters of planning policy, it touches on all 

the reasons for refusal cited by the LPA but with a particular emphasis on those 

policies concerning the principle of residential development, the application of 

the presumption of sustainable development and how the various 

considerations are to be weighed into the 'planning balance'. Detailed evidence 

on the other matters is provided by the following specialists: 

• Mr Neil Tiley – Housing Land Supply; 

• Mr James Atkin – Landscape and Visual Impact; 

• Mr Anthony Jones – Highways and Sustainability; 

• Ms Martha Hoskins – Highways (Traffic Modelling Specialist); and 

• Mr David West – Ecology.  

 

1.4 The appellant considers the main matter of the appeals to be as follows:  
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• Issue 1 – The presumption in favour of sustainable development and how 

it should be applied in this case; 

• Issue 2 – The principle of development and the alleged conflict with the 

spatial strategy; 

• Issue 3 – The landscape character impact of the proposals and the alleged 

conflict with the Strategic Gap and local character; 

• Issue 4 - The loss of best and most versatile agricultural land (northern site 

only); 

• Issue 5 – The highways impact of the proposals and the alleged adverse 

impact on the local network; 

• Issue 6 – The ecological impact of the proposals and the alleged adverse 

impacts on the ecological value of the site in relation to chamomile (southern 

site only); 

• Issue 7 - The ecological impact of the proposals and the alleged adverse 

impacts on the SPAs;  

• Issue 8 – Planning Obligations; and 

• Issue 9 – The benefits of the proposals and the planning balance. 

1.5 However, it is expected that issues 5 – 9 inclusive will be addressed by legal 

agreement prior to the inquiry.  

1.6 It is the appellant's case that the appeal proposals represent sustainable 

development within a location which is both accessible and appropriate for 

development in landscape terms.  

1.7 One of the fundamental objectives of the NPPF is to boost the supply of housing 

as part of the ‘golden thread’ of the presumption in favour of sustainable 

development. 
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1.8 The NPPF test provides that in the absence of a five year housing land 

supply/failure to meet the Housing Delivery Test, planning permission should 

be granted without delay unless any adverse impacts of doing so would 

“significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits”, when assessed against 

the policies in this Framework taken as a whole”. 

1.9 I have identified the following social, economic and environmental impacts of 

the proposals as follows: 

Economic 

• Increased local spending     Significant Benefit 

• Construction jobs and related industries  Significant Benefit 

• Role of housebuilding in supporting the post- Significant Benefit 

Brexit and post-COVID economy 

Social 

• Provision of new housing in light of  

current housing land supply position  Substantial Benefit 

• Provision of affordable housing    Substantial Benefit 

• On-Site Open space      Substantial Benefit 

Environmental 

• On-site Mitigation and enhancement   Moderate Benefit 

• Commitment to sustainable design   Minor Benefit 

• Effect on the SPAs      Neutral 

• Impact on the Strategic Gap    Neutral 

• Landscape Impact      Minor adverse impact 
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• Loss of agricultural land            Very minor adverse  

impact  

1.10 It is concluded that not only do the adverse impacts not significantly or 

demonstrably outweigh the benefits when assessed against the policies in the 

NPPF as a whole, but the benefits significantly outweigh any harm. 

1.11 Notwithstanding the application of the tilted balance described above, it must 

be highlighted that in the situation where a five-year housing land supply 

cannot be demonstrated, policy DSP40 is engaged. 

1.12 Whilst it is accepted that policies CS14 and DSP6 direct development to within 

the settlement boundaries and outside the strategic gaps, DSP40 establishes 

that development will be permitted outside these limits where there is no five-

year housing land supply and where the relevant criteria are met. 

1.13 Section 11 of my Proof of Evidence demonstrates that the tests of DSP40 are 

met because the proposal is: 

i) relative in scale to the five-year housing land supply shortfall; 

ii) well located and integrated with the neighbouring settlement; 

iii) sensitively designed to reflect the character of the neighbouring 

settlement and to minimise any adverse impact on the Countryside and, if 

relevant, the Strategic Gaps; 

iv) deliverable in the short term; and 

v) all environmental, amenity and traffic implications are robustly 

addressed. 

1.14 In the balancing exercise the urbanising effect of development of a greenfield 

site is therefore weighed against policy DSP40, and having met all the criteria 

described above we conclude that the proposal represents well designed, 

integrated sustainable development which can bring forward up to 190 new 

homes. 
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1.15 Similarly, DSP40 is also the relevant policy when it comes to assessing the 

impact of the proposals of the Strategic Gap, because in the absence of a five-

year housing land supply the weight to be given to policy CS22 is reduced and 

DSP40 becomes the operative policy. 

1.16 Whereas CS22 allows development with the Strategic Gap where it does not 

adversely affect the integrity of the gap criterion iii) of DSP40 accepts in 

principle the possibility of adverse impacts, so long as the proposal is 

sensitively designed to minimise any impacts.  

1.17 Whilst we maintain that the proposals have a neutral effect (i.e. no adverse 

impact) on the integrity of the Strategic Gap (and would therefore meet the 

provisions of either policy), it is the lower test of DSP40 which is the relevant 

threshold. 

1.18 In consideration of the other main matters which relate to highways, loss of 

agricultural land and ecology, my evidence has concluded that all relevant 

technical policies of the development plan have been complied with, and that 

the necessary agreements and conditions are being put in place to secure any 

necessary obligations. Obligations are also being secured for contributions in 

relation to affordable housing, recreational and education infrastructure. 

1.19 My overall balancing exercise concludes that not only do the adverse impacts 

of the proposals not significantly or demonstrably outweigh the benefits when 

assessed against the policies in the NPPF as a whole, but that the benefits 

significantly outweigh any harm. 

1.20 I therefore respectfully request that the appeals be allowed.  

Page 1166



 
LPA Ref: P/18/1118/OA & P/19/0460/OA 
HOUSING NEED AND SUPPLY EVIDENCE 
 

 

   

FL&BH6.1 

Pegasus Group  

Pegasus House | Querns Business Centre | Whitworth Road | Cirencester | Gloucestershire | GL7 1RT 

T 01285 641717 | F 01285 642348 | W www.pegasuspg.co.uk  

Birmingham | Bracknell | Bristol | Cambridge | Cirencester | East Midlands | Leeds | Liverpool | London | Manchester 

 

©Copyright Pegasus Planning Group Limited 2011. The contents of this document must not be copied or reproduced in whole or in part 

without the written consent of Pegasus Planning Group Limited 

LAND AT NEWGATE LANE (NORTH) AND LAND AT 

NEWGATE LANE (SOUTH), FAREHAM 

 

 

 
PROOF OF EVIDENCE ON HOUSING NEED 

AND SUPPLY MATTERS  
 
ON BEHALF OF FAREHAM LAND LP AND BARGATE HOMES LTD 

 

 

Prepared by:  NEIL TILEY ASSOC RTPI 

 

 

 

Page 1167



LPA Ref: P/18/1118/OA & P/19/0460/OA 
             HOUSING NEED AND SUPPLY EVIDENCE  

 

 

 

October 2020 | NT | BRS.4989 

 

CONTENTS: 
 

Page No: 

 

 

1. BACKGROUND 3 

2. INTRODUCTION 4 

3. THE HOUSING CRISIS 5 
The National Position 5 

4. POLICY CONTEXT 8 
New National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 8 
National Planning Policy Guidance (PPG) 9 
Planning for the Future (March 2020) 9 
Planning for the Future and Changes to the Current Planning System (August 

2020) 9 
Adopted Development Plan 11 

5. SUBSTANTIAL UNDER-DELIVERY 13 

6. FIVE-YEAR HOUSING LAND SUPPLY CONTEXT 21 

7. THE FIVE-YEAR REQUIREMENT 24 
The Housing Requirement or Local Housing Need 24 
The approach to addressing under-delivery 25 
The buffer 25 
The five-year requirement 25 

8. THE DELIVERABLE SUPPLY 27 
National Policy 27 
The Council’s Position 31 

9. CATEGORY A SITES 35 
Small permitted sites 35 
Large sites with detailed planning permission 35 

10. CATEGORY B SITES 37 
Large sites with outline planning permission 37 
Allocations 40 
Sites identified on the brownfield land register 53 

11. SPECIFIC SITES THAT ARE NOT WITHIN CATEGORY A OR B 57 

12. WINDFALL ALLOWANCE 78 

13. DELIVERABLE SUPPLY CONCLUSIONS 79 

14. THE FIVE-YEAR LAND SUPPLY 81 

15. THE FUTURE FIVE-YEAR LAND SUPPLY POSITION 82 
The proposed revised standard method 82 

16. THE LOCAL HOUSING NEED 85 

17. CONCLUSIONS 92 
 

 

 
 
 

Page 1168



LPA Ref: P/18/1118/OA & P/19/0460/OA 
             HOUSING NEED AND SUPPLY EVIDENCE  

 

 

 

October 2020 | NT | BRS.4989 

 

APPENDICES: 
 

APPENDIX 1: EXTRACTS OF THE PPG 

APPENDIX 2: APRIL 2019 FIVE YEAR HOUSING LAND SUPPLY ASSESSMENT 

APPENDIX 3: LAND WEST OF OLD STREET, STUBBINGTON APPEAL DECISION 

APPENDIX 4: CORRESPONDENCE WITH MHCLG 

APPENDIX 5: SEPTEMBER 2018 FIVE YEAR HOSUING LAND SUPPLY ASSESSMENT 

APPENDIX 6: EXTRACTS OF THE REPORT TO PLANNING COMMITTEE 

APPENDIX 7: UPDATE REPORT 

APPENDIX 8: CONSENT ORDER 

APPENDIX 9: STAPELEY APPEAL DECISION 

APPENDIX 10: RUDGWICK APPEAL DECISION 

APPENDIX 11: STURRY APPEAL DECISION 

APPENDIX 12: EXTRACT OF PHASING PLAN 

APPENDIX 13: FARNHAM APPEAL DECISION 

APPENDIX 14: WINSFORD APPEAL DECISION 

APPENDIX 15: START TO FINISH REPORT 

APPENDIX 16: A STANDARD METHOD THAT WORKS FOR ALL 

APPENDIX 17: LOCAL DEVELOPMENT SCHEME 

APPENDIX 18: EXTRACTS OF THE HOUSING EVIDENCE: OVERVIEW REPORT 

APPENDIX 19: CHANCE OF A LIFETIME 

 

  
 
 
 

Page 1169



LPA Ref: P/18/1118/OA & 9/19/0460/OA 
             HOUSING NEED AND SUPPLY EVIDENCE 

 

 

 

October 2020 | NT | BRS.4989 Page | 3  

 

1. BACKGROUND 

1.1 My name is Neil Tiley. I am an associate member of the Royal Town Planning 

Institute and have worked in the private sector for over six years. I currently hold 

the position of Director having previously been an Associate Director and before 

that a Principal Planner at Pegasus Group. 

1.2 Prior to this I was employed in Local Government for 11 years, including as a 

Planning Manager at Wiltshire Council for 5 years; as a Senior Planner at Wiltshire 

County Council for 2 years; as the Demographer at Wiltshire County Council for 2 

years; and as a Senior Research Assistant responsible for monitoring and 

analysing housing completions for 2 years. 

1.3 I have a wealth of experience in assessing housing land supply, having been 

responsible for the production of such assessments and acting as an expert 

witness at the majority of housing land supply appeals in Wiltshire over the period 

2009 to 2014. I have continued to regularly act as an expert witness dealing 

specifically with housing need and supply matters for Pegasus Group. 

1.4 I also have significant experience in household projections from my time as a 

Demographer and having had responsibility for the calculation of the objectively 

assessed need in Wiltshire. 

1.5 The evidence which I have prepared and provide for these appeals 

(APP/A1720/W/20/3252180 and APP/A1720/W/20/3252185) is true and has been 

prepared and is given in accordance with the guidance of my professional 

institution and I confirm that the opinions expressed are my true and professional 

opinions. 
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2. INTRODUCTION 

2.1 This Proof of Evidence addresses the housing land supply position of Fareham 

Borough Council in accordance with the current NPPF1. 

2.2 Whilst the Council accepts that it is unable to demonstrate a five-year land 

supply, it has been established in case law that the extent of a shortfall and the 

period over which this is likely to persist may be material to the weight afforded 

to policies and to the provision of housing2. I therefore address these factors as 

far as is possible based on the available evidence.  

 
1 Published on 24th July 2018 and subsequently revised on 19th February 2019 
2 See for example, paragraph 60 of the High Court Judgment of Phides Estates 

(Overseas) Limited vs the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government et 

al [2015] EWHC 827 (Admin) (CDK.1); and paragraph 28 of the High Court Judgment of 

Shropshire Council vs the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government et 

al [2016] EWHC 2733 (Admin) (CDK.2). 

Page 1171



LPA Ref: P/18/1118/OA & 9/19/0460/OA 
             HOUSING NEED AND SUPPLY EVIDENCE 

 

 

 

October 2020 | NT | BRS.4989 Page | 5  

 

3. THE HOUSING CRISIS 

The National Position 

3.1 The national housing crisis is well documented and evidenced in a vast array of 

documents, including in relation to its causes, its implications and the necessary 

response as briefly described below. 

3.2 The housing crisis has arisen largely as a result of the discrepancy between the 

number of homes built and the need.  

3.3 The Barker Review in 2004 identified that there was a need to build circa 250,000 

homes per annum to prevent spiralling house prices and a shortage of affordable 

homes. However, in the period 2004 to 2012, an average of only 178,000 homes 

per annum were built.  

3.4 The former NPPF was then introduced in 2012 containing the Government 

objectives to significantly boost the supply of housing and to meet objectively 

assessed housing needs. However, in the period from 2012 to 2019, an average 

of only 187,000 homes per annum were built. 

3.5 As a result of the continued shortfall against the need identified in the Barker 

Review, the Select Committee on Economic Affairs to the House of Lords identified 

a need to deliver 300,000 homes per annum in the Building More Homes report, 

July 2016 (CDD.5). This number has been confirmed as being needed by the 

Government in the Budget 2018, the Technical Consultation on Updates to 

National Planning Policy and Guidance, October 2018 (CDD.1), Planning for the 

Future, March 2020 (CDD.2) and the White Paper, August 2020. The balance of 

need and supply is presented graphically in Figure 2.1 below. 
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Figure 2.1 – a comparison of need and supply nationally 

 

3.6 This demonstrates that housing supply nationally has not come close to meeting 

needs over the previous 15 years in any single year and also illustrates the 

cumulative shortfall in housing supply. Indeed, over the last 15 years there have 

been a total of 2,729,000 completions as compared to a need for 3,750,000 

based on the need for 250,000 identified in the Barker Review. This equates to a 

shortfall of over a million homes in 15 years.  

3.7 As housing need has significantly exceeded the supply, the greater competition 

for those houses that do exist has had an uplifting effect on the average market 

value of properties with adverse implications on the accessibility of the housing 

market to households. There are many statistics which demonstrate the 

decreasing accessibility of the market including (but not limited to): 

• The lower quartile house price to lower quartile earnings ratio increased 

from 6.27 to 7.29 from 2004 to 2018 in England according to MHCLG; 

• The median house price to median earnings ratio increased from 6.60 to 

8.00 from 2004 to 2018 in England according to MHCLG; 
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• The average house price across the UK increased from £139,027 in 2004 

to £211,792 in 2018 according to Nationwide; 

• The percentage of overcrowded households has increased from 2.5% to 

3.2% from 2004 to 2018 in England according to MHCLG; 

• The number of concealed families has increased from 161,254 in 2001 to 

275,954 in 2011 across England according to the Census; and 

• The number of households living in shared dwellings has increased from 

65,998 in 2001 to 77,955 in 2011 across England according to the Census. 

3.8 It is clear that housing supply was not meeting housing need under the former 

NPPF with significant adverse effects on accessibility. These effects manifest 

themselves in real households facing real difficulty and often being unable to 

access appropriate housing. 

3.9 In response, the Government published the current NPPF in 20183. This seeks to 

significantly boost the supply of housing from that achieved under the former 

NPPF to address the under-delivery of housing and the existing backlog in housing 

supply through a number of mechanisms including the use of the standard 

method for calculating the minimum local housing need and the use of a more 

realistic and balanced definition of a deliverable site. 

3.10 The Government has recently reconfirmed the need to deliver 300,000 homes per 

annum in paragraph 2.25 of the White Paper, Planning for the Future, August 

2020. 

 
3 Which was then amended to provide additional clarity in 2019. 
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4. POLICY CONTEXT 

New National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

4.1 The current NPPF was published on 24th July 2018. It was then subject to further 

minor revisions on 19th February 2019.  

4.2 The Government’s imperative to significantly boost the supply of housing to 

address the national housing crisis which currently exists, is set out in paragraph 

59 of the NPPF, which requires local planning authorities: 

“To support the Government’s objective of significantly 

boosting the supply of homes, it is important that a 

sufficient amount and variety of land can come forward 

where it is needed, that the needs of groups with specific 

housing requirements are addressed and that land with 

permission is developed without unnecessary delay.” 

(my emphasis) 

4.3 Paragraph 73 of the NPPF maintains the requirement of the former NPPF that a 

Council maintain an assessment of the deliverable supply with an appropriate 

buffer. It identifies that the five-year land supply should be assessed by reference 

to the adopted housing requirement where this is less than five-years old, but in 

other cases it should be assessed against the local housing need.  

4.4 Footnote 7 identifies that policies should be considered out-of-date in 

circumstances including: 

 “…for applications involving the provision of housing… 

where the local planning authority cannot demonstrate a 

five year supply of deliverable housing sites (with the 

appropriate buffer, as set out in paragraph 73...”  

4.5 The NPPF also identifies a new definition of deliverability in the Glossary, as 

follows: 

“To be considered deliverable, sites for housing should 

be available now, offer a suitable location for 

development now, and be achievable with a realistic 

prospect that housing will be delivered on the site within 

five years. In particular: 

a) sites which do not involve major development and 

have planning permission, and all sites with detailed 

planning permission, should be considered deliverable 

until permission expires, unless there is clear evidence 

that homes will not be delivered within five years (e.g. 

they are no longer viable, there is no longer a demand 

for the type of units or sites have long term phasing 

plans).  
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b) where a site has outline planning permission for major 

development, has been allocated in a development plan, 

has a grant of permission in principle, or is identified on 

a brownfield register, it should only be considered 

deliverable where there is clear evidence that housing 

completions will begin on site within five years.”  

4.6 Paragraph 67 of the NPPF indicates that planning policies should identify a supply 

of specific, developable sites or broad locations for growth, for years 6-10 and 

where possible for years 11-15.  

National Planning Policy Guidance (PPG) 

4.7 The relevant sections of the PPG were updated on 13th September 2018, on 20th 

February 2019 and again on 22nd July 2019 to provide guidance consistent with 

the current NPPF. These are provided in Appendix 1. 

APPENDIX 1: EXTRACTS OF THE PPG 

Planning for the Future (March 2020) 

4.8 It was announced that the standard method would be reviewed within Planning 

for the Future, March 2020 (CDD.2). In paragraph 10, this identified that the new 

approach was intended to encourage greater building within and near to urban 

areas and ensure that the country is planning for the delivery of 300,000 homes 

per year. This compares to the circa 266,000 homes identified by the current 

methodology4. 

Planning for the Future and Changes to the Current Planning System 

(August 2020) 

4.9 The Government has recently published two documents for consultation, namely 

Planning for the Future (the White Paper) and Changes to the Current Plan 

(CDD.3).  

4.10 The White Paper proposes to fundamentally reform the planning system. The 

document remains subject to consultation at the time of writing and the required 

legislative reforms to enact the proposals, if these are maintained, are unlikely to 

have occurred by the time of this appeal. Accordingly, these proposed reforms 

should be afforded no weight for the purposes of this appeal, although the 

objectives behind the proposed reforms including to significantly boost the supply 

of housing and to deliver 300,000 homes per annum should be afforded due 

 
4 As set out in paragraph 7 of the Technical Consultation on Updates to National Planning 

Policy and Guidance, October 2018 (CDD.1).  
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weight. Given that these objectives align with the current NPPF I consider that 

they should be afforded significant weight. 

4.11 The White Paper also identifies in paragraph 3.23 that a revised NPPF will be 

subject to consultation in the autumn of 2020. Again, this revised NPPF will not be 

in place by the time that these appeals are heard and so should be afforded no 

weight. However, once again the objectives behind the revised NPPF may be 

material and I reserve the right to comment upon these as appropriate. 

4.12 The accompanying consultation on Changes to the Current Planning System 

(CDD.3) proposes a number of changes to national policy and guidance which can 

be brought in through changes to the PPG or Written Ministerial Statements in the 

relatively short-term.  

4.13 Two of the proposals within this consultation document may be material to the 

current appeals. The first of these is the proposal to revise the standard method 

as set out on pages 8 to 18 of the consultation document. The Government has 

identified a proposed revised standard method for calculating the local housing 

need5 which was subject to consultation until 1st October 2020. As I understand it, 

this proposed method is subject to widespread objections from numerous parties  

and the Government has committed to review the objections with the intent to 

seek to modify and improve the proposed method as is evident from the fact that 

Housing secretary, Robert Jenrick MP has identified that there is “more work to be 

done” on the proposed revised standard method. The Government has proceeded 

to pass a motion for a delay and a meaningful vote on the policy’s 

implementation. 

4.14 Accordingly, I consider that the proposed revised method should be afforded at 

most very limited weight at present. This accords with the position of the housing 

minister, Christopher Pincher who has been quoted as stating: 

“Until such time, all the figures that are bandied about in 

the media, some of which were quoted in the House 

today, are entirely speculative.” 

4.15 Indeed, until such time as the PPG is revised to reflect a new method, the five-

year land supply should continue to be assessed using the current method. 

However, it is possible that a revised standard method (taking account of the 

consultation responses) will be in place by the time that the appeals are 

 
5 As distinct from the standard method for calculating the housing requirement proposed 

in the White Paper. 
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determined and it will then be necessary to assess the five-year land supply 

against the resultant figure.  

4.16 The second proposal (Delivering First Homes6) which may be material relates to 

the proposed requirement for 25% of affordable homes to be provided as First 

Homes. This proposal is however beyond the scope of my evidence.  

Adopted Development Plan 

4.17 The Development Plan in Fareham Borough includes the Core Strategy (adopted 

August 2011), the Development Sites and Policies Plan (adopted June 2015) and 

the Welborne Plan (adopted June 2015).  

4.18 Policy CS2 of the Core Strategy identifies a housing requirement for Fareham 

Borough for 3,729 dwellings to be provided in the Borough excluding the Strategic 

Development Area (SDA) in the period 2006 to 2026. Policy CS13 identifies an 

additional housing requirement for between 6,500 and 7,500 homes at the SDA 

within the plan period7.    

4.19 The Development Sites and Policies Plan and Welborne Plan were examined by 

the same Inspector at the same time. The Inspector identifies in paragraph 44 of 

his Final Report on the Development Sites and Policies Plan (CDE.4) that: 

“There was criticism from some representors that LP2 is 

not based on the 2014 Strategic Market Housing 

Assessment. However, it is not the role of LP2 to 

reassess objectively assessed need – that will be one of 

the tasks of the forthcoming review of the Local Plan, 

which will also be able to accommodate the requirements 

of the revised SHS (to be completed early next year).” 

4.20 It has been established by the courts that a housing requirement must reflect not 

only the assessed need for housing but also any policy considerations8. As the 

Development Sites and Policies Plan did not review the objectively assessed need 

for housing it cannot have reviewed the housing requirement as a matter of law, 

although it can and has reviewed the supply necessary to meet the housing 

requirement of the Core Strategy. 

 
6 Pages 19 to 24. 
7 See paragraph 12 of the Core Strategy Inspectors Final Report (CDE.3). 
8 See paragraph 37 of the High Court Judgment of Gallagher Estates Ltd and Lioncourt 

Homes Ltd vs Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council [2014] EWHC 1283 (Admin) 

(CDK.3). 
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4.21 The Welborne Plan similarly does not consider the need for housing and does not 

provide a housing requirement. Policy WEL3 identifies a capacity to deliver 6,000 

homes by 2036 without any consideration of the housing needs and so similarly it 

does not provide a housing requirement9. Even if this was considered to represent 

a housing requirement, contrary to the interpretation of the courts, it would 

require the delivery of 285.7 homes per annum. Whilst in Table 10.1 a housing 

trajectory is set out this does not provide a housing requirement, but rather the 

means by which Policy WEL3 will be met.  

4.22 Policy DSP40 of the Development Sites and Policies Plan sets out a series of 

criteria for how sites should be considered in the absence of a five-year land 

supply.  

 
9 As compared to the housing requirement for between 6,500 and 7,500 by 2026 

identified in Policy CS13 of the Core Strategy. 
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5. SUBSTANTIAL UNDER-DELIVERY 

5.1 Footnote 7 of the NPPF identifies that the ‘tilted balance’ of paragraph 11d is 

engaged where an LPA is unable to demonstrate a five-year land supply or where 

there is a record of substantial under delivery with a Housing Delivery Test result 

below 75%. This provides two specific routes to the ‘tilted balance’. I address the 

Housing Delivery Test below and the five-year land supply position in subsequent 

sections. 

5.2 Paragraph 215 of the NPPF identifies a transitional arrangement. This sets out 

that the threshold for having a record of substantial under-delivery will only be 

45% using the Housing Delivery Test result of November 2019, but that this will 

be 75% using the Housing Delivery Test result of November 2020. 

5.3 The published November 2019 Housing Delivery Test result for Fareham Borough 

was 99%. Accordingly, based on the published result there is not a record of 

substantial under-delivery. However, it appears that the Housing Delivery Test 

has been miscalculated in Fareham as it has in a number of other LPAs10. I have 

alerted MHCLG to this and they have responded identifying that the result has 

been calculated on the basis of information provided by the Council.  

The corrected Housing Delivery Test results 

5.4 The information provided by the Council to MHCLG is not only incorrect it is 

inconsistent with the position of the Council for numerous years as it relies upon 

the Development Sites and Policies Plan and the Welborne Plan having reviewed 

the housing requirement. This is contrary to the conclusion of the Inspector 

examining those plans as set out above, contrary to the position advanced by the 

Council to numerous appeals11 following the publication of the NPPF in July 2018 

and contrary to the position adopted in every Five Year Housing Land Supply 

Assessment of the Council since September 2018. Indeed, in paragraph 2.8 of the 

April 2019 Five Year Housing Land Supply Assessment (Appendix 2) the Council 

even expressed surprise that the Housing Delivery Test results had been 

calculated against housing requirements rather than against the household 

projections as would be appropriate where the housing requirement was more 

than five-years old.  

 
10 For instance, in Ashford Borough, in response to the error having been identified, 

MHCLG have subsequently issued a note revising the published results. 
11 See for example paragraph 9 of the appeal at Land west of Old Street, Stubbington 

(Appendix 3). 
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APPENDIX 2: APRIL 2019 FIVE YEAR HOUSING LAND SUPPLY ASSESSMENT 

APPENDIX 3: LAND WEST OF OLD STREET, STUBBINGTON APPEAL DECISION 

5.5 MHCLG has provided the opportunity to dispute the results and I have responded 

accordingly. I attach all of the correspondence between myself and MHCLG in 

Appendix 4. This provides further detail as to why the information provided by the 

Council is erroneous. 

APPENDIX 4: CORRESPONDENCE WITH MHCLG 

5.6 Even had the results been calculated in accordance with the Housing Delivery Test 

Measurement Rule Book, it would remain the case that Fareham Borough would 

not currently experience a record of substantial under-delivery although it would 

have a record of significant under-delivery that would require the application of a 

20% buffer as set out in paragraph 73 of the NPPF.  

5.7 The necessary information is also now available to accurately estimate the 

Housing Delivery Test results of November 2020 which should be published prior 

to the appeals being heard. I therefore proceed to calculate the results using the 

approach of the Housing Delivery Test Measurement Rule Book (CDD.4), and on 

the basis of the approach adopted in the currently published results which are 

based on erroneous information. 

5.8 The Housing Delivery Test Measurement Rule Book provides the method by which 

the Housing Delivery Test results are calculated. It identifies that it is to be 

calculated using the net homes delivered over the previous three years divided by 

the number of homes required over the same period. 

5.9 In paragraph 12, the Measurement Rule Book identifies that where the adopted 

housing requirement is less than five-years old as it was12 in Fareham Borough 

until 4th August 2016, the number of homes required should be calculated to be 

the lowest of either the adopted housing requirement (using a stepped 

requirement where available) or the local housing need.  

5.10 Paragraph 13 of the Measurement Rule Book indicates that where the housing 

requirement is set out as a range, the lower end of the range should be used. 

Paragraph 1.10 of the Core Strategy identifies a requirement for between 6,500 

and 7,500 homes at a new settlement and an additional requirement for 3,729 

homes across the remainder of the Borough. This provides a total housing 

 
12 As contained in the Core Strategy. 
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requirement for between 10,229 and 11,229 homes over the period 2006-2026, 

or an average of 511 to 561 per annum. The Table following paragraph 4.16 of 

the Core Strategy sets a stepped housing requirement for the remainder of the 

Borough, but no such stepped housing requirement is set out for the SDA.  

5.11 In the year 2016/17, there is a stepped housing requirement for 94 homes for the 

remainder of the Borough in addition to the annualised requirement for between 

325 and 375 at the SDA. This provides for a minimum requirement in 2016/17 for 

419 homes (=94+325). 

5.12 Paragraph 14 of the Measurement Rule Book identifies that once the housing 

requirement is more than five-years old, the number of homes required is 

calculated using the minimum local housing need using the standard method. 

Paragraph 21 then identifies a transitional arrangement such that for the years 

from 2015-18, rather than using the local housing need, the average household 

growth identified by specific projections should be used. 

5.13 The minimum local housing need for 2016/17 is therefore to be calculated using 

the average household growth for the period 2016-26 calculated using the 2012 

based projections. This identifies a transitional minimum local housing need for 

427.6 homes in 2016/17 as set out by MHCLG in Appendix 4. This is greater than 

the adopted housing requirement of the Core Strategy of 419 homes13 and so in 

accordance with paragraph 12, the adopted housing requirement should be used 

until this became five-years old on 4th August 2016. 

5.14 As set out in paragraph 20, when a housing requirement became more than five-

years old during a year, the housing requirement should be apportioned based on 

the number of the days in the year. The period from 1st April 2016 to 4th August 

2016 represents 34.2% of a year and therefore the number of homes required 

from 1st April to 4th August 2016 according to the Core Strategy was 143.5 

(=34.2% of 419).  

 
13 It should be noted that the Council has provided a housing requirement for 267 homes 

in 2016/17 based on the Development Sites and Policies Plan and the Welborne Plan, 

notwithstanding that as identified above these do not review the housing requirement 

and furthermore even if they were considered to provide housing requirements (contrary 

to the interpretations of the courts and the longstanding position of the Council), the 

Development Sites and Policies Plan provides for 135 homes in 2016/17 as set out in 

Table 14 and the Welborne Plan provides for an average of 286 homes per annum. This 

would provide a housing requirement of 421 dwellings which in addition to the need for 

Gypsy and Traveller pitches identified in Appendix 4 would provide for 423 homes as 

compared to the 267 identified by the Council in the Delta return to MHCLG.   
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5.15 For the remaining 65.8% of the year, where the adopted housing requirement 

was more than five-years old, the number of homes required should be calculated 

using the transitional minimum local housing need which equates to 281.2 

(=65.8% of 427.6). In addition to the 143.5 set out above, this provides for a 

total of 424.7 homes required in 2016/17. 

5.16 For 2017/18, the Measurement Rule Book identifies that the transitional minimum 

local housing need should be calculated based on the average household growth 

for the period 2017-27 identified in the 2014 projections. This equates to 401.5 

homes as set out by MHCLG in Appendix 4. 

5.17 For 2018/19 and 2019/20, the number of homes required should be calculated 

using the standard method which applied on 1st April 2018 and 1st April 2019 

respectively, which equate to 543.1 homes and 522.5 homes14. 

5.18 In Appendix 4, MHCLG indicate that the standard method resulted in a figure of 

only 472.7 homes at 1st April 2018 owing to the fact that the figure was capped 

from 543.1 as a result of the Council’s mistaken position that the housing 

requirement was less than five-years old. This position of the Council is wholly at 

odds with the Council’s own Five Year Land Supply Position Statements and their 

position to previous appeals. For example, the Council identified a local housing 

need for 544 homes per annum15 with a base-date of 1st April 2018 in paragraph 

2.4 of their September 2018 Five Year Housing Land Supply Statement (Appendix 

5). This therefore demonstrably required that the Council accepted that the 

housing requirement was more than five-years old at the point. 

APPENDIX 5: SEPTEMBER 2018 FIVE YEAR HOSUING LAND SUPPLY 

ASSESSMENT 

5.19 Therefore, had MHCLG been informed that the adopted housing requirement was 

that contained in the adopted Core Strategy, in accordance with the position of 

the Council for many years, the number of homes required over the period 2016-

19 is 1,369.3 (=424.7+401.5+543.1) rather than the figure of 943.9 identified in 

the Housing Delivery Test results as a result of the error in the Council’s 

submission to MHCLG. The number of homes required in the period 2017-20 will 

 
14 The Council identify a need for 520 homes per annum in the April 2019 Five Year 

Housing Land Supply Statement (Appendix 2) presumably owing to a minimal rounding 

error. 
15 The minimal difference between 544 and 543.1 is presumably again explained by a 

minimal rounding error on behalf of the Council.  
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be 1,467.1 (=401.5+543.1+522.5) and this should be reflected in the November 

2020 Housing Delivery Test results. 

5.20 The number of homes delivered from 2016-19 are correctly identified in the 

current published results and Fareham Borough Council have identified that an 

additional 285 completions were achieved in 2019/2016.  

5.21 The respective correctly calculated Housing Delivery Test calculations are set out 

in Table 5.1 below for the period 2016-19 which should be those in the current 

Housing Delivery Test results, and for the period 2017-20 which will be reflected 

in the 2020 results. 

Table 5.1 – Housing Delivery Test calculations17 

  

Number of homes required Number of homes delivered 

HDT 

result 

2016/ 

17 

2017/ 

18 

2018/ 

19 

2019/ 

20 Total 

2016/ 

17 

2017/ 

18 

2018/ 

19 

2019/ 

20 Total 

Corrected 

2019 results 424.7 401.5 543.1   1,369.3 356 291 290   937 68.4% 

Correct 2020 

results   401.5 543.1 522.5 1,467.1   291 290 285 866 59.0% 

5.22 It is therefore apparent that once the Housing Delivery Test results are calculated 

in accordance with the Housing Delivery Test Measurement Rule Book, and in 

accordance with the accepted and correct position of the Council that the 

Development Sites and Policies Plan and the Welborne Plan did not review the 

housing requirement, it would currently be necessary to apply a 20% buffer as 

the result would be less than 85% but that there would not be a record of 

substantial under-delivery as the result would be in excess of 45%. 

5.23 However, the 2020 Housing Delivery Test results which are due in November, will 

demonstrate that there is both a record of significant under-delivery which 

requires the application of a 20% buffer as the result will be below 85% and that 

there is also a record of substantial under-delivery as the result will be below 

75%. 

The Housing Delivery Test results based on the erroneous information provided by 

the Council 

 
16 In response to an e-mail request. 
17 Records of substantial under-delivery are highlighted in red and records of significant 

under-delivery are highlighted in orange. 
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5.24 Even if it was incorrectly considered that the Development Sites and Policies Plan 

and the Welborne Plan had reviewed the housing requirement, contrary to the 

interpretation of the courts and the longstanding position of the Council, then it 

would be necessary to calculate the results against the housing requirements of 

those plans until they became five-years old on 8th June 2020. The currently 

published results do not even do this. 

5.25 The Development Sites and Policies Plan provides for 135 homes in 2016/17 and 

2017/18, 134 homes in 2018/19, and 125 homes in 2019/20 as set out in Table 

14 on page 216 and for an average of 2.5 Gypsy and Traveller pitches in 

2016/17, and 0.2 pitches annually from 2017 to 2022 as set out in paragraph 

5.196. The Welborne Plan provides for 6,000 homes over the period 2015-36 or 

an average of 285.7 per annum. As described above, both of these plans provide 

the mechanisms to deliver the housing requirements of the Core Strategy, but 

even if they were treated as having reviewed the housing requirements, they 

would therefore provide for 423.2 homes in 2016/17, 420.9 in 2017/18, 419.9 in 

2018/19 and 410.9 in 2019/20. 

5.26 In 2016/17, the housing requirement of 423.2 is below the average projected 

household growth of 427.6 identified in Appendix 4 and so the housing 

requirement would be used. 

5.27 In 2017/18, the housing requirement of 420.9 is greater than the average 

projected household growth of 401.5 identified in Appendix 4 and so the projected 

household growth would be used. 

5.28 In 2018/19, the housing requirement of 419.9 is below the capped standard 

method of 472.718 identified in Appendix 4 and so the housing requirement would 

be used. 

5.29 The Development Sites and Policies Plan and Welborne Plan became more than 

five-years old on 8th June 2020. This is 18.6% of the way into the monitoring year 

of 2019/20. It would therefore be necessary to use the housing requirement of 

410.9 for 18.6% of the year19 and for the remaining 81.4% of the year it would 

be necessary to apply the current standard method of 513.7. This would provide a 

total requirement for 494.6 homes.  

 
18 It would be appropriate to cap this if it was concluded that the housing requirement 

was less than five-years old, noting that this is contrary to the position of the Council in 

previous Five Year Housing Land Supply Statements. 
19 As this is less than the standard method of 513.7 that applies currently. 
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5.30 Therefore, even if it was concluded that the Development Policies and Sites Plan 

and the Welborne Plan did review the housing requirement, the number of homes 

required would be 1,244.6 for 2016-19 (=423.2+401.5+419.9) and 1,316 for 

2017-20 (=401.5+419.9+494.6). 

5.31 As identified above, there were 937 completions in the period 2016-19 and 866 in 

the period 2017-20. If the housing requirement has been reviewed in the 

Development Sites and Policies Plan and Welborne Plan, the Housing Delivery Test 

results should therefore be 75.3% in 2019 and 65.8% in 2020. The corresponding 

calculations are set out in Table 5.2 below. 

Table 5.2 – Housing Delivery Test calculations on the premise that the 

housing requirements were reviewed in 201520 

  

Number of homes required Number of homes delivered 

HDT 

result 

2016/ 

17 

2017/ 

18 

2018/ 

19 

2019/ 

20 Total 

2016/ 

17 

2017/ 

18 

2018/ 

19 

2019/ 

20 Total 

2019 results 423.2 401.5 419.9   1,244.6 356 291 290   937 75.3% 

2020 results   401.5 419.9 494.6 1,316.0   291 290 285 866 65.8% 

5.32 Accordingly, the position is exactly the same regardless of whether or not the 

housing requirement was reviewed in the Development Sites and Policies Plan and 

the Welborne Plan, namely that there is currently a record of significant but not 

substantial under-delivery, and that the November 2020 results will demonstrate 

that there is both a record of significant and substantial under-delivery.  

5.33 I will continue to work with MHCLG to resolve this issue and am hopeful that a 

revised result will be published prior to the inquiry. However, at present the 

published results incorrectly indicate that there is not a record of significant 

under-delivery and accordingly I accept that in accordance with Footnote 39 it is 

therefore appropriate to apply a 5% buffer as set out in the Statement of 

Common Ground. I nevertheless consider that it is material that the five-year 

land supply position of the Council has been inflated not as a result of increased 

supply but rather owing to an error of the Council in their submissions to MHCLG. 

5.34 Assuming that the 2020 results are published by the time of the inquiry, the 

existence or otherwise of a five-year land supply is also unlikely to be material to 

the engagement of the ‘tilted balance’ as this will be engaged as a result of 

 
20 Records of substantial under-delivery are highlighted in red and records of significant 

under-delivery are highlighted in orange. 
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substantial under-delivery. Nevertheless, I proceed to consider the five-year land 

supply position in the following chapters as this may be material to the weight 

afforded to the policies of the Development Plan and to the provision of additional 

housing. 
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6. FIVE-YEAR HOUSING LAND SUPPLY CONTEXT 

6.1 The Council previously contended that it was able to demonstrate a 4.66 year 

land supply in the period 2019-24.  

6.2 There were a number of S78 appeal decisions which were determined in this 

context. I am aware of two which considered the extent of the shortfall.  

6.3 In paragraph 90 of the appeal decision regarding Land to the east of Downend 

Road, Portchester (APP/A1720/W/19/3230015) (CDJ.1), Inspector Gould 

identified in November 2019 that: 

“The 5yrHLS evidence put before me shows that there 

are a significant number of dwellings subject to 

applications with resolutions to grant planning 

permission that are subject to unresolved matters, 

including the execution of agreements or unilateral 

undertakings under Section 106 of the Act. In many 

instances those resolutions to grant planning permission 

are 18 or more months old and I consider they cannot be 

considered as coming within the scope of the 

Framework’s deliverability definition. I therefore 

consider that the Council’s claimed 4.66 years HLS 

position is too optimistic and that the appellant’s figure 

of 2.4 years better represents the current situation.” 

6.4 Similarly, in paragraph 23 of the appeal decision regarding Rear of 77 Burridge 

Road, Burridge (APP/A1720/W/18/3209865) (CDJ.2), Inspector Parker 

independently identified in November 2019 that: 

“The Council indicated that it was satisfied that the sites 

listed within its supply calculation would deliver within 5 

years. However, it has not provided clear evidence 

sought by the Framework in relation to at least 1700 

dwellings. The information before me does not enable me 

to reach a definitive figure for the current housing land 

supply position, but the probability is that it is 

significantly below that published by the Council, and 

much closer to that advanced by the appellant.” 

6.5 According to paragraph 20 of this decision, the appellant considered the position 

to be 2 years or below. 

6.6 Both of these Inspectors had therefore concluded that the Council did not have 

sufficient evidence to demonstrate that a large number of sites identified within 

the deliverable supply were deliverable in accordance with the NPPF definition. 
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6.7 In March 2020, the Council acknowledged the over-optimism in their previous 

assessment in a committee report in respect of a planning application at Land at 

Stubbington Lane, Fareham (CDH.9) wherein the Council stated: 

“Members will note from the ‘Five Year Housing Land 

Supply Position’ report considered at the April 2019 

Planning Committee that this Council currently has a 

housing land supply of 4.66 years. During the latter part 

of 2019 several appeal decisions were received in which 

Planning Inspector’s considered the Council’s 5YHLS 

position, including the appeal by Miller Homes on land at 

Winnham Farm (appeal reference: 

APP/A1720/W/19/3230015). In that appeal decision 

the Inspector was of a view that the Council’s claimed 

supply figure of 4.66 years was too optimistic, and that 

the appellant’s figure of 2.4 years better represented the 

situation at the time.” 

6.8 Therefore, it appeared to be common ground between the Council, every 

Inspector to have considered this matter and myself that the Council’s housing 

land supply position was significantly lower than that previously identified by the 

Council and of the order of at most 2.4 years. 

6.9 Since these appeal decisions, it has however become evident that there is no 

identified solution to unlocking the infrastructure necessary to support the 

development of the strategic site at Welborne such that this site can no longer be 

considered deliverable. This would be expected to reduce the land supply position 

even further. 

6.10 However, the Council then prepared a Five-Year Housing Land Supply Position 

Statement, June 2020 for planning committee (Appendix 6) which identified a 

2.72 year land supply which notwithstanding the newly arising issues at Welborne 

is greater than the position indicated by previous Inspectors.  

APPENDIX 6: EXTRACTS OF THE REPORT TO PLANNING COMMITTEE 

6.11 The Council then published an Update Report (Appendix 7) shortly before the 

planning committee sat which suggested that the Council could demonstrate a 

4.03 year land supply. This is wholly at odds with the position identified by 

previous Inspectors, the position accepted by the Council in response to previous 

planning applications and the position of officers in the original committee report. 

APPENDIX 7: UPDATE REPORT 

6.12 The reason for this volte face is identified in the Update Report as being attributed 

to the Secretary of State’s position in a recent Consent Order (Appendix 8) 

Page 1189



LPA Ref: P/18/1118/OA & 9/19/0460/OA 
             HOUSING NEED AND SUPPLY EVIDENCE 

 

 

 

October 2020 | NT | BRS.4989 Page | 23  

 

namely that the definition of a deliverable site does not provide a ‘closed list’. 

However, this Consent Order is not relevant to and does not address the issue 

identified by the previous Inspectors in Fareham (and seemingly accepted by the 

Council) that the Council does not have sufficient evidence to demonstrate that 

their supply is deliverable. 

APPENDIX 8: CONSENT ORDER 

6.13 The 4.03 year land supply was endorsed by planning committee and this is the 

position the Council advance at this appeal as set out in the Statement of 

Common Ground. 

6.14 A 4.03 year land supply means that only 81% of the housing need will be met 

across the following five-years. Even if this position was to be accepted, the 

inability of circa one in five households to be able to access appropriate 

accommodation in the next five-years, especially in light of the current housing 

crisis, is a significant matter to be weighed in the planning balance.  
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7. THE FIVE-YEAR REQUIREMENT 

The Housing Requirement or Local Housing Need 

7.1 The Core Strategy which contains the housing requirement was adopted on 4th 

August 2011 and so the housing requirement is more than five years old. In such 

circumstances paragraph 73 and footnote 32 of the NPPF identify that the housing 

land supply position should be calculated against the local housing need 

calculated using the standard method. 

7.2 It is agreed in the Statement of Common Ground that the standard method 

provides the minimum local housing need. As this provides a minimum, even 

where there is a five-year land supply against this figure, this may not be 

sufficient to meet housing needs over the next five years. Accordingly, the weight 

to be afforded to the shortfall should be considered in the context of an agreed 

absence of a sufficient supply even against a minimum need. 

7.3 According to the PPG (24-004), the minimum local housing need identified by the 

standard method is calculated using the average annual household growth for the 

next 10 consecutive years identified by the 2014-based household projections. As 

the five-year land supply is calculated from 1st April 2020, the average household 

growth should be calculated for the period 2020 to 2030. The 2014-based 

projections identify that over this period, the average household growth was 

projected to be 389.7 households per annum in Fareham Borough or 390 

(rounded) as agreed in the Statement of Common Ground. 

7.4 The PPG (2a-004) then identifies that this should be adjusted based on the 

affordability of the area using the median workplace-based affordability ratio 

within a specified formula. The latest median workplace-based affordability ratio 

in Fareham Borough was 9.09 as agreed in the Statement of Common Ground. 

7.5 Once this is input to the appropriate formula, this produces an adjustment factor 

of 1.318, meaning that the average household growth needs to be uplifted by 

31.8% to produce an annual local housing need for 513.7 homes per annum 

(hpa). 

7.6 The PPG (2a-004) proceeds to identify that in certain circumstances this figure 

may be capped. Where the relevant strategic policies were adopted more than 

five years ago, as they were in Fareham, the local housing need would be capped 

at 40% above the higher of the average household growth or the adopted housing 
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requirement. Given that the annual local housing need of 513.7hpa is less than 

40% above the average household growth, a cap does not apply in Fareham 

Borough as agreed in the Statement of Common Ground. Therefore, there is a 

minimum annual local housing need for 514hpa (rounded). 

The approach to addressing under-delivery  

7.7 The PPG (68-031) identifies that the standard method incorporates under-delivery 

as part of the affordability ratio so there is no requirement to address under-

delivery separately. 

The buffer 

7.8 Paragraph 73 of the NPPF identifies that where the position has not been agreed 

through an annual position statement or a recently adopted plan, as is the case in 

Fareham Borough, a buffer of 20% should be applied where there is a record of 

significant under-delivery over the three previous years, but a 5% buffer should 

apply in all other cases. 

7.9 Footnote 39 identifies that from November 2018 the record of delivery should be 

assessed using the Housing Delivery Test. The current Housing Delivery Test 

results indicate that 99% of the number of homes required have been delivered in 

the period 2016 to 2019 such that there is not a record of significant under-

delivery and it is therefore appropriate to apply a 5% buffer currently as agreed 

in the Statement of Common Ground. However, as identified above, the Housing 

Delivery Test results have been miscalculated in Fareham Borough and I am 

working with MHCLG to get these corrected. Assuming that the 2019 results are 

corrected in time for the inquiry, it would be necessary to apply a 20% buffer and 

I therefore present the position on that basis also. 

7.10 The Housing Delivery Test results of November 2020 will also indicate that less 

than 85% of the number of homes required have been delivered and as such it 

will therefore be necessary to apply a 20% buffer.   

The five-year requirement 

7.11 Based on the preceding analysis, the potential five-year requirements are 

calculated in Table 7.1 below against the minimum local housing need. 
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Table 7.1 – the five-year housing requirement 

  

5% 

buffer 

20% 

buffer 

A  Annual minimum local housing need 513.7 

B = A x 5  Base five-year requirement 20120-25 2,568.4 

C = B x 1.05 or 

B x 1.2 

Five-year requirement including buffer 

2020-25 
2,696.8 3,082.1 

7.12 For the purposes of paragraph 73 of the NPPF there is therefore currently a need 

for a deliverable supply of at least 2,697 homes (rounded) in the period 2020-25 

or 539.4 per annum. This is slightly less than the requirement for 2,699 homes 

identified in row D of the table towards the end of the Council’s Five-Year Housing 

Land Supply Position statement (Appendix 7). The reason for this minimal 

difference, which is unlikely to be material, is that the Council has used the 

rounded standard method of 514 whereas I have used the unrounded figure of 

513.7. 

7.13 However, if the Housing Delivery Test results of 2019 are corrected or if the 

Housing Delivery Test results of November 2020 are published, there will be a 

five-year requirement for at least 3,082 homes (rounded) or 616.4 per annum by 

the time the appeals sit. 
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8. THE DELIVERABLE SUPPLY 

National Policy 

8.1 The NPPF identifies that in order for site to be deliverable: 

“…sites for housing should be available now, offer a 

suitable location for development now, and be achievable 

with a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on 

the site within five years. In particular: 

a) sites which do not involve major development and 

have planning permission, and all sites with detailed 

planning permission, should be considered deliverable 

until permission expires, unless there is clear evidence 

that homes will not be delivered within five years (e.g. 

they are no longer viable, there is no longer a demand 

for the type of units or sites have long term phasing 

plans).  

b) where a site has outline planning permission for major 

development, has been allocated in a development plan, 

has a grant of permission in principle, or is identified on 

a brownfield register, it should only be considered 

deliverable where there is clear evidence that housing 

completions will begin on site within five years.”  

8.2 The NPPF therefore identifies three pre-conditions which need to be met in order 

to a site to be considered deliverable, namely that they must be available now, 

offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic 

prospect that housing will be delivered within five years.  

8.3 The definition then identifies two tests which apply to specified sources of supply 

to determine whether or not sites are deliverable, namely those in Category A 

(sites which do not involve major development and have planning permission and 

all sites with detailed planning permission) and those in Category B (with outline 

planning permission for major development, allocated in a development, with a 

grant of permission in principle or identified on a brownfield register). 

8.4 In order for a site to be considered deliverable, it is therefore necessary to meet 

all three of the pre-conditions and to pass the appropriate test. 

8.5 The deliverable supply represents a snapshot in time, namely that which existed 

at the base-date. Accordingly, where the pre-conditions require that a site is 

available or suitable now, this indicates that a site was required to have been 

available or suitable at the base-date, namely 1st April 2020 as agreed in the 

Statement of Common Ground. Similarly, where the pre-conditions require that 
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there is a realistic prospect of completions within five-years, this is the five-year 

period which runs from the base-date.  

8.6 Any sites which subsequently became suitable or available, or which are capable 

of delivering within five-years of the subsequent determination of a planning 

application will respond to a different five-year requirement and cannot be taken 

into account21. To do so would necessitate consideration of the number of 

completions which had occurred in the interim (which no longer stand a realistic 

prospect of delivery as they have already been delivered), and the backlog which 

has accrued in the intervening period. This information has not been provided by 

the Council, and so it is not currently possible to adjust the base-date and take 

account of any planning permissions which have subsequently been granted 

(unless these were allocated or subject to outline planning permission at the base 

date and thereby the suitability of these sites had already been established). 

8.7 The tests identify that for sites to be considered deliverable, those sites within 

Category A should be considered to be deliverable unless there is a clear evidence 

that homes will not be delivered within five years (providing the pre-conditions 

are met), and those within Category B should only be considered deliverable 

where there is clear evidence that housing completions will begin within five-years 

(and providing the pre-conditions are met).  

8.8 This provides for greater balance in the assessment of the deliverable supply. 

Under the former NPPF it was permissible to assume that all sites were 

deliverable if there was a realistic prospect of delivery. Taken in combination, 

such an approach gave rise to an unrealistic cumulative assessment. For example, 

where there was a 25% chance of a site delivering this may have been considered 

a realistic prospect. However, with ten such sites, the chances of them all 

delivering are less than one in a million. The approach of the former NPPF 

therefore produced unrealistic cumulative assessments of the deliverable supply 

across the country.   

8.9 The revised definition of deliverability addresses this by providing a much more 

balanced and realistic assessment of the supply, by identifying that Category A 

 
21 This is consistent with the findings of a very significant number of appeal decisions 

which are so numerous that it would be impracticable to list them all. Nevertheless, 

examples include paragraph 31 of the Woolmer Green appeal decision (CDJ.3), 

paragraph 67 of the Woolpit appeal decision (CDJ.4), paragraph 62 of the Bures Hamlet 

appeal decision (CDJ.5), paragraph 79 of the Charminster appeal decision (CDJ.6) and 

paragraph 58 of the Windacres Farm appeal decision (CDJ.11). 
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sites should be considered deliverable in principle, but that Category B sites 

should not be considered deliverable unless there is clear evidence that these will 

actually achieve housing completions within five years. This is likely to result in 

the delivery from Category A sites being overestimated but may underestimate 

the delivery from Category B sites which in the round provides for a more realistic 

assessment of the overall supply.  

8.10 The over-optimism which arises from the inclusion of all Category A sites in the 

deliverable supply is evident from the fact that of the 14 sites with full planning 

permission in the Council’s trajectory, 4 are anticipated to have taken more than 

five-years from the grant of full planning permission until the first completion22. 

These Category A sites would be considered deliverable according to the definition 

of a deliverable supply notwithstanding that a reasonable proportion do not in fact 

even achieve the first completion within five-years. 

8.11 In my view, the use of the word ‘will’ within the test for Category B sites requires 

a higher degree of confidence of delivery than within the previous definition which 

only required that there was a realistic prospect of delivery.  

8.12 Numerous respondents to the consultation on the draft NPPF identified that the 

new definition sets a presumption against the deliverability of such sites and that 

these should only be considered deliverable as an exception. The Planning Officers 

Society identified that: 

“The proposed change would mean that rather than 

needing to show that there is a reasonable prospect that 

delivery on sites can happen, LPAs would be required to 

demonstrate somehow that it definitely will happen. This 

would be beyond an LPA’s control, since only landowners 

or developers could give the answer, and even then, in 

many cases they could only indicate their intention or 

expectation, not say that it will definitely happen.” (my 

emphasis) 

8.13 Similarly, the Local Government Association identified that: 

“The revised definition of ‘deliverable’ sets an unfairly 

high test on local planning authorities for sites which do 

not have a detailed planning permission in place 

(including sites that have been allocated and subject to a 

separate examination through the plan-making process), 

requiring “clear evidence that housing completions will 

 
22 Including at 3-33 West Street which is anticipated to take 13 years, New Park Garage 

which is anticipated to take over 10 years, 100 Wickham Road which is anticipated to 

take over 6 years and Swanwick Marina which is anticipated to take over 7 years.  
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(our emphasis) begin on site within five years”. Placing 

the onus on local planning authorities to do this for each 

site is unreasonable, and in many cases impossible to do, 

as sites with outline planning permissions, will often be 

subject to ownership transactions and revised options for 

delivery before a final construction programme can be 

drawn up. 

This change in definition would in effect mean, that only 

sites with detailed planning permissions could make up a 

five year supply picture, and risks local planning 

authorities being challenged on existing site allocations 

in local plans based on this new definition.” (my 

emphasis) 

8.14 Whilst I do not go as far as these consultees, I agree that the threshold for a 

Category B site to be included in the deliverable supply has been considerably 

raised through the necessity for clear evidence that completions will be achieved. 

8.15 In paragraphs 21 to 23 of the recent recovered appeal decision at Land off 

Audlem Road/Broad Lane, Stapeley (Appendix 9) the Secretary of State has 

identified a number of sites:  

“…where there is outline planning permission or the site 

is on a brownfield register and the Secretary of State is 

satisfied that there is additional information that 

indicates a realistic prospect that housing will be 

delivered on the site within 5 years.” 

APPENDIX 9: STAPELEY APPEAL DECISION 

8.16 The Secretary of State then proceeds to consider the position on the basis that 

the deliverable supply lies in a range which either includes or excludes such sites 

in Category B with a realistic prospect of delivery. This clearly indicates that the 

Secretary of State considers that the use of the word ‘will’ in the test for Category 

B sites requires more than a realistic prospect of delivery as otherwise the 

Secretary of State would have not have needed to consider the position that 

arose from excluding these sites from the deliverable supply. 

8.17 The revised definition provides for greater balance and thereby provides greater 

confidence that housing need will actually be met rather than there just being a 

remote prospect of this being achieved. This supports the explicit purpose of a 

five-year land supply assessment as identified in the PPG (68-003) namely that 

there are sufficient sites available to meet the housing requirement/local housing 

need. The need for a more balanced definition, with greater weight being afforded 

to ensuring that housing needs are addressed during the current housing crisis 
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(rather than there being a remote prospect of this being achieved), is considered 

to be an appropriate response by the Government. 

8.18 In addition to specific deliverable sites, paragraph 70 of the NPPF identifies that a 

windfall allowance can also be included where there is compelling evidence that 

they will provide a reliable source of supply, informed by the SHLAA, historic rates 

and expected future trends. 

The Council’s Position 

8.19 The NPPF was published in July 2018 and contained a new definition of a 

deliverable site to that within the former NPPF. This definition was clarified in the 

subsequent revision to the NPPF in February 2019 but remains substantively 

unchanged.  

8.20 The accuracy of the Council’s previous trajectories using this definition provide an 

indication of the realism of the supply upon which the Council rely. However, as 

there have only been two years of completions since the new definition was 

introduced this provides only a high-level indication. 

8.21 The Council has produced numerous trajectories since July 2018. The first three 

were published in September, October and December 2018 and each indicated 

that there would be 391 completions in 2018/19. The fourth was published in 

January 2019 and indicated that there would be 327 completions in 2018/19. 

However, there were in fact only 290 completions in 2018/19 below both the 391 

and 327 anticipated by the Council. 

8.22 The fifth trajectory was published in April 2019. The Council predicted that there 

would be 263 completions in 2019/20 and the Council now record that 285 

completions were achieved.  

8.23 Therefore, in the first year of the trajectory, in which it would be expected that 

there is the greatest level of knowledge about the likely completions, the 

trajectories of the Council using the current definition have ranged between 

underestimating the supply by 8% to overestimating this by 35%. 

8.24 It is especially notable that in January 2019, 10 months into the monitoring year 

of 2018/19, when the Council should have had a very good idea of the number of 

completions that would be achieved in that year, they still overestimated the 

supply by 13%.  
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8.25 In the second year of the trajectory, every trajectory of the Council has over-

estimated the supply by between 76% and 79%. This clearly indicates that the 

Council’s previous trajectories have been generally over-optimistic in the first 

year, but simply unrealistic in the second year. 

8.26 The respective trajectories are recorded in Table 8.1 and presented graphically in 

Figure 8.1 below. 

Table 8.1 – the realism of previous trajectories 

  2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 2023/24 

Actual Completions 290 285         

April 2019 trajectory   263 495 788 669 329 

January 2019 

trajectory 327 509 622 651 483   

December 2018 

trajectory 391 502 563 593 401   

October 2018 

trajectory 391 502 563 593 401   

September 2018 

trajectory 391 502 563 546 401   
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Figure 8.1 – the realism of the Council’s previous trajectories 

 

8.27 The preceding analysis demonstrates that even in the more certain short-term, 

the trajectories of the Council are likely to be over-optimistic. Accordingly, the 

trajectory of the Council should be treated with due caution. 

8.28 The current Five-Year Housing Land Supply Position Statement identifies a 

deliverable supply of 2,177 homes comprising: 

i. 155 homes on small permitted sites;  

ii. 371 homes on large sites (of 5 or more homes) with detailed planning 

permission at the base-date; 

iii. 99 homes on large sites (of 10 or more homes) with outline planning 

permission at the base-date; 

iv. 624 homes on sites allocated in the development plan at the base-date; 
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v. 145 homes on sites identified on a brownfield register at the base-date;  

vi. 709 homes on unallocated sites subject to a resolution to grant planning 

permission at the base-date; and 

vii. A windfall allowance of 74 homes. 

8.29 The supply of the Council is therefore made up of: 

• 526 homes (i and ii) which fall in Category A of the definition of a 

deliverable site and should therefore be considered deliverable in the 

absence of evidence to the contrary;  

• 868 homes (iii, iv, and v) which fall in Category B and should therefore 

only be considered deliverable where there is clear evidence that 

completions will begin on site within five years; 

• 709 homes (vi) which do not fall in Category A or B; and 

• A windfall allowance of 74 homes (vii) which should be considered 

deliverable where there is compelling evidence that this will provide a 

reliable source of supply. 

8.30 I address each of these in the following chapters. 
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9. CATEGORY A SITES 

Small permitted sites 

9.1 The Council consider that 155 homes are deliverable on small permitted sites 

according to the Statement of Common Ground. I accept that these are 

deliverable in the absence of any evidence to the contrary. The respective 

positions are set out in Table 9.1 below. 

Table 9.1 – the deliverable supply from small permitted sites 

 
Position of the Council 

Position of the 

Appellant 

Small permitted sites 155 155 

Large sites with detailed planning permission 

9.2 Similarly, with one exception as described below, I agree that the large sites with 

detailed planning permission identified by the Council are deliverable. 

9.3 1 Station Industrial Park, Duncan Road, Park Gate - The Council include 15 homes 

in the deliverable supply from this site. This site is in active B1 office use as the 

head office of Foreman Homes as agreed in the Statement of Common Ground. 

This site cannot therefore be described as being available for development now 

and so does not meet one of the pre-conditions for a deliverable site.  

9.4 The fact that an occupied site should not be considered to be available now has 

been confirmed in case law. In paragraph 34ii of the High Court Judgment of 

Wainhomes (South West) Holdings Ltd vs the Secretary of State for Communities 

and Local Government [2013] EWHC 597 (Admin) (CDK.4) the definition of 

availability is set out. It identifies that: 

“The parties are agreed that a site which is, for example, 

occupied by a factory which has not been 

derequisitioned, or which is contaminated so that 

housing could not be placed upon it, is not "available 

now" within the meaning of the first sentence of 

Footnote 11. However, what is meant by "available now" 

is not explained in Footnote 11 or elsewhere. It is to be 

read in the context that there are other requirements, 

which should be assumed to be distinct from the 

requirement of being "available now", though there may 

be a degree of overlap in their application. This suggests 

that being available now is not a function of (a) being a 

suitable location for development now or (b) being 

achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will be 

delivered on the site within five years and that 

development of the site is viable. Given the presence of 
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those additional requirements, I would accept Ms 

Busch's submission for the Secretary of State: "available 

now" connotes that, if the site had planning permission 

now, there would be no other legal or physical 

impediment integral to the site that would prevent 

immediate development” (my emphasis) 

9.5 Given the continued occupation of the building by a business, there is a physical 

impediment integral to the site that would prevent immediate development, and 

therefore this site is not available now and is therefore not deliverable in terms of 

the NPPF. 

9.6 The respective positions on large sites with detailed planning permission are set 

out in Table 9.2 below. 

Table 9.2 – the deliverable supply from large sites with detailed planning 

permission 

 
Position of the Council 

Position of the 

Appellant 

1 Station Industrial Park 15 0 

Other sites with detailed 

planning permission 
356 356 

Sites with detailed 

planning permission 
371 356 
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10. CATEGORY B SITES 

10.1 Such sites should only be considered deliverable where there is ‘clear evidence’ 

that completions will begin on site within five years. As set out in the appeal 

decision at 77 Burridge Road (CDJ.2), the Council had not previously provided 

clear evidence to demonstrate that such sites are deliverable.  

10.2 The Council’s current Five Year Housing Land Supply Position statement 

(Appendix 7) provides absolutely no evidence that these sites are deliverable and 

accordingly they should not be considered deliverable. 

10.3 Nevertheless, I have taken it upon myself to review the available evidence from 

other sources and to consider the deliverability of these sites individually, as set 

out below. 

10.4 The PPG (68-007) identifies examples of what clear evidence may include. The 

use of the word ‘include’ in this section of the PPG indicates that it is likely to be 

necessary to have more than one of these (or other) types of evidence to provide 

the necessary clear evidence. 

10.5 The examples listed in the PPG include (but are not limited to) a planning 

performance agreement that sets out the timescale for the approval of reserved 

matters and discharge of conditions, and a written agreement between the LPA 

and the developer which confirms the developers delivery intentions and 

anticipated start and build-out rates. These examples both constitute written 

agreements between the relevant parties. 

10.6 Even where such written agreements have been presented, numerous S78 

Inspectors have found that depending upon their content, this still does not 

provide clear evidence23. In Fareham Borough, there is nothing even approaching 

such a written agreement in support of the deliverability of almost any site. 

APPENDIX 10: RUDGWICK APPEAL DECISION 

APPENDIX 11: STURRY APPEAL DECISION 

Large sites with outline planning permission 

10.7 The Council include 99 homes on sites which benefited from outline planning 

permission without an approval of reserved matters at the base-date according to 

 
23 See for example paragraph 13 of Land to the south of Cox Green Road, Rudgwick 

(Appendix 10), paragraph 23 of Land off Popes Lane, Sturry (Appendix 11) and 

paragraph 21 of the Stapeley recovered appeal decision (Appendix 9). 
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the Statement of Common Ground. The deliverability of one of these sites is 

considered below. 

10.8 Land east of Brook Lane & South of Brookside Drive, Warsash – this site gained 

outline planning permission for the development of up to 85 homes in May 2018 

at appeal. An application for the approval of reserved matters was then submitted 

in March 2019 but remains undetermined. As agreed in the Statement of 

Common Ground, in May 2019, Natural England identified that the application 

could have potential significant effects on the Solent Special Protection Areas and 

Ramsar sites and the Solent Maritime Special Area of Conservation and therefore 

required that a Habitats Regulation Assessment was undertaken.  

10.9 No such assessment has been prepared on behalf of the applicant in the 

subsequent 13 months. The Council’s website indicates that there has been no 

activity in support of the application since April 201924. It is therefore entirely 

unclear whether actions are being taken to progress the application or whether 

the necessary evidence is being prepared on behalf of the applicant to 

demonstrate that the site is suitable for development. 

10.10 In the absence of this necessary evidence, it is not considered that the site can be 

considered suitable for development now as a result of the potential significant 

effects on numerous Natura 2000 sites. 

10.11 Furthermore, as is the case for the majority of sites, the Council has provided no 

evidence whatsoever to demonstrate that completions will begin on site as 

required by the NPPF.  

10.12 The Council’s trajectory appears to suggest that this site will achieve a full years’ 

completions from April 2021 (in 5 months’ time).  

10.13 Prior to the first completion: 

• the HRA will need to be prepared, submitted and reviewed by Natural 

England; 

• potentially, additional information will need to be prepared or the design of 

the scheme revised to respond to the numerous comments submitted in 

response to the application; 

 
24 Although additional objections have been received in the intervening period. 
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• the Council will need to determine the application; 

• assuming that approval of reserved matters is granted, the technical work 

to discharge conditions will need to be undertaken; 

• applications for the discharge of conditions will need to be prepared, 

submitted and determined; 

• pre-commencement works necessary to discharge relevant conditions and 

to provide the necessary infrastructure (including sewerage, utilities, 

internal roads etc) will need to be undertaken; 

• planning obligations will need to be fulfilled including making the 

appropriate financial contributions and potentially providing any 

infrastructure required by the S106 package; 

• the developer will need to market the homes; and 

• the residential development can then commence. 

10.14 It is not considered that there would be a realistic prospect of this being achieved 

in less than a year as required by the Council’s trajectory, even if there was 

evidence to support the position of the Council. 

10.15 This is supported by the fact that the developer, Taylor Wimpey, is not (and was 

not) even advertising this site as coming soon on their website. 

10.16 Furthermore, in light of recent events, the delivery timetable for sites is likely to 

have been compromised including owing to the length of time it may take to 

determine the outstanding planning application, to undertake technical works, to 

discharge conditions, to undertake pre-commencement works and to undertake 

development25.  

10.17 Fareham Borough Council has identified that: 

“We are focussing on essential services such as paying 

Housing Benefit and Council Tax Support.” 

 
25 These factors would not have the same effect on the appeal sites as the determination 

of the outline planning applications are unaffected by the Council’s resource given that 

these are at appeal, and that thereafter the resource burden will fall to the Appellants to 

progress technical work and applications for the approval of reserved matters and the 

discharge of conditions, by which time it is to be hoped that normality will have been 

restored and so the delivery of the appeal schemes will be largely unaffected. 
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10.18 It is therefore likely that the resource available to determine the outstanding 

planning application and to discharge conditions has been reduced such that these 

would be expected to take longer than would otherwise have been the case. 

10.19 Similarly, Taylor Wimpey have identified on their website that: 

“Unfortunately the recent Coronavirus pandemic has 

impacted the length of time it’s taking us to complete our 

homes.” 

10.20 Whilst such delays would not in themselves preclude development within five-

years, sufficient evidence would need to be made available to demonstrate that 

notwithstanding these delays the site will still achieve completions within five-

years. 

10.21 In the absence of any clear evidence that completions will begin on site within five 

years and given the potential for significant effects on designated sites which may 

preclude this site from delivering at all, it is not considered that this site is 

deliverable. 

10.22 The respective positions on large sites with outline planning permission are set 

out in Table 10.1 below. 

Table 10.1 – the deliverable supply from large sites with outline planning 

permission 

 
Position of the Council 

Position of the 

Appellant 

Land east of Brook Lane 

and South of Brookside 

Drive, Warsash 

85 0 

Other sites with outline 

planning permission 
14 14 

Sites with outline 

planning permission 
99 14 

Allocations 

10.23 The Council include 624 homes on sites which are allocated in the development 

plan, but which did not benefit from planning permission at the base-date 

according to the Statement of Common Ground. As above, the Council has 

provided no evidence whatsoever to demonstrate that completions will begin on 

site within five-years on the majority of these, let alone clear evidence. As a 

result, these have not been demonstrated to be deliverable in accordance with 

the NPPF. Nevertheless, each is discussed in turn below. 
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10.24 Heath Road, Locks Heath – this site was allocated in the Development Sites and 

Policies Plan for 70 homes in June 2015. An outline planning application for 70 

homes was submitted in November 2017 and the Council resolved to grant 

planning permission in February 2018 subject to a S106 agreement. In the 

intervening 32 months no agreement has been reached on the S106 and planning 

permission has not been granted. There is absolutely no evidence from the parties 

to the S106 agreement as to how this is progressing and whether or how quickly 

the remaining issues can be overcome. 

10.25 As set out above, the Council has provided absolutely no evidence, clear or 

otherwise, that completions will begin on site within five years. In particular, 

there is no evidence of the developer’s proposed delivery intentions. 

10.26 Prior to the first completion, it will be necessary for: 

• the S106 to be agreed; 

• the technical work necessary to discharge conditions to be undertaken; 

• applications for the discharge of conditions to be submitted and 

determined; 

• the site to be marketed and sold to a developer with the necessary legals 

completed; 

• applications for the approval of reserved matters to be prepared, 

submitted, consulted upon and determined; 

• pre-commencement works necessary to discharge relevant conditions and 

to provide the necessary infrastructure (including sewerage, utilities, 

internal roads etc) will need to be undertaken; 

• planning obligations will need to be fulfilled including making the 

appropriate financial contributions and potentially providing any 

infrastructure required by the S106 package; 

• the developer will need to market the homes; and 

• the residential development can then commence. 
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10.27 In the absence of any clear evidence that completions will begin on site within five 

years and given the significant amount of work which remains to be undertaken 

before the first housing completion could realistically be delivered, it is not 

considered that this site is deliverable. 

10.28 This accords with the approach of the Secretary of State in paragraph 21 of the 

Stapeley appeal decision (Appendix 9), where it is identified that Category B sites 

without an application for the approval of reserved matters and without a written 

agreement26 should not be considered deliverable.  

10.29 Wynton Way, Fareham – this site was allocated in the Development Sites and 

Policies Plan in June 2015 for 10 homes. There is no evidence that a planning 

application has even been submitted on this site in the subsequent 5 years.  

10.30 The previous Five-Year Housing Land Supply Position Statement of April 2019 

indicated that pre-application discussions have taken place. Pre-application 

discussions are by their nature confidential and so cannot be relied upon as 

providing clear evidence, especially as we do not know what these pre-application 

discussions may have identified. Furthermore, these pre-application discussions 

have not resulted in the submission of a planning application in the subsequent 

18 months. 

10.31 Given the absence of clear evidence this site should not be considered deliverable. 

10.32 As above, this accords with the approach of the Secretary of State in the Stapeley 

decision. 

10.33 335-337 Gosport Road, Fareham – this site was allocated in the Development 

Sites and Policies Plan in June 2015 for 10 homes. There is no evidence that a 

planning application has even been submitted on this site in the subsequent 5 

years.  

10.34 The previous Five-Year Housing Land Supply Position Statement of April 2019 

indicated that pre-application discussions have taken place. As above, pre-

application discussions are by their nature confidential and so cannot be relied 

upon as providing clear evidence. 

10.35 Given the absence of clear evidence this site should not be considered deliverable. 

 
26 Such as a planning performance agreement, pro-forma or statement of common 

ground. 
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10.36 As above, this accords with the approach of the Secretary of State in the Stapeley 

decision. 

10.37 East of Raley Road, Locks Heath (north) – it is unclear from the Five Year Land 

Supply Position Statement whether this site relates to only the northern part of 

the allocation or the entirety of the allocation. The wider site was originally 

allocated in the Local Plan Review of 2000 for 50 homes and this allocation was 

carried forward in the Development Sites and Policies Plan in June 2015. There is 

no evidence that a planning application has even been submitted on this site in 

the subsequent 20 years since it was originally allocated. 

10.38 There is also absolutely no evidence in support of the deliverability of this site 

either within the previous or current assessment of the Council.  

10.39 Given the absence of clear evidence this site should not be considered deliverable. 

10.40 As above, this accords with the approach of the Secretary of State in the Stapeley 

decision. 

10.41 33 Lodge Road, Locks Heath - this site was originally allocated in the Local Plan 

Review of 2000 for 10 homes and this allocation was carried forward in the 

Development Sites and Policies Plan in June 2015. An outline planning application 

was submitted for the erection of 9 dwellings (P/20/0257/OA) in March 2020. 

10.42 The outline planning application was however refused on 13th May 2020 owing to 

the fact that the Council did not consider that there was sufficient evidence to 

demonstrate that the site offered a suitable location for the proposed 

development. Accordingly, this site does not meet one of the pre-conditions for a 

site to be considered deliverable. 

10.43 Furthermore, the Council has yet again provided absolutely no evidence in 

support of the deliverability of this site. 

10.44 Land off Church Road – this site was originally allocated in the Local Plan Review 

of 2000 for 20 homes and this allocation was carried forward in the Development 

Sites and Policies Plan in June 2015. There is no evidence that a planning 

application has even been submitted on this site in the subsequent 20 years since 

it was originally allocated. 
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10.45 The Council also include 26 homes in the deliverable supply, notwithstanding that 

this site has only been tested for and is only allocated for 20 homes.  

10.46 The Council has also provided absolutely no evidence that this site is deliverable 

at any capacity. Accordingly, this site should not be considered to be deliverable. 

10.47 As above, this accords with the approach of the Secretary of State in the Stapeley 

decision. 

10.48 Welborne – this site was allocated in the Welborne Plan in June 2015 for a mixed-

use development including approximately 6,000 homes and the remodelling of 

Junction 10 of the M27. An outline planning application was submitted in March 

2017 and the Council resolved to grant planning permission in October 2019 

subject to a S106.  

10.49 I have been able to identify some evidence in support of the deliverability of this 

site. The applicant has submitted a number of Infrastructure Delivery Plans and 

Phasing Plans in support of the application to outline the intended delivery rates 

for this site. The first was submitted in March 2017 (IDP17) (CDG.3) and this 

identified that the first 120 homes would be delivered in 2018/19 with a further 

180 in 2019/20. Development has not even commenced in April 2020. It is 

therefore apparent that whilst the Infrastructure Delivery Plans provide an 

indication of the developer’s aspirations for the site, they do not provide clear 

evidence that completions will begin on site within five years as required by the 

NPPF.  

10.50 It is also demonstrable that the Infrastructure Delivery Plans provide an overly 

optimistic view of the trajectories, as is commonly the case with information 

provided by applicants. The fact that such information is overly optimistic has 

been identified in numerous S78 appeal decisions including in paragraph 28 of the 

appeal decision at Land South of Filands, Malmesbury (APP/Y3940/A/12/2183526) 

(CDJ.7) which states: 

 “Relying heavily on largely unsupported land owner, 

developer and agent, assurances as appropriate proof of 

when sites are likely to come forward, as the LPA seems 

to be doing, is not to my mind sufficient evidence of 

deliverability.” 

10.51 The IDP17 was superseded by a new Infrastructure Delivery Plan in December 

2018 (IDP18) (CDG.4) which identified that the first 30 homes would be 

completed in 2020/21 and this trajectory is maintained in the latest Infrastructure 
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Delivery Plan of March 2019 (IDP19) (CDG.5) which is now a year old. The IDP19 

identified that the sequencing will be subject to the outcome of the outline 

planning application and subsequent reserved matters applications and depending 

on these it “…may commence in 2019/20”. Once again, in the absence of outline 

planning permission it is evident that the trajectories identified in the latest IDPs 

have not been achieved. 

10.52 The IDP19 identified that by 31st March 2024 (in the next 3 years and 9 months): 

• 690 homes would have been delivered; 

• the development of Village Centre/s and employment area/s would have 

commenced; 

• the new Junction 10 of the M27 including new slip roads off the M27 and 

A32, Welborne Approach, Broadway and four associated roundabouts 

would have been delivered; 

• the A32 North roundabouts would have been delivered; 

• Welborne Way would have been delivered; 

• most of Dashwood Boulevard and Dashwood Avenue have been delivered; 

• Knowle Road improvements have been implemented; 

• part of West Way has been delivered; 

• other off-site highway works have commenced; 

• connected pedestrian and cycle routes to key community assets have been 

delivered; 

• overhead powerlines have been undergrounded; 

• water mains have been diverted (if required); 

• an onsite drainage solution has been delivered; 

• the Village Centre Community Building has been delivered; 

• a Health Outreach Facility has been provided within the retail units; 
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• children’s play space has been delivered within neighbourhoods; 

• strategic planting to the northern, north-eastern and south-western 

boundaries has been provided; 

• structural planting associated with the highway infrastructure has been 

provided; 

• buffer planting associated with Dashwood SANG and Blakes Copse has 

been provided; 

• Dashwood Park and Welborne Green have been provided; and 

• the playing fields associated with the primary school have been provided. 

10.53 Even if work had commenced in 2019/20 as assumed in the IDP19, this does not 

appear to be an achievable aspiration. However, given that work was not 

commenced in 2019/20 or even in 2020/21 this is clearly no longer realistic. 

10.54 In such circumstances, where the evidence provided in a written agreement has 

been superseded by events, the Secretary of State has concluded that such sites 

should not be considered deliverable in paragraph 21 of the Stapeley decision. I 

agree with this position, but nevertheless proceed to consider whether there is 

any current evidence to demonstrate that this site is realistically deliverable. 

10.55 The Council resolved to grant outline planning permission subject to a S106 which 

was required to secure: 

• “The creation of an Estate Management 

Company…; 

• The appointment of a New Community 

Development Worker for a period of not less than 

ten years; 

• Provision for an Education Steering Group; 

• Contribution and land for the delivery of three 

primary schools; 

• Contribution and land for the delivery of one 

secondary school; 

• A Community Use Agreement(s) for the school(s) 

facilities for public use outside of the times needed 

for educational use; 

• Nursery and pre school marketing strategy; 

• Provision of the Local Centre; 
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• Provision of the District Centre; 

• Provision of healthcare facilities; 

• Provision of the Community Hub; 

• Delivery of Green Infrastructure…; 

• GI Delivery and management arrangements; 

• Delivery of the Temporary SANGS Strategy; 

• Provision of SANGS; 

• In perpetuity management of SANGS including 

step-in rights by the Estate Management Company; 

• SRMP Contribution; 

• Public Transport – BRT provisions on site and 

contributions; 

• Safeguarding of the Rail Halt Land; 

• A32 access works; 

• Off site Local Highway Network mitigation and 

safety schemes; 

• Framework residential travel plan; 

• Neighbourhood travel plans; 

• Framework employment travel plan; 

• Safeguarding the land for the Household Waste 

Recycling Centre; 

• Contribution towards the Household Waste 

Recycling Centre to include a proportionate cost of 

the legal fees; 

• Affordable housing…; 

• Self Build Housing; 

• Passivhaus where viability allows; 

• Lifetime homes where viability allows; 

• Extra Care accommodation; 

• Business incubation centre; 

• Employment and training plan for construction; 

• Equalisation arrangements for the Sawmills site; 

• Public access to the site; 

• Improvements to existing rights of way; 

• Closure, stopping up and diversion of existing 

rights of way.” 

10.56 This extensive list of proposed planning obligations will clearly take a considerable 

amount of time to negotiate and put in place within a S106 agreement.  
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10.57 Similarly, in terms of proposed planning conditions, prior to the approval of the 

first application for the approval of reserved matters for residential development, 

it is necessary for: 

• A site wide Strategic Design Code to be submitted to and approved in 

writing by the LPA; 

• A Street Design Manual to be submitted to and approved in writing by the 

LPA; 

• A Neighbourhood Design Code for the relevant neighbourhood to be 

submitted to and approved in writing by the LPA;  

• A Site-wide Housing Strategy to be submitted to and approved by the LPA; 

and 

• A Site Wide Biodiversity Enhancement Strategy to be submitted to and 

approved by the LPA. 

10.58 Then, prior to residential development taking place, it is necessary for: 

• Details of the proposed ground and slab levels of the development in 

relation to existing ground levels for the relevant neighbourhood to be 

submitted to and approved by the LPA; 

• A Written Scheme of Investigation for the relevant neighbourhood has 

been submitted to and approved in writing by the LPA;  

• A desk-top Contamination Assessment for the relevant neighbourhood has 

been submitted to and approved in writing by the LPA;  

• A Construction Environmental Management Plan for the relevant 

neighbourhood has been submitted to and approved in writing by the LPA;  

• A Demolition Method Statement for the relevant neighbourhood, where 

relevant, has been submitted to and approved in writing by the LPA;  

• A surface water drainage scheme for the relevant neighbourhood has been 

submitted to and approved in writing by the LPA;  
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• Details of ecological mitigation, compensation and enhancement measures 

for the relevant neighbourhood have been submitted to and approved in 

writing by the LPA;  

• An Arboricultural Impact Assessment and Method Statement for the 

relevant neighbourhood has been submitted to and approved in writing by 

the LPA;  

• Any tree or hedgerow protective measures required within a 

neighbourhood have been installed;  

• Foul Drainage Details for the relevant neighbourhood have been submitted 

to and approved in writing by the LPA;  

• Details of roads, footpaths, cycleways, parking, street lighting, public 

transport connections, highway surface water drainage and a timetable for 

the delivery of these within the relevant neighbourhood have been 

submitted to and approved in writing by the LPA;  

• An Energy Strategy for the relevant neighbourhood has been submitted to 

and approved in writing by the LPA;  

• Details of water efficiency measures for the relevant neighbourhood have 

been submitted to and approved in writing by the LPA; and 

• A Housing Statement for the relevant neighbourhood has been submitted 

to and approved in writing by the LPA.  

10.59 Then prior to occupation, it is necessary for: 

• The Dashwood SANG has been laid out and made accessible to the public; 

• A reserved matters application for parking and Dashwood has been 

submitted to and approved in writing by the LPA, and has been laid out in 

accordance with the approved details and is open to use;  

• A planting scheme has been implemented for the areas identified as 

advanced mitigation planting between Dashwood and Blakes Copse; and  

• Details of the sources of all the funding necessary to carry out the Junction 

10 works has been submitted to and approved in writing by the LPA. 
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10.60 There are therefore a very significant number of conditions to address prior to 

commencement, which will mean that there is not a realistic prospect of the first 

completion being achieved for a number of years yet. 

10.61 Condition 52 is of particular note as this requires all of the sources of funding to 

deliver the remodelling of Junction 10 of the M27 to be detailed prior to the 

commencement of any development (other than that in support of Junction 10). 

According to the latest Phasing Plan submitted in support of the application 

(Appendix 12) it is also intended that the entirety of this remodelled junction will 

be delivered prior to the first completion. 

APPENDIX 12: EXTRACT OF PHASING PLAN 

10.62 A report was presented to the Executive Member for Economy, Transport and 

Environment of Hampshire County Council on 14th January 2020 (CDH.8) which 

identified in paragraph 26 that the works would cost between £85 million and 

£100 million and in paragraph 29 that there was a funding gap of between £55 

million and £70 million. The report concludes that: 

“Whilst there has been significant progress over the last 

year on the scheme development, the report outlines a 

fundamental impasse in the progression of the business 

case and scheme development work, pending resolution 

of critical issues relating to significant gap funding, and 

the approach to scheme delivery. These difficulties mean 

it is not possible to progress the Full Business Case 

development at this time.” (my emphasis) 

10.63 More recently, in early October 2020, newspaper articles have referred to Council 

leaders submitting a letter to the prime minister requesting funding to address 

this issue. The leaders are quoted as stating: 

“The delivery of Welborne Garden Village is under threat 

unless government funding can be found as a matter of 

urgency. Without urgent funding support from the 

government the whole development could be stalled for a 

considerable while.” 

10.64 It is therefore apparent that there are significant barriers to the delivery of this 

site for which no solutions have currently been identified. In the light of such 

constraints, this site should not be considered to be deliverable. 

10.65 Even once the S106 is agreed and outline planning permission is granted, it will 

be necessary for: 

• the technical work necessary to discharge conditions to be undertaken; 
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• applications for the discharge of conditions to be submitted and 

determined; 

• applications for the approval of reserved matters to be prepared, 

submitted, consulted upon and determined; 

• pre-commencement works necessary to discharge relevant conditions and 

to provide the necessary infrastructure (including sewerage, utilities, 

internal roads etc) will need to be undertaken; 

• planning obligations will need to be fulfilled including making the 

appropriate financial contributions, preparing the necessary 

strategies/plans and delivering the infrastructure (including some of that 

listed above) in accordance with the appropriate trigger points; 

• the developer will need to market the homes; and 

• the residential development can then commence. 

10.66 Given the extent of barriers to overcome it is not considered that there is a 

realistic prospect of the first completions being achieved for a number of years 

even if the funding issues were able to be overcome for which there is currently 

no evidence.  

10.67 The Start to Finish report (Appendix 15) identifies 6 strategic scale (of more than 

1,000 homes) sites in Hampshire. I have been able to identify the relevant dates 

for 4 of these27. From my research I have identified that from gaining a resolution 

to grant planning permission it has taken on average 4 years and 10 months until 

the first completion is achieved on these strategic scale sites in Hampshire, 

ranging from 2 years and 9 months at Land East of Icknield Way (Test Valley) to 

7 years and 3 months at Elvetham Heath (Hart). 

10.68 Given the number and extent of proposed planning obligations at Welborne, it 

would be expected that the lead-in time for this site would be longer than that on 

an average site, even without the potential delays associated with the effects of 

coronavirus. Even optimistically assuming that notwithstanding the extent of the 

 
27 The site at West of Waterlooville does not appear to have gained a resolution to grant 

planning permission and so no corresponding information can be discerned for this site; 

and the site at Velmead Farm was permitted in 1984 and as such I have been unable to 

identify the relevant committee reports and dates. 
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planning obligations the average lead-in time was achieved this would mean that 

the first completion would not be achieved until August 2024.  

10.69 However, as considered above, the effects of coronavirus are likely to lengthen 

this lead-in time given that it is likely to take longer to negotiate the S106 than 

would otherwise have been the case, longer to undertake technical works, longer 

to discharge conditions, longer to undertake pre-commencement works, and 

longer to develop the site than would have been the case when the other 

strategic sites were delivered. 

10.70 The trajectory of the Council assumes that the first completion will be achieved in 

late 2022/23, 3 years after the resolution to grant outline planning permission. 

This would appear unrealistic by comparison with any other strategic site in 

Hampshire when the extent of proposed planning obligations are taken into 

account. This becomes even more unrealistic when the likely effects of 

coronavirus are considered.  

10.71 The Five Year Housing Land Supply Position Statement (Appendices 6 and 7) 

indicates that the developer has been contacted and that they have provided this 

new trajectory upon which the Council rely. However, this trajectory is not in the 

public domain and so it cannot be considered to be ‘clear’ evidence and in any 

event as identified above the trajectory is contingent upon the receipt of funding 

for which there is no identified solution and is wholly unrealistic in any case.  

10.72 In the absence of any up-to-date or realistic evidence and given the absence of 

any committed funding solution to the remodelling of Junction 10, I do not 

consider that this site can be considered deliverable.  

10.73 The respective positions on allocations are set out in Table 10.2 below. 

Table 10.2 – the deliverable supply from allocations 

 
Position of the Council 

Position of the 

Appellant 

Wynton Way, Fareham 10 0 

335-337 Gosport Road, 

Fareham 
8 0 

East of Raley Road 50 0 

33 Lodge Road 10 0 

Land off Church Road 26 0 

Heath Road, Locks Heath 70 0 

Welborne 450 0 

Allocated sites 624 0 
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Sites identified on the brownfield land register 

10.74 The Council include 145 homes on two sites which are identified on Part 1 of the 

Brownfield Land Register.  

10.75 In order to be eligible for inclusion on the register, Regulation 4 of the Town and 

Country Planning (Brownfield Land Register) Regulations 2017 requires that a site 

must be: 

• at least 0.25ha or capable of supporting at least 5 dwellings; 

• suitable for residential development as it is allocated, has planning 

permission, has permission in principle, or is suitable in the opinion of the 

LPA having regard to adverse impacts and any relevant representations 

received; 

• available for residential development as the relevant owner or developer 

has expressed an intention to sell or develop the land, or is available in the 

opinion of the LPA taking account of publicly available information and any 

relevant representations received; 

• achievable such that in the opinion of the LPA development is likely to take 

place within 15 years having regard to publicly available information and 

any relevant representations received. 

10.76 It is therefore apparent from the Regulations that in order for a site to be included 

on the register it need not be deliverable, as there is no requirement for sites to 

have a realistic prospect of delivery within five-years. All that is required is that 

such sites are developable within 15 years. 

10.77 Furthermore, the suitability, availability and achievability of sites should take 

account of any representations received according to the Regulations. However, 

no public consultation has been undertaken on sites identified on Part 1 of the 

register in Fareham and so there has not been the opportunity for any 

representations to be received to determine the suitability, availability and 

achievability of the sites. In the absence of any such consultation, including with 

statutory consultees and members of the public, with a final conclusion having 

been reached in the light of expert technical and/or local responses, there would 

need to be compelling evidence that these sites offer suitable locations for 
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development as would be the case on sites which have been examined either 

through a Local Plan examination or the grant of planning permission.  

10.78 In this context, the PPG (68-014) indicates that only sites identified on Part 2 of 

the Brownfield Land Register should be included in the deliverable supply. To be 

included in Part 2 of the register it is necessary for sites to be subject to 

consultation to ensure that these do offer a suitable location for development and 

on this basis, they would meet one of the pre-conditions for a deliverable site. 

10.79 The NPPF does not preclude the inclusion of Part 1 sites in the deliverable supply. 

However, as identified above, in order to include these, in addition to the need for 

clear evidence that completions will begin on site within five years, there would 

need to be sufficient evidence for a decision-taker to reach a conclusion on the 

suitability of the site for development equivalent to that which would arise in 

support of the approval of a planning permission, an allocation in a Local Plan, or 

the grant of permission in principle through inclusion on Part 2 of the register. I 

consider that this would as a minimum require consultation with statutory 

consultees and local residents. 

10.80 The individual sites are considered below. 

10.81 Warsash Maritime Academy - the Council include 100 homes in the deliverable 

supply on this site. The previous Five-Year Housing Land Supply Position 

Statement of April 2019 indicated that there has been a request for a screening 

opinion on this site but no evidence, let alone clear evidence, has been provided 

that completions will begin on site within five years. 

10.82 In response to the request for a screening opinion: 

• Natural England identified that the proposed development could have 

significant direct and indirect impacts upon the Lee-on-the-Solent to 

Itchen Estuary Site of Special Scientific Interest, the Solent Maritime 

Special Area of Conservation, the Solent and Southampton Water Special 

Protection Area, and the Solent and Southampton Ramsar Site, and 

requested that either an Environmental Statement was required to 

consider these or that in the absence of this a detailed assessment of 

these potential impacts is undertaken in support of any planning 

application; 
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• Hampshire County Council identified that there would be a need for a full 

Transport Assessment and a Travel Plan; 

• Hampshire County Council identified that the likely significant ecological 

effects on the Solent and Southampton Water Special Protection Area, the 

Solent and Southampton Ramsar Site, the Solent Maritime Special Area of 

Conservation, and the Lee-on-the-Solent to Itchen Estuary Site of Special 

Scientific Interest are likely to trigger the requirement for requirement for 

an Environmental Statement.  

10.83 The Council concluded that an Environmental Statement was required in March 

2019. It is therefore apparent that a significant amount of work is required before 

this site can be considered to offer a suitable location for development and 

accordingly the site should not be considered to be deliverable. 

10.84 Once again in the absence of an application for detailed planning permission and 

the absence of any written agreement, this site should not be considered 

deliverable according to the Secretary of State in paragraph 21 of the Stapeley 

decision.   

10.85 Fareham Magistrates Court – the Council include 45 homes in the deliverable 

supply on this site. The Five-Year Housing Land Supply Position Statement 

provides absolutely no evidence, let alone clear evidence that completions will 

begin on site within five years, other than noting that an outline planning 

application has been received. 

10.86 The outline planning application was submitted in November 2018 and was 

subject to consultation. The latest consultation response was received in May 

2019 and there has been no further progress on the application since this time. 

There is no evidence as to why the application has not progressed, but this could 

be symptomatic of a technical issue which remains to be resolved, and/or that the 

applicant is no longer actively progressing the scheme. 

10.87 Furthermore, even assuming that the applicant is progressing the scheme and 

that any remaining issues can be satisfactorily resolved, such that outline 

planning permission is granted, it will remain necessary to undertake the 

necessary technical work to discharge conditions including an intrusive site 

investigation as requested by Environmental Health, to sell the site to a 

developer, prepare, submit and determine applications for the approval of 
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reserved matters, and undertake pre-commencement works prior to commencing 

development. There is no evidence of the applicant’s intentions for this site to 

demonstrate that it is even intended that this will be achieved by 31st March 

2025.  

10.88 Given the absence of clear evidence, particularly the absence of the delivery 

intentions of the developer including start and build-out rates, this site should not 

be considered deliverable. 

10.89 As above, this accords with the approach of the Secretary of State in the Stapeley 

decision. 

10.90 The respective positions on allocations are set out in Table 10.3 below. 

Table 10.3 – the deliverable supply from sites identified on a Brownfield 

Land Register 

 
Position of the Council 

Position of the 

Appellant 

Warsash Maritime 

Academy 
100 0 

Fareham Magistrates 

Court 
45 0 

Sites identified on a 

Brownfield Register 
145 0 
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11. SPECIFIC SITES THAT ARE NOT WITHIN CATEGORY A OR B 

11.1 The definition of a deliverable site within the NPPF provides two lists of sources of 

supply (Category A and B) and identifies how the deliverability of each of these 

should be tested. The sites included in these lists comprise sites which have 

planning permission, which are allocated, which have been identified on the 

brownfield register or which have a grant of permission in principle.  

11.2 The test which applies to Category A sites can from a plain reading only apply to 

Category A sites and the test which applies to Category B sites can similarly only 

be applied to Category B sites.  

11.3 The Council nevertheless include 709 homes on unallocated sites which were the 

subject of a resolution to grant planning permission at the base-date (1st April 

2020). Such sites do not fall into either Category A or Category B and so cannot 

be considered to be deliverable using either the test that applies to Category A or 

B sites. 

11.4 The definition does not provide a framework for considering any other source of 

supply to those included in Category A or B. Indeed, if other sites were to be 

considered deliverable, it is entirely unclear how these should be assessed. As a 

result, I interpret the definition of a deliverable site to provide a closed list of sites 

that can be considered deliverable. 

11.5 This position is supported by the PPG (68-007) which identifies that the test 

applicable to Category A and B sites can only apply to those sites. It states: 

“As well as sites which are considered to be deliverable 

in principle, this definition also sets out the sites which 

would require further evidence to be considered 

deliverable, namely those which: 

• have outline planning permission for major 

development; 

• are allocated in a development plan; 

• have a grant of permission in principle; or 

• are identified on a brownfield register.” 

11.6 Similarly, the PPG (68-014) provides guidance to assess the deliverability of only 

those sites within Category A or B (and windfall) in support of Annual Position 

Statements.  
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11.7 Accordingly, from a plain reading, the definition of a deliverable site within the 

NPPF provides a closed list of sources of supply that can be considered deliverable 

and this is supported by the PPG.  

11.8 This interpretation is consistent with the finding of the overwhelming majority of 

S78 Inspectors of which I am aware that have addressed this matter of 

principle28. This is acknowledged by the Council in the draft Five Year Housing 

Land Supply Position statement (Appendix 6) which states: 

“What constitutes 'deliverable' has now been the subject 

of many planning appeals around the country including 

within Fareham. Many Planning Inspectors have 

regarded the definition within the National Planning 

Policy Framework as a 'closed list' i.e. if a site does fall 

within the definitions at a) or b), set out within the 

preceding section of this report, it should not be included 

within the Council's 5 Year Housing Land Supply… 

… Based on the definition of 'deliverable' within Annex 2 

of the National Planning Policy Framework and the 

manner in which Planning Inspectors have applied it in 

their decision making, it is considered appropriate to 

remove "the resolutions to grant" from the Council's 5 

Year Housing Land Supply at this time, except those that 

relate to allocated housing sites within the Council's 

adopted local plan.” 

11.9 The one exception of which I was aware to the consistent interpretation of 

Inspectors that have addressed this issue was reached in an appeal decision at 

Charminster (APP/D1265/W/18/3206269) (CDJ.6). In paragraph 80 of this appeal 

decision, the Inspector concluded that sites outside of Category A and B could be 

included in the deliverable supply where there was clear evidence but 

acknowledged that this was inconsistent with the PPG. The Inspector appears to 

suggest that the words “in particular” within the definition indicate that Category 

A and B sites provide particular (but not exclusive) examples of the sites that may 

be considered deliverable. This interpretation is not only acknowledged to be 

contrary to the PPG, it is also contrary to the interpretation of every other S78 

Inspector29, who in my opinion correctly interpret the words “in particular” to 

relate to the particular tests which are to be applied to Category A and B sites. In 

 
28 See for example, paragraphs 30, 31 and 33 of the Woolmer Green appeal decision 

(CDJ.3), paragraphs 65 and 67 of the Woolpit appeal decision (CDJ.4), paragraph 62 of 

the Bures Hamlet appeal decision (CDJ.5), paragraph 46 of the West Bergholt appeal 

decision (CDJ.8), paragraph 36 of the Thrapston appeal decision (CDJ.9 and CDJ.10), 

paragraph 18 of the Winsford appeal decision (Appendix 14) and paragraph 58 of the 

Windacres Farm appeal decision (CDJ.11).  
29 Inspector Hill was presented a number of appeal decisions that adopt a PPG compliant 

interpretation but does not even acknowledge these within the appeal decision. 
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adopting this different interpretation, that the Inspector accepted was contrary to 

the PPG, the Inspector unnecessarily relies upon the PPG being directly contrary 

to the NPPF. No such tension exists when the definition is interpreted as a closed 

list in accordance with the position of every other S78 Inspector and the PPG.  

11.10 Consistent with the position of every other S78 Inspector and the PPG, numerous 

Councils also agree that the definition of a deliverable site either provides or 

operates as a closed list. This is the consistent interpretation of the overwhelming 

majority of decision-takers. 

11.11 However, there has recently been a significant development on this matter. The 

Thrapston appeal decision (CDJ.9 and CDJ.10) has been the subject of a legal 

challenge on the basis that East Northamptonshire Council, having accepted that 

the definition of a deliverable site provided a closed list at the hearing as recorded 

in paragraph 9 of the costs decision, now consider that it is not a closed list. The 

Secretary of State conceded that the appeal decision should be quashed owing to 

the fact that the Secretary of State also considered that the definition of a 

deliverable site does not provide a closed list. East Northamptonshire Council then 

granted planning permission for a very similar outstanding application on the 

appeal site, such that there was no reason for the Interested Party (the Appellant) 

to defend the challenge. Accordingly, the Interested Party did not defend the 

challenge and a consent order has now been issued that quashes the Thrapston 

appeal decision (CDJ.9 and CDJ.10). It is however significant that whether or not 

the definition provides a closed list was not heard by the courts as it inevitably 

will be at some point. All that can be gleaned from the quashing of this decision is 

that the legal team of one Council and the Secretary of State disagreed with the 

PPG and the consistent findings of other Inspectors that the definition of a 

deliverable site provides a closed list. Whilst this is a significant material 

consideration which I have taken account of, it does not change my view that the 

definition of a deliverable site does provide a closed list. 

11.12 If the definition does not provide a closed list as set out by the Secretary of State 

in the Consent Order, it is entirely unclear how the definition should operate. 

Neither the papers of the Secretary of State nor the Consent Order provide any 

explanation of the level of evidence necessary to consider such sites deliverable. 

It could be interpreted that: 

• other sources of supply can be considered to be deliverable where they 

meet the pre-conditions without being subject to further tests (such as 
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those which apply to Category A and B sites). However, this would give 

rise to the perverse conclusion that sites outside of the ‘closed list’ can be 

considered deliverable in the absence of clear evidence notwithstanding 

that they are less likely to achieve completions than the Category B sites 

which can only be considered deliverable where there is clear evidence; or 

• one of the tests which apply to Category A or B sites applies to other sites, 

namely that they are considered deliverable in principle or that they can 

only be considered deliverable where there is clear evidence. However, this 

would be directly contrary to the PPG (68-007) and would require the 

decision taker to introduce their own wording into the definition to make 

this interpretation work.  

11.13 As a result of the perversities of these approaches, my professional opinion 

remains that the definition of a deliverable site provides a closed list, and I cannot 

see how it can be construed in any other way.  

11.14 I am aware of another appeal decision which has subsequently sought to reflect 

the position of the Secretary of State in the Consent Order namely in paragraph 

22 of the appeal decision at Land off Maldon Road, Tiptree (CDJ.15). The 

Inspector states: 

“The remaining three sites fall outside of both Categories 

(a) and (b). However, in the light of the Consent Order 

agreed by the SoS in the case of East Northants Council v 

SoS and Another, it is now clear that this need not 

prevent these sites from being deliverable, provided that 

they otherwise meet the requirements set out in the 

NPPF’s definition.” (emphasis added)  

11.15 Through the use of the word ‘otherwise’ the Inspector appears to acknowledge 

that to treat the definition as anything other than a closed list does not fully meet 

the requirements of the definition. Nevertheless, the Inspector proceeds to treat 

the definition as an open list and assumes that sites outside of Category A and B 

can be considered deliverable where there is clear evidence. The Inspector does 

not appear to have been made aware of the fact, or if he was, he does not 

address the fact, that this is directly contrary to the PPG (68-007).  

11.16 To further complicate matters, the Secretary of State has subsequently relied 

upon appeal decisions and the recommendation of an Inspector all of which 

indicate that the definition of a deliverable site provides or at least operates as a 

closed list when determining an appeal at Farnham (Appendix 13). In paragraph 
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185 of the Inspectors recommendation, it is identified that all LAA sites should be 

discounted from the deliverable supply. As identified in paragraph 93 of the 

recommendation the only evidence provided to justify the exclusion of these sites 

was that they are outside of the closed list and so it is apparent that Inspector 

Chamberlain has interpreted the definition to provide a closed list30.  

APPENDIX 13: FARNHAM APPEAL DECISION 

11.17 The Secretary of State then considers the five-year land supply position in light of 

more recent evidence in paragraphs 18 to 23. The Secretary of State refers to the 

appeal decision at Windacres Farm (CDJ.11) which identified a 3.9 year land 

supply with a 20% buffer. In this decision, notwithstanding the agreed position 

between the parties that sites outside of the closed list could be included in 

principle, Inspector Gilbert-Wooldridge concluded that such sites should not be 

included in the deliverable supply as set out in paragraphs 58 and 65 to 72 of that 

decision. The Secretary of State also refers to the appeal decision at Loxwood 

Road (CDJ.12) at which Waverley Borough Council accepted the deliverable 

supply position identified in the Windacres Farm appeal decision (which relies 

upon the definition operating as a closed list). Between these two appeal 

decisions, the Housing Delivery Test result was published, which resulted in a 5% 

rather than 20% buffer. This change of buffer resulted in the 3.9 year land supply 

identified in the Windacres Farm decision being increased to a 4.5 year land 

supply. Both of these positions are nevertheless reliant upon Inspector Gilbert-

Wooldridge’s interpretation that the definition of a deliverable site operates a 

closed list which is broadly consistent with the position of Inspector Chamberlain 

in the recommendation to the Secretary of State that it provides a closed list. The 

Secretary of State concluded that Waverley Borough Council is able to 

demonstrate a 4.5 year land supply, a position which is again reliant upon the 

definition operating as a closed list. Similarly, the Secretary of State has not 

indicated any disagreement with the recommended position of Inspector 

Chamberlain that the definition provides a closed list.  

11.18 It is therefore apparent, that notwithstanding that the Secretary of State 

considered that the definition of a deliverable site did not provide a closed list in 

the papers submitted to the legal challenge on 27th March 2020 as translated into 

the Consent Order of 7th May 2020 (Appendix 8), the Secretary of State 

subsequently applied the definition on the basis that it does operate as a closed 

list. The approach adopted in this recovered appeal decision represents the most 

 
30 As he did in the quashed Thrapston appeal decision. 

Page 1228



LPA Ref: P/18/1118/OA & 9/19/0460/OA 
             HOUSING NEED AND SUPPLY EVIDENCE 

 

 

 

October 2020 | NT | BRS.4989 Page | 62  

 

recent position of the Secretary of State, it is consistent with the PPG and with 

the consistent interpretation of the overwhelming majority of Inspectors as well 

as my professional opinion. I therefore consider that the definition of a deliverable 

site at least operates as a closed list and as such all of the 709 homes identified 

by the Council should be discounted from the deliverable supply. 

11.19 Clearly, if the definition of a deliverable site is not treated as a closed list, it will 

be necessary for the Inspector in these appeals to apply one of the above 

interpretations (or a different interpretation). The Council has not made it clear 

how they interpret the definition and as described above the NPPF and PPG do not 

provide any assistance in this regard. I would suggest, that if contrary to my 

professional opinion, the definition is not treated as providing a closed list, it 

would be necessary to have something beyond clear evidence (if such a thing can 

exist) to consider these sites deliverable, owing to the fact that the PPG (68-007) 

indicates that clear evidence would not be sufficient and that these sites are less 

deliverable than Category B sites which can only be considered deliverable with 

clear evidence. 

11.20 Thankfully, for the purposes of the current appeals, I do not consider that it is 

necessary to determine whether or not the definition of a deliverable site provides 

a closed list, nor do I consider it necessary to determine how a site outside of the 

closed list should be considered even if it is concluded that it is not a closed list. 

This is due to the fact that even if (contrary to my professional opinion and the 

latest position of the Secretary of State) the definition of a deliverable site does 

not provide a closed list per se, S78 Inspectors and the Secretary of State have 

consistently found that sites that were subject to a resolution to grant planning 

permission at the base-date of the assessment are ineligible for inclusion.  

11.21 This point is clearly set out in paragraph 18 of the Winsford appeal decision 

(Appendix 14) in which the Secretary of State states: 

“The Secretary of State disagrees with the reasons given 

at IR 365 to 367, and does not consider that the sites, 

amounting to 222 dwellings, are deliverable since they 

do not fall within category a or b of the Framework’s 

definition of deliverable, and he does not consider that 

there is clear evidence of deliverability within five years 

as required by the Framework, given the outstanding 

issues of the need for legal agreements and agreements 

on reserved matters.” 

APPENDIX 14: WINSFORD APPEAL DECISION 
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11.22 I interpret this to mean that sites subject to resolution to grant planning 

permission at the base-date were not deliverable for two reasons, namely that 

they were outside of the closed list and that given the outstanding need for legal 

agreements and reserved matters approvals at the base-date there was not clear 

evidence (not that this would be sufficient in any case according to the PPG). 

However, even if this decision is not interpreted as excluding sites outside of the 

closed list per se, the only way that this could be read would still require that 

sites subject to a resolution to grant planning permission at the base-date cannot 

be considered deliverable owing to the outstanding need for legal agreements and 

reserved matters.  

11.23 The sites that the Secretary of State discounted from the deliverable supply in 

this decision included both sites subject to a resolution to grant outline and full 

planning permission31. Therefore, the Secretary of State’s position must be, 

regardless of whether the definition provides a closed or open list, that sites 

should not be considered deliverable given the outstanding need for legal 

agreements even if there is no need for a subsequent reserved matters 

application.  

11.24 It is particularly noteworthy that the Secretary of State has even discounted such 

sites where they have subsequently gained planning permission as is the case at 

Winnington Business Park as outlined in paragraph 367 of the Inspectors Report.  

11.25 The same approach has also been adopted in the following appeal decisions32: 

• Highnam appeal decision (CDJ.13) – the Inspector did not grapple with 

whether or not the definition of a deliverable site provided a closed list, 

and proceeded on the basis that sites outside of the closed list could not 

be considered deliverable in the absence of clear evidence, 

notwithstanding that this does not accord with the PPG. Nevertheless, the 

Inspector found that none of these sites were deliverable as set out in 

paragraphs 215 and 216. The conclusion that these were not deliverable 

was implicitly adopted by the Secretary of State in paragraph 14 of the 

appeal decision; 

 
31 Such as at Hartford Manor. 
32 This list is somewhat limited given that there are very few appeal decisions that have 

not concluded that it is a closed list. 
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• Land to the East of Downend Road, Portchester appeal decision (CDJ.1) – 

the Inspector does not appear to reach a conclusion on whether or not the 

definition provides a closed list, but in paragraph 90 of this recent appeal 

in Fareham Borough, the Inspector concluded that given the unresolved 

issues including the execution of legal agreements or unilateral 

undertakings and the length of time since the resolutions to grant planning 

permission were granted, these sites are not deliverable. 

11.26 These appeal decisions all appear to work on the premise that sites outside of 

Category A and B can be considered deliverable where there is clear evidence 

notwithstanding that this is contrary to the PPG. Nevertheless, even in this 

context, these decision-takers have concluded that unallocated sites subject to a 

resolution to grant planning permission at the base-date should not be considered 

deliverable.    

11.27 In particular, the Secretary of State identifies in the Winsford appeal decision33, 

that sites cannot be considered to be deliverable where there was an outstanding 

need for legal agreements. This applies to any site subject to a resolution to grant 

planning permission at the base-date of the assessment such that even if the 

definition of a deliverable site does not provide a closed list per se, such sites are 

ineligible for inclusion. 

11.28 The Council revised its position entirely as a result of the recent position of the 

Secretary of State as set out in the Consent Order (Appendix 8) that the definition 

of a deliverable site does not provide a closed list, as explained in the Update 

Report (Appendix 7). 

11.29 Even if the Council is correct and that the definition does not provide a closed list 

per se and that it doesn’t operate as a closed list, it would remain the case that 

such sites could only be considered deliverable where they offered a suitable 

location for development at the base-date34, and there was sufficient evidence 

(beyond clear) that completions will be achieved within five-years. In Fareham 

Borough all of these sites would not meet either of these requirements. 

11.30 In this LPA there is also absolutely no evidence that completions will be achieved 

within five-years. 

 
33 And this is consistent with the approach adopted in the Downend Road appeal decision 

(CDJ.1). 
34 As agreed in the Statement of Common Ground. 
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11.31 Nevertheless, I proceed to consider the sites that are subject to a resolution to 

grant planning permission in further detail below.  

11.32 Land at Brook Lane, Warsash – this site is subject to an undetermined outline 

planning application for up to 180 homes. The application gained a resolution to 

grant outline planning permission in January 2018 subject to the applicant 

entering into a S106 agreement to secure: 

• Financial contribution to secure satisfactory mitigation of the ‘in 

combination’ effects that the increase in residential units on the site would 

cause through increased recreational disturbance on the Solent Coastal 

Special Protection Area; 

• Financial contribution towards highway improvements to the highway 

network resulting from the impacts of the development; 

• The provision of open space, towards the delivery of a play area and 

associated maintenance; 

• Vehicular, pedestrian and cycle access to adjoining land; 

• The delivery of 40% of the permitted dwellings as affordable housing; 

• Travel Plan and related monitoring cost and bond. 

11.33 In the subsequent 2 years and 9 months, the required S106 has not been agreed 

and as a result outline planning permission has not been granted. Even where 

such sites have subsequently gained planning permission, as was the case at 

Winnington Business Park35, the Secretary of State has concluded that they are 

not deliverable given the outstanding need for legal agreements at the base-date. 

In the absence of a subsequent grant of planning permission, the Land at Brook 

Lane is less deliverable than sites which the Secretary of State has discounted 

from the deliverable supply and should therefore be discounted even if the 

definition does not provide a closed list per se. 

11.34 The suitability of the site for the proposed development is dependent upon 

securing these planning obligations and so in the absence of these, it is unclear 

 
35 As set out in paragraph 367 of the Inspectors Report to the Winsford appeal decision 

(Appendix 14). 
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how the site could be considered to offer a suitable location for the proposed 

development. 

11.35 Furthermore, even if contrary to the PPG, such sites could be considered 

deliverable where there was clear evidence, the Council has provided absolutely 

no evidence, let alone clear evidence, that completions will begin on this site. 

11.36 The Council also assume that this site will deliver the first completions in circa 2 

years’ time, in mid-2022. Even assuming that outline planning permission was 

granted forthwith, notwithstanding that there is no evidence that this will be the 

case, and that an application for the approval of reserved matters is then 

forthcoming shortly thereafter, notwithstanding that there is no evidence that this 

will be the case, and that the application for the approval of reserved matters is 

not subject to significant objections and is able to be approved in a timely 

fashion, not that there is any evidence of this, then Figure 4 of the Start to Finish 

Report (Appendix 15) identifies that for a site of between 100 and 499 homes, it 

takes on average 1.9 years from the approval of reserved matters until the first 

completion is achieved.  The trajectory of the Council would therefore be 

considered to be wholly unrealistic, even in the absence of the current pandemic. 

Perhaps unsurprisingly, the developer Foreman Homes, is not advertising this site 

as coming soon. 

APPENDIX 15: START TO FINISH REPORT 

11.37 Accordingly, as this site was only subject to a resolution to grant planning 

permission at the base-date, it cannot be considered to be deliverable according 

to the NPPF, the PPG, the finding of virtually every S78 Inspector, and the 

Secretary of State. Furthermore, even if an alternative interpretation of the 

definition of a deliverable site and of the meaning of clear evidence, the Council 

has provided absolutely no evidence that this site will achieve completions within 

five-years and the trajectory upon which the Council relies is wholly unrealistic. 

11.38 Land East of Brook Lane (South), Warsash – this site is subject to an 

undetermined outline planning application for 140 homes, which gained a 

resolution to grant planning permission in January 2018 subject to the applicant 

agreeing a S106 to secure: 

• Financial contribution to secure satisfactory mitigation of the ‘in 

combination’ effects that the increase in residential units on the site would 
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cause through increased recreational disturbance on the Solent Coastal 

Special Protection Area; 

• Financial contribution towards highway improvements to the highway 

network resulting from the impacts of the development; 

• The provision of open space to the Council, including contributions for its 

maintenance; 

• A financial contribution towards the delivery of a play area and associated 

maintenance; 

• Access to adjoining land; 

• The delivery of 40% of the permitted dwellings as affordable housing; 

• Travel Plans and related costs. 

11.39 In the subsequent 2 years and 9 months, the required S106 has not been agreed 

and as a result outline planning permission has not been granted. As set out in 

relation to the preceding site, sites such as this have been discounted from the 

deliverable supply by the Secretary of State even where they have subsequently 

gained planning permission. In the absence of the subsequent grant of planning 

permission, this site should similarly be discounted. 

11.40 As with all such sites, this has been concluded to offer a suitable location for the 

proposed development providing these planning obligations are secured. In the 

absence of these planning obligations, the site by definition, does not offer a 

suitable location for the proposed development and therefore cannot be 

considered to be deliverable as it does not meet one of the pre-conditions. 

11.41 As with the preceding site, the Council has provided absolutely no evidence, let 

alone clear evidence that completions will be forthcoming within five-years, such 

that even if contrary to the PPG such sites could be considered deliverable where 

there was clear evidence, this site still should not be considered deliverable.  

11.42 Similarly, the Council consider that this site will deliver in mid-2022 which is 

wholly unrealistic and takes no account of the timescales for securing outline 

planning permission, undertaking the technical work in support of the discharge of 

conditions and the preparation of an application for the approval of reserved 

matters, preparing, submitting and determining applications to discharge 
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conditions and for the approval of reserved matters, undertaking pre-

commencement works and then delivering the housing. This lead-in time will also 

be adversely affected by the current pandemic.  

11.43 The developer, Bargate Homes, is nevertheless advertising this site as coming 

soon on their website, although they identify that they have yet to produce 

marketing material and have no sales presence. This may provide some indication 

that the developer at least has an intention to deliver the site in the coming years 

but whether or not this is realistic, especially given current circumstances, is 

another matter. 

11.44 Regardless of the intent of the developer to deliver at an unspecified time, which 

in itself does not provide clear evidence in my opinion, in accordance with the 

NPPF, PPG, and the findings of S78 Inspectors and the Secretary of State this site 

should not be considered to be deliverable. 

11.45 South of Greenaway Lane, Warsash – this site is subject of an outline planning 

application for up to 157 homes which gained a resolution to grant planning 

permission in October 2018 subject to the applicant entering into a S106 

agreement to secure: 

• Financial contribution to secure satisfactory mitigation of the ‘in 

combination’ effects that the increase in residential units on the site would 

cause through increased recreational disturbance on the Solent Coastal 

Special Protection Area; 

• Financial contribution towards highway improvements to the highway 

network resulting from the impacts of the development; 

• Travel Plan and related monitoring cost and bond; 

• Payment towards a Traffic Regulation Order on Brook Lane and Lockswood 

Road to install parking controls; 

• A financial contribution towards the delivery of a play area and associated 

maintenance; 

• The provision of ecological corridors and subsequent maintenance 

arrangements; 
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• The provision of two additional hibernacula on the receptor site (Warsash 

Common LNR); 

• Vehicular, pedestrian and cycle access connectivity to adjoining land; 

• The delivery of 35% of the permitted dwellings as affordable housing; 

• A financial contribution towards education provision. 

11.46 In the subsequent 2 years, the S106 has not been able to be agreed and as a 

result outline planning permission has not been granted.  

11.47 As described above: 

• even when planning permission has subsequently been granted such sites 

should not be considered deliverable according to the Secretary of State; 

• such sites cannot be considered to offer a suitable location for the 

proposed development now in the absence of the necessary planning 

obligations and so cannot be considered deliverable; and 

• the Council has provided absolutely no evidence, let alone clear evidence, 

that this site will achieve completions within five-years, notwithstanding 

that this test would be contrary to the PPG. 

11.48 Once again, the Council consider that this site will achieve the first completions in 

mid-2022 which appears wholly unrealistic, especially once account is taken of 

the current pandemic. The promoters’ website also identifies that this site is 

subject to multiple ownerships that may act to constrain the delivery timetable. 

11.49 In light of the above, this site should not be considered to be deliverable. 

11.50 East & West of 79 Greenaway Lane, Warsash – this site is the subject of an 

outline planning application for up to 30 homes which gained a resolution to grant 

planning permission in July 2018 subject to the applicant entering into a S106 

agreement to secure: 

• Financial contribution to secure satisfactory mitigation of the ‘in 

combination’ effects that the increase in residential units on the site would 

cause through increased recreational disturbance on the Solent Coastal 

Special Protection Areas; 
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• Vehicular, pedestrian and cycle access connectivity to adjoining land; 

• The delivery of 45% of the permitted dwellings as affordable housing. 

11.51 In the subsequent 2 years and 3 months, the S106 has not been agreed and 

accordingly outline planning permission has not been granted. In August 2018, a 

full planning application was submitted for the development of 6 homes to replace 

6 of the homes proposed in the outline planning application. This full planning 

application was considered by planning committee in January 2019 and gained a 

resolution to grant planning permission subject to agreeing a S106. Full planning 

permission was granted for 6 homes in August 2020.  

11.52 For much the same reasons as with the preceding sites, this site should not be 

considered to be deliverable even if the definition does not provide a closed list 

per se, including because: 

• Sites that were the subject of a resolution to grant planning permission at 

the base-date should not be considered deliverable according to the 

Secretary of State including those which have subsequently gained 

planning permission; 

• Sites which were only considered to offer a suitable location for the 

proposed development providing certain planning obligations are agreed, 

cannot be considered to have offered a suitable location in the absence of 

these planning obligations and so cannot be considered deliverable; 

• The Council has provided absolutely no evidence that completions will be 

achieved, even if contrary to the PPG this was the appropriate test. 

11.53 Land South of Funtley Road, Funtley – this site was subject to an outline planning 

application for up to 55 homes and a community building incorporating a local 

shop. It gained a resolution to grant outline planning permission in July 2018 

subject to the agreement of a S106 which according to the officer’s 

recommendation was required to secure: 

• The delivery of 40% of the permitted dwellings as affordable housing; 

• Three of the permitted dwellings as custom-build properties; 

• Provision of a pedestrian and cycle public right of way through the site 

from Funtley Road (north) to Thames Drive (south); associated works to 
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upgrade bridge over M27 motorway (including structural survey) and 

commuted sum for future maintenance; 

• Provision of, laying out (including provision of capital equipment to 

establish the park) and transfer of community park land to Fareham 

Borough Council and a financial contribution of £802,000 towards the 

associated ongoing maintenance costs of operating the community park; 

• The on-site provision of public open space including local equipped area of 

play (LEAP) in accordance with the Council’s adopted Planning Obligations 

SPD, a financial contribution towards associated maintenance costs and 

transfer of the public open space to Fareham Borough Council; 

• The details of the design, delivery and management of SUDs on and off 

site; 

• A financial contribution towards the production of school travel plans in the 

area (£15,000); 

• A financial contribution towards the revision of the existing traffic 

regulation order (TRO) to allow the speed limit restrictions on Funtley Road 

to be amended (£5,000); 

• Submission and implementation of travel plan; 

• Details of the delivery of the community building, the transfer of land 0.1 

hectares in size on application site and funding on a pro-rate basis of 

£2,000 per sq. m of community use floorspace (to a maximum of 

£500,000) for provision of community/shop building and associated 

management arrangements for community use element along with 

pedestrian and vehicular access rights between the site of the community 

building and Funtley Road, or at the request of the local planning authority 

the same sum for the provision or improvement of community facilities 

within Funtley calculated on a pro-rata basis minus the floorspace of any 

remaining shop use on the application site.  

11.54 The S106 was agreed and outline planning permission was granted on 2nd 

September 2020. As with the preceding sites, this site cannot be considered 

deliverable, even if the definition is not treated as a closed list per se, including 

because: 
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• Sites that were the subject of a resolution to grant planning permission at 

the base-date should not be considered deliverable even where they have 

subsequently gained outline planning permission according to the 

Secretary of State36; 

• Sites which were only considered to offer a suitable location for the 

proposed development providing certain planning obligations were agreed, 

cannot be considered to have offered a suitable location in the absence of 

these planning obligations having been agreed and so cannot be 

considered deliverable; 

• The Council has provided absolutely no evidence that completions will be 

achieved, even if contrary to the PPG this was the appropriate test; 

• The lead-in time assumed by the Council is wholly unrealistic. In this case, 

the Council consider that the first completion will be achieved in circa  2 

years’ time, notwithstanding that on average at least even prior to the 

current pandemic, according to Figure 4 of the Start to Finish report 

(Appendix 15), the first completion occurs 2 years after the approval of 

reserved matters for a site of this size and this site is not even yet subject 

to an application for the approval of reserved matters. 

11.55 The developer, Reside Developments, identify this as a future development on 

their website, but do not provide any indication as to when they intend that this 

will be delivered. 

11.56 Land South West of Sovereign Crescent, Locks Heath – this site is subject to a full 

planning application for 38 homes which gained a resolution to grant planning 

permission in September 2018 subject to officers negotiating a satisfactory 

affordable housing mix, the receipt of final comments from Southern Water and 

the resultant potential imposition of further conditions, and the agreement of a 

S106 which according to the officer’s recommendation was required to secure: 

• The provision and transfer of the areas of open space, wildlife corridor and 

buffer zones to Fareham Borough Council, including associated financial 

contributions for its future maintenance; 

 
36 See paragraph 367 of the Inspectors report and paragraph 18 of the Winsford 

recovered appeal decision (Appendix 14). 
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• Pedestrian and cycle access for members of the public through the site 

from the footpath adjacent to the north-west corner of the site, adjacent 

the vehicular access former from The Florins and through to the public 

bridleway adjacent to the southern edge of the site in perpetuity; 

• A financial contribution towards the Solent Recreation Mitigation 

Partnership (SRMP); 

• 15 of those proposed units on-site as affordable housing and a financial 

contribution equivalent to 0.2 units towards the provision of off-site 

affordable housing; 

• A financial contribution towards education provision. 

11.57 The final comments were received from Southern Water in March 2019. However, 

it is not apparent that a satisfactory mix of affordable housing has been agreed 

and in the subsequent 2 years and 1 month, the S106 has not been agreed and 

planning permission has not been granted.  

11.58 As with the preceding sites, this site cannot be considered deliverable, even if the 

definition is not treated as a closed list per se, including because: 

• Sites that were the subject of a resolution to grant planning permission at 

the base-date should not be considered deliverable according to the 

Secretary of State; 

• Sites which are only considered to offer a suitable location for the 

proposed development providing certain planning obligations are agreed, 

cannot be considered to offer a suitable location in the absence of these 

planning obligations and so cannot be considered deliverable; 

• The Council has provided absolutely no evidence that completions will be 

achieved, even if contrary to the PPG this was the appropriate test; 

• The lead-in time assumed by the Council is wholly unrealistic. In this case, 

the Council consider that the first completion will be achieved in circa  1 

years’ time, notwithstanding that on average at least even prior to the 

current pandemic, according to Figure 4 of the Start to Finish report 

(Appendix 15), the first completion occurs 2 years after the grant of full 

planning permission for a site of this size. 
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11.59 The developer, Foreman Homes, is also not advertising this site as coming soon 

on its website. 

11.60 Mouraunt Drive, Portchester – this site is subject to a full planning application for 

48 homes which gained a resolution to grant planning permission in December 

2018 subject to the receipt of a satisfactory amended plan and the applicant 

entering into S106 agreement to secure: 

• Financial contribution to secure satisfactory mitigation of the ‘in 

combination’ effects that the increase in residential units on the site would 

cause through increased recreational disturbance on the Solent Coastal 

Special Protection Areas; 

• The provision and management of public open space and ecological 

enhancement area for the lifetime of the development; 

• Education contribution; 

• The delivery of affordable housing and contribution; 

• No clearance work to be undertaken on the site before 1st February 2019; 

the Council must be advised in advance of any proposals to undertake 

clearance work at the site; the Council to be given advance notice of any 

clearance works to be undertaken at the site and the Council’s 

officers/representatives given unfettered access to view all clearance 

related works; all clearance work to be overseen by Radian’s appointed 

ecologists in accordance with a scheme first agreed in advance with the 

Council. 

11.61 In the subsequent 1 year and 10 months, the S106 has not been agreed and 

planning permission has not been forthcoming. 

11.62 As with the preceding sites, this site cannot be considered deliverable, even if the 

definition is not treated as a closed list per se, including because: 

• Sites that were the subject of a resolution to grant planning permission at 

the base-date should not be considered deliverable according to the 

Secretary of State; 

• Sites which are only considered to offer a suitable location for the 

proposed development providing certain planning obligations are agreed, 
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cannot be considered to offer a suitable location in the absence of these 

planning obligations and so cannot be considered deliverable; 

• The Council has provided absolutely no evidence that completions will be 

achieved, even if contrary to the PPG this was the appropriate test; 

• The lead-in time assumed by the Council is wholly unrealistic. In this case, 

the Council consider that the first completion will be achieved in circa  1 

years’ time, notwithstanding that on average at least even prior to the 

current pandemic, according to Figure 4 of the Start to Finish report 

(Appendix 15), the first completion occurs 2 years after the grant of full 

planning permission for a site of this size. 

11.63 This site is not even identified as coming soon on the development company’s 

website. The website also acknowledges, as will be the case for all developers, 

that in light of the current pandemic, there is the possibility of delays in the 

delivery of homes. 

11.64 Southampton Road, Titchfield – this site was the subject of an outline planning 

application for the delivery of approximately 105 homes. The application gained a 

resolution to grant outline planning permission in December 2018 and gained 

outline planning permission in July 2020. 

11.65 As with the preceding sites, this site cannot be considered deliverable, even if the 

definition is not treated as a closed list per se, including because: 

• Sites that were the subject of a resolution to grant planning permission at 

the base-date should not be considered deliverable according to the 

Secretary of State even where they have subsequently gained outline 

planning permission37; 

• Sites which were only considered to offer a suitable location for the 

proposed development providing certain planning obligations are agreed, 

cannot have been considered to offer a suitable location in the absence of 

these planning obligations and so cannot be considered deliverable; 

• The Council has provided absolutely no evidence that completions will be 

achieved, even if contrary to the PPG this was the appropriate test; 

 
37 See paragraph 367 of the Inspectors report and paragraph 18 of the Winsford 

recovered appeal decision (Appendix 14). 
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• The lead-in time assumed by the Council is wholly unrealistic. In this case, 

the Council consider that the first completion will be achieved in circa  2 

years’ time, notwithstanding that on average at least even prior to the 

current pandemic, according to Figure 4 of the Start to Finish report 

(Appendix 15), the first completion occurs 1.9 years after the approval of 

reserved matters for a site of this size. 

11.66 The developer, Reside Developments, identify this as a future development on 

their website, but do not provide any indication as to when they intend that this 

will be delivered. 

11.67 Egmont Nurseries, Brook Avenue – once again this site is subject to an outline 

planning application (for 8 homes) which benefits from a resolution to grant 

planning permission. The Council reached this resolution in December 2018 and is 

subject to the applicant entering into a S106 agreement to secure: 

• A financial contribution to secure satisfactory mitigation of the ‘in 

combination’ effects that the increase in residential disturbance on the 

Solent Coastal Special Protection Areas; 

• A financial contribution towards off-site provision of affordable housing in 

accordance with core strategy policy CS18.  

11.68 The S106 has not been agreed and planning permission has not been granted in 

the subsequent 1 year and 10 months. 

11.69 As with the preceding sites, this site cannot be considered deliverable, even if the 

definition is not treated as a closed list per se, including because: 

• Sites that were the subject of a resolution to grant planning permission at 

the base-date should not be considered deliverable according to the 

Secretary of State; 

• Sites which are only considered to offer a suitable location for the 

proposed development providing certain planning obligations are agreed, 

cannot be considered to offer a suitable location in the absence of these 

planning obligations and so cannot be considered deliverable; 

• The Council has provided absolutely no evidence that completions will be 

achieved, even if contrary to the PPG this was the appropriate test; 
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• The lead-in time assumed by the Council is wholly unrealistic. In this case, 

the Council consider that the first completion will be achieved in circa  2 

years’ time, notwithstanding that on average at least even prior to the 

current pandemic, according to Figure 4 of the Start to Finish report 

(Appendix 15), the first completion occurs 1.9 years after the approval of 

reserved matters for a site of this size. 

11.70 The respective positions on sites which are not included in Category A or B are set 

out in Table 11.1 below. 

Table 11.1 – the deliverable supply from sites outside of Category A and 

B 

 
Position of the Council 

Position of the 

Appellant 

Land at Brook Lane, 

Warsash 
180 0 

Land East of Brook Lane, 

Warsash 
100 0 

Land South of Greenaway 

Lane, Warsash 
145 0 

East & West of 79 

Greenaway Lane, 

Warsash 

30 0 

Land South of Funtley 

Road, Funtley 
55 0 

Land South West of 

Sovereign Crescent, Locks 

Heath 

38 0 

Moraunt Drive, 

Portchester 
48 0 

Southampton Road 

(Reside) 
105 0 

Egmont Nurseries, Brook 

Avenue 
8 0 

Sites outside of 

Category A and B 
709 0 
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12. WINDFALL ALLOWANCE 

12.1 I agree with the windfall allowance of 74 homes assumed by the Council as set 

out in Table 12.1 below. 

Table 12.1 – the windfall allowance 

 
Position of the Council 

Position of the 

Appellant 

Windfall allowance 74 74 
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13. DELIVERABLE SUPPLY CONCLUSIONS 

13.1 The preceding analysis demonstrates that not only have the Council’s previous 

trajectories generally been over-optimistic, but also that the Council misapply the 

definition of a deliverable site, assume unrealistic lead-in times, and do not 

provide any clear evidence in support of sites. Once the definition of a deliverable 

site is correctly applied, it is apparent that the deliverable supply is significantly 

lower than identified by the Council. 

13.2 The respective positions on all components of the deliverable supply is 

summarised in Table 13.1 below. 

Table 13.1 – respective positions on the deliverable supply 

Source of supply 

Position of 

the 

Council 

Position of 

the 

Appellant 

Category A: sites which should be considered deliverable unless there is clear evidence 

to the contrary 

Small permitted sites 155 155 

Large permitted sites with detailed consent 371 356 

1 Station Industrial Park 15 0 

Other sites with detailed planning permission 356 356 

Category B: sites which should only be considered deliverable where there is clear 

evidence that completions will begin on site within five years 

Large permitted sites with outline planning permission 99 14 

Land east of Brook Lane & South of Brookside Drive, Warsash 85 0 

Other sites with outline planning permission 14 14 

Allocations 624 0 

Wynton Way, Fareham 10 0 

335-337 Gosport Road, Fareham 8 0 

East of Raley Road 50 0 

33 Lodge Road 10 0 

Land off Church Road 26 0 

Heath Road, Locks Heath 70 0 

Welborne 450 0 

Sites identified on a Brownfield Register 145 0 

Warsash Maritime Academy 100 0 

Fareham Magistrates Court 45 0 

Sites outside of Category A and B   

Large unallocated sites subject to a resolution to grant 

planning permission 
709 0 

Land at Brook Lane, Warsash 180 0 

Land East of Brook Lane (South), Warsash 100 0 

Land South of Greenaway Lane, Warsash 145 0 

East & West of 79 Greenaway Lane, Warsash 30 0 

Land South of Funtley Road, Funtley 55 0 

Land South West of Sovereign Crescent, Locks Heath 38 0 

Moraunt Drive, Portchester 48 0 

Southampton Road, Titchfield 105 0 
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Egmont Nurseries, Brook Avenue 8 0 

Windfall allowance 

Windfall allowance 74 74 

Total 2,177 599 
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14. THE FIVE-YEAR LAND SUPPLY 

14.1 The respective current five-year land supply positions of the Council and myself 

are calculated in Table 14.1 below.   

Table 14.1 – the respective five-year housing land supply positions 

  

Position 

of the 

Council 

Position 

of the 

Appellant 

A (see Table 7.1) 

Five-year requirement including 5% 

buffer 2020-25 
2,699 2,697 

B Deliverable supply 2,177 599 

C = B/A x 5 Five-year land supply 4.03 1.11 

D = B-A Shortfall/surplus -520 -2,098 

14.2 Based on the preceding analysis, I consider that Fareham Borough Council is 

currently able to demonstrate a deliverable supply of 599 homes against a five-

year requirement for 2,697 homes. This equates to a 1.11 year land supply 

with a shortfall of 2,098 homes. 

14.3 As a result, not only is the ‘tilted balance’ of paragraph 11d of the NPPF engaged, 

the five-year land supply shortfall is significant.  

14.4 As set out previously, by the time the appeals are heard, it is likely that the 

Council will be subject to a 20% buffer and I therefore present the five-year land 

supply positions that would arise as a result in Table 14.2 below.  

Table 14.2 – the potential respective five-year housing land supply 

positions 

  

Position 

of the 

Council 

Position 

of the 

Appellant 

A (see Table 7.1) 

Five-year requirement including 

20% buffer 2020-25 
3,08438 3,082 

B Deliverable supply 2,177 599 

C = B/A x 5 Five-year land supply 3.53 0.97 

D = B-A Shortfall/surplus -907 -2,483 

 
38 This is calculated based on the rounded annual housing need for 514 homes per 

annum in accordance with the approach of the Council. 
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15. THE FUTURE FIVE-YEAR LAND SUPPLY POSITION 

15.1 As set out in paragraph 60 of the High Court Judgment of Phides Estates 

(Overseas) Limited vs the Secretary of State for Communities and Local 

Government et al [2015] EWHC 827 (Admin) (CDK.1), the extent of the shortfall 

may be material to the weight afforded to policies and housing supply, but so may 

the length of time this is likely to persist. I therefore analyse the available 

evidence to determine whether the five-year land position is likely to improve in 

the short-term. 

Emerging Local Plan 

15.2 Fareham Borough Council is in the process of preparing a review of their Local 

Plan. The Council published a new Local Development Scheme in August 2020 

which indicated that this is intended that the Local Plan Review will be adopted in 

the autumn/winter of 2021. This will only provide the housing requirement 

against which the five-year land supply is assessed once it is adopted. 

15.3 The housing requirement proposed in the Local Plan Review will be subject to at 

least annual changes as the standard method is reviewed annually, the proposed 

allocations will need to be reviewed accordingly and the Local Plan Review may 

need to be subject to at least an additional round of consultation/s. It is therefore 

not possible to accurately calculate the five-year land supply position thereafter 

given the potential for significant changes to both the housing requirement and 

the supply.  

The proposed revised standard method 

15.4 As set out above, the Government has published a proposed revised standard 

method for consultation which is subject to objections, including because it 

produces anomalously high and low figures in numerous LPAs. If this proposed 

method were to be introduced into the PPG without any change, it would identify 

a minimum local housing need for 403 homes per annum in Fareham Borough 

rather than the 514 homes per annum identified using the current standard 

method. It is immediately apparent that in Fareham Borough the proposed 

revised method does not accord with the Government’s stated objective to 

encourage greater building within and near to urban areas as set out in paragraph 

10 of Planning for the Future, March 2020 (CDD.2). 
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15.5 This revised standard method is subject to objections including from MPs, 

planning consultancies, LPAs and QCs owing to the seemingly anomalous results it 

produces. The development industry and others are working pro-actively with the 

Government to address these issues through revisions to the proposed method. 

The only such method that I am aware of in the public domain is that provided by 

Turley’s (Appendix 16) which would provide for 554 homes per annum in Fareham 

Borough. Whilst it is only one example, it provides some indication that 

alternative methods are being put before the Government which address the fact 

that the Government’s proposal results in a lower figure in the urban area of 

Fareham which is contrary to the objective of the standard method. 

APPENDIX 16: A STANDARD METHOD THAT WORKS FOR ALL 

15.6 As set out previously, given that this proposal remains subject to consultation, it 

is contrary to the stated objective of the Government and is known to be subject 

to widespread objections, I consider that the proposed revised standard method 

should be afforded at most very limited weight at present. It does not form part 

of national policy and guidance and so is not currently applicable for the purposes 

of this appeal.  

15.7 Fareham Borough has also identified that it intends to undertake a Regulation 19 

consultation on its emerging Local Plan in Autumn 2020 in the Local Development 

Scheme of August 2020 (Appendix 17). Assuming this is achieved, the transitional 

arrangement proposed in paragraph 43 of Changes to the Current Planning 

System (CDD.3) will apply, such that the current standard method will continue to 

apply for plan-making purposes in Fareham Borough.  

APPENDIX 17: LOCAL DEVELOPMENT SCHEME 

15.8 It is therefore apparent that the revised standard method that eventually forms 

part of national guidance will only affect the five-year land supply position of 

Fareham Borough prior to adoption of the emerging Local Plan (assuming this is 

prepared in accordance with the proposed transitional arrangements) and that it 

will remain necessary to at least meet the minimum local housing need identified 

by the current standard method within the emerging Local Plan. Accordingly, 

there will be the same imperative to boost the supply prior to and within the 

emerging Local Plan to ensure that a five-year land supply will be able to be 

demonstrated at the point of adoption. 
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Housing Delivery Test 

15.9 The Housing Delivery Test results for the period 2017-2020 can be calculated with 

some accuracy. These are due to be published in November 202039 and as 

identified above, based on the available evidence these will identify a result of 

circa 60% such that the ‘tilted balance’ will be automatically engaged. This would 

also amount to a record of significant under-delivery which requires the 

application of a 20% buffer from November 2020 onwards. This will also further 

increase the five-year land supply shortfall from that currently identified by the 

Council. 

15.10 Therefore, not only is it likely that there be a record of substantial under-delivery 

by the time that these appeals are heard, it is also likely that it will be necessary 

to apply a 20% buffer which will further reduce the five-year land supply position.    

15.11 In summary, there is no evidence that the five-year land supply position will 

improve in Fareham Borough and the available evidence indicates that the 

shortfall is likely to increase in the short-term including as a result of the 

increased buffer and the continued application of the current standard method for 

plan-making purposes (providing the proposed transitional arrangements are 

accorded with). It is therefore not only evident that there is a pressing need to 

identify additional sources of supply now to restore a five-year land supply, this is 

likely to become even more evident in the coming years although for a period 

prior to adoption this will be influenced (in one direction or the other) by the 

revised standard method that eventually gets adopted. 

 

 
39 See the PPG (68-038) 
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16. THE LOCAL HOUSING NEED 

16.1 As set out above, there is a national housing crisis, which is causing real harm to 

real households. However, the housing needs will vary from area to area and I 

consider the position in Fareham Borough below. 

16.2 GL Hearn prepared an Objectively Assessed Housing Need Update in April 2016 

(CDG.2) on behalf of the Partnership for Urban South Hampshire (PUSH) including 

Fareham Borough. This calculated the objectively assessed need for housing and 

identified a need for 305 homes per annum in Fareham (east) and 115 homes per 

annum in Fareham (west)40 providing a total need for 420 homes per annum from 

2011 to 2036. 

16.3 In the period since 2011, only 2,259 homes have been built in Fareham Borough 

at an average of 282 per annum. This compares to the identified objectively 

assessed need for 420 per annum. As set out in Table 16.1, this equates to a 

shortfall of 1,101 homes in the previous 8 years. 

Table 16.1 – the shortfall in delivery 

  Cumulative OAN 

Cumulative 

completions Shortfall 

2011/12 420 277 -143 

2012/13 840 517 -323 

2013/14 1,260 671 -589 

2014/15 1,680 958 -722 

2015/16 2,100 1,329 -771 

2016/17 2,520 1,678 -842 

2017/18 2,940 1,969 -971 

2018/19 3,360 2,259 -1,101 

16.4 It can be calculated from Table 28 of the Objectively Assessed Housing Need 

Update that in Fareham Borough in 2016 there were already 7 homeless 

households, 85 households in temporary accommodation, 882 households in 

overcrowded accommodation, 199 concealed households, 40 households in 

affordable homes that remained in affordable housing need, and 788 other 

households in affordable need. 

16.5 The shortfall in delivery is likely to have adversely affected the ability of 

households to access housing, with adverse effects on affordability which in turn 

is likely to have required households to migrate out of Fareham to access 

 
40 See tables 61 and 62. 
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appropriate accommodation and/or to fall into affordable need including those 

households that have become homeless or are accommodated in overcrowded, 

shared or otherwise unsuitable accommodation. The position is therefore now 

likely to be worse than that identified in the Objectively Assessed Housing Need 

Update. 

16.6 The Objectively Assessed Housing Need Update also calculated the need for 

affordable homes on the basis of different affordability thresholds, namely the 

proportion of household income which can be spent on housing. The results are 

presented in Tables 45 to 48 of the report and are summarised in Table 16.2 

below. 

Table 16.2 – the affordable housing need 

Affordability threshold Annual affordable need 

25% 385 (=265+120) 

30% 302 (=209+93) 

35% 234 (=164+70) 

40% 175 (=125+50) 

16.7 The Housing Evidence: Overview Report (Appendix 18) took account of this 

evidence and recommended that the emerging Local Plan Review proceeded on 

the basis of a 30% affordability ratio, identifying in paragraph 2.1 to Figure 2.1, 

an annual affordable housing need for 302 homes per annum in the period 2011 

to 2036.  

APPENDIX 18: EXTRACTS OF THE HOUSING EVIDENCE: OVERVIEW REPORT 

16.8 As set out in paragraph 2.3 and Figure 2.1 of the report, the vast majority of the 

need for affordable housing arises from households that have yet to form (344 

per annum) and from existing households falling into need (92 per annum). Only 

a limited proportion of the affordable housing need was accounted for by those 

households that were in need at the time of the assessment (21 per annum). 

16.9 In the period from 2011 to 2019, MHCLG record that a total of 610 affordable 

homes have been delivered in Fareham Borough at an average of 76 per annum. 

This equates to a shortfall of 1,806 affordable homes against the need for 

302 affordable homes per annum as calculated in Table 16.3 below. Indeed, 

Fareham Borough has the 26th lowest proportion of public sector housing41 of any 

of the 326 LPAs nationally. This underlines the fact that not only has there been a 

 
41 Including properties owned by the Local Authority, private registered provides or other 

public sector bodies. 
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chronic under-supply but also that the existing affordable housing stock is very 

low. 

Table 16.3 – the affordable housing shortfall 

  

Cumulative 

affordable need Cumulative delivery Shortfall 

2011/12 302 127 -175 

2012/13 604 218 -386 

2013/14 906 276 -630 

2014/15 1,208 413 -795 

2015/16 1,510 440 -1,070 

2016/17 1,812 525 -1,287 

2017/18 2,114 566 -1,548 

2018/19 2,416 610 -1,806 

16.10 It is therefore apparent that not only has there been an under-delivery of homes 

in totality, there has been a particularly acute shortfall in the delivery of 

affordable homes. This is likely to have resulted in a greater need for both market 

and affordable homes. The provision of market homes will firstly provide the 

opportunity for those households that are able to access such accommodation but 

who have been unable to owing to the shortfall in supply to do so. It will also 

provide the opportunity for households in affordable homes or those in affordable 

need to access market housing (including in the private rental sector) where they 

are able to do so. The provision of affordable homes will also address the 

affordable housing needs that currently exist in Fareham Borough. 

16.11 The Council published an Affordable Housing Strategy in 2019 (CDG.8). This does 

not appear to have been informed by an evidence-based analysis as the Overview 

Report was but provides a useful update. 

16.12 It indicates that there were currently circa 3,000 households in need of 

affordable/social rent in 2019. This compares to the 2,002 households that were 

currently in need at the time the Objectively Assessed Housing Need Update was 

prepared in 201642. It would therefore appear that the need for affordable 

housing has indeed increased, and this is likely to be at least partially as a result 

of the significant shortfall in both market and affordable delivery. 

 
42 Calculated from the 1,439 households in Fareham (east) and 563 in Fareham (west) 

as identified in Table 28. 
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16.13 The Affordable Housing Strategy correctly identifies on page 12 that 

notwithstanding the apparent increase in the number of households in need of 

affordable housing, the housing waiting list has not grown significantly in recent 

years. The waiting list is only available for those seeking affordable/social rent 

and so this may indicate that a greater proportion of households in affordable 

need are now seeking intermediate housing. Alternatively, or additionally, it may 

indicate that households have been disincentivised from registering given the 

chronic under-supply of affordable housing in the Borough. 

16.14 On page 14 of the Affordable Housing Strategy, it is suggested that there is a 

need for 3,500 affordable homes to 2036. This is based on the existing need for 

3,000 affordable homes and an allowance of 500 homes to provide for new 

households and those falling into need. 

16.15 There does not appear to be any evidence in support of the extent of this 

allowance, which assumes that 1 in 7 affordable homes will cater to newly arising 

households and those falling into need. This compares to the detailed technical 

assessment provided in the Objectively Assessed Housing Need Update43 which 

identifies that circa 19 in 20 affordable homes will cater to newly arising 

households and those falling into need44. The Affordable Housing Strategy departs 

significantly from the evidence base in this regard and there does not appear to 

be any evidence or justification for this. 

16.16 Nevertheless, even on the basis of this unevidenced assumption, the Affordable 

Housing Strategy identifies a need for 3,500 affordable homes over the period to 

2036, or circa 220 per annum as set out in the Statement of Common Ground. 

Given that an average of only 76 affordable homes have been built per annum in 

Fareham Borough since 2011, it remains the case that even on the basis of the 

Affordable Housing Strategy, there is a significant need to boost the supply of 

additional affordable housing to address needs. Indeed, the delivery of affordable 

housing needs to almost treble. 

16.17 On page 12, the Affordable Housing Strategy identifies that circa 300 households 

are in greatest need. The provision of affordable housing to address these needs 

is a significant matter to be weighed in the planning balance. 

 
43 As summarised in Figure 2.1 of the Overview Report. 
44 Calculated from the 21 households currently in need out of the total of 456, or circa 1 

in 20. 

Page 1255



LPA Ref: P/18/1118/OA & 9/19/0460/OA 
             HOUSING NEED AND SUPPLY EVIDENCE 

 

 

 

October 2020 | NT | BRS.4989 Page | 89  

 

16.18 Fareham Borough Council’s website identifies how the need for affordable housing 

is distributed across the Borough taking account of the individual household’s 

relationships to particular areas including where children attend school, where the 

wider family live and access to work. This shows that there is an acute need for 

affordable housing, and in particular an acute need for those households with 

more urgent needs, in Fareham South, which is where the appeal sites are 

located. The relevant extract is set out in Figure 16.1 below. 

Figure 16.1 – extract of the Council’s website 

 

16.19 The chronic under-delivery of housing has significant adverse effects on the 

accessibility of housing. 

16.20 In Fareham Borough, a household is currently required on average to spend 9.09 

times the annual average income to access housing according to the ONS. The 

PPG (2a-004) indicates that where a household is required to spend 4 times its 

income, then no affordability adjustment is required to the projections, which 

infers that this is the level at which the Government consider that the affordability 

of housing is acceptable. Housing in Fareham Borough is 2.3 times less affordable 

than this ‘acceptable level’, which is likely to compromise the ability of a larger 

proportion of households to access the market, with consequent social harms 
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(including overcrowding, shared households, food and fuel poverty, homelessness 

etc). 

16.21 The resultant pressures on the accessibility of housing are likely to result in a 

greater number of households falling into affordable need as they are unable to 

access suitable market accommodation viably. If this issue is to be addressed, it 

will be necessary to address the existing need for affordable housing, and to 

provide market housing to provide the opportunity for households to access the 

market and prevent them falling into affordable need. 

16.22 Whilst all of the preceding analysis may seem rather dry, these represent real 

issues faced by large sectors of the community, which can only be addressed by 

providing the necessary housing. The harms of an under-supply of suitable 

housing is not limited to the financial effects on households which are significant 

in isolation but is far more wide-reaching. For example, it has implications for 

social mobility and health for young and old alike.  

16.23 Shelter published an assessment of the impacts of unsuitable housing on children 

entitled Chance of a Lifetime (Appendix 19). This identifies that in unsuitable 

homes (including homelessness, overcrowded or otherwise unsuitable housing): 

• Children are up to 10 times more likely to contract meningitis which can be 

life threatening and which can have long-term effects including deafness, 

blindness and behavioural problems; 

• Children are more likely to suffer from TB which can lead to serious 

medical problems and is sometimes fatal; 

• Children are more likely to experience respiratory problems which may 

lead to the loss of sleep, restricted physical activity and missing school; 

• Children are more likely to experience slow growth in childhood which is 

associated with an increased risk of coronary heart disease in later life; 

• Domestic fires are more likely; 

• Children are more likely to suffer mental health issues; 

• Children miss school more frequently due to illnesses and infections; 

• Children are more likely to suffer from delayed cognitive development; 
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• Children are more likely to have long-term health problems and low 

educational attainment, with an increased likelihood of unemployment or 

working in low-paid jobs in adulthood; 

• Children are more likely to become offenders. 

APPENDIX 19: CHANCE OF A LIFETIME 

16.24 Similarly, the Affordable Housing Strategy recognises that there is a particular 

need to provide affordable housing for older people, including as a result of the 

significant growth of older people in the Borough45. 

 
45 This growth of the older population is again symptomatic of an area in which housing 

is prohibitively inaccessible for younger households. 
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17. CONCLUSIONS 

17.1 The preceding analysis demonstrates that: 

i. The Council will have a record of substantial under-delivery in the near 

future which will automatically engage the ‘tilted balance’, regardless of 

the five-year land supply position; 

ii. As agreed in the Statement of Common Ground, the Council is unable to 

demonstrate a five-year land supply such that the ‘tilted balance’ of 

paragraph 11d is engaged46; 

iii. Even based on the Council’s figures, circa 1 in 5 households will not be 

provided the opportunity to access appropriate housing in the next five-

years; 

iv. It is likely that the five-year land supply shortfall will increase prior to 

the inquiry as a result of the Housing Delivery Test results expected in 

November 2020 or as a result of the correction of the miscalculated 

Housing Delivery Test results of November 2019, both of which will 

require the application of a 20% buffer, such that the Council will 

identify a 3.53 year land supply; 

v. The Council’s assessment of the five-year land supply significantly over-

estimates the five-year land supply position including because: 

• The deliverable supply of the Council has been found to be 

significantly over-estimated by every S78 appeal Inspector to have 

considered this matter; 

• The Council includes a site in the deliverable supply which is not 

available now according to the interpretation of the courts; 

• The Council includes planning permissions which cannot be 

demonstrated to be suitable now including owing to the likely 

significant effects on Natura 2000 sites and the absence of any 

evidence that these can be appropriately mitigated; 

• The Council has provided no evidence, let alone clear evidence, in 

support of the overwhelming majority of sites within Category B 

 
46 Providing any restrictive policies of the NPPF do not disengage the ‘tilted balance’. 
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(or outside of Category A and B) of the definition of a deliverable 

site, such that these should not be considered to be deliverable; 

• The Council relies upon allocated sites delivering a number of 

homes which has not been tested or found to be deliverable;  

• The Council assume that brownfield sites can be considered to be 

suitable now without these having been subject to any 

consultation including with statutory consultees or members of the 

public to determine the suitability or otherwise of these sites;  

• The Council include a significant number of sites outside of 

Category A and B, notwithstanding that these are ineligible for 

inclusion according to the NPPF, the PPG, the findings of all but 

two S78 Inspectors and the approach most recently adopted by 

the Secretary of State; 

• The Council include unallocated sites that are subject to a 

resolution to grant planning permission, which are ineligible for 

inclusion according to the Secretary of State;  

• The Council assume that sites which they considered were not 

suitable for development in the absence of planning obligations, 

could be considered to be suitable in the absence of these 

planning obligations; and 

• The Council assume wholly unrealistic lead-in times on a number 

of sites. 

vi. There has been a chronic under-supply of housing and affordable 

housing in Fareham Borough over recent years; 

vii. This under-supply is likely to have resulted in significant adverse effects 

which can only be addressed through the provision of additional 

housing; 

viii. There is a significant unmet need for affordable housing in the Borough, 

and particularly in Fareham South; 

ix. The affordability of housing in Fareham is significantly worse than the 

Government indicate as being ‘acceptable’. 
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Guidance 
Housing and economic needs 
assessment 
Guides councils in how to assess their housing needs. 

Published 20 March 2015 
Last updated 22 July 2019 — see all updates 
From: 

Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government 

Contents 
1. Housing need
2. Identifying the need for different types of housing
3. Affordable housing
4. Economic need

Where plans are being prepared under the transitional arrangements set out in Annex 1 to
the revised National Planning Policy Framework, the policies in the previous version of the
framework published in 2012 will continue to apply, as will any previous guidance which was
associated with it, and which has been superseded since the new framework was published
in July 2018. See superseded guidance relevant to plans that were submitted under
transitional arrangements

This guidance was updated on 20 February 2019. See previous guidance

Housing need 

What is housing need? 
Housing need is an unconstrained assessment of the number of homes needed in an area. 
Assessing housing need is the first step in the process of deciding how many homes need to 
be planned for. It should be undertaken separately from assessing land availability, 
establishing a housing requirement figure and preparing policies to address this such as site 
allocations. For further details on how constraints should be considered once a housing 
need figure has been identified, please see Housing and economic land availability 
assessment guidance. 

Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 2a-001-20190220 

Revision date: 20 02 2019 

What is the standard method for assessing local housing need? 

The National Planning Policy Framework expects strategic policy-making authorities to 
follow the standard method in this guidance for assessing local housing need. 
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The standard method uses a formula to identify the minimum number of homes expected to 
be planned for, in a way which addresses projected household growth and historic under-
supply. 

The standard method set out below identifies a minimum annual housing need figure. It does 
not produce a housing requirement figure. 

Paragraph: 002 Reference ID: 2a-002-20190220 

Revision date: 20 02 2019 

Is the use of the standard method for strategic policy making 
purposes mandatory? 

No, if it is felt that circumstances warrant an alternative approach but authorities can expect 
this to be scrutinised more closely at examination. There is an expectation that the standard 
method will be used and that any other method will be used only in exceptional 
circumstances. 

Paragraph: 003 Reference ID: 2a-003-20190220 

Revision date: 20 02 2019 

How is a minimum annual local housing need figure calculated 
using the standard method? 

The standard method can be used to calculate a minimum annual local housing need figure 
as follows: 

Step 1 - Setting the baseline 
Set the baseline using national household growth projections(2014-based household 
projections in England, table 406 unitary authorities and districts in England) for the area of 
the local authority. Using these projections, calculate the projected average annual 
household growth over a 10 year period (this should be 10 consecutive years, with the 
current year being used as the starting point from which to calculate growth over that 
period). Note that the figures displayed are rounded and individual cells need to be viewed in 
order to see the full number. 

Step 2 - An adjustment to take account of affordability 
Then adjust the average annual projected household growth figure (as calculated in step 1) 
based on the affordability of the area. 

The most recent median workplace-based affordability ratios, published by the Office for 
National Statistics at a local authority level, should be used. 
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No adjustment is applied where the ratio is 4 or below. For each 1% the ratio is above 4 
(with a ratio of 8 representing a 100% increase), the average household growth should be 
increased by a quarter of a percent. To be able to apply the percentage increase adjustment 
to the projected growth figure we then need to add 1. 

Where an adjustment is to be made, the precise formula is as follows: 

Step 3 - Capping the level of any increase 
A cap is then applied which limits the increases an individual local authority can face. How 
this is calculated depends on the current status of relevant strategic policies for housing. 

Where these policies were adopted within the last 5 years (at the point of making the 
calculation), the local housing need figure is capped at 40% above the average annual 
housing requirement figure set out in the existing policies. 

This also applies where the relevant strategic policies have been reviewed by the authority 
within the 5 year period and found to not require updating. 

For areas covered by spatial development strategies, the relevant strategic policies are 
those contained within the spatial development strategy. For example, where a requirement 
figure for an authority in a spatial development strategy differs from that in a local plan, the 
figure in the spatial development strategy should be used. 

Where the relevant strategic policies for housing were adopted more than 5 years ago (at 
the point of making the calculation), the local housing need figure is capped at 40% above 
whichever is the higher of: 
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a. the projected household growth for the area over the 10 year period identified in step 1; or

b. the average annual housing requirement figure set out in the most recently adopted
strategic policies (if a figure exists).

Worked examples 

Step 1 - Setting the baseline 
An authority’s household projections are: 

• 110,500 households in 2019
• 120,000 households in 2029

This is a total of 9,500 new households over the 10 year period, equivalent to an average
household growth of 950 per year. (Note: in this example 2019 is the starting point to
measure the growth over a 10 year period; the difference between 2019 and 2020 is one
year’s worth of growth and the difference between 2019 and 2029 is 10 years’ worth of
growth).

Step 2 - An adjustment to take account of affordability 
The authority’s median workplace-based affordability ratio is 12.4. As this is above 4, then 
the following adjustment should be made. 

The adjustment is calculated as: 
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The adjustment factor is therefore 1.525 and is used as: 

Minimum annual local housing need figure = (adjustment factor) x projected household 
growth 

Minimum annual local housing need figure = 1.525 x 950 

The resulting figure is 1,449. 

Step 3 - Capping the level of any increase 
How the cap applies depends on the current status of relevant strategic policies for housing. 
Below are 3 examples. Example 1 relates to a plan that has been adopted or reviewed within 
the last 5 years. Examples 2a and 2b relate to plans that were adopted more than 5 years 
ago and have not been updated, and demonstrates situations where the cap does and does 
not limit the minimum annual local housing need figure. 

Cap example 1 
The local authority has adopted a local plan within the last 5 years, or has reviewed (and if 
necessary updated) the housing requirement figure in a plan adopted more than 5 years 
ago. 

• The average annual housing requirement figure in the existing relevant policies is 850 a
year

• The minimum annual local housing need figure is 1,449 (as per step 2)
• The cap is set at 40% above the housing requirement figure:

Cap = 850 + (40% x 850) = 850 + 340 = 1,190

The capped figure is lower than the minimum annual local housing need figure and therefore
limits the increase to the local authority’s minimum annual housing need figure. The
minimum figure for this local authority is therefore 1,190.

Cap example 2a 
A local authority adopted a local plan more than 5 years ago and has not reviewed their 
housing requirement figure since then. 

• The average annual housing requirement figure in the existing relevant policies is 850 a
year

• Average annual household growth over 10 years is 950 (as per step 1)
• The minimum annual local housing need figure is 1,449 (as per step 2)
• The cap is set at 40% above the higher of the most recent average annual housing

requirement figure or household growth:

Cap = 950 + (40% x 950) = 950 + 380 = 1,330
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The capped figure is lower than the minimum annual local housing need figure and therefore 
limits the increase to the local authority’s minimum annual housing need figure. The 
minimum figure for this local authority is therefore 1,330. 

Cap example 2b 
A local authority adopted a local plan more than 5 years ago and has not reviewed their 
housing requirement figure since then. 

• The average annual housing requirement figure in the existing relevant policies is 1,200 a 
year 

• Average annual household growth over 10 years is 950 (as per step 1) 
• The minimum annual local housing need figure is 1,449 (as per step 2) 
• The cap is set at 40% above the higher of the most recent average annual housing 

requirement figure or household growth: 

Cap = 1,200 + (40% x 1,200) = 1,200 + 480 = 1,680 

The capped figure is greater than the minimum annual local housing need figure and 
therefore does not limit the increase to the local authority’s minimum annual housing need 
figure. The minimum figure for this local authority is therefore 1,449. 

Paragraph: 004 Reference ID: 2a-004-20190220 

Revision date: 20 02 2019 

Why are 2014-based household projections used as the baseline 
for the standard method? 

The 2014-based household projections are used within the standard method to provide 
stability for planning authorities and communities, ensure that historic under-delivery and 
declining affordability are reflected, and to be consistent with the Government’s objective of 
significantly boosting the supply of homes. 

Paragraph: 005 Reference ID: 2a-005-20190220 

Revision date: 20 02 2019 

Why is an affordability adjustment applied? 

An affordability adjustment is applied as household growth on its own is insufficient as an 
indicator of future housing need because: 

• household formation is constrained to the supply of available properties – new households 
cannot form if there is nowhere for them to live; and 

• people may want to live in an area in which they do not reside currently, for example to be 
near to work, but be unable to find appropriate accommodation that they can afford. 
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The affordability adjustment is applied in order to ensure that the standard method for 
assessing local housing need responds to price signals and is consistent with the policy 
objective of significantly boosting the supply of homes. The specific adjustment in this 
guidance is set at a level to ensure that minimum annual housing need starts to address the 
affordability of homes. 

Paragraph: 006 Reference ID: 2a-006-20190220 

Revision date: 20 02 2019 

Why is a cap applied? 

The standard method may identify a minimum local housing need figure that is significantly 
higher than the number of homes currently being planned for. The cap is applied to help 
ensure that the minimum local housing need figure calculated using the standard method is 
as deliverable as possible. 

The cap reduces the minimum number generated by the standard method, but does not 
reduce housing need itself. Therefore strategic policies adopted with a cap applied may 
require an early review and updating to ensure that any housing need above the capped 
level is planned for as soon as is reasonably possible. 

Where the minimum annual local housing need figure is subject to a cap, consideration can 
still be given to whether a higher level of need could realistically be delivered. This may help 
prevent authorities from having to undertake an early review of the relevant policies. 

Paragraph: 007 Reference ID: 2a-007-20190220 

Revision date: 20 02 2019 

When should strategic policy-making authorities assess their 
housing need figure for policy-making purposes? 

Strategic policy-making authorities will need to calculate their local housing need figure at 
the start of the plan-making process. This number should be kept under review and revised 
where appropriate. 

The housing need figure generated using the standard method may change as the inputs 
are variable and this should be taken into consideration by strategic policy-making 
authorities. 

However, local housing need calculated using the standard method may be relied upon for a 
period of 2 years from the time that a plan is submitted to the Planning Inspectorate for 
examination. 

Paragraph: 008 Reference ID: 2a-008-20190220 

Revision date: 20 02 2019 
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How often are the affordability ratios updated? 

Affordability ratios are published every year (usually in March). 

Paragraph: 009 Reference ID: 2a-009-20190220 

Revision date: 20 02 2019 

When might it be appropriate to plan for a higher housing need 
figure than the standard method indicates? 

The government is committed to ensuring that more homes are built and supports ambitious 
authorities who want to plan for growth. The standard method for assessing local housing 
need provides a minimum starting point in determining the number of homes needed in an 
area. It does not attempt to predict the impact that future government policies, changing 
economic circumstances or other factors might have on demographic behaviour. Therefore, 
there will be circumstances where it is appropriate to consider whether actual housing need 
is higher than the standard method indicates. 

This will need to be assessed prior to, and separate from, considering how much of the 
overall need can be accommodated (and then translated into a housing requirement figure 
for the strategic policies in the plan). Circumstances where this may be appropriate include, 
but are not limited to situations where increases in housing need are likely to exceed past 
trends because of: 

• growth strategies for the area that are likely to be deliverable, for example where funding is 
in place to promote and facilitate additional growth (e.g. Housing Deals); 

• strategic infrastructure improvements that are likely to drive an increase in the homes 
needed locally; or 

• an authority agreeing to take on unmet need from neighbouring authorities, as set out in a 
statement of common ground; 

There may, occasionally, also be situations where previous levels of housing delivery in an 
area, or previous assessments of need (such as a recently-produced Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment) are significantly greater than the outcome from the standard method. 
Authorities will need to take this into account when considering whether it is appropriate to 
plan for a higher level of need than the standard model suggests. 

Paragraph: 010 Reference ID: 2a-010-20190220 

Revision date: 20 02 2019 

Can strategic policy-making authorities take account of past 
under delivery of new homes in preparing plans? 

The affordability adjustment is applied to take account of past under-delivery. The standard 
method identifies the minimum uplift that will be required and therefore it is not a requirement 
to specifically address under-delivery separately. 
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Where an alternative approach to the standard method is used, past under delivery should 
be taken into account. 

Paragraph: 011 Reference ID: 2a-011-20190220 

Revision date: 20 02 2019 

How can plan-making authorities apply the method to the overall 
plan period? 

The method provides authorities with an annual number, based on a 10 year base line, 
which can be applied to the whole plan period. 

The National Planning Policy Framework requires strategic policies to look ahead over a 
minimum 15 year period from adoption, although authorities are required to keep their 
policies under review. 

Paragraph: 012 Reference ID: 2a-012-20190220 

Revision date: 20 02 2019 

How should local housing need be calculated where plans cover 
more than one area? 

Local housing need assessments may cover more than one area, in particular where 
strategic policies are being produced jointly, or where spatial development strategies are 
prepared by elected Mayors, or combined authorities with strategic policy-making powers. 

In such cases the housing need for the defined area should at least be the sum of the local 
housing need for each local planning authority within the area. It will be for the relevant 
strategic policy-making authority to distribute the total housing requirement which is then 
arrived at across the plan area. 

Where a spatial development strategy has been published, local planning authorities should 
use the local housing need figure in the spatial development strategy and should not seek to 
re-visit their local housing need figure when preparing new strategic or non-strategic policies. 

Paragraph: 013 Reference ID: 2a-013-20190220 

Revision date: 20 02 2019 

Where strategic policy-making authority boundaries do not align 
with local authority boundaries, or data is not available, should 
the standard method be used to assess local housing need? 

Where strategic policy-making authorities do not align with local authority boundaries (either 
individually or in combination), or the data required for the model are not available such as in 
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National Parks and the Broads Authority, where local authority boundaries have changed 
due to reorganisation within the last 5 years or local authority areas where the samples are 
too small, an alternative approach will have to be used. Such authorities may continue to 
identify a housing need figure using a method determined locally, but in doing so will need to 
consider the best available information on anticipated changes in households as well as 
local affordability levels. 

Paragraph: 014 Reference ID: 2a-014-20190220 

Revision date: 20 02 2019 

If authorities use a different method how will this be tested at 
examination? 

Where data availability does not allow the standard method to be used, consideration will be 
given to whether it provides the basis for a plan that is positively prepared, taking into 
account the information available on household formation and affordability. 

Where a strategic policy-making authority can show that an alternative approach identifies a 
need higher than using the standard method, and that it adequately reflects current and 
future demographic trends and market signals, the approach can be considered sound as it 
will have exceeded the minimum starting point. 

Where an alternative approach results in a lower housing need figure than that identified 
using the standard method, the strategic policy-making authority will need to demonstrate, 
using robust evidence, that the figure is based on realistic assumptions of demographic 
growth and that there are exceptional local circumstances that justify deviating from the 
standard method. This will be tested at examination. 

Any method which relies on using the 2016-based household projections will not be 
considered to be following the standard method as set out in paragraph 60 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework. As explained above, it is not considered that these projections 
provide an appropriate basis for use in the standard method. 

Paragraph: 015 Reference ID: 2a-015-20190220 

Revision date: 20 02 2019 

How is housing need calculated for the purposes of decision 
making? 
There is separate guidance on how the standard method for assessing local housing 
need applies to calculating 5 Year Land Supply and the Housing Delivery Test. 

Paragraph: 016 Reference ID: 2a-016-20190220 

Revision date: 20 02 2019  
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Guidance 
Housing and economic land 
availability assessment 
Sets out method for assessing housing and economic 
land availability. 

Published 6 March 2014  
Last updated 22 July 2019 — see all updates 

From: 

Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government 

Contents 
1. What is the purpose of the assessment of land availability? 
2. Method – flowchart 
3. Method – Stage 1: Identification of sites and broad locations 
4. Method – Stage 2: Site/broad location assessment 
5. Method – Stage 3: Windfall assessment (where justified) 
6. Method – Stage 4: Assessment review 
7. Method – Stage 5: Final Evidence Base 
This guidance has been updated see previous version 
Guidance on 5 year housing land supply and Housing Delivery Test can now be found in 
the Housing supply and delivery guidance. 
Where plans are being prepared under the transitional arrangements set out in Annex 1 to 
the revised National Planning Policy Framework, the policies in the previous version of the 
framework published in 2012 will continue to apply, as will any previous guidance which has 
been superseded since the new framework was published in July 2018. If you’d like an email 
alert when changes are made to planning guidance please subscribe. 

What is the purpose of the assessment of land 
availability? 
An assessment of land availability identifies a future supply of land which is suitable, 
available and achievable for housing and economic development uses over the plan period. 
The assessment is an important source of evidence to inform plan-making and decision-
taking, and the identification of a 5-year supply of housing land. It can also inform as well as 
make use of sites in brownfield registers 

However, the assessment does not in itself determine whether a site should be allocated for 
development. It is the role of the assessment to provide information on the range of sites 
which are available to meet the local authority’s (or, where relevant, elected Mayor or 
combined authority) requirements, but it is for the development plan itself to determine which 
of those sites are the most suitable to meet those requirements. 
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Plan-making authorities may carry out land availability assessments for housing and 
economic development as part of the same exercise, in order that sites may be identified for 
the use(s) which is most appropriate. 

An assessment should: 

• identify sites and broad locations with potential for development; 
• assess their development potential; and 
• assess their suitability for development and the likelihood of development coming forward 

(the availability and achievability). 
This guidance should be read in conjunction with separate guidance on the application of 
town centre planning policy, which includes the sequential test for locating town centre use 
as well as guidance on making the most effective use of land. 

Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 3-001-20190722 

Revision date: 22 07 2019 

Should plan-makers override constraints, such as Green Belt, 
when carrying out the assessment to meet identified needs? 

Plan-making bodies should consider constraints when assessing the suitability, availability 
and achievability of sites and broad locations. For example, assessments should reflect the 
policies in footnote 6 of the National Planning Policy Framework, which sets out the areas 
where the Framework would provide strong reasons for restricting the overall scale, type or 
distribution of development in the plan area (such as the Green Belt and other protected 
areas). 

Paragraph: 002 Reference ID: 3-002-20190722 

Revision date: 22 07 2019 

Can neighbourhood planning bodies use the guidance? 
Neighbourhood planning bodies may use the method set out in this guidance to assess sites 
but any assessment needs to be proportionate to the nature of the plan. Neighbourhood 
planning bodies may also make use of existing site assessments prepared by the local 
planning authority as a starting point when identifying sites to allocate within 
a neighbourhood plan. 

Paragraph: 003 Reference ID: 3-003-20190722 

Revision date: 22 07 2019 

Can plan-making authorities use a different method? 

This guidance indicates what inputs and processes can lead to a robust assessment of land 
availability. Plan-making bodies are expected to have regard to the guidance in preparing 
and updating their assessments. Where they depart from the guidance, it will be important to 
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explain the reasons for doing so when setting out the evidence base that informs the plan. 
Assessment needs to be thorough but proportionate, building where possible on existing 
information sources outlined within the guidance. 

Paragraph: 004 Reference ID: 3-004-20190722 

Revision date: 22 07 2019 

Method – flowchart 

 

Methodology - flowchart 
PDF, 220KB, 1 page 
This file may not be suitable for users of assistive technology. Request an accessible format. 

Paragraph: 005 Reference ID: 3-005-20190722 

Revision date: 22 07 2019 

Method – Stage 1: Identification of sites and 
broad locations 
Determine assessment area and site size 

What geographical area should the assessment cover? 

The area selected for the assessment should be the plan-making area. This could be the 
local planning authority area, 2 or more local authority areas, areas covered by a spatial 
development strategy, or areas covered by the Local Enterprise Partnership. 

Paragraph: 006 Reference ID: 3-006-20190722 

Revision date: 22 07 2019 

Who can plan makers work with? 
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The assessment needs to be undertaken and regularly reviewed working with other local 
planning authorities in the relevant housing market area or functional economic market area, 
in line with the duty to cooperate and need to maintain statements of common ground. 
It is also important to involve land owners and promoters; local property agents; developers; 
local communities; Local Enterprise Partnerships; businesses and their local representative 
organisations; parish and town councils and neighbourhood forums 
preparing neighbourhood plans. 

Paragraph: 007 Reference ID: 3-007-20190722 

Revision date: 22 07 2019 

Can the assessment be constrained by the need for 
development? 

The assessment needs to identify all sites and broad locations (regardless of the amount of 
development needed) in order to provide a complete audit of available land. The process of 
the assessment will, however, provide the information to enable an identification of sites and 
locations that are most suitable for the level of development required. 

Paragraph: 008 Reference ID: 3-008-20190722 

Revision date: 22 07 2019 

What sizes of site or broad locations can be considered for 
assessment? 

Plan-makers will need to assess a range of different site sizes from small-scale sites to 
opportunities for large-scale developments such as village and town extensions and new 
settlements where appropriate. 

It may be appropriate to consider all sites and broad locations capable of delivering 5 or 
more dwellings, or economic development on sites of 0.25 hectares (or 500 square metres 
of floor space) and above. Plan-makers may wish to consider alternative site size thresholds. 
The National Planning Policy Framework expects a minimum proportion of the sites 
identified as suitable for housing to be no larger than one hectare, unless there are strong 
reasons why this cannot be achieved. 

Paragraph: 009 Reference ID: 3-009-20190722 

Revision date: 22 07 2019 

How can sites/broad locations be identified? 

When carrying out a desktop review, plan-makers need to be proactive in identifying as wide 
a range of sites and broad locations for development as possible (including those existing 
sites that could be improved, intensified or changed). Identified sites, which have particular 
constraints (such as Green Belt), need to be included in the assessment for the sake of 
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comprehensiveness but these constraints need to be set out clearly, including where they 
severely restrict development. An important part of the desktop review, however, is to 
identify sites and their constraints, rather than simply to rule out sites outright which are 
known to have constraints. 

It is important that plan-makers do not simply rely on sites that they have been informed 
about, but actively identify sites through the desktop review process that may assist in 
meeting the development needs of an area. 

Paragraph: 010 Reference ID: 3-010-20190722 

Revision date: 22 07 2019 

What types of sites and sources of data should be used? 

Plan makers should consider all available types of sites and sources of data that may be 
relevant in the assessment process but the following may be particularly relevant: 

 

Type of site and potential data source 
PDF, 56.5KB, 1 page 
This file may not be suitable for users of assistive technology.Request an accessible format. 

Paragraph: 011 Reference ID: 3-011-20190722 

Revision date: 22 07 2019 

Can plan makers issue a call for sites and broad locations for 
development? 

If the process to identify land is to be transparent and identify as many potential 
opportunities as possible, it is important to issue a call for sites and broad locations for 
development. This needs to be aimed at as wide an audience as is practicable so that those 
not normally involved in property development have the opportunity to contribute. This can 
include notifying parish councils and neighbourhood forums, landowners, developers, 
businesses and relevant local interest groups, as well as local publicity. A call for sites will 
need to set out the information sought from respondents, which could include: 

• site location; 
• suggested potential type of development (eg economic development uses – retail, 

leisure, cultural, office, warehousing etc; residential – by different tenures, types and 
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needs of different groups such as older people housing, private rented housing and 
people wishing to build or commission their own homes); 

• the scale of development; and 
• constraints to development. 

Paragraph: 012 Reference ID: 3-012-20190722 

Revision date: 22 07 2019 

What can be included in the site and broad location survey? 

The comprehensive list of sites and broad locations derived from data sources and the call 
for sites. Plan-makers can assess potential sites and broad locations prior to a more detailed 
survey to: 

• ratify inconsistent information gathered through the call for sites and desk assessment; 
• get an up to date view on development progress (where sites have planning permission); 
• obtain a better understanding of what type and scale of development may be appropriate; 
• gain a more detailed understanding of deliverability, any barriers and how they could be 

overcome; and 
• identify further sites with potential for development that were not identified through data 

sources or the call for sites. 

Paragraph: 013 Reference ID: 3-013-20190722 

Revision date: 22 07 2019 

How detailed does the initial survey need to be? 

At this stage, there may be some sites which, when taking into account national policy and 
designations, it will not be appropriate to carry out these more detailed assessments for, 
where it is clear that they will not be suitable for development. The initial surveys need to be 
proportionate, with a more detailed assessment being made at Stage 2. 

Sites which do not involve major development with any form of permission and all sites with 
detailed permission should be considered achievable within the next 5 years, unless 
evidence indicates otherwise. 

Paragraph: 014 Reference ID: 3-014-20190722 

Revision date: 22 07 2019 

What information should be recorded during the survey? 

During the site survey the following information can be recorded (or checked if they were 
previously identified through the data sources and call for sites): 
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• site size, boundaries, and location; 
• current land use and character; 
• land uses and character of surrounding area; 
• physical constraints (eg access, contamination, steep slopes, flood risk, natural features 

of significance, location of infrastructure/utilities); 
• potential environmental constraints; 
• consistency with the development plan’s policies; 
• proximity to services and other infrastructure, such as public transport; 
• where relevant, development progress (eg ground works completed, number of units 

started, number of units completed); and 
• initial assessment of whether the site is suitable for a particular type of use or as part of a 

mixed-use development. 

Paragraph: 015 Reference ID: 3-015-20190722 

Revision date: 22 07 2019 

Method – Stage 2: Site/broad location 
assessment 
Estimating the development potential of each site/broad location 

How can the development potential be calculated? 
The estimation of the development potential of each identified site can be guided by the 
existing or emerging plan policy including locally determined policies on density. When 
assessing development potential, plan makers should seek to make the most efficient use of 
land in line with policies set out in the National Planning Policy Framework. 

Development potential is a significant factor that affects the economic viability of a site / 
broad location and its suitability for a particular use. Therefore, assessing achievability 
(including viability) and suitability can usefully be carried out in parallel with estimating the 
development potential. 

Paragraph: 016 Reference ID: 3-016-20190722 

Revision date: 22 07 2019 

What can be considered by plan-makers when assessing 
whether sites / broad locations are likely to be developed? 

Plan-makers will need to assess the suitability, availability and achievability of sites, 
including whether the site is economically viable. This will provide information on which a 
judgement can be made as to whether a site can be considered deliverable within the next 
five years, or developable over a longer period. 
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Paragraph: 017 Reference ID: 3-017-20190722 

Revision date: 22 07 2019 

What factors can be considered when assessing the suitability of 
sites / broad locations for development? 

A site or broad location can be considered suitable if it would provide an appropriate location 
for development when considered against relevant constraints and their potential to be 
mitigated. 

When considering constraints, plan-makers may wish to consider the information collected 
as part of the initial site survey, as well as other relevant information, such as: 

• national policy; 
• appropriateness and likely market attractiveness for the type of development proposed; 
• contribution to regeneration priority areas; 
• potential impacts including the effect upon landscapes including landscape features, 

nature and heritage conservation. 

Plan-makers need to assess the suitability of identified sites or broad locations for different 
forms of development where appropriate, taking into account the range of needs for housing, 
economic and other uses. 

When assessing sites against the adopted development plan, plan-makers will need to take 
account of how up to date the plan policies are and consider the relevance of identified 
constraints on sites / broad locations and whether such constraints may be overcome. When 
using the emerging plan to assess suitability, plan-makers will need to account for potential 
policy changes or other factors which could impact the suitability of the site / broad location. 
For example, an emerging site allocation may enable development to come forward. This will 
have to be reflected in the assessment of achievability. 

Sites in existing development plans or with planning permission can generally be considered 
suitable for development although it may be necessary to assess whether circumstances 
have changed which would alter their suitability. This can be informed by a range of factors 
including the suitability of the land for different uses and by market signals, which will be 
useful in identifying the most appropriate use. 

Paragraph: 018 Reference ID: 3-018-20190722 

Revision date: 22 07 2019 

What factors can be considered when assessing availability? 

A site can be considered available for development, when, on the best information available 
(confirmed by the call for sites and information from land owners and legal searches where 
appropriate), there is confidence that there are no legal or ownership impediments to 
development. For example, land controlled by a developer or landowner who has expressed 
an intention to develop may be considered available. 
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The existence of planning permission can be a good indication of the availability of sites. 
Sites meeting the definition of deliverable should be considered available unless evidence 
indicates otherwise. Sites without permission can be considered available within the first five 
years, further guidance to this is contained in the 5 year housing land supply guidance. 
Consideration can also be given to the delivery record of the developers or landowners 
putting forward sites, and whether the planning background of a site shows a history of 
unimplemented permissions. 

Paragraph: 019 Reference ID: 3-019-20190722 

Revision date: 22 07 2019 

What factors should be considered when assessing achievability 
including whether the development of the site is viable? 
A site is considered achievable for development where there is a reasonable prospect that 
the particular type of development will be developed on the site at a particular point in time. 
This is essentially a judgement about the economic viability of a site, and the capacity of the 
developer to complete and let or sell the development over a certain period. 

Paragraph: 020 Reference ID: 3-020-20190722 

Revision date: 22 07 2019 

What happens when constraints are identified that impact on the 
suitability, availability and achievability? 

Where constraints have been identified, the assessment will need to consider what action 
could be taken to overcome them. Examples of constraints include policies in the National 
Planning Policy Framework and the adopted or emerging development plan, which may 
affect the suitability of the site, and unresolved multiple ownerships, ransom strips tenancies 
or operational requirements of landowners, which may affect the availability of the site. 

Paragraph: 021 Reference ID: 3-021-20190722 

Revision date: 22 07 2019 

How can the timescale and rate of development be assessed and 
presented? 

Information on suitability, availability, achievability and constraints can be used to assess the 
timescale within which each site is capable of development. This may include indicative 
lead-in times and build-out rates for the development of different scales of sites. On the 
largest sites allowance should be made for several developers to be involved. The advice of 
developers and local agents will be important in assessing lead-in times and build-out rates 
by year. 

Paragraph: 022 Reference ID: 3-022-20190722 
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Revision date: 22 07 2019 

Method – Stage 3: Windfall assessment 
(where justified) 
Determining the housing potential of windfall sites where justified 

How should a windfall allowance be determined in relation to 
housing? 
A windfall allowance may be justified in the anticipated supply if a local planning authority 
has compelling evidence as set out in paragraph 70 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework. 
Local planning authorities have the ability to identify broad locations in years 6-15, which 
could include a windfall allowance (using the same criteria as set out in paragraph 67 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework). 

Paragraph: 023 Reference ID: 3-023-20190722 

Revision date: 22 07 2019 

Method – Stage 4: Assessment review 

How should the assessment be reviewed? 

Once the sites and broad locations have been assessed, the development potential of all 
sites can be collected to produce an indicative trajectory. This should set out how much 
housing and the amount of economic development that can be provided, and at what point in 
the future (i.e. within years 1 to 5, 6 to 10, and 11 and beyond). An overall risk assessment 
should be made as to whether sites will come forward as anticipated. 

Paragraph: 024 Reference ID: 3-024-20190722 

Revision date: 22 07 2019 

What happens if the assessment indicates that there are 
insufficient sites / broad locations to meet needs? 

When preparing strategic policies, it may be concluded that insufficient sites / broad 
locations have been identified to meet objectively assessed needs, including the identified 
local housing need. 

In the first instance, strategic policy-making authorities will need to revisit their assessment, 
for example to carry out a further call for sites, or changing assumptions about the 
development potential of particular sites to ensure these make the most efficient use of land. 

A1.20

Page 1283

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/annex-2-glossary#windfall
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/5-delivering-a-sufficient-supply-of-homes#para70
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/5-delivering-a-sufficient-supply-of-homes#para67
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/5-delivering-a-sufficient-supply-of-homes#para67
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/11-making-effective-use-of-land#para122


This may include applying a range of densities that reflect the accessibility and potential of 
different areas, especially for sites in town and city centres, and other locations that are well 
served by public transport. 
If insufficient land remains, then it will be necessary to investigate how this shortfall can best 
be planned for. If there is clear evidence that strategic policies cannot meet the needs of the 
area, factoring in the constraints, it will be important to establish how needs might be met in 
adjoining areas through the process of preparing statements of common ground, and in 
accordance with the duty to cooperate. If following this, needs cannot be met then the plan-
making authority will have to demonstrate the reasons why as part of the plan examination. 

Paragraph: 025 Reference ID: 3-025-20190722 

Revision date: 22 07 2019 

Method – Stage 5: Final Evidence Base 

Following the assessment, what are the outputs? 

The following set of standard outputs are expected to be produced following the 
assessment: 

• a list of all sites or broad locations considered, cross-referenced to their locations on 
maps; 

• an assessment of each site or broad location, including: 
• where these have been discounted, evidence justifying reasons given; 
• where these are considered suitable, available and achievable, the potential type and 

quantity of development, including a reasonable estimate of build out rates, setting out 
how any barriers to delivery could be overcome and when; 

• an indicative trajectory of anticipated development based on the evidence available. 
The assessment will need to be made publicly available in an accessible form. Following the 
assessment authorities can use it to demonstrate whether there is a 5 year housing land 
supply when plan-making and decision-taking. 

Paragraph: 026 Reference ID: 3-026-20190722 

Revision date: 22 07 2019 
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Guidance 
Housing supply and delivery 
Guidance on 5 year housing land supply and Housing 
Delivery Test. 

Published 22 July 2019 
From: 

Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government 

Contents 
1. 5 year housing land supply 
2. Demonstrating a 5 year housing land supply 
3. Confirming 5 year housing land supply 
4. Demonstrating a housing land supply beyond 5 years 
5. Calculating 5 year housing land supply 
6. Counting completions when calculating 5 year housing land supply 
7. Counting other forms of accommodation 
8. Housing Delivery Test 
9. Housing Delivery Test – Action Plans 

This guidance includes updated sections that were previously included in the Housing and 
economic land availability assessment guidance – see previous version. 
What policies are in place to encourage local authorities to promote a sufficient supply of 
land for housing and support delivery? 
The standard method for calculating local housing need provides a minimum number of 
homes to be planned for. Authorities should use the standard method as the starting point 
when preparing the housing requirement in their plan, unless exceptional 
circumstances justify an alternative approach. 

The Housing Delivery Test measures whether planned requirements (or, in some cases, 
local housing need) have been met over the last 3 years. The 5 year housing land supply is 
a calculation of whether there is a deliverable supply of homes to meet the planned housing 
requirement (or, in some circumstances, local housing need) over the next 5 years. 

Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 68-001-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

5 year housing land supply 

What is a 5 year land supply? 
A 5 year land supply is a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide 5 years’ 
worth of housing (and appropriate buffer) against a housing requirement set out in adopted 
strategic policies, or against a local housing need figure, using the standard method, as 
appropriate in accordance with paragraph 73 of the National Planning Policy Framework. 

A1.22

Page 1285

https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/ministry-of-housing-communities-and-local-government
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-supply-and-delivery#year-housing-land-supply
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-supply-and-delivery#demonstrating-a-5-year-housing-land-supply
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-supply-and-delivery#confirm-5-year
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-supply-and-delivery#demonstrating-a-housing-land-supply-beyond-5-years
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-supply-and-delivery#calculating
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-supply-and-delivery#counting-completions-when-calculating-5-year-housing-land-supply
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-supply-and-delivery#counting-other-forms-of-accommodation
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-supply-and-delivery#housing-delivery-test
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-supply-and-delivery#housing-delivery-test--action-plans
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20190607102654/https:/www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-and-economic-land-availability-assessment
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-and-economic-development-needs-assessments
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/5-delivering-a-sufficient-supply-of-homes#para60
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/5-delivering-a-sufficient-supply-of-homes#para60
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/annex-2-glossary#deliverable
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/5-delivering-a-sufficient-supply-of-homes#para73


Paragraph: 002 Reference ID: 68-002-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

What is the purpose of the 5 year housing land supply? 

The purpose of the 5 year housing land supply is to provide an indication of whether there 
are sufficient sites available to meet the housing requirement set out in adopted strategic 
policies for the next 5 years. Where strategic policies are more than 5 years old, or have 
been reviewed and found in need of updating, local housing need calculated using the 
standard method should be used in place of the housing requirement. 

Paragraph: 003 Reference ID: 68-003-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

Demonstrating a 5 year housing land supply 

How can an authority demonstrate a 5 year supply of deliverable 
housing sites? 

In plan-making, strategic policies should identify a 5 year housing land supply from the 
intended date of adoption of the plan. 

For decision-taking purposes, an authority will need to be able to demonstrate a 5 year 
housing land supply when dealing with applications and appeals. They can do this in one of 
two ways: 

• using the latest available evidence such as a Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessment (SHLAA), Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA), or 
an Authority Monitoring Report (AMR); 

• ‘confirming’ the 5 year land supply using a recently adopted plan or through a subsequent 
annual position statement (as set out in paragraph 74 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework). 

Paragraph: 004 Reference ID: 68-004-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

What housing requirement figure should authorities use when 
calculating their 5 year housing land supply? 

Housing requirement figures identified in adopted strategic housing policies should be used 
for calculating the 5 year housing land supply figure where: 
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• the plan was adopted in the last 5 years, or 
• the strategic housing policies have been reviewed within the last 5 years and found not to 

need updating. 

In other circumstances the 5 year housing land supply will be measured against the area’s 
local housing need calculated using the standard method. 

Paragraph: 005 Reference ID: 68-005-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

Which strategic housing policies are used to calculate the 5 year 
housing land supply where there is more than one strategic 
housing requirement policy for an area? 

Where there is a conflict between adopted strategic housing requirement policies (for 
example if a new spatial development strategy supersedes an adopted local plan), the most 
recently adopted policies will need to be used for the purposes of calculating 5 year housing 
land supply, in accordance with Section38 (5) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 
2004. 

Paragraph: 006 Reference ID: 68-006-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

What constitutes a ‘deliverable’ housing site in the context of 
plan-making and decision-taking? 
In order to demonstrate 5 years’ worth of deliverable housing sites, robust, up to date 
evidence needs to be available to support the preparation of strategic policies and planning 
decisions. Annex 2 of the National Planning Policy Framework defines a deliverable site. As 
well as sites which are considered to be deliverable in principle, this definition also sets out 
the sites which would require further evidence to be considered deliverable, namely those 
which: 

• have outline planning permission for major development; 
• are allocated in a development plan; 
• have a grant of permission in principle; or 
• are identified on a brownfield register. 

Such evidence, to demonstrate deliverability, may include: 

• current planning status – for example, on larger scale sites with outline or hybrid permission 
how much progress has been made towards approving reserved matters, or whether these 
link to a planning performance agreement that sets out the timescale for approval of 
reserved matters applications and discharge of conditions; 

• firm progress being made towards the submission of an application – for example, a written 
agreement between the local planning authority and the site developer(s) which confirms 
the developers’ delivery intentions and anticipated start and build-out rates; 

• firm progress with site assessment work; or 
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• clear relevant information about site viability, ownership constraints or infrastructure 
provision, such as successful participation in bids for large-scale infrastructure funding or 
other similar projects. 

Plan-makers can use the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment in 
demonstrating the deliverability of sites. 

Paragraph: 007 Reference ID: 68-007-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

What happens if an authority cannot demonstrate a 5 year 
housing land supply? 
In plan-making, the Inspector examining the plan will test the evidence to ensure that the 5 
year housing land supply identified in strategic policies is sound. If it is not, wherever 
possible the Inspector will recommend main modifications to the plan to ensure that the plan 
identifies a 5 year housing land supply from its date of adoption. In decision-taking, if an 
authority cannot demonstrate a 5 year housing land supply, including any appropriate buffer, 
the presumption in favour of sustainable development will apply, as set out in paragraph 11d 
of the National Planning Policy Framework. 

Paragraph: 008 Reference ID: 68-008-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

Confirming 5 year housing land supply 

How can authorities confirm their 5 year housing land supply? 
When local planning authorities wish to confirm their 5 year housing land supply position 
once in a given year they can do so either through a recently adopted plan or by using a 
subsequent annual position statement. 

Paragraph: 009 Reference ID: 68-009-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

How can a 5 year housing land supply be confirmed as part of 
the examination of plan policies? 

The examination will include consideration of the deliverability of sites to meet a 5 year 
supply, in a way that cannot be replicated in the course of determining individual applications 
and appeals where only the applicant’s / appellant’s evidence is likely to be presented to 
contest an authority’s position. 

When confirming their supply through this process, local planning authorities will need to: 
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• be clear that they are seeking to confirm the existence of a 5 year supply as part of the 
plan-making process, and engage with developers and others with an interest in housing 
delivery (as set out in Paragraph 74a of the Framework), at draft plan publication 
(Regulation 19) stage. 

• apply a minimum 10% buffer to their housing requirement to account for potential 
fluctuations in the market over the year and ensure their 5 year land supply is sufficiently 
flexible and robust. Where the Housing Delivery Testindicates that delivery has fallen below 
85% of the requirement, a 20% buffer should be added instead. 

Following the examination, the Inspector’s report will provide recommendations in relation to 
the land supply and will enable the authority, where the authority accepts the 
recommendations, to confirm they have a 5 year land supply in a recently adopted plan. 

Paragraph: 010 Reference ID: 68-010-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

Can ‘recently adopted plans’ adopted under the 2012 Framework 
be used to confirm a 5 year land supply? 

Plans that have been recently adopted (as defined by footnote 38 of the Framework) can 
benefit from confirming their 5 year housing land supply through an annual position 
statement, including those adopted under the 2012 Framework. 

Authorities should be aware that sites counted as part of the supply will need to be assessed 
under the definition of ‘deliverable’ set out in the revised National Planning Policy 
Framework. 

Paragraph: 011 Reference ID: 68-011-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

How is a 5 year housing land supply confirmed through an 
annual position statement? 
Where a local planning authority has a recently adopted plan (as set out in the the National 
Planning Policy Framework) and wishes to confirm their 5 year land supply position through 
an annual position statement, they will need to advise the Planning Inspectorate of their 
intention to do so by 1 April each year. 

To ensure their assessment of the deliverability of sites is robust, the local planning authority 
will also need to carry out an engagement process to inform the preparation of the 
statement, before submitting their statement to the Planning Inspectorate for review by 31 
July of the same year. 

So long as the correct process has been followed, and sufficient information has been 
provided about any disputed sites, the Planning Inspectorate will issue their recommendation 
in October of the same year. The local planning authority can then confirm their housing land 
supply until the following October, subject to accepting the recommendations of the Planning 
Inspectorate. 

Paragraph: 012 Reference ID: 68-012-20190722 
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Revision date: 22 July 2019 

How will an annual position statement be assessed? 

When assessing an annual position statement, the Planning Inspectorate will carry out a 2 
stage assessment: 

• first, they will consider whether the correct process has been followed, namely whether: 
• the authority has a ‘recently adopted plan’ (defined by footnote 38 of the Framework) or 

they are renewing a confirmed land supply following a previous annual position 
statement; and 

• satisfactory stakeholder engagement has been carried out. 
• second, they will look at whether the evidence is sufficient to demonstrate a 5 year supply 

of deliverable housing sites (with the appropriate buffer), using 1st April as the base date in 
the relevant year. In doing so, they will consider whether the sites identified in the 
assessment are ‘deliverable’ within the next five years, in line with the definition in Annex 2 
of the Framework. 

The Planning Inspector’s assessment will be made on the basis of the written material 
provided by the authority, and the Inspector will not refer back to the local planning authority 
or other stakeholders to seek further information or to discuss particular sites. It is therefore 
important that the authority has carried out a robust stakeholder engagement process and 
that adequate information is provided about disputed sites. 

Paragraph: 013 Reference ID: 68-013-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

What information will annual position statements need to 
include? 

Assessments need to be realistic and made publicly available in an accessible format as 
soon as they have been completed. Assessments will be expected to include: 

• for sites with detailed planning permission, details of numbers of homes under construction 
and completed each year; and where delivery has either exceeded or not progressed as 
expected, a commentary indicating the reasons for acceleration or delays to 
commencement on site or effects on build out rates; 

• for small sites, details of their current planning status and record of completions and homes 
under construction by site; 

• for sites with outline consent or allocated in adopted plans (or with permission in principle 
identified on Part 2 of brownfield land registers, and where included in the 5 year housing 
land supply), information and clear evidence that there will be housing completions on site 
within 5 years, including current planning status, timescales and progress towards detailed 
permission; 

• permissions granted for windfall development by year and how this compares with the 
windfall allowance; 

A1.27

Page 1290

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/annex-2-glossary#deliverable
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/annex-2-glossary#deliverable


• details of demolitions and planned demolitions which will have an impact on net 
completions; 

• total net completions from the plan base date by year (broken down into types of 
development e.g. affordable housing); and 

• the 5 year housing land supply calculation clearly indicating buffers and shortfalls and the 
number of years of supply. 

Paragraph: 014 Reference ID: 68-014-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

What engagement will an authority need to undertake to prepare 
an annual position statement? 

Authorities will need to engage with stakeholders who have an impact on the delivery of 
sites. The aim is to provide robust challenge and ultimately seek as much agreement as 
possible, so that the authority can reach a reasoned conclusion on the potential deliverability 
of sites which may contribute to the 5 year housing land supply. Those authorities who are 
seeking to confirm a 5 year housing land supply through an annual position statement can 
produce an engagement statement and submit this to the Planning Inspectorate, including: 

• an overview of the process of engagement with site owners / applicants, developers and 
other stakeholders and a schedule of site-based data resulting from this; 

• specific identification of any disputed sites where consensus on likely delivery has not been 
reached, including sufficient evidence in support of and opposition to the disputed site(s) to 
allow a Planning Inspector to reach a reasoned conclusion; as well as an indication of the 
impact of any disputed sites on the number of years of supply; 

• the conclusions which have been reached on each site by the local planning authority in the 
light of stakeholder engagement; 

• the conclusions which have been reached about the overall 5 year housing land supply 
position. 

Paragraph: 015 Reference ID: 68-015-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

Who can the authority engage with? 

Local planning authorities will need to engage with developers and others who have an 
impact on delivery. This will include: 

• small and large developers; 
• land promoters; 
• private and public land owners; 
• infrastructure providers (such as utility providers, highways, etc) and other public bodies 

(such as Homes England); 
• upper tier authorities (county councils) in two-tier areas; 
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• neighbouring authorities with adjoining or cross-boundary sites; and 
• any other bodies with an interest in particular sites identified. 

Beyond this, it is for the local planning authority to decide which stakeholders to involve. This 
may include any general consultation bodies the authority considers are appropriate. 

Local planning authorities may wish to set up an assessment and delivery group which could 
contribute towards Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessments, annual 5 year 
housing land supply assessments and Housing Delivery Test action plans for the delivery of 
housing. Delivery groups can assist authorities to not only identify any delivery issues but 
also help to find solutions to address them. They may also set out policies in their Statement 
of Community Involvement setting out who will be consulted when applying to confirm their 5 
year housing land supply. 

The Planning Inspectorate will publish on their website a list of local authorities who have 
notified them of their intention to seek confirmation of their 5 year housing land supply. 
However, interested parties who wish to be involved in the process should contact the local 
planning authority directly. 

Paragraph: 016 Reference ID: 68-016-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

What happens where there is disagreement about sites? 

Where agreement on delivery prospects for a particular site has not been reached through 
the engagement process, the Planning Inspectorate will consider the evidence provided by 
both the local authority and stakeholders and make recommendations about likely site 
delivery in relation to those sites in dispute. 

Paragraph: 017 Reference ID: 68-017-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

What can an authority do once the Planning Inspectorate has 
reached a conclusion and provided recommendations? 
When considering an annual position statement, the Planning Inspectorate will assess 
whether the evidence provided by the local authority is sufficient to demonstrate that there is 
a 5 year housing land supply, including the appropriate buffer. If this is the case, the 
Planning Inspectorate will then recommend that the authority can confirm that they have a 5 
year housing land supply for one year. This will be a material consideration in the 
determination of planning applications and appeals. 

The local planning authority will need to publish their annual position statement incorporating 
the recommendations of the Planning Inspectorate in order to confirm their 5 year housing 
land supply position for a one year period. 

Paragraph: 018 Reference ID: 68-018-20190722 
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Revision date: 22 July 2019 

Demonstrating a housing land supply beyond 
5 years 

Is it essential to identify specific developable sites or broad 
locations for housing growth, beyond 5 years? 

As set out in the National Planning Policy Framework, local planning authorities should 
identify a supply of specific, developable sites or broad locations for growth for years 6-10 
and, where possible, for years 11-15. Local plans and spatial development strategies may 
be able to satisfy the tests of soundness where they have not been able to identify specific 
sites or broad locations for growth in years 11-15. However, if longer-term sites are to be 
included, for example as part of a stepped requirement, then plan-makers will need to 
demonstrate that there is a reasonable prospect that they are likely to come forward within 
the timescale envisaged. 

Paragraph: 019 Reference ID: 68-019-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

How can plan-making authorities demonstrate there is a 
reasonable prospect that housing sites are ‘developable’? 
Annex 2 of the National Planning Policy Framework defines what constitutes a developable 
site. In demonstrating that there is a ‘reasonable prospect’ plan-makers can use evidence 
such as (but not exclusively): 

• written commitment or agreement that relevant funding is likely to come forward within the 
timescale indicated, such as an award of grant funding; 

• written evidence of agreement between the local planning authority and the site 
developer(s) which confirms the developers’ delivery intentions and anticipated start and 
build-out rates; 

• likely buildout rates based on sites with similar characteristics; and 
• current planning status - for example, a larger scale site with only outline permission where 

there is supporting evidence that the site is suitable and available, may indicate 
development could be completed within the next 6-10 years. 

A pragmatic approach is appropriate when demonstrating the intended phasing of sites. For 
example, for sites which are considered developable within 6-10 years, the authority may 
need to provide a greater degree of certainty than those in years 11-15 or beyond. When 
producing annual updates of the housing land supply trajectory, authorities can use these to 
provide greater certainty about the delivery of sites initially considered to be developable, 
and those identified over a longer time span. 

Further guidance is provided in the plan-making chapter about how authorities can 
demonstrate that strategic matters can be delivered within a particular timescale. Plan-
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makers can use the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment in demonstrating 
the developability of sites. 

Paragraph: 020 Reference ID: 68-020-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

When is a stepped housing requirement appropriate for plan-
making? 

A stepped housing requirement may be appropriate where there is to be a significant change 
in the level of housing requirement between emerging and previous policies and / or where 
strategic sites will have a phased delivery or are likely to be delivered later in the plan period. 
Strategic policy-makers will need to identify the stepped requirement in strategic housing 
policy, and to set out evidence to support this approach, and not seek to unnecessarily delay 
meeting identified development needs. Stepped requirements will need to ensure that 
planned housing requirements are met fully within the plan period. In reviewing and revising 
policies, strategic policy-makers should ensure there is not continued delay in meeting 
identified development needs. 

Where there is evidence to support a prioritisation of sites, local authorities may wish to 
identify priority sites which can be delivered earlier in the plan period, such as those on 
brownfield land and where there is supporting infrastructure in place e.g. transport hubs. 
These sites will provide additional flexibility and more certainty that authorities will be able to 
demonstrate a sufficient supply of deliverable sites against the housing requirement. 

Paragraph: 021 Reference ID: 68-021-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

Calculating 5 year housing land supply 

How should buffers be added to the 5 year housing land supply 
requirement? 
To ensure that there is a realistic prospect of achieving the planned level of housing supply, 
the local planning authority should always add an appropriate buffer, applied to 
the requirement in the first 5 years (including any shortfall), bringing forward additional sites 
from later in the plan period. This will result in a requirement over and above the level 
indicated by the strategic policy requirement or the local housing need figure. 

Buffers are not cumulative, meaning that an authority should add one of the following, 
depending on circumstances: 

• 5% - the minimum buffer for all authorities, necessary to ensure choice and competition in 
the market, where they are not seeking to demonstrate a 5 year housing land supply; 

• 10% - the buffer for authorities seeking to ‘confirm’ 5 year housing land supply for a year, 
through a recently adopted plan or subsequent annual position statement (as set out 
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in paragraph 74 of the National Planning Policy Framework), unless they have to apply a 
20% buffer (as below); and 

• 20% - the buffer for authorities where delivery of housing taken as a whole over the 
previous 3 years, has fallen below 85% of the requirement, as set out in the last published 
Housing Delivery Test results. 

Paragraph: 022 Reference ID: 68-022-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

How is 5 year housing land supply calculated in National Parks 
and the Broads Authority? 
Within National Parks and the Broads Authority, and those local planning authorities where 
local authority boundaries overlap with these areas, housing requirements identified in 
strategic policies that are less than 5 years old are used. Where plans are more than 5 years 
old (unless those policies have been reviewed and found not to require updating), a locally 
derived housing requirement figure may be used. 

Paragraph: 023 Reference ID: 68-023-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

How is 5 year housing land supply calculated in Development 
Corporation areas? 

In areas covered by Development Corporations with plan-making powers, housing 
requirements identified in strategic policies that are less than 5 years old, or older and found 
not to require updating will be used (this can be in local plan(s) or a spatial development 
strategy). For Development Corporations which do not have, or do not exercise, plan-making 
powers the requirement will be set in the relevant strategic policies and monitored by the 
strategic policy-making authority. 

Paragraph: 024 Reference ID: 68-024-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

How is 5 year housing land supply calculated in new local 
planning authorities which result from a local government 
reorganisation? 

Planning policies adopted by predecessor authorities will remain part of the development 
plan for their area upon reorganisation, until they are replaced by adopted successor 
authority policies or until the fifth anniversary of reorganisation. 

Where a newly formed local planning authority is covered by strategic housing requirement 
policies adopted by predecessor authorities, these policies can continue to be used as the 
housing requirement for calculating the 5 year housing land supply in the areas they apply 
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where these are less than 5 years old, or they are older but have been reviewed within the 
last 5 years and found not to need updating. 

Where strategic housing requirement policies, covering the predecessor authority area, are 
older than 5 years and require updating, local housing need should be used, where this is 
available. Where the data required to calculate local housing need is not available an 
alternative approach will have to be used. 

Paragraph: 025 Reference ID: 68-025-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

How is 5 year housing land supply measured where authorities 
have stepped rather than annual average requirements? 

Five year land supply is measured across the plan period against the specific stepped 
requirements for the particular 5 year period. 

Paragraph: 026 Reference ID: 68-026-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

How is 5 year housing land supply measured where authorities 
set out their housing requirements as a range? 

Where strategic policy-makers have successfully argued through plan-making and 
examination for a requirement set out as a range, the 5 year land supply will be measured 
against the lower end of the range. 

Paragraph: 027 Reference ID: 68-027-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

How will areas with joint plans be monitored for the purposes of 
a 5 year land supply? 

Areas which have a joint plan have the option to monitor their 5 year housing land supply 
and have the Housing Delivery Test applied over the whole of the joint planning area or on a 
single authority basis. The approach to using individual or combined housing requirement 
figures will be established through the plan-making process and will need to be set out in the 
strategic policies. 

Where the 5 year housing land supply is to be measured on a single authority basis, annual 
housing requirement figures for the joint planning area will need to be apportioned to each 
area in the plan. If the area is monitored jointly, any policy consequences of under-delivery 
or lack of 5 year housing land supply will also apply jointly. 
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Paragraph: 028 Reference ID: 68-028-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

Counting completions when calculating 5 
year housing land supply 

What counts as a completion? 
For the purposes of calculating 5 year land supply, housing completions include new build 
dwellings, conversions, changes of use and demolitions and redevelopments. Completions 
should be net figures, so should offset any demolitions. 

Paragraph: 029 Reference ID: 68-029-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

How should authorities count bringing empty homes back into 
use? 

To be included as a contribution to completions it would be for the authority to ensure that 
empty homes had not already been counted as part of the existing stock of dwellings to 
avoid double counting. 

Paragraph: 030 Reference ID: 68-030-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

How can past shortfalls in housing completions against planned 
requirements be addressed? 

Where shortfalls in housing completions have been identified against planned requirements, 
strategic policy-making authorities may consider what factors might have led to this and 
whether there are any measures that the authority can take, either alone or jointly with other 
authorities, which may counter the trend. Where the standard method for assessing local 
housing need is used as the starting point in forming the planned requirement for housing, 
Step 2 of the standard method factors in past under-delivery as part of the affordability ratio, 
so there is no requirement to specifically address under-delivery separately when 
establishing the minimum annual local housing need figure. Under-delivery may need to be 
considered where the plan being prepared is part way through its proposed plan period, and 
delivery falls below the housing requirement level set out in the emerging relevant strategic 
policies for housing. 

Where relevant, strategic policy-makers will need to consider the recommendations from the 
local authority’s action plan prepared as a result of past under-delivery, as confirmed by the 
Housing Delivery Test. 
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The level of deficit or shortfall will need to be calculated from the base date of the adopted 
plan and should be added to the plan requirements for the next 5 year period (the Sedgefield 
approach), then the appropriate buffer should be applied. If a strategic policy-making 
authority wishes to deal with past under delivery over a longer period, then a case may be 
made as part of the plan-making and examination process rather than on a case by case 
basis on appeal. 

Where strategic policy-making authorities are unable to address past shortfalls over a 5 year 
period due to their scale, they may need to reconsider their approach to bringing land 
forward and the assumptions which they make. For example, by considering developers’ 
past performance on delivery; reducing the length of time a permission is valid; re-prioritising 
reserve sites which are ‘ready to go’; delivering development directly or through arms’ length 
organisations; or sub-dividing major sites where appropriate, and where it can be 
demonstrated that this would not be detrimental to the quality or deliverability of a scheme. 

Paragraph: 031 Reference ID: 68-031-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

How can past over-supply of housing completions against 
planned requirements be addressed? 

Where areas deliver more completions than required, the additional supply can be used to 
offset any shortfalls against requirements from previous years. 

Paragraph: 032 Reference ID: 68-032-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

Does the 5 year housing land supply calculation affect a Housing 
Delivery Test result? 
No. The 5 year housing land supply calculation is not used to determine future Housing 
Delivery Test results. Adopted strategic housing policies or local housing need calculated 
using the standard method are used, subject to the rules set out in the Housing Delivery Test 
rule book. 

Paragraph: 033 Reference ID: 68-033-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

Counting other forms of accommodation 

How can authorities count student housing in the housing land 
supply? 
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All student accommodation, whether it consists of communal halls of residence or self-
contained dwellings, and whether or not it is on campus, can in principle count towards 
contributing to an authority’s housing land supply based on: 

• the amount of accommodation that new student housing releases in the wider housing 
market (by allowing existing properties to return to general residential use); and / or 

• the extent to which it allows general market housing to remain in such use, rather than 
being converted for use as student accommodation. 

This will need to be applied to both communal establishments and to multi bedroom self-
contained student flats. Several units of purpose-built student accommodation may be 
needed to replace a house which may have accommodated several students. 

Authorities will need to base their calculations on the average number of students living in 
student only accommodation, using the published census data, and take steps to avoid 
double-counting. The exception to this approach is studio flats designed for students, 
graduates or young professionals, which can be counted on a one for one basis. A studio flat 
is a one-room apartment with kitchen facilities and a separate bathroom that fully functions 
as an independent dwelling. 

Paragraph: 034 Reference ID: 68-034-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

How can authorities count older people’s housing in the housing 
land supply? 
Local planning authorities will need to count housing provided for older people, including 
residential institutions in Use Class C2, as part of their housing land supply. This contribution 
is based on the amount of accommodation released in the housing market. Further guidance 
is set out in Housing for Older and Disabled People. 

Paragraph: 035 Reference ID: 68-035-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

Housing Delivery Test 

How is the Housing Delivery Test calculated? 
The method for calculating the Housing Delivery Test measurement is set out in the Housing 
Delivery Test measurement rule book. 

The rule book needs to be read in conjunction with this guidance on the Housing Delivery 
Test. 

Paragraph: 036 Reference ID: 68-036-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 
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Which organisations does the Housing Delivery Test apply to? 

It applies to local planning authorities in a plan-making authority area: non-metropolitan 
districts, development corporations with plan-making and decision-making powers, 
metropolitan boroughs and London boroughs. The Housing Delivery Test does not apply to 
National Park Authorities, the Broads Authority and development corporations without (or not 
exercising) both plan-making and decision-making functions. 

Paragraph: 037 Reference ID: 68-037-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

Which delivery years does the Housing Delivery Test apply to? 

The Housing Delivery Test, published in the November of any given year, provides a 
measure based on the preceding 3 financial years. 

Paragraph: 038 Reference ID: 68-038-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

What happens in areas with stepped requirements? 
Where the adopted housing requirement is stepped, these stepped requirements will be 
used in the Housing Delivery Test in place of annual average requirement figures. A stepped 
requirement allows authorities to reflect step changes in the level of housing expected to be 
delivered across the plan period. The buffer applied to the 5 year housing land supply does 
not constitute a stepped requirement. 

Paragraph: 039 Reference ID: 68-039-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

What happens in areas with requirements set out as a range? 

Where plan makers have successfully argued through plan-making and examination for a 
requirement set out as a range, the Housing Delivery Test will measure authorities against 
the lower end of the range. 

Paragraph: 040 Reference ID: 68-040-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

How does the Housing Delivery Test account for delivering 
communal accommodation? 
Communal accommodation, including student accommodation and other communal 
accommodation, can count towards the Housing Delivery Test. Self-contained dwellings are 
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included in the National Statistic for net additional dwellings. Communal accommodation will 
be accounted for in the Housing Delivery Test by applying adjustments in the form of two 
nationally set ratios. These are based on England Census data. The ratios for both net 
student and net other communal accommodation are found in the Housing Delivery Test 
measurement rule book. 

Paragraph: 041 Reference ID: 68-041-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

What happens if the identified housing requirement is not 
delivered? 

From the day following publication of the Housing Delivery Test measurement, where 
delivery of housing has fallen below the housing requirement, certain policies set out in the 
National Planning Policy Framework will apply. Depending on the level of delivery, these are: 

• the authority should publish an action plan if housing delivery falls below 95%; 
• a 20% buffer on the local planning authority’s 5 year land supply if housing delivery falls 

below 85%; and 
• application of the presumption in favour of sustainable development if housing delivery falls 

below 75%, subject to the transitional arrangements set out in paragraph 215 of the 
Framework. 

These consequences apply concurrently, for example those who fall below 85% should 
produce an action plan as well as the 20% buffer. The consequences will continue to apply 
until the subsequent Housing Delivery Test measurement is published. The relevant 
consequence for any under-delivery will then be applied. Should delivery meet or exceed 
95%, no consequences will apply. 

Where a new housing requirement is adopted after the publication of the measurement, the 
Housing Delivery Test calculation will be re-run using the new requirement as set out in 
paragraphs 17 to 18 of the Housing Delivery Test rule book. Any consequences for under-
delivery will be applied from the day after the publication of the re-run measurement. 

Paragraph: 042 Reference ID: 68-042-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

How will areas with joint plans be monitored for the purposes of 
the Housing Delivery Test? 
For the purposes of the Housing Delivery Test, joint plans are joint local development 
documents as defined under Section 28 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 
2004. 

Areas which have adopted joint plans will have the option to monitor their Housing Delivery 
Test over the whole of the joint planning area or on a single authority basis. This will be 
established through the plan-making process. 
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Where an adopted joint plan has a joint housing requirement and trajectory that is not 
demarcated by local planning authority boundaries, the authorities will be treated as one 
authority for the purposes of the Housing Delivery Test, with the consequences of their result 
applied to both authorities. 

Where an adopted joint plan has a housing requirement and trajectory that is demarcated by 
local planning authorities, they will be treated separately for the purposes of the Housing 
Delivery Test, according to the apportionment outlined in the adopted plan. The 
consequences for each authority will be separate, according to their demarcated Housing 
Delivery Test results. 

Paragraph: 043 Reference ID: 68-043-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

How will Housing Delivery Test consequences apply to areas 
with a joint plan? 

Housing Delivery Test consequences will apply to all local planning authorities with a joint 
plan collectively if the housing figure used to measure against the delivery test is the joint 
housing requirement. The consequences will apply individually if the housing figure used is 
the apportioned one. 

Paragraph: 044 Reference ID: 68-044-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

How do Housing Delivery Test consequences apply to areas 
covered by a Spatial Development Strategy (SDS)? 
Local planning authorities covered by a Spatial Development Strategy will be monitored 
against their requirement as set out in the individual borough or district plan for the purposes 
of the Housing Delivery Test, where this requirement is less than 5 years old (or is older and 
a review has found this does not require updating). Housing Delivery Test consequences will 
therefore apply to local planning authorities covered by a spatial development strategy 
individually. The Housing Delivery Test measurement rule book sets out the circumstances 
for the calculation where the requirement is over 5 years old, or there is no individual 
borough or district plan. 

Paragraph: 045 Reference ID: 68-045-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

How is the Housing Delivery Test calculated in new local 
planning authorities formed as a result of recent reorganisation? 

For those authorities who have recently undergone re-organisation, their Housing Delivery 
Test result, and any relevant consequences, will be based on predecessor authority 
boundaries in the first year following reorganisation. 
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Paragraph: 046 Reference ID: 68-046-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

Housing Delivery Test – Action Plans 

What is the Housing Delivery Test action plan? 

The action plan is produced by the local planning authority where delivery is below 95% of 
their housing requirement. It will identify the reasons for under-delivery, explore ways to 
reduce the risk of further under-delivery and set out measures the authority intends to take to 
improve levels of delivery. 

Paragraph: 047 Reference ID: 68-047-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

Who can produce an action plan? 

Local planning authorities, in collaboration with key stakeholders, are expected to produce 
the action plan. This will apply for each year of under-delivery where the Housing Delivery 
Test score is below 95%. 

Apart from where an action plan is required as a consequence of the Housing Delivery Test, 
any authority may produce an action plan as a matter of good practice to identify ways to 
support delivery. In areas not measured by the Housing Delivery Test, such as National Park 
Authorities, the Broads Authority and development corporations without (or which do not 
exercise) both plan-making and decision-making functions, the use of an action plan is 
encouraged where appropriate to help identify any causes of under-delivery and actions to 
address these. 

Paragraph: 048 Reference ID: 68-048-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

Who can be involved in the creation of the action plan? 

The local planning authority is responsible for producing the action plan, involving relevant 
stakeholders in the process. It is for the local planning authority to decide which stakeholders 
to involve, although representatives of those with an impact on the rate of delivery should be 
included, such as: 

• small and large developers; 
• land promoters; 
• private and public land owners; 
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• infrastructure providers (such as utility providers, highways, etc) and other public bodies 
(such as Homes England); 

• upper tier authorities (county councils) in two-tier areas; 
• neighbouring authorities with adjoining or cross-boundary sites. 

Paragraph: 049 Reference ID: 68-049-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

What could local planning authorities review as part of the action 
plan? 

The local planning authority may wish to include an analysis of under-delivery considering: 

• barriers to early commencement after planning permission is granted and whether such 
sites are delivered within permitted timescales; 

• barriers to delivery on sites identified as part of the 5 year land supply (such as land 
banking, scheme viability, affordable housing requirements, pre-commencement conditions, 
lengthy section 106 negotiations, infrastructure and utilities provision, involvement of 
statutory consultees etc.); 

• whether sufficient planning permissions are being granted and whether they are determined 
within statutory time limits; 

• whether the mix of sites identified is proving effective in delivering at the anticipated rate. 
• whether proactive pre-planning application discussions are taking place to speed up 

determination periods; 
• the level of ongoing engagement with key stakeholders (for example, landowners, 

developers, utility providers and statutory consultees), to identify more land and encourage 
an increased pace of delivery; 

• whether particular issues, such as infrastructure or transport, could be addressed at a 
strategic level - within the authority, but also with neighbouring and upper tier authorities 
where applicable. 

Paragraph: 050 Reference ID: 68-050-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

What actions could local planning authorities consider as part of 
the action plan? 

Actions to boost delivery could include: 

• revisiting the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) / Housing and 
Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) to identify sites potentially suitable and 
available for housing development that could increase delivery rates, including public sector 
land and brownfield land; 

• working with developers on the phasing of sites, including whether sites can be subdivided; 
• offering more pre-application discussions to ensure issues are addressed early; 
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• considering the use of Planning Performance Agreements;
• carrying out a new Call for Sites, as part of plan revision, to help identify deliverable sites;
• revising site allocation policies in the development plan, where they may act as a barrier to

delivery, setting out new policies aimed at increasing delivery, or accelerating production of
an emerging plan incorporating such policies;

• reviewing the impact of any existing Article 4 directions for change of use from non-
residential uses to residential use;

• engaging regularly with key stakeholders to obtain up-to-date information on build out of
current sites, identify any barriers, and discuss how these can be addressed;

• establishing whether certain applications can be prioritised, conditions simplified or their
discharge phased on approved sites, and standardised conditions reviewed;

• ensuring evidence on a particular site is informed by an understanding of viability;
• considering compulsory purchase powers to unlock suitable housing sites;
• using Brownfield Registers to grant permission in principle to previously developed land;

and
• encouraging the development of small and medium-sized sites.

Paragraph: 051 Reference ID: 68-051-20190722

Revision date: 22 July 2019

When can the action plan be published? 

To ensure the document is as useful as possible, local planning authorities will need to 
publish an action plan within 6 months of publication of the Housing Delivery Test 
measurement. 

Paragraph: 052 Reference ID: 68-052-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

Will an action plan require formal public consultation? 

The action plan will work best as a transparent, publicly accessible document. The decision 
about whether to consult on an action plan is for the local planning authority. Local planning 
authorities should be mindful of the need to both produce and implement the document’s 
proposals in a timely fashion. 

Paragraph: 053 Reference ID: 68-053-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 

How could the action plan be monitored? 
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Responsibility for creating the action plan lies with the local planning authority, as does 
monitoring of the action plan. However, the action plan is a collaborative process between 
various stakeholders, and all stakeholders have a responsibility to deliver the action plan. 

Paragraph: 054 Reference ID: 68-054-20190722 

Revision date: 22 July 2019 
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Report to 
Planning Committee 

Date 24 April 2019 

Report of: Director of Planning and Regeneration 

Subject: FIVE YEAR HOUSING LAND SUPPLY POSITION 

SUMMARY 

The following report provides the latest update on the Council’s Five Year Housing Land 
Supply position, and supersedes the update previously provided to the Planning 
Committee on 12th December 2018.  

RECOMMENDATION 

That the Committee note: - 

(i) the content of the report and the current 5-Year Housing Land Supply position;
(ii) that the 5-Year Housing Land Supply Position set out in the attached report (which

will be updated regularly as appropriate) is a material consideration in the
determination of planning applications for residential development.
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INTRODUCTION 

1. The following 5YHLS position updates and supersedes those previously provided to
the Planning Committee.  It will continue to be regularly updated as appropriate and
will represent a material consideration in the determination of planning applications.
It should be noted that the Council’s housing land supply position can go down as
well as up depending on the circumstances relevant at any given time.

NATIONAL PLANNING POSITION ON HOUSING NEED

2. The requirement of the National Planning Policy Framework is for housing need to
be calculated by a standard method, as set out in the Planning Practice Guidance.

3. The standard method uses household growth projections and house-price to
earnings affordability data (produced by the Office for National Statistics) to
calculate the Local Housing Need figure for a Local Planning Authority.

4. In February 2019, the Government confirmed that the 2014 based household
growth projections should be used within the standard method to calculate the
annual housing need figure. In late March 2019 the latest house price to earnings
affordability data was published by the Office for National Statistics.

5. The Housing Delivery Test results were published by the Ministry of Housing,
Communities and Local Government (MHCLG) in February 2019. These results
require this Council to apply a buffer of 5% to its annual requirement.

6. The housing need figure for Fareham, using the standard method, is 520 dwellings
per annum.  Calculation of the Council’s 5-Year Housing Land Supply Position
based on an annual dwelling requirement of 520 and a 5% buffer gives a projected
position of 4.66 years.

RISK ASSESSMENT

7. There are no significant risk considerations in relation to this report.

CONCLUSION

8. That the Committee note the content of the report and the updated 5YHLS position.

9. That the 5YHLS position set out in the attached report (which will continue to be
updated regularly as appropriate) is a material consideration in the determination of
planning application for residential development.

Enquiries: 

For further information on this report please contact Lee Smith. (Ext 4427). 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
  
1.1 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) requires Local Planning Authorities to 

identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites to provide five years 
supply of housing against their housing requirements. The NPPF also requires an 
additional buffer of 5% (or 20% in the case of persistent under-delivery) to ensure choice 
and competition in the market for land.  

  
1.2 This document has been prepared to provide the latest position on the 5 Year Housing 

Land Supply (5YHLS) in Fareham Borough. It will be updated at regular intervals to ensure 
the most accurate and up-to-date position is available.  Updates will be provided to the 
Planning Committee when relevant and will also be advised on the Council’s website.   

  
1.3 This document is iterative/live and will only provide the most accurate position of 5YHLS at 

the time of publication.  It is possible that sites will be omitted from the 5YHLS and then 
subsequently, when circumstances change, may feature again in a future iteration of the 
5YHLS position (and vice versa). Likewise, delivery rates for included sites are not fixed 
and are subject to revision following correspondence with site promoters/ developers. 

  
2.0 HOUSING NEED 

  
2.1 The requirement through the revised NPPF is for housing need to be calculated through a 

standard method. The standard method is based on household growth projections and 
house-price to earnings affordability data published by the Office for National Statistics 
(ONS). 

  
2.2 Since the last 5YHLS report was presented to the Planning Committee in December 2018, 

the Government has published changes to the household growth projections which are to 
be used to calculate the Local Housing Need figure. In addition to this, updated house-
price to earnings affordability data has been published by the ONS.  

  
2.3 In October last year the Government consulted on using older 2014-based ONS household 

projections, rather than the more up-to-date lower 2016 projections, to calculate local 
housing need. Following the consultation, the Government confirmed in February this year 
that the 2014-based ONS household projections should be used in the standard method 
calculation.  

  
2.4 Use of the 2014-based household growth projections along with the updated house-price 

to earnings affordability data within the standard method results in the Council having a 
Local Housing Need figure of 520 dwellings per annum. 

  
2.5 There remains a requirement in the revised NPPF to include at least a 5% buffer on top of 

the 5-year housing requirement, “to ensure choice and competition in the market for land”.   
  
2.6 The level of the buffer (5% or 20%) is now determined through the Housing Delivery Test, 

which has been introduced as part of the revised NPPF. The NPPF advised that each 
Council’s Housing Delivery Test result will be calculated and published by MHCLG in 
November of each year, with the first result due in November 2018.  

  
2.7 The results for the 2018 Housing Delivery Test (HDT) were finally published by the 

MHCLG on 19th February 2019.  The results for Fareham were better than anticipated, with 
the Council achieving 137% in terms of the number of homes delivered. 

  
2.8 Fareham’s HDT results were considerably higher than the pass rate of 95%, which means 

that the Council can apply a 5% buffer to its five-year housing land supply position. 
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Fareham passed the test because the Government measurement appears to be against 
the Council’s Adopted Local Plan rather than, as expected, against household projections. 
The 5% buffer increases the dwellings per annum requirement to 546.    

  
3.0 HOUSING SUPPLY 
  
3.1 The revised National Planning Policy Framework requires Local Planning Authorities to 

identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide a 
minimum of five years’ worth of housing against their local housing need.  As such, this 
section sets out the different sources which make-up the Council’s projected five-year 
housing supply. 

  
 Planning Permissions 
3.2 A comprehensive list of all sites with outstanding planning permission at the start of each 

monitoring year is provided annually to the Council by Hampshire County Council.  
However, to ensure that this 5YHLS position provides the most accurate and up-to-date 
position, all new planning permissions up until the 31st March 2019 are also taken account 
of.  Sites with planning permission are only included within the projected supply where 
there is clear evidence that the site is being delivered or will be delivered within the 5-year 
period.  As such, where there is some indication that a planning permission will not be 
implemented then the site has been omitted from the 5YHLS on a precautionary basis. 
However, this may change if subsequent information comes to light to suggest the 
development will take place in the five-year period. 

  
3.3 The monitoring of new permissions and the delivery projections of existing sites with 

planning permission will continue to be kept regularly up-to-date by Fareham Borough 
Council Officers, through regular correspondence with site developers. 

  
3.4 Dwellings completed between 1st April 2018 and the 31st March 2019 have been removed 

from the ‘Details of Projected Housing Supply for the 5-Year Period (1ST APRIL 2019 – 
31ST MARCH 2024)’ set out at Section 5 of this report. The level of completions is 

estimated at present based upon site visits undertaken by Officers and Council Tax 
information. The number of completions during the last financial year will be updated when 
the five-year housing land supply position report is next presented to the Planning 
Committee    

  
 Resolutions to Grant Planning Permission 

3.5 Housing delivery from sites with a resolution to grant planning permission form a significant 
component of the projected supply.  These consist of sites which have been approved by 
the Council’s Planning Committee, but the formal grant of planning permission remains 
subject to matters such as the completion of a legal agreement (i.e. Section 106). 

  
3.6 Based on information provided by applicants, these sites are expected to contribute fully to 

the Council’s 5YHLS, however projections will be kept under review by the Council.  It has 

been assessed that the ‘up to’ figures in the resolutions to grant permission are reasonable 
and achievable, however, should the subsequent reserved matters applications revise the 
development quantum then this may need to be reflected in future updates on the 5YHLS 
position, should those quantums be acceptable. 

  
 Adopted Local Plan Housing Allocations and Emerging Brownfield Sites 

3.7 Officers have undertaken a review of the residual allocations and policy compliant sites 
from the adopted Local Plan to inform the 5YHLS position. This has been based on 
correspondence with the site promoter and Planning Officer judgement.  

  
3.8 Members will be aware that in mid-December 2018, a substantial amount of supporting/ 
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revised information was provided in connection with the current planning application for 
Welborne. The submitted information includes projected housing completions at Welborne 
within the next 5 years. The applicant, Buckland Development Ltd, have advised that they 
anticipate 30 dwellings would be delivered in 2020-21, 180 in 2021-22 , 240 in 2022-23 
and 240 in 2023-24. This would total some 690 dwellings in the five-year period. 

  
3.9 In instances where Officers have gathered information on the timing and delivery rates 

from site landowners or developers, the Council have in some instances taken a more 
precautionary approach to delivery than may have been proposed by the site developer.  
This could be, for example, if they failed to allow sufficient time for planning permissions to 
be secured, or if the delivery rates were considered too optimistic. It is important that the 
Council has a robust basis for its 5YHLS calculations, as adopting a set of unrealistic 
assumptions may result in a 5YHLS figure that may not be accepted by an appeal 
Inspector. 

  
3.10 This process of liaison with site promoters and developers will remain ongoing to ensure a 

robust and evidenced position on 5YHLS can be demonstrated. 
  
 Windfall Allowance 

3.11 Paragraph 70 of the revised NPPF allows for an allowance to be made for housing delivery 
from windfall sites, providing that there is compelling evidence that they will provide a 
reliable source of supply having regard to historic windfall delivery rates and expected 
future trends.  An allowance for windfall housing from small sites (1-4 units) has been 
included within the projected 5-year supply, but avoids any small-site windfall development 
in years 1-3 of that projection and any large-site windfall from the entire 5-year projection. 

  
3.12 The windfall rates used in the 5YHLS projection are set out in the Council’s Housing 

Windfall Projections Background Paper (2017)1. 
  
 Calculating the 5YHLS 

3.13 In summary, the 5YHLS position in this paper is based on the following: - 
 
 Local Housing Need figure of 520 dwellings per annum. 
 Application of a 5% buffer on the Local Housing Need figure.  
 Outstanding planning permission data provided by Hampshire County Council up until 

31st March 2018 and Fareham Borough Council records from 1st April 2018 until 31st 
March 2019. 

 Sites with a resolution to grant planning permission, allocated within the adopted Local 
Plan and emerging brownfield sites which are expected to deliver housing over the 5-
year period 1st April 2019 to 31st March 2024. 

 Expected windfall development from small sites (1-4 units) in years 4 and 5 (i.e. 1st 
April 2022 – 31st March 2024). 

 Delivery projections and rates which are derived from detailed liaison with site 
developers (particularly for larger development sites). 

  
 

  

                                            
 
 
1 Available at: http://www.fareham.gov.uk/PDF/planning/local_plan/DraftLocalPlanEvidenceBase/EV24-
BackgroundPaperHousingWindfallProjections.pdf  
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4.0 FIVE-YEAR HOUSING LAND SUPPLY POSITION 
  
4.1 The following table provides a summary of the Council’s current 5YHLS position as per the 

date of this paper.  
 

 HOUSING REQUIREMENT 

 

 

A Local Housing Need: Dwellings per annum 2019-36 520 

B Local Housing Need: Total requirement for 1st April 2019 to 31st March 
2024 (A x 5) 

2,600 

C 5% buffer to ensure choice and competition in the market for land  
(B x 5%) 

130 

D Total housing requirement for period from 1st April 2019 to 31st 

March 2024 (B+C) 
2,730 

E Annual requirement for period from 1st April 2019 to 31st March 2024 
(d/5) 

546 

 HOUSING SUPPLY 

 

 

F Net outstanding planning permissions for small sites (1-4 units) 
expected to be built by 31st March 2024 (discounted by 10% for 
lapses) 

93 

G Net outstanding planning permissions for large sites (5 or more units) 
expected to be built by 31st March 2024 

644 

H Dwellings with a Resolution to Grant Planning Permission that are 
expected to be built by 31st March 2024 

831 

I Dwellings allocated in Adopted Local Plan (LP2 & LP3) that are 
expected to be built by 31st March 2024 

757 

J Dwellings from emerging brownfield sites (Adopted Local Plan - LP1 & 
LP2) that are expected to be built by 31st March 2024 

145 

K Small site windfall allowance (years 4 – 5) (37 dwellings x 2 years) 74 

L Expected housing supply for the period from 1st April 2019 to 31st 

March 2024 (F+G+H+I+J+K) 

2,544 

M Housing Land Supply Position over period from 1st April 2019 to 

31st March 2024 (L – D) 

-186 

N Housing Supply in Years (L / E) 4.66 years 
 

  
4.2 The above table shows the Council to currently have 4.66 years of housing supply against 

the 5YHLS requirement.   
  
4.3 The full detail behind the projected five-year supply of 2,544 dwellings is provided in 

Section 5. 
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5.0  DETAILS OF PROJECTED HOUSING SUPPLY FOR THE 5-YEAR PERIOD (1ST APRIL 2019 – 31ST MARCH 2024) 
 

PROJECTED SUPPLY 
2019/2

0 

2020/2

1 

2021/2

2 

2022/2

3 

2023/2

4 

Total

s 
Notes for 5Y Position 

OUTSTANDING PLANNING PERMISSIONS -  

SMALL (1-4 dwellings) (10% discount) 
31 31 31   

93 

10% reduction rate 
applied to account for 
likely lapses in 
permission.  

OUTSTANDING PLANNING PERMISSIONS -  

LARGE (5 dwellings+)     
 644   

16 Botley Road, Park Gate (03/1439/FP) 6     
6 

Site under construction. 
12 units completed 
18/19. 

3-33 West Street, Portchester (07/0042/FP) 16     
16 Site under construction. 

New Park Garage, Station Road, Park Gate (09/0672/FP) 14     
14 Site under construction. 

Land off Cartwright Drive, Titchfield (14/0741/FP) 40 46    
86 

Site under construction. 
Delivery projections as 
informed by HCC (2018). 

100 Wickham Road, Fareham (14/1252/FP)  13    
13 

Details Pursuant to 
conditions now in 
P/14/1252/DP/A. Nothing 
to indicate that the site 
won't be developed in the 
5-year period at this 
stage (April19) 

Swanwick Marina, Bridge Road (15/0424/VC)  20 30   
50 

The site is still 
considered to be 
developed in the 5-year 
period at this stage.  

123 Bridge Road, Sarisbury Green (15/0391/FP) 5     
5 

Site owned by FBC. 
Detailed planning in 
place and delivery 
expected to start in 
Spring 2019.  

4-14 Botley Road, Park Gate (16/0295/FP) 46     
46 Site under construction. 

Land to rear of 405 & 409 Hunts Pond Road (P/16/1251/FP) 4     
4 

Site under construction. 6 
units completed 18/19. 
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189-199 West Street, Fareham (P17/0293/PC) 8     
8 

Development 
commenced. Nothing to 
indicate that the site 
won't be developed in the 
5-year period at this 
stage. 

Auto & Marine, 132 Highlands Road, Fareham (P/17/0366/FP) 5     
5 Site under construction. 

Land to rear of 184 Bridge Road (P/17/0697/FP) 8     
8 Site under construction. 

1 Station Industrial Park, Duncan Road, Park Gate (P/17/1219/PC)  15    
15 

No construction on site - 
remains offices. 
Expected to deliver in the 
5-year period. 

10 East Street, Fareham (P/17/1060/FP)   
5   

5 

No construction on site at 
present but site is 
expected to deliver in the 
5-year period. 

Willows End, 312 Old Swanwick Lane (P17/1390/FP)   6   6 

Details pursuant 
application approved 
April 18 to enable 
development to 
commence - expected to 
deliver in the 5-year 
period 

Cranleigh Road, Portchester (Appeal allowed, Reserved Matters Application 
P/17/1170/RM) 40 40 24   104 

Site under construction. 
16 units completed in 
2018/19. 

Wykeham House School (P/17/0147/FP) 10 5    15 Site under construction. 

Land east of Brook Lane, Warsash - Taylor Wimpey (P/16/1049/OA)  10 45 30  85 

Permission granted by 
Planning Inspector 
following planning appeal 
(APP/A1720/W/17/31774
35).  Reserved matters in 
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Hampshire Rose, Highlands Road, Fareham (P/17/0956/FP) 18     18 

Site owned by FBC. 
Detailed planning in 
place and development 
expected to start in 
Spring 2019. 

Former Scout Hut Coldeast Way Sarisbury Green (P/17/1420/OA)   7   7 

Outline planning 
approved in May 2018. 
Land expected to be 
transferred from HCA to 
FBC in Autumn 2018. 

18-23 Wykeham Place (Former School Sports Hall), East Street, Fareham 
(P/18/0589/FP) 6     6 Site under construction. 

Land North of Funtley Road, Funtley (P/17/1135/OA)  27    27 

Full planning approved 
November 2018. Recent 
permission expected to 
deliver in 5 year period. 

Southampton Road (Land at Segensworth Roundabout) (P/18/0897/FP)    41  41 

Full planning approved 
December 2018 for 75 
bed care home (housing 
delivery test ratio 
applied). 

123 Barnes Lane, Sarisbury Green (P/18/0690/FP)    41  41 

Full planning approved 
December 2018 for 75 
bed care home (housing 
delivery test ratio 
applied). 

Land to East of Bye Road (self/custom build) (P/17/1317/OA)  4 3   7 

Full planning approved 
January 2019. Recent 
permission expected to 
deliver in 5 year period. 

Land to south of Rookery Avenue, Swanwick (P/18/0235/FP) 6     6 

Full planning approved 
October 2018. Recent 
permission expected to 
deliver in 5 year period. 

RESOLUTION TO GRANT PLANNING PERMISSION – LARGE (5 dwellings+) 
     

831   
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Land at Brook Lane, Warsash - Foreman Homes (P/17/0845/OA)  40 70 70  180 

Resolution to grant 
outline planning 
permission at January 
2018 Planning 
Committee for up to 180 
dwellings, subject to a 
Section 106 agreement.  

Land East of Brook Lane, Warsash – Bargate Homes (P/17/0752/OA)  20 40 40 40 140 

Resolution to grant 
outline planning 
permission at January 
2018 Planning 
Committee for up to 140 
dwellings, subject to a 
Section 106 agreement.  

Land South of Greenaway Lane, Warsash - Land & Partners (P/17/0998/OA)  25 60 60 12 157 

Resolution to grant 
outline planning 
permission at May 2018 
Planning Committee for 
up to 157 dwellings, 
subject to a Section 106 
agreement. Projections 
pushed back one year 
compared with site 
promoter’s submission. 

Heath Road, Locks Heath – Hampshire County Council (LP2 H11) 
(P/17/1366/OA) 

 

30 40 

  70 Resolution to grant 
outline planning 
permission at February 
2018 Planning 
Committee for up to 70 
dwellings, subject to a 
Section 106 agreement. 

East & West of 79 Greenaway Lane, Warsash (P/18/0107/OA)  20 10   30 

Resolution to grant 
outline planning 
permission at June 2018 
Planning Committee for 
30 dwellings, subject to a 
Section 106 agreement. 
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Land South of Funtley Road, Funtley (P/18/0067/OA)  15 30 10  55 

Resolution to grant 
outline planning 
permission at July 2018 
Planning Committee for 
55 dwellings, subject to a 
Section 106 agreement. 

Land South West of Sovereign Crescent, Locks Heath (P/18/0484/FP) 
  8 30   38 

Resolution to grant full 
planning permission at 
September 2018 
Planning Committee for 
38 dwellings, subject to a 
Section 106 agreement. 

Moraunt Drive, Portchester (P/18/0654/FP)  16 32   48 

Resolution to grant full 
planning permission 
December 2018. 

Southampton Road (Reside) (P/18/0068/OA)  35 50 20  105 

Resolution to grant 
outline planning 
permission December 
2018. 

Egmont Nurseries, Brook Avenue (P/18/0592/OA)   8   8 

Resolution to grant 
outline planning 
permission December 
2018. 

ADOPTED LOCAL PLAN HOUSING ALLOCATIONS 
     

757   

Wynton Way, Fareham (LP2 H3)    
18  18 

Site currently owned by 
HCC. Acquisition of site 
from HCC is agreed in 
principle but subject to 
negotiation. Pre-app has 
taken place and 
constraints plans 
complete to inform layout 
plan and yield. Expected 
to realistically delivery 
toward the latter part of 
5-year period. 

A2.12

P
age 1319



PROJECTED SUPPLY 
2019/2

0 

2020/2

1 

2021/2

2 

2022/2

3 

2023/2

4 

Total

s 
Notes for 5Y Position 

335-337 Gosport Road, Fareham (LP2 H4)     12 12 

Site currently owned by 
HCC. Pre-app has taken 
place and constraints 
plans complete to inform 
layout plan and yield. 

Stubbington Lane, Hill Head (LP2 H12)   
12   

12 

Site owned by FBC. 
Expected to deliver 
affordable homes in the 
short term. Pre-app has 
taken place and a 
concept design has been 
agreed in principle. Site 
is expected to deliver in 
the 5-year period. 

Sea Lane, Hill Head (LP2 H13)   
8   

8 

Site owned by FBC. 
Expected to deliver 
affordable homes in the 
short term. 

Corner of Station Road, Portchester (LP2 H20)    17  17 

Site recently purchased 
by FBC. Has existing 
resolution for 17 aged-
persons apartments 
(P/16/0142/FP) subject to 
a Section 106 
agreement. Expected to 
deliver in the short term. 

Welborne (LP3)  30 180 240 240 690 

Based on phasing 
information submitted as 
part of revised planning 
application. 

EMERGING BROWNFIELD SITES 
     

145   

Fareham Magistrates Court  45    45 
Application received 
(P/18/1261/OA). 
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Warsash Maritime Academy 50 50 100 

Request for screening 
opinion (EIA) submitted 
February 2019 for the 
development of up to 100 
dwellings, a care home of 
up to 66 beds and 
employment space. 
Projected delivery rates 
and timing remain subject 
to revision. 

WINDFALL ALLOWANCE 74 

Small (1-4 units) 37 37 74 

As per the rate set out in 
the Council's Windfall 
Background Paper 
(2017). 

TOTAL PROJECTED HOUSING SUPPLY 

from 1
st

 April 2019 – 31
st

 March 2024
263 495 788 669 329 2,544 
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Appeal Decision 
Inquiry Held on 11-14 December 2018 

Site visit made on 14 December 2018 

by Christina Downes  BSc DipTP MRTPI

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 22 January 2019 

Appeal Ref: APP/A1720/W/18/3200409 
Land west of Old Street, Stubbington, Hampshire 

 The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990

against a refusal to grant outline planning permission.

 The appeal is made by Bargate Homes against the decision of Fareham Borough

Council.

 The application Ref P/17/1451/OA, dated 1 December 2017, was refused by notice

dated 23 March 2018.

 The development proposed is the construction of up to 160 residential dwellings, access

from Old Street, landscaping, open space and associated works.

Decision 

1. For the reasons given below, the appeal is dismissed.

Procedural Issues 

2. The application was submitted in outline with all matters save for access
reserved for consideration at a later stage. It was accompanied by an

illustrative masterplan and I have taken this into account insofar as it
demonstrates how the site could be developed if the maximum number of
dwellings were to be built. There is no evidence to support justification for any

lower number and, in such circumstances, it is reasonable to assume that if
planning permission were to be granted the maximum number could be built.

3. Before the Council made its decision, the number of dwellings was reduced to
up to 150. This was to take account of Great Crabthorn, which is a 17th century
Grade II listed building. Its original setting would have included the

surrounding rural landscape although this has now been compromised by
modern development on the eastern side of Old Street. Nevertheless, the open

fields to the west, including the northern part of the appeal site, make a
contribution in terms of setting. The aforementioned revision would allow this
area to be kept free of built development. The setting of Great Crabthorn would

thus be preserved.

4. The inquiry was closed on 14 December 2018. However, I allowed further time

to complete the Planning Obligation by Unilateral Undertaking (UU), following
its discussion at the inquiry. The Deed includes covenants that provide for open
space, an ecological buffer, affordable housing, a travel plan, primary

education and highways works, including improvements to encourage
sustainable travel modes. These provisions were discussed at the inquiry and I
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am satisfied that together with a planning condition on sustainable drainage, 

the covenants in the UU would be capable of addressing reasons for refusal c)–
h) and j)–m).  

5. The UU also includes mitigation in respect of the impact on the Solent and 
Southampton Water Special Protection Area, Ramsar site and Site of Special 
Scientific Interest. There is no dispute that if I were minded to allow the appeal 

I would need to re-consult with Natural England and undertake an Appropriate 
Assessment under the Habitats Regulations. The proposal includes a number of 

mitigation measures, including an ecological buffer on the western side of the 
site and cat protective fencing.  However the People over Wind judgement1 
makes clear that the Appropriate Assessment must precede a consideration of 

the effectiveness of these measures in terms of protecting habitat integrity. 
The process cannot be pre-judged and so reason for refusal i) remains 

outstanding.  

6. Reason for refusal b) relates to design. Following discussions during the course 
of the inquiry the Council is satisfied that this objection could be addressed 

through the use of planning conditions and I agree with that judgement. 

7. Bearing all of the above points in mind, the main issues on which this appeal 

turns concern the effect on the Meon Valley landscape, whether there would be 
harm to a valued landscape and the effect on the strategic gap. Before 
considering these matters I address the planning policy context.   

Reasons 

Planning policy and approach to decision making 

8. The relevant parts of the development plan comprise the Local Plan Part 1: 
Fareham Borough Core Strategy (LPP1) (2011) and the Local Plan Part 2: 
Development Sites and Policies (LPP2) (2015). The appeal site is outside the 

settlement boundary of Stubbington and within the strategic gap. It lies within 
the countryside for planning policy purposes. Policy CS14 in LPP1 and policy 

DSP6 in LPP2 apply strict controls to new development in such areas. There is 
no dispute that the appeal proposal would conflict with these policies. Policy 
CS22 concerns development in strategic gaps and the parties do not agree 

whether it would be offended.   

9. The Council is unable to demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing 

sites. This is on the basis of a requirement taken from Office for National 
Statistics (ONS) housing projections on account of the requirement in the 
adopted development plan being out-of-date. The best case on the Council’s 

assessment is a supply of some 3.8 years, which is derived from the 2016 ONS 
projections. The Appellant considers the situation is considerably worse at 

around 2.5 years on the basis of the 2014 ONS projections2. Whichever is 
correct the shortfall is substantial and this is agreed by both main parties. 

10. In view of the deficit the Council’s housing supply policies are out-of-date. This 
is a material consideration of some importance when considering the weight to 
be given to the location of the appeal site outside of the settlement boundary 

and within the strategic gap. However, that does not mean that the protection 

                                       
1 Court of Justice of the European Union People over Wind, Peter Sweetman v Coillte Teoranta  
C-323/17. 
2 Both positions are based on an assessment at 31 March 2018. 
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of landscape character and the separation of settlements is a matter to be set 

aside. The National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) recognises the 
intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside and seeks the protection and 

enhancement of valued landscapes. Whilst strategic gaps are not specifically 
referred to, it endorses the creation of high quality places, which would include 
respecting the pattern and spatial separation of settlements.  

11. Policy DSP40 in LPP2 is specifically designed to address the situation where 
there is a five-year housing supply shortfall as is the case here. It allows 

housing to come forward outside of settlements and within strategic gaps, 
subject to a number of provisions. It seems to me that this policy seeks to 
complement the aforementioned policies in situations where some development 

in the countryside is inevitable in order to satisfy an up-to-date assessment of 
housing need. It assists the decision maker in determining the weight to be 

attributed to the conflict with restrictive policies such as CS14, CS22 and DSP6 
and provides a mechanism for the controlled release of land through a plan-led 
approach. Policy DSP40 is in accordance with Framework policy and reflects 

that the LPP2 post-dates the publication of the Framework in 2012. Conflict 
with it would be a matter of the greatest weight. 

12. There is no dispute that the only criterion in policy DSP40 that the proposal 
may offend relates to the effect on the landscape and strategic gap. If it does 
not conflict with the provisions of this policy, it seems reasonable to conclude 

that the proposal would be in accordance with the development plan as a 
whole.   

13. Paragraph 11 of the Framework establishes the presumption in favour of 
sustainable development by applying a “tilted balance” to cases where housing 
supply policies are out-of-date. However, the presumption does not apply if the 

proposal conflicts with protective policies and this includes where development 
requires Appropriate Assessment. At the present time paragraph 177 makes 

clear that this is regardless of whether or not the assessment results in a 
favourable outcome. The benefits and harms will therefore be weighed against 
each other in this case and the “tilted balance” is not engaged.   

The effect on the Meon Valley landscape 

14. The appeal site comprises some 10.5 hectares of land on the western side of 

Old Street, which is bordered by a screen of hedges and trees. It is divided into 
two parcels separated by a hedged track known as Marsh Lane. The northern 
field is used for the grazing of horses. The southern field is overgrown with 

rank vegetation, although the evidence indicates that it has been cultivated in 
the past. The southern boundary runs along a dry valley that cuts into the site. 

Houses in Knights Bank Road occupy the southern slope of this small valley and 
the boundary is relatively open at this point. Immediately to the west is the 

Titchfield Haven National Nature Reserve (NNR), which occupies the flat valley 
floor of the River Meon close to its confluence with the Solent. This provides 
feeding grounds and overwintering habitat for internationally protected waders 

and waterfowl and is within the Solent and Southampton Water Ramsar Site 
and Special Protection Area.  

15. The Meon Valley is a major landscape feature that runs through the Borough 
and slices through the coastal plain. The Hampshire Integrated Character 
Assessment 2012 is a county-wide study that recognises the Meon Valley 

landscape character area as a major river valley with the two main landscape 
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types being the flat valley floor and the coastal plain. It identifies a strong 

sense of seclusion and an intimate rural landscape character. At the local level, 
the 1996 Fareham Borough Landscape Assessment (the 1996 LCA) was 

adopted as supplementary guidance and provided the evidence base for the 
now superseded Fareham Local Plan Review (2000). This was updated and 
expanded in the 2017 Fareham Landscape Assessment (the 2017 LCA), which 

forms part of the evidence base for Fareham’s emerging Local Plan. It is 
appreciated that this is as yet only at the very early stages and has not been 

subject to scrutiny through the examination process. However, from my 
reading the basic analysis in the 2017 LCA is very similar to its predecessor.  

16. In all three assessments the Meon Valley landscape character area has similar 

boundaries but it seems to me that the two Borough assessments provide a 
finer grain analysis. In the 2017 assessment the Meon Valley is divided into 

two local landscape character areas. The appeal site is within the Lower Meon 
Valley, which includes the section south of Titchfield. Whilst such division did 
not occur in the 1996 LCA it did identify clear differences between parts of the 

valley. The Appellant complains that the 2017 assessment does not identify 
existing detractors to landscape character such as the intrusion of urban 

development and fringe farmland. However, the 1996 assessment regards the 
smaller enclosed pastures bordering the valley south of Titchfield as functioning 
to buffer such intrusion and this is a point picked up in the later work. In the 

1996 assessment the reference to detractors in the central section of the Meon 
Valley seems to me to refer to the part further to the north.  

17. The Lower Meon Valley is characterised by its distinctive valley floor with open 
floodplain pasture and wetland communities at Titchfield Haven. Here the 
natural qualities of the valley and the sense of tranquillity and remoteness are 

most strongly evident. The valley sides are relatively shallow and it is clear 
from the topographical map and on the ground that they have a distinctive 

concave profile. The steeper well vegetated slopes at the bottom become 
gentler further up the valley sides. This means that the valley floor is not 
always visible from the upper slopes but there are clear views from one side to 

the other providing a strong sense of cohesiveness to the landscape unit.  

18. The eastern valley sides include a mosaic of small-scale pasture land bounded 

by strong field hedges and tree lines. The 2017 LCA subdivides the local 
landscape character area into three sections comprising the flat valley floor and 
the landscape either side. These form a gentle transition from valley side into 

the landscape of the wider coastal plain, although from observation this is more 
evident in some places than in others.   

19. The appeal site seems to me to include many of the characteristics of the valley 
side landscape type described above. There are two well-contained fields with 

relatively strong hedge and tree boundaries along Marsh Lane, Old Street and 
parts of the northern, western and southern boundaries. In visual terms the 
flat valley floor can be viewed from many parts of the site, including from 

within the areas proposed for development. The opposite valley sides are also 
clearly seen from most places. These features provide a perception that the 

site is part of the valley landscape compartment. Whilst the slope is gentle in 
the eastern part of the site it continues to rise beyond the Old Street boundary 
and reflects the concave profile that is typical of the valley side in this part of 

the valley.  
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20. It is acknowledged that the site suffers from some detracting influences. The 

proximity of residential development along Old Street and Knights Bank Road 
inevitably has a negative effect, although this is ameliorated to a considerable 

degree along Old Street by virtue of the hedge line and trees. The most 
exposed part of the site is in the south where the houses built on the southern 
slopes of the dry valley are quite prominent. There is also a background hum of 

traffic noise close to the eastern boundary. However, from my site observations 
these detractors are localised and do not extend across much of the proposed 

development area. The sense of tranquillity and remoteness so typical of the 
lower parts of the valley is not particularly evident. However, I observed a 
strong sense of being in the countryside in general and the valley in particular 

from most parts of the site.  

21. I acknowledge that the boundaries between one landscape type and another 

are often indistinctive, especially at the edges. However, in this case for all of 
the reasons given above I did not detect visual or topographical differences 
that would signal a change from valley side to coastal plain landscape type 

across the appeal site. In my judgement it is all reflective of the valley side 
landscape type and forms an integral part of the Lower Meon Valley landscape. 

22. Generally development does not extend down the sides of the Lower Meon 
Valley but the threat of such urban expansion is mentioned in both the 
Hampshire Integrated Character Assessment and the 2017 LCA. The settlement 

of Stubbington itself is mainly situated above the 10 metre AOD contour. The 
main exception to this prevailing development pattern is the residential area of 

Hill Head immediately to the south of the appeal site, which includes the 
housing along Knights Bank Road. Here dwellings extend down the slope to the 
valley floor. There is tree screening along the residential boundaries but 

nevertheless the effect of this incursion is not a positive one in landscape 
terms. 

23. In order to assess the effect of the proposed development, the Appellant has 
submitted a Landscape and Visual Assessment (LVA). Both landscape experts 
agreed that the sensitivity of the Lower Meon Valley landscape receptor is 

moderate-high. The magnitude of change from development in the short term 
was agreed to be medium. On completion the effect would be moderate 

adverse on the evidence of the Appellant and moderate-major adverse on that 
of the Council. I am more inclined towards the Council’s judgement in this 
respect but whichever is preferred it seems to me that the overall effect would 

be significant and harmful.  

24. There was also no agreement about the longer term effect on the landscape 

and whether the proposed mitigation would result in a reduction in effect to 
minor adverse as contended by the Appellant. Changes would mainly result 

from additional tree planting around the western edge of the proposed housing 
area, which is intended to reach a height of 15-20 metres. This would 
eventually soften the effect of development in visual terms. However, it would 

remain the case that there would be a permanent change to a substantial part 
of the site from valley side to a housing estate. Not only would the open fields 

be lost to built development but also there would be the noise, activity and 
lighting that such uses would entail. In the circumstances of this case I would 
agree with the Council that there is unlikely to be much diminution in landscape 

effect as a result of mitigation. 
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25. As views into the valley from outside of it are relatively limited the visual

effects of the proposed changes to the landscape would be experienced mainly
from viewpoints on the opposite side of the valley, although overall there would

be the benefit of considerable distance. From these places the existing
properties along Old Street and Knights Bank Road can be clearly seen on the
skyline. Even though they stand within a treed setting there is particular

prominence in places due to the presence of light coloured facing materials.

26. Existing trees and vegetation, especially on the lower valley sides, means that

from many public viewpoints only partial views of the appeal site are evident.
Parts of public Footpath No 51 is bordered by an unmanaged hedge along its
eastern side, which restricts relevant views from many points. Most of those

who use this route are likely to value the sense of remoteness and thus to have
a high sensitivity to change. However, the magnitude of change would be

relatively small in most views as the new housing would be seen within the
context of a wide panorama. The proposed planting would further reduce the
adverse effect once established. Some observers would be more sensitive to

change than others but overall I consider that the effect would be of minor
significance, especially in the longer term.

27. Entry to the NNR is not free so views are not strictly speaking publicly
available. On the other hand the entry fee is relatively modest and from what I
heard at the inquiry the facility attracts a considerable number of visitors who

enjoy use of the bird hides and the pathways. I consider that these people are
likely to have a heightened appreciation of the natural environment and a

greater awareness of changes to their surroundings. Furthermore, many will
observe wildlife through binoculars thus bringing more distant views into
sharper focus.

28. From various points in the NNR, including the Spurgin and Pumfrett hides,
which I visited, the eastern valley sides are clearly evident above the band of

trees and vegetation on the lower slopes. I noted that at the southern end the
residential area of Hill Head, which extends close to the valley floor, is
particularly apparent. However, walking north the surroundings become more

rural, existing development is less obvious and by the time I reached the
Spurgin Hide much of the appeal site had come into view. The viewing window

of the hide faces in an easterly direction and the proposed development would
be evident on the gently sloping valley side and at depth. Notwithstanding the
existing housing on the skyline, I consider that it would be viewed as an

unwelcome intrusion in the rural landscape to these highly sensitive viewers.
Whilst I appreciate that the mitigation planting would eventually reduce the

impact, the upper parts of the new buildings would still be clearly apparent. I
therefore consider that the visual effect has been underestimated in the LVA.

In my judgement there would be a moderate adverse effect that would reduce
to a moderate-minor adverse effect once mitigation planting had matured in
around 15 years.

29. For all of the above reasons I conclude that there would be unacceptable harm
to the attractive landscape of the Lower Meon Valley. Overall this would be a

long term, permanent and adverse change in terms of the resource itself. For
many of those who use and enjoy the landscape the effects would be relatively
small, especially in the longer term. Nevertheless highly sensitive viewers in

the NNR would experience a greater degree of detriment and this adds to the
harm that would arise from the proposed development.
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Whether the proposal would harm a valued landscape 

30. Paragraph 170 of the Framework indicates that valued landscapes should be 
protected and enhanced in a manner commensurate with their statutory status 

or identified quality in the development plan. Parts of the Lower Meon Valley 
are protected for their ecological importance but the landscape is not 
specifically recognised for its quality in the current development plan. This is 

because local landscape designations fell from favour in national planning 
policy. Previously the Lower Meon Valley had been identified as an Area of 

Special Landscape Character in the now superseded Fareham Borough Local 
Plan Review 2000 supported by the 1996 LCA.   

31. In view of the policy in paragraph 170 the matter of landscape value will no 

doubt be considered through the emerging Local Plan process. That is the 
proper forum for any designation to be made. However, until that time it is 

difficult to understand why there would be a change in terms of intrinsic value. 
Case law and appeal decisions indicate that a valued landscape is more than 
ordinary countryside and should have physical attributes beyond popularity. 

Furthermore, that it is not necessarily the site itself that is important in that 
judgement but rather the wider landscape of which the site is an integral part. 

It was agreed that the criteria in the 1996 LCA that led to the identification of 
the Area of Special Landscape Character were similar to those in Box 5.1 of the 
Landscape Institute’s Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment 

(2013). Both landscape experts used Box 5.1 in their evaluation.  

32. Having considered all of the evidence and the assessments against the Box 5.1 

criteria, I have no doubt that the Lower Meon Valley is a valued landscape. The 
Appellant’s landscape expert judged it to have high value and did not seem to 
dispute that the western part of the appeal site is part of the valley side 

landscape type and could be considered as part of a valued landscape. The 
dispute related to the eastern part of the site on which the development is 

proposed to be built. For the reasons I have already given I do not agree that 
there is a distinction in terms of landscape type or character within the site. On 
the contrary I consider that the appeal site overall possesses sufficient physical 

attributes to be deemed as an integral part of the Lower Meon Valley and 
contributes to its valued landscape. 

The effect on the strategic gap 

33. The Meon Gap lies between Fareham/ Stubbington and the Western 
Wards/Whiteley. Policy CS22 requires the integrity of the gap to be maintained 

and the physical and visual separation of settlements to be respected. In terms 
of separation of settlements there is no dispute that there would be no 

diminution either in physical or visual terms if the development were to go 
ahead. The policy indicates that the gap boundaries will be reviewed to ensure 

that no more land than necessary is included in order to maintain gap function.  

34. When considering the effect on integrity it is important to note that the policy 
does not embargo development altogether but rather requires that it should 

not cause significant harm. Protecting integrity will therefore be case specific. 
Harm to gaps arises from a diminution of spatial function and so it is difficult to 

understand how integrity could be significantly affected in the event that this is 
maintained. In this case it seems to me that the settlement pattern would be 
protected whether or not the proposed development went ahead.  
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35. It should be remembered that gap policy is a spatial tool. The Council referred 

to the role of the gap in maintaining the character or setting of Stubbington. 
This is considered in the 2017 LCA where the strategic gap designation is 

reviewed. However, the document makes clear that its purpose is to consider 
what role the landscape plays within the strategic gaps. It is not intended to 
examine the designation criteria or the broad areas identified. This is important 

to note because it is landscape rather than spatial considerations that are key 
to settlement character and setting. The character and setting of Stubbington 

is not pertinent to gap designation or function in policy CS22.    

36. I appreciate that a review of gap boundaries was undertaken in 2012 and that 
no changes were recommended in relation to the land immediately adjacent to 

Stubbington. However, for the reasons I have given I do not consider that the 
proposed development of the appeal site would adversely affect the integrity of 

the Meon Gap. The proposal would thus accord with policy CS22 in LPP1. 

37. A recent appeal decision related to development at Meon View Farm, which is 
to the north of the appeal site but in the same part of the Lower Meon Valley.  

In her decision the Inspector dismissed the appeal on the grounds of harm to 
the countryside and strategic gap. I do not know what evidence was before my 

colleague but her conclusion that the integrity of the gap would be undermined 
referred to the erosion of its function of physically and visually separating 
settlements. In the case of the present appeal the Council has agreed that such 

coalescence would not occur.    

Overall Conclusions and Planning Balance 

38. The appeal site is an integral part of the Meon Valley landscape character area 
and in particular the lower section south of Titchfield. This landscape is valued 
for its quality, even though there is no designation in the current development 

plan. The proposed development would be unacceptably harmful to the 
character of the Lower Meon Valley and would fail to protect this valued 

landscape. The proposal would therefore conflict with policies CS14 in LPP1 and 
policy DSP6 in LPP2 and be contrary to Framework policy relating to the 
countryside and landscape.  

39. However, due to the housing land supply situation in Fareham Borough the 
conflict with those policies has reduced weight and policy DSP40 is engaged. In 

cases such as this development outside the urban area is permitted subject to 
five provisions, all of which must be met. For the reasons given above, the 
location of the site in the strategic gap would not be an impediment. However, 

the proposal would fail to minimise any adverse impact on the countryside. In 
the circumstances there would be conflict with this policy and the development 

plan as a whole. 

40. The proposal would deliver up to 150 new dwellings in an accessible location 

that would be likely to be available for occupation within the next five years. It 
would therefore make an important contribution to addressing the Council’s 
housing shortfall, which on any basis is substantial. Furthermore, 40% of the 

dwellings would be affordable housing with a tenure mix that would meet the 
Borough’s housing needs. There is a very considerable affordable housing 

deficit and this is getting worse year on year. 5% of the dwellings would also 
be self and custom build, which is encouraged as a source of supply by the 
Government and for which there is an unmet demand in the Borough.  
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41. The proposal would have a range of economic benefits. It would, for example,

provide new jobs during the construction period and thereafter. There would be
a contribution to economic growth and the generation of household expenditure

would help support the local economy and provide local jobs.

42. The proposal would deliver additional green space in the Stubbington ward
where there is a deficit. The buffer zone between the housing area and the NNR

would be managed to enhance its ecological value and therefore there would
be a net gain to biodiversity in accordance with the provisions of the

Framework. These social, economic and environmental benefits of the scheme
can be afforded substantial weight in the planning balance.

43. There was a great deal of concern from local people about the effect of the

development on the NNR. I have taken account of the visual implications in my
conclusions on landscape. However, subject to the various safeguards proposed

through planning conditions and the UU I consider that the proposed
development could be designed so that significant harm would not be caused to
this ecological resource. It is not therefore a matter that counts against the

scheme. In this case it is unnecessary for me to undertake an Appropriate
Assessment. However, if I had done so and a positive outcome had ensued it

would not have affected the planning balance or my conclusions on this appeal.

44. Notwithstanding the substantial benefits that would flow from the proposed
development there would also be very substantial harms. In this case the

conflict with the development plan and the environmental harm that would
ensue to the countryside within the valued landscape of the Lower Meon Valley

is of compelling importance and outweighs the many advantages of the
scheme. I have considered all other matters raised but have found nothing to
change my conclusion that this would not be a sustainable form of

development and that the appeal should not succeed.

Christina Downes 

INSPECTOR 
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APPEARANCES 

FOR THE LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY: 

Mr Paul Stinchcombe Of Queen’s Counsel, instructed by the Senior 
Solicitor at Southampton and Fareham Legal 

Services Partnership 
He called: 
Mr P Brashaw BSc(Hons) 

BLD CMLI 

Associate at LDA Design 

Mr A Blaxland BA(Hons) 

DipTP DipMgt MRTPI 

Director of Adams Hendry Consulting Ltd 

*Mr R Wright BSc MSc
MRTPI

Fareham Borough Council 

*Ms H Hudson Solicitor at Fareham Borough Council 
*Ms R Lyons BA(Hons)

MSc MRTPI

Affordable Housing Strategic Lead, Fareham 

Borough Council 

FOR THE APPELLANT: 

Mr Christopher Boyle Of Queen’s Counsel, instructed by 

He called: 
Mr L Morris BSc(Hons) 

PGDipLA MA PIEMA 
CMLI 

Director of WYG 

Mr M Hawthorne 

BSc(Hons) MRTPI 

Director of WYG 

Mr D West 

MenvSci(Hons) CEnv 
MCIEEM 

Associate at WYG 

Mr S Brown BSc(Hons) 

DipTP MRTPI 

Principal at Woolf Bond Planning 

*Mr T Alder LLB Solicitor at Bargate Homes 

*Mr T Moody BA(Hons)
MRTPI

Associate Planner with WYG 

INTERESTED PERSONS: 

Commander A Norris RN Local resident  

Mr M Jackson Local resident 
Mr B Duffin Past employee and current volunteer at the 

Titchfield Haven National Nature Reserve 
Mr B Hutchison Chair of the Hill Head Residents’ Association 
Ms P Charlwood Local resident also representing 35 other local 

households 
Mr J Moss Local resident 

Mr M Rose Local resident 
*Ms T Cuff BSc Countryside Planning Officer at Hampshire 

County Council 

* Took part in the Planning Obligations/ Conditions sessions only
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DOCUMENTS 

1 Statement delivered orally to the inquiry by Commander Norris 

2 Statement delivered orally to the inquiry by Mr Jackson 
3 Additional housing land supply position statement agreed by the 

Council and the Appellant 

4 Further additional housing land supply position statement agreed 
by the Council and the Appellant 

5 Statement delivered orally to the inquiry by Mr Hutchison 
6 Press release regarding the emerging Local Plan and plans of 

developable and discounted housing sites, submitted by Mr 

Hutchinson 
7 Statement delivered orally to the inquiry by Mr Duffin, including 

various attachments 
8 Statement delivered orally to the inquiry by Ms Charlwood, 

including photographic attachments 

9 Community Infrastructure Levy compliance schedule, submitted 
by Mr Stinchcombe 

10 Note on the New Homes Bonus, submitted by Mr Boyle 
11 Proposed conditions schedule submitted by the main parties 
12 Appellant’s written agreement to pre-commencement conditions, 

submitted by Mr Boyle 
13 Copy of Technical Note 05 (also included as Core Document A2.4), 

setting out the proposed highway improvements, submitted by Mr 
Boyle 

14 Illustration of a design for the proposed fence to deter cats 

15 Addendum to the shadow Habitat Regulations Assessment in 
Appendix B to Mr West’s proof of evidence. Submitted by Mr Boyle 

16 Planning Obligation by Unilateral Undertaking dated 20 December 
2018. Submitted following the close of the inquiry with the 
agreement of the Inspector 

PLANS 

A Application plans 
B Plans booklet 

C Plan including the proposed open spaces, buffer zones, vista and 
landscape screen  

D Map of the Stubbington area 
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Neil Tiley

From: Neil Tiley
Sent: 01 October 2020 14:38
To: Planning Policy
Subject: RE: Housing Delivery Test results in Fareham

Dear Sir/Madam, 
Thank you for the clarification with regards to the how the current housing delivery test results have been calculated 
for Fareham. 

As identified in your response, it appears that Fareham Borough Council has submitted a Delta return which 
indicates that the Council has incorrectly identified that the adopted housing requirement is that contained in the 
Development Sites and Policies Plan and the Welborne Plan both of which were adopted on 8th June 2015. 

The Core Strategy was adopted on 4th August 2011 and contains the adopted housing requirement. The Council has 
since adopted both the Development Sites and Policies Plan and the Welborne Plan which were examined at the 
same time by the same Inspector, but these do not review the housing requirement of the Core Strategy.  

As confirmed in paragraph 37 of the High Court Judgment of Gallagher Estates Ltd and Lioncourt Homes Limited vs 
Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council [2014] EWHC 1283 (Admin), a housing requirement must reflect not only the 
assessed need for housing but also any policy considerations. 

As explicitly identified by the examining Inspector of the Development Sites and Policies Plan in paragraph 44 of 
their Final Report: 
“…it is not the role of LP2 to reassess objectively assessed need – that will be one of the tasks of the forthcoming 
review of the Local Plan, which will also be able to accommodate the requirements of the revised SHS (to be 
completed early next year).” 

This is also confirmed in paragraph 10 of the appeal decision at Land north of Cranleigh Road and west of Wicor 
Primary School, Portchester (APP/A1720/W/16/3156344) which states: 
“Although LPs 2 and 3 [The Development Sites and Policies Plan and the Welborne Plan] post-date the Framework, 
neither plan undertakes the identification of an OAN.” 

In the absence of a review of the housing need, the Development Sites and Policies Plan and the Welborne Plan 
cannot have reviewed the housing requirement as defined by the courts. 

This position has long been accepted by Fareham Borough Council, namely that the current housing requirement 
remains that in the Core Strategy adopted in August 2011. As you will be aware, paragraph 73 of national policy 
requires that the five-year land supply is assessed against and adopted housing requirement where this is less than 
five-years old but in all other cases against the local housing need as calculated using the standard method. 

Following the publication of the NPPF in July 2018, every five-year land supply assessment of the Council has 
assessed the position against the standard method including those published in September 2018, October 2018, 
December 2018, January 2019, and April 2019, all of which were published within five-years of the adoption of the 
Development Sites and Policies Plan and the Welborne Plan. It therefore follows that the Council must agree that 
the Development Sites and Policies Plan and the Welborne Plan does not review the adopted housing requirement 
of the Core Strategy. 

This position is also set out in paragraph 9 of the appeal decision at Land west of Old Street, Stubbington 
(APP/A1720/W/18/3200409) which states: 
“The Council is unable to demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing sites. This is on the basis of a 
requirement taken from Office for National Statistics (ONS) housing projections on account of the requirement of the 
adopted development plan being out-of-date.” 
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The fact that the HDT results have incorrectly been calculated on the basis of the housing requirement rather than 
the household projections and the standard method as required by the Housing Delivery Test Measurement Rule 
Book also came as a surprise to the Council in the April 2019 Five Year Housing Land Supply Position statement 
which states: 
“Fareham’s HDT results were considerably higher than the pass rate of 95%, which means that the Council can apply 
a 5% buffer to its five-year housing land supply position. Fareham passed the test because the Government 
measurement appears to be against the Council’s Adopted Local Plan rather than, as expected, against household 
projections.” 

The current HDT results have therefore clearly been calculated on the basis of a mistaken and erroneous Delta 
return by the Council. I trust that this error can be quickly rectified as it is and will continue to be material to the 
determination of applications and appeals.  

Even if contrary to the findings of the examining Inspector, the interpretation of the courts and the longstanding 
position of the Council, it is considered that the Development Sites and Policies Plan and the Welborne Plan did 
review the housing requirement, the only figures that could be used in the stead of a housing requirement are: 

 the figures identified on page 126 of the Development Sites and Policies Plan (135pa in 2016/17 and
2017/18 and 134pa in 2018/19) notwithstanding that these do not take account of the need for housing and 
so which do not provide a housing requirement;

 the need for Gypsy and Traveller pitches identified in paragraph 5.196 of the Development Sites and Policies 
Plan (2.5pa in 2016/17 and 0.2pa thereafter); and

 the capacity figure identified in Policy WEL3 of the Welborne Plan (6,000 homes over 21 years or 285.7pa).

These provide for a total of 423.2 in 2016/17, 420.9 in 2017/18 and 419.9 in 2018/19. The Council’s response 
however relies upon the “Housing Trajectory” of the Welborne Plan as a housing requirement, notwithstanding the 
fact that this does not take account of housing need or policy considerations and it is self-evidently a delivery 
trajectory rather than a housing requirement.  

Therefore, even if contrary to the interpretation of the courts, it was considered that these plans did review the 
housing requirement, the Housing Delivery Test would still have been miscalculated. 

Kind regards 

Neil Tiley 
 

Director 
  

Pegasus Group
 

PLANNING | DESIGN | ENVIRONMENT | ECONOMICS | HERITAGE 
Querns Business Centre | Whitworth Rd | Cirencester | GL7 1RT
 

 

T 01285 641717 | E neil.tiley@pegasusgroup.co.uk
 

 

M 07747 455360 |  DD 01285 702251 | EXT  1069
 

 

Birmingham | Bracknell | Bristol | Cambridge | Cirencester | Dublin | East Midlands | Leeds | Liverpool | London | Manchester | Newcastle |
Peterborough | Solent 

 www.pegasusgroup.co.uk

Pegasus Group is the trading name of Pegasus Planning Group Ltd [07277000] registered in England 
and Wales. 
This email and any associated files, is intended for the exclusive use of the addressee only.  
If you are not the intended recipient you should not use the contents nor disclose them to any other 
person.  
If you have received this message in error please notify us immediately. We have updated our Privacy 
Statement in line with the GDPR; please click here to view it.
 

Please consider the environment before printing this email message.
 

***IMPORTANT INFORMATION REGARDING PEGASUS GROUP & CORONAVIRUS / COVID-
19***
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From: Planning Policy <PlanningPolicy@communities.gov.uk> 
Sent: 29 September 2020 16:43 
To: Neil Tiley <neil.tiley@pegasusgroup.co.uk> 
Subject: FW: Housing Delivery Test results in Fareham 

Dear Neil, 

Thank you for your recent enquiry to the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government about 
your Housing Delivery Test result and apologies for the delayed response. 

Please find attached the information that sets out how the HDT result for Fareham Borough Council was 
calculated. In short, it is our understanding that subsequent plans updated the housing requirement in LP1, 
and therefore is used to set the housing requirement within the Housing Delivery Test upon adoption. 

If you still dispute these figures then we will contact the local authority involved to seek further clarification. 

Please get in touch if you require any further clarification. 

Yours sincerely, 

Planning Policy 

SE Quarter, Third Floor, Fry Building, 2 Marsham Street, London SW1P 4DF 
planningpolicy@communities.gov.uk   

From: Neil Tiley <neil.tiley@pegasusgroup.co.uk>  
Sent: 24 September 2020 08:07 
To: Housing Data <housingdata@communities.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: Housing Delivery Test results in Fareham 

Dear Sir/Madam, 
I’ve not received any response or confirmation of receipt to the e-mail below. I was hopeful that you might be able 
to advise as to whether any progress is being made in this regard. 

Kind regards 

Neil Tiley 
 

Director 
  

Pegasus Group
 

PLANNING | DESIGN | ENVIRONMENT | ECONOMICS | HERITAGE 
Querns Business Centre | Whitworth Rd | Cirencester | GL7 1RT
 

 

T 01285 641717 | E neil.tiley@pegasusgroup.co.uk
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M 07747 455360 |  DD 01285 702251 | EXT  1069
 

 

Birmingham | Bracknell | Bristol | Cambridge | Cirencester | Dublin | East Midlands | Leeds | Liverpool | London | Manchester | Newcastle |
Peterborough | Solent 
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Pegasus Group is the trading name of Pegasus Planning Group Ltd [07277000] registered in England 
and Wales. 
This email and any associated files, is intended for the exclusive use of the addressee only.  
If you are not the intended recipient you should not use the contents nor disclose them to any other 
person.  
If you have received this message in error please notify us immediately. We have updated our Privacy 
Statement in line with the GDPR; please click here to view it.
 

Please consider the environment before printing this email message.
 

***IMPORTANT INFORMATION REGARDING PEGASUS GROUP & CORONAVIRUS / COVID-
19***

From: Neil Tiley  
Sent: 03 September 2020 14:01 
To: housingdata@communities.gov.uk 
Subject: Housing Delivery Test results in Fareham 

Dear Sir/Madam, 
I’m reviewing the Housing Delivery Test results for Fareham and these don’t appear to have been calculated in 
accordance with the Housing Delivery Test Measurement Rule Book. I would appreciate any help you are able to 
offer in this regard. 

The last time the housing requirement was adopted or reviewed in Fareham was in the Core Strategy adopted in 
August 2011. Since this time, the Local Plan Parts 2 and 3 were jointly examined by the same Inspector and adopted 
in June 2015 but neither of these reviewed the housing requirement. Indeed, the Inspectors report to Part 2 
identified that: 

“There was criticism from some representors that LP2 is not based on the 2014 Strategic Market Housing 
Assessment. However, it is not the role of LP2 to reassess objectively assessed need – that will be one of the tasks of 
the forthcoming review of the Local Plan, which will also be able to accommodate the requirements of the revised 
SHS (to be completed early next year).” 

It has also been accepted by Fareham Borough Council that the adopted housing requirement has been more than 
five-years old in every assessment of their five-year land supply since the publication of the NPPF in July 2018. 

In paragraphs 12, 14 and 20 of the Measurement Rule Book, it is identified that where the Housing Delivery Test 
should be calculated differently depending upon whether the adopted housing requirement was adopted or 
reviewed in the previous five-years. Paragraph 20 explains that where the housing requirement became more than 
five-years old during the Housing Delivery Test period, the result should be calculated against the lower of the 
adopted housing requirement and the local housing need according until such time as the adopted housing 
requirement became five-years old and against the minimum local housing need thereafter. Paragraphs 12 and 13 
identify that when using an adopted housing requirement, the stepped housing requirements should be used where 
available and that the lower end of any range should be used. 

Thereafter, paragraph 14 states that the record of delivery will be assessed against the minimum annual local 
housing need figure which is to be calculated using the standard method. In paragraph 22, a transitional 
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arrangement is put in place such that for the years 2015-18, the record of delivery is to be calculated against the 
household growth in specified household projections. 

The Core Strategy in Fareham became more than five-years old on 4th August 2016. Paragraph 1.10 sets a housing 
requirement for between 6,500 and 7,500 homes at the Strategic Development Area (SDA) and an additional 
housing requirement 3,729 homes across the remainder of the Borough. This provides for a minimum housing 
requirement for 10,229 homes or an average of 511.5 per annum across the plan period.  In the Table following 
paragraph 4.16 of the Core Strategy a stepped housing requirement for the remainder of the Borough is set out 
although no stepped housing requirement is set out for the SDA. This requires the delivery of 94 homes in 2016/17 
in addition to annual requirement for between 325 and 375 homes per annum at the SDA. In totality, the lower end 
of the range of the stepped requirement of the Core Strategy is therefore for 419 homes in 2016/17 (=94+325).  

Based on this approach, the record of delivery should be calculated against: 
 The lower of either the adopted housing requirement for 419 homes per annum or the average household

growth identified in the 2012 projections for the period 2016-26  for the period 1st April 2016 until 4th

August 2016 when the adopted housing requirement became five-years old = 143.5 (based on the adopted
housing requirement) or 146.4 (based on the average household growth)

 The average household growth identified in the 2012 projections for the period 2016-26 for the remainder
of the year 2016/17 = 281.2

 The average household growth identified in the 2014 projections for the period 2017-27 for the year
2017/18 = 401.5

 The standard method for 2018/19 = 543.6

This provides a total number of homes required of 1,369.8 rather than the 943.9 identified in the 2019 Housing 
Delivery Test results. Once the number of homes required according to the Measurement Rule Book is applied, 
there would be a Housing Delivery Test result of only 68% rather than the 99% currently identified. This result would 
clearly have an implication for the application of national policy as it would require the application of a 20% buffer 
when calculating the five-year housing land supply. 

I trust that you are able to clarify this matter for me and if appropriate issue a correction to the published result. 

Kind regards 

Neil Tiley 
 

Director 
  

Pegasus Group
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ATTACHMENT TO E-MAIL OF 29TH SEPTEMBER 2020: 
 
Fareham Borough Council – Housing Delivery Test 2019 
 

Homes Required 

 
Paragraphs 12 to 15 of the Housing Delivery Test Rule Book set out how the homes 
required is calculated. In summary, this is largely dependent on the age of the plan during 
any given monitoring period, household growth projections in years 2016/17 and 2017/18, 
and local housing need in 2018/19, details are set out below. 
 
Plan Information 

• Adoption date: 08/06/2015 Plan period: 01/04/2011 to 31/03/2026 

• Source policy LP2: Development Sites and Policies - page 216 and LP3: The 

Welborne Plan - page 126. 

• Housing requirement 01/04/2011 to 31/03/2016 147 per annum, 01/04/2016 to 

31/03/2017 267 per annum, 01/04/2017 to 31/03/2018 327 per annum, 

01/04/2018 to 31/03/2019 347 per annum, 01/04/2019 to 31/03/2020 467 per 

annum, 01/04/2020 to 31/03/2026 487 per annum. 

• No unmet need given or taken 

• Traveller requirement has been added, 2.5 in 2015/16, 0.2 in 2016/17, 0.2 in 

2017/18. 

Source: Delta return submitted to MHCLG, then verified by MHCLG checking plan 
data 
 
 
Calculating Local Housing Need using the standard method 

Local Housing Need is calculated using 3 steps. For more information on how 

Local Housing Need is calculated is available in Planning Practice guidance1. 

The Housing Delivery Test Technical Note sets out how this applies to calculating 

HDT for 2018/19.  

 

Step 1 sets a baseline using 2014 based national household growth projections. 

Projected average annual household growth over a 10 year period from 2018 to 

2028. 2018 to 2028 is 49.494 to 53,471, an increase of 3,977. The projected 

average annual household growth is 397.7. 

 

Step 2 adjusts the baseline calculated in step 1 based on the affordability of the 

area, 2017 based affordability ratio is 9.85. Using the standard methodology, the 

adjustment factor is 1.365625 x 397.7 = 543.11, this is the uncapped LHN figure.  

 

Step 3 caps the level of any increase a local authority can face based on the 

status of the local plan.  

 
1 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-and-economic-development-needs-assessments 
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As at 1st April 2018 the local plan was less than five years old so the cap is applied to 

the annual average plan requirement of 337.67. 

 

40% above this figure results in a cap of 472. 738. The cap is therefore below the 

number identified in Step 2. 

 

This results in a local housing need figure of 472.738. 

 

Calculating the requirement 

As the plan was less than five years old for all years the plan is used (subject to 

the lower-of policy set out below). The requirement is set out in steps. Please 

note, numbers may not sum due to rounding. 

 

Year Plan number Household growth/LHN 
Lower of 

(including G&T 
requirement) 

2016/17 267 427.6 269 

2017/18 327 401.5 327 

2018/19 347 472.74 347 

Total   944 

 
Trajectory 1 of the plan covers 01/04/2011 to 31/03/2016 with annual average 147. Trajectory 2 
covers 01/04/2016 to 31/03/2017 with annual average of 267. Trajectory 3 covers 01/04/2017 to 
31/03/2018 with annual average of 327. Trajectory 4 covers 01/04/2018 to 31/03/2019 with annual 
average of 347. Trajectory 5 covers 01/04/2019 to 31/03/2020 with annual average of 467. Trajectory 
6 covers 01/04/2020 to 31/03/2026 with annual average of 487. 
  

Plan number is lower than household growth/Local Housing Need for the all test year so this 
is used.  
 
Homes Delivered 
 
Paragraphs 6 to 11 of the Housing Delivery Test Rule Book the homes delivered is 
calculated. In summary, this uses Housing supply: net additional dwellings statistics2 and an 
adjustment for student and other communal accommodation. Please note, numbers may not 
sum due to rounding. 
 
  

 
2 www.gov.uk/government/collections/net-supply-of-housing  

A4.7

Page 1341

http://www.gov.uk/government/collections/net-supply-of-housing


The relevant figures for your authority are shown below: 
 

Year 
Net 

Additional 
Dwellings 

Student 
accommoda

tion 
adjustment 

Other 
communal 

accommodati
on 

adjustment 

Adjusted 
net 

additions 

2016/17 349 0 6.67 355.67 

2017/18 291 0 0 291 

2018/19 290 0 0 290 

Total    936.67 

 
12 net other communal bedspaces divided by 1.8 national average = 6.67 dwellings freed up 
 
 
Final HDT result = 99% 
 

Total delivery Total requirement HDT result  

936.67 944 99% 
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Report to 
Planning Committee 

Date 12 September 2018 

Report of: Director of Planning and Regulation 

Subject: FIVE YEAR HOUSING LAND SUPPLY POSITION 

SUMMARY 

At their meeting on the 9th October 2017, the Executive resolved that Officers present 
a report to the Planning Committee on the Council’s current 5-Year Housing Supply 
(5YHLS) position on a regular basis.  

The following report provides the latest update, and supersedes the update 
previously provided to the Planning Committee on 20th June 2018.  

RECOMMENDATION 

That the Committee note: - 

(i) the content of the report and the current 5-Year Housing Land Supply position;
and

(ii) that the 5-Year Housing Land Supply Position set out in the attached report
(which will be updated regularly as appropriate) is a material consideration in
the determination of planning applications for residential development; and

(iii) that the Government will be considering adjustments to the new standard
method used to calculate Local Housing Need, following publication of the new
household growth projections in September 2018.
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 INTRODUCTION 

1.  The following 5YHLS position updates and supersedes those previously provided to 
Planning Committee.  It will continue to be regularly updated as appropriate and will 
represent a material consideration in the determination of planning applications. It 
should be noted that the Council’s housing land supply position can go down as well 
as up depending on the circumstances relevant at any given time.   

 NATIONAL PLANNING CHANGES 

2.  Since publication of the last 5YHLS position at the June Planning Committee 
meeting, the Government has published the revised National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) and updated Planning Practice Guidance (PPG). 

3.  The revised requirements set out in the NPPF and PPG change how Local Planning 
Authorities must calculate their housing need figure. Previously, housing need was 
calculated through a process called Objectively Assessed Need (OAN). The 
requirement of the revised NPPF is for housing need to now be calculated by the 
new standard method which is set out in the PPG.   

4.  The standard method uses household growth projections and house-price to 
earnings affordability data (produced by the Office for National Statistics) to 
calculate the Local Housing Need figure for a Local Planning Authority. 

5.  Use of the standard method applies from the date of publication of the new 
Framework and Guidance (24 July 2018), and as such the Council must now 
determine its 5YHLS position using the Local housing need figure calculated using 
the new standard method.  In short, this increases annual housing need from 420 
dwellings to 544 dwellings.  The detailed calculations as to how the new Local 
Housing Need figure is calculated are set out in the accompanying 5YHLS report. 

6.  The Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government (MHCLG) has 
indicated that it will consider adjusting the standard method calculation following the 
publication of new household growth projections in September 2018.  Any proposed 
adjustment to the method would be subject to consultation by MHCLG. 

 RISK ASSESSMENT 

7.  There are no significant risk considerations in relation to this report. 

 CONCLUSION 

8.  That the Committee note the content of the report and the updated 5YHLS position. 

9.  That the 5YHLS position set out in the attached report (which will continue to be 
updated regularly as appropriate) is a material consideration in the determination of 
planning application for residential development. 

 
Enquiries: 

For further information on this report please contact Lee Smith. (Ext 4427) 
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Fareham Borough Council 

 

Five-Year Housing Land Supply Position  
 

September 2018 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
  
1.1 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) requires Local Planning Authorities to 

identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites to provide five years 
supply of housing against their housing requirements. The NPPF also requires an 
additional buffer of 5% (or 20% in the case of persistent under-delivery) to ensure choice 
and competition in the market for land.  

  
1.2 This document has been prepared to provide the latest position on the 5 Year Housing 

Land Supply (5YHLS) in Fareham Borough. It will be updated at regular intervals to ensure 
the most accurate and up-to-date position is available.  Updates will be provided to the 
Planning Committee when relevant and will also be advised on the Council’s website.   

  
1.3 This document is iterative/live and will only provide the most accurate position of 5YHLS at 

the time of publication.  It is possible that sites will be omitted from the 5YHLS and then 
subsequently when circumstances change may feature again in a future iteration of the 
5YHLS position (and vice versa). Likewise, delivery rates for included sites are not fixed 
and are subject to revision following correspondence with site promoters/ developers. 

  
2.0 HOUSING NEED 

  
2.1 Since publication of the last 5YHLS position at the June Planning Committee meeting, the 

Government has published the revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and 
updated Planning Practice Guidance (PPG). 

  
2.2 The revised requirements set out in the NPPF and PPG change how Local Planning 

Authorities must calculate their housing need figure. Previously, housing need was 
calculated through a process called Objectively Assessed Need (OAN), which set the 
Council's figure at 420 dwellings per annum - 2100 dwellings over the 5-year period. 
Following the Planning Committee meeting in July, this Council had approximately a 
5YHLS against its objectively assessed need.    

  
2.3 The new requirement introduced through the revised NPPF and PPG applies from the date 

of publication of the new Framework and Guidance (24 July 2018) and requires housing 
need to be calculated through the Government's new standard method (as set out in the 
PPG).  The standard method is based on household growth projection and house-price to 
earnings affordability data produced by the Office for National Statistics. 

  
2.4 Calculation of the Council's local housing need figure, using the standard method set out in 

Planning Practice Guidance, is 544 dwellings per annum, equating to 2720 dwellings over 
the 5-year period.  

  
2.5 There remains a requirement in the revised NPPF to include at least a 5% buffer on top of 

the 5-year housing requirement, “to ensure choice and competition in the market for land”.  

The 5% buffer increases the dwellings per annum requirement to 571.   However, the level 
of the buffer (5% or 20%) will now be determined through the Housing Delivery Test, which 
has been introduced as part of the revised NPPF. Each Council’s Housing Delivery Test 

result will be calculated and published by MHCLG in November of each year, with the first 
result due in November 2018.   

  
2.6 In the case of this authority, draft Planning Practice Guidance indicates that past shortfalls 

in housing delivery need only be calculated against the Local Housing Need figure from the 
introduction of the standard method.  Since the standard method has only been introduced 
in the current monitoring year (i.e. 2018/19), the Council does not therefore have a shortfall 
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to make-up.  This approach will need to be reviewed and revised accordingly following 
publication of the final Planning Practice Guidance. 

  
2.7 Planning Practice Guidance states that calculation of the Local Housing Need figure 

through the standard method must be based on the most up to date household projection 
and affordability data from the ONS.  Therefore, the data used to calculate the Local 
Housing Need figure used in the 5YHLS calculation will need to be reviewed in subsequent 
updates to ensure that it reflects the most up-to-date information available from the ONS.  
For information, household projections are revised by the ONS every two-years, with the 
next data due for publication in September 2018, whilst affordability information is reviewed 
annually by the ONS, with the next data due for publication due in March 2019. 

  
2.8 Notwithstanding the release of further household projection data in September, the Ministry 

of Housing, Communities and Local Government (MHCLG) has also indicated that it will 
considering adjusting the standard method calculation following the publication of this data 
and as such, the local housing need figure will need to be regularly reviewed to ensure that 
subsequent updates to the Planning Committee remain accurate and robust. 

  
3.0 HOUSING SUPPLY 
  
3.1 The revised National Planning Policy Framework requires Local Planning Authorities to 

identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide a 
minimum of five years’ worth of housing against their local housing need.  As such, this 
section sets out the different sources which make-up the Council’s projected five-year 
housing supply. 

  
 Planning Permissions 
3.2 A comprehensive list of all sites with outstanding planning permission at the start of each 

monitoring year (1 April 2018) is provided annually to the Council by Hampshire County 
Council.  However, to ensure that this 5YHLS position provides the most accurate and up-
to-date position, all new planning permissions up until 26th August 2018 are also taken 
account of.  Sites with planning permission are only included within the projected supply 
where there is clear evidence that the site is being delivered, or will be delivered within the 
5-year period.  As such, where there is some indication that a planning permission will not 
be implemented then the site has been omitted from the 5YHLS on a precautionary basis. 
However, this may change if subsequent information comes to light to suggest the 
development will take place in the five-year period. 

  
3.3 The monitoring of new permissions and the delivery projections of existing sites with 

planning permission will continue to be kept regularly up-to-date by Fareham Borough 
Council Officers, through regular correspondence with site developers. 

  
 Resolutions to Grant Planning Permission 

3.4 Housing delivery form sites with a resolution to grant planning permission form a significant 
component of the projected supply.  These consist of sites which have been approved by 
the Council’s Planning Committee, but the formal grant of planning permission remains 
subject to the agreement of a legal agreement (i.e. Section 106). 

  
3.5 Since the previous 5YHLS position was advised at the June Planning Committee there 

have been three further planning applications (5+ dwellings) that have been approved by 
the Planning Committee and received a resolution to permit. These are listed below:  
 
 East & West of 79 Greenaway Lane, Warsash (P/18/0107/OA) – 30 dwellings 
 Land North of Funtley Road, Funtley (P/17/1135/OA) – 27 dwellings 
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 Land South of Funtley Road, Funtley (P/18/0067/OA) – 55 dwellings 
  
3.6 Based on information provided by the owners/developers giving the projected timetable for 

the delivery of these new sites, they are both expected to contribute fully to the Council’s 

5YHLS position, however projections from these sites will be kept under review by the 
Council.  It has been assessed that the ‘up to’ figures in the resolutions to grant permission 

are reasonable and achievable, however, should the subsequent reserved matters 
applications revise the development quantum then this may need to be reflected in future 
updates on the 5YHLS position, should those quantums be acceptable. 

  
 Adopted Local Plan Housing Allocations and Emerging Brownfield Sites 

3.7 Officers have undertaken a review of the residual allocations and policy compliant sites 
from the adopted Local Plan to inform the 5YHLS position. This has been based on 
correspondence with the site promoter and Planning Officer judgement.  

  
3.8 In instances where Officers have gathered information on the timing and delivery rates 

from site landowners or developers, the Council have in some instances taken a more 
precautionary approach to delivery than may have been proposed by the site developer.  
This could be, for example, if they failed to allow sufficient time for planning permissions to 
be secured, or if the delivery rates were considered too optimistic. It is important that the 
Council has a robust basis for its 5YHLS calculations, as adopting a set of unrealistic 
assumptions may result in a 5YHLS figure that may not be accepted by an appeal 
Inspector. 

  
3.9 This process of liaison with site promoters and developers will remain ongoing to ensure a 

robust and evidenced position on 5YHLS can be demonstrated. 
  
 Windfall Allowance 

3.10 Paragraph 70 of the revised NPPF allows for an allowance to be made for housing delivery 
from windfall sites, providing that there is compelling evidence that they will provide a 
reliable source of supply….having regard to historic windfall delivery rates and expected 

future trends.  An allowance for windfall housing from small sites (1-4 units) has been 
included within the projected 5-year supply, but avoids any small-site windfall development 
in years 1-3 of that projection and any large-site windfall from the entire 5-year projection. 

  
3.11 The windfall rates used in the 5YHLS projection are set out in the Council’s Housing 

Windfall Projections Background Paper (2017)1. 
  
 Calculating the 5YHLS 

3.12 In summary, the 5YHLS position in this paper is based on the following: - 
 
 Local Housing Need figure of 544 dwellings per annum. 
 Application of a 5% buffer on the Local Housing Need figure.  
 Outstanding planning permission data provided by Hampshire County Council up until 

31st March 2018 and Fareham Borough Council records from 1st April 2018 until 26th 
August 2018. 

 Sites with a resolution to grant planning permission, allocated within the adopted Local 
Plan and emerging brownfield sites which are expected to deliver housing over the 5-
year period 1st April 2018 to 31st March 2023. 

                                            
 
 
1 Available at: http://www.fareham.gov.uk/PDF/planning/local_plan/DraftLocalPlanEvidenceBase/EV24-
BackgroundPaperHousingWindfallProjections.pdf  
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 Expected windfall development from small sites (1-4 units) in years 4 and 5 (i.e. 1st 
April 2021 – 31st March 2023). 

 Delivery projections and rates which are derived from detailed liaison with site 
developers (particularly for larger development sites). 

  
4.0 FIVE-YEAR HOUSING LAND SUPPLY POSITION 
  
4.1 The following table provides a summary of the Council’s current 5YHLS position as per the 

date of this paper.  
 

 HOUSING REQUIREMENT 

 

 

A Local Housing Need: Dwellings per annum 2018-36 544 

B Local Housing Need: Total requirement for 1st April 2018 to 31st March 
2023 (A x 5) 

2720 

C 5% buffer to ensure choice and competition in the market for land  
(B x 5%) 

136 

D Total housing requirement for period from 1st April 2018 to 31st 

March 2023 (B+C) 

2856 

E Annual requirement for period from 1st April 2018 to 31st March 2023 
(d/5) 

571 

 HOUSING SUPPLY 

 

 

F Net outstanding planning permissions for small sites (1-4 units) 
expected to be built by 31st March 2023 (discounted by 10% for 
lapses) 

135 

G Net outstanding planning permissions for large sites (5 or more units) 
expected to be built by 31st March 2023 

767 

H Dwellings with a Resolution to Grant Planning Permission that are 
expected to be built by 31st March 2023 

672 

I Dwellings allocated in Adopted Local Plan (LP2 & LP3) that are 
expected to be built by 31st March 2023 

657 

J Dwellings from emerging brownfield sites (Adopted Local Plan - LP1 & 
LP2) that are expected to be built by 31st March 2023 

145 

K Small site windfall allowance (years 4 – 5) (37 dwellings x 2 years) 74 

L Expected housing supply for the period from 1st April 2018 to 31st 

March 2023 (F+G+H+I+J+K) 

2420 

M Housing Land Supply Position over period from 1st April 2018 to 

31st March 2023 (L – D) 

- 406 

N Housing Supply in Years (L / E) 4.29 years 
 

  
4.2 The above table shows the Council to currently have 4.29 years of housing supply against 

the 5YHLS requirement.  In numerical terms, the housing supply shortfall is 406 dwellings. 
  
4.3 The full detail behind the projected five-year supply of 2,450 dwellings is provided in 

Section 5. 
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5.0  DETAILS OF PROJECTED HOUSING SUPPLY FOR THE 5-YEAR PERIOD (1ST APRIL 2018 – 31ST MARCH 2023) 
 

PROJECTED SUPPLY 
2018/

19 

2019/

20 

2020/

21 

2021/

22 

2022/

23 
Totals Notes for 5Y Position 

OUTSTANDING PLANNING PERMISSIONS -  

SMALL (1-4 dwellings) (10% discount) 
50 50 35   135 

10% reduction rate applied to account for likely 
lapses in permission. Final permission figures 
provided by HCC - August 2018. 

OUTSTANDING PLANNING PERMISSIONS -  

LARGE (5 dwellings+)     
 767   

Cold East Hospital, Cold East Way, Sarisbury Green 
(03/1867/RM) 2     2 

Site under construction and almost complete (HCC 
2017/18 completions data). 

16 Botley Road, Park Gate (03/1439/FP) 12 8    18 
Development of 11 units commenced in 2017/18 
(HCC 2017/18 completions data). 

122 Leydene Nursery, Segensworth Road (06/0907/RM)  3    3 
Nothing to indicate that the site will not be 
developed in the 5-year period at this stage. 

70 Trinity Street, Fareham (07/0848/FP) 19 4    23 
Development of 19 units commenced in 2017/18 
(HCC 2017/18 completions data). 

3-33 West Street, Portchester (07/0042/FP)  16    16 

Planning permission has been commenced. 
Staircases to serve flats in place, but no flats built 
(May 18).  Nothing however to indicate that the site 
will not be developed in the 5-year period at this 
stage. 

New Park Garage, Station Road, Park Gate (09/0672/FP)  14    14 
Development of all 14 units commenced in 2017/18 
(HCC 2017/18 completions data). 

Land off Cartwright Drive, Titchfield (14/0741/FP) 39 47    86 

Site is under construction and development of all 
units commenced in 2017/18 (HCC 2017/18 
completions data). 

100 Wickham Road, Fareham (14/1252/FP) 13     13 

Details Pursuant to conditions now in 
P/14/1252/DP/A. Nothing to indicate that the site 
won't be developed in the 5-year period at this 
stage (May 18) 

Land at Windmill Grove, Portchester (14/0033/FP) 24     24 
Site is under construction and understood to almost 
be complete (HCC 2017/18 completions data). 

Swanwick Marina, Bridge Road (15/0424/VC)  25 25   50 

There is an outstanding permission for 50 dwellings 
at this site. The site is still considered to be 
developed in the 5-year period at this stage.  

Fareham College, Bishopsfield Road (15/0690/RM) 48     48 

Site under construction. Development of 
outstanding units commenced in 2017/18 (HCC 
2017/18 completions data). 
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PROJECTED SUPPLY 
2018/

19 

2019/

20 

2020/

21 

2021/

22 

2022/

23 
Totals Notes for 5Y Position 

The Meadows, Hamilton Road, Sarisbury Green 
(15/0626/FP) 20 51    71 

Site is under construction and development of all 
units commenced in 2017/18 (HCC 2017/18 
completions data) 

123 Bridge Road, Sarisbury Green (15/0391/FP)  5    5 

Site owned by FBC. Detailed planning in place and 
start with minor works on site. Ecology 
translocation underway (summer 2018) and 
development expected to start in 2019. 

Land adj. The Navigator, Swanwick (16/0398/RM) 3     3 
Site under construction and almost complete (HCC 
2017/18 completions data). 

10-20 Land to rear of Tewkesbury Avenue (16/1333/FP) 6     6 
The development is currently under construction 
(May 18) 

4-14 Botley Road, Park Gate (16/0295/FP) 46     46 
Site commenced construction in 2017/18 (HCC 
2017/18 completions data) 

Former Catholic Church of our Lady of Walsingham, 
Portchester (16/0905/FP) 8     8 

Site is under construction and almost complete 
(HCC 2017/18 completions data). 

Land to rear of 94.96,98,100 and 102 Southampton Road 
(16/1147/FP) 6     6 

Site is under construction and understood to almost 
be complete (May 18). 

Land to rear of 405 & 409 Hunts Pond Road (P/16/1251/FP)  10    10 Development is under way (May 18). 
Hope Lodge, 84 Fareham Park Road (P/16/1178/FP and/or 
P/17/1385/FP)  6    6 

Site is understood to be under new ownership. 
Development is under way (May 18).  

189-199 West Street, Fareham (P17/0293/PC) 7     7 

Commencement of development considered 
imminent. Nothing to indicate that the site won't be 
developed in the 5-year period at this stage. (May 
18) 

Auto & Marine, 132 Highlands Road, Fareham 
(P/17/0366/FP)  5    5 

One discharge of condition application has been 
submitted, but there remain further outstanding 
ones. Expected to be developed in 5-year period. 
(May 18) 

Fareham Ambulance Station, Highlands Road 
(P/17/0213/FP) 10     10 

Development commenced in 2017/18 (HCC 
2017/18 completions data). 

Land to rear of 184 Bridge Road (P/17/0697/FP) 8     8 

It is understood that adjacent land has been 
secured to provide material storage during 
construction. Development commenced in 2017/18 
(HCC 2017/18 completions data). 

1 Station Industrial Park, Duncan Road, Park Gate 
(P/17/1219/PC)   15   15 

No construction on site - remains offices. Expected 
to deliver in the 5-year period. (May 18) 
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PROJECTED SUPPLY 
2018/

19 

2019/

20 

2020/

21 

2021/

22 

2022/

23 
Totals Notes for 5Y Position 

10 East Street, Fareham (P/17/1060/FP)    5  5 

No construction on site at present but this is a 
recent permission that is expected to deliver in the 
5-year period. (May 18) 

Willows End, 312 Old Swanwick Lane (P17/1390/FP)    6  6 

Demolition of existing dwelling appears imminent. 
Details pursuant application recently approved to 
enable development to commence - expected to 
deliver in the 5-year period (May 18).  

Cranleigh Road, Portchester (Appeal allowed, Reserved 
Matters Application P/17/1170/RM) 55 65    120 

Construction on-site has commenced. Delivery 
projections as informed by the site promoter (2017).  

Wykeham House School (P/17/0147/FP)  15    15 Development of site has commenced (May 18). 

Land east of Brook Lane, Warsash - Taylor Wimpey 
(P/16/1049/OA)  10 45 30  85 

Permission granted by Planning Inspector following 
planning appeal (APP/A1720/W/17/3177435).  
Projections pushed back one year compared with 
site promoter’s submission. 

Hampshire Rose, Highlands Road, Fareham (P/17/0956/FP)   18   18 

Site owned by FBC. Detailed planning in place. 
Ecology translocation underway (summer 2018) 
and development expected to start in 2019. May 
deliver slightly earlier than projected. 

Former Scout Hut Coldeast Way Sarisbury Green 
(P/17/1420/OA)   7   7 

Outline planning approved in May 2018. Land 
expected to be transferred from HCA to FBC in 
Autumn 2018. 

18-23 Wykeham Place (Former School Sports Hall), East 
Street, Fareham (P/18/0589/FP)  6    6 

Full planning approved in August 2018. Anticipated 
start on site in 2019. 

RESOLUTION TO GRANT PLANNING PERMISSION – 

LARGE (5 dwellings+)      
672   

Land at Brook Lane, Warsash - Foreman Homes 
(P/17/0845/OA)  40 70 70  180 

Resolution to grant outline planning permission at 
January 2018 Planning Committee for up to 180 
dwellings, subject to agreement of a Section 106 
agreement. Projections pushed back one year 
compared with site promoter’s submission. 

Land East of Brook Lane, Warsash – Bargate Homes 
(P/17/0752/OA)  20 40 40 40 140 

Resolution to grant outline planning permission at 
January 2018 Planning Committee for up to 140 
dwellings, subject to agreement of a Section 106 
agreement. Projections pushed back one year 
compared with site promoter’s submission. 
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PROJECTED SUPPLY 
2018/

19 

2019/

20 

2020/

21 

2021/

22 

2022/

23 
Totals Notes for 5Y Position 

Heath Road, Locks Heath – Hampshire County Council (LP2 
H11) (P/17/1366/OA)  20 20 30  70 

Resolution to grant outline planning permission at 
February 2018 Planning Committee for up to 70 
dwellings, subject to agreement of a Section 106 
agreement. 

Land to East of Bye Road (self/custom build) (P/17/1317/OA)  4 3   7 

Resolution to grant outline planning permission at 
March 2018 Planning Committee for up to 7 
dwellings (self and custom build), subject to 
agreement of a Section 106 agreement. 

Land South of Greenaway Lane, Warsash - Land & Partners 
(P/17/0998/OA)  25 60 60 12 157 

Resolution to grant outline planning permission at 
May 2018 Planning Committee for up to 157 
dwellings, subject to agreement of a Section 106 
agreement. Projections pushed back one year 
compared with site promoter’s submission. 

Land to south of Rookery Avenue, Swanwick (P/18/0235/FP)  6    6 

Resolution to grant full planning permission at May 
2018 Planning Committee for up to 6 dwellings, 
subject to agreement of a Section 106 agreement. 

East & West of 79 Greenaway Lane, Warsash 
(P/18/0107/OA)  20 10   30 

Resolution to grant outline planning permission at 
June 2018 Planning Committee for 30 dwellings, 
subject to agreement of a Section 106 agreement. 

Land North of Funtley Road, Funtley (P/17/1135/OA)  27    27 

Resolution to grant outline planning permission at 
July 2018 Planning Committee for 27 dwellings, 
subject to agreement of a Section 106 agreement. 

Land South of Funtley Road, Funtley (P/18/0067/OA)  15 30 10  55 

Resolution to grant outline planning permission at 
July 2018 Planning Committee for 55 dwellings, 
subject to agreement of a Section 106 agreement. 

ADOPTED LOCAL PLAN HOUSING ALLOCATIONS      657   

Wynton Way, Fareham (LP2 H3)    18  18 

Site currently owned by HCC. Acquisition of site 
from HCC is agreed in principle but subject to 
negotiation. Pre-app has taken place and 
constraints plans complete to inform layout plan 
and yield. Expected to realistically delivery toward 
the latter part of 5-year period. 

335-337 Gosport Road, Fareham (LP2 H4)     12 12 

Site currently owned by HCC. Pre-app has taken 
place and constraints plans complete to inform 
layout plan and yield. 
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PROJECTED SUPPLY 
2018/

19 

2019/

20 

2020/

21 

2021/

22 

2022/

23 
Totals Notes for 5Y Position 

Stubbington Lane, Hill Head (LP2 H12) 12 12 

Site owned by FBC. Expected to deliver affordable 
homes in the short term. Pre-app has taken place 
and a concept design has been agreed in principle. 
Site is expected to deliver in the 5-year period. 

Sea Lane, Hill Head (LP2 H13) 8 8 
Site owned by FBC. Expected to deliver affordable 
homes in the short term. 

Corner of Station Road, Portchester (LP2 H20) 17 17 

Site recently purchased by FBC. Has existing 
resolution for 17 aged-persons apartments 
(P/16/0142/FP) subject to s106. Expected to deliver 
in the short term. 

Welborne (LP3) 140 200 250 590 
Based on published evidence to support the Draft 
Local Plan (2017). 

EMERGING BROWNFIELD SITES 145 

Fareham Magistrates Court 45 45 

Outline application from site owner (Homes 
England) expected in autumn 2018. Site is in single 
ownership. 

Warsash Maritime Academy 50 50 100 

Southampton Solent University (site owner) is 
currently preparing a disposal strategy for the site. 
Projected delivery rates and timing remain subject 
to revision. 

WINDFALL ALLOWANCE 74 

Small (1-4 units) 37 37 74 
As per the rate set out in the Council's Windfall 
Background Paper (2017). 

TOTAL PROJECTED HOUSING SUPPLY 

from 1
st

 April 2018 – 31
st

 March 2023
391 502 563 546 401 2450 
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AGENDA  
PLANNING COMMITTEE 

Date: Wednesday, 24 June 2020 

Time: 1.00 pm 

Venue: Teams Virtual Meeting 

Members: 
Councillor N J Walker (Chairman) 

Councillor I Bastable (Vice-Chairman) 

Councillors F Birkett 
T M Cartwright, MBE 
P J Davies 
K D Evans 
M J Ford, JP 
Mrs K Mandry 
R H Price, JP 

Deputies: S Dugan 

J S Forrest 
Mrs C L A Hockley 
Mrs K K Trott 
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Introduction 
 
1. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) requires Local Planning Authorities to 

identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites to provide five years 
supply of housing against their housing requirements. The NPPF also requires an 
additional buffer of 5% (or 20% in the case of persistent under-delivery) to ensure choice 
and competition in the market for land.  

 
2. This document has been prepared to provide the latest position on the 5 Year Housing 

Land Supply (5YHLS) in Fareham Borough. It will be updated at regular intervals to 
ensure the most accurate and up-to-date position is available. Updates will be provided to 
the Planning Committee when relevant and will also be advised on the Council’s website.  

 
3. This document is iterative/live and will only provide the most accurate position of 5YHLS 

at the time of publication. It is possible that sites will be omitted from the 5YHLS and then 
subsequently, when circumstances change, may feature again in a future iteration of the 
5YHLS position (and vice versa). Likewise, delivery rates for included sites are not fixed 
and are subject to revision following correspondence with site promoters/ developers.  

 
Housing Need 

 
4. The requirement through the NPPF is for housing need to be calculated through a 

standard method. The standard method is based on household growth projections and 
house-price to earnings affordability data published by the Office for National Statistics 
(ONS).  

 
5. Since the last 5YHLS report was presented to the Planning Committee in April 2019, 

updated house-price to earnings affordability data has been published by the ONS. Use of 
the 2014-based household growth projections along with the updated house-price to 
earnings affordability data within the standard method results in the Council having a 
Local Housing Need figure of 514 dwellings per annum.  

 
6. There remains a requirement in the NPPF to include at least a 5% buffer on top of the 5-

year housing requirement, “to ensure choice and competition in the market for land”.  
 
7. The level of the buffer (5% or 20%) is determined through the Housing Delivery Test, 

which has been introduced as part of the NPPF. The NPPF advised that each Council’s 
Housing Delivery Test result will be calculated and published by MHCLG in November of 
each year. 

 
8. The results for the 2019 Housing Delivery Test (HDT) were published by the MHCLG on 

13th February 2020. The results for Fareham showed that the Council achieved 99% in 
terms of the number of homes delivered.  

 
9. Fareham’s HDT results mean that the Council can apply a 5% buffer to its five-year 

housing land supply position.  
 

Housing Supply 
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10. The National Planning Policy Framework requires Local Planning Authorities to identify 
and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide a minimum 
of five years’ worth of housing against their local housing need. As such, this section sets 
out the different sources which make-up the Council’s projected five-year housing supply.  

 
Planning permissions 

 
11. A comprehensive list of all sites with outstanding planning permission at the start of each 

monitoring year is provided annually to the Council by Hampshire County Council. 
However, to ensure that this 5YHLS position provides the most accurate and up-to-date 
position, all new planning permissions as of 1st April 2020 are also taken account of. Sites 
with planning permission are only included within the projected supply where they meet 
the definition of 'deliverable'.  What constitutes 'deliverable' is set out within Annex 2 of 
the National Planning Policy Framework: 

 

12. "Deliverable: To be considered deliverable, sites for housing should be available now, 
offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic prospect 
that housing will be delivered on the site within five years. In particular:  

 
a) sites which do not involve major development and have planning permission, and 

all sites with detailed planning permission, should be considered deliverable until 
permission expires, unless there is clear evidence that homes will not be delivered 
within five years (for example because they are no longer viable, there is no longer 
a demand for the type of units or sites have long term phasing plans).  

 
b) where a site has outline planning permission for major development, has been 

allocated in a development plan, has a grant of permission in principle, or is 
identified on a brownfield register, it should only be considered deliverable where 
there is clear evidence that housing completions will begin on site within five 
years." 

 
13. Where there is some indication that a planning permission will not be implemented then 

the site has been omitted from the 5YHLS on a precautionary basis. However, this may 
change if subsequent information comes to light to suggest the development will take 
place in the five-year period.  

 
14. The monitoring of new permissions and the delivery projections of existing sites with 

planning permission will continue to be kept regularly up-to-date by Fareham Borough 
Council Officers, through regular correspondence with site developers.  

 
15. Dwellings completed between 1st April 2019 and the 31st March 2020 have been 

removed from the ‘Details of Projected Housing Supply for the 5-Year Period (1ST APRIL 
2020 – 31ST MARCH 2025)’ set out at the end of this report.  

 
Resolutions to Grant Planning Permission  

 
16. Housing supply based on sites with a resolution to grant planning permission has 

previously formed a significant component of this Council’s projected supply. These 
consist of sites which have been approved by the Council’s Planning Committee, but the 
formal grant of planning permission remains subject to matters such as the completion of 
a legal agreement (i.e. Section 106).  
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17. As highlighted earlier in this report, the National Planning Policy Framework requires 

Local Planning Authorities to identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable 
sites.  

 
18. What constitutes 'deliverable' has now been the subject of many planning appeals around 

the country including within Fareham. Many Planning Inspectors have regarded the 
definition within the National Planning Policy Framework as a 'closed list' i.e. if a site does 
fall within the definitions at a) or b), set out within the preceding section of this report, it 
should not be included within the Council's 5 Year Housing Land Supply. 

 
19. Members' will be aware that there are a large number of planning applications which have 

been previously considered by the Planning Committee and Members have resolved to 
grant planning permissions. These planning applications comprise somewhere in the 
order of 761 dwellings. 

 
20. Following these resolutions to grant planning permission, Natural England changed its 

advice to Councils in the light of a decision made by the European Court of Justice 
(known as the 'Dutch case'). The ‘Dutch Case’ has implications for the approach which 
must be taken when assessing the impact of new development upon European Protected 
Sites. A number of European Protected sites which would be covered by the ruling, are 
located in and around The Solent. 

 
21. The case reinforced the precautionary principle which must be adopted when assessing 

the impact upon protected sites. Furthermore, the case also clarified the requirement that 
where mitigation is needed, it should be identified at the time of carrying out an 
Appropriate Assessment and appropriately secured before permission is granted. This is 
in order for the competent authority to conclude with certainty that any mitigation 
proposed and secured would sufficiently mitigate any adverse effects arising from the 
development in question.  

 
22. The primary concerns raised by Natural England in respect of development in this 

Borough, relate to the impacts of increased nitrates entering the European Sites and the 
impact of exhaust emissions from increased vehicles upon European Sites. Based on the 
existing condition of The Solent water bodies and taking into account the implications of 
the more recent Dutch case ruling, Natural England’s advice to this Council has been that 
any new development which would result in an increase in ‘overnight’ stays, should 
achieve nitrate neutrality in order to not have any likely significant effects.  

 
23. Work was undertaken by Ricardo on behalf of this Council in respect of the impact of 

exhaust emissions upon European Sites. This work was completed in December last year 
and the full report has been published on the Council's website. The report concluded that 
"Development in Fareham can take place over the period up to 2023 as set out in this 
report, with no threat due to emissions to air to the ability of any European site to achieve 
their conservation objectives or maintain their integrity (either alone or in combination)." 

 
24. Since receipt of the Natural England advice considerable work has been undertaken 

between this authority and a number of statutory bodies including Natural England and 
the Environment Agency, work has been undertaken by the Partnership for South 
Hampshire and a number of third parties have brought forward nitrate mitigation schemes. 
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25. Based on the definition of 'deliverable' within Annex 2 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework and the manner in which Planning Inspectors have applied it in their decision 
making, it is considered appropriate to remove "the resolutions to grant" from the 
Council's 5 Year Housing Land Supply at this time, except those that relate to allocated 
housing sites within the Council's adopted local plan.  

 
26. A number of third party nitrate mitigation schemes are now well advanced. There is clear 

evidence that many of the schemes with resolutions to grant may well use these 
mitigation schemes to ensure that they do not have a likely significant effect upon the 
European sites. Where an Appropriate Assessment is undertaken by this Authority which 
concludes that no likely significant effect would occur subject to the mitigation provided 
through these sites, it is likely that this Authority will be in a position to formally grant 
planning permissions for a number of schemes in the near future. When this occurs, it 
may well be appropriate for an updated 5 Year Housing Land Supply to be reported to 
Members later this year. 

 
Adopted Local Plan Housing Allocations and Emerging Brownfield Sites  

 
27. Officers have undertaken a review of the residual allocations and policy compliant sites 

from the adopted Local Plan to inform the 5YHLS position. This has been based on 
correspondence with site promoters and Planning Officer judgement.  

 
28. In October 2019, this Council resolved to grant planning permission for the development 

at Welborne subject to the completion of a legal agreement pursuant to Section 106 of the 
Town and Country Planning Act 1990. Considerable progress has been made on the 
Section 106 legal agreement and it is hoped that it will be signed, enabling the formal 
planning permission to be issued, in the near future.  

 
29. Officers have recently approached the site promoter Buckland Development Limited and 

sought clarification from them as to what housing completions they anticipate at Welborne 
and when. In light of the current market conditions, the site promoter has advised the 
Council that it now anticipates commencements/completions at Welborne to occur 
approximately two years later than that set out within the information supporting the 
planning application. The site promoter has advised that they anticipate 30 dwellings 
would be delivered in 2022-23, 180 in 2023-24, and 240 in 2024-25. This would total 
some 450 dwellings in the five-year period.  

 
30. In other instances where Officers have gathered information on the timing and delivery 

rates from site landowners or developers, the Council have in some instances taken a 
more precautionary approach to delivery than may have been proposed by the site 
developer. This could be, for example, if they failed to allow sufficient time for planning 
permissions to be secured, or if the delivery rates were considered too optimistic. It is 
important that the Council has a robust basis for its 5YHLS calculations, as adopting a set 
of unrealistic assumptions may result in a 5YHLS figure that may not be accepted by an 
appeal Inspector.  

 
31. This process of liaison with site promoters and developers will remain ongoing to ensure a 

robust and evidenced position on 5YHLS can be demonstrated.  
 

Windfall allowance 
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32. Paragraph 70 of the revised NPPF enables an allowance to be made for housing delivery 
from windfall sites, providing that there is compelling evidence that they will provide a 
reliable source of supply having regard to historic windfall delivery rates and expected 
future trends. An allowance for windfall housing from small sites (1-4 units) has been 
included within the projected 5-year supply but avoids any small-site windfall development 
in years 1-3 of that projection and any large-site windfall from the entire 5-year projection.  

 
33. The windfall rates used in the 5YHLS projection are set out in the Council’s Housing 

Windfall Projections Background Paper (2017). The contribution from windfall provision 
within the 5 year period is modest, being 74 dwellings. 

 
Calculating the 5YHLS 

 
34. In summary, the 5YHLS position in this paper is based on the following: -  

 
 Local Housing Need figure of 514 dwellings per annum.  
 Application of a 5% buffer on the Local Housing Need figure.  
 Outstanding planning permission data provided by Hampshire County Council as of 1 

April 2020  
 Sites allocated within the adopted Local Plan and emerging brownfield sites which are 

expected to deliver housing over the 5-year period 1st April 2020 to 31st March 2025.  
 Expected windfall development from small sites (1-4 units) in years 4 and 5 (i.e. 1st April 

2023 – 31st March 2025).  
 Delivery projections and rates which are derived from detailed liaison with site developers 

(particularly for larger development sites).  
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FIVE-YEAR HOUSING LAND SUPPLY POSITION 
 
The following table provides a summary of the Council’s current 5YHLS position as per the 
date of this paper. 

HOUSING REQUIREMENT 

 A   Local Housing Need: Dwellings per annum 2019-36  514 

 B   Local Housing Need: Total requirement for 1st April 2020 to 30th 
March 2025 (A x 5)  2,570 

 C   5% buffer to ensure choice and competition in the market for land 
(B x 5%)  129 

 D   Total housing requirement for period from 1st April 2020 to 
30th March 2025 (B+C)  2,699 

 E   Annual requirement for period from 1st April 2020 to 30th March 
2025 (D/5)  540 

HOUSING SUPPLY 

 F  
 Net outstanding planning permissions for small sites (1-4 units) 
expected to be built by 30th March 2025 (discounted by 10% for 
lapses)  

155 

 G   Net outstanding full planning permissions for large sites (5 or 
more units) expected to be built by 30th March 2025  371 

 H Net outstanding outline planning permissions for large sites (5 or 
more units) expected to be built by 30th March 2025  99 

I  Dwellings with a Resolution to Grant Planning Permission that 
are expected to be built by 30th March 2025  0 

J Dwellings allocated in Adopted Local Plan (LP2) that are expected 
to be built by 30th March 2025  624 

K Dwellings from emerging brownfield sites (Adopted Local Plan - 
LP1 & LP2) that are expected to be built by 30th March 2025  145 

 L  Small site windfall allowance (years 4 – 5) (37 dwellings x 2 
years)  74 

 M  Expected housing supply for the period from 1st April 2020 
to 30th March 2025 (F+G+H+I+J+K+L)  1,468 

 N  Housing Land Supply Position over period from 1st April 
2020 to 30th March 2025 (M – D)  -1,231 

 O   Housing Supply in Years (M / E)  2.72 
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DETAILS OF PROJECTED HOUSING SUPPLY FOR THE 5-YEAR PERIOD (1ST APRIL 2020 – 31ST MARCH 2025) 

 

Site Address 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 2023/24 2024/25 Totals 

Outstanding Planning Permissions - Small (1-4 dwellings) (10% discount)            
Total across Borough 50 50 55 

 
   

     
  155 

Outstanding Full Planning Permissions - Large (5+ dwellings)             
3-33 West Street, Portchester (07/0042/FP) 

 
16 

  
   

New Park Garage, Station Road, Park Gate (09/0672/FP)  14 
   

   
100 Wickham Road, Fareham (14/1252/FP)   

 
13 

 
   

Swanwick Marina, Bridge Road (15/0424/VC)   
 

25 25    
4-14 Botley Road, Park Gate (16/0295/FP) 23 

   
   

Land to rear of 184 Bridge Road (P/17/0697/FP) 3 
   

   
1 Station Industrial Park, Duncan Road, Park Gate (P/17/1219/PC) 

  
15 

 
   

Willows End, 312 Old Swanwick Lane (P17/1390/FP) 
 

6 
  

   
Cranleigh Road, Portchester (Appeal allowed, reserved matters application P/17/1170/RM)   37   

 
   

Wykeham House School (P/17/0147/FP) 15 
   

   
Hampshire Rose, Highlands Road, Fareham (P/17/0956/FP) 17 

   
   

HA3 Southampton Road (Land at Segensworth Roundabout) (P/18/0897/FP) 
 

41 
  

   
123 Barnes Lane, Sarisbury Green (P/18/0690/FP) 

   
41    

Land to south of Rookery Avenue, Swanwick (P/18/0235/FP) 
  

6 
 

   
94 Botley Road, Park Gate (19/0321/PC) 

  
8 

 
   

24 West Street, Fareham (19/0654/PC) 
  

7 
 

   
Land North of Funtley Road, Funtley (P/17/1135/OA) (P/19/0864/RM) 10 17 

  
   

42 Botley Road (P/19/1275/PC) Prior Approval Granted 
 

5 
  

   

Stubbington Lane, Hill Head (LP2 H12) 
 

11 
  

   

Corner of Station Road, Portchester (LP2 H20) 
 

16 
  

   
Sub-total 

    
  371 

Outstanding Outline Planning Permissions - Large (5+ dwellings)            
Land to the East of Brook Lane & South of Brookside Drive, Warsash - Taylor Wimpey 
(P/16/1049/OA) 

 
50 35 

 
  

 

Former Scout Hut Coldeast Way Sarisbury Green (P/17/1420/OA)   
 

7 
 

   
Land to East of Bye Road (self/custom build) (P/17/1317/OA) 

  
4 3    

Sub-total 
    

  99 
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Local Plan Policy Compliant Brownfield Sites 

Warsash Maritime Academy 50 50 
Fareham Magistrates Court 45 

Sub-total 145 
Local Plan Adopted Housing Allocations 

Wynton Way, Fareham (LP2 H3) 10 

335-337 Gosport Road, Fareham (LP2 H4)
8 

East of Raley Road, Locks Heath (north) (LP2 H6) 20 30 
33 Lodge Road, Locks Heath (LP2 H10) 10 
Land off Church Road 26 
Heath Road, Locks Heath – Hampshire County Council (LP2 H11) (P/17/1366/OA) 35 35 
Welborne (LP3) 30 180 240 

Sub-total 624 
Windfall 

Small (1-4 dwellings) 37 37 
Sub-total 74 

Total 1468 
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SUPPLEMENTARY AGENDA 
PLANNING COMMITTEE 

Date: Wednesday, 24 June 2020 

Time: 1.00 pm 

Venue: Teams Virtual Meeting 

7. Planning applications and Miscellaneous Matters including an update on
Planning Appeals

To consider a report by the Director of Planning and Regeneration on development
control matters, including information regarding new planning appeals and
decisions.

(8) UPDATE REPORT (Pages 1 - 14)

P GRIMWOOD 
Chief Executive Officer 
Civic Offices 
www.fareham.gov.uk  
23 June 2020 

For further information please contact: 
Democratic Services, Civic Offices, Fareham, PO16 7AZ 

Tel:01329 236100 
democraticservices@fareham.gov.uk 
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UPDATES 

 

for Committee Meeting to be held on 24th June 2020 

 

 

Five Year Housing Land Supply 

Following the publication of this report, Officers have been made aware of a recent legal case 
involving East Northamptonshire Council (ENC), the Secretary of State for Housing, 
Communities and Local Government (SOS) and Lourett Developments Ltd. 

ENC commenced legal action against the SOS for allowing a planning appeal at Thrapston in 
Northamptonshire. The case related to the Planning Inspector’s decision to treat the definition 
of ‘deliverable’ within the Glossary of the NPPF as a ‘closed list’.  

The SOS conceded that he erred in his interpretation of the definition of deliverable within the 
glossary of the National Planning Policy Framework (“NPPF”) as a ‘closed list’. The proper 
interpretation of the definition is that any site which can be shown to be ‘available now, offer a 

suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic prospect that 
housing will be delivered on the site within five years’ will meet the definition; and that the 

examples given in categories (a) and (b) are not exhaustive of all the categories of site which 
are capable of meeting that definition. Whether a site does or does not meet the definition is 
a matter of planning judgment on the evidence available. The SOS considered that it was 
appropriate for the Court to make an Order quashing the decisions and remitting the appeal 
to be determined anew. The Court duly issued an order to this effect. 
 
In light of the position taken by the SOS, it is reasonable to assume that Planning Inspectors 
will now follow the approach advocated in this case. In turn, it is appropriate for the 5 Year 
Housing Land Supply Report to be updated to reflect the most recent position of the SOS in 
respect of the definition of ‘deliverable’. 
 
The following changes are therefore made to the published report: 
 
Introduction 

 
Paragraph 5 should be deleted in its entirety. 
 
Paragraph 6 should be substituted with the following: 
 
Calculation of the Council’s 5-Year Housing Land Supply Position based on an annual 
dwelling requirement of 514 and a 5% buffer gives a projected position of 4.03 years. 
 
Paragraph 25 as currently written, should be deleted from the report and replaced with the 
following: 
 
As highlighted at Paragraph 18, many Planning Inspectors have regarded the definition within 
the National Planning Policy Framework as a 'closed list' i.e. if a site does fall within the 
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definitions at a) or b), set out within paragraph 12 of this report, it should not be included 
within the Council's 5 Year Housing Land Supply. In the recent case of East 
Northamptonshire Council, the Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local 
Government (SOS) and Lourett Developments Ltd, the SOS conceded that he erred in his 
interpretation of the definition of deliverable within the glossary of the National Planning 
Policy Framework (“NPPF”) as a ‘closed list’. The proper interpretation of the definition is that 
any site which can be shown to be ‘available now, offer a suitable location for development 
now, and be achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on the site 
within five years’ will meet the definition; and that the examples given in categories (a) and 
(b) are not exhaustive of all the categories of site which are capable of meeting that 
definition. Whether a site does or does not meet the definition is a matter of planning 
judgment on the evidence available. On this basis planning applications with a resolution to 
grant planning permission are included within the Council’s 5 year housing land supply. In 
light of the current market conditions, Officers have applied a precautionary approach to the 
commencement of development in respect of those sites with a resolution to grant. For 
detailed planning permissions this means that Officers have put the commencement of 
development as falling within 2021/22, and outline planning permissions being implemented 
during 2022/23. 
 
In paragraph 34, insert a further bullet point: 
 
 Dwellings with a Resolution to Grant Planning Permission that are expected to be built by 30th 

March 2025 
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FIVE-YEAR HOUSING LAND SUPPLY POSITION 
 
The table within the current report should be deleted and replaced with the following: 
 
The following table provides a summary of the Council’s current 5YHLS position as per the 
date of this paper. 
HOUSING REQUIREMENT 

 A   Local Housing Need: Dwellings per annum 2019-36  514 

 B   Local Housing Need: Total requirement for 1st April 2020 to 30th 
March 2025 (A x 5)  2,570 

 C   5% buffer to ensure choice and competition in the market for land 
(B x 5%)  129 

 D   Total housing requirement for period from 1st April 2020 to 

30th March 2025 (B+C)  2,699 

 E   Annual requirement for period from 1st April 2020 to 30th March 
2025 (D/5)  540 

HOUSING SUPPLY 

 F  
 Net outstanding planning permissions for small sites (1-4 units) 
expected to be built by 30th March 2025 (discounted by 10% for 
lapses)  

155 

 G   Net outstanding full planning permissions for large sites (5 or 
more units) expected to be built by 30th March 2025  371 

 H Net outstanding outline planning permissions for large sites (5 or 
more units) expected to be built by 30th March 2025  99 

I  Dwellings with a Resolution to Grant Planning Permission that 
are expected to be built by 30th March 2025  709 

J Dwellings allocated in Adopted Local Plan (LP2) that are expected 
to be built by 30th March 2025  624 

K Dwellings from emerging brownfield sites (Adopted Local Plan - 
LP1 & LP2) that are expected to be built by 30th March 2025  145 

 L  Small site windfall allowance (years 4 – 5) (37 dwellings x 2 
years)  74 

 M  Expected housing supply for the period from 1st April 2020 

to 30th March 2025 (F+G+H+I+J+K+L)  2,177 

 N  Housing Land Supply Position over period from 1st April 

2020 to 30th March 2025 (M – D)  -522 

 O   Housing Supply in Years (M / E)  4.03 
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DETAILS OF PROJECTED HOUSING SUPPLY FOR THE 5-YEAR PERIOD (1ST APRIL 2020 – 31ST MARCH 2025) 

 

The table within the current report should be deleted and replaced with the following: 
 

Site Address 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 2023/24 2024/25 Totals 

Outstanding Planning Permissions - Small (1-4 dwellings) (10% discount)            

Total across Borough 50 50 55 

 

   

     

  155 

Outstanding Full Planning Permissions - Large (5+ dwellings)             

3-33 West Street, Portchester (07/0042/FP) 

 

16 

  

   

New Park Garage, Station Road, Park Gate (09/0672/FP)  14 

   

   

100 Wickham Road, Fareham (14/1252/FP)   

 

13 

 

   

Swanwick Marina, Bridge Road (15/0424/VC)   

 

25 25    

4-14 Botley Road, Park Gate (16/0295/FP) 23 

   

   

Land to rear of 184 Bridge Road (P/17/0697/FP) 3 

   

   

1 Station Industrial Park, Duncan Road, Park Gate (P/17/1219/PC) 

  

15 

 

   

Willows End, 312 Old Swanwick Lane (P17/1390/FP) 

 

6 

  

   

Cranleigh Road, Portchester (Appeal allowed, reserved matters application P/17/1170/RM)   37   

 

   

Wykeham House School (P/17/0147/FP) 15 

   

   

Hampshire Rose, Highlands Road, Fareham (P/17/0956/FP) 17 
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HA3 Southampton Road (Land at Segensworth Roundabout) (P/18/0897/FP) 41 

123 Barnes Lane, Sarisbury Green (P/18/0690/FP) 41 

Land to south of Rookery Avenue, Swanwick (P/18/0235/FP) 6 

94 Botley Road, Park Gate (19/0321/PC) 8 

24 West Street, Fareham (19/0654/PC) 7 

Land North of Funtley Road, Funtley (P/17/1135/OA) (P/19/0864/RM) 10 17 

42 Botley Road (P/19/1275/PC) Prior Approval Granted 5 

Stubbington Lane, Hill Head (LP2 H12) 11 

Corner of Station Road, Portchester (LP2 H20) 16 

Sub-total 371 

Outstanding Outline Planning Permissions - Large (5+ dwellings) 

Land to the East of Brook Lane & South of Brookside Drive, Warsash - Taylor Wimpey 
(P/16/1049/OA) 50 35 

Former Scout Hut Coldeast Way Sarisbury Green (P/17/1420/OA) 7 

Land to East of Bye Road (self/custom build) (P/17/1317/OA) 4 3 

Sub-total 99 

Resolution to Grant Planning Permission - Large (5+ dwellings) 

Land at Brook Lane, Warsash - Foreman Homes (P/17/0845/OA) 40 70 70 

Land East of Brook Lane (South), Warsash – Bargate Homes (P/17/0752/OA) 20 40 40 

Land South of Greenaway Lane, Warsash - Land & Partners (P/17/0998/OA) 25 60 60 
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East & West of 79 Greenaway Lane, Warsash (P/18/0107/OA) 15 9 

East & West of 79 Greenaway Lane, Warsash (P/18/0884/FP) 6 

Land South of Funtley Road, Funtley (P/18/0067/OA) 15 30 10 

Land South West of Sovereign Crescent, Locks Heath (P/18/0484/FP) 24 14 

Moraunt Drive, Portchester (P/18/0654/FP) 16 32 

Southampton Road (Reside) (P/18/0068/OA) 35 50 20 

Egmont Nurseries, Brook Avenue (P/18/0592/OA) 8 

Sub-total 709 

Local Plan Policy Compliant Brownfield Sites 

Warsash Maritime Academy 50 50 

Fareham Magistrates Court 45 

Sub-total 145 

Local Plan Adopted Housing Allocations 

Wynton Way, Fareham (LP2 H3) 10 

335-337 Gosport Road, Fareham (LP2 H4)

8 

East of Raley Road, Locks Heath (north) (LP2 H6) 20 30 

33 Lodge Road, Locks Heath (LP2 H10) 10 

Land off Church Road 26 

Heath Road, Locks Heath – Hampshire County Council (LP2 H11) (P/17/1366/OA) 35 35 

Welborne (LP3) 30 180 240 
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Sub-total 624 

Windfall 

Small (1-4 dwellings) 37 37 

Sub-total 74 

Total 2,177 
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UPDATES 

for Committee Meeting to be held on 24th June 2020 

ALL ZONES 

(1) P/18/1118/OA - STUBBINGTON

Land at Newgate Lane (North), Fareham 

The update to the Five Year Housing Land Supply report is included above.  As a 
result of that update, Members are advised that references in the Officer report in 
relation to Land at Newgate Lane North to the current 5YHLS being 2.72 years 
should be replaced with the figure of 4.03 years.  

The recommendation at section 9 of the report is revised as follows to include 
policies omitted from the original recommendation, revised wording in relation to 
reason for refusal j) and an additional reason for refusal related to the lack of 
affordable housing provision (now reason for refusal n). 
REFUSE PERMISSION for the following reasons: 

The development is contrary to Policies CS2, CS4, CS5, CS6, CS14, 

CS15, CS16, CS17, CS18, CS20, CS21 and CS22 of the Adopted 

Fareham Borough Core Strategy 2011 and Policies DSP6, DSP13, 

DSP14, DSP15 & DSP40 of the Adopted Local Plan Part 2: Development 

Site and Policies Plan, paragraphs 103, 109, 110 and 175 of the NPPF 

and is unacceptable in that: 

a) The provision of residential development in this location would be

contrary to adopted Local Plan policies which seek to prevent additional

residential development in the countryside;

b) The proposed development fails to respond positively to and be

respectful of the key characteristics of the area and would be harmful to

the character and appearance of the countryside;

c) The provision of development in this location would significantly affect the

integrity of the strategic gap and the physical and visual separation of

settlements;

d) The application site is not sustainably located adjacent to, well related

to or well-integrated with the existing urban settlement boundaries;

e) The proposal would result in the loss of best and most versatile

agricultural land;
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f) Insufficient information has been submitted to adequately assess the 

highways impacts arising from the proposed development; 

g) The proposed access is inadequate to accommodate the development

safely;

h) The proposed development would have an unacceptable impact on the

junction of old Newgate Lane / Newgate Lane East resulting in a

severe impact on the road safety and operation of the local transport

network;

i) The proposed development provides insufficient support for

sustainable transport options;

j) In the absence of appropriate mitigation for the loss of a low use Brent

geese and wader site and in the absence of a legal agreement to

appropriately secure such mitigation, the proposal would have a likely

adverse effect on the integrity of European Protected Sites;

k) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure such, the proposal fails to

appropriately secure mitigation of the likely adverse effects on the

integrity of European Protected Sites which, in combination with other

developments, would arise due to the impacts of recreational

disturbance.

l) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure contributions to open

space and facilities and their associated management and maintenance,

the recreational needs of residents of the proposed development would

not be met;

m) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure contributions to

education, the needs of residents of the proposed development would

not be met;

n) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure the on-site provision of

affordable housing, the housing needs of the local population would not

be met;

o) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure the submission and

implementation of a full Travel Plan, payment of the Travel Plan

approval and monitoring fees and the provision of a surety mechanism

to ensure implementation of the Travel Plan, the proposed development

would not make the necessary provision to ensure measures are in

place to assist in reducing the dependency on the use of the private

motorcar;
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Note for information: 

Had it not been for the overriding reasons for refusal to the proposal, the 

Local Planning Authority would have sought to address points k - o) 

above by inviting the applicant to enter into a legal agreement with 

Fareham Borough Council under Section 106 of the Town & Country 

Planning Act 1990. 

(2) P/19/0460/OA - STUBBINGTON

Land at Newgate Lane (South), Fareham 

The update to the Five Year Housing Land Supply report is included above.  As a 
result of that update, Members are advised that references in the Officer report in 
relation to Land at Newgate Lane South to the current 5YHLS being 2.72 years 
should be replaced with the figure of 4.03 years.  
The recommendation at section 9 of the report is revised as follows to include 
policies omitted from the original recommendation, revised wording in relation to 
reason for refusal j) and an additional reason for refusal related to the lack of 
affordable housing provision (now reason for refusal n). 
REFUSE PLANNING PERMISSION, for the following reasons: 

The development is contrary to Policies CS2, CS4, CS5, CS6, CS14, CS15, 

CS17, CS18, CS20, CS21 and CS22 of the Adopted Fareham Borough Core 

Strategy 2011 and Policies DSP6, DSP13, DSP14, DSP15 & DSP40 of the 

Adopted Local Plan Part 2: Development Site and Policies Plan, paragraphs 

103, 109, 110 and 175 of the NPPF and is unacceptable in that:  

a) The provision of residential development in this location would be

contrary to adopted Local Plan policies which seek to prevent

additional residential development in the countryside;

b) The proposed development fails to respond positively to and be

respectful of the key characteristics of the area and would be harmful

to the character and appearance of the countryside;

c)  The provision of development in this location would significantly affect

the integrity of the strategic gap and the physical and visual

separation of settlements;

d) The application site is not sustainably located adjacent to, well related

to or well-integrated with the existing urban settlement boundaries;

e) Insufficient information has been submitted to adequately assess the

highways impacts arising from the proposed development;

f) The proposed access is inadequate to accommodate the
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development safely; 

g) The proposed development would have an unacceptable impact on

the junction of old Newgate Lane / Newgate Lane East resulting in a

severe impact on the road safety and operation of the local transport

network;

h) The proposed development provides insufficient support for

sustainable transport options;

i) The proposal provides insufficient information to protect and enhance

the biodiversity interests of the site which includes a substantial

population of Chamomile;

j) In the absence of appropriate mitigation for the loss of a low use

Brent geese and wader site and in the absence of a legal agreement

to appropriately secure such mitigation, the proposal would have a

likely adverse effect on the integrity of European Protected Sites;

k)  In the absence of a legal agreement to secure such, the proposal fails

to appropriately secure mitigation of the likely adverse effects on the

integrity of European Protected Sites which, in combination with other

developments, would arise due to the impacts of recreational

disturbance;

l) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure contributions to open

space and facilities and their associated management and

maintenance, the recreational needs of residents of the proposed

development would not be met;

m) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure contributions to

education, the needs of residents of the proposed development would

not be met;

n) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure the on-site provision of

affordable housing, the housing needs of the local population would

not be met;

o) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure the submission and

implementation of a full Travel Plan, payment of the Travel Plan

approval and monitoring fees and the provision of a surety

mechanism to ensure implementation of the Travel Plan, the

proposed development would not make the necessary provision to

ensure measures are in place to assist in reducing the dependency

on the use of the private motorcar.
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Note for information: 

Had it not been for the overriding reasons for refusal to the proposal, the 

Local Planning Authority would have sought to address points k) - o) 

above by inviting the applicant to enter into a legal agreement with 

Fareham Borough Council under Section 106 of the Town & Country 

Planning Act 1990 

(4) P/19/1193/OA - TITCHFIELD

Land east of Posbrook Lane, Titchfield 

The update to the Five Year Housing Land Supply report is included above.  As a 
result of that update, Members are advised that references in the Officer report in 
relation to East of Posbrook Lane to the current 5YHLS being 2.72 years should be 
replaced with the figure of 4.03 years.  

Since the publication of the committee agenda the Council has been notified that a 
non-determination appeal has been lodged with the Planning Inspectorate.  That 
being the case, Members of the Planning Committee are no longer able to determine 
the application.  Instead, Members are asked to confirm that had they had the 
opportunity to determine the application they would have REFUSED it for the 
reasons set out at section 9 of the Officer report. 

(5) P/18/0884/FP - Warsash

Land Adj. 79 Greenaway Lane 

5 Year housing land supply 
Paragraph 8.4 The 5-year housing land supply has been updated to 4.03 years 

Measures to be secured by legal agreement within the recommendation 
Point g: ‘unforeseen circumstances’ amended to ‘misconnections’ 

Further Comments from Natural England 
Following consultation with Natural England regarding the Appropriate Assessment, 
Natural England advised that additional details needed to be secured regarding the 
long-term monitoring and management of the wetlands in order to conclude that 
there would be no likely significant effect on the European Protected Sites. The 
additional details (included at the end of the committee report) were subsequently 
agreed with the applicant and will be secured by legal agreement. 

Officers updated the Appropriate Assessment to include details of the long-term 
monitoring and management of the reedbed wetland and consulted with Natural 
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England. Natural England have confirmed that they endorse the Local Planning 
Authority’s Appropriate Assessment: 
“Your appropriate assessment concludes that your authority is able to ascertain that 

the proposal will not result in adverse effects on the integrity of any of the sites in 

question.   Having considered the assessment, and the measures proposed to 

mitigate for all identified adverse effects that could potentially occur as a result of the 

proposal, Natural England advises that we concur with the assessment conclusions, 

providing that all mitigation measures are appropriately secured in any planning 

permission given.” 

Additional representations have been received since the committee report was 
published.   
The representations raise the following issues: 

-The evidence submitted does not prove that all the land has been used for
grazing or that it has been used consistently for grazing during the last 10
years.

-Documents relating to the application were not previously made available to
the public online. These include the applicant’s evidence used to establish the

existing land use, the Local Planning Authority’s most recent Appropriate
Assessment and the Local Planning Authority’s calculation of the site’s

nitrogen budget.

Comment: 
Natural England’s guidance (4.51) states: “It is important that farm type classification 

is appropriately precautionary.  It is recommended that evidence is provided of the 

farm type for the last 10 years and professional judgement is used as to what the 

land would revert to in the absence of a planning application.  In many cases, the 

local planning authority, as competent authority, will have appropriate knowledge of 

existing land uses to help inform this process.”   

The representations submitted state that because only part of the land has been 
used for grazing during the last 10 years, the land use should be categorised as 
open space which has a lower nitrogen level of 5 kg/ha.   

The evidence submitted demonstrates that some of the land has been used for 
grazing and that the remainder has been used for producing hay during the past 10 
years.  In the absence of a planning application Officers are satisfied that the land 
could continue to be used for grazing or for growing hay in light of past use, road 
frontage and enclosed boundaries. 

The most recent land use (or the levels that would be produced at the site if planning 
permission is not granted)  informs the levels of nitrogen produced by the site. 
Natural England’s guidance advises that lowland grazing has an average nitrate-
nitrogen loss level of 13 (kg/ha) and 25.4 kg/ha for general cropping (growing hay.)  
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As explained in the report, in order to be nutrient-neutral the proposed development 
must produce no more nitrogen than the current land use.  

Given that the site has been used for grazing horses and growing hay, the Local 
Planning Authority has taken a precautionary approach to establishing the existing 
land use in line with Natural England’s guidance and has calculated the levels of 

nitrogen based on if the site was used solely for grazing.  This approach is 
precautionary because it results in a lower level of nitrogen than if the site was used 
for growing hay. The proposed development (which will produce increased levels of 
nitrogen) must provide more mitigation to be nutrient neutral than if the higher level 
associated with growing hay was used to inform the calculation. 

Officers have liaised with Natural England regarding the evidence the applicant has 
provided and are satisfied that the categorisation of the land as lowland grazing 
rather than general cropping is a suitably precautionary approach in line with Natural 
England’s guidance. 
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE   Claim No. CO/917/2020 

QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION 

PLANNING COURT 

B E T W E E N 

EAST NORTHAMPTONSHIRE COUNCIL 

Claimant 

-and-

SECRETARY OF STATE FOR HOUSING COMMUNITIES AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

Defendant 

- and -

LOURETT DEVELOPMENTS LTD 

Interested Party 

================================= 

CONSENT ORDER 

================================= 

UPON the parties agreeing to the terms hereof 

BY CONSENT IT IS ORDERED THAT: 

1. Permission is granted and the decisions of the Defendant, dated 24 January 2020 and carrying

reference number APP/G2815/W/193232099, to allow the Interested Party’s appeal under s.78
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of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, and to make a partial award of costs in favour of 

the Interested Party, are quashed pursuant to s.288 of the same Act. 

 

2. The appeal is remitted to be determined de novo. 

 

 3.  The Defendant pay the Claimant’s costs in the amount of £8616.66 

 

Dated: This 7th Day of May 2020 

 

 

PARTICULARS 

 

A. These proceedings concern an application brought under section 288 of the 1990 Act by the 

Claimant against (1) the decision of the Defendant to allow the Interested Party’s appeal 

against the decision of the Claimant to refuse planning permission for residential development 

at land to the west of numbers 7-12 The Willows, Thrapston, NN14 4LY and (2) the decision to 

make a partial award of costs against the Claimant in respect of that appeal. 

 

B. The Defendant has carefully considered the Inspector’s decision and the Claimant’s Statement 

of Facts and Grounds and Reply, and the evidence served in support. He concedes that he 

erred in his interpretation of the definition of deliverable within the glossary of the National 

Planning Policy Framework (“NPPF”) as a ‘closed list’. It is not. The proper interpretation of the 

definition is that any site which can be shown to be ‘available now, offer a suitable location for 

development now, and be achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on 

the site within five years’ will meet the definition; and that the examples given in categories (a) 

and (b) are not exhaustive of all the categories of site which are capable of meeting that 

definition. Whether a site does or does not meet the definition is a matter of planning judgment 

on the evidence available. 

 

C. The Defendant therefore considers that it is appropriate for the Court to make an Order 

quashing the decisions and remitting the appeal to be determined de novo.  

 

D. The Interested Party agrees that the decisions should be quashed and the appeal remitted to 

be determined de novo. 
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…………………………………  

East Northamptonshire Council 

Cedar Drive 

Thrapston 

Northamptonsshire 

NN14 4LZ 

 

 

…………………………………. 

Abby Bradford 

For the Treasury Solicitor 

Government Legal Department 

102 Petty France 

Westminster 

London 

SW1H 9GL 

Ref: Z2003440/BYD/JD3 

 

 

…………………………………… 

Irwin Mitchell LLP 

The Colmore Building 

9th Floor, 20 Colmore Circus 

Birmingham 

B4 6AH 
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LAND OFF AUDLEM ROAD/BROAD LANE, STAPELEY RECOVERED 
APPEAL DECISION 
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Patrick Downes 
Harris Lamb Ltd 
75-76 Francis Road
Birmingham
B16 8SP

Our ref: APP/R0660/A/13/2197532 
     APP/R0660/A/13/2197529 

15 July 2020 

Dear Sir 

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 – SECTION 78 
APPEAL MADE BY MULLER PROPERTY GROUP 
LAND OFF AUDLEM ROAD/BROAD LANE, STAPELEY, NANTWICH AND LAND OFF 
PETER DE STAPELEIGH WAY, NANTWICH 
APPLICATION REFS: 12/3747N AND 12/3746N 

1. I am directed by the Secretary of State to say that consideration has been given to the
report of David L Morgan BA MA (T&CP) MA (Bld Con IoAAS) MRTPI IHBC, who held a
public local inquiry on 20-24 February 2018 into your client’s appeal against the decision
of Cheshire East Council to refuse  your client’s application for outline planning
permission for Appeal A: Proposed residential development for up to a maximum of 189
dwellings; local centre (Class A1 to A5 inclusive and D1) with a maximum floor area of
1,800 sq.m Gross Internal Area (GIA); employment development (B1b, B1c, B2 and B8)
with a maximum floor area of 3,700 sq. m GIA; primary school site; public open space
including new village green, children’s play area and allotments, green infrastructure
including ecological area; access via adjoining site B (see below) and new pedestrian
access and associated works; and against the failure of Cheshire East Council to
determine your client’s application for Appeal B: Proposed new highway access road,
including footways and cycleways and associated works, in accordance with applications
12/3747N and 12/3746N.

2. The Secretary of State issued his decisions in respect of the above appeals by way of his
letters dated 17 March 2015 and 11 August 2016. Those decisions were challenged by
way of an application to the High Court and were subsequently quashed by orders of the
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Court dated 3 July 2015 and 14 March 2017. The appeals have therefore been 
redetermined by the Secretary of State following a new inquiry into this matter. Details of 
the original inquiry are set out in the 17 March 2015 and 11 August 2016 decision letters. 

Inspector’s recommendation and summary of the decision 

3. The Inspector recommended that the appeals be allowed and planning permission should 
be granted.   

4. For the reasons given below, the Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector’s 
conclusions, except where stated, and agrees with his recommendation. He has decided 
to allow the appeals and grant planning permission.  A copy of the Inspector’s report (IR) 
is enclosed. All references to paragraph numbers, unless otherwise stated, are to that 
report. 

Procedural matters 

5. The Secretary of State notes that, prior to the opening of the Inquiry the appellant 
submitted a revised layout of the proposals which omitted the proposed access off 
Audlem Road and that this has necessitated an amendment to the description of 
development to reflect the changes (IR7). The Secretary of State also notes that the 
Inspector subsequently received comments on the revisions following consultation by the 
appellant. For the reasons given in IR7-8, the Secretary of State agrees with the 
Inspector that the proposed revisions should be taken into account in the determination of 
this case and he is satisfied that no interests have thereby been prejudiced. 

6. The Secretary of State has noted that a reference to policy RG6 of the Cheshire East 
Local Plan Strategy (CELPS) in IR424 should refer to policy PG6.  

Matters arising since the close of the inquiry 

7. On 21 February 2019, the Secretary of State wrote to the main parties to afford them an 
opportunity to comment on: 

• The Written Ministerial Statement on housing and planning, issued on 19 February 
2019.  

• The publication, on 19 February 2019, of the 2018 Housing Delivery Test (HDT) 
measurement by local planning authorities and a technical note on the process used 
in its calculation. 

• The Government’s response to the technical consultation on updates to national 
planning policy and guidance, published 19 February 2019.  

• The revised National Planning Policy Framework, published on 19 February 2019.  

• Updated guidance for councils on how to assess their housing needs.  

The representations that were received in response were circulated to the main parties 
on 11 March 2019.  Further representations were subsequently received, including an 
assessment of the 5-year housing land supply submitted on 23 April 2019 by Harris Lamb 
on behalf of the appellant and the Cheshire East Annual Housing Monitoring Update 
Report (HMU) (Base Date March 2018) received on 24 April 2019 submitted by Cheshire 
East Council.  Further representations were received in response to the HMU 2018.  

A9.2

Page 1391



Subsequently the Cheshire East Annual Housing Monitoring Update Report (Base Date 
March 2019) was submitted by Cheshire East Council on 8 November 2019. 
Representations received were circulated with the final correspondence received on 12 
February 2020.  All representations are listed at Annex A. Copies of these letters may be 
obtained on written request to the address at the foot of the first page of this letter.     

8. The 2019 Housing Delivery Test results were published on 13 February 2020. The 
Council's score was assessed as 230%, requiring no further action. The Secretary of 
State is satisfied that this does not affect his decision and does not warrant further 
investigation or a referral back to parties. 

Policy and statutory considerations 

9. In reaching his decision, the Secretary of State has had regard to section 38(6) of the 
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 which requires that proposals be 
determined in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations 
indicate otherwise. 

10.  In this case the development plan consists of the Cheshire East Local Plan Strategy 
2010 – 2030, adopted July 2017 (CELPS), the Stapeley and Batherton Neighbourhood 
Plan, made in 2018 (S&BNP) and the saved policies from Crewe and Nantwich 
Replacement Local Plan (February 2005) (CNLP). The Secretary of State considers that 
relevant development plan policies include those set out in paragraph 5.1 of the Planning 
Statement of Common Ground (IR26).  

11. Other material considerations which the Secretary of State has taken into account include 
the National Planning Policy Framework (‘the Framework’) and associated planning 
guidance (‘the Guidance’), as well as those listed in IR28-29. The revised National 
Planning Policy Framework was published on 24 July 2018 and further revised in 
February 2019. Unless otherwise specified, any references to the Framework in this letter 
are to the 2019 Framework.  

Main issues 

12. The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector that the main considerations are those 
set out at  IR380-381.  

Character and appearance 
13. For the reasons given in IR382-387 and IR418 the Secretary of State agrees with the 

Inspector at IR388 that the proposals are in conflict with the letter and principles of 
Policies PG6, SD1 and SD2 of the CELPS, Policy RES5 of the CNLP and Policy GS1, H1 
and H5 of the S&BNP.  However, he also agrees that the appeal sites are now effectively 
bordered on three sides by existing and emerging development. The Secretary of State 
also agrees with the Inspector that the rural hinterland, anticipated by the plan vision has, 
in the circumstances of these cases, been extensively eroded. The Secretary of State 
agrees with the Inspector that the degrees of harm to visual amenity here, because of the 
very specific urbanised context of the site and the contribution green space makes to the 
scheme, would, in actuality, be limited in extent (IR418).  Overall the Secretary of State 
affords the harm to character and appearance, and visual amenity, limited weight in the 
planning balance. 

BMV Agricultural land 
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14. As set out in IR389-390 and IR419 the Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector that 
the proposed development would result in the loss of best and most versatile agricultural 
land and is contrary to Policy SE2 of the CELPS.  The Secretary of State further agrees 
that the area of land is modest and predominantly at lower grade, and that its loss cannot 
be judged significant. He agrees it merits only modest weight against in the planning 
balance.  

15. The Secretary of State notes that no other substantive harms have been identified and 
agrees with the Inspector that the other effects of the development can be effectively 
mitigated through the provisions of the section 106 obligations, thus rendering them 
neutral in the planning balance (IR419). 

Highway safety 

16. The Secretary of State acknowledges that there was a significant degree of apprehension 
amongst local residents over any increase in traffic numbers in the locality as a result of 
the development proposed.  For the reasons given in IR391–392 and IR416 the 
Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector that such concerns must be afforded no 
more than very limited weight. 

Housing land supply 

17. The Secretary of State has considered the Inspector’s assessment of housing land 
supply at IR393-409 and has also taken into account the revised Framework, Housing 
Delivery Test (HDT) and material put forward by parties as part of the reference back 
processes set out in paragraph 7 of this letter. As part of this, the Council submitted their 
Annual Housing Monitoring Update Report (HMU) (base date March 2019) which 
concludes that the Council can demonstrate 7.5 years of housing land supply, assessed 
from 2019-2024.  The appellant disagrees with this figure and concludes that the Council 
can demonstrate 4.72 years of housing land supply. 

18. For the reasons given in IR393 the Secretary of State agrees that the basic housing 
requirement for Cheshire East Council is 1800 dwellings per annum (9000 over 5 years) 
and notes that this was agreed in a statement of common ground between the parties 
and was also set out in the CELPS. The shortfall to be addressed is now 3582 dwellings, 
which is set out in the Council’s HMU 2019 and also referred to in the appellant’s 
correspondence of 4 December 2019.  The Secretary of State, therefore, uses this figure 
of 3582 dwellings as the shortfall rather than 5635 dwellings set out in IR393. For the 
reasons given in IR397-398, the Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector that any 
backlog should be made up within the first 8 years of the plan period as determined by 
the CELPS and the Examining Inspector, and that this 8-year period should not be rolled 
forward. As the 8-year period began on 1 April 2016, and concludes on 31 March 2024, 
the shortfall of 3582 should therefore be made up in the 5-year period on which the 
current HMU is based, with the housing requirement at this stage of the calculation being 
12,582.  

19. The Secretary of State notes that since the closure of the Inquiry the revised Framework 
and updated HDT 2019 figures have been published. The HDT figures mean that the 
Council is only required to add a 5% buffer in line with paragraph 73 of the Framework 
rather than the 20% buffer that was required at the time of the Inquiry. Including this 
buffer, the housing requirement is 13,211.  
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20. The Secretary of State considers that the Inspector’s assessment of housing supply at 
IR400-409 is now out of date given the new information that has been submitted by 
parties since the end of the Inquiry. 

21. The Secretary of State has reviewed the information submitted by the parties, in 
particular the sites where deliverability is in dispute between the appellant and the 
Council.  The Secretary of State agrees with the appellant that some of the sites 
identified by the Council, at the time the evidence was submitted, may not meet the 
definition of deliverability within the Framework.  He considers that, on the basis of the 
evidence before him, the following should be removed from the supply: sites with outline 
planning permission which had no reserved matters applications and no evidence of a 
written agreement; a site where there is no application and the written agreement 
indicates an application submission date of August 2019 which has not been forthcoming, 
with no other evidence of progress; and a site where the agent in control of the site 
disputes deliverability.  He has therefore deducted 301 dwellings from the supply of 
housing figures. 

22. The Secretary of State also considers that there are further sites where the evidence on 
deliverability is marginal but justifies their inclusion within a range of the housing supply 
figures.  This group includes sites where the Council has a written agreement with an 
agent or developer and this indicates progress is being made, or where there is outline 
planning permission or the site is on a brownfield register and the Secretary of State is 
satisfied that there is additional information that indicates a realistic prospect that housing 
will be delivered on the site within 5 years. The Secretary of State considers that in total 
the number of dwellings within this category is 2,234.  

23. Applying these deductions to the Council’s claimed deliverable supply figure of 17,733, 
the Secretary of State is satisfied therefore, on the basis of the information before him, 
that the Council has a 5 year deliverable supply of between 15,198 dwellings and 17,432 
dwellings.  As the Secretary of State also considers that the Council has a total 5 year 
requirement of 13,211 dwellings, he is satisfied that the Council is able to demonstrate a 
supply of housing sites within the range of 5.7 years to 6.6 years. The Secretary of State 
has considered the Inspector’s comments in IR423-425, and considers that in the light of 
his conclusion that there is a 5 year housing land supply, the presumption in favour of 
sustainable development does not apply in this case.   

Need for a mixed use development 

24. The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector at IR410 that the right approach is to 
consider the proposal as a whole, as to do otherwise would be to invite independent 
evaluation of the constituent elements across the board. 

Distortion of the Council’s spatial strategy 

25. For the reasons given in IR411, the Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector that the 
development proposed here cannot be considered of such a magnitude as to distort the 
spatial vision. He therefore agrees with the Inspector that there is no breach of policies 
PG2 and PG7 of the CELPS.  

The benefits of the scheme 

26. For the reasons given in IR412 and IR421, the Secretary of State agrees with the 
Inspector that the proposal would bring economic benefits, in terms of direct and indirect 
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employment during its construction and expenditure into the local economy. The 
Secretary of State also agrees with the Inspector that the site is in a sustainable location 
and notes that Nantwich is one of the preferred locations for development in the CELPS. 
He agrees that these benefits should be afforded medium weight. 

27. For the reasons given in IR413 and IR421, the Secretary of State agrees with the 
Inspector that there will be a number of social benefits including extensive areas of public 
open space embracing a new village green and an enlarged Landscape and Nature 
Conservation Area, the scope for the development of a further primary school and 
improvements to sustainable transport connectivity. He agrees that these would 
represent significant additional social benefits, not just to new occupiers of the 
development, but to those in the locality as well. He also agrees with the Inspector that 
these benefits should be afforded medium weight. 

28. For the reasons given in IR414 and IR420 the Secretary of State agrees with the 
Inspector that the delivery of significant numbers of market housing in a sustainable 
location is a significant benefit.  Whilst the Secretary of State has concluded that the 
Council can demonstrate a 5 YHLS, he has taken into account that nationally it is a 
government policy imperative to boost the supply of housing, as set out at paragraph 59 
of the Framework, and he considers that this benefit should be afforded significant 
weight.  

29. The Secretary of State also agrees with the Inspector at IR415 and IR420 that the 
scheme will include 30% affordable homes which will help meet the need in Cheshire 
East.  The Secretary of State agrees that this is a tangible benefit and merits significant 
weight. 

Planning conditions 

30. The Secretary of State has given consideration to the Inspector’s analysis at IR368-372, 
the recommended conditions set out at the end of the IR and the reasons for them, and 
to national policy in paragraph 55 of the Framework and the relevant Guidance. He is 
satisfied that the conditions recommended by the Inspector comply with the policy test 
set out at paragraph 55 of the Framework and that the conditions set out at Annex B 
should form part of his decision.  

31. Having had regard to the Inspector’s analysis at IR373-378, the planning obligation dated 
2 March 2018, paragraph 56 of the Framework, the Guidance and the Community 
Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010, as amended, the Secretary of State agrees  with 
the Inspector’s conclusion for the reasons given in IR374-378 that the obligation complies 
with Regulation 122 of the CIL Regulations and the tests at paragraph 56 of the 
Framework.  

Planning balance and overall conclusion  

32. For the reasons given above, the Secretary of State considers that the appeal scheme is 
not in accordance with PG6, SD1, SD2, SE2 of the CELPS, Policy RES5 of the CNLP 
and Policies G5, H1 and H5 of the S&BNP and is not in accordance with the 
development plan overall. He has gone on to consider whether there are material 
considerations which indicate that the proposal should be determined other than in 
accordance with the development plan.   
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33. Weighing against the proposal, the harm to character and appearance, and visual 
amenity, is afforded limited weight and the loss of BMV agricultural land is afforded 
modest weight. Any concerns due to increase in traffic are afforded only very limited 
weight. No other substantive harms have been identified. 

34. Weighing in favour of the proposal, the provision of market housing in a sustainable 
location is afforded significant weight. The provision of affordable housing to help meet a 
need in Cheshire East is also given significant weight. The economic benefits in terms of 
direct and indirect employment during its construction and expenditure into the local 
economy of the proposal are given medium weight.  The social benefits, including 
extensive areas of public open space, the scope for the development of a further primary 
school and improvements to sustainable transport connectivity are given medium weight. 

35.  The Secretary of State has found that the Council can now demonstrate a 5 year 
housing land supply. However, having carefully taken into account the factors weighing 
for and against this scheme, he considers that the overall balance of material 
considerations in this case indicates a decision which is not in line with the development 
plan – i.e. a grant of permission for both proposals. 

36. The Secretary of State therefore concludes that the appeals should be allowed and 
planning permission should be granted.   

Formal decision 

37. Accordingly, for the reasons given above, the Secretary of State agrees with the 
Inspector’s recommendation. He hereby allows your client’s appeals and grants planning 
permission subject to the conditions set out in Annex B of this decision letter for Appeal 
A: Proposed residential development for up to a maximum of 189 dwellings; local centre 
(Class A1 to A5 inclusive and D1) with a maximum floor area of 1,800 sq.m Gross 
Internal Area (GIA); employment development (B1b, B1c, B2 and B8) with a maximum 
floor area of 3,700 sq. m GIA; primary school site; public open space including new 
village green, children’s play area and allotments, green infrastructure including 
ecological area; access via adjoining site B (see below) and new pedestrian access and 
associated works; and Appeal B: Proposed new highway access road, including footways 
and cycleways and associated works, in accordance with applications 12/3747N and 
12/3746N. 

38. This letter does not convey any approval or consent which may be required under any 
enactment, bye-law, order or regulation other than section 57 of the Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990. 

Right to challenge the decision 

39. A separate note is attached setting out the circumstances in which the validity of the 
Secretary of State’s decision may be challenged. This must be done by making an 
application to the High Court within 6 weeks from the day after the date of this letter for 
leave to bring a statutory review under section 288 of the Town and Country Planning Act 
1990.   

40. An applicant for any consent, agreement or approval required by a condition of this 
permission for agreement of reserved matters has a statutory right of appeal to the 
Secretary of State if consent, agreement or approval is refused or granted conditionally or 
if the Local Planning Authority fail to give notice of their decision within the prescribed 
period. 
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41. A copy of this letter has been sent to Cheshire East Council, Stapeley and District Parish 
Council and Nantwich Town Council.  

 
Yours faithfully  
 

Jean Nowak 
Jean Nowak 
Authorised by the Secretary of State to sign in that behalf 
 
Annex A – List of representations 

Annex B – List of Conditions 
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Annex A 
 
Representations received in response to the Secretary of State’s Rule 19 
letters of 12 April 2017 and 10 May 2017 

 

Party  Date 

Cheshire East Council 5 May 2017 

Patrick Cullen 5 May 2017 

John Davenport 8 May 2017 

Stapeley & District Parish Council 9 May 2017 

Hill Dickinson (on behalf of Muller Property Group) 19 May 2017 

Patrick Cullen 7 June 2017 

Muller Property Group 9 June 2017 

 
Secretary of State’s letter:  21 February 2019 
 

Party Date 

Cheshire East Council  5 March 2019 

Knights plc (on behalf of Muller Property Group)  6 March 2019 

 
Circulation of responses of 11 March 2019 
 

Harris Lamb (on behalf of Muller Property Group) 15 March 2019  

Cheshire East Council  18 March 2019 

 
Letter from Planning Casework Unit: 19 March 2019 
 

Hill Dickinson  22 March 2019 

 
Letter from Planning Casework Unit: 27 March 2019 
 

Harris Lamb  23 April 2019 

Cheshire East Council  24 April 2019 

Nantwich Town Council 23 April 2019 

 
Circulation of responses: 30 April 2019 
 

Cheshire East Council   1 May 2019 

 
Variation of timetable: 2 May 2019 
 

Harris Lamb  29 May 2019 

Cheshire East Council  29 May 2019 

 
Circulation of responses: 4 June 2019 
 

Hill Dickinson   6 June 2019 
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Letter from Planning Casework Unit: 12 June 2019 
 

Hill Dickinson  25 June 2019 

 
Circulation of Hill Dickinson letter: 26 June 2019 
 

Cheshire East Council  4 July 2019 

 
Response to Cheshire East Council and circulation: 9 July 2019 
 

Harris Lamb 11 July 2019 

 

Cheshire East Council 8 November 2019 

 
Circulation of documents received from Cheshire East Council 13 November 
2019 
 

Harris Lamb  4 December 2019 

 
Circulation of Hill Dickinson response: 9 December 2019 
 

Cheshire East Council request for extension 10 December 2019 

 

Cheshire East Council  13 January 2020 

 
Circulation of Cheshire East Council response: 14 January 2020 
 

Hill Dickinson  31 January 2020 

 
Circulation Hill Dickinson response: 4 February 2020 
 

Hill Dickinson  7 February 2020 

 

Cheshire East Council 12 February 2020 

 
 
Note: Entries in bold indicate letters/circulation of information by the Secretary 
of State 
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Annex B 
 
Schedule of Conditions 
 
Appeal A 

 
1. Details of appearance, access landscaping, layout and scale (hereinafter called 

“the reserved matters”) shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local 
planning authority (LPA) before any development begins, and the development 
shall be carried out as approved.  

 
2. Application for approval of all the reserved matters shall be made to the LPA not 

later than three years from the date of this permission. The development hereby 
permitted shall begin not later than two years from the date of approval of the last 
of the reserved matters to be approved.  

 
3. This permission shall refer to the following drawing numbers unless any other 

condition attached to the permission indicates otherwise:  
 

Mixed Use and Access Applications Diagram – dwg SK15 Rev C  
(11 November 2017) 
Mixed Use and Access Applications Diagram – dwg SK16 Rev C 
 (11 November 2017) 
Mixed Use and Access Applications Diagram – dwg SK17 Rev C  
(11 November 2017) 
Mixed Use and Access Applications Diagram – dwg SK19 Rev D 
 (11 November 2017) 

 
 
4. No development shall commence until details of a scheme for the disposal of foul 

and surface water from the development has been submitted to and approved in 
writing by the LPA. The scheme shall make provision, inter alia for the following:  

 
a. this site to be drained on a totally separate system with all surface water flows 

ultimately discharging in to the nearby watercourse  
b. a scheme to limit the surface water run-off generated by the proposed 

development  
c. a scheme for the management of overland flow  
d. the discharge of surface water from the proposed development to mimic that 

which discharges from the existing site.  
e. if a single rate of discharge is proposed, this is to be the mean annual run-off 

(Qbar) from the existing undeveloped greenfield site. For discharges above the 
allowable rate, attenuation for up to the 1% annual probability event, including 
allowances for climate change.  

f. the discharge of surface water, wherever practicable, by Sustainable Drainage 
Systems (SuDS).  

 
g. Surface water from car parking areas less than 0.5 hectares and roads to 

discharge to watercourse via deep sealed trapped gullies.  
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h. Surface water from car parking areas greater than 0.5 hectares in area, to have 
oil interceptor facilities such that at least 6 minutes retention is provided for a 
storm of 12.5mm rainfall per hour.  

 
The development shall not be occupied until the approved scheme of foul and/or 
surface water disposal has been implemented to the satisfaction of the LPA.  

 
5. No development shall commence until a scheme for the provision and 

management of an 8 metre wide buffer zone alongside the watercourse  on the 
northern boundary measured from the bank top (defined as the point at which the 
bank meets the level of the surrounding land) has been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the LPA. The scheme shall include:  

 
- plans showing the extent and layout of the buffer zone  
- details of any proposed planting scheme (for example, native species)  
- details demonstrating how the buffer zone will be protected during 

development and managed/maintained over the longer term including 
adequate financial provision and named body responsible for management 
plus production of detailed management plan.  

 
This buffer zone shall be free from built development other than the proposed 
access road. Thereafter the development shall be carried out in accordance with 
the approved scheme and any subsequent amendments shall be agreed in writing 
with the LPA.  

 
6. No development shall commence within the application site until the applicant has 

secured the implementation of a programme of archaeological work in accordance 
with a written scheme of investigation which has been submitted to and approved 
by the LPA.  

 
7. No development shall take place until a Construction Method Statement (CMS) 

has been submitted to and approved in writing by the LPA. The approved CMS 
shall be adhered to throughout the construction period. The CMS shall provide for:  

 
a. the hours of construction work and deliveries  
 
b. the parking of vehicles of site operatives and visitors  
 
c. loading and unloading of plant and materials  
 
d. storage of plant and materials used in constructing the development  
 
e. wheel washing facilities  
 
f. measures to control the emission of dust and dirt during construction.  
 
g. details of any piling operations including details of hours of piling operations, 

the method of piling, duration of the pile driving operations (expected starting 
date and completion date), and prior notification to the occupiers of potentially 
affected properties  
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h. details of the responsible person (e.g. site manager / office) who could be 

contacted in the event of complaint 
 
i. control of noise and disturbance during the construction phase, vibration and 

noise limits, monitoring methodology, screening, a detailed specification of 
plant and equipment to be used and construction traffic routes  

 
j. waste management: there shall be no burning of materials on site during 

demolition/construction.  
 
8. No development shall take place on the commercial and retail element until a 

detailed noise mitigation scheme to protect the proposed dwellings from noise, 
taking into account the conclusions and recommendations of the Noise Report 
submitted with the application, shall be submitted to and agreed in writing by the 
LPA. The approved mitigation measures shall be implemented before the first 
occupation of the dwelling to which it relates.  

 
9. Prior to the commencement of development:  
 

a. A contaminated land Phase 2 investigation shall be carried out and the results 
submitted to, and approved in writing by the LPA.  

 
b. If the Phase 2 investigations indicate that remediation is necessary, a 

Remediation Statement including details of the timescale for the work to be 
undertaken shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the LPA. The 
remedial scheme in the approved Remediation Statement shall then be carried 
out in accordance with the submitted details.  

 
c. Should remediation be required, a Site Completion Report detailing the 

conclusions and actions taken at each stage of the works including validation 
works shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the LPA prior to the 
first use or occupation of any part of the development hereby approved.  

 
10. No development shall commence until a scheme of destination signage to local 

facilities, including schools, the town centre and railway station, to be provided at 
junctions of the cycleway/footway and highway facilities shall be submitted to 
and agreed in writing by the LPA. The approved scheme shall be provided in 
parallel with the cycleway/footway and highway facilities.  

 
11. No development shall commence until schemes for the  provision  of  MOVA  traffic 

signal control  systems  to be installed at the site access from Peter Destapleigh  
Way  and at the Audlem Road/Peter Destapleigh Way traffic signal junctions,  has  
been submitted to and approved in writing by the LPA .  Such MOVA systems shall 
be installed in accordance with approved details prior to the first occupation of the 
development hereby permitted.  

 
12. The Reserved Matters application shall include details of parking provision for 

each of the buildings proposed. No building hereby permitted shall be occupied 
until the parking and vehicle turning areas for that building have been 
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constructed in accordance with the details shown on the approved plan. These 
areas shall be reserved exclusively thereafter for the parking and turning of 
vehicles and shall not be obstructed in any way.  

 
13. Prior to the first occupation of the development hereby permitted a Travel Plan 

shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the LPA. The Travel Plan shall 
include, inter alia, a timetable for implementation and provision for monitoring 
and review. None of the building hereby permitted shall be occupied until those 
parts of the approved Travel Plan that are identified as being capable of 
implementation after or before occupation have been carried out. All other 
measures contained within the approved Travel Plan shall be implemented in 
accordance with the timetable contained therein and shall continue to be 
implemented, in accordance with the approved scheme of monitoring and 
review, as long as any part of the development is occupied.  

 
14. No development shall take place until a scheme (including a timetable for 

implementation) to secure at least 10% of the energy supply of the development 
from decentralised and renewable or low carbon energy sources shall be 
submitted to and approved in writing by the LPA. The approved scheme shall be 
implemented and retained as operational thereafter.  

 
15. Prior to first occupation of each unit, Electric Vehicle Infrastructure shall be 

provided  to  the  following specification,  in  accordance with a  scheme,  
submitted to and approved   in writing by the  LPA  which shall  including the 
location of each unit: 

 

• A single Mode 2 compliant Electric Vehicle Charging Point per property 
with off road parking.  The charging point shall be independently wired 
to a 30A spur to enable minimum 7kV charging. 

• 5% staff parking on the office units with 7KV Rapid EVP with cabling 
provided for a further 5% (to enable the easy installation of additional 
units). 
 

The EV infrastructure shall be installed in accordance with the approved details 
and thereafter be retained.  

 
 
16. Prior to any commencement of works between 1st March and 31st August in any 

year, a detailed survey shall be carried out by a suitably qualified person to 
check for nesting birds and the results submitted to the LPA. Where nests are 
found in any hedgerow, tree or scrub to be removed (or converted or demolished 
in the case of buildings), a 4m exclusion zone shall be left around the nest until 
breeding is complete. Completion of nesting shall be confirmed by a suitably 
qualified person and a further report submitted to LPA before any further works 
within the exclusion zone take place.  

 
17. Prior to the commencement of development detailed proposals for the 

incorporation of features into the scheme suitable for use by breeding birds shall 
be submitted to and approved in writing by the LPA. The approved features shall 
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be permanently installed prior to the first occupation of the development hereby 
permitted and thereafter retained, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the LPA.  

 
18. The reserved matters application  shall be accompanied by a detailed Ecological 

Mitigation strategy including a great crested newt mitigation strategy informed by 
the recommendations of the submitted Protected Species Impact Assessment 
and Mitigation Strategy dated 2013 prepared by CES Ecology (CES:969/03-
13/JG-FD).  The development shall be implemented in accordance with the 
measures of the approved ecological mitigation strategy. 

 
19. Prior to the commencement of each phase of development details of the    

proposed lighting scheme should be submitted to and approved in writing by  the 
Local Planning  Authority. 

  
a) The details shall include the location, height, design and luminance and 

ensure the lighting is designed to minimise the potential loss of amenity 
caused by light spillage onto adjoining properties.  The lighting shall thereafter 
be installed and operated in accordance with the approved details. 

b) The scheme should include dark areas and avoid light spill upon bat roost 
features, boundary hedgerows and trees. The scheme should also include 
details of: Number and location of proposed luminaires; Luminaire light 
distribution type; Lamp type, lamp wattage and spectral distribution: Mounting 
height; Orientation direction; Beam angle; Type of control gear; Proposed 
lighting regime; and Projected light distribution maps of each lamp.  The 
lighting scheme shall be installed in accordance with the approved details.   

 
20. All trees with bat roost potential as identified by the Peter Destapleigh 
      Way Ecological Addendum Report 857368 (RSK September 2017) shall  
      be retained, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning 
      Authority 
 
 

21. The first reserved matters applications shall include a Design Code for the site 
and all reserved matters application shall comply with provisions of the 
Masterplan submitted with the application and the approved Design Code.  

 
 22. Prior to the commencement of each phase of development a scheme for 

landscaping shall be submitted to the Local Planning Authority and approved in 
writing.  The approved landscaping scheme shall include details of any trees and 
hedgerows to be retained and/or removed, details of the type and location of 
Tree and Hedge Protection Measures, planting plans of additional planting, 
written specifications (including cultivation and other operations associated with 
tree, shrub, hedge or grass establishment), schedules of plants noting species, 
plant sizes and proposed numbers/densities and an implementation programme. 

 
The landscaping scheme shall be completed in accordance with the following:- 

 
a) All hard and soft landscaping works shall be completed in full accordance with 

the approved scheme, within the first planting season following completion of 
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the development hereby approved, or in accordance with a programme 
agreed with the Local Planning Authority. 

b) All trees, shrubs and hedge plants supplied shall comply with the 
requirements of British Standard 3936, Specification for Nursery Stock.  All 
pre-planting site preparation, planting and post-planting maintenance works 
shall be carried out in accordance with the requirements of British Standard 
4428 (1989) Code of Practice for General Landscape Operations (excluding 
hard surfaces). 

c) All new tree plantings shall be positioned in accordance with the requirements 
of Table 3 of British Standard BSD5837: 2005 Trees in Relation to 
Construction:  Recommendations. 

d) Any trees, shrubs or hedges planted in accordance with this condition which 
are removed, die, become severely damaged or become seriously diseased 
within five years of planting shall be replaced within the next planting season 
by trees, shrubs or hedging plants of similar size and species to those 
originally required to be planted. 

 
23. An Arboricultural Impact Assessment, Tree Protection Plan and Arboricultural 

Method Statement in accordance with BS5837:2012 Trees in Relation to Design, 
Demolition and Construction – Recommendations shall be submitted in support 
of any reserved matters application which shall evaluate the direct and indirect 
impact of the development on trees and provide measures for their protection. 

 
24. No phase of development shall commence until details of the positions, design, 

materials and type of boundary treatment to be erected have been submitted to 
and approved in writing by the LPA. No building hereby permitted shall be 
occupied until the boundary treatment pertaining to that property has been 
implemented in accordance with the approved details.  

 
25. The Reserved Matters application for each phase of development shall include 

details of bin storage or recycling for the properties within that phase. The 
approved bin storage facilities shall be provided prior to the first   occupation of 
any building.  

 
26. Notwithstanding the details shown on plan reference no. BIR.3790.09D 

(September 2012) access to the development herein permitted shall be 
exclusively from Peter Destapeleigh Way as shown on plan reference no. dwg 
SK16 Rev C (11 November 2017) 

 
27. Unless otherwise agreed in writing, none of the dwellings hereby permitted shall 

be first occupied until access to broadband services has been provided in 
accordance with an action plan that has previously been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the LPA. 

 
Appeal B 
 
1.  The development hereby approved shall commence within three years of the date 

of this permission.  
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2.  This permission shall refer to the following drawing numbers unless any other 
condition attached to the permission indicates otherwise:  

a. Site Location Plan reference no. BIR.3790_13  
b. Site Access General Arrangement Plan reference no. SCP/10141/D03/ 
Rev D (May 2015). 

 
3. No development shall commence until there has been submitted to and approved 

by the LPA a scheme of landscaping and replacement planting for the site 
indicating inter alia the positions of all existing trees and hedgerows within and 
around the site, indications of those to be retained, also the number, species, 
heights on planting and positions of all additional trees, shrubs and bushes to be 
planted.  

 
4. All planting, seeding or turfing comprised in the approved details of landscaping 

shall be carried out in the first planting and seeding seasons following the  
completion of the development whichever is the sooner; and any trees or plants 
which within a period of 5 years from the completion of the landscaping scheme 
die, are removed or become seriously damaged or diseased shall be replaced in 
the next planting season with others of similar size and species unless the LPA 
gives written consent to any variation.  

 
5. Prior to the commencement of development or other operations being 

undertaken  on site a scheme  for the protection of the retained trees produced in 
accordance with BS5837:2012  Trees in Relation to Design, Demolition and 
Construction : Recommendations, which provides for the retention and protection 
of trees, shrubs and hedges growing on or adjacent to the site, including trees 
which are the subject of a Tree Preservation Order currently in force, shall be 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  

  
(a) No development or other operations shall take place except in complete 

accordance with the approved protection scheme. 
(b) No operations shall  be undertaken on site in connection with the development 

hereby approved (including any tree felling, tree pruning, demolition works, 
soil moving, temporary access construction and / or widening or any 
operations involving the use of motorised vehicles or construction machinery) 
until the protection works required by the approved protection scheme are in 
place. 

(c) No excavations for services, storage of materials or machinery, parking of 
vehicles, deposit or excavation of soil or rubble, lighting of fires or disposal of 
liquids shall take place within any area designated as being fenced off or 
otherwise protected in the approved protection scheme. 

(d)  Protective fencing shall be retained intact for the full duration of the 
development hereby approved and shall not be removed or repositioned 
without the prior written approval of the Local Planning Authority. 

 
6. No excavations for services, storage of materials or machinery, parking of 

vehicles, deposit or excavation of soil or rubble, lighting of fires or disposal of 
liquids shall take place within any area designated as being fenced off or 
otherwise protected in the approved protection scheme.  

 

A9.17

Page 1406



7. Prior to development  commencing,  a detailed Ecological Mitigation strategy 
including a great crested newt mitigation strategy informed by the 
recommendations of the submitted Protected Species Impact Assessment and 
Mitigation Strategy dated MARCH 2013 REVISION) prepared by CES Ecology 
(CES:969/03-13/JG-FD) shall be submitted to and  approved n writing  by the  
Local Planning Authority. The development shall be implemented in accordance 
with the measures of the approved ecological mitigation strategy. 

 
8. Prior to any commencement of works between 1st March and 31st August in any 

year, a detailed survey shall be carried out by a suitably qualified person to check 
for nesting birds and the results submitted to the LPA. Where nests are found in 
any building, hedgerow, tree or scrub to be removed (or converted or demolished 
in the case of buildings), a 4m exclusion zone shall be left around the nest until 
breeding is complete. Completion of nesting shall be confirmed by a suitably 
qualified person and a further report submitted to LPA before any further works 
within the exclusion zone take place. 

 

9. Prior to the commencement of development details of the proposed lighting 
scheme should be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority.  The scheme should include dark areas and avoid light spill upon bat 
roost features, boundary hedgerows and trees. The scheme should also include 
details of: Number and location of proposed luminaires; Luminaire light distribution 
type; Lamp type, lamp wattage and spectral distribution: Mounting height; 
Orientation direction; Beam angle; Type of control gear; Proposed lighting regime; 
and Projected light distribution maps of each lamp.  The lighting scheme shall be 
installed in accordance with the approved details.   

  
10. Prior to the commencement of development , and to minimise  the  impact of  the 

access road on potential wildlife habitat provided  by the  existing ditch located 
adjacent to the  southern site boundary,  the detailed design of the ditch crossing 
shall be  submitted to and  approved  in writing by the  LPA . The access road 
shall be constructed in full accordance with the approved details.  

 
11.No development shall commence on site unless and until a Deed of variation 

under s106A TCPA 1990 (as amended) has been entered into in relation to the 
S106 Agreement dated 20 March 2000 between Jennings Holdings Ltd (1), Ernest 
Henry Edwards, Rosemarie Lilian Corfield, James Frederick Moss, Irene Moss, 
John Williams and Jill Barbara Williams (2), Crewe and Nantwich BC (3) and 
Cheshire County Council (4) to ensure that the Local Nature Conservation Area is 
delivered, maintained and managed under t this permission. 
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List of Abbreviations 

 
5YS      5 year housing land supply 

appx     Appendix 
AF        Adrian Fisher – 5YS witness for CEC 

BMV      Best and most versatile agricultural land 
b/p       bullet point 
CEC      Cheshire East Council 

Cllr       Councillor 
CNRLP  Crewe and Nantwich Revised Local Plan 2006 

DPD     Development Plan Document 
FN       Footnote 

FOI      Freedom of Information 
GLVIA Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Assessment (3rd    edition) 

HMU    Housing Monitoring Update 2017, published Aug 2017 with a 
base date of assessment at 31/3/17 

JB       Jon Berry – landscape architect for Appellants 
LCA     landscape character area 

LCT     landscape character type 
LDS     Local Development Scheme 

LHA     Local Highway Authority 
LP       Local Plan 

LPA     Local Planning Authority 
LPI      Local Plan Inspector – Stephen Pratt 

LPS     Local Plan Strategy 
LPpt2  Emerging Local Plan Part 2 – containing allocations and     

development management policy synonymous with the 

SADPDPD 
LVIA   Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment 

MW    Matt Wedderburn – 5YS witness for the Appellant 
NP     Neighbourhood Plan 

NPPG  National Planning Practice Guidance 
OAN  Objectively Assessed Needs (usually housing) 

OPP   Outline Planning Permission 
PD     Pat Downes – planning witness for Appellant 

PoE   Proof of evidence 
PP     Planning Permission 

PTQC Paul G Tucker QC – counsel for the Applicants 
PPG   Planning Policy Guidance 

ReX   re-examination 
RfR   reason for refusal 

rNPPF revised National Planning Policy Framework 
RJ    Reasoned Justification of the Development Plan 

RM   reserved matters 
RTQC Reuben Taylor QC – counsel for LPA 

RT   Richard Taylor – planning witness for the LPA 
SADPD the Site Allocations and Development Plan D (aka LP pt2) 
SHLAA strategic housing land availability assessment 

SOCG statement of common ground 
SoS the Secretary of State for the Ministry of Housing Communities 

and Local Government 
SPB  Spatial Planning Board – CEC’s planning committee 
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SPD  Supplementary Planning Document 

TA    Transportation Assessment – here undertaken by SCP 
XC    examination in chief 

XX    cross examination 
XX’d cross examined 

WB  William Booker – the Appellant’s highway consultant 
WMS Written Ministerial Statement 
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Appeal A: File Ref: APP/R0660/A/13/2197532 

Land off Audlem Road/Broad Lane, Stapeley, Nantwich, 
Cheshire CW5 7DS 

• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

against a refusal to grant [outline] planning permission. 
• The appeal is made by Mr Carl Davey, Muller Property Group against the decision of 

Cheshire East Council. 

• The application Ref 12/3747N, dated 28 September 2012, was refused by notice 
dated 16 April 2013. 

• The development proposed is Proposed residential development for up to a 
maximum of 189 dwellings; local centre (Class A1 to A5 inclusive and D1) with a 

maximum floor area of 1,800 sq.m Gross Internal Area (GIA); employment 

development (B1b, B1c, B2 and B8) with a maximum floor area of 3,700 sq. m 
GIA; primary school site; public open space including new village green, children’s 

play area and allotments, green infrastructure including ecological area; access via 

adjoining site B (see below) and new pedestrian access and associated works. 
 

Summary of Recommendation: that the appeal should be allowed and 

planning permission should be granted subject to conditions. 

 
 

 

Appeal B: File Ref: APP/R0660/A/13/2197529 
Land off Peter de Stapeleigh Way, Nantwich, Cheshire CW5 7HQ 

• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 against 

a failure to give notice within the prescribed period of a decision on an application for 

planning permission. 
• The appeal is made by Mr Carl Davey, Muller Property Group against Cheshire East 

Council. 

• The application Ref 12/3746N is dated 28 September 2012. 
• The development proposed is Proposed new highway access road, including footways and 

cycleways and associated works. 
 

Summary of Recommendation: that the appeal should be allowed and 

planning permission should be granted subject to conditions.  

 
 

 
Procedural matters 

 
1. The application to which Appeal A relates was submitted in outline form with 

all matters reserved except for access. The extent of development is set out 
in the Design and Access Statement (DAS). An agreed Schedule of Drawings 

is listed in the Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) appendix X. Appeal B 
was not determined but Council members resolved that it would have been 
refused because it would be unsustainable and result in a loss of habitat for 

protected species and part of an area allocated for tree planting, landscaping 
and subsequent management, contrary to various policies. 

 
2. Section 106 Agreements were submitted under section 106 of the Town and 

Country Planning Act 1990 (s106) in respect of both applications. As agreed, 
signed and dated versions were submitted after the Inquiry closed. All parties 

had the opportunity to comment on an unsigned though otherwise identical 
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agreement during the Inquiry. I deal with the contents of the Agreement 

below. 
 

3. The Inquiry sat for 4 days. I held an accompanied site visit held on 24 
February. Evidence regarding housing land supply (HLS) was heard as a 

round table discussion on Thursday 22 February 2018. 
 
4. This is a redetermination following the quashing of the previous decision of 

the Secretary of State in the HC. 
 

5. Since the last determination of the appeals the Cheshire East Local Plan 
Strategy (CELPS) has been formally adopted (20 September 2017). 

 
6. Also since the last determination of the Appeals the Stapley & Batherton 

Neighbourhood Plan (S&BNP) has also been made following Referendum in 
February 2018 and now forms part of the Development Plan. 

 
7. Prior To the opening of the Inquiry the appellant submitted a revised layout 

of the proposals which omitted the proposed access off Audlem Road; this 
has necessitated and amendment to the description of development to reflect 

the changes. Whilst such amendments have been considered and accepted 
by the Council, acknowledged in the SoCG, they had not been the subject of 

formal consultation in accordance with standing regulations.  After the close 
of the Inquiry this consultation was undertaken by the Appellant, comments 

collated and submitted to the Planning Inspectorate to an agreed timetable.  
 
8. I have taken the subsequently received comments on the revisions into 

account whilst writing my report. Having considered the proposed revisions 
and the commentary on them I conclude that as they represent a diminution 

in the scope of the proposals and indeed address a number of previously 
expressed concerns on this aspect of the proposals, it would be appropriate 

for them to be taken into account in the determination of the appeals. I 
therefore recommend the Secretary of State duly take then into account in 

the determination of this case. 
 

9. The revised National Planning Policy Framework (hereafter referred to as the 
rFramework) was published on the 24 July 2018. In light of the revisions 

contained therein parties were invited to comment on them insofar as 
relevant to both appeals.  Their responses have been taken into account 

below. 
 

10. There appear to be different ways of spelling Destapeleigh. I have adopted 
that used on the application form. 

 
11. Although concerns over highway safety do not form part of the Council’s 

case, given the degree of concern expressed on this matter by other parties 
at the Inquiry this issue is included in the main issues and is addressed in the 
reasoning that follows. 

 
12. In accordance with the Town and Country Planning (Pre-commencement 

Conditions) Regulations 2018 the Appellant was consulted on all the pre-
commencement conditions provisionally considered at the Inquiry. They 
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confirmed in writing that they were content with the terms of each of such 

conditions and these are therefore included in the report. 
 

The Site and its Surroundings 
 

13. The site is 12.06 hectares of flat agricultural land located to the south of the 
main built up area of Nantwich. It principally comprises of two fields bounded 
by native hedgerows with some tree cover within them. There is a field ditch 

along the northern boundary. The land is currently in agricultural use, 
primarily arable and some grazing. It is bounded to the north by Peter 

Destapleigh Way (A5301) and the ecology mitigation/woodland landscape 
area for the Cronkinson Farm development although the obligations 

associated with the extant consent and s106 agreement have yet to be met. 
 

14. To the west it is bound by residential properties accessed off Audlem Road, 
including an approved residential development for 11 dwellings and to the 

east by the recently constructed residential development. The upper floors 
and roofs of some of the new properties may be seen from the Appeal Site. 

The principal length of the southern boundary runs to the south of an existing 
hedgerow. Part of the site runs further south, adjoining existing residential 

development to the west. 
 

15. To the north of Peter Destapleigh Way is the Cronkinson Farm residential 
development. This includes a small parade of five shops including a Co- 

Operative convenience store and a public house. Pear Tree Primary School 
and a community hall are also situated within this residential development. 
To the north of the Cronkinson Farm development is the railway line 

connecting Nantwich / Crewe / Chester and beyond, with the town centre to 
the north west. 

 
16. Existing residential development in ribbon form is situated along Audlem 

Road. It comprises of a mix of properties from different eras. Within this 
housing is The Globe public house. Bordering the south west of the 

application site (and accessed off Audlem Road) is Bishops Wood housing 
development constructed in the 1970’s. Audlem Road turns into Broad Lane 

south of the Bishops Wood cul-de-sac and has ribbon residential development 
along it as well as Stapeley Broad Lane Primary School further to the south. 

 
17. London Road, an arterial route into Nantwich, is located to the east of the 

former Stapeley Water Gardens site and there is residential ribbon 
development to the south of that site. The land between the London Road 

and the Appeal Site has been infilled by residential development and open 
space. Further to the south along London Road are more dwellings together 

with Stapeley Technology Park, a small employment site with a mix of office 
uses based around the former Stapeley House.  

 
18. There are a number of bus stops in close proximity to the site located off 

Audlem Road. These bus stops are served by the No. 73 and 51 bus service. 

These bus services provide direct connections to Nantwich bus station and 
rail station continuing on to Whitchurch. 
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19. Nantwich train station is approximately 1.4 km to the north of the site, 

accessed via Audlem Way and Wellington Road. Nantwich Town Centre is 
approximately 1.3 km to the north-east of the site, to the north of Nantwich 

train station. Nantwich Town Centre provides a range of services, facilities 
and job opportunities. The site is, therefore, well served by a range of 

services, facilities and public transport opportunities, and comprises a 
location which is accessible to modes of transport other than the private car. 

 

20. The Appeal B site is approximately 1.71 hectares in size and comprises part 
of a single field which adjoins Peter Destapleigh Way to the north. The site 

comprises of a mixture of unmanaged semi-improved grassland, bramble / 
scrub and a drainage ditch. There are two existing ponds within the site and 

to the west and south east of the site are areas set aside for Great Crested 
Newt mitigation. This relates to the Cronkinson Farm development and to the 

Stapeley Water Gardens scheme. 
 

21. The western and southern boundaries of the site comprise hedgerows 
interspersed in places with trees. The eastern boundary of the site runs 

through the centre of the field and will follow the edge of the proposed new 
highway. 

 
22. Further to the east of the site is recently constructed residential 

development. To the north of the site beyond Peter Destapleigh Way is a 
predominantly residential area. To the west of the site are two fields, the 

built up edge of Nantwich and the A529 Audlem Road which is flanked by 
development on either side. To the south of the site is the site of the 
proposed mixed use led development subject to planning appeal 

APP/R0660/A/13/2197532. 
 

23. The site will connect to the Peter Destapleigh / Pear Tree Field signalised 
junction in the form of a fourth arm to the signalised junction. The spur for 

the fourth arm is already in place with signals, street lighting and tactile 
paving. It is agreed by the parties that this planning permission is, therefore, 

extant. 
 

24. Planning permission was granted on the 4th January 2001 for the 
“construction of new access road into Stapeley Water Gardens” (planning 

application reference: P00/0829). This permission allowed the construction of 
a carriageway on a north-south alignment similar to that now proposed in 

this planning application with a connection to the Peter Destapleigh Way 
/Pear Tree Field highway junction via a fourth arm. 

 
Planning Policy 

 
25. The revised National Planning Policy Framework (the rFramework) was 

published on the 24 July 2018. Paragraphs 7-14 and 59-76 of the 
rFramework, together with their attendant footnotes (as paragraph 3 
affirms), are particularly relevant to HLS. The rFramework also sets out the 

position with regard to weight and conformity of existing development plan 
policies. The PPG confirms that any shortfall in HLS should be made up over 

the next 5 years. 
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26. The Development Plan for Cheshire East comprises for the purpose of the 

appeals the recently adopted Cheshire East Local Plan Strategy 2010 - 2030, 
and the saved policies from Crewe and Nantwich Replacement Local Plan 

(February 2005). The relevant policies from each of the plans considered 
relevant are set out in the Planning SoCG1. 

 
27. As a result of a Referendum held on the 15 February2018 the Stapley & 

Batherton Neighbourhood Plan was approved and consequently is now 

considered ‘made’, and thus now forms part of the Development Plan. 
 

28. The Planning SoCG also identifies the following as material planning policy 
considerations: Interim Planning Statement: Affordable Housing (Feb 2011), 

Strategic Market Housing Assessment (SHMA), Strategic Market Land 
Availability Assessment (SHLAA), Article 12 (1) of the EC Habitats Directive 

and the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010. 
 

29. High Court cases referred to include Suffolk Coastal Appeal Court Judgement2 
, Suffolk Coastal Supreme Court3,  St Modwen Appeal Court Judgment4, and 

the Shavington High Court Judgement5.  
 

Planning history 
 

30. The planning application for Appeal A scheme was submitted to the Council in 
September 2012 and it was registered on 9th October 2012. It was assigned 

planning application reference number 12/3747N. The application was 
determined at Committee on 3rd April 2013 and was refused planning 
permission by Members in accordance with the planning officer’s 

recommendation6. 
 

31. The original appeal was considered at a public local inquiry between 18th and 
21st of February 2014 in association with Appeal B. Both appeals were 

recovered by the Secretary of State following the close of the public inquiry. 
The inquiry Inspector recommended in his report dated 18th June 2014 that 

planning permission be granted for both appeals but in his decision letter 
dated 17th March 2015, the Secretary of State rejected this Inspector’s 

recommendation and refused both appeals. (The ‘Original Decision’) The 
Original Decision of the Secretary of State was subject to an application to 

the High Court and was subsequently quashed by order of the court dated 
3rd July 2015. The appeals were, accordingly, re-determined by the 

Secretary of State and he issued a new decision on 11th August 2016. (The 
‘Second Decision’). 

 
32. In the Second Decision the Secretary of State refused planning permission 

Appeal A on two grounds, the first being that, ‘the proposals would cause 

1 Paragraph 5.1 ID2. 
2 CDQ1. 
3 CD C12. 
4 CDQ2 
5 [2018] EWC 2906 (Admin) Case Number: CO/1032/2018. 
6 CD K2 
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harm to the character and appearance of the open countryside, for the 

reasons at Paragraph 27 to 28 above. This harm will be in conflict with 
Paragraph 7 and the fifth and seventh bullet points of Paragraph 17 of the 

Framework. Having given careful consideration to the evidence to the inquiry, 
the Inspector’s conclusions and the parties’ subsequent representations, the 

Secretary of State considers that the harm to the character and appearance 
of the open countryside should carry considerable weight against the 
proposals in this case. He further considers that the loss of BMV land is in 

conflict with Paragraph 112 of the Framework and carries moderate weight 
against the proposals for the reasons given at Paragraphs 31 to 34 above. 

 
33. The Secretary of State concludes that the environmental dimension of 

sustainable development is not met due to the identified harm, especially to 
the character and appearance of the countryside. He concludes that the 

development does not deliver all three dimensions of sustainable 
development jointly and simultaneously, and is therefore not sustainable 

development overall. 
 

34. For the reasons given above, the Secretary of State concludes that the 
adverse impacts of granting permission would significantly and demonstrably 

outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the polices and the Framework 
taken as a whole.’  

 

35. The Second Decision was challenged by the Appellant and in a Consent Order 

issued by the High Court on 14th March 2017 the Second Decision was also 
quashed.  In the letter of 12th April 2017 from DCLG confirming that the 

Second Decision had been quashed, the Secretary of State invited further 
representations in respect of the following matters: 

 
a) Progress of the Emerging Cheshire East Local Plan Strategy; 

b) The current position regarding the five year supply of deliverable housing 
sites in the Council’s area; 

c) Any material change in circumstances, fact or policy, that may have arisen 
since the decision of 11th August 2016 was issued and which the parties 

consider to be material to the Secretary of State’s further consideration of 
this application. 

 

36. Having requested that written representations be submitted in respect of 
these matters, the Secretary of State determined that, in the light of 

representations received the inquiry should be re-opened, by way of 
correspondence dated 3rd August 2017. 

 

37. The purpose of the planning application for the Appeal B scheme was to 

provide access to the adjoining mixed use proposal that is subject to Appeal 
A. Originally, Appeal A had a separate access arrangement but it is now 

agreed between the parties that the Appeal Site A should be accessed solely 
from Appeal Site B and the original access arrangements suggested for 

Appeal Site A (via Audlem Road / Broad Lane) are no longer pursued. Thus, 
Appeal Site A falls to be determined on the basis that access will be achieved 

through Appeal Site B alone. The process by which this is to be achieved is 
explained in Section 3 below. 
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38. The planning application for the Appeal B scheme was submitted to Cheshire 

East Council in September 2012. It was registered by the authority on 5th 
October 2012. The target date for the determination was 30th November 

2012 but the application was not determined prior to the appeal being 
lodged. 

 
39. The process by which the Appeal B scheme was determined by the 

Secretary of State is the same as for Appeal A above. The appeal will be 

heard alongside Appeal A. It is agreed that the merits of the two appeals 
stand or fall together. 

 

The proposals 

 
40. The details are confirmed in the Planning SoCG. The concept for Appeal A is 

also set out in the Design and Access Statement (DAS)7. Most of the houses 
would be on the western side of the site. On the eastern side, linking in with 

the new highway access road in Appeal B, would be land for employment, 
public open space including a new village green with an equipped play area, 

a local centre and a primary school. Allotments would back onto the existing 
houses to the west. The DAS confirms the amount of development as 189 

dwellings at an average density of just over 30 dwellings per hectare with up 
to 57 affordable dwellings in a series of clusters. 

 
41. These would comprise five elements as follows: 

 
• Parcel 1 is on the northwest side of the site and could contain up to 

51 dwellings. 
• Parcel 2 is located to its south and could have up to 62 dwellings. 

• Parcel 3 is to the south of the employment area could deliver 15 
dwellings. 

• Parcel 4 is along the main southern boundary and could contain up to 
36 dwellings. 

• Parcel 5 is on the eastern side of application site and could provide up 

to 25 dwellings. 
 

42. The application proposals will be a mix of 2, 3, 4 and 5 bedroom dwellings. 
The affordable housing mix would be based on 2 and 3 bedroom homes, split 

between 35% intermediate tenure for sale and 65% social rented. The total 
affordable housing provision represents 30% of the total number of units.  

Parcel 5 forms part of a new village centre. Located around a village square 
and adjoining the village green, the residential element forms the eastern 

side of the village centre with the new primary school site and local centre 
forming the western side. The village green will have both general open 

space (with appropriate pathways and street furniture sited on the edges) 
and a children’s equipped play area in the form of a LEAP. The primary school 

site will be reserved for future education expansion. 
 

43. The local centre comprises of up to 1,800 sq m (19,375 sq ft) and would 
accommodate a range of uses. It is envisaged that the local centre will 

7 CD H12. 
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comprise of 8 – 10 separate units with a single A1 unit of 1,000 sq m 

(10,764 sq ft) and the remaining floorspace split between units ranging from 
50 sq m to 150 sq m (538 sq ft to 1,615 sq ft). The employment 

accommodation is situated adjacent to the local centre. Comprising of 3,700 
sq m (39,826 sq ft) in total, it is envisaged this will be divided into units 

based on 100 sq m (1,076 sq ft). 2.7 Located on the south western side of 
the application site is an allotment area of 0.5 hectares. The allotments will 
be available to both new and existing residents. The provision of open space 

will be controlled by planning conditions. 
 

44. In addition to the public open space there are two principal interlinked areas 
of green infrastructure. The first is along the northern boundary in the 

vicinity of the new village centre and the employment area. This will include 
the planting of a new hedgerow. At its western end, it connects to the second 

principal green infrastructure area which runs on a north-south axis to the 
east of residential parcels 1 and 2. This reflects an existing mature 

hedgerow. 
 

45. The development would include a pedestrian/cycle network which, taken with 
its close proximity to the established community, would be intended to 

provide safe, direct, convenient and interesting routes through the site. The 
single vehicular access now proposed utilises the putative infrastructure 

already established on Peter Destapeleigh Way. This is now supported with 
linkages to the new realigned access road giving access to the greater site. 

This in effect comprises Appeal B, which differ from the extant and part 
implemented scheme previously granted planning permission8. 

 

46. Appeal B proposes an access onto Peter Destapleigh Way at its junction with 
the Pear Tree Field signalised junction in the form of a fourth arm to the 

signalised junction. The application subject to Appeal B is similar in nature to 
the approved scheme (P00/0829) for access on this site, albeit with some 

amendments. The spur of the fourth arm is already in place with signals, 
street lighting and tactile paving. 

 
47. Planning permission was granted on the 4th January 2001 for the 

“construction of a new access road into Stapeley Water Gardens” (planning 
application reference P00/0829). This permission allowed the construction of 

a carriageway on a north – south alignment, similar to that now proposed as 
part of Appeal B. The spur of the fourth arm junction has been constructed so 

that the permission has been implemented. A copy of the correspondence 
from CEC which confirms this position is in the Core Document List (CD E2). 

 
48. Appeal B is similar in nature to the extant scheme, albeit with some minor 

amendments. Appeal B realigns the road further east in order to create a 
direct route into the land to the south, subject to Appeal A. The position of 

the roundabout has also been relocated further south. A plan showing the 
road layout for the extant scheme, Appeal B and a composite plan showing 
Appeal B overlaid on the approved scheme is included in the appeal 

documents. 

8 Planning application ref. P00/0829 
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Other matters agreed between the Parties 

 
49. The parties have also agreed a Sustainability Analysis9 in relation to key 

facilities and services in the context of the site, which include: 
 

· Primary Schools – Pear Tree Primary School, St Annes Catholic Primary 
School and Stapeley Primary School;  

· Secondary Schools – Brine Leas Secondary School; 

· Health Facilities – Kiltearn Medical Centre, a pharmacy and numerous 
dentists; 

· Retail – Morrisons Supermarket, Coop Convenience Store and numerous 
non-food retail units located to the south of Nantwich; and Public 

Transport Facilities – Nantwich Railway Station and numerous bus stops 
 

50. The site has been assessed against the North West Sustainability Toolkit. 
Whilst some of the distances vary slightly between the Appellant’s 

assessment, the Council concluded in the committee report to the original 
application that ‘on the basis of the above assessment the proposal does 

appear to be generally sustainable in purely locational terms’. The Council 
has reaffirmed this position in the report to committee of 22nd November 

2017. 
 

51. In terms of connectivity to higher order centres, Crewe lies 6.4 km (4 miles) 
to the north east of Nantwich and Newcastle-under-Lyme is 21 km (13 miles) 

to the east. These settlements have employment, advanced educational 
facilities, retail, leisure and entertainment venues. These settlements can be 
accessed via a variety of routes, which avoid the town centre. These include 

Broad Lane, London Road and Newcastle road. 
 

52. In addition to the topics set out above further additional matters are agreed 
between the parties; 

 
· The original planning permission in respect of appeal B is acknowledged 

as extant by CEC (P00/0829). It, therefore, represents a fall-back 
position. 

· Access to Appeal Site A will only be achieved through Appeal Site B if 
Appeal A is allowed. 

· Since it is no longer necessary to access the site via Audlem Road / Broad 
Lane, the masterplan and the red line area for Appeal A can be amended. 

This reduces the extent of Appeal Site A. The parties agree that updated 
plans L9 should now form part of the Appeal Scheme A if planning 

permission is granted. 
· It is agreed that 25% of the aggregated sites constitute best and most 

versatile land 6% of the site is grade 2 and 19% of the site is grade 3a. 
· It is agreed that there is no reason to resist the scheme in terms of 

ecology and that a suitable mitigation package can be provided as part of 
the proposed planning obligation under s.106. 

9 4.13 Planning SoCG ID2. 

A9.32

Page 1421

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate


· It is agreed that there are no technical reasons to resist a development in 

terms of highways, drainage, residential amenity and environmental 
health matters. 

· The Council’s Landscape Officer does not consider that the proposals will 
have a significantly adverse landscape impact. 

 
53. The Housing Land Supply SoCG also covers other significant areas of 

agreement. This advises that: the LPA’s current position on 5 year HLS is set 

out in the Housing Monitoring Update published August 2017, base date 31st 
March 2017; the Housing Monitoring Update takes the housing requirement 

of 1,800 dwellings per annum set out in the Cheshire East Local Plan 
Strategy (LPS) as the relevant housing target for the calculation of 5 year 

HLS; The Housing Monitoring Update has a base date of 31st March 2017. 
The relevant five year period in HMU is therefore 1st April 2017 to 31st March 

2022; that the backlog should be calculated over the plan period to date (1 
April 2010 – 31 March 2017) and amounts to 5,365 dwellings and that in 

accordance with paragraph 47 of the first published version of the NPPF it is 
agreed that it is necessary to apply a 20% buffer, reflecting persistent under-

delivery against the housing requirement.  
 

54. Paragraph 73 of the rFramework revises the format of applying the buffer to 
the requirement, indicating a range of percentages to be applied in different 

scenarios. This matter is addressed in detail through each party’s 
submissions in relation to the rFramework NPPF below. 

 
The Case for the Muller Property Group 
 

55. At the time that these proposals were submitted almost 5.5 years ago, there 
was no Local Plan Strategy in place, and CEC at the time undoubtedly 

couldn’t demonstrate a 5YS. As matters stand now, whilst the LPS is now in 
place, the next part of the Local Plan, which considers the merits of non-

strategic allocations and which will review settlement boundaries, is still a 
long way from adoption. Of more concern is that CEC are still lack a sense of 

urgency about the need to bring forward additional housing in sustainable 
locations now, despite two recent appeals which have concluded that a 5YS 

cannot be demonstrated. And despite the fact that even on its best case that 
CEC has only a marginally above 5 years supply. In fact for the reasons 

articulated in evidence by the appellant, CEC has significantly less than 5YS 
of deliverable housing, and this site is needed now. 

 
56. Thus, residential development on this site was originally recommended for 

refusal but was refused by members at a time when there was no plan and 
no 5YS. Then, after appeal it was recommend for grant by an Inspector when 

there was no plan and no 5YS. It was refused by the SOS whose decision was 
then quashed, re-determined only to be quashed in the High Court again 

both when there was no plan and no 5YS. In the same month that the LPS 
was adopted instead of re-determining the appeal the SOS decided to reopen 
this inquiry. That was a disappointment to the Appellant, however ironically it 

has provided the opportunity for the SOS to determine the appeal based 
upon a properly robust scrutiny of CEC’s housing supply. Back in July 2017 

CEC were robustly contending that their assessment of 5YS had been 
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endorsed by the LPI who had concluded that CEC should have a 5YS on 

adoption, however his conclusions were caveated with the following warning: 

 
“Much will depend on whether the committed and proposed housing 

sites come forward in line with the anticipated timescale and amended 
housing trajectory.” 

 
57. The essential reason why two Inspectors concluded that there was not a 

robust 5YS after two inquiries in 2017 was that the 2017 HMU, published at 
the end of August 2017 demonstrated that the anticipated delivery rates for 

last year (ie 2016/17) were significantly below those being put to the LPI, 
demonstrating a failure in the first year after the period being assessed by 

the LPI. Predictive exercises tend to become less accurate the further one 
looks into the future. Here the prediction being put forward by a combination 

of private sector evidence being put to the examination and the application of 
the LPA’s standard methodology on lead in times and build rates has gone 

wrong immediately. Moreover there is strong evidence to conclude that has 
gone wrong in relation to 2017/18 as well. 

 
58. It is notable that the LPI concluded that CEC should be able to demonstrate a 

5YS on adoption. Had he known about the substantial under-delivery when 
compared to the trajectory he endorsed in the LP, then he would plainly have 
been far more circumspect. As was put in cross examination, based on what 

we now know to have been the actual delivery in 2016/17, then the supply 
position before the LPI was that CEC couldn’t demonstrate a 5YS based on 

their own trajectory. It was for that reason that CEC sought to downplay the 
importance of the trajectory as predictive tool for assessing the overall 

realism of CEC’s claimed supply (past and future). The problem with that is 
not only that it was based upon an erroneous understanding of the St 

Modwen case (see below), and that it is at odds with the role of a housing 
trajectory in national guidance and policy, but most importantly, it ignores 

the fact that the housing trajectory in CEC was the yardstick that the LPI 
uses to gauge whether or not the supply position in CEC is realistic. 

 
59. Properly understood CEC cannot demonstrate a robust 5YS and their 

anticipated delivery rates claimed before the LPI are untenable. Yet instead 
of reacting to the recent appeals with an immediate reassessment of its 

standard methodology on build rates and lead in times and an immediate 
sense check of likely delivery from its various components of supply CEC has 

instead done a further trawl of agents/developers to try to make good its 
evidential deficit, it has sought to down play quite how wrong its LP 
trajectory was, and how implausible its HMU trajectory is. It now contends 

that the Park Road Inspector got the supply figure wrong by well over 1000 
units.  

 
60. This mixed use scheme brings benefits which are diverse and considerable – 

ie not simply the provision of much needed homes, but deliverable 
commercial development which will provide opportunities for local businesses 

and for the local population, which will result in a sustainable pattern of 
development, as well as a small local centre which will meet the needs of 

both the proposed housing and employment but also recently consented 
housing which is being constructed nearby. The reality of the position is that 
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the appeal proposals are a sustainable form of development and that the only 

objection to them is the in principle one that the proposals are an unjustified 
incursion into the countryside beyond the settlement boundary. Contrary to 

that position the development is plainly needed now, the tilted balance is 
engaged and there are no adverse effects which significantly and 

demonstrably outweigh the benefits. 
 
 5 year land supply 

 

61. For the reasons explained in evidence the issue of 5YS is not a determinative 

one in relation to the outcome of this appeal. Even if the LPA were to be able 
to just demonstrate a 5YS then it is firmly submitted that the appeals should 

still be allowed, since on the LPA’s best case the position is a marginal one 
given its substantial under-delivery compared to the position endorsed by the 

LPI. 
 
62. However on the evidence, it is clear that CEC cannot demonstrate a robust 

5YS and therefore paragraph 11 (by means of footnote 7) is triggered. Prior 
to the exchange of evidence the Appellant invited CEC to agree to this appeal 

being determined on the same basis as the Park Road Inspector ie that there 
is a range which is just above or just below 5 years but the LPA can’t 

demonstrate a robust 5YS therefore the presumption is triggered. This was 
thought to be a proportionate course of action, mindful that consistency in 

decision making is a material consideration of considerable importance. CEC 
declined this invitation.  

 
Planning Policy Guidance context 

 
63. Before turning to the detail of the current land supply position in Cheshire 

East, it is worth setting out the correct approach to guidance covering the 
subject; the provisions in the PPG supplement the NPPF and, do not have the 

same status as NPPF policy. Of most relevance to this appeal are 3-031 and 
3-03311. From those paragraphs the following points arise: 

 
a. Deliverable sites include those with permissions in the LP, unless there is 

clear evidence that the site won’t be implemented within 5 years. From 

this: 
 

i. Once a site is included as deliverable then there remains a requirement 
to assess the likely yield from sites with permission or an allocation. It is 

simply wrong to say, as the Council does in closing at paragraphs 31 
and 32, that an assessment of yield is not required. PPG 3-031 is clear 

the “robust, up to date evidence” is required on the deliverability – i.e. 
the yield. It is difficult to see how an assessment of supply can be 

undertaken if that an assessment of yield is not undertaken. On AF’s 
approach the decision maker would be obliged to accept the LPA’s 

judgments when assessing delivery from sites with an allocation or 
permission, absent contrary evidence. However this is no more than an 

approach to assessing yield which –without policy support– presumes 
that the Council is always right. Not only is that not supported in policy 

it belies the repeatedly experience of this particular LPA’s predictive 
ability over many years. 
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ii. This means that sites with PP are presumed to be deliverable unless 
there is evidence to the contrary. It does not mean that if a site has 

planning permission, then there is a rebuttable presumption that its 
yield is whatever the Council says it will be.  

 
iii. This approach does not include allocated sites with the presumption 

that they are to be treated as deliverable, but the PPG does. There may 

be an interesting question at some future point in time as to whether 
that makes any difference, but in this case there is almost no dispute as 

to which sites are the ones which are considered to be deliverable – the 
dispute revolves around the likely yield from those sites. 

 
b. When assessing whether a site should be included in the 5YS and the yield 

from that site, the decision maker must consider the time it will take to 
commence development (lead in time) and the build out rate. 

 
c. The PPG makes clear (3-033, paragraph 2) that the yield of sites as well as 

the deliverability of sites forms part of the annual assessment of the 5YS 
that the LPA is required to conduct. Ie it self-evidently points out to an 

authority that deliverability and then likely yield are two separate 
exercises. 

 
d. If an LPA does the following, then it will be able to demonstrate a 5YS 

(from PPG 3-033): 
i. A robust annual assessment; 
ii. A timely annual assessment; 

iii. Using up to date and sound evidence; 
iv. Considering the proposed and actual trajectory of sites in the supply; 

v. Considering the risks to a proposed yield; 
vi. Include an assessment of the local delivery record; 

vii. All of the above assessments must be realistic; and, 
viii. The approach must be thorough. 

 
64. Drawing all of this together, it is not right to suggest that Inspectors in the 

Park Road and White Moss cases were wrong and that there is no 
requirement on the Council that their assessment of the 5YS is robust. The 

questions seemed to be put on the basis that the word “robust” is not 
included in the NPPF. This cannot possibly be correct. The language of the 

PPG (as above) clearly indicates that the LPA must demonstrate a 5YS – 
within that the evidence must be sound and it must stand up to scrutiny. If 

the Council’s approach was right (which no Inspector has to our knowledge 
endorsed) then Appellants up and down the country have been wasting time 

and money arguing contrary land supply positions; provided the Council can 
show some sort of evidence that would suffice. 

 
65. CEC advanced an argument that when trying to assess the yield from a site, 

that the correct test was the capability of the site to deliver the expected 

numbers, and not the probability. His basis for this argument was paragraph 
38 of St Modwen. This is, simply put, wrong and counter to common sense. 
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66. CEC fell into the trap that Lindblom LJ was warning decision makers of in 

paragraph 39 of the same judgment: 
 

One must keep in mind here the different considerations that apply 
to development control decision-making on the one hand and plan-

making and monitoring on the other. The production of the "housing 
trajectory" referred to in the fourth bullet point of paragraph 47 is 

an exercise required in the course of the preparation of a local plan, 
and will assist the local planning authority in monitoring the delivery 

of housing against the plan strategy; it is described as "a housing 
trajectory for the plan period " (my emphasis). Likewise, the 
"housing implementation strategy" referred to in the same bullet 

point, whose purpose is to describe how the local planning authority 
"will maintain delivery of a five-year supply of housing land to meet 

their housing target" is a strategy that will inform the preparation of 
a plan. The policy in paragraph 49 is a development control policy. 

It guides the decision-maker in the handling of local plan policies 
when determining an application for planning permission, warning of 

the potential consequences under paragraph 14 of the NPPF if 
relevant policies of the development plan are out-of-date. And it 

does so against the requirement that the local planning authority 
must be able to "demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable 

housing sites", not against the requirement that the authority must 
"illustrate the expected rate of housing delivery through a housing 

trajectory for the plan period”. 
 

67. CEC were unable to say whether or not they were identifying the “likely 
yield”, the “possible yield” or the “almost certain yield” from the sites 

assessed. This from an apprehension not to give up the interpretation of the 
St Modwen case in which they failed to understand that the case revolved 

around the meaning of the term “deliverable”– a point which just doesn’t 
arise in this case. This inability to explain the yield from sites within 5 years 
fundamentally undermines the utility of his exercise and means that it is not 

comparable to the appellant’s approach to “probable yield”. If CEC’s position 
is merely what the site is “capable of delivering” then it is bound to be higher 

than what is probable and therefore betrays a fundamental error on the part 
of CEC which may explain why the LPA’s predictive ability has proven to be 

wrong.  
 

68. On the application of the above analysis, the following points are agreed: 
 

• It is agreed that the requirement is 1800 dpa. 
• The agreed five year period runs from 31 March 2017 (the base date 

of HMU) to 31 March 2022. 
• The agreed backlog in delivery between 2010 and 2017 amounts to 

5635 dwellings, which equates to 3 years of the overall requirement 
for the first 7 years of the plan. 

•  It is agreed that a 20% buffer applies in relation to paragraph 47 of 
the Framework and that 10% applies in relation to paragraph 73 of 

the rFramework, if appropriate.  
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69. From the examination of the sites claimed to be within the supply the 

following is clear: 
 

i. The appellant’s assessment of the sites the Council seeks to include in 
the supply are identified in evidence. A number are drawn-out to 

illustrate the key arguments against the sites being included in the 
supply to the extent claimed by the Council: 

 

ii. LPS 1 and the Crewe opportunity area is not a “specific deliverable 
site” in NPPF§47 terms and should not be included within the supply.  

 
iii. The Appellant’s assessment of lead in times to construction in 

Cheshire East (Appendix MW 6) the following should be applied – 1 
year from submission to the grant of outline permission; 1 year to a 

reserved matters application; 6 months to determine the reserved 
matters application; and, one year to the completion of the first 

dwelling. This is a total lead in time of 3.5 years. This is vital to 
deciding what is in the supply as it allows for an assessment of yield. 

Unlike CEC’s standard methodology for lead in times and build rates, 
MW’s evidence is transparently evidenced and is palpably more 

reliable than CEC’s “black box” approach. Thus, whilst MW accepts 
these conclusions on average lead in times can be rebutted by 

specific evidence, it requires sound, realistic and up to date evidence 
(see para 2.5(d) above and PPG 3-033). No such evidence was 

forthcoming from the Council. Instead the Council offered a partial 
assessment of lead in times from a self-serving data set in Mr Fisher’s 
rebuttal proof of evidence (Appendix 2). Mr Fisher’s assessment is 

partial as it completely fails to take into account sites started before 
the adoption of the LPS and the lead in times between application and 

between construction starting and the first unit emerging from the 
ground (conceded by Mr Fisher XX).  

 
iv. Despite the policy requirements in the Framework/rFramework and 

PPG (see paragraph 2.4 and 2.5 above), Mr Fisher thought it 
appropriate for the Council to make assumptions about sites being 

delivered by multiple builders without any supporting evidence. 
Whilst that may be a correct statement that doesn’t mean it 

comprises evidence! The Secretary of State cannot as a matter of law 
(given the clear interpretation of policy and guidance above) adopt 

this approach when evidence not an aphorism is needed. If the 
Council cannot produce evidence to support their assumptions on 

build rates, yield or commencement timelines then the Secretary of 
State must prefer the reasoned and evidenced approach put forward 

by the Appellant, which precisely mirrors the concerns of the last 2 
inspectors to consider this topic in detail. Indeed Mr Fisher continued 

to make unsubstantiated assertions – “we increasingly see single 
builders doing 50+ units a year on a site”. The Council’s own 
assessment of build out rates in the 2017 HMU (Appendix MW17) 

does not support Mr Fisher’s statement. Statements such as this 
cannot be given any weight when the Council’s only evidence does 

not support them. 
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v. The ‘sense check’ for the use of the LPA’s standard methodology as to 

lead in times and build rates is what it has predicted will be delivered 
and what has actually been delivered. As noted below the prediction 

for 2016/17 in the LP trajectory of 2955 (presumably based on the 
optimism of those making representations to the hearing) has proven 

to be groundless, and this year looks set to be similarly wrong 
compared to the LP and the HMU trajectory.  

 

vi. MW and the Inspectors in the WMQ10 and Willaston11 inquiries are in 
agreement on the yield from many of the sites. Mindful of the 

materiality of consistency of decision making, the SOS should be slow 
to deviate from those conclusions without the clearest possible 

evidence for so doing (the sites are noted in Appendix MW4), with 
respect AF asserting that he thinks that the Inspector’s got it wrong is 

not a such a reason. 
 

vii. AF at one point made the bold point that both Mr Inspector Rose in 
the White Moss Quarry (“WMQ”) inquiry12 and Mr Inspector Hayden in 

the Willaston inquiry13 both fell into serious error by concluding that a 
5YS could not be demonstrated having concluded that the supply was 

either just above or just below 5 years. Whilst the language used was 
that of ‘precaution’, in fact both Inspectors reached an orthodox 

conclusion with regard to paragraph 4714, having determined that the 
supply was within that range. Thus, the conclusion reached by those 

senior Inspectors was that they were unable to determine with 
confidence that the Council had a 5YS. That means no more than that 
they could not be satisfied that the LPA could demonstrate that it had 

a deliverable 5YS. Therefore they approached the evidence on the 
assumption that Framework paragraphs 49 and 14 were engaged – 

deciding those appeals using the tilted balance. Both Inspectors’ 
reasons were impeccable. 

 
It was notable by its absence in relation to the sites where MW allies 

himself with the conclusions of those previous Inspectors’ that time 
and again the Council failed to bring forward evidence to rebut the 

Inspectors’ conclusions, reached after an exhaustive analysis of the 
evidence before them, in those inquiries from 8 November 2017.15  

 
Even if the Council is correct on their least attractive argument that 

they are not required by policy to rely upon “robust’ evidence to 
demonstrate a 5YS, they nonetheless are forced to accept that these 

appeal decisions are material considerations. Furthermore they 
accepted in XX the fundamental importance of the consistency of 

10 C.D29 Appendix MW1. 
11 CD D29 Appendix MW2 at [103]. 
12 Ibid. 
13 Ibid. 
14 Subsequently paragraph 11 incorporating footnote 7. 
15 CD29 / Appendix MW1 at [28] – [59] and Willaston - CD D29 / Appendix MW2 at [58]– 

[89]). 
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decision taking, and that the Secretary of State in this appeal would 

need to give reasons (and therefore have supporting evidence) for 
deviating from those decisions. Whilst this is trite law, it makes it all 

the more baffling that having accepted those principles, they failed to 
produce any evidence to properly rebut conclusions of the WMQ and 

Willaston Inspectors. 
 

The Council has comprehensively failed on both counts – they 

have failed to produce robust evidence to demonstrate a 5YS; and, 
they have not produced any evidence to rebut the Inspectors’ 

conclusions in the early appeals, either evidence arriving post those 
decisions or to explain why those Inspectors got it wrong. Instead 

they continue to rely upon the approach in the LPS, the same 
arguments that failed in the WMQ and Willaston inquiries. 

 
viii. What is interesting is to consider the predictive confidence with 

which sites were said to be on the verge of progressing in the 
HMU in August 2017 and then again at inquiries in late 2017, but 

where there has been yet further slippage. Time and again sites 
where applications were on the verge of being made haven’t resulted 

in applications (e.g. the promise in the Park Road inquiry made by AF 
that the Handforth Growth Village application would be lodged in 

January, when there is still not even a masterplan in the public 
domain in March let alone an application), and for sites where 

applications were on the verge of determination then they remain on 
the verge of determination (e.g. the reserved matters application on 
White Moss phase 1). 

 
ix. The Council has adopted a hybrid “Sedgepool 8” approach to 

addressing its backlog. Mr Fisher sought to explain the approach as 
meaning that the 8 year period rolled forward throughout the plan 

period. This approach runs counter to the specific conclusions on the 
matter by the Local Plan Inspector16. The LP Inspector concludes at 

paragraph 72: 
 

“CEC therefore proposes to fully meet the past under-delivery of 
housing within the next 8 years of the Plan period (“Sedgepool 8”). 

This would require some 2,940 dw/yr (including buffer) over the next 
5 years, which would be ambitious but realistic and deliverable, as 

well as boosting housing supply without needing further site 
allocations.” 

 
It is plain from this part of the LP Inspector’s report that he 

envisioned the Council meeting its under-delivery in the first 8 years 
of the Plan – i.e. by April 2024. As Mr Wedderburn made clear, 

Sedgepool 8 is not Sedgefield, it is unique to Cheshire East. In the 
absence of an accepted approach that everyone understands, 
Sedgefield or Liverpool, the words of the LP Inspector carry a great 

deal of significance as the only direction for how this unique 

16  
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methodology should be applied. Had the Inspector wanted the 8 year 

period in Sedgepool 8 to have rolled forward, he would have explicitly 
said so. Not to do so in effect means that the backlog keeps getting 

rolled ever forward, at least on the Liverpool method the backlog has 
to be addressed within the LP period. Thus if Sedgepool 8 means 

rolling the shortfall forward over a perpetually rolling 8 year period 
then it will be a longer period than the Liverpool methodology, if it 
means doing so until the 8 years hits the end of the plan period then 

it is the Liverpool methodology by stealth – either way it is a 
distortion of the grace afforded by the LPI to deal with the shortfall 

within the next 8 years. It is of course recognised that the Park Road 
Inspector didn’t agree with this argument – but his argument was 

based upon giving the Council some leeway in the early years after 
adoption of the plan. With respect that is not grappling with the issue 

properly, and the SOS is therefore respectfully invited to do so. 
 

 x. Instead of the high delivery rates that were contended for as being 
realistic before the LPI (evidenced by the LP trajectory and noted by 

the LPI at paragraph 72 of his report) delivery rates thus far are well 
below those needed by CEC to plausibly claim a robust 5YS. To use a 

different metaphor, wheels have come off the Cheshire East Local 
Plan Strategy (“CELPS”) in the first year after that assessed by the 

LPI. As at the base date of 1/4/17, it has under-delivered by 5365 
units (equating to a deficit of 3 years of the requirement in the first 7 

years of the plan), already. 
 
xi. The LP trajectory identifies that to secure a 5YS the LPA needs to 

deliver 2466dpa each year from 1/4/17. That figure is comparable 
under the HMU because the rolling Sedgfield 8 lets the LPA off the 

hook from not reducing a single unit from its shortfall last year (1796 
– essentially equating the requirement but not eroding the shortfall at 

all – which is still then spread over the next 8 years). AF projects in 
his evidence that this year there will be delivery of 2000 units based 

on current information – which means delivery way below the ~2500 
figure needed each year for the next 5 and pushing back meeting the 

shortfall by yet another year. In the real world this is woeful under-
delivery and yet AF sought to argue it as if things were on-track. 

 
Mr Fisher accepted that the LP Inspector put weight on the 

anticipated delivery described in the LP trajectory17. However, he 
somewhat inexplicably sought to argue against the 2955 figure being 

CEC’s realistic prediction on the basis that there was no adopted plan 
during the first 3 years of the plan period – something the LP 

Inspector would have been well aware. 
 

The only sensible conclusion is that the LP Inspector saw Sedgepool 8 
as meeting the undersupply by 2024, and therefore having rolled the 
base date forward by one year the shortfall should be met within the 

17 CD A40 paragraph 68. 
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next 7 years resulting in an annual requirement (including shortfall) 

of 2955. On this basis alone CEC cannot demonstrate a 5YS. 
 

70. The yardstick of the LPA’s judgment is of course its own predictive ability, 
and in this case it has been found wanting in the starkest possible terms 

within the first year of the period considered by Inspector Pratt. The figures 
could not be more telling, contrasting the case being put last year before 
Inspector Pratt and that being put this year at this inquiry. Thus comparing 

the trajectory at the end of the 2016 Housing Topic Paper, which might 
usefully be considered to be its 2016 HMU against the trajectory at the back 

of the HMU, the following obvious points can be made: 
 

(i) in the 2016 HMU, the LP predicted that its delivery for 2016/17 
would be 2955, in fact it was 1762 (ie 40% less than it predicted 

and told Mr Inspector Pratt). Even if the target was 246617 as AF 
now maintains, that is still 27% below the level it should have been; 

 
(ii) both AF and MW provide evidence which triangulates upon around 

2000 units as the likely delivery in 2017/18, against a requirement of 
2466 on AF’s case or 2955, which is either 19% or 32% below where 

it should be. That is also 2 years out of the 5 years considered by 
Inspector Pratt where the prediction of the LPA has failed – one 

wonders at what point the LPA go back to re-read the serious caution 
that Inspector Pratt issued in paragraph 68 of his final report? 

 
(iii) in the 2017 HMU it predicts that delivery in 2017/18 will be 3373, 

which is double that actually achieved in 2016/17 (1762), and is way 

above any trendline of delivery. It is also 33% higher than CEC were 
predicting would be delivered in 2017/18 in its 2016 HMU (which 

predicted 2549 being delivered). In fact it is likely to be around 2000 
units. That difference alone should lead anyone to seriously question 

whether its predictive methodology is flawed; 
 

(iv) other figures for the 5 year period under consideration at this 
inquiry (ie 5 years from 1/4/17) also vary wildly from the 2016 

HMU to the 2017 HMU; for example in 2016 it was predicted that 
2019/20 would deliver 3,501 but in 2017 it is predicted that it will be 

only 3032; 
 

(v) both trajectories (the LP and the HMU 2017) reveal that in no year 
has the LPA ever achieved its requirement (1800 pa) in the seven 

years since the plan started (2010), which means that year on year 
the backlog has been increasing until it is now the equivalent of 3 

years supply. Had delivery taken place as planned in 2016/17 the 
backlog would have reduced by 1155 units, as it is, it has increased 

and is not now proposed to be removed for a further 8 years despite 
it relating to need arising now; 

 

(vi) to be blunt, both trajectories have an air of unreality to them since 
both are predicated on an immediate and dramatic upturn in delivery 

– ie they assume imminent delivery way in excess of past delivery 
rates for a decade after which delivery rates will once again fall back 
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to pre-2017 rates. The LPA’s case was tough before the LPI but is 

now implausible. In order to achieve a 5YS now it needs to take a far 
more positive attitude to the release of deliverable sites without land 

use constraints in sustainable locations, and not to assume an ever 
more ostrich-like approach to what has actually taken place 

compared to its predictions since Inspector Pratt’s assessment based 
on a base-date of April 2016. 

 

(vii) Importantly, the failure of the LPA’s predictive ability has been in the 
first year of delivery – if a plan fails that badly, this early the need for 

intervention is acute. There is no warrant to give the plan a bit more 
time to play out – the need for action is an immediate one and is 

overwhelming on the evidence. It is depressing that having been told 
that implicitly by two Inspectors that CEC are trying ever harder to 

man the bilge pumps on their own private 
Titanic that is their claimed 5YS. 

 
71. The supply of housing land is not a ceiling and given the current state of 

affairs in this LPA, they should be actively searching out new sites with 
manageable planning harms to come forward. The Council’s closing 

submissions (paragraphs 63 – 67) argues that permitting this site would 
reduce the allocations going forward to meet more local needs. This 

argument is wafer thin, and completely unsupported by any evidence 
provided at the inquiry. The figures contained in a local plan (including CELPS 

where this point is recognised at 8.73) are a floor and not a ceiling, and there 
is no support in policy or evidence to support this argument. Given there are 
no technical objections to this appeal site, its locationally sustainable and its 

intrinsic merits have already been endorsed by one Inspector (in the context 
of there being an immediate need), it is an obvious candidate to come 

forward now to help this Council meet its needs and to help to address its 
already significant under supply. 

 
72. The Council’s closing go on to say that if the SoS concludes that the LPA has 

failed to demonstrate a 5YS, then settlement boundaries will need to flex, but 
it contends that it should not be at this site (paragraph 153). This approach 

shies away from meeting an immediate problem. This approach has no 
founding in policy; it suggests that some sort of sequential test should be 

applied when a 5 year housing land supply problem arises. The appropriate 
approach is to consider whether or not the development being put forward to 

rectify the 5 year housing land supply problem is acceptable in planning 
terms and constitutes sustainable development. If it is, then it should be 

permitted. Sustainable sites should not be precluded from being developed 
when there is an immediate need on the basis that the Council thinks that 

there might be better sites to meet the need that it has denied, and based on 
evidence it has not presented! This is an abrogation of proper decision 

making. 
 

73. The Council sought to argue that lapse rates shouldn’t be applied, when it 

accepts that permissions do in fact lapse at a rate which is presently 
unknown. It’s reasons for rejecting MW’s approach in this regard is that it is 

said to duplicate the buffer – which it plainly doesn’t – one relates to 
appraising supply, whereas the other relates to establishing the requirement. 
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CEC bases its argument on a fundamental misunderstanding of Wokingham 

BC v SOSCLG [2017] EWHC 1863 (Admin). When that case is examined 
correctly, the issue was whether the Inspector was right in law to apply a 

lapse rate despite no party raising it during the inquiry (at paragraph 55). 
When the judge went on to consider whether lapse rates could be law per se, 

he concluded (paragraph 69): 
 

It is for the decision-maker to determine in the first instance 

whether or not the application of a “lapse rate” to the estimated five-year 
supply of deliverable housing to reflect the Council’s “record of tending to 

over-predict delivery” involves an unwarranted adjustment, given an 
increase in the housing requirement by 20% “where there has been a 

record of persistent under delivery of housing”, in each case in order “to 
provide a realistic prospect of achieving the planned supply. 

 
Therefore, provided the issue is fully ventilated before the Inspector, as it 

was at this inquiry, then the conclusion can be made to add a lapse rate 
onto the requirement. Given this Council’s history of under delivery and 

continuing over estimation of future performance, a lapse rate of 5% as 
proposed by the Applicant is entirely appropriate. Indeed, it will be a vital 

tool to pushing this Council to meeting its need to provide homes. 
 

74. In conclusion, on both methodology and content, the evidence before this 
Inspector confirms the Appellant’s case that the LPA can demonstrate at 

most 4.25 YS. If the Council’s approach to Sedgepool 8 is applied, the land 
supply position on the LPAs approach to yield goes to 4.42 years. It follows 
from such an outcome on the land supply position that  paragraph 49 of NPPF 

is engaged (subsequently paragraph 11 if the rFramework through footnote 
7) and the decision necessarily should be taken based upon the tilted balance 

therein. The SOS will undoubtedly be told by CEC that the recently adopted 
local plan can, and is, delivering the houses to meet the identified need. 

However, it is not that straightforward. One cannot say that simply because 
there is a recently adopted LP, that the land supply position is safe. The 

following points are of note: 
 

a. The Appellant is not seeking to “go behind” the conclusions of the LPS 
Inspector which were based upon an analysis of Housing Supply position 

as at April 2016. Rather this inquiry is charged with critiquing the 2017 
HMU which has rolled the position forward by one year; 

b. AF at one point in his evidence seemed to run an argument that has 
repeatedly failed at inquiry – that the task of an inquiry is to review the 

position as it was known at the base date and then close one’s mind to 
knowledge of what has come to light in relation to the various 

components of supply since the base date. With respect that position is 
wrong:  

 
i. It is not the approach of the LPA in its 2017 HMU which relies on 

information which has come to its attention after the base date; 

 
ii. It is not the approach of AF who also relied upon information which 

has come to his attention after the base date, and indeed he has 
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sought to gather more evidence after the LPA lost the 5YS argument 

at 2 previous appeals; 

 

iii. It is not the approach of Inspectors in countless appeals across the 
Country; 

 
iv. It is contrary to the approach required as a matter of law in the 

Stratford on Avon DC v SOSCLG [2013] EWHC 2074 (Admin); 
 
v. It literally makes no sense – a decision maker is required to form a 

view on what the 5YS is on the evidence before him/her a s.78 
appeal is not a form of quasi-judicial review to review the LPA’s 

assessment at a point in time. 
 

75. Inspectors in the White Moss and Willaston decisions18 both concluded that a 
precautionary approach should be taken to the 5YS issue and that the tilted 

balance should be engaged. It is just wrong to contend (as AF now seeks to) 
that the LPA was constrained in how it wished to put its case, or that there 

was a misunderstanding of the implications of the St Modwen case. To the 
contrary in both appeals there was no constraint on the information that the 

LPA was able to bring forward, noting that it had failed to provide much of the 
base information on which the 2017 HMU was predicated AND submissions on 

the St Modwen case were made by leading counsel for CEC in the latter case 
which followed the reporting of the decision of the Court of Appeal. 

 
76. As noted above the St Modwen case is in any event something of a red 

herring. It deals with what should be the components of supply and essentially 
concludes that the footnote to the then paragraph 47 means what it says; but 
it says nothing about how to approach what is the expected yield that should 

be assessed from those components of supply, where the PPG requires robust 
evidence to be provided where PP is not in place. 

 
77. The Inspector’s decision in Shavington is being challenged, as the Council is 

eager to point out. The basis of challenge seeks, through the Shavingon 
decision, to impugn the rational and unimpeachable approach to calculating 

5YLS in the WMQ and Willaston decisions. This challenge is being robustly 
defended, by both the Secretary of State and the Land Owners. Until the claim 

is heard, those decisions stand and the approach to 5YLS they adopt should be 
followed – not just in the interests of consistency in decision making, but 

because it is the correct approach in law and a failure to do so would be 
unlawful. The presumption of legality applies, and the Inspector is invited to 

give precisely no weight to the fact of the challenge (just as was the case in 
relation to the local plan challenge which was live at the time of the White 

Moss Quarry and Park Road appeals). Moreover, insofar as some of the 
arguments raised in that challenge mirror the fallacious arguments being 

raised by CEC in this case then the Secretary of State is respectfully invited to 
have regard to the rejection of those self-same arguments being raised on his 
behalf by the Government Lawyers. It is apprehended that the challenge will 

18 Ibid. 
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have long failed by the time that this decision is ultimately made by the 

Secretary of State in any event. It has of course not been welcome news to 
the LPA that it cannot demonstrate a robust 5YS, and as a professional one 

can have a degree of sympathy for the LPA which has gone through a very 
long process to secure adoption of the LPS only to discover that houses aren’t 

being delivered sufficiently quickly to ensure a 5YS. However, what is startling 
is that rather than taking steps to remedy the position (e.g. advancing the 
pt2LP, and releasing more deliverable sites) the LPA has chosen instead to 

deploy its resources into defending the obviously indefensible. Based on a 
robust and objective assessment AF is wrong and the LPA cannot demonstrate 

a 5YS, and the deficit can only be made good in the short-term by the release 
of additional sustainable and deliverable sites without technical constraints 

such as this one. 
 

Appellant’s supplementary comments on revisions to the National 
Planning Policy Framework 

 
78. Paragraph 73 of the revised Framework states: 

“Local planning authorities should identify and update annually a supply 
of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide a minimum of five years’ 

worth of housing against their housing requirement set out in adopted 
strategic policies, or against their local housing need where the strategic 

policies are more than five years old”.  

 

79.  The requirement to assess the housing supply as set out previously in NPPF 
para 47 therefore remains. In the case of Cheshire East the housing 
requirement is established in the Cheshire East Local Plan Strategy (“the 

LPS”). Policy PG 1 sets a housing requirement of 1,800 dwellings per annum. 
This plan was adopted on 27 July 2017 and is therefore less than 5 years old. 

In accordance with paragraph 73, this housing requirement should therefore 
form the basis of the assessment. The housing requirement set out in the LPS 

was used in the appellant’s evidence heard at the Inquiry in February 2018 
and indeed it was common ground at the Inquiry that this housing target 

should be applied. The appellant’s approach is therefore considered 
appropriate with regard to the revised NPPF. 

 
Identifying the Base Date and Five Year Period  

 
80. The rFramework does not comment on the base date or the 5 year period to 

apply to the assessment. The appellant’s evidence on 5 year HLS applied a 
base date of 31st March 2017 and a five year period of 1st April 2017 to 31st 

March 2022, which aligned with the Local Planning Authority’s Housing 
Monitoring Update (published August 2017, base date 31st March 2017). This 

based date of 31st March 2017 was therefore agreed, and is contained within 
the Statement of Common Ground (SoCG). This approach is considered 

appropriate with regard to the rFramework.  
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The Appropriate Buffer 

 
81. Paragraph 73 of the rFramework states: 

“The supply of specific deliverable sites should in addition include a buffer 
(moved forward from later in the plan period) of:  

• 5% to ensure choice and competition in the market for land; or 

• 10% where the local planning authority wishes to demonstrate a five 

year supply of deliverable sites through an annual position statement 

or recently adopted plan, to account for any fluctuations in the 

market during that year; or 

• 20% where there has been significant under delivery of housing over 

the previous three years, to improve the prospect of achieving the 

planned supply.” 

82. Footnote 39 of the rFramework explains that from November 2018 “significant 

under delivery” of housing will be measured against the Housing Delivery Test, 
where this indicates that delivery was below 85% of the housing requirement. 

At the time of writing, the relevant section of the PPG which may provide 
further guidance on this matter has not been updated to reflect the revised 

NPPF. 
 

83. As above, footnote 39 is clear that the Housing Delivery Test will not be used 
to measure significant under delivery until November 2018 or thereafter. 

Paragraph 215 of the rFramework also explains that the Housing Delivery Test 
will apply from the day following the publication of the Housing Delivery Test 

results in November 2018. 
 

84. Paragraph 73(b) advises that a 10% buffer can be applied by a LPA where it 
wishes to demonstrate a five year land supply of deliverable sites through an 

annual position statement or recently adopted plan, to account for any 
fluctuations in the market that year. The reader is then directed to footnote 38 

which states: 

“For the purposes of paragraph 73B and 74 a plan adopted between 1st 

May and 31st October will be considered recently adopted until the 31st 
October of the following year; and a plan adopted between the 1st 
November and the 30th April will be considered recently adopted until 

31st October in the same year”.   
 

85. As set out in evidence at the inquiry, in the first seven years of the LPS plan 
period, net housing completions in Cheshire East had been on average 1,034 

dwellings per annum, and did not reach the 1,800 target at any point. It was 
therefore common ground at the inquiry earlier this year that a 20% buffer 

be applied, reflecting persistent under delivery as identified in the 
Framework. 

 
86. In respect of the implications of the rFramework, the Local Plan Strategy was 

adopted by Cheshire East on 27 July 2017. As such it qualifies as “recently 
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adopted” until 31 October 2018. Whilst the PPG has not been updated to 

provide detailed guidance upon this matter, the rFramework indicates that a 
10% buffer to housing land supply is appropriate in any decision taken up to 

31 October 2019.   
 

87. From 1 November 2018, whether there has been a significant under delivery 
of housing will then be a matter for the decision maker to determine. 
Therefore the appellant maintains that a 20% buffer should apply from 1 

November 2018 given the previous under delivery throughout the plan 
period. 

 
88. It is also noted however that the Housing Delivery Test will then be used to 

measure significant under delivery from the day following its publication in 
November 2018. It is expected to use the national statistics for net additional 

dwellings, which have typically been published in mid-November over the last 
few years. Consequently, it seems likely to be later in November or 

thereafter before the Housing Delivery Test is in place. 
 

89. The Framework is clear that the measurement of what amounts to 
“significant” under-delivery will be based upon the publication of the Housing 

Delivery Test that will be November 2018. In this case, the 10% buffer 
should apply as a minimum as the LPA have a recently adopted local plan in 

accordance with footnote 38 of the Framework. rFramework paragraph 73 
gives flexibility to allow the decision maker to apply judgement as to whether 

or not criteria a) b) and c) applies based upon the evidence before them. 
 
90. Whilst footnote 39 may not apply until November 2018, and because the 

Framework is silent on how one should determine what is “significant in the 
interim, it is considered that the 20% buffer should apply as until this time, 

the application of a 20% buffer is a matter for the decision maker to 
determine.  

 
91. “Significant” under-delivery is defined as being below 85% of the annual 

housing requirement. It should be noted here that the transitional 
arrangement identified at paragraph 215 of Annex 1 only applies to the 

application of footnote 7 in terms of triggering the tilted balance of paragraph 
11d of the Framework. It does not affect the determination of whether or not 

the 20% buffer applies. The appellant’s 5 year HLS calculation is therefore 
resupplied below showing both a 20% and also a 10% buffer to cover NPPF 

para 73b. 

Addressing the under-provision 

92. The rFramework does not specifically state how the backlog should be 
addressed, however it does set out the Government’s objective of 

“significantly boosting the supply of homes” (paragraph 59). Addressing the 
backlog as soon as possible would be consistent with this paragraph. The 

supporting Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) has not been updated at the 
time of writing. Paragraph 3-035 of the PPG: “How should local planning 
authorities deal with past under-supply?” provides the guidance that was set 

out in the evidence for the appeal. It states:  
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“Local planning authorities should aim to deal with any undersupply 

within the first 5 years of the plan period where possible.  Where this 
cannot be met in the first 5 years, local planning authorities will need to 

work with neighbouring authorities under the ‘Duty to Cooperate’.” 
 

93. Consequently, the PPG is clear that Local Planning authorities should aim to 
deal with the backlog within five years. Whilst the PPG does appear to 
recognise that there may be circumstances in which this is not possible, it 

does not suggest that the backlog should be addressed over any other period 
in those circumstances. Instead it states that local planning authorities will 

need to work with neighbouring authorities under the ‘Duty to Co-operate’, 
presumably with adjacent authorities looking to help to address the backlog 

by making immediate provision. 
 

94. A draft HLS section of the PPG was made available in association with the 
consultation on the draft rFramework. The draft PPG proposes to remove the 

reference to the Duty to Co-operate and replace it with reference to the plan 
making and examination process. It states (on page 14): 

“Local planning authorities should deal with deficits or shortfalls against 
planned requirements within the first five years of the plan period. If an 

area wishes to deal with past under delivery over a longer period, then 
this should be established as part of the plan making and examination 

process rather than on a case by case basis on appeal”. 
 

95. This draft guidance is consistent with the appellant’s position given in 
evidence and maintained at the inquiry. The appellant’s position was to 
acknowledge that the matter of undersupply of housing delivery had been 

considered at the Local Plan examination and that the first year of the 
‘Sedgepool 8’ period had elapsed. The appellant’s position is that the LPA’s 

“rolling” ‘Sedgepool 8’ approach would result in the shortfall continuing to be 
moved backwards and not actually be addressed at all, rather than being 

addressed within the 8 years as the LPS Inspector intended. The appellant’s 
approach to addressing the under-provision therefore is considered 

appropriate with regard to the rFramework. 

Assessing the Deliverable Supply 

 
96. Paragraph 67(a) of the rFramework is particularly relevant to the appellant’s 

5 yr HLS case in this appeal.  At the Inquiry, there were a number of sites 
contested at inquiry between the Council and the appellant over whether 

they should be expected to deliver housing within five years. The assessment 
of the parties and the supporting evidence was provided within the context of 

footnote 11 of paragraph 47 of the previous version of the NPPF where 
‘deliverable’ was defined.  That footnote was the subject of a number of 

Court Judgements, in particular the St Modwen judgement, which was 
discussed at the Inquiry.  In the rFramework, the definition of “Deliverable” is 

set out in the Glossary at Annex 2, and this states: 

“To be considered deliverable, sites for housing should be available now, 
offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a 

realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on the site within five 
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years. Sites that are not major development, and sites with detailed 

planning permission, should be considered deliverable until permission 
expires, unless there is clear evidence that homes will not be delivered 

within five years (e.g. they are no longer viable, there is no longer a 
demand for the type of units or sites have long term phasing plans). 

Sites with outline planning permission, permission in principle, allocated 
in the development plan or identified on a brownfield register should only 
be considered deliverable where there is clear evidence that housing 

completions will begin on site within five years.” 

 

97. The definition of deliverable has now been clarified and sets out the 
expectations for both local planning authorities and others in assessing the 

supply of housing land.  This change is significant in that it sets out separate 
tests for two categories of sites as follows: 

 
• Category A - Sites that are not major development (i.e. 9 dwellings 

or less19) and sites with detailed planning permission: these should be 

considered deliverable until permission expires, unless there is clear 

evidence that homes will not be delivered within five years (some 

examples are given as to what constitutes clear evidence). 

• Category B - Sites with outline planning permission, permission in 

principle, allocated in the Development Plan or identified on a 

Brownfield Register: these should only be considered deliverable 

where there is clear evidence that housing completions will begin on 

site within five years.   

 

98. In summary, sites under Category A are to be considered deliverable unless 
the appellant, in challenging the LPA’s 5 year HLS, provides clear evidence 

that those sites are not deliverable.  Conversely sites in Category B should 
not be included in the five year housing land supply by the LPA unless there 

is clear evidence that housing completions will begin on these sites within 
five years. This is a significant change as the test has now been reversed for 

sites with outline permission or development plan allocations. Previously 
under footnote 11 sites were deemed to be deliverable unless there is clear 

evidence that they were not. Therefore, national policy now stipulates that 
these should no longer be included unless there is specific evidence that they 
are deliverable.   

 
99. The appellant considers that this change in approach to considering whether 

a site is deliverable gives overall support to the appellant’s position and 
undermines the Council’s approach to the supply in the evidence before this 

appeal. 
 

100. In general, it does not alter the appellant’s position on the sites that were 
challenged in the appellant’s evidence in this appeal. Without seeking to 

introduce new evidence or reopen the detailed consideration of sites 
undertaken at the inquiry, the appellant’s approach at the inquiry was 

19 As per the definition of “major development” within Annex 2 of the rFramework. 
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generally not to challenge whether sites should be considered deliverable, 

but to challenge whether sites had a realistic prospect of delivering of the 
number of units indicated by the Council within 5 years. The change in 

approach in the rFramework would add weight to our concerns for Category B 
sites, that the Council has not demonstrated (to quote the rFramework) with 

“clear evidence that housing completions will begin on site within five years” 
(and without seeking reopen the detailed consideration of sites undertaken at 
the inquiry it may also provide a reason to challenge further sites in the 

supply). 
 

101. The appellant provided evidence disputing 41 sites and the majority of these 
were sites within category B. Of these sites, 34 were sites without planning 

permission, sites with outline planning permission or sites with outline 
permission subject to S106. In the case of these sites, the onus would now 

be on the Council to demonstrate in evidence why it should be considered 
that housing completions will begin on site within five years. A summary of 

the sites falling within Category A and Category B are set out in the table 
below. 

 

 

Site Name/ Reference Category 

A 

Category 

B 

LPS1 Central Crewe  
✓  

LPS2 Basford East Crewe (Phase 1)  
✓  

LPS4 Leighton West (part a)  
✓  

LPS5 Leighton  
✓  

LPS6 Crewe Green  
✓  

LPS8 South Cheshire Growth Village  
✓  

LPS10 East Shavington ✓  
 

LPS11 Broughton Road, Crewe  
✓  

LPS13 South Macclesfield Development Area  
✓  

LPS14 Kings School, Fence Avenue  
✓  

LPS15 Land at Congleton Road  
✓  

LPS16 Land south of Chelford Road, Macclesfield  
✓  

LPS17 Gaw End Lane, Macclesfield  
✓  

LPS18 Land between Chelford Road and Whirley 

Road 
 

✓  
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LPS20 White Moss Quarry, Alsager  
✓  

LPS27 Congleton Business Park  
✓  

LPS29 Giantswood Lane to Manchester Road  
✓  

LPS33 North Cheshire Growth Village  
✓  

LPS36 Land north of Northwich Road and land 

west of Manchester Road, Knutsford 
 

✓  

LPS37 Parkgate Industrial Estate, Knutsford  
✓  

LPS38 Land south of Longridge, Knutsford  
✓  

LPS42 Glebe Farm, Middlewich  
✓  

LPS43 Brooks Lane, Middlewich  
✓  

LPS46 Kingsley Fields ✓  
 

LPS48 Land adjacent to Hazelbridge Road, 

Poynton 
 

✓  

LPS57 Heathfield Farm, Wilmslow  
✓  

LPS61 Alderley Park ✓  
 

1934 Land off Dunwoody Way, Crewe  ✓  
 

2991 Land adjacent to 97 Broughton Road, 

Crewe 

✓  
 

3535 Santune House, Rope Lane, Shavington ✓  
 

3574 Land west of Broughton Road, Crewe ✓  
 

3612 Land south of Old Mill Road, Sandbach  
✓  

2896 Land to the north of Moorfields, Willaston  
✓  

4302 Kings School, Macclesfield  
✓  

4752 Land off East Avenue, Weston  
✓  

4725 Abbey Road, Sandbach  
✓  

5672 Land off Church Lane Wistaston  
✓  

5709 Land off London Road, Holmes Chapel  
✓  

406 Victoria Mills  
✓  

3175 Chelford Cattle Marker and Car Park  
✓  
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5899 Elmbank House, Sandbach  
✓  

 
102. The change in approach to considering whether a site is deliverable does 

however run very much counter to the LPA’s approach in this appeal with 
regard to assessing the deliverable supply. The Council’s evidence to the 

appeal set out a number of observations on the St Modwen judgement and 
the consideration of whether a site is deliverable. The Council essentially 
suggested that the St Modwen Court of Appeal Judgement is a ‘game 

changer’ in that the threshold for calculating 5 year HLS had been lowered in 
some significant respect and contending that, given the strategic sites are 

allocated and these sites are ‘capable’ of having homes built on them, St 
Modwen obviated the need for the LPA to evidence that their yields in the 5 

year period are ‘realistic’. Clearly the rFramework now makes absolutely clear 
that Category B sites should no longer be included in the supply unless there 

is specific evidence that they are deliverable. It is therefore it is clear that 
robust evidence on delivery is needed, as was argued by the appellant.  

 
103. In summary, the supply of deliverable sites must be determined within the 

context of the rFramework which is a material change from that in the 
superseded Framework.  It is for this reason, and the test in paragraph 67A 

(and associated definition of what comprises a deliverable site provided 
within Annex 2) that means that the Appellant’s housing land supply position 

should be favoured over the Councils.   

Housing land supply calculation 

 
104. The above comments in respect of the approach to 5 year HLS in the 

rFramework refer to each of the key stages of assessment. The final stage is 
to undertake the calculation itself. The appellant’s calculation was set out in 
the Appellant’s 5 year HLS Proof of Evidence in Table 16 entitled “Conclusions 

on 5 year land supply CEC / Appellant”. At the end of the Inquiry on 23 
February 2018 a revised version of this table was submitted at the 

Inspector’s request, updated to reflect the concessions on supply made by 
both parties in the 5 year HLS Statement of Common Ground (SoCG). 

 
105. It is considered that, given the reference to a 10% buffer in rFramework para 

73(b), it may be of assistance to now provide a table showing the appellant’s 
position updated to reflect the concessions on supply made by both parties in 

the SoCG with a 10% buffer applied.   
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Updated version of Table 16 of the Appellant’s Proof of Evidence “Conclusions 

on 5 year land supply CEC / Appellant” to reflect the concessions on supply 
made by both parties in the 5 year HLS Statement of Common Ground in this 

appeal and also showing the calculation applying a 10% buffer  

   Appellant’s position when 

the 20% buffer is applied 

(supply addressed in 7 

years) (updated to reflect 

SoCG on sites) 

Appellant’s position when 

the 10% buffer is applied 

(supply addressed in 7 

years) (updated to reflect 

SoCG on sites) 

A Net annual 

requirement (2010 to 
2030)  

1,800 1,800 

B Housing requirement 

1 April 2017 – 31 
march (A x 5) 

9,000 9,000 

C Shortfall 1 April 2010 
- 31 March 2017 

5,365 5,365 

D Shortfall to be 
addressed in 5 years  

3,832 3,832 

E Requirement + 
shortfall (B+D) 

 

12,832 12,832 

F Buffer (20% of E) 2,566 n/a 

 Buffer (10% of E) n/a 1,283.2 

G Requirement + buffer  

(E+F)  = supply  
required 

15,398 14,115.2 

H Assessment of Supply 
(updated) 

13,101 13,101 

I Supply demonstrated 
(H/G x 5) in years 

4.25 years 4.64 years 

106. The table above sets out that, where the appellant’s approach to supply is 

preferred, even if a 10% rather than 20% buffer is applied the Council’s 5 
year HLS figure remains below the requirement.  

 
107. The appellant’s position in the light of the rFramework therefore remains that 

the LPA cannot demonstrate a deliverable five year housing land supply, as 
was set out in evidence to this appeal and at the inquiry. Therefore, in 

accordance with paragraph 73 of the rFramework it remains the position of 
the appellant that the Council are unable to robustly demonstrate a 5 year 

supply of deliverable housing sites. Therefore, the tilted balancing exercise 
required by paragraph 11d of the rFramework is engaged as per footnote 7. 

The conclusions reached by the appellant in the evidence heard before the 
inquiry therefore remain valid in the context of policies contained within the 

revised Framework. 

Landscape 

108. The application site carries no designation, nor is anyone arguing that it is a 
valued landscape in rFramework terms. In local landscape policy terms 
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(SE4), the scheme is compliant for the reasons explained by Mr Berry. 

Moreover, it is clear from the proposed Landscape Strategy principles that 
the development will respond to the existing landscape with good legibility 

and a strong sense of place. Any marginal criticisms that have been raised 
over the course of the last 4 years have been fully taken on board in the 

latest revisions to the illustrative masterplan. In JB’s view the appeal site is 
an unremarkable and ordinary parcel of land with no particular features that 
would set it out of the ordinary. Its relationship to the urban area, especially 

following recent planning permissions granted to the east and west and 
illustrated on JB’s appendix 1, drawing SK19, underscore the site’s obvious 

capacity to accommodate the proposed development. Importantly, that 
capacity has only increased since the application was first refused (contrary 

to officer’s recommendations) as a result of the adjacent development 
(especially the DWH land to the east which will have been evident on site); 

and also as a result of the scheme no longer proposing its own dedicated 
access to the south, but through an access from the north of the site, the 

junction with Peter Destapeleigh Way already having been completed. 
 

109. Given that CEC have never refused this application on landscape grounds and 
have never raised a freestanding landscape impact case against the 

proposals either at this inquiry or its precursor, one might legitimately ask 
why the Appellant has sought to present a fully articulated landscape case. 

Indeed, Mr Gomulski CEC’s landscape architect who is habitually called at 
housing appeals in this borough reiterated his advice back in November 2017 

that there would be no significant adverse landscape and visual impacts 
(after mitigation) and that a landscape reason for refusal could not be 
substantiated. 

Local Plan considerations 

110. The Council’s case is in essence that there is no need for additional housing 

and that there are breaches of the recently adopted Local Plan Strategy 
(‘CECLP’) whose policies should be treated as not out of date and therefore 

the application must be refused. To put it mildly, that is an oversimplification 
of the situation of the task that is before this Inquiry, and takes a myopic 

view of the actual position that CEC finds itself. Unarguably, in accordance 
with s.38(6) of the 2004 Act the SOS must determine this appeal in 

accordance with the development plan unless material considerations 
indicate otherwise. As PD pointed out in his evidence, whether the policies of 

the development plan remain relevant and up to date is a material 
consideration that must be taken into account. Further, the question of 

whether or not the appeal proposal is in accordance with the relevant policies 
of the development plan is not simply a yes or no question the answer to 

which determines the outcome of this appeal. The degree of conflict is plainly 
relevant and an essential question to consider. Similarly, the actual land use 

consequence of a policy breach has to be interrogated.  
 

111. That is particularly important here when the alleged harm is the principle of 
development beyond settlement boundaries, and not any particular 
significant land use harm, such as landscape, ecology, drainage etc, other 

than the loss of an area of BMV agricultural land (which is agreed not to be a 
determinant issue in any event). However the loss of BMV is not significant 
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and the site is not currently farmed. As recorded in the note submitted to the 

Inquiry by the Appellant, and not disputed by the Council, only 17% of the 
appeal site A is BMV (sub-grade 3a). As set out in appendix 2 to PD’s POE 

(the POE of M J Reeve on BMV for the original inquiry at para 6.1), the site 
“would primarily use one of the few areas dominated by poorer non-flooding 

land on the margins of Nantwich, so meets the requirements of the NPPF to 
use poorer quality land in preference to that of a higher quality. The LP at 
policy SE.2 requires that BMV is “safeguarded”. It is agreed that the site will 

result in the loss of BMV it is a small amount (2.6ha in total across Appeals A 
and B) and that this loss is not determinatve (see SoCG). Taking these points 

together, in the context of a county where most of the land is of similar 
grade (see RT PoE at 6.33), the poor quality of the other land in site A and 

that the parties agree that the loss of BMV is not determinative, the loss of 
BMV must accord no more than limited weight (as PD concludes in his POE at 

page 60). Furthermore, if the SoS concludes that the Council cannot 
demonstrate a 5YHLS, then greenfield sites will need to be delivered and he 

should reach the same conclusion as the original inspector at paragraph 
12.1626 that in those circumstances the release of the BMV on this site to 

development causes no harm. 
 

112. The starting point for considering whether the relevant policies are up-to date 
and the weight to be afforded to any breaches of them is a consideration of 

the basis upon which the plan was adopted. It is agreed by both of the main 
parties planning witnesses that the settlement boundaries used in the CECLP 

are those from the previous Crewe and Nantwich local plan. PD explained 
that the LP settlement boundaries that were set in 2006 were only ever 
intended to last until 2011, by which time there would have been expectation 

that they would have been reviewed. 
 

113. The only modifications that were made to these boundaries during the recent 
LPS process was to incorporate the strategic allocations into them. This did 

not constitute a review of the boundaries and it is agreed by both planning 
witnesses that there is therefore a need for the boundaries to be reviewed as 

part of the next stage of plan preparation SADPDPD/LPpt2, which will also 
consider allocating additional sites so as to meet CEC’s needs, for a plan 

whose plan period started back in 2010. This was acknowledged by the LPI in 
his report at paragraph 111 and is expressly acknowledged in Policy PG 6 

itself along with its supporting text27. 
 

114. As a matter of sensible planning, as a matter of logic and as a matter of 
mere common sense the geographical extent of these settlement boundaries 

are therefore obviously “out of date”, even if the text of the policies 
themselves correspond to the approach of the rFramework – a distinction 

which goes unremarked in the LPA’s evidence. This is further evidenced, by 
the number of dwellings that have been granted planning permission by the 

Council and at Appeal over the last 5 years and in the overall approach 
adopted in the LPS itself that involves very significant development outside of 
settlement boundaries of the saved Local Plan – thereby underscoring it’s out 

of datedness. In a situation where it is acknowledged that development will 
be required outside of adopted boundaries to meet identified development 

needs it is nonsensical of the Council to argue that those boundaries are up 
to date. 
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115. One final point is that the position is not altered by the making of the NP. 
That is because Inspector Jonathan King in emasculating the draft NP rewrote 

the housing chapter of the NP to mirror the settlement boundary in the saved 
LP and the NP expressly notes that the boundaries will be reviewed as part of 

the Ppt2. It follows that policies RES-5 and Policies PG-6 are out of date in 
their geographical extent and this must reduce the weight to be attached to 
them and the weight to be attached to any breaches of them. This is 

precisely the approach of the Park Road Inspector who at paragraph 16 
observed: 

 
“Whilst, for the time being, the settlement boundaries and extent of the 

Open Countryside in the CNRLP as amended continue to carry weight as 
part of the development plan, there is clearly an acceptance in Footnote 34 

and the CELPS Inspector’s report that they will be subject to further 
change. This may be to accommodate non-strategic sites allocated for 

development as part of the SADPDPD or where planning permissions have 
been granted for development beyond existing boundaries or in the light of 

other criteria yet to be defined. To this extent the current boundaries 
cannot be considered to be fully up to date.” 

 
Thus, it is accepted by the Appellant that these policies are breached but as 

the Appellant correctly contends the extent of that breach has to be assessed 
to determine what weight to be attached to the breach. The appeal site lies 

in the defined open countryside but is in no way an isolated or irregular 
intrusion into the open countryside. It is an obvious extension to the 
settlement of Nantwich with development on three sides. Importantly, other 

than the fact of the breach, the Council does not identify any land use harm 
arising from the breaches of policies RES-5 and PG-6. That there is no land 

use harm that arises from the breach of these policies must reduce still 
further the weight to be attached to these policy breaches. 

116. There is an allegation within the RfR as well as RT and AF’s proof that to 
allow the appeal proposals would somehow place the Spatial Vision of the 

LPS ‘out of whack’. That is founded upon the proposition that Nantwich has 
already delivered the amount of housing that was anticipated as part of the 

LPS spatial distribution. The point is however nonsensical and belied by the 
words of the LPS itself, since policy PG7 sets out figures for each settlement 

that are expressly said to be “neither a ceiling nor a target”. And yet RT 
purports to interpret PG7 in precisely that way, at one point even alleging 

that there was a conflict with the policy (despite it not being cited in the 
RfR). Moreover, the table following paragraph 8.77 in the LPS is expressed to 

be an ‘indicative distribution’. Thus whilst it may be that CEC could contend 
that it would be a powerful material consideration against a scheme which 

was grossly out of kilter with the overall distribution of the LPS, it is an abuse 
of the express language of the plan to contend that there is a breach of 

policy PG7 as RT alleges. 
 

117. However, to arrive at that point one has to come to the view that the 

proposals would indeed be sufficiently at variance with the indicative 
distribution to be said to result in a land use distribution contrary to the 

objectives of the LPS. In White Moss Quarry, Inspector Rose seems to have 
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arrived at the conclusion albeit for a much bigger proposal close to a much 

smaller settlement. However, merely being a little above the indicative figure 
of 2050 when that figure is not a ceiling nor a target does not lead to the 

inexorable conclusion of an offence against the distribution contended for by 
RT. 

 
118. Moreover, RT was unable to answer the “so what?” point – i.e. even if there 

is development in excess of the notional distribution, if there is an immediate 

need for more housing in CEC there are no land use consequences identified 
which arise as a result why is there a consequence which even weighs into 

the ‘harmful’ side of the scales. In XC it was argued that the position is 
directly analogous to the White Moss Quarry appeal – however that decision 

bears close reading, since the Inspector there was dealing with an argument 
that the proposals (which were much bigger than those proposed here close 

to a much smaller settlement) would give rise to harmful out-commuting– 
whereas here no such allegation is made.  

 
119. As RT was at pains to emphasise in his proof, PG-7 does not identify 

maximum limits on housing numbers in any location, nor does it identify 
targets. For a breach of PG-7 to arise it cannot simply occur as a result of a 

numbers game, there has to be a consequence of that number of housing 
units coming forward in the location in question. Here there has been no 

attempt at all to identify any such harm. Thus there was no alleged 
(unmitigated) infrastructure harm to Alsager and there was no harm to social 

cohesion, further there is therefore no technical justification for withholding 
consent. 
 

120. It is all well and good to allege that a proposal is contrary to the spatial 
strategy of the development plan but in order for such an allegation to be 

credible the proposal in question must actually be contrary to the spatial 
strategy and even if it is there must be some consequence of that. Here, the 

appeal proposal is not contrary to the spatial strategy because the numbers 
identified in PG-7 are not maxima, and harm has not been shown if panning 

permission is granted. 
 

121. The appeal proposal should be decided in accordance with the development 
plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. When looking at the 

development one looks at whether the proposal is in overall accordance with 
the development plan. The appellant accepts there are some breaches of 

development plan policies, but these are limited30, where the breaches arise 
as a result of settlement boundaries the geographical extent of these policies 

are out of date and when harm is considered, there is none. This proposal 
does not give rise to harm to the spatial strategy, gives rise to not 

meaningful land use harm and comprises sustainable development. 
Consequently, regardless of the 5yrHLS situation the appeal proposal should 

be approved. 

 

 

 

A9.58

Page 1447

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate


Other considerations 

Deliverability 

122. In something of an unexpected turn of events CEC ran a surprising and 

misguided case against the appeal proposals, namely that even if panning 
permission was granted that the proposals would not deliver very much 

within the plan period in any event. 
 

123. The first attack was both an attack “ad hominem”, or in modern parlance, the 

LPA sought to play the man and not the ball. AF presented 3 examples of 
where consents had been granted to the Appellant but where delivery had 

not come forward as expected. However, in XX he readily accepted that he 
had presented a deeply partial picture and had identified only those sites 

which had under-delivered and that he had said nothing at all about sites 
where the Appellant had brought forward sites which had readily delivered 

units. That of itself should have compromised AF’s credibility. However, he 
also failed to point out that the third of the sites that he cited (Old Mill 

Sandbach) hadn’t delivered because of a land dispute with the Council, where 
the latter (as landowner) were essentially holding-out for ransom value for 

land which had been compulsory purchased as part of a highway scheme but 
was never needed. The picture painted was a disingenuous and partial one. 

 
124. The argument was then put that based upon MW’s delivery rates, and 

assuming that the SOS wouldn’t issue his decision quickly that the delivery 
rates for the site would be low. AF’s picture painted in his proof of a dilatory 

land-banking strategic land company is with respect ludicrous; 
 

(v) agents have been appointed as PD explained in XC and the likely 

purchaser for part of the residential component will be DWH, who are 
building homes rapidly next door – this will be a continuation of that 

site, resulting in obvious benefits in terms of lead in time as well as 
evidencing a clear local market; 

 
(vi) there is clear evidence of a demand for the employment units – see 

letter from RWR Walker Surveyors - 15 March 2018. 
 

125. There is no basis for the pessimism expressed by AF (which may be 
contrasted with gross over-optimism elsewhere), there is compelling 

evidence that this site will deliver within the 5 year period. 

 Neutral outcomes and Benefits 

126. The Transport Assessment concludes without challenge from the highway 
authority that the existing road network has the capacity to readily 

accommodate the traffic anticipated from the scheme. There would therefore 
be neither severe adverse effects nor deleterious impacts on the safety of 

other road users. This matter therefore, despite the recognised apprehension 
of local people, would be rendered neutral in the planning balance. If 

permitted this scheme will bring forward much needed market and affordable 
homes. The delivery of these homes will provide employment opportunities. 
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The employment site will provide employment opportunities and strengthen 

the local economy generally. The services such a site will be a benefit in 
terms of those services and by reducing trips. 

 
127. The provision of a site for a primary school represents a potential long term 

benefit of the proposal which could be provided as and when future 
development requirements for Cheshire East are assessed. 
 

128. The scheme includes extensive areas of open space and landscaping (see CD 
L9), including habitats with biodiversity benefits. 7.3.4 The section 106 

agreement provides, in addition to the affordable housing, for an education 
contribution and a highways contribution to improve public transport 

facilities. 

Overall Conclusions 

129. It is the Appellant’s case that the LPA can demonstrate at most 4.25 YS (with 
a 20% buffer. If a 10% buffer is applied the land supply is 4.64 years. If a 

more critical view on delivery post-rFramework is factored-in the supply 
drops further20. On any of the outcomes above, the Council cannot 

demonstrate a 5YS as required by rFramework paragraph 11 (footnote 7). 
Therefore the consequences flow from this and the tilted balance in NPPF in 

paragraph 11. 
 

130. Even if it was concluded that the LPA’s optimism was well founded and that it 
could (just) demonstrate a 5YS, then that does not mean that the appeal 

should necessarily be dismissed: 
 

 

a. on its best case, at 5.45 years the LPA is only just able to 
demonstrate a 5YS, and even that based upon heroic assumptions 

about future delivery; 
 

b. the settlement boundaries were established in the C&NLP over ten 
years ago and have not been reviewed, save for account being taken 

of strategic allocations since then; 
 

c. the settlement boundaries will need to be reviewed and updated as 
part of the CELPpt2 which is still not even at the earliest stage of 

preparation;  
 

d. there is no technical objection to the appeal proposals, including any 
allegation that there is no capacity to meet infrastructure 

requirements; and, 
 

e. the existence of a 5YS is not a ceiling nor is it a proper basis to 
withhold consent for otherwise sustainable development, especially 

20 These account for the revised figures submitted after the revisions to the Framework 
have been accounted and differ from the Appellant’s assessment in closings after the 

Inquiry. 
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when as at 1/4/17 there has been an under-delivery of over 5300 

homes or more than 3 years of the adopted LP requirement. Indeed 
even the figures in the CELPS are firmly expressed as not being 

maxima, and it would be perverse to treat them as such in the 
manner implicitly asserted by CEC. 

 

131. The scheme complies with the settlement hierarchy by locating in a Key 
Service Centre. Furthermore, the scheme complies with the terms of the 

Neighbourhood Plan as it provides important residential development next to 
the existing boundary of Nantwich, as the plan envisions (despite the 

revisionist approach now being taken to interpretation). The Council’s 
arguments in closing (paragraph 156) that this scheme, if permitted, would 

skew the strategy for Nantwich simply ignores that the CELPS directs 
residential and employment development to Nantwich as a Key Service 

Centre. Therefore if the Council has failed to demonstrate a 5YS, then 
Nantwich would be a prime candidate for flexing settlement boundaries to 

deliver the homes that are being held up by this Council. 
 

132. Furthermore, the Council’s claim that permitting this site would lead to 
housing provision of 18% above the level identified as appropriate in terms 

of spatial distribution in the CELPS is misleading. The 18% is presumably 
(the Council conveniently don’t show their working) arrived at by taking the 

2246 allocated plus the 189 on this site, giving 2434. This equals 18.7% 
more than the 2050 in policy PG7. What the Council fails to mention is that 

as 2246 has already been allocated, CEC has shown they are happy to go 
over the 2050 and are already over it by 12%. Therefore the percentage 
increase on the allocated sites (2246) of this proposed scheme (189) is 

8.4%. So the Council is not only misleading in paragraphs 61 – 65, but they 
have also got their arithmetic wrong. 

 
133. The Scheme also provides significant employment, housing and social 

benefits set out in Mr Downes’ evidence. Despite the Council’s protestations 
in closing, there is no policy requirement that weight should not be given to 

economic proposals if they are not accompanied by a clear indication of the 
occupier, that would stifle development across the UK were the proposition to 

have any force. The Appellant has made a planning application and there is 
no reason to suggest that development will not be forthcoming, indeed it is 

understand that correspondence has been provided by the landowner in 
response to the latest consultation exercise from a local commercial agent 

which demonstrates exactly this point. There is therefore no reason not to 
place significant weight to the benefit of the economic aspect of the scheme. 

 
134. A section 106 agreement has been concluded providing for affordable 

housing education, public open space and transportation. 
 

135.  Given there are no identified harms that could significantly and 
demonstrably outweigh the benefits of this scheme, the Inspector is 
respectfully invited to recommend to the Secretary to (finally) allow the 

appeal and to grant permission to these applications which propose a 
sustainable form of development in the context of clear evidence of need. 
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The case for the Council 

 
The Starting Point  

136. The starting point for any decision in the present case is, of course, section 

38(6) of the 2004 Act. This requires assessment of whether the proposed 
development accords with the Development Plan. 

 
137. The Development Plan consists of: 

 
a. Saved Policies of the Crewe and Nantwich Plan 2011; 

b. The Stapeley and Batherton Neighbourhood Plan adopted in February 
2018; and 

c. The Cheshire East Local Plan Strategy 2017 (“the CELPS”). 
 

138. The CELPS was, of course, only adopted in July 2017 and sets out the 
strategy to meet the needs of this area including housing needs. The 
Examination Inspector concluded: 

 
“I consider the Overall Development Strategy for Cheshire East, including 

the provision for housing and employment land, is soundly based, 
effective, deliverable, appropriate, locally distinctive and justified by 

robust, proportionate and credible evidence, and is positively prepared 
and consistent with national policy.” (Examination Inspector’s Report p21 

para 78) 
 

139. In reaching that conclusion the Examination Inspector considered a wide 
range of objections including a number presented by housing developers and 

their advisors. They raised wide-ranging concerns including those relating to: 
 

a. Lead-in times; and   
b. Deliverability of sites. 

 
140. After a lengthy and detailed consideration of those concerns and after 

considering the views of all stakeholders in the Local Plan process, the 
Examination Inspector rejected them. He concluded that: 

 

“CEC has undertaken much detailed work in establishing the timescales 
and delivery of these sites, including setting out the methodology for 

assessing build rates and lead-in times, using developers’ information 
where available and responding to specific concerns [PS/B037]. Although 

there may be some slippage or advancement in some cases, I am satisfied 
that, in overall terms, there are no fundamental constraints which would 

delay, defer or prevent the implementation of the overall housing 
strategy…  

 
I am satisfied that CEC has undertaken a robust, comprehensive and 

proportionate assessment of the delivery of its housing land supply, which 
confirms a future 5-year supply of around 5.3 years.” (Examination 

Inspector’s Report p19 para 69) 
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Subsequent appeal decisions 

 
141. Since then matters have moved on. The Council has been party to a number 

of planning appeals not least those relating to Sites at White Moss and at 
Willaston. The Inspector’s in those appeals reviewed the evidence presented 

to them and concluded that there was a range of realistic views. That range, 
they said, straddled the five-year housing land boundary. 

 
142. They then both adopted what they described as a precautionary approach. 

We submit that there is no policy guidance which supports this. There is 
nothing in the NPPF or the NPPG that indicates that where the realistic range 

of deliverable sites falls either side of the five-year supply line the decision 
maker should assume that there is no five-year housing land supply. 

 

143. The Inspectors in these decisions both dismissed the appeals and refused to 
grant planning permission. As a result, the Council was not a person 

aggrieved and could not challenge the lawfulness of the approach adopted to 
five year housing land supply issues. 

 
A Precautionary Approach is Unlawful 

 
144. In the Claim relating to the Shavington Appeal, the Council contends that the 

adoption of a precautionary approach is unlawful. The reasons why are set 
out in the Statement of Facts and Grounds but are summarised below. 

  
145. Paragraph 14 of the NPPF explains that the presumption in favour of 

sustainable development means for decision taking: 
 

“where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are  
out-of-date, granting permission unless:   

 
– any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this 

Framework taken as a whole; or 
 – specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be 

restricted.” 

146. Thus, in order to apply the tilted balance, a decision maker must conclude 

that the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out of 
date.  

  
147. As Lord Carnwath explained in Hopkins Homes v Secretary of State for 

Communities and Local Government [2017] 1 W.L.R. 1865 at paragraph 
59: 

 
“The important question is not how to define individual policies, but 

whether the result is a five-year supply in accordance with the objectives 
set by paragraph 47. If there is a failure in that respect, it matters not 

whether the failure is because of the inadequacies of the policies 
specifically concerned with housing provision, or because of the over-

restrictive nature of other non-housing policies. The shortfall is enough to 
trigger the operation of the second part of paragraph 14. As the Court of 
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Appeal recognised, it is that paragraph, not paragraph 49, which provides 

the substantive advice by reference to which the development plan policies 
and other material considerations relevant to the application are expected 

to be assessed”. 
  

148. It is submitted that, as a result of the words of paragraph 14 and Hopkins 
Homes, in order to apply the tilted balance, the decision maker has to 
determine that relevant policies in the development plan are out of date. In 

order to do that by reference to five-year housing land supply considerations, 
a decision maker must conclude that there is currently no five-year housing 

land supply of specific deliverable sites. 
 

Determining Deliverability 
  

149. The decision in St Modwen Developments Ltd. v Secretary of State for 
Communities and Local Government [2017] EWCA Civ 1643 was 

delivered by the Court of Appeal on the 20th October 2017. It provides 
significant clarification as to the approach to adopt to the consideration of 
what is meant by a deliverable site within the NPPF. 

 
150. Paragraph 47 of the NPPF provides that local planning authorities are to 

“identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient 
to provide five-years’ worth of housing against their housing requirements…” 

  
151. Footnote 11 of the NPPF then explains what a “specific deliverable site” is as 

follows: 
 

“To be considered deliverable, sites should be available now, offer a 
suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic 

prospect that housing will be delivered on the site within five years and in 
particular that development of the site is viable. Sites with planning 

permission should be considered deliverable until permission expires, 
unless there is clear evidence that schemes will not be 

implemented within five years, for example they will not be viable, 
there is no longer a demand for the type of units or sites have long term 

phasing plans.”  
 

152. Further guidance is provided in the National Planning Practice Guidance: 
 

“What constitutes a ‘deliverable site’ in the context of housing policy? 

 
Deliverable sites for housing could include those that are allocated 

for housing in the development plan and sites with planning 
permission (outline or full that have not been implemented) unless 

there is clear evidence that schemes will not be implemented 
within 5 years. 

 
However, planning permission or allocation in a development plan is not a 

prerequisite for a site being deliverable in terms of the 5-year supply. 
Local planning authorities will need to provide robust, up to date 

evidence to support the deliverability of sites, ensuring that their 
judgements on deliverability are clearly and transparently set out. 
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If there are no significant constraints (eg infrastructure) to overcome such 

as infrastructure sites not allocated within a development plan or without 
planning permission can be considered capable of being delivered within a 

5-year timeframe”. 
 

153. The size of sites will also be an important factor in identifying whether a 
housing site is deliverable within the first 5 years. Plan makers will need 
to consider the time it will take to commence development on site 

and build out rates to ensure a robust 5-year housing supply.” 
(emphasis added) 

 
154. In St Modwen, Lindblom LJ explained at paragraph 38: 

 
“The first part of the definition in footnote 11 – amplified in paragraphs 3-

029, 3-031 and 3-033 of the PPG – contains four elements: first, that the 
sites in question should be " available now"; second, that they should 

"offer a suitable location for development now"; third, that they should be 
" achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on the 

site within five years"; and fourth, that "development of the site is viable " 
(my emphasis). Each of these considerations goes to a site's capability of 

being delivered within five years: not to the certainty, or – as Mr Young 
submitted – the probability, that it actually will be. The second part of the 

definition refers to "[sites] with planning permission". This clearly implies 
that, to be considered deliverable and included within the five-year supply, 

a site does not necessarily have to have planning permission already 
granted for housing development on it. The use of the words "realistic 
prospect" in the footnote 11 definition mirrors the use of the same words 

in the second bullet point in paragraph 47 in connection with the 
requirement for a 20% buffer to be added where there has been "a record 

of persistent under delivery of housing". Sites may be included in the five-
year supply if the likelihood of housing being delivered on them within the 

five-year period is no greater than a " realistic prospect" – the third 
element of the definition in footnote 11 (my emphasis). This does not 

mean that for a site properly to be regarded as "deliverable" it must 
necessarily be certain or probable that housing will in fact be delivered 

upon it, or delivered to the fullest extent possible, within five years.” 
  

155. Thus, to be included in the supply side of the five-year housing land 
assessment, a site needs to be one where there is a realistic prospect of 

housing coming forward within the 5 year period. Lindblom LJ then went on 
to contrast that approach with the approach required in produce a housing 

trajectory “of the expected rate of delivery”: 
 

“One must keep in mind here the different considerations that apply to 
development control decision-making on the one hand and plan-making 

and monitoring on the other. The production of the "housing trajectory" 
referred to in the fourth bullet point of paragraph 47 is an exercise 
required in the course of the preparation of a local plan, and will assist the 

local planning authority in monitoring the delivery of housing against the 
plan strategy; it is described as "a housing trajectory for the plan period " 

(my emphasis). Likewise, the "housing implementation strategy" referred 
to in the same bullet point, whose purpose is to describe how the local 
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planning authority "will maintain delivery of a five-year supply of housing 

land to meet their housing target" is a strategy that will inform the 
preparation of a plan. The policy in paragraph 49 is a development control 

policy. It guides the decision-maker in the handling of local plan policies 
when determining an application for planning permission, warning of the 

potential consequences under paragraph 14 of the NPPF if relevant policies 
of the development plan are out-of-date. And it does so against the 
requirement that the local planning authority must be able to 

"demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable housing sites", not against 
the requirement that the authority must "illustrate the expected rate of 

housing delivery through a housing trajectory for the plan period". 
  

156. Thus, a housing trajectory is undertaking a different task from the exercise 
that must be undertaken when looking at deliverable sites for purposes of a 5 

year housing land supply assessment. 
  

157. St Modwen has been applied in an important Inspector’s decision in the East 
Riding of Yorkshire. In that decision an Inspector, in the light of St Modwen 

explained: 
 

“the decision maker has to have clear evidence to show that there is not 
simply doubt or improbability but rather no realistic prospect that the sites 

could come forward within the 5-year period.”21  
 

158. Accordingly, St Modwen clarifies that the test to be applied to sites with 
planning permission or which are allocated is whether there is clear evidence 
to show that there is no realistic prospect that a site would come forward 

(see footnote 11 and the NPPG guidance set out above). 
 

159. Assuming that both the Inspectors in the White Moss and Willaston appeals 
applied to the correct approach to identifying the realistic number of units 

that sites are capable of delivering over 5 years, there appears to be no basis 
for asserting that sites are incapable of delivering at the top of the range. i.e. 

the top of the range must be realistic since it is included in a range which 
sought to identify what sites were capable of delivering on that basis. It 

follows necessarily that the White Moss and Willaston Inspectors both 
reached a conclusion which must mean that a five-year housing land supply 

of specific deliverable sites was demonstrated. 
  

160. The Framework does not state anywhere that a precautionary approach to 
the identification of a 5 year housing land supply is to be applied. Such a 

proposition cannot be inferred from the indication that the policy intention is 
to significantly boost supply since that intention is fulfilled by the inclusion of 

a 20% buffer in the housing requirement. 
 

161. It is submitted that the application of a precautionary approach was thus 
unwarranted on the basis of the policy set out in the Framework and 
unjustified on the evidence. It is submitted that to adopt the same approach 

21 Appeal Ref: APP/E2001/W/16/3165930 Land north and east of Mayfields, The Balk, 

Pocklington, East Riding of Yorkshire YO42 1UJ paragraph 12) 
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as the Inspectors in the White Moss, Willaston and Shavington decisions 

would be to err in law. 
 

162. Instead, what must be undertaken is an appraisal of the sites at issue on the 
basis identified in St Modwen. Where the site has planning permission or is 

allocated then the approach that the Council has adopted (which was 
accepted by the Examination Inspector) should be accepted unless the 
Appellant has proven that there is no realistic prospect that the site would 

come forward. 
 

Robust Evidence   

163. The Inspector in the Willaston appeal also made another material error and 

this too was adopted by the Shavington Inspector. He adopted the position 
that the local planning authority had to present “robust and up to date” 

evidence as to the likely contribution that a particular site would make to 
five-year housing land supply. This was based upon a misreading of the NPPG 

and a failure to apply the words in the Framework. 
 

164. Footnote 11 and the NPPG make it clear that sites which have planning 
permission or are allocated are to be included in the 5 year supply unless 

there is clear evidence that there is no realistic prospect that they be 
implemented within 5 years. The emphasis is on realism. Thus, a different 

approach to that adopted by a local planning authority can be adopted when 
there is clear evidence that the Council’s approach to sites with planning 

permission or with an allocation is unrealistic (see the East Riding of 
Yorkshire case). 

 

165. The part of the NPPG that the Willaston Inspector relied upon as the 
foundation of his test for “robust and up to date evidence” is not dealing with 

sites with planning permission or with an allocation as Mr Weddernburn 
properly accepted in XX – if it were it would contradict the approach set out 

in the previous earlier paragraph in the NPPG and also footnote 11 of the 
Framework. Accordingly, the Willaston Inspector approached the sites on the 

basis that the Council had to adduce robust and up to date evidence to justify 
its approach to sites with planning permission and/or which were allocated 

when this was not the case. 
 

166. The Appellants would have you reject all of the above in favour of an 
approach that there is some two tiered test: 

 
• Whether a Site is specifically deliverable – the Appellant appears to 

content that the test of whether a Site would realistically contribute 
to the 5 year housing land supply position is to be applied here 

simply to identify the pool of sites examined in the second test. 
  

• If so, the Appellant contends that the second test is what is the likely 
number of units a site will contribute to housing land supply within 
the five-year period.  
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You and the SofS would err in law if you were to accept this position 

since it is found upon a grievous misinterpretation of National Planning 
Policy. 

  
167. Mr Wedderburn in his evidence described the second-tier test as “the more 

central issue” in housing land supply cases (see Wedderburn p26 footnote 
19). He adopted the position that the evidence to support the yield produced 
by a local planning authority has to be robust and up date. 

  
168. The first point to note is that Mr Wedderburn was totally unable to identify 

where his second-tier test was addressed in National Planning Policy. If the 
approach really were “the more central issue” and really did form part of 

National Planning Policy in such an important area it is submitted that it 
would be set out in the Framework; it is not and Mr Wedderburn accepted 

that it is not. It must be remembered that the guidance in the NPPG is just 
that; the NPPG does not contain planning policy and must not be applied as if 

it does. 
 

169. The second point is that the Appellant’s approach is totally logically 
inconsistent. 

 
170. It applies the same test to sites with planning permission and with an 

allocation as those without either. This conflicts with the Framework which 
makes it plain that the evidential burden in relation to sites with planning 

permission and which are allocated is reversed – they are included unless 
there is no realistic prospect of them coming forward. 
 

171. It is not logical to include a site with planning permission/allocation if there is 
not clear evidence that it will not be implemented only to then apply a test 

which requires robust and up-to-date evidence to prove it will actually yield 
any development. 

 
172. If that were the intent of Policy, there would only be a need for a single test 

namely, is there robust and up-to-date evidence that a site will yield housing 
within the 5 year period. However this is not what the Framework actually 

says. 
 

173. Indeed, as can be seen from the analysis above, to apply the Appellant’s 
approach thus subverts the intent of the Framework and footnote 11 – it 

renders the presumption specifically contemplated by Policy in respect of 
deliverability of housing from sites with planning permission/allocation wholly 

otiose. 
 

174. The third point is to have in mind why the Framework would include such a 
presumption in the first place. The answer is obvious. It is included in order 

to reduce the scope for debate in determining five-year housing land supply 
in relation to Sites with planning permission/allocation. The adoption of the 
Appellant’s approach would have precisely the opposite consequence. It 

would mean that the yield from every single site (whether one with planning 
permission/allocation or not) would have to prove in every single case. The 

administrative burden that this would create for local planning authorities 
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and the Inspectorate cannot be underestimated and cannot have been the 

intention behind the Framework. 
 

175. The only approach to sites with planning permission/allocation which is 
consistent with the words of the NPPF, St Modwen and the NPPG is that 

presented by the Council in this Appeal, namely is there clear evidence that 
there is no reasonable prospect of the yield identified by the local planning 
authority being delivered. 

 
176. Mr Wedderburn’s assessment of the likely contribution of sites is thus flawed 

since he applied an incorrect test based upon a fundamental 
misunderstanding of National Planning Policy. His site appraisal conclusion 

must therefore be rejected; at the very least his appraisal of individual sites 
must be approached with great caution lest one draws conclusions similarly 

contaminated by an error of law. 
 

Additional Evidence 
  

177. A further difference in the present appeal to previous appeals has been the 
fact that Mr Fisher has produced evidence which was not available to the 

previous Inspectors. In particular the material produced to the CELPS 
Inspector has been produced and further and updated evidence has been 

given in relation to specific sites. 
 

178. It is submitted that, as a result of all of the matters above, the Secretary of 
State is entirely free to reach a different conclusion of five-year housing land 
supply to that reached by his Inspectors in recent months. Indeed, the 

Council submits that, if the appraisal of sites undertaken by the White Moss 
and/or Willaston Inspectors were accepted given that the top end of the 

range must be taken to be a realistic figure, the only conclusion, once their 
error regarding a precautionary approach is jettisoned, must be that they 

should have concluded that there is a five-year supply of housing sites. 
 

THE CONFLICT WITH THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN  
 

Policy PG6 of the CELPS 
  

Policy RES5 of the CNLP and Policy PG6 both seek to restrict housing in the “open 
countryside”. 

 
179. Policy PG6 defines the Open Countryside as the area outside of any 

settlement with a defined settlement boundary. The Appeal scheme lies 
outside of the settlement boundary and is within the Open Countryside. 

 
180. Policy PG6 provides that within the Open Countryside only development that 

is essential for the purposes of agriculture, forestry, outdoor recreation, 
public infrastructure, essential works undertaken by public service authorities 
or statutory undertakers, or for other uses appropriate to a rural area will be 

permitted. The appeal scheme does not fall within this paragraph. 
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181. PG6 also goes on to reference to a number of exceptions that might enable 

development in the open countryside to proceed. None apply to the proposed 
development. The Appeal scheme is thus contrary to Policy PG6. 

 
182. In considering Policy PG6 (Although it was then referred to as Policy PG5), 

the Examination Inspector explained: 
 

“Policy PG5 seeks to provide for development required for local needs in 

the open countryside to help promote a strong rural economy, balanced 
with the need for sustainable patterns of development and recognising 

that most development will be focused on the main urban areas.  The 
“open countryside” is defined as the area outside any settlement with a 

defined settlement boundary; a footnote confirms that such boundaries 
will be defined in the SADPDPD, but until then, settlement boundaries 

defined in the existing local plans will be used, as now listed in Table 
8.2a.  Issues about the detailed extent of specific settlement boundaries 

can be addressed in the SADPDPD. This is an appropriate and effective 
approach, given the strategic nature of the CELPS.  ” (Examination 

Inspector’s Report p28 para 111) 
 

He concluded: 
 

“Consequently, with the recommended modifications, the approach to the 
Green Belt, Safeguarded Land, Strategic Green Gaps and the Open 

Countryside is appropriate, effective, positively prepared, justified, 
soundly based and consistent with national policy.”  (Examination 
Inspector’s Report p29 para 113) 

 
Policy RES.5 of the CNLP 

183. Policy RES.5 of the CNLP is the sister policy to PG6. It provides: 
 

“Outside settlement boundaries all land will be treated as Open 
countryside.  New dwellings will be restricted to those that:  

 
A)  meet the criteria for infilling contained in policy NE.2; or   

 
B)  are required for a person engaged full time in Agriculture or forestry, 

in which case permission will not be given unless…” 
 

The Policy then lists a series of exceptions. 
 

184. The proposed development is located in the “open countryside” as defined for 
this policy also. It does not fall within Part A (i.e. it is not infilling as referred 

to in Policy NE.2) and it does not fall within Part B. the proposed 
development is then contrary to Policy RES.5 of the CNLP. 

 
185. Although not considered by the Examination Inspector, the policy approach 

set out in RES.5 is wholly consistent with the approach in PG6 that he found 

to be “appropriate, effective, positively prepared, justified, soundly based 
and consistent with national policy”  
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Policies PG2 of CELPS 

 

186. Policy PG2 defines the settlement hierarchy of the newly adopted CELPS. It 

creates four tiers. Nantwich lies within the Key Service Centres tier in respect 
of which Policy PG2 states: 

  
“In the Key Service Centres, development of a scale, location and nature 
that recognises and reinforces the distinctiveness of each individual town 

will be supported to maintain their vitality and viability.” 
  

187. The Examination Inspector explained at paragraph 79: 
 

“This settlement hierarchy recognises the size, scale and function of the 
various towns, as well as their future role in the development strategy. In 

my earlier Interim Views (Appendix 1), I considered the proposed 
settlement hierarchy is appropriate, justified and soundly based, and no 

new evidence has been put forward since then to justify any further 
changes to the settlement hierarchy as set out in Policy PG2.”  

  
188. At paragraph 82 of his report the Examination Inspector concluded: 

 
“the Settlement Hierarchy and Visions for each town and settlement are 

appropriate, effective, locally distinctive, justified and soundly based, and 
are positively prepared and consistent with national policy.”  

 
Policy PG7 of CELPS 
  

189. Policy PG2 needs to be read alongside Policy PG7 of the CELPS which defines 
the spatial distribution anticipated by the CELPS. Whilst the nature of 

settlements in Cheshire East is diverse, each with different needs and 
constraints, Policy PG7 sets indicative levels of development by settlement. 

These figures are intended as a guide and are expressly neither a ceiling nor 
a target. The explanatory text explains that provision will be made to allocate 

sufficient new sites in each area to facilitate the levels of development set 
out in the policy. 

 
190. The explanatory text to Policy PG7 (paragraph 8.75) makes clear that the 

distribution of development between the various towns of the borough is 
informed by the Spatial Distribution Update Report. This has taken into 

account a large number of considerations including Settlement Hierarchy, 
various consultation stages including the Town Strategies, Development 

Strategy and Emerging Policy Principles, Green Belt designations, known 
development opportunities including the Strategic Housing Land Availability 

Assessment, Infrastructure capacity, Environmental constraints, Broad 
sustainable distribution of development requirements. 

 
191. Indeed, the distribution also takes into account the core planning principles 

set out in the Framework, which states that planning should take account of 

the varied roles and character of different areas, and actively manage 
patterns of growth to make the fullest possible use of public transport, 
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walking and cycling and focus significant development in locations that are or 

can be made sustainable. 
 

192. The Examination Inspector considered Policy PG7 (then known as Policy PG6) 
and explained that it is  

 
“a key policy setting-out the spatial distribution and scale of proposed 
development at the Principal Towns, Key Service Centres, Local Service 

Centres and Other Settlements & Rural Areas. In my Further Interim 
Views (Appendix 2), I considered that the revised spatial 

distribution of development represents a realistic, rational and 
soundly-based starting point for the spatial distribution of 

development; it is justified by a proportionate evidence base and 
takes account of the relevant factors, including the crucial 

importance of the Green Belt and the outcome of other studies 
undertaken during the suspension period. It is also based on 

sound technical and professional judgements and a balancing 
exercise, which reflects a comprehensive and coherent 

understanding of the characteristics, development needs, 
opportunities and constraints of each settlement. Since that time, 

there is no fundamental or compelling new evidence which suggests that 
these conclusions should be reviewed.” (Examination Inspectors Report 

para 83 – Emphasis added) 
  

193. The Examination Inspector’s overall conclusion in relation to the Spatial 
Distribution contained in the CELPS at paragraph 92 of his report was: 

 

“Consequently, with the recommended modification, I conclude that the 
Spatial Distribution of Development and Growth to the various towns and 

settlements is appropriate, effective, sustainable, justified with 
robust evidence and soundly based, and fully reflects the overall 

strategy of the Plan. I deal with specific issues relating to particular 
settlements on a town-by-town basis, later in my report.” (emphasis 

added). 
  

194. The text of Policy PG7 explains in respect of Nantwich this level would be in 
the order of 3 hectares of employment land and 2,050 new homes. 

 
195. Appeal Site A was considered during the plan process as a potential site for 

meeting this requirement but was rejected. This decision was upheld by the 
Examination Inspector who concluded that (paragraph 252 Examination 

Inspector’s Report): 
 

“Some participants argue that more housing development should be 
allocated to Nantwich, given the absence of other new sites and its close 

relationship to Crewe. However, Nantwich has seen significant new 
housing development in the recent past and, with existing commitments 
and future proposals, is well on the way to meeting its overall 

apportionment. Further development would almost inevitably involve 
additional greenfield sites, which could adversely affect the character and 

setting of the town and the adjoining Strategic Green Gap. The Plan 
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already provides some flexibility in housing provision (6.4%) and no 

further sites are needed to meet currently identified housing needs.”  
 

196. The result of the adoption of the CELPS is that 2246 units have been 
allocated over the plan period. In addition, there is currently provision for 

4.15 ha of employment land. It follows, as Mr Taylor explain in his evidence 
(paragraph 6.25), that there is then no requirement to allocate further sites 
to meet employment or housing needs through the SADPDPD.  

 
197. Thus, the Appeal Scheme would radically and significantly reduce the 

allocations going forward to meet more local needs elsewhere within the 
Council’s administrative area in the remaining plan period.   

 
198. The Appeal scheme if permitted would add 189 units and 0.37 ha of 

employment space to the land already allocated/committed for housing an 
employment needs. In other words this would lead to housing provision of 

18% above the level identified as appropriate in terms of spatial distribution 
in the CELPS and would add some 10% to the appropriate employment 

floorspace required resulting in employment provision some 50% above the 
appropriate requirement. 

 
199. These are very significant levels of unplanned growth. It is so significant that 

it must necessarily undermine the careful balance between employment 
growth and housing that forms the basis of the strategy for Nantwich within 

the CELPS.  
  
200. The only reasonable conclusion is that the proposed development would 

significantly undermine the settlement hierarchy and spatial distribution set 
out in the CELPS. It is contrary to Policies PG2 and PG7. 

 
Best and Most Versatile Land 

201. Paragraph 112 of the NPPF states: 
 

“Local planning authorities should take into account the economic and other 
benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land. Where significant 

development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary, local 
planning authorities should seek to use areas of poorer quality land in 

preference to that of a higher quality.” 
 

202. CELPS Policy SE2 provides that the loss of BMV should be minimised. 
 

203. It is submitted that the policy approach requires consideration of: 
 

a. Whether there is a need for the development proposed? 
 

b. If so, has it been demonstrated that development of BMV is 
“necessary” i.e. that there is no area of poorer quality agricultural 
land to locate the development upon? 
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204. The Council submits that, since it has a five-year supply of specifically 

deliverable housing sites, it cannot be contended that the housing element of 
the proposed development is needed. 

 
205. So far as the commercial element is concerned, some 0.37 ha of commercial 

floorspace is proposed. Mr Taylor has explained and was not challenged that 
3ha of employment land was identified as required for Nantwich in the 
CELPS. 4.15 ha is already anticipated to come forward. The grant of Appeal 

Scheme would mean some 4.52 ha would come forward i.e. 50% provision 
over and above the CELPS expectation. Mr Downes in XX accepted that he 

was not contended that there was a local need for additional commercial 
floorspace in this location. 

 
206. Remarkably, the Appellant is seeking planning permission for some 3600 sq 

m of commercial floorspace on a greenfield site which includes BMV in the 
open countryside without any justification whatsoever. 

 
207. It follows that it has not been established that the proposed development is 

needed. 
 

208. Even if this is rejected, however, the next stage in applying policy is to ask 
whether it has been established that the development could not be 

accommodated on poorer quality agricultural land. 
 

209. The Appellant, as Mr Downes confirmed in XX, has presented no evidence on 
this point. There has been no study undertaken. No assessment has been 
made. In short, no attempt whatsoever to show that the development could 

not be accommodated elsewhere on poorer quality agricultural land. 
 

210. This is particularly important in respect of the commercial element of the 
proposed development; there has been no attempt to examine whether that 

could be provided on poorer quality agricultural land within the Borough. 
 

211. It is submitted that as a result of the above it has not been established that it 
is necessary to develop the BMV that would be permanently lost to the 

proposed development. Nor that development needs could not be met by 
utilising poorer quality agricultural land. 

 
212. The proposed development is contrary to paragraph 112 of the NPPF and to   

Policy SE2 of the CELPS.  
 

Neighbourhood Plan  
 

213. The most recently adopted element of the statutory development plan is the 
Stapeley and Batherton Neighbourhood Plan adopted in February 2018. 

 
214. Policy GS1 can only be sensibly construed as preventing development in the 

open countryside unless it falls within the exceptions delineated in 

paragraphs (a) to (i). The proposed development does not fall within any of 
those paragraphs as an exception. Accordingly, it is contrary to the Stapeley 

and Batherton Neighbourhood Plan. 
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215. In terms of housing, the Neighbourhood Plan sets out in policy H1 and H2 

the kinds of housing that accords with the Plan. The proposed development 
does not fall within the scope of the development that is supported and is 

thus contrary to these policies. 
 

216. There was an attempt to suggest that the proposed development accords 
with Policy H5. This policy provides: 

 

“Subject to the provisions of other policies in the Neighbourhood Plan, 
the focus for development will be on sites within or immediately adjacent 

to the Nantwich Settlement Boundary, with the aim of enhancing its role 
as a sustainable settlement whilst protecting the surrounding 

countryside.   
 

Outside the settlement boundary any development is subject to the 
Cheshire East Local Plan Strategy Countryside Policy PG 6 and other 

relevant policies of this Plan.” 
  

217. The proposed development is outside the settlement boundary. As such as 
Policy H5 provides it is subject to Policy PG6 and “other relevant policies of 

this Plan”. Since there is conflict with Policies GS1, H1 and H2 of the 
Neighbourhood Plan then the proposed development cannot accord with 

Policy H5 either. 
 

THE WEIGHT TO BE GIVEN TO THE CONFICT WITH POLICY  

218. Mr Downes properly accepted that the overall aims and objectives of these 
policies are broadly consistent with the aims and objectives of the Framework 

(Taylor p17 para 5.3). Indeed, given the conclusions of the Examination 
Inspector he could hardly do otherwise. 

 
219. Nevertheless, it appears to be the Appellant’s case that, notwithstanding the 

adoption of the CELPS only last year and the Neighbourhood Plan only a few 
weeks ago, the policies addressed above should all be given “very limited 

weight” (see Downes XX and Taylor Proof p 18 para 5.6). This is a 
remarkably brave contention. 

 
220. In summary, the Appellant contends that: 

 
a. the Council cannot demonstrate that it has a 5-year housing land 

supply of deliverable sites; 
  

b. the settlement boundary must flex in order to bring sites forward in 
order to provide a 5-year housing land supply of deliverable sites; 

 
c. the settlement hierarchy similarly must flex in order to enable sites to 

come forward to provide a 5-year housing land supply of deliverable 
sites;  
  

d. Accordingly, in order to meet 5-year housing land supply needs these 
policies must be given very little weight so that the appeal scheme 
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can come forward to assist in providing the 5-year housing land 

supply which is required.  
 

A 5 Year Housing Land Supply 

221. As already outline above, the Examination Inspector considered a wide range 

of evidence on housing land supply from numerous parties. This included 
points raised relating to the methodology used in relation to build out rates 
and lead in times. 

 
222. Mr Fisher explained to the Inquiry the work undertaken to inform the 

Examination on these issues. The Council has looked at every application 
over a 10 year period, looking at thousands of sites. Further, in terms of 

delivery, the Council had contacted and obtained information from the land 
owners/developers of all of the strategic sites. 

 
223. The Examination Inspector explained at paragraph 65: 

 
“Housing land supply was not covered in my earlier Interim Views, since 

the latest figures and assessments were not available. This issue was 
discussed regularly throughout the examination hearings, with 

developers, housebuilders and local communities challenging the 
deliverability of specific sites, particularly the larger strategic sites. By 

the end of the hearings, CEC had undertaken a considerable 
amount of work to establish the timescale and deliverability of its 

housing land, including those strategic sites proposed in the 
CELPS-PC.” (emphasis added) 

  

224. In this same vein, the Inspector continued at paragraph 69: 
  

“CEC has undertaken much detailed work in establishing the 
timescales and delivery of these sites, including setting out the 

methodology for assessing build rates and lead-in times, using 
developers’ information where available and responding to 

specific concerns [PS/B037]. Although there may be some 
slippage or advancement in some cases, I am satisfied that, in 

overall terms, there are no fundamental constraints which would 
delay, defer or prevent the implementation of the overall housing 

strategy. The monitoring framework also includes specific indicators 
related to housing supply with triggers to indicate the need for review. I 

deal with site-specific issues later in my report on a town-by-town basis. 
On the basis of the evidence currently available, I am satisfied that 

CEC has undertaken a robust, comprehensive and proportionate 
assessment of the delivery of its housing land supply, which 

confirms a future 5-year supply of around 5.3 years.” (emphasis 
added) 

  
225. It is very important to note that the Appellant in the present case has not 

contended that any of the triggers in the monitoring framework referred to 

by the Inspector are engaged. 
 

226. At paragraph 76 the Examination Report, the Inspector concluded: 
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“On the basis of the evidence before me, I conclude that the CELPS-PC, as 
updated and amended, would provide a realistic, deliverable and effective 

supply of housing land, to fully meet the objectively assessed housing 
requirement, with enough flexibility to ensure that the housing strategy is 

successfully implemented. Similarly, CEC should be able to demonstrate that 
there is at least a 5-year supply of housing land when the CELPS is adopted.”  
 

227. He concluded in terms that the provision for housing and employment land 
within the CELPS including the 5-year housing land supply position “is 

soundly based, effective, deliverable, appropriate, locally distinctive and 
justified by robust, proportionate and credible evidence, and is positively 

prepared and consistent with national policy.” (Examination Inspector’s 
Report p21 para 78) 

 
The Inspector’s Decisions 

228. The approach adopted in the White Moss, Willaston and Shavington decisions 
was wrong in law for reasons set out above. The approach set out in those 

decisions must not be followed in this one. The proper approach is: 
 

a. In respect of sites with planning permission/allocation is to ask 
whether there is clear evidence that there is no realistic prospect of 

the Site delivering housing as assessed by the Council; 
 

b. In respect of sites without planning permission/allocation is to ask 
whether there is robust and up to date evidence that there is a 
realistic prospect of the Site delivering housing as assessed by the 

Council. 
  

229. It is also submitted that there is no policy requirement for the Council to 
demonstrate that it has a “robust” five-year housing land supply. Nor is there 

any policy requirement that a “precautionary approach” should be adopted to 
five-year housing land supply considerations.  

 
The Housing Monitoring Update August 2017 

230. The Council’s Housing Monitoring Update August 2017 sets out in detail a re-
appraisal of the position. The Housing Monitoring Update which shifts the 

base date to 31 March 2017 utilises the same methodology employed in the 
CELPS Examination process. This methodology was described by the 

Examination Inspector as resulting in a “robust, comprehensive and 
proportionate assessment” housing delivery (Examination Inspector’s Report 

p19 para 69). 
 

231. The HMU reveals that completions have increased to a level more than 
double that delivered in 2013/14 and for the fourth year in a row. In 

addition, there has been a net increase in commitments of some 3157 units 
compared to the position in March 2016 – a 19% increase on the position in 
March 2016. Indeed, the level of planning permissions granted/resolutions to 

approve in the last 12 months stands at 5269 units. Thus, not only have 
completions increased since March 2016 but also the pool of planning 
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permissions to enable additional housing to come forward has increased very 

substantially. 
 

232. It is submitted that this demonstrates that the pool of deliverable sites has 
increased since March 2016 and not decreased as the Appellant contends. 

 
The Appellant’s Case on Housing Land Supply 
 

233. The ‘big picture issues’ between the parties are as follows. 
 

 Backlog 
  

234. Mr Wedderburn contended that the “Sedgpool 8” method of addressing 
backlog adopted by the Council and accepted by the Examination Inspector is 

to be applied so that the period it relates to shrinks year on year i.e. in the 
second year it is to be applied to a 7 year period in the third a six year period 

and so on until it shrinks to no period at all. 
  

235. Mr Wedderburn has got this badly wrong. It is well established that the 
Sedgefield approach to backlog is a rolling approach and there is no reason 

not to apply this approach to the backlog in Cheshire East. He produced no 
appeal decision which supported the approach of a gradually shrinking period 

over which backlog should be applied. 
 

236. Further and more significantly, Mr Wedderburn’s point was taken and 
rejected in the Willaston appeal where the Inspector concluded (document 
D30 para 45): 

 
“The Sedgepool 8 method was agreed by the examining Inspector for the 

CELPS on the basis that the backlog would be met within the next 8 years 
of the plan period from 1 April 2016.  I note the appellant’s concern that 

applying Sedgepool 8 from April 2017 effectively rolls the backlog 
forward another year.  However, the CELPS Inspector agreed to vary the 

Sedgefield method because delivering the backlog over 5 years in 
Cheshire East would result in an unrealistic and undeliverable annual 

housing requirement.  Dealing with a shortfall in housing delivery since 
the start of the plan period is a rolling requirement in the calculation of 

the 5 year housing requirement at any point in the plan period.  The 
Council has factored the backlog for 2016-17 into the calculation of the 

current 5 year requirement.  It would be unreasonable at such an early 
stage in the life of the new CELPS to depart from the Sedgepool 8 

approach, given the basis for it in Cheshire East.  To do so would in effect 
impose a further variant of the Sedgefield and Liverpool methods outside 

of the local plan examination process.” 
 

237. The Council submits that there has been no relevant change in circumstances 
since that decision. It continues to be unreasonable to adopt a different 
approach outside of the Plan process. The Appellant’s case in this regard 

must be rejected. 
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Build Rates  

  
238. Mr Wedderburn’s position accepted the build rates on sites adopted by the 

Council (which reflected the approach accepted by the Examination 
inspector) other than on larger sites. On these larger sites he explained that 

he only accepted a 50 dpa yield where there is specific evidence to show that 
two builders would be on-site. In other words, he relies upon an absence of 
evidence to prove there would be two builders on site rather than any 

assessment of the realism of the assertion that two builders on site would not 
be realistic.  

  
239. This is a perfect example of an approach at odds with the Policy position in 

the Framework. The policy compliant approach (as set out above) in relation 
to sites with planning permission/allocation is to ask whether there is clear 

evidence that there is no realistic prospect of two builders on site. Mr 
Wedderburn produced no evidence on this whatsoever. 

 
240. Indeed, it is entirely unclear what evidence he would accept. For example, in 

relation to his approach to site LPS4 he explained that evidence from site 
promotors cannot be relied upon. If the evidence of the likely manner of build 

out of a site from those promoting a site cannot be relied upon, it is difficult 
to see how a local planning authority could evidence justify an assumption 

that two builders would actually come forward.  
 

241. The evidence presented by Mr Fisher (rebuttal p13 table below paragraph 
68), however, was that in practice the build rate is frequently significantly 
higher than the Council’s methodology assumed in many cases by a factor of 

more than 100%. Even a small increase in the build rate over all of say 10% 
would produce an increase of supply of 1295. It cannot be said that there is 

no prospect of an increase in overall build rate of 10% or more than the 
Council has assumed. 

 
242. It is submitted that Mr Wedderburn’s evidence on this issue should be 

rejected. Only where there is specific evidence that there is no reasonable 
prospect of a large site being developed out by two builders should an 

assumption of anything less than 50 dpa be adopted. 
 

Lead-In Times 
   

243. Mr Wedderburn also attacked the Council’s approach to examining sites by 
reference to a study of lead-in times he had undertaken. This examined some 

70 sites through the planning process (see his appendix MW6). He then 
applied timings for various stages of the planning process to sites in the 

future i.e. he applied timings from the past and assumed they would be 
comparable in the future; his approach is flawed. 

 
244. Firstly, 20 sites out of his 70 (29%) were sites which obtained planning 

permission on appeal. That was because prior to the adoption of the CELPS 

there were considerable issues relating to the principle of development on 
sites within Cheshire East. This gave rise to much argument, many appeals 

and many delays. 
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245. With the adoption of CELPS, the basis for these in principle arguments has 

been removed. The whole point of adopting a Local Plan is, after all, to 
provide a reliable basis for decision making which minimises scope of in 

principle disagreement. Indeed, Mr Wedderburn accepted in XX that he would 
not expect the same proportion of appeals going forward as had been 

experienced in his sample of sites.  
 
246. As Mr Fisher explained in his rebuttal evidence (page 7 paragraph 35), the 

circumstances are very different now.  Virtually all sites in the supply are 
either committed or are allocated. Accordingly, the number of appeals has 

also reduced – with no further residential inquiries programmed after the 
current one.  Further, Local plan adoption not only resolves the principle of 

development (a major stumbling block previously – hence the number of 
appeals) – but it also assists in agreement on matters of detail (education, 

highways, landscaping etc) as all now relate to clear adopted policies. Added 
to this the Council has also adopted SPD on design guidance (May 2017), 

which again makes the position on detailed layouts clearer. In addition, the 
s106 process is assisted since the planning obligations are now linked to 

adopted policies (e.g affordable housing). 
 

247. These are all reasons why the timing adopted in the past is relation to 
particular stages of the planning process are unlikely to be continued in the 

future. Thus, pointing to the past, as Mr Weddderburn has, does not establish 
that the approach adopted by the Council to lead in times is clearly 

unrealistic. 
 
248. Indeed, they cannot be viewed as such given that the lead-in times utilised in 

the Council’s evidence were accepted by the Examination Inspector as 
appropriate. That Inspector has the evidence now present in the present 

appeal and had the benefit of representations from all stakeholders, not just 
Mr Wedderburn. The lead-in times presented were the product of discussion 

with those stakeholders. In confirming that the lead-in times utilised were 
appropriate the Examination Inspector would have been aware of the points 

relating to the effect of adoption of CELPS and timings.  
 

249. To reject the lead-in times adopted by the statutory plan process via the s78 
appeal process is a radical step. It wholly undermines the basis on which the 

CELPS housing land supply was calculated and found sound. In other words, 
it undermines the strategic basis for the CELPS at its core. It would leave the 

man in street wondering how a Local Plan can be sound one month and then 
some 9 months later be found to have been adopted on a basis which can no 

longer supported. What a colossal waste of public resources it would be to 
have promoted a Plan which is then effectively jettisoned less than a year 

later? 
 

250. It is submitted that great care needs to be taken to ensure that such a 
significant step is not taken lightly or else it will bring national planning policy 
and the planning system as a whole into disrepute. It must only be a rare 

case indeed, when a methodology accepted at Examination a few months 
before is deemed inappropriate a few months later only on the basis of the 

sort of generalised evidence  presented by Mr Wedderburn. The time for 
consideration of that generalised evidence was in pursuit of objection to the 
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CELPS at Examination when all stakeholders involved could have their views 

aired and considered and not subsequently in a s78 appeal where other 
stakeholders views are not provided.   

 
251. But of course, unlike Mr Wedderburn, the Council’s appraisal is not simply 

reliant upon the application of generic time periods from a study of 70 sites 
in the past.  

 

252.  Mr Fisher set out in his evidence an exercise which sought to look at the 
lessons to be learned from recent post adoption data. He analysed major 

applications that commenced between 1 April and 31 December 2017. He 
considered that he had obtained a decent but not comprehensive sample of 

what is currently taking place.  
  

253. His evidence showed that for the 16 Major developments that have started 
by Q3 of 2017/18 the median timeline between the date of detailed consent 

and the start of construction is 0.43 years – or just over 5 months. A similar 
picture applies to both larger and smaller developments.  For those 

applications that featured an outline the median timeline between the date of 
outline consent and the start of work is 1.47 years. Once again, the picture is 

similar for both larger and smaller applications. This data is set out in 
Appendix 2 to Mr Fisher’s rebuttal.  

  
254. The most up to date information reinforces the timelines employed in the 

standard methodology and demonstrates that sites can commence and 
deliver initial units within relatively short timescales. Whilst not every site 
may deliver in this way, those starting in 2017/18 follow this pattern.  

 
255. The data also reveals that of the sites of 100 units or more, 44% of sites 

have started ahead of the timescales in the HMU. It is submitted that this 
illustrates the reasonableness of the Council‘s approach and that sites are not 

only capable of meeting the timescale in that approach but also of improving 
upon them. It is submitted that this provides a good indicator of what will 

happen in future. It demonstrates that sites are fully capable of delivering to 
the timescales anticipated by the Council and that those timescales are 

realistic. 
 

256. A further and important point to note from Mr Fisher’s analysis of this data is 
that full applications (as opposed to reserved matters) were made on more 

than 50% of the sites.  This includes half of the sites over 100 units. This 
shows that on allocated sites, companies are willing to use the greater 

certainty that the development plan provides to proceed straight to a detailed 
application.  

 
257. By contrast Mr Wedderburn confirmed in XX that he had assumed that all 

sites without planning permission would come forward as outline 
applications. The evidence that Mr Fisher has adduced demonstrates that this 
assumption is not realistic. As a result timescales are applied to sites on a 

basis that an outline planning permission will be obtained when the evidence 
shows that for a large proportion that will not be the case. The result is that 

Mr Wedderburn’s approach is seriously unrealistic. 
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258. Further, the Council has relied upon site specific evidence and has specifically 

contacted site owners and promoters. Such site-specific evidence must 
constitute better evidence than the generalised approach of Mr Wedderburn. 

 
259. In particular, there may be a number of site specific reasons why a site 

would come forward faster or slower. In looking at the position, it is 
submitted that site owners/promoters must be in the best position to advise 
on a number of factors including, the likely phasing and thus timing of 

reserved matters applications since phasing is often tied to funding issues. 
They have knowledge of timing issues arising out option agreements which 

no other party knows and which can include the need for certain stages to be 
met by certain dates. They also have access information relating to 

construction including implications for financing, and labour supply and 
materials.  

 
260. These are all matters known by site owners/promoters and no-one else. Yet 

Mr Wedderburn’s approach was to ignore this. He negated all of this by 
asserting that statements by promoters were not reliable. Admittedly caution 

has to be applied to statements made prior to the adoption of a Local Plan 
which allocates sites, since there may be a desire for some to present a 

rosier picture of deliverability of their site in order to secure allocation. 
Indeed, this point is crucial because it undermines any reliability in the 

exercise conducted by Mr Wedderburn (his rebuttal page 5 paragraph 4.7) 
looking at outturn against comments. The comments he examined were all 

made prior to the adoption of the CELPS and the allocation of the sites 
concerned. 

 

261. It is the case, however, that after allocation that motivation is simply 
removed. Indeed, Mr Wedderburn struggled to identify why post allocation a 

site owner/promotor would make unreliable statements regarding the yield of 
units from their site in XX. 

 
262. All of these matters point to a single conclusion; there is no basis for 

accepting that there is clear evidence that there is no realist prospect of the 
lead-in times adopted by the Council and accepted by the Examination 

Inspector coming about. The reality here is that there is ample evidence to 
establish that they are robust, up to date and realistic. 

 
263. It is submitted that the approach advocated by the Appellant must be 

rejected and the approach that lies behind the recently adopted Local Plan 
and utilised by Mr Fisher in his appraisal must be accepted. 

 
5% Discount 

  
264. Mr Wedderburn adopted an approach in which he was entirely alone; no 

other planning consultant in any of the appeals post-adoption of CELPS has 
contended that a percentage discount to the total supply should be applied to 
take account of planning permissions which expire. He is a lone voice in this. 

The reason why is that it is a thoroughly bad point. 
  

265. Firstly, his figures were miscalculated even if it were right to apply the 
discount. He had applied it to permissions that were already implemented; 
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once implemented a planning permission cannot expire. Mr Wedderburn 

agreed that his discount should not be applied to implemented permissions. 
 

266. Secondly. Mr Wedderburn has identified his 5% figure by reference to data 
from the Council which contained an error. Mr Fisher explained in his rebuttal 

evidence that the consequences of that error meant that a figure of 5% 
expiry could not be supported from the data; rather a figure of 4% (Fisher 
rebuttal paragraph 45). But this is before an allowance is made for sites 

which obtain a new planning permission after expiry. Mr Wedderburn allowed 
1% for this. That would get one to a 3% discount figure. 

 
267. However, Mr Wedderburn had made no investigation of the extent to which 

the sites where consent had lapsed in the past had obtained planning 
permission post expiry. Mr Fisher explained that in practice many sites regain 

consent in short order and are subsequently developed. This illustrates that 
even if a site lapses it is capable of development. Further, the NPPG indicates 

that where there is robust evidence a site without planning consent can be 
included in the supply. Where planning consent has been given in the past 

and there are no significant physical impediments, it is in line with national 
guidance to include sites within the deliverable supply.  

 
268. As Mr Fisher explained in his rebuttal at paragraph 47 the Council only 

employs 63% of commitments within its 5-year supply. It is very far from 
counting every last house from consent. There is plenty of scope for other 

commitments to deliver better than expected. 
 
269. Even more significantly, however, Mr Wedderburn’s approach if adopted 

would result in a double counting. The effect of applying a lapse rate to a 
housing requirement is that additional sites need to be found to make up the 

shortfall. However, the housing requirement in Cheshire East already includes 
a 20% buffer. Paragraph 47 explains that the purpose of the 20% buffer is to 

“to provide a realistic prospect of achieving the planned supply and to ensure 
choice and competition in the market for land”. Thus the 20% buffer rate is 

already applied in order to achieve the objective of Mr Wedderburn’s 
discount. There is no reason to both increase the housing requirement and to 

decrease to pool of available sites for the same purpose. To do so results in 
double counting. 

 
270. Mr Wedderburn was unable to identify any coherent reason why in the 

circumstances pertaining to Cheshire East both a 5% discount and a 20% 
buffer should be applied when he was questioned on the point in cross-

examination. 
 

271. The dangers of applying a discount for the decision maker can be seen in the 
case of Wokingham Borough Council v Secretary of State [2017] EWHC 

1863 where the High Court quashed an Inspector’s decision for failing to 
explain why in a 20% buffer context it was appropriate to apply a discount 
lapse rate. Indeed, in that case reference is made to a decision of the 

Secretary of State in respect of a proposed development in Malpas, Cheshire. 
In that case the Secretary of State agreed with the Inspector’s reasoning on 

certain points including these. The Inspector considered the objective of the 
20% “buffer” was to provide a realistic prospect of achieving the planned 
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supply and to ensure choice and competition in the market and that “the 

buffer figure thereby allows for some uncertainty and slippage in the delivery 
of some sites”. He added:  

 
“there is no evidence to support the arbitrary 6 month or 12 month 

slippage rate assumed by the Appellant across all developments. To 
apply such an assumption, or the alternative 10% discount (which is 
equally arbitrary), would result in double counting in that the 20% 

buffer would also allow significant slippage or non-implementation.” 
 

272. The same reasoning applies to the present case. For all these reasons Mr 
Wedderburn’s suggested 5% lapse rate must be rejected. 

 
Windfall  

 
273. Mr Wedderburn has adopted an inconsistent approach to windfall. He 

included an allowance for windfall in areas not including Crewe. There was no 
rational reason for this and this needs to be taken into account when looking 

at the “allocation” for windfall for the Crewe area. 
  

A Comparison between Trajectory and Actual Delivery 
  

274. The Appellant has placed significant emphasis on a comparison between the 
actual delivery of housing and that which was anticipated in the housing 

trajectory. A number of annotated graphs were produce on behalf of the 
Appellant to illustrate the points being made. These points were put forward 
as a basis for suggesting that the Council’s identification of housing land 

supply is suspect in some way. The comparison in fact does not such thing. 
  

275. As the Court of appeal emphasised in St Modwen, paragraph 49 of the NPPF 
requires a local planning authority "demonstrate a five-year supply of 

deliverable housing sites". This is not the same things as comparing against 
the requirement that the authority must "illustrate the expected rate of 

housing delivery through a housing trajectory for the plan period" as part of 
Plan preparation. A housing trajectory is undertaking a different task from 

the exercise that must be undertaken when looking at deliverable sites for 
purposes of a 5 year housing land supply assessment. Accordingly, the 

comparative exercise undertake is of only very limited utility in a decision 
taking context. 

 
276. Further, it has to be remembered that the issue here relates to the delivery 

of houses over a five-year period. As the Examination Inspector recognised 
there will inevitably be slippage or advancement of some sites in reality 

compared with any forecast. However, over a five-year period this effect is, 
absent particular evidence relating to a particularly significant and large 

strategic site, likely to even out. For example, a site where delivery slips will 
simply deliver in the next year. Thus, overall delivery in the next year is 
likely to be higher than anticipated unless units in that next year have come 

forward in an earlier year in significant number. That is why the Council’s 
trajectory in the HMU for next year increases; that is entirely logical and 

indeed an obvious consequence of slippage in the year to 1 April 2017.  
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Conclusion on Housing Land Supply  

277. For the reasons set out above, the Appellant’s case on housing land supply 
must be rejected. If the White Moss and Willaston Inspectors had applied the 

correct legal approach and not the unlawful “precautionary” one that they 
did, they would have concluded that the Council had a 5-year housing land 

supply. Mr Wedderburn’s attempt to argue that the position is far worse than 
these Inspectors identified must be rejected. 

  

278. The reality here is that the CELPS was only found sound because there was 
accepted to be a five-year housing land supply. To find the opposite but a 

few months later as a result of adopting a different approach to that accepted 
by the CELPS examination Inspector without any material change in 

circumstances is to fall into error and worse to undermine the public’s faith in 
the plan led system; what is the point of communities accepting the loss of 

greenbelt land in order to produce a Plan if the basis of that Plan is 
undermined by s78 Appeal decisions but a few months later? It is submitted 

that the public’s faith in the planning system will be wholly undermined if 
section 78 decisions conclude so lightly that a five year supply is lost so soon 

after plan adoption. It submitted that the conclusions of an Examination 
Inspector that a methodology is robust and that there is a five-year housing 

land supply must be treated as of significant weight. Those conclusions 
should only be undermined if there is strong evidence to demonstrate that 

there has been a fundamental change of circumstances in the intervening 
period. There is not such evidence and no such change of circumstances in 

the present case. The only reasonable conclusion in this appeal is that the 
Council has demonstrated that it has a five-year housing land supply of 
deliverable sites. 

 
Flexing the Settlement Boundaries 

  
279. Since the Council has a 5-year housing land supply of deliverable sites, there 

is no policy imperative to “flex” the settlement boundaries and the 
Appellant’s contention in that regard must be rejected. Indeed, Mr Downes 

accepted in XX that if there is a five-year housing land supply the settlement 
boundaries must be up to date. 

  
280. It is incorrect to assert, as the Appellant has done, that the settlement 

boundaries are out of date in any event since their review is foreseen in the 
CELPS itself. As Mr Taylor explained, the CELPS anticipates a review of 

boundaries in order to facilitate development later in the plan period; the 
settlement boundaries right now are up to date. 

 
281. Indeed, the Examination Inspector himself necessarily considered the 

question of whether the settlement boundaries were up to date. He must 
have, since a number of policies depend upon them and could not be sound 

unless the boundaries were up to date. Further, he considered numerous 
objections including those of the Appellant in relation to the Appeal site that 
sought to change the settlement boundaries. Since he concluded that the 

Council had a 5 year supply of housing, he must have concluded that, with 
the adjustments proposed, the settlement boundary was up to date. 
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282. It is submitted that, if you conclude that the Council has demonstrated that it 

has a five-year supply of deliverable housing sites, you must conclude that 
the settlement boundary is up to date. 

 
283. On the other hand, if you conclude that the Council has not demonstrated 

that it has a five-year supply of deliverable housing sites, then logically it 
must be the case that settlement boundaries must flex somewhere in order 
for further housing to come forward. In such circumstances, Policies PG6 and 

RES.5 must be given reduced weight; what has not been established, 
however, is that they must flex here in order to allow the Appeal scheme to 

come forward given its location and position in the settlement hierarchy. 
 

Flexing the Settlement Hierarchy and Spatial Distribution 
  

284. There is no evidence that the settlement hierarchy and spatial distribution 
anticipated in the CELPS has to flex in the absence of a five-year supply of 

deliverable housing sites. If you conclude that there is a five-year supply of 
deliverable housing sites then there can be no basis for such “flexing”. 

 
285. If there is a need for further sites to meet 5 year housing needs in the short 

term, it is obviously preferable that these are met at sites which do accord 
with the settlement and spatial distribution hierarchy; to accept otherwise is 

to subvert the newly adopted CELPS and the plan led system. 
 

286. As set out above, the Appeal Scheme is contrary to Policies PG2 and PG7. 
The Appeal scheme if permitted lead to housing provision of 18% above the 
level identified for this part of the District as appropriate in terms of spatial 

distribution in the CELPS and would add some 10% to the appropriate 
employment floorspace required resulting in employment provision some 

50% above the appropriate requirement. These are very significant levels of 
unplanned growth. It is so significant that it must necessarily undermine the 

careful balance between employment growth and housing that forms the 
basis of the strategy for Nantwich within the CELPS.  

  
287. It is submitted that even if there is no 5-year housing land supply of 

deliverable sites, Policies PG2 and PG7 of the CELPS should be given 
significant weight. 

 
The Planning Balance 

  
288. In order to assist in undertaking the planning balance these submissions 

address the planning balance on two alternative bases: 
  

If there is a five-year housing land supply; and 
 

If there is no five-year housing land supply 
 
There is a Five-Year Housing Land Supply 

  
289. If there is a five-year housing land supply then the policies in the 

development plan are up to date. There is then no basis for applying the 
tilted balance. Instead paragraph 14 of the NPPF requires the development to 
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be assessed against the policies in the Development Plan. The significant 

conflict with the development plan has been identified in above. In a context 
where the development plan is up to date, the breaches of policy identified 

above must be given full weight. 
  

290. Section 38(6) of the 2004 Act falls to be applied. This indicates that given the 
breach of development plan policy planning permission should be refused 
unless material considerations indicate otherwise. 

 
291. The development would provide market and affordable housing. However, as 

set out above, the Council is in a position where a 5-year supply can be 
demonstrated and the Council is meeting its market housing needs and has 

made the necessary strategic provision for the future.  Therefore only limited 
weight can be given to this benefit, particularly given that the CELPs have 

addressed Nantwich’s housing needs, including through the strategic 
allocations at Kingsley fields and Snow Hill.   

  
292. The provision of affordable housing is a benefit of the proposed development 

and would result in 57 affordable properties being provided based on a 189 
house development.  However, affordable housing is required to be delivered 

by all housing developments.   As set out above, the appeal scheme is not 
needed in order to secure a five-year supply of housing, and the Examination 

Inspector concluded that the CELPS, by delivering its planned housing 
numbers, appropriately meets affordable housing needs. Nevertheless, given 

local housing need, it is accepted that the delivery of affordable housing in an 
accessible location is an important benefit of the scheme.  

 

293. Overall the proposal would also provide social and economic benefits.  These 
would include employment opportunities generated in construction, spending 

within the construction industry supply chain and indirectly as a result of 
future residents contributing to the local economy.  There would also be a 

boost to the local economy through additional spending and support for 
existing facilities and services.    

 
294. Although economic benefits from the construction of the site would be limited 

as these would cease upon completion of the development.  Indeed, it has 
not been established that the economic benefits here would be additional to 

those which would arise in any event.  For example, if the construction 
workers were not on this site, it is likely they would be employed elsewhere.    

 
295. The appeal site (A) proposes a package of development in addition to the 

housing. This includes a local centre incorporating   a convenience store with 
7 other small shop units, a potential new primary school and the provision of 

employment units.  However, there is no commitment to these actually being 
provided and no evidence that they would be. Accordingly, it is submitted 

that only limited weight should be attributed to the benefits arising from the 
proposed local centre. 

 

296. So far as the new employment provision is concerned, the evidence has 
established that there is no commitment to delivering this aspect of the 

scheme. Further, there is already substantial overprovision of employment 
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land in Nantwich. The benefits associated with this element of the scheme 

are also to be given only limited weight. 
 

297. Subject to a suitable Section 106 package, the proposed development would 
provide adequate public open space and highways improvements. However, 

these are not considered benefits of the development as they are required to 
make the development acceptable in planning terms. Therefore, whilst these 
factors do not weigh against the proposal they also do not weigh in favour. 

 
298. In the light of the above, in a context where it is accepted that there is a 5-

year supply of housing sites, the proposed development would lead to a very 
significant breach of the Development Plan. That breach must be given 

substantial weight against the grant of planning permission. Whilst there 
would be some benefits of granting planning permission these are of the kind 

that would arise from any housing scheme. There is nothing particular about 
the material considerations associated with the Appeal scheme which is of 

such particular benefit that it can be considered to outweigh the breach of 
the Development Plan.  

 
299. As a result, the only reasonable conclusion is that, applying section 38(6), 

planning permission must be refused. 
 

No Five Year Housing Land Supply  
  

300. If, contrary to the Council’s case it is concluded that there is no five-year 
housing land supply, then policies which are policies for the supply of housing 
are out of date and the tilted balance must be applied.  

  
301. It is submitted that none of the policies identified above as being in breach 

by the proposed development are policies for the supply of housing in the 
narrow sense identified in Hopkins Homes. However, in Hopkins Homes it 

was recognised that the weight of policies that would operate to constrain 
development to meet housing needs could be affected by a conclusion that 

there is no five-year housing land supply; otherwise the policy objective of 
meeting housing needs might be frustrated. 

 
302. It is then necessary to carry out an exercise of: 

 
Examining harm against benefits in order to apply the tilted balance; and 

 
Undertaking the exercise required by section 38(6) of the 2004 Act. 

  
303.  The appeal scheme will have material economic and social benefits as set 

out above. I also acknowledge that the actual delivery of housing to meet 
needs within 5 years in a context where there is no 5-year supply of housing 

is a factor to which weight should be given. How much weight depends upon 
the extent to which the proposed development is likely to deliver housing 
within this time-scale. In the present case there are a number of factors that 

are likely to mean that the actual contribution towards the current five-year 
supply will be very limited. 
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304. There is likely to be a substantial delay in the decision-making process given 

the time taken for decisions to be made previously in this case. Following the 
Public Inquiry held in February 2014 the appeals were not dismissed by the 

Secretary of State until 17th March. Subsequent to the quashing of this 
decision by the High Court on 3rd July 2015, the appeals were re-determined 

by the Secretary of State with the decision issued on 11 August 2016. 
  
305. As set out by Adrian Fisher when applying the Council’s assumed lead-in 

times, a site with outline planning permission of the size of the appeal 
proposal would start on site at 2 years with 15 dwellings being completed 

that year. A completion rate of 30 dwellings/year would be assumed for 
years 3, 4 and 5. With this in mind, if the Secretary of State was to allow this 

appeal, say, twelve months on from this Inquiry, the site would at best, on 
the Council’s lead in times contribute 45 completions to the 5 year supply.  

 
306. However, if Mr Wedderburn’s approach to standardised lead-in times followed 

there would be even less of a contribution made to supply within five years. 
The additional year’s delay that that approach would deliver would reduce the 

Appeal scheme’s contribution to just 15 homes in the five-year period (see 
Taylor proof paragraph 6.58). Thus, whilst the development might make 

some contribution towards the five-year housing land supply it is likely to be 
small, and at best 45 dwellings but likely less. 

 
307. It is on this point that the Appellant’s evidence performs a remarkable volte 

face; instead of applying the standard approach to sites with outline planning 
permission that Mr Wedderburn applied to every other site, the Appellant 
adopts a bespoke timetable which results in a much faster rate of delivery. It 

is even more remarkable that the Appellant should do this in the face of Mr 
Wedderburn’s evidence that decision makers should be wary of site 

owners/promoters overselling the rate of delivery from their sites. The 
Appellant’s wholly inconsistent case must be rejected in this regard. 

  
308. Whilst the Appeal scheme would deliver a limited number of homes to meet 

five-year housing land supply needs, it would remain housing that is not 
justified spatially. For reasons set out above, the conflict with the settlement 

hierarchy should still be given significant weight. In addition, the conflict with 
development plan policies seeking to protect the loss of BMV should also be 

given significant weight since it has not been established that needs could 
not be met on less valuable agricultural land. 

  
309. In relation to affordable housing, the position here is the same as set out 

above. Against this it is necessary to weigh the benefits of the proposed 
development. The benefits associated with the provision of a local centre are 

to be given only limited weight for the reasons set out above. In addition, it 
is to be noted that no need for a local centre has been asserted or 

established by the Appellant. In relation to the employment, as set out 
above, there is no established need for the employment aspect of the 
proposed development. The benefits associated with it are to be given limited 

weight as already explained. As a consequence, the additional benefits 
compared to the situation where there is a five-year housing land supply only 

change by reference to the weight attributable to the actual contribution the 
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proposed development would make supply, which is likely to be limited for 

reasons set out above. 
 

Impacts 
  

310. It is acknowledged that in the absence of a five-year housing land supply the 
geographic extent of the settlement boundaries can be regarded as out of 
date, but nonetheless the proposals would harm the Policy objectives of 

recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the open countryside for the 
reasons set out above. 

 
311. The Secretary of State has considered the extent of that harm previously and 

there has been no material change in circumstances which means that a 
different conclusion should be reached. The decision letter of August 11th 

2016 concludes: 
 

“Weighing against the proposals, the Secretary of State considers that 
the proposals would cause harm to the character and appearance of 

the open countryside, for the reasons given at paragraphs 27-28 
above. This harm would be in conflict with paragraphs 7 and the 5th 

and 7th bullet points of paragraph 17 of the Framework. Having given 
careful consideration to the evidence to the Inquiry, the Inspector’s 

conclusions and the parties’ subsequent representations, the Secretary 
of State considers that the harm to the character and appearance of 

the open countryside should carry considerable weight against the 
proposals in this case. He further considers that the loss of BMV land is 
in conflict with paragraph 112 of the Framework and carries moderate 

weight against the proposals, for the reasons given at paragraphs 31-
34 above.” (para. 46). 

 
312. It is important to remember that much of this harm is likely to be caused by 

housing that would not contribute to 5-year housing supply and thus would 
not contribute to any identified shortfall in that supply. In addition, no 

justification for the local centre or employment provisions has been proffered 
as Mr Downes accepted in XX. Thus, granting planning permission would 

result in adverse impact upon the open countryside from housing which is not 
required to meet any 5-year housing land supply needs and from other 

development which is not required to meet retail/employment floorspace 
needs. As a result, it is submitted that the weight to be given to such adverse 

impacts from unjustified development in the open countryside, on BMV and in 
a location which conflicts with the adopted settlement hierarchy is very 

substantial. 
 

313. As explained above, the proposed development will result in the loss of BMV 
for a scheme which is not necessary since the greater part of it is not 

required to meet any identified need. Further, there has been no assessment 
which has established that the part of the scheme which may be needed (the 
small number of housing units that might come forward to meet five-year 

housing needs) cannot be accommodated on less valuable agricultural land. 
 

314. Overall, it is submitted that the adverse impacts of granting permission 
would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed 
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against the policies in the Framework taken as a whole. It is thus submitted 

that the proposed development is not sustainable development and is not 
supported by the NPPF. 

  
315. So far as the section 38(6) exercise is concerned, it is submitted that the 

proposed development would give rise to significant breaches of the 
Development Plan. Where there is no five-year housing land supply however, 
it is necessary to identify the appropriate weight to give to those policies.  

  
316. The Court of Appeal in the Suffolk Coastal case, in a passage which is not 

affected by the Supreme Court decision gave some guidance as to factors 
which are relevant to a decision makers consideration of the weight to give to 

policies in this context at paragraph 49: 
 

“One may, of course, infer from paragraph 49 of the NPPF that in the 
Government’s view the weight to be given to out-of-date policies for 

the supply of housing will normally be less than the weight due to 
policies that provide fully for the requisite supply. The weight to be 

given to such policies is not dictated by government policy in the NPPF. 
Nor is it, nor could it be, fixed by the court. It will vary according to 

the circumstances, including, for example, the extent to which relevant 
policies fall short of providing for the five-year supply of housing land, 

the action being taken by the local planning authority to address it, or 
the particular purpose of a restrictive policy – such as the protection of 

a “green wedge” or of a gap between settlements. There will be many 
cases, no doubt, in which restrictive policies, whether general or 
specific in nature, are given sufficient weight to justify the refusal of 

planning permission despite their not being up-to-date under the policy 
in paragraph 49 in the absence of a five-year supply of housing land. 

Such an outcome is clearly contemplated by government policy in the 
NPPF. It will always be for the decision-maker to judge, in the 

particular circumstances of the case in hand, how much weight should 
be given to conflict with policies for the supply of housing that are out-

of-date. This is not a matter of law; it is a matter of planning judgment 
(see paragraphs 70 to 75 of Lindblom J.’s judgment in Crane, 

paragraphs 71 and 74 of Lindblom J.’s   judgment in Phides, and 
paragraphs 87, 105, 108 and 115 of Holgate J.’s judgment in 

Woodcock Holdings Ltd. v Secretary of State for Communities and 
Local Government and Mid-Sussex District Council [2015] EWHC 1173   

(Admin)).” 
 

317. It is then relevant to consider; 
  

• The extent to the shortfall; 
• The action being taken by the local planning authority to 

address that shortfall; and 
• The particular purpose of a restrictive policy. 

  

318. In this context, to the extent that a shortfall can be identified, it must be 
very small indeed. As Mr Fisher explained the next stage of the development 

plan is for the identification of additional housing sites. Any shortfall now is 
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likely to be addressed very shortly, and in all probability before the Appeal 

Scheme is likely to deliver any housing units. 
 

319. So far as the particular purposes of the relevant restrictive policies are 
concerned, the protection of the open countryside and of the best and most 

versatile land are objectives wholly supported by the Framework. In addition, 
the sustainable distribution of development via appropriate settlement 
hierarchy is supported by the Framework. 

 
320. Accordingly, in a context where there is no 5-year housing land supply, the 

relevant restrictive policies cannot be given full weight, however they can be 
given weight at a level just below that since any shortfall identified will be 

very small, is likely to be addressed very quickly indeed and before the 
Appeal Scheme could contribute units and seek to achieve objectives 

supported by the Framework. 
 

321. Against this the benefits of the scheme must be weighed. These have been 
addressed above. In essence, the Appeal scheme would only deliver a very 

limited number of units to meet five-year housing land supply needs. The 
remaining housing units, the local centre and the employment use proposed 

would not meet any identified need and are wholly unjustified. In this 
context, the harm that they would cause and the breach of development plan 

policy they give rise to is not justified by reference to any public interest 
need for them. 

 
322. As a result, it cannot be the case that there is a justification for the proposed 

development. The Council submits that even where there is not five-year 

housing land supply, the conflicts with the development plan identified above 
are not outweighed by any material considerations. Thus, it must be 

concluded that planning permission should be refused and the appeal 
dismissed. 

 
Supplementary evidence submitted following the publication of the 

revised National Planning Policy Framework 
 

STATUS OF THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN  
 

323. The rFramework does not change the statutory status of the 
development plan as the starting point for decision making. Planning 

law requires that applications for planning permission be determined in 
accordance with the development plan. Where a planning application 

conflicts with an up-to-date development plan (including any 
neighbourhood plans that form part of the development plan), 

permission should not usually be granted (paragraph 2, 12 and 47 of 
the rFramework).  The adopted development plan for Cheshire East 

currently comprises of the following documents:  
 

• The Cheshire East Local Plan Strategy (adopted 27 July 2017) 

(CELPS)  
 

• The saved policies of the Borough of Crewe and Nantwich 
Replacement Local Plan (adopted 17 February 2005) (CNLP)  
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• The Stapeley and Batherton Neighbourhood Plan (made on the 15th 
February 2018). 

 
324. These plans were adopted prior to the introduction of rFramework. Paragraph 

213 confirms that existing policies should not be considered out-of-date 
simply because they were adopted or made prior to the publication of this 
Framework. Due weight should be given to them, according to their degree of 

consistency with this Framework (the closer the policies in the plan to the 
policies in the Framework, the greater the weight that may be given). 

 
CONSISTENCY OF ADOPTED POLICIES WITH THE NPPF  

 
Spatial Strategy  

 
325. The CELPS sets out the overall vision and planning strategy for the Borough. 

It is an up-to-date plan that provides a positive vision for the future and 
provides a framework for addressing housing needs and other economic, 

social and environmental priorities in accordance with paragraph 15 of the 

rFramework. The plan clearly sets out an overall strategy for the pattern, 

scale and quality of development, and makes sufficient provision for housing 
to meet the objectively assessed needs of the area. Policy PG1 states that 
sufficient land will be provided for a minimum of 36,000 new homes over the 

20 year plan period, in accordance with rFramework paragraph 20. It should 

be noted that this figure is significantly higher than that previously published 

by MHCLG in its indicative assessment of housing need of 1,142 dwellings per 
annum (22,840 over 20 years). The CELPS therefore seeks to significantly 

boost housing supply, having regard to paragraph 59, providing a clear 
strategy for bringing sufficient land forward, and at a sufficient rate, to 

address objectively assessed needs over the plan period, in line with the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development. 

 
Settlement hierarchy  
 

326. The CELPS establishes a settlement hierarchy for development. In essence, 
this ensures that the majority of development takes place close to the 

borough’s Principal Towns and Key Service Centres to maximise use of 
existing infrastructure and resources and to allow homes, jobs and other 

facilities to be located close to one another. The plan therefore plays an 
active role in guiding development towards sustainable solutions having 

regard to paragraph 7 of the rFramework. As at the 31.3.2017, some 37,196 
dwellings were committed, completed or allocated, leaving a small residual 

requirement to be addressed through the subsequent Site Allocations and 
Development Policies Document (SADPD) which will be published for 

consultation in September 2018. It should be noted that through existing 
allocations, completions and commitments, sufficient deliverable and 

developable land and sites to meet the housing requirement of 36,000 homes 
has already been provided. The additional allocations identified through the 

future SADPD will therefore serve to provide for local housing needs in 
particular settlements.  
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Open countryside 

  
327. The Council’s evidence demonstrates that the development will result in harm 

to the intrinsic character and beauty of the open countryside. This harm was 
acknowledged in the previous decision letter of the Secretary of State. The 

appeal proposal conflicts with Policy PG6 of the CELPS and Policy RES5 of the 
CNLP. These policies are considered to be consistent with Paragraph 170 of 
the rFramework which states that planning policies and decisions should 

contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by:  
 

‘recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, and the 
wider benefits from natural capital and ecosystem services – including the 

economic and other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural 
land, and of trees and woodland’.  

 
Best and Most Versatile Agricultural Land  

 
328. CELPS Policy SE.2 encourages the re-use/ redevelopment of previously 

developed land and also seeks to safeguard natural resources, including high 
quality agricultural land. The supporting text advises that agricultural land is 

a finite resource which cannot be easily replicated once lost. Policy SD2 (v) 
also states that the permanent loss of areas of agricultural land quality 1,2 or 

3a should be avoided unless the strategic need overrides these issues. These 

policies are considered to be consistent with the rFramework as they 

recognise the economic and other benefits that are derived from best and 

most versatile land. Furthermore, the Council has recognised through Policy 
SD2 that there may be occasions where a strategic need may override such 

loss. 
 

329. These policies are considered to be consistent with the rFramework. 
Paragraph 170(b) of the rFramework states that planning policies and 

decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment 
by recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, and the 

wider benefits from natural capital and ecosystem services – including the 
economic and other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land, 

and of trees and woodland. Best and Most Versatile Land is also relevant to 
plan making. Paragraph 171 states that plans should allocate land with the 

least environmental or amenity value, where consistent with other policies in 
the Framework. Footnote 53 advises that where significant development of 

agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary, areas of poorer quality 
land should be preferred to those of a higher quality. 

 

Stapeley & Batherton Neighbourhood Plan  

330. The Stapeley and Batherton Neighbourhood Plan forms part of the 

development plan. Where a planning application conflicts with a made 
neighbourhood plan, planning permission should not normally be granted in 

accordance with Paragraph 12 of the rFramework. At Paragraph 29, the 
rFramework states that neighbourhood planning gives communities the 

power to develop a shared vision for their area. Neighbourhood plans can 
shape, direct and help to deliver sustainable development, by influencing 

local planning decisions as part of the statutory development plan. 
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Neighbourhood plans can play an important role in identifying the special 

qualities of each area and explaining how this should be reflected in 
development (paragraph 125).  

 
331. The Stapeley Neighbourhood Plan was made on 15th February 2018 and is a 

recently adopted plan that includes local policies which seek to ensure that 
the special qualities of the area are recognised in the planning system. The 
plan contains notable policies on the landscape and open countryside, 

housing and design that should influence planning decisions, ensuring that 
development is appropriate to the area. The Neighbourhood Plan does not 

preclude residential development but rather it sets out the circumstances in 
which development will be permitted in order to ensure that it is 

commensurate with the character of the Parish and avoids intrusion into the 
open countryside.  
 

332. As submitted in evidence, the appeal proposal clearly conflicts with adopted 

policies GS1, Policies H1 and H2. These policies are considered to be 
consistent with paragraphs 77 – 79, 83, 125 and 170 of the rFramework and 

full weight should therefore be given to them.  

 

THE WEIGHT TO BE GIVEN TO ANY CONFLICT WITH POLICY  

333. The appellant’s case is that the Council cannot demonstrate a 5 year supply 

of deliverable housing sites. In these circumstances, footnote 7 and 
paragraph 11 of the NPPF apply. The NPPF states that where the policies that 

are most important for determining the planning application are out of date, 
planning permission should be granted unless the adverse impacts of doing 

so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when 
assessed against the policies in the Framework as a whole. As submitted in 

evidence, the Council has demonstrated that a sufficient 5 year supply of 
housing sites to meet identified requirements can be demonstrated. Any 

implications from revised NPPF on matters of housing requirements, delivery 
and supply are identified below.  

 
The Cheshire East Local Plan Strategy  

334. Paragraph 74 of the rFramework states that a five year supply of deliverable 

housing sites, with the appropriate buffer, can be demonstrated where it has 
been established in a recently adopted plan which:  

 
a) has been produced through engagement with developers and others 

who have an impact on delivery, and been considered by the Secretary 
of State; and  

b) incorporates the recommendation of the Secretary of State, where the 
position on specific sites could not be agreed during the engagement 

process.  

335. As submitted in evidence, the CELPS was adopted on the 21 July 2017. 

Therefore it should be considered a recently adopted plan having regard to 
paragraphs 73 & 74 and footnote 38. The Cheshire East housing requirement 

and the five year supply of housing sites were subject to lengthy and 
thorough examination, involving engagement with those stakeholders that 
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have an impact upon the delivery of sites. The adopted plan incorporated the 

recommendations of the Secretary of State. Upon adoption, the Inspector 
concluded that the Local Plan would produce a five year supply of housing, 

stating that:  
 

‘I am satisfied that CEC has undertaken a robust, comprehensive and 
proportionate assessment of the delivery of its housing land supply, 
which confirms a future 5 year supply of around 5.3 years’.  

336. Full weight should therefore be given to the CELPS as a recently adopted plan 
in accordance with paragraph 74. It should also be noted that the 5 year 

supply of specific deliverable sites considered by the Examining Inspector 
incorporated within it the maximum possible buffer – 20% (see Paragraph 

E.9, Appendix E of the CELPS). This buffer is double that now required to be 
applied to recently adopted plans having regard to paragraph 73(b) of the 

NPPF. If a 10% buffer had been applied to the Cheshire East 5 year housing 
supply requirement at the point of the adoption, this would have the effect of 

reducing the overall 5 year requirement by some 1,235 dwellings.  
 

337. The intention of the rFramework guidance appears to be to try and limit 
endless debates over 5 year housing supply, most particularly where the 

Secretary of State has recently ruled on the matter. This can be done either 
through the new annual assessment process or through the adoption of a 

local plan. National Policy now weighs heavily against attempts in S78 
planning appeals to re-examine housing supply where a definitive conclusion 

has been reached through the Local Plan process. The NPPF sets clear time 
limits on the currency of those conclusions. In the case of Cheshire East, it is 
evident that a 5 year supply can be demonstrated up to 31 October 2018 

based on the recent Local Plan adoption.  
 

338. The Council therefore respectfully requests that the Appeal Inspector and 
Secretary of State follows rFramework guidance in this regard and concludes 

that a 5 year supply can be demonstrated for the purpose of this appeal.  
 

The housing requirement  

339. Paragraph 60 of the rFramework states that strategic policies should be 

informed by a local housing need assessment, conducted using the standard 
method in national planning guidance – unless exceptional circumstances 

justify an alternative approach. As submitted in evidence, the adopted CELPS 
housing requirement for Cheshire East over the plan period is some 36,000 

homes, equivalent to 1,800 per annum. This is significantly higher than that 
previously published by MHCLG in its indicative assessment of housing need 

of 1,142 dwellings per annum. By adopting a significantly higher figure, the 
Council has clearly not shirked its responsibilities to significantly boost 

housing delivery within the Borough. 
  

340. The Council’s 5 year housing land supply assessment is based on a very 
generous assessment of need compared to the standard approach. The 
purpose of having a specific 5 year deliverable supply of housing sites is to 

ensure that sufficient land is available to enable homes to be built to meet 
housing need. In using a significantly higher figure than that produced by 

A9.96

Page 1485

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate


standard methodology, even if the calculated supply was exactly 5 years (or 

as in this case, that supply exceeds the 5 year requirement), it would fully 
achieve the objective of ensuring that there is sufficient land available to 

meet housing need.  
 

Presumption in favour of sustainable development  

341. Paragraph 11 and footnote 7 concerns the application of the presumption in 
favour of sustainable development to both plan making and decision taking.  

For decision-taking, the presumption in favour of sustainable development 
means:  

 
a) approving development proposals that accord with an up-to-date 

development plan without delay; or  
b) where there are no relevant development plan policies, or the policies 

which are most important for determining the application are out-of-date, 
granting permission unless:  

c) the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of 
particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development 

proposed; or  
d)  any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably 

outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this 
Framework taken as a whole.  

 

342. Footnote 7 explains that for the purposes of d) that out of date policies 

includes, for applications involving the provision of housing, situations where 
the local planning authority cannot demonstrate a five year supply of 
deliverable housing sites (with the appropriate buffer, as set out in paragraph 

73); or where the Housing Delivery Test indicates that the delivery of 
housing was substantially below (less than 75% of) the housing requirement 

over the previous three years. Transitional arrangements for the Housing 
Delivery Test are set out in Annex 1.  

 
343. As submitted in evidence, the appeal proposal does not accord with the 

adopted development plan. The CELPS is a recently adopted plan having 
regard to Paragraph 73 & 74 and footnote 38. Its adoption established a 5 

year supply of specific deliverable housing sites with the maximum buffer. 
The Council has submitted detailed evidence to the Inquiry to demonstrate 

that a continued 5 year supply of deliverable housing sites can be 
demonstrated since the adoption of the CELPS.  

 
The Housing Delivery Test  

344. The Housing Delivery Test (HDT) will apply from the day following the 
publication of the Housing Delivery Test results in November 2018 (see 

paragraph 215 of the rFramework). The HDT result will have a number of 
implications for decision-taking, including the circumstances in which the 

presumption in favour of sustainable development applies as explained at 
footnote 7. Under transitional arrangements, delivery of housing considered 
to be ‘substantially below’ the housing requirement will equate to delivery 

below 25% of the housing required over the previous three years.  
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345. The accompanying Housing Delivery Test Measurement Rule Book provides 
the methodology for calculating the HDT result. The Housing Delivery Test is 

effectively a percentage measurement of the number of net homes delivered 
against the number of homes required, over a rolling three year period.  

The number of net homes delivered is taken from the National Statistic for 
net additional dwellings over a rolling three year period, with adjustments 
credited for net student and net other communal accommodation. The 

national statistics are published annually in November.  

346. The number of net homes required, will be the lower of the latest adopted 

housing requirement (excluding any shortfall3) or the minimum annual local 
housing need figure. Under transitional arrangements, for the financial years 

2015-16, 2016-17 and 2017-18, the calculation of the minimum annual local 
housing need figure is to be replaced by household projections only. This is 

shown below.  
 

Year  Adopted annual 
CELPS 

Requirement  

Household 
projections 

(annual average 
over 10 year 

period)4  
 

Net additional 
dwellings  

 2015/16   1800   1,100   1573  
 2016/17   1800   1,100   1763  

 2017/18   1800   900   1509 dwellings  
 TOTAL   5400   3,100   4,8457  

 

347. What is clearly evident from the above table is that net additional dwellings 
over the three year period already comfortably exceeds the housing 

requirement calculated using 2012 and 2014 household projections. When the 
housing delivery test is applied against the completions data set out in the 

Council’s proof of evidence, it is evident that the test is met and exceeded by 
a significant margin (1,745 homes) even without the full year data for 

2017/18.  
 

348. While the Council has not yet published its annual housing monitoring update 
for 2017/18, as submitted in evidence, completions continue to show a 

positive direction of travel and it is likely that the final total of completions for 
the year ending 31 March 2018 will exceed that of previous years. However 

based simply on the evidence before the Inquiry, the November 2018 HDT 
result, using the formula in the published rule book, will show that housing 

delivery significantly exceeds the minimum number of net homes required.  
 

The buffer  

349. Paragraph 73 requires that Local planning authorities should identify and 

update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide a 
minimum of five years’ worth of housing against their housing requirement 
set out in adopted strategic policies, or against their local housing need 
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where the strategic policies are more than five years old. The supply of 

specific deliverable sites should in addition include a buffer (moved forward 
from later in the plan period) of:  

 
  a) 5% to ensure choice and competition in the market for land; or  

b) 10% where the local planning authority wishes to demonstrate a five 
year supply of deliverable sites through an annual position statement or 
recently adopted plan, to account for any fluctuations in the market during 

that year; or  
c) 20% where there has been significant under delivery of housing over the 

previous three years, to improve the prospect of achieving the planned 
supply  

 

350. Footnote 39 advises that from November 2018, the requirement to apply a 

20% buffer will be measured against the Housing Delivery Test result, where 
this indicates that delivery was below 85% of the housing requirement.  

 

351. As submitted in evidence, net completions over the past three years have 

continued to increase in Cheshire East. For the monitoring years 2015/16 and 
2016/17, net completions have exceeded the household projections result by 

as considerable margin.  
 

When the CELPS was adopted, it should be noted that the Council applied 
the maximum possible buffer to its calculation of the 5 year housing land 

supply requirement and with this buffer, the Examining Inspector confirmed 
that a 5 year supply could be demonstrated. The 20% buffer was also 
applied to the 5 year supply of deliverable sites identified in the subsequent 

Housing Monitoring Update (base date 31 March 2017). Evidence submitted 
to the Inquiry robustly demonstrates that a continued five year supply 

including the maximum buffer can be identified. It goes without saying, that 
if the buffer was to drop to 10 or 5 per cent, taking account of delivery over 

the past three years, the 5 year housing land supply requirement would also 
drop significantly.  

 
Definition of deliverable 

352. As per earlier guidance, the rFramework definition retains the previous 
requirement for sites to be available, suitable and achievable with a realistic 

prospect that housing will be delivered on the site within 5 years. As 
submitted in evidence, the relevant test is whether there is a realistic 

prospect of a site coming forward, i.e. is the site capable of being delivered 
within 5 years rather than it being absolute certainty that it will be delivered. 

The revised definition makes a distinction between sites that are small or 
have full planning permission and those that have outline planning permission 

or are allocated in a development plan or otherwise have planning permission 
in principle or identified through a brownfield land register. For small sites 

(less than 10 dwellings) and all sites with full planning permission should be 
considered deliverable until the permission expires, unless there is clear 
evidence that they will not come forward. For those sites with outline planning 

permission o planning permission in principle, allocated in the development 
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plan or sites identified in the brownfield land register. These can be 

considered deliverable where there is clear evidence that housing completions 
will begin within five years.  

 
353. The Council has submitted detailed evidence not only through the recent 

examination of the Local Plan Strategy, particularly in relation to strategic 
allocations but also to the Inquiry. A considerable body of evidence has been 
submitted on the deliverability of sites to respond to the very the detailed 

scrutiny of sites undertaken by the appellant. The Council’s evidence has been 
fully revised and updated, looking afresh at the latest position on key sites 

and the housing sector generally and this included evidence on many sites 
including those with outline planning permission and allocated through the 

CELPS. The evidence submitted included an updated 5 year housing land 
supply assessment, taking into account a small number of concessions made 

following the Park Road, Willaston appeal decision. It should be noted that 
evidence was submitted both in relation to the current appeal and a second 

appeal, APP/R0660/W/17/3176449: Land to the West of New Road, 
Wrenbury, which has now reported and a copy of the Inspector’s Decision 

Letter is appended. Based on the latest available evidence, the Inspector 
concluded that a deliverable 5 year supply was in place.  

 
354. Therefore the Council remains of the view that in light of the revised NPPF, a 

deliverable supply of housing sites to meet the five year requirement can be 
demonstrated.  

 
355. To conclude:  
 

• Adopted development plan policies are up-to-date and consistent with 

the rFramework 

•  The appeal proposal conflicts with up-to-date policies and full weight 
should be given to the findings of the Inspector who confirmed that 

upon adoption, a five year supply could be demonstrated. In 

accordance with the rFramework, the CELPS should be considered 

recently adopted until 31 October 2018. In line with NPPF paragraph 
74 this shows that a 5 year supply of can be demonstrated at the time 

of writing. The rFramework effectively settles the matter.  

•  In addition, to the above, a considerable body of updated evidence 
has been submitted to the Inspector on the specific supply of 

deliverable sites. The Council has demonstrated that a five year 
supply of housing sites can be demonstrated. This view is collaborated 

by the recent findings of the Inspector in ‘Land to the West of New 
Road, Wrenbury’. The Inspector and Secretary of State therefore has 

all relevant information to enable the determination of the appeal. 
• The five year housing requirement built in the maximum possible 

buffer. The rFramework indicates that a lower buffer of 10% should 

be used where the local planning authority wishes to demonstrate a 
five year supply of deliverable sites through a recently adopted plan.  

• Housing completions over recent years have shown a continued 
positive direction of travel. Delivery over the last 3 years is likely to 

exceed by some margin, the local housing need requirement 
established through the Housing Delivery Test in November 2018.  
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• The applicable buffer to be applied to the 5 year supply requirement 

will reflect the HDT result from November 2018 onwards. It is very 
unlikely that given past performance over the last 3 years, that a 20% 

buffer will be applied. 
•  Notwithstanding any changes that may take place in the future to the 

buffer, in submitting evidence to the Inquiry, the Council has robustly 
demonstrated that a five year supply of deliverable sites can be 
demonstrated with the maximum 20% buffer. 

• Very detailed evidence has been submitted in relation to the supply of 
specific sites to support the conclusions reached about 5 year supply. 

•  Having regard to the rFramework and the matters outlined above, 

the Council remains firmly of the view that a 5 year supply of 

deliverable housing land can be demonstrated and as such paragraph 
11d is not engaged.  

 
Overall Conclusion 

  
356. The Council submits that where there is a five-year housing land supply or 

not, the application of section 38(6) of the 2004 act results in the conclusion 
that planning permission for the proposed development must be refused and 

the appeal dismissed. 
 

The Case for the Interested Parties 

 
The material points are: 

 
357. Councillor Mathew Theobold, Chairman of Stapeley &District Parish Council22, 

seeks to emphasis the newness of the Stapely and Batherton Neighbourhood 
Plan, it having been Made on the 15 February 2018. After setting out the 

relevant policies of the plan, Councillor Theobold goes on to identify the key 
areas of conflict the proposals have with these policies. Whilst accepting that 

Policy H5 directs development to within or directly adjacent to the Nantwich 
Settlement Boundary (where the proposed development is proposed), such 

proposals also have to be considered ‘subject to the provisions of other 
policies of the Plan’. When the proposals are considered against the 

provisions of Policy H1 that can be held to be in clear conflict with all criteria 
contained in the policy (criteria H1.1- H1.4) 

 
358. Councillor Theobold goes on to identify further concerns over the provision of 

local facilities, specifically the absence of a formal mechanism to secure their 
delivery, and shortcomings in the Appellant’s Air Quality Document and 
Acoustic Planning Report. The Council also made further submissions on the 

contents of the draft section 106 agreement. Concerns were expressed over 
the potential conflict of ecological provisions and community based 

aspirations for publicly accessible community orchards, an aspiration of the 
plan. 

 

22 ID10 and ID32. 
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359. Mr Patrick Cullen23, a local resident, also expressed concerns in relation to 

the section 106 agreement and the effect of cumulative local housing 
development on local infrastructure. Concerns relating to the 106 agreement 

covered the outstanding commitments on land within the appeal site (Appeal 
B) and the desire of the community to secure a Community Orchard on the 

land to reflect local preference. Evidence relating to local housing 
development draws attention to the number and scale of housing sites 
currently under construction and draws attention to the effect such will have 

on local infrastructure and services. 
 

360. Mr Philip Staley also submitted evidence to the Inquiry in respect of levels of 
traffic in the locality and the effect of further housing development on these 

levels and on the extend of public transport provision adjacent to the appeal 
sites. He also presented a short video in addition to a written submission.24 

Mr Staley suggests that traffic congestion on Peter de Stapeleigh Way at 
peak times (0800-0900hrs and 1500-160hrs) is sever, and quotes an 

Inspector’s conclusions in respect of this issue in relation to a dismissed 
appeal on Audlem Road25. The cumulative effects of this and other proposals 

will cause harm to the local area and to local residents.  Mr Staley also 
advised that sense the submission of the Appellant’s evidence local bus 

services in the vicinity of the site had bed reduced, limiting the local service 
to only 4 journeys each way during normal shop hours. The provisions of the 

draft section 106 agreement to fund an increase in local bus services for a 
specified period would therefore have limited effect in mitigating the 

increased demand for such local services. 
 
361. Ms Gilian Barry also made representations to the Inquiry supporting the 

statements in respect of the effects traffic generation by the proposed 
development26. She also made objections on the grounds of adverse effect on 

air quality, the prospect of flooding on the site, loss of habitat, including 
trees and hedgerows, and the effects of the development on public safety. 

 
Written Representations 

 
362. There is a large body of correspondence in respect of the initial applications 

and the subsequent appeal, the body of which has been set out in the 
previous Reports to the Secretary of State. 

 
363. Most correspondence came from objectors. They were particularly concerned 

with increased traffic, including the access, on adjoining road and at nearby 
level crossings, and the effects on the open countryside, the proposed loss of 

trees, recently felled trees, planned wildlife mitigation, lack of medical, dental 
and other facilities, shortage of school places, loss of privacy at the proposed 

roundabout, noise, air and light pollution, poor house design, and the 
potential for much more development. 

 

23 ID11. 
24 ID12. 
25 APPEAL ref: APP/R0660/W/15/319474. 
26 ID13. 
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364. There themes are repeated in the written responses to the current appeals, 

though they also refer to the adoption of the current local plan and the 
establishment of a five year land supply inherent in that and the advanced 

state of the Stapely and Batherton Neighbourhood Plan. 
 

365. Further correspondence has been received in respect of the current appeals 
and, following the advertisement of amendments to the scheme during the 
Inquiry, further representations made in respect of these matters. 

 
366. Mr Paul Tomlinson states the appeals are flawed due to ‘flawed’ traffic data 

as a result of being based on material over ten years old. Mr Andrew Hale 
states that the commercial units proposed in Appeal A would not contribute 

to the local economy or culture. He also states the proposals would fail to 
make use of the existing access to Peter de Stapeleigh Way. Mr David Wall 

refers to the site being within the Green Belt and expresses concerns over 
the ability of emergency services being able to access the site. Ms Jane 

Emery states there is a need for the development to mitigate the effects it 
will have on local infrastructure. 

 
367. Mr D Roberts and Mrs H S Thompson Also raise objection on the basis that 

the traffic assessment is flawed and that the proposals represent a 
considerable risk to the safety of highway users27. 

 
Conditions 

 
368.  A discussion was held as to the suitable wording of, and reasons for, any 

conditions on 23 February with reference to the tests for conditions in the 

Framework. Following these discussions, with only a few exceptions which I 
set out below, in the event that the appeals are allowed, the conditions in the 

attached Schedule should be imposed, for the reasons set out below. Some 
conditions have been adjusted from those suggested in the interests of 

precision, enforceability or clarity. 
 

Appeal A 
 

369. As well as the standard conditions 1-3, control is required over matters in the 
other conditions for the following reasons: 

 
4, 5 & 9: flood risk reduction, contamination mitigation and ecological 

enhancement, including concerns raised by the Parish Council  
6: protection of archaeological remains  

7, 8 & 10: residential and visual amenity and sustainability 
11, 12, 13 & 27: highway safety and sustainability 

14 & 15: sustainability 
16-20: protected and other species mitigation  

21-25: reserved matters clarification and implementation  
 

27 ID34. 
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370. For clarity and for the avoidance of doubt, condition 26 establishes the sole 

vehicular access to the site will be through the junction with Peter 
Destapeleigh Way. 

 
Appeal B 

 
371. As well as the standard conditions 1& 2, control is required over matters in 

the other conditions for the following reasons: 

 
3-6: the visual amenity and landscape quality of the area 

7-10: protected and other species mitigation and public amenity 
 

372. Condition 11 is necessary in order that the Local Conservation Area is 
appropriately delivered, maintained and managed under the terms of this 

planning permission. This is all the more the case in view of Mr Cullen’s 
concerns for its future management and the  challenges to ensuring this 

identified in the previous report to the Secretary of State. 
 

Planning Obligations 
 

373. The draft s106 agreement was discussed at the Inquiry during the same 
sessions as the conditions. A final signed and dated versions were submitted, 

as agreed, after the Inquiry closed. The agreement makes provision for the 
revocation of previous obligations in respect of the precious applications and 

also, in conjunction with condition 11 in relation to Appeal B, makes a 
commitment to the submission of a scheme for the Local Nature 
Conservation Area (LNCA) should the appeals be granted.  The Council, in 

support of their request for financial and physical contributions to local 
infrastructure, have presented a detailed Community Infrastructure Levy 

Regulations 2010 Compliance Statement which evidences their necessity in 
relation to the regulatory requirements and the expectations of the 

rFramework. The agreement submitted by the Appellant reflects these 
requirements. 

 
374. Firstly the agreement confirms that 30% of the proposed homes with be 

affordable which is policy compliant. The agreement also sets out the mix of 
tenure types reflecting local need in the area. Such a contribution therefore 

fully accords with the regulations and expectations of the rFramework and 
may be taken into account. 

 
375. A further obligation facilitates contributions to secondary special needs 

education in the area. Again this recognises that future families occupying 
the development will place demand on local education facilities that will 

require mitigation. This is also calibrated through established formulae and is 
thus proportionate, related to the development and necessary to make it 

acceptable in planning terms. It too therefore may be taken into account. 
 
376. For related reasons there is also an obligation securing open space and 

children’s play areas, justified on the basis of the increased numbers of 
people anticipating use of such facilities. These provisions are also justified 

against policy, calculated to agreed formulae and proximate to the site. This 
too may therefore be taken into account. 
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377.  A key obligation securing an enlarged LNCA is also presented which also ow 
makes provision for its ongoing management.  Not only, given the ecological 

interest of the site, is this provision necessary to make the development 
acceptable in planning terms, it addresses one of the key concerns of 

interested parties who have made representations in respect of both appeals. 
On all counts therefore it may properly be taken into account. 

 

378. There are a further three obligations securing funding for an additional 
pedestrian crossing of Peter Destapleigh Way, two additional bus stops and a 

subsidy for the local bus service. The first enhances the safe pedestrian 
connectivity of the development, the second brings it within ready access to 

a sustainable transport service whilst the latter enhances that service for 
residents. All are necessary to make the development acceptable in planning 

terms, are proportionate and are directly related the site. They may also 
therefore be taken into account. 

 
Inspector’s Conclusions 

 
379. I have reached the following conclusions based on all of the above 

considerations, the evidence and representations given at the Inquiry, and 
my inspection of the appeal sites and their surroundings. At the beginning of 

each topic for consideration the relevant paragraphs of the respective parties 
are identified to assist in an understanding of the reasoning set out therein.  

 
Main considerations 
 

380. In respect of Appeal A these are: 
 

a) The effect of the development on the character and appearance of the 
area with particular regard to the open countryside and policies PG6, 

SD1 and SD2 of the Cheshire East Local Plan Strategy (CELPS); policy 
RES.5 of the Borough of Crewe and Nantwich Replacement Local Plan 

(BCNRLP) and Policies GS1, H1 and H5 of the Stapeley & Batherton 
Neighbourhood Plan (S&BNP) and; 

 

b) the loss of BMV agricultural land and; 
 

c) the effect of the development on the safety of highway users and; 
 

d) whether or not the Council can demonstrate a 5 year HLS and the 
implications of this with regard to policy in the rFramework.  

 
381. In respect of appeal B these are the effects of the proposals on: 
  

Its effect on the character and appearance of the area with regard to policy 

PG6 of the above. 
 
Character and appearance 

 

The relevant preceding paragraphs for the Appellant are 108-109. 
The relevant preceding paragraphs for the Council are 310-312 & 327-329. 
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The relevant preceding paragraphs for the other parties are 357-359. 

382. Policy PG6 explains that ‘open countryside’ is defined as the area outside of 
any settlement with a defined settlement boundary. It goes on to established 

that within such designations, development will be restricted to that essential 
for the purposes of agriculture, forestry, recreation and infrastructure, 

though with exceptions listed in 6 criteria. The supporting justification for the 
policy also confirms inter alia that ...’the intrinsic character and beauty of the 
countryside will be recognised’. 

 
383. The proposals as presented in Appeal A, as a mixed use scheme, are both 

outwith the Nantwich settlement boundary as currently defined, and do not 
conform with any of the types of exceptional forms of development identified 

in the criteria. The proposals are therefore, as the Council maintain in conflict 
with policy PG6 of the CELPS and with sub- paragraph b) of paragraph 170 of 

the rFramework. 
 

384. In common with the conclusions of the Secretary of State in his previous 
(now quashed) decision, set out in his letter of 17 March 2015, the Council 

also assert the proposals would result in harm to the intrinsic character and 
beauty of the open countryside. This view is supported, perhaps more in 

relation to natural habitat, by other representations made by local residents.  
 

385. Although the degree to which the site as an element of countryside may be 
considered open, its character is nevertheless agrarian and naturalistic in 

character. The construction of the proposals, with its mix of uses 
(notwithstanding the areas of open space and areas of habitat) would 
certainly change this established agrarian character, transforming it into an 

urban enclave – an extension of the settlement. Insofar as this would result 
in the loss of an element of countryside of intrinsic character, this would 

cause a degree of harm to that character, compounding the technical breach 
of the policy. 

 
386. Insofar as they would also fail to protect or enhance the natural environment, 

they would also conflict with criterion 14 of Policy SD1 and, the same 
reasons, it may be held to conflict with Policy SD2 (criteria ii and iii thereof) 

of the same. Policy RES.5 of the CNLP, as sister policy to PG6 also relates to 
the restriction of development in the open countryside. For the same reasons 

therefore the proposals presented in Appeal A may also be considered in 
conflict with it. 

 
387. It is the case that Policy H5 of the S&BNP acknowledges that ‘the focus for 

development will be on sites within or immediately adjacent to the Nantwich 
settlement boundary’ and as a consequence of the proposed development 

being so adjacent garners some support from this element of the policy. 
However, this is a narrow reading of the policy, as its prefix makes clear that 

such an expectation will be subject to the provisions of other policies of the 
S&BNP. This clearly engages Policy H1, which, inter alia, anticipates (at H 
1.1) development being ‘limited infilling in villages or the infill of a small gap 

with one or two dwellings in an otherwise built up frontage’. Neither does the 
proposed development conform to the other exception criteria of the policy 

nor with Policy GS1, which only permits development in the countryside in 
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limited circumstances. Moreover, as the plan explains these policies follow ‘a 

consistent theme around conserving and maintaining the character of the 
Neighbourhood Area’.  

 
388. It may quickly be concluded that the proposals are in conflict with the letter 

and purpose of these Policies PG6, SD1 and SD2 of the CELPS, Policy RES5 of 
the CNLP and Policies GS, H1 and H5 of the S&BNP. However, the specific 
circumstances of the site and its context do need to be taken into account.  

The fact of the matter is that the appeal sites are now effectively bordered on 
three sides by existing and emerging development. Whilst the purpose of the 

policies is to maintain character it is evident that the rural hinterland 
anticipated by the plan vision has, in the circumstances of these cases, been 

extensively eroded.  Such circumstances necessarily calibrate the actual 
harm to existing countryside character accordingly. Nevertheless, the 

proposals remain in breach of the policies and this needs to be accounted for 
in the final planning balance. 

 
BMV agricultural land 

 
The relevant preceding paragraphs for the Appellant are 111. 

The relevant preceding paragraphs for the Council are 201-212, 312-314 
&328. 

389. The proposed development would result in the loss of 2.6 hectares of the 
best and most versatile agricultural land (25% of the aggregated site is 

designated as such, 6% being Grade 2, 19% being 3a). Accordingly such a 
loss would render it contrary to Policy SE2 of the CELPS which expects 
development to safeguard high quality agricultural land. The rFramework, 

through paragraph 171, and specifically through footnote 53, makes clear 
that where significant development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be 

necessary, areas of poorer quality land should be preferred. 
 

390. Although technically in breach of policy SE2, the area of land is modest and 
predominantly at lower grade. Moreover, the engagement of the 

consideration of the rFramework is contingent on the loss of such designated 
land being significant. By any reasonable measure the loss identified here 

cannot be judged as such. Moreover, in the light of the conclusions below in 
relation to the supply of housing land, it is inevitable that the use of BMV will 

become a consideration in help correcting supply. Nevertheless the breach of 
policy and the loss of such land does represent a harm, though in light of the 

above, one meriting only modest weight in the planning balance. 
 

Highway safety 
 

The relevant preceding paragraphs for the Appellant are 126-128. 
The relevant preceding paragraphs for the other parties are 359-361. 

 
391. It was clear from the representations made at the Inquiry that there was a 

significant degree of apprehension amongst local residents over any increase in 

traffic numbers in the locality as a result of the development proposed. Both 
written and video evidence was presented at the Inquiry to support the notion 
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that any development on this site would exacerbate already challenging 

highway usage in the locality. 
 

392. Video evidence of peak-time congestion in any given area is inevitably 
compelling; who has not experienced the frustration of not being where we 

want to be at any given time in a car?  Be that as it may, the expression of 
such frustration does not equate to a robust argument or justification, as 
paragraph 109 of the rFramework requires, for the rejection of the proposals as 

they are presented. None of the detailed evidence of the appellant, nor the 
considered acceptance of it by the Council, is convincingly rebutted by the 

heartfelt, though non-empirical submissions of those opposing the scheme. In 
the absence of such substantial rebuttal, such concerns must inevitably be 

afforded no more than very limited weight. Moreover, the mitigation through 
transport infrastructure provision and the creation of enhanced pedestrian and 

cycle routes through the site for the use of residents, workers and others 
further increase the opportunities for non-car transport modes. 

 
Housing Land Supply 

 
The relevant preceding paragraphs for the Appellant are 55-107. 

The relevant preceding paragraphs for the Council are 149-178, 218-278 & 
333-355. 

 
The Requirement  

 
393. A statement of common ground (SoCG) on housing land supply (HLS) (thus 

HLSSoCG) was submitted by the appellant at the inquiry28. It confirms as a 

starting point that that the housing requirement for Cheshire East Council is 
1800 dwellings per annum. Elsewhere it is common ground that the five year 

period runs from the 31 March 2017 to 31 March 2022. Such agreement 
extends also to the extent of the backlog in delivery between2010 and 2017, 

which stands at 5635 dwellings, equating to three years of the overall 
requirement for the first seven years of the plan. 

 
394. It is also agreed in the HLSSoCG that, reflecting a pattern of historic under 

delivery, a 20% buffer also applies to the aggregated numbers. This consensus 
reflects the position of parties in two key previous appeals referred to in 

evidence29. 
 

395. Paragraph 73 of the rFramework, replacing paragraph 47 of the previous 
addition, requires local planning authorities to identify and update annually a 

supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide a minimum of five years’ 
worth of housing supply. This number should include a buffer of either:  

 
a) 5% to ensure choice and competition in the market for land; or 

  
b) 10% where the local planning authority wishes to demonstrate a five 

year supply of deliverable sites through an annual position statement or 

28 CD3. 
29 White Moss Quarry and Park Road, CD29 &CD30. 
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recently adopted plan, to account for any fluctuations in the market 

during that year; or  
 

c) 20% where there has been significant under delivery of housing over the 
previous three years, to improve the prospect of achieving the planned 

supply. 
 

396. The Council predicts in its submissions in relation to the revisions to the 

framework that after November 2018 and the initiation of the Housing delivery 
Test it is unlikely that a 20% buffer will be required as a result of increased 

housing delivery. Indeed, in their further representations they set out 
variations of the supply position referencing the 5% and 10% scenarios, each 

of which correspondingly indicate and increase in the supply: 6.11 years @5% 
and 5.38 years @10%.  Even if the Council’s expectations in relation to the 

Housing Delivery Tests were to be met, it remains apparent that in the first 
seven years of the LPS plan period housing completions within Cheshire East 

have averaged 1,034 dpa, considerably below the expected,1800 target . 
Under the terms of the third bullet point of paragraph 73 of the revised 

Framework therefore, there would still be a compelling case to apply the 20% 
buffer.  Be that as it may, that is in the future. For current purposes, both 

parties agree in the HLSSoCG that a 20% buffer should be applied.  
Notwithstanding this point, the appellant maintains, again in light of the 

evidence before the Inquiry, that even if the scenario b) of a 10% buffer were 
applied in this case, the Council would remain unable to demonstrate a five 

year supply of housing land, indicated as being 4.64 years. 
 
397. Thus the net annual requirement, plus the shortfall (including that to be met in 

the first five years) in addition to the 20% buffer, in both the Council’s and the 
Appellant’s ‘Sedgpool8’ methodology agreed and applied by the CELPS 

Examining Inspector, both equate to a requirement of 14,842 over the supply 
period.  The Appellant also goes on to model a scenario whereby the agreed 

eight year delivery period is not rolled forward (ie the supply period remains 
fixed and diminishes as time moves forward), the requirement increases. The 

net figure is increased by 574 dwellings, which in turn impacts on the final 
supply figure. 

 
398. The Council interpret the ‘pool’ element of the calculation to facilitate the rolling 

forward of the backlog in the calculation, thus allowing the number of units to 
be made up over the greater part of the plan period. However, this runs 

counter to the current position set out in the rFramework and the PPG which 
anticipates that any backlog should be made up within the first five years of the 

plan period (or in this case the 8 year period as determined by the CELPS and 
the Examining Inspector)30. This has to be the right approach unless where 

express circumstances dictate otherwise31. Whilst such an approach would not 
be consistent with that applied in Park Road Appeal32 it is consistent with the 

expectations of the Local Plan Inspector, who anticipated that the Council fully 

30 CD40 Examining Inspector’s Report paragraph 72. 
31 PPG/NPPF ref. 
32 Ibid. 
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meet past under-delivery within the next 8 years of the plan period33. Whilst 

not supported by the Wrenbury decision34, a rolling deferment of meeting the 
shortfall beyond the anticipated eight year cycle is at variance with the 

Government’s policy commitments to boost significantly the supply of new 
homes. 

 
399. The difference in the calculation of backlog delivery of 574 dwellings is a 

significant number, in the view of the appellant contributing to a depleted five 

year supply figure of 4.24 years. However, even if the Councils calculation is 
preferred, in combination with anticipated delivery rates, the Council’s five year 

supply position stands at just 5.37 years or as advised in their last submissions 
5.35 years. That said, as in the two other recent appeals35 the greater 

divergence of view in respect of the supply position is focused on the delivery 
of housing sites that will help meet the anticipated trajectory.  The Council’s 

assessment of supply (recalibrated after the round table discussion at the 
Inquiry) 15,908 over the defined period, whilst the Appellant calculates a 

number of 13,101 (again recalibrated) applying the Sedgepool8 methodology, 
a difference of 2,807 dwellings. These respective positions are reached on the 

one hand by standard methodology (previously referred to as the ‘in principle’ 
approach)36 and more specifically though narrow analysis by the Council, and a 

detailed exploration of a wider range of larger sites  (previously defined as 
above as ‘performance’) by the appellant. These matters are now considered 

below. 
 

Supply 

 
400. With regard to the  ‘in principle’ differences between the parties, the Council 

applies a standard methodology to predict the lead in times for site delivery 
and build rates for strategic and non-strategic sites, basing these on past 

experience. For strategic sites without planning permission, the standard 
methodology anticipates an average of 2.5 years to the point of completion 

of the first dwellings. These are calibrated by applying information from site 
promoters or agents where evidence supports a site coming forward more 

quickly or the reverse.  
 

401. The Examining Inspector was clear that a lot depends on whether the 
committed and proposed sites come forward in line with the anticipated 

timescale in the housing trajectory. Since March 2016 it is evident there has 
been slippage in the anticipated timescales for delivery of a number of the 

strategic sites when the March 2017 HMU and the March 2016 position are 
compared. Delivery in 2016/17 of 1,762 dwellings also fell short of the 

anticipated trajectory of 2,955 dwellings and in 2017/18 the target of 3,373 
dwellings looks like being short by approximately 130 units. Although the 

CELPS is only two years old, and inertia caused by such factors as the 
absence of the plan and the unpredictabilities of appeal-based permissions 

are no longer present, thus potentially hastening delivery, it is difficult to 

33 Paragraph 72 Local Plan Inspector’s Repot (CD A40). 
34 Appeal Ref: APP/R0660/W/17/317649. 
35 Ibid 
36 CD29, Paragraph 13 White Moss Appeal. 
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escape the conclusions of the two previous Inspectors37 that the assumed 

delivery rates of the housing trajectory have in fact failed. 
 

402.  Although there are positive signals that delivery is picking up, also 
recognised in the two previous appeals, it is inevitably perhaps in the light of 

their wider conclusions the Council also presents an analysis of 16 specific 
sites to demonstrate that on-the-ground delivery is in fact meeting or 
exceeding the expectations of the trajectory. 

 
403. The evidence here is initially compelling. The Council suggest a commencement 

period post-detailed consent averaging around 5 months and for those with 
outline consent around 1.47 years. Such evidence suggests that just under half 

the chosen sites have started ahead of expectations in the HMU (the ‘in 
principle’ expectation time of 2.5 years), an indicator, the Council suggest, of 

likely commencement rates in the future. This evidence is also supported by 
feedback from developers and promoters, offering a site specific record of 

particular circumstances . With the ‘in principle’ figures consolidated by these 
accelerated lead-in times delivering above expectation numbers, the Council 

maintain a 5  supply of 5.35 years with a 20% buffer and 5.83 years with 10% 
buffer applied, as identified in their post rFramework submissions. 

 
404. However, by the Council’s own admission this assessment, though ‘decent’ was 

not ‘comprehensive’. Indeed, numbering just 16 sites, and without a 
transparent methodology for selection, it is difficult to avoid the conclusion 

offered by the appellant that there may have been an element of inadvertent 
self-selection in the process, and that such evidence does  not, of itself, 
convincingly establish a significant upward trend in delivery. Moreover, this, 

and the ‘in principle’ evidence, needs to be considered against that presented 
(and recalibrated following the round table discussion at the Inquiry) in the 

context of the site specific evidence presented by the appellant, covering a total 
of 41 sites within the district.  Without reference to each detailed site-specific 

analysis the sum of the appellant’s conclusions on lead in time to construction 
anticipates 1 year from submission to grant of outline consent; 1 year to 

reserved matters application; 6 months to their determination and 1 year to 
the completion of the first dwelling, a total lead-in time of 3.5 years. Such an 

analysis, as the appellant points out, correlates with the broad conclusions of 
both Inspectors in the White Moss and Park Road cases, with the Park Road 

Inspector identifying an average of between 3 and 4 years for strategic sites 
without planning permission to first completion38 . 

 
405. With such lead-in times applied to the 41 sites identified in the appellant’s case 

and the commensurate reduction in the number of units accounted), the broad 
slippage in delivery previously identified repeated, the appellant identifies a 

4.25 year supply with the 20% buffer applied and a 4.64 year supply with the 
lower 10% buffer used.  Even if one were to add the 5% of the total discounted 

by the appellant to account for lapsed planning permissions as the Council 
advise (or any part lesser %), this would still not achieve the five year supply 
threshold, even with a 10% buffer applied.  

37 Those who determined White Moss and Park Road. 
38 Paragraph 51, APP/R0660/W/17/3168917. 
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406. Moreover, and notwithstanding the various submissions to the Inquiry, 
paragraph 67 of the revised Framework clarifies the definition of the term 

‘deliverable’ in relation to the supply of housing, setting this out in Annex 2 
therein. In summary the definition applies to two categories of sites; those 

lesser sites and those with planning permission, which should be considered 
deliverable and; sites without planning permission in principle or allocated in 
development plans. These should now only be considered deliverable where 

there is clear evidence that housing completions will begin on site within five 
years. This represents a significant shift in emphasis from the previous 

Framework position; now the latter sites re no longer to be included unless 
there is specific evidence that they will indeed deliver within the five year 

period. These clarifications effectively supersede interpretations around the St 
Modwen case39 that preoccupied the evidence on housing delivery heard at the 

Inquiry.  
 

407. 34 of the 41 sites identified by the appellant were those without planning 
permission, those with outline planning permission or those also subject to 

section 106 commitments. Whilst the Council, on notification of the revisions to 
the Framework, chose not to address these sites in any detail, it is clear that by 

default, those within the latter category, without the clear evidence that 
completions will begin within five years, must now  be at risk of dropping out of 

the calculation.  This being so, to Council’s position of asserting a 5.35 year 
supply with a 20% looks to be increasingly untenable, whilst that of the 

appellant’s assessment of 4.25 years, and even that of  4.64 years with a 
reduced 10% buffer, looks the more robust. Whilst the conclusions reached by 
the Inspector in the Wrenbury case40 take a contrary view on the 5 year land 

supply position, this appeal was determined prior to the publication of the 
rFramework and the weight to be conferred it is very significantly reduced as a 

result. 
 

408. Even if the most generous conclusion is reached, there has to be reasonable 
doubt that the Council is able to demonstrate a five year supply of housing 

land. Thus the precautionary approach taken by the two Inspectors in the 
White Moss and Park Road decisions may equally and rightly apply here. Whilst 

such a conclusion may not only be viewed as consistent with the previous 
approached, it also now enjoys the support of the High Court in the form of the 

dismissal of the Shavington case41 (previously advised of by the Council) which 
had sought to demonstrate, by proxy reference to White Moss and Park Road, 

that the ‘precautionary approach’ adopted by the two previous Inspectors, and 
as is applied here, was unlawful. Such a view was comprehensively rejected by 

the Court. This case however also predated the publication of the revised 
Framework and the editing-out of paragraph 49 of the former document 

making reference to the requirement for Councils to demonstrate a five year 
supply of housing sites. However this changes little beyond the structure of the 

document. Paragraph 11 at sub paragraph d) though footnote 7 makes clear 

39 St Modwen Developments Ltd v Secretary of State for Communities and Local 

Government [2017] EWCA Civ 1643. 
40 APP/R0660/W/17/3176449 appended to the Council’s NPPF revisions submission IDXX. 
41 [2018] EWHC 2906 (admin). Case No. CO/1032/2018. 
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that where a local authority cannot demonstrate a five year supply of 

deliverable housing sites policies most important for determining the 
application can be considered out-of-date. The delegation of the need to 

identify a supply to a foot note does not diminish the status of the policy as 
paragraph 3 of the rFramework makes clear; ‘The Framework should be read 

as a whole (including footnotes and annexes). 
 
409. On the basis of the evidence presented, the Council is unable to demonstrate a 

five year supply of housing sites. In accordance with paragraph 11 of the 
rFramework therefore, the policies most important for determining these 

applications are out-of-date. Their status as such will thus need to be taken 
into account in the final planning balance. 

 
Need for a mixed use development 

 
The relevant preceding paragraphs for the Appellant are 110-112. 

The relevant preceding paragraphs for the Council are 279-283. 
 

410. The Council argue in closing that disaggregating the employment component of 
the scheme and accounting for it in the context of employment floor space 

would add some 10% to the appropriate employment floor space required by 
policy. This would amount the Council suggest to ‘very significant levels of 

unplanned growth’. However, the supply of employment land, over and above 
development plan targets or otherwise, has hitherto not formed part of the 

Council’s case, that application having always been viewed as a mixed use 
scheme, led by the significant residential component that has always remained 
the focus of the Council’s and the Secretary of States considerations. This is the 

right approach as to do otherwise would be to invite independent evaluation of 
its constituent elements across the board. The Secretary of State is invited to 

consider the proposal as a whole and against the substantive policy issues 
hitherto set out. 

 
Distortion of the Council’s Spatial Vision 

 
The relevant preceding paragraphs for the Appellant are 112-121. 

The relevant preceding paragraphs for the Council are 284-287 &325-326. 
 

411. The Council argue that as Nantwich has achieved target numbers identified in 
the CELPS and to allow further development above that number would serve 

now only to distort the spatial vision of the strategy in conflict with its broad 
strategic policies PG2 and PG7. However, the numbers set out therein are 

expressed as neither a ceiling not a target to be reached. Moreover, the 
supporting material for the policy advises such numbers as being an indicative 

distribution, and no more. Whilst a development of a scale reaching way 
beyond these aspirational targets may well be seen as distorting the spatial 

vision, in the context of the phrasing characterised above, the development 
proposed here cannot be considered of that magnitude. Indeed, it also remains 
consistent with the policies of the rFramework in paragraphs 59 and 60, which 

continue to emphasise the imperative of significantly boosting the supply of 
homes, and in so doing, determining the minimum, not the maximum number 

of homes needed in differing circumstances. There is therefore no breach of 
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policies PG2 and PG7 of the CELPS, and therefore no policy-based harm to 

considerer in the planning balance in this regard. 
 

The benefits of the scheme 
 

The relevant preceding paragraphs for the Appellant are 126-128. 
The relevant preceding paragraphs for the Council are 291-294 & 303-322. 

 

412. The construction of new housing would create jobs, and support growth, as 
would new space for employment development. Notwithstanding the 

Council’s view that the employment component of the scheme is not 
required, such provision, in close proximity to services, new residential 

property and transport links is likely to prove an attractive offer, and would 
readily therefore contribute to the growth of the local economy. Nantwich is 

also one of the preferred locations for development in the CELPS and there is 
no dispute that in locational terms at least, the site is in a sustainable 

location. Such recognised benefits garner a medium measure of weight. 
 

413. The provision of a new primary school site to meet future educational 
provision, the children’s play area, and extensive areas of public open space 

including a new village green and an enlarged LNCA would represent 
significant additional social benefits, not just to new occupiers of the 

development but to those in the locality as well. There would be contributions 
towards new bus stops and an extensive service linking with the town centre 

and railway station in addition to new path and cycle path networks offering 
alternative transport modes to the town and its services. Beyond necessary 
mitigation, these are also measurable social benefits that weigh in favour of 

the proposals. 
 

414. In both the local and national context the delivery of significant numbers of 
market housing in a sustainable location is a significant benefit. Nationally, it is 

a government policy imperative to boost the supply of housing and this is given 
fresh emphasis in the recently published rFramework. Locally, although the 

Council fear the final yield of the site within the five year supply period may be 
curtailed this is rebutted convincingly by the appellant, and the site will in all 

probability make a contribution to housing numbers within the anticipated part 
of the plan period. This has all the more value given the identified shortfall in 

delivery. In both contexts therefore the delivery of market housing merits 
substantial weight being afforded in favour of the scheme. 

 
415. The proposal would not provide affordable housing above that anticipated by 

policy, nor would it be above the level expected on other sites. However, 
such provision would be a tangible benefit when judged against the identified 

need in the district. Nor is there a suggestion that the contribution, if lost, 
would be made up from other developments. In light of the above, this 

contribution to affordable housing also merits significant weight.  
 
416. It was clear from the representations made at the Inquiry that there was a 

significant degree of apprehension amongst local residents over any increase in 
traffic numbers in the locality as a result of the development proposed. 

However, such apprehension does not have the support of technical evidence 
that would convincingly rebut the appellant’s view, not challenged by the 
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Council, that no severe highway harms would result from the scheme. Such 

concerns therefore carry the most minimal of weight. 
 

Planning balance 
 

417. Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires 
that applications for planning permission be determined in accordance with 
the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. Such 

a consideration of importance is the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development set out in paragraph 11 of the rFramework. The question of a 5 

year housing land supply in relation to these appeals is very finely balanced. 
It is therefore recommended, in accordance with reasoning adopted in the 

White Moss and Park Road appeals, and as now endorsed by the Shavington 
case42, that a precautionary approach is applied, taking the worst-case 

position within the range on housing land supply presented, and apply the 
‘tilted balance’ in sub-paragraph d) of paragraph 11 of the rFramework in the 

determination of these appeals. This makes clear that where the policies 
most important for the determination of the proposals are out-of-date, 

permission should be granted unless other policies of the rFramwork dictate 
otherwise, or the adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and 

demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in 
the Framework taken as a whole. 

 
418. In terms of the adverse impacts of the proposal, the appeal sites form part of 

the Open Countryside on the boarders of Nantwich. As such the development 
is in clear conflict with the letter and purpose of Policies PG6, SD1 and SD2 of 
the CELPS, Policy RES5 of the CNLP and Policies GS, H1 and H5 of the 

S&BNP. However, the degrees of harm to visual amenity here, because of the 
very specific urbanised context of the site and the contribution open green 

space makes to the scheme, would, in actuality, be limited in extent.  
 

419. It is also the case that the proposals would result in the loss of BMV and again 
this would be in conflict with Policy SE2 of the CELPS. No other substantive 

harms have been identified and other effects of the development can be 
effectively mitigated through the provisions of the section 106 obligations, thus 

rendering them neutral in the planning balance. 
 

420. Set against these identified harms the development would deliver up to 189 
dwellings. In the context of the national imperative to significantly boost the 

supply of homes, the identified shortfall in housing delivery over the plan 
period, and supported by the indicators that it may come forward to the 

market relatively quickly, this is a clear benefit meriting significant weight in 
favour of the scheme.  This is the more so in light that the site the scheme 

would also include up to 30% affordable homes, secured through the S106 
agreement. Given that there is an undisputed need for affordable housing in 

Cheshire East, which the appeal scheme would help meet, this is again a 
benefit meriting significant weight in favour of the proposals. 

 

42 Ibid. 
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421. The development would also bring economic benefits in terms of direct and 

indirect employment during its construction phase, expenditure into the local 
economy and sustain further enterprise through the mixed uses on offer. 

Moreover, there are other social benefits in terms of the open space, 
improvements to sustainable transport connectivity and the scope for the 

development of a further primary education facility. These latter benefits 
would accrue not only to occupiers of the residential development proposed, 
but to others within the vicinity as well. Taken together these positive 

attributes can be afforded a medium degree of weight. 
 

422. The Secretary of State will be mindful that both the CELPS and the S&BNP are 
relatively new components of the development plan, each of which has seen 

the subject considerable investment in terms of local resource and commitment 
and are which both relatively recently adopted and made. Moreover, there are 

also incipient signs that delivery of housing sites may indeed pickup more in 
accordance with expectations later in the plan period. The policies of the 

development plan should not therefore be set aside lightly. However, against 
the conflict with these policies, for which there is a presumption development 

shall be determined in accordance with, there are some material considerations 
of considerable importance and weight to consider.  

 
423. The first is that despite the conflict with countryside policies, the degree of 

harm to visual amenity is in fact limited, and reflected in the Council’s position 
on the proposals from the outset. More significantly however, the Council has 

been found unable to demonstrate a five year supply of housing land and this, 
in accordance with paragraph 11 of the rFramework and its attendant foot note 
7, triggers the presumption in favour of sustainable development heralded 

therein on the basis that policies most important to the determination of the 
cases are out-of-date. The policies referred to above (PG6 and SE2 of the 

CELPS, Policy RES5 of the CNLP and Policies GS1, H1 and H5 of the S&BNP) 
have to be viewed as being the most import of policies for the determination 

of these proposals as they are critical to the permitting of residential 
development in open countryside and immediately adjacent to settlement 

boundaries. It must follow therefore that in light of the supply position they 
are out of date, thus diminishing the weight to be afforded them in the 

planning balance. 
 

424. Moreover, it might be right that the aims and purposes of Policy RG6 remain 
consistent with those of the rFramework (as the Council maintain). However, in 

the absence of a five year supply of housing land it has to be considered 
somewhat Canute-like to argue that the settlement boundaries drawn to reflect 

the past aspirations of the former local plan (2006-2011) can still be held to be 
not-out-of date. This is a conclusion all the more compelling given the evidence 

of appeals being allowed and the Council granting planning permission for 
development outwith these boundaries in years subsequent to their anticipated 

utility in order to meet supply.  Neither does it come as a surprise that the LP 
Inspector for the CELPS anticipated that such boundaries would have to be 
reviewed in the future allocations component of the plan. This position is again 

reflected in the reasoning of the Inspector in the Park Road Appeal43. 

43 Ibid, paragraph 16 thereof.  
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425. All of these weighty considerations combine to reduce the weight to be applied 
to these policies in the light of the very particular supply situation identified in 

this case. Whilst there remains conflict with the policies of the development 
plan, these proposals would bring forward substantial benefits. These benefits 

are such that they are not significantly or demonstrably outweighed by the 
lesser harms identified. The proposals, presented in both appeals, therefore 
constitute the sustainable development for which the rFramework presumes in 

favour of. 
 

Recommendation  
 

426. I recommend that both appeals should be allowed and planning permission 
granted subject to the attached Schedules of Conditions.  

 
David Morgan 
 

INSPECTOR 
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Schedule of Conditions 

 
Appeal A 

 
1. Details of appearance, access landscaping, layout and scale (hereinafter called 

“the reserved matters”) shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the 
local planning authority (LPA) before any development begins, and the 
development shall be carried out as approved.  

 
2. Application for approval of all the reserved matters shall be made to the LPA 

not later than three years from the date of this permission. The development 
hereby permitted shall begin not later than two years from the date of approval 

of the last of the reserved matters to be approved.  
 

3. This permission shall refer to the following drawing numbers unless any other 
condition attached to the permission indicates otherwise:  

 
Mixed Use and Access Applications Diagram – dwg SK15 Rev C  

(11 November 2017) 
Mixed Use and Access Applications Diagram – dwg SK16 Rev C 

 (11 November 2017) 
Mixed Use and Access Applications Diagram – dwg SK17 Rev C  

(11 November 2017) 
Mixed Use and Access Applications Diagram – dwg SK19 Rev D 

 (11 November 2017) 
 
 

4. No development shall commence until details of a scheme for the disposal of 
foul and surface water from the development has been submitted to and 

approved in writing by the LPA. The scheme shall make provision, inter alia for 
the following:  

 
a. this site to be drained on a totally separate system with all surface water 

flows ultimately discharging in to the nearby watercourse  
b. a scheme to limit the surface water run-off generated by the proposed 

development  
c. a scheme for the management of overland flow  

d. the discharge of surface water from the proposed development to mimic that 
which discharges from the existing site.  

e. if a single rate of discharge is proposed, this is to be the mean annual run-off 
(Qbar) from the existing undeveloped greenfield site. For discharges above 

the allowable rate, attenuation for up to the 1% annual probability event, 
including allowances for climate change.  

f. the discharge of surface water, wherever practicable, by Sustainable Drainage 
Systems (SuDS).  

 
g. Surface water from car parking areas less than 0.5 hectares and roads to 

discharge to watercourse via deep sealed trapped gullies.  

h. Surface water from car parking areas greater than 0.5 hectares in area, to 
have oil interceptor facilities such that at least 6 minutes retention is 

provided for a storm of 12.5mm rainfall per hour.  
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The development shall not be occupied until the approved scheme of foul 

and/or surface water disposal has been implemented to the satisfaction of the 
LPA.  

 
5. No development shall commence until a scheme for the provision and 

management of an 8 metre wide buffer zone alongside the watercourse  on the 
northern boundary measured from the bank top (defined as the point at which 
the bank meets the level of the surrounding land) has been submitted to and 

approved in writing by the LPA. The scheme shall include:  
 

- plans showing the extent and layout of the buffer zone  
- details of any proposed planting scheme (for example, native species)  

- details demonstrating how the buffer zone will be protected during 
development and managed/maintained over the longer term including 

adequate financial provision and named body responsible for management 
plus production of detailed management plan.  

 
This buffer zone shall be free from built development other than the proposed 

access road. Thereafter the development shall be carried out in accordance with 
the approved scheme and any subsequent amendments shall be agreed in 

writing with the LPA.  
 

6. No development shall commence within the application site until the applicant 
has secured the implementation of a programme of archaeological work in 

accordance with a written scheme of investigation which has been submitted to 
and approved by the LPA.  

 

7. No development shall take place until a Construction Method Statement (CMS) 
has been submitted to and approved in writing by the LPA. The approved CMS 

shall be adhered to throughout the construction period. The CMS shall provide 
for:  

 
a. the hours of construction work and deliveries  

 
b. the parking of vehicles of site operatives and visitors  

 
c. loading and unloading of plant and materials  

 
d. storage of plant and materials used in constructing the development  

 
e. wheel washing facilities  

 
f. measures to control the emission of dust and dirt during construction.  

 
g. details of any piling operations including details of hours of piling operations, 

the method of piling, duration of the pile driving operations (expected 
starting date and completion date), and prior notification to the occupiers of 
potentially affected properties  

 
h. details of the responsible person (e.g. site manager / office) who could be 

contacted in the event of complaint 
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i. control of noise and disturbance during the construction phase, vibration and 

noise limits, monitoring methodology, screening, a detailed specification of 
plant and equipment to be used and construction traffic routes  

 
j. waste management: there shall be no burning of materials on site during 

demolition/construction.  
 
8. No development shall take place on the commercial and retail element until a 

detailed noise mitigation scheme to protect the proposed dwellings from noise, 
taking into account the conclusions and recommendations of the Noise Report 

submitted with the application, shall be submitted to and agreed in writing by 
the LPA. The approved mitigation measures shall be implemented before the 

first occupation of the dwelling to which it relates.  
 

9. Prior to the commencement of development:  
 

a. A contaminated land Phase 2 investigation shall be carried out and the 
results submitted to, and approved in writing by the LPA.  

 
b. If the Phase 2 investigations indicate that remediation is necessary, a 

Remediation Statement including details of the timescale for the work to be 
undertaken shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the LPA. The 

remedial scheme in the approved Remediation Statement shall then be 
carried out in accordance with the submitted details.  

 
c. Should remediation be required, a Site Completion Report detailing the 

conclusions and actions taken at each stage of the works including validation 

works shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the LPA prior to the 
first use or occupation of any part of the development hereby approved.  

 
10. No development shall commence until a scheme of destination signage to local 

facilities, including schools, the town centre and railway station, to be provided 
at junctions of the cycleway/footway and highway facilities shall be submitted 

to and agreed in writing by the LPA. The approved scheme shall be provided in 
parallel with the cycleway/footway and highway facilities.  

 
11. No development shall commence until schemes for the  provision  of  MOVA  

traffic signal control  systems  to be installed at the site access from Peter 
Destapleigh  Way  and at the Audlem Road/Peter Destapleigh Way traffic signal 

junctions,  has  been submitted to and approved in writing by the LPA .  Such 
MOVA systems shall be installed in accordance with approved details prior to 

the first occupation of the development hereby permitted.  
 

12. The Reserved Matters application shall include details of parking provision for 
each of the buildings proposed. No building hereby permitted shall be occupied 

until the parking and vehicle turning areas for that building have been 
constructed in accordance with the details shown on the approved plan. These 
areas shall be reserved exclusively thereafter for the parking and turning of 

vehicles and shall not be obstructed in any way.  
 

13. Prior to the first occupation of the development hereby permitted a Travel Plan 
shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the LPA. The Travel Plan shall 

A9.120

Page 1509

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate


include, inter alia, a timetable for implementation and provision for monitoring 

and review. None of the building hereby permitted shall be occupied until 
those parts of the approved Travel Plan that are identified as being capable of 

implementation after or before occupation have been carried out. All other 
measures contained within the approved Travel Plan shall be implemented in 

accordance with the timetable contained therein and shall continue to be 
implemented, in accordance with the approved scheme of monitoring and 
review, as long as any part of the development is occupied.  

 
14. No development shall take place until a scheme (including a timetable for 

implementation) to secure at least 10% of the energy supply of the 
development from decentralised and renewable or low carbon energy sources 

shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the LPA. The approved 
scheme shall be implemented and retained as operational thereafter.  

 
15. Prior to first occupation of each unit, Electric Vehicle Infrastructure shall be 

provided  to  the  following specification,  in  accordance with a  scheme,  
submitted to and approved   in writing by the  LPA  which shall  including the 

location of each unit: 
 

• A single Mode 2 compliant Electric Vehicle Charging Point per 
property with off road parking.  The charging point shall be 

independently wired to a 30A spur to enable minimum 7kV charging. 
• 5% staff parking on the office units with 7KV Rapid EVP with cabling 

provided for a further 5% (to enable the easy installation of 
additional units). 
 

The EV infrastructure shall be installed in accordance with the approved details 
and thereafter be retained.  

 
 

16. Prior to any commencement of works between 1st March and 31st August in 
any year, a detailed survey shall be carried out by a suitably qualified person 

to check for nesting birds and the results submitted to the LPA. Where nests 
are found in any hedgerow, tree or scrub to be removed (or converted or 

demolished in the case of buildings), a 4m exclusion zone shall be left around 
the nest until breeding is complete. Completion of nesting shall be confirmed 

by a suitably qualified person and a further report submitted to LPA before any 
further works within the exclusion zone take place.  

 
17. Prior to the commencement of development detailed proposals for the 

incorporation of features into the scheme suitable for use by breeding birds 
shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the LPA. The approved 

features shall be permanently installed prior to the first occupation of the 
development hereby permitted and thereafter retained, unless otherwise 

agreed in writing by the LPA.  
 
18. The reserved matters application  shall be accompanied by a detailed 

Ecological Mitigation strategy including a great crested newt mitigation 
strategy informed by the recommendations of the submitted Protected Species 

Impact Assessment and Mitigation Strategy dated 2013 prepared by CES 
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Ecology (CES:969/03-13/JG-FD).  The development shall be implemented in 

accordance with the measures of the approved ecological mitigation strategy. 
 

19. Prior to the commencement of each phase of development details of the 
proposed lighting scheme should be submitted to and approved in writing by 

the Local Planning  Authority. 
  

a) The details shall include the location, height, design and luminance and 

ensure the lighting is designed to minimise the potential loss of amenity 
caused by light spillage onto adjoining properties.  The lighting shall 

thereafter be installed and operated in accordance with the approved 
details. 

b) The scheme should include dark areas and avoid light spill upon bat roost 
features, boundary hedgerows and trees. The scheme should also include 

details of: Number and location of proposed luminaires; Luminaire light 
distribution type; Lamp type, lamp wattage and spectral distribution: 

Mounting height; Orientation direction; Beam angle; Type of control gear; 
Proposed lighting regime; and Projected light distribution maps of each 

lamp.  The lighting scheme shall be installed in accordance with the 
approved details.   

 
20.  All trees with bat roost potential as identified by the Peter Destapleigh Way 

Ecological Addendum Report 857368 (RSK September 2017) shall be retained, 
unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority 

 
 
21. The first reserved matters applications shall include a Design Code for the 

site and all reserved matters application shall comply with provisions of the 
Masterplan submitted with the application and the approved Design Code.  

 
 22. Prior to the commencement of each phase of development a scheme for 

landscaping shall be submitted to the Local Planning Authority and approved in 
writing.  The approved landscaping scheme shall include details of any trees 

and hedgerows to be retained and/or removed, details of the type and location 
of Tree and Hedge Protection Measures, planting plans of additional planting, 

written specifications (including cultivation and other operations associated 
with tree, shrub, hedge or grass establishment), schedules of plants noting 

species, plant sizes and proposed numbers/densities and an implementation 
programme. 

 
The landscaping scheme shall be completed in accordance with the following:- 

 
a) All hard and soft landscaping works shall be completed in full accordance 

with the approved scheme, within the first planting season following 
completion of the development hereby approved, or in accordance with a 

programme agreed with the Local Planning Authority. 
b) All trees, shrubs and hedge plants supplied shall comply with the 

requirements of British Standard 3936, Specification for Nursery Stock.  All 

pre-planting site preparation, planting and post-planting maintenance works 
shall be carried out in accordance with the requirements of British Standard 

4428 (1989) Code of Practice for General Landscape Operations (excluding 
hard surfaces). 
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c) All new tree plantings shall be positioned in accordance with the 

requirements of Table 3 of British Standard BSD5837: 2005 Trees in 
Relation to Construction:  Recommendations. 

d) Any trees, shrubs or hedges planted in accordance with this condition which 
are removed, die, become severely damaged or become seriously diseased 

within five years of planting shall be replaced within the next planting 
season by trees, shrubs or hedging plants of similar size and species to 
those originally required to be planted. 

 
23. An Arboricultural Impact Assessment, Tree Protection Plan and Arboricultural 

Method Statement in accordance with BS5837:2012 Trees in Relation to 
Design, Demolition and Construction – Recommendations shall be submitted in 

support of any reserved matters application which shall evaluate the direct 
and indirect impact of the development on trees and provide measures for 

their protection. 
 

24. No phase of development shall commence until details of the positions, 
design, materials and type of boundary treatment to be erected have been 

submitted to and approved in writing by the LPA. No building hereby permitted 
shall be occupied until the boundary treatment pertaining to that property has 

been implemented in accordance with the approved details.  
 

25. The Reserved Matters application for each phase of development shall include 
details of bin storage or recycling for the properties within that phase. The 

approved bin storage facilities shall be provided prior to the first   occupation 
of any building.  

 

26. Notwithstanding the details shown on plan reference no. BIR.3790.09D 
(September 2012) access to the development herein permitted shall be 

exclusively from Peter Destapeleigh Way as shown on plan reference no. dwg 
SK16 Rev C (11 November 2017) 

 
27. Unless otherwise agreed in writing, none of the dwellings hereby permitted 

shall be first occupied until access to broadband services has been provided in 
accordance with an action plan that has previously been submitted to and 

approved in writing by the LPA. 
 

Appeal B 

 
1. The development hereby approved shall commence within three years of the 

date of this permission.  
 

2. This permission shall refer to the following drawing numbers unless any other 
condition attached to the permission indicates otherwise:  

a. Site Location Plan reference no. BIR.3790_13  
b. Site Access General Arrangement Plan reference no. SCP/10141/D03/ 

Rev D (May 2015). 
 

3. No development shall commence until there has been submitted to and 
approved by the LPA a scheme of landscaping and replacement planting for the 

site indicating inter alia the positions of all existing trees and hedgerows within 
and around the site, indications of those to be retained, also the number, 
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species, heights on planting and positions of all additional trees, shrubs and 

bushes to be planted.  
 

4. All planting, seeding or turfing comprised in the approved details of landscaping 
shall be carried out in the first planting and seeding seasons following the  

completion of the development whichever is the sooner; and any trees or plants 
which within a period of 5 years from the completion of the landscaping scheme 
die, are removed or become seriously damaged or diseased shall be replaced in 

the next planting season with others of similar size and species unless the LPA 
gives written consent to any variation.  

 
5. Prior to the commencement of development or other operations being 

undertaken  on site a scheme  for the protection of the retained trees produced 
in accordance with BS5837:2012  Trees in Relation to Design, Demolition and 

Construction : Recommendations, which provides for the retention and 
protection of trees, shrubs and hedges growing on or adjacent to the site, 

including trees which are the subject of a Tree Preservation Order currently in 
force, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 

Authority.  
  

(a) No development or other operations shall take place except in complete 
accordance with the approved protection scheme. 

(b) No operations shall  be undertaken on site in connection with the 
development hereby approved (including any tree felling, tree pruning, 

demolition works, soil moving, temporary access construction and / or 
widening or any operations involving the use of motorised vehicles or 
construction machinery) until the protection works required by the approved 

protection scheme are in place. 
(c) No excavations for services, storage of materials or machinery, parking of 

vehicles, deposit or excavation of soil or rubble, lighting of fires or disposal 
of liquids shall take place within any area designated as being fenced off or 

otherwise protected in the approved protection scheme. 
(d)  Protective fencing shall be retained intact for the full duration of the 

development hereby approved and shall not be removed or repositioned 
without the prior written approval of the Local Planning Authority. 

 
6. No excavations for services, storage of materials or machinery, parking of 

vehicles, deposit or excavation of soil or rubble, lighting of fires or disposal of 
liquids shall take place within any area designated as being fenced off or 

otherwise protected in the approved protection scheme.  
 

7. Prior to development  commencing,  a detailed Ecological Mitigation strategy 
including a great crested newt mitigation strategy informed by the 

recommendations of the submitted Protected Species Impact Assessment and 
Mitigation Strategy dated MARCH 2013 REVISION) prepared by CES Ecology 

(CES:969/03-13/JG-FD) shall be submitted to and  approved n writing  by the  
Local Planning Authority. The development shall be implemented in accordance 
with the measures of the approved ecological mitigation strategy. 

 
8. Prior to any commencement of works between 1st March and 31st August in 

any year, a detailed survey shall be carried out by a suitably qualified person to 
check for nesting birds and the results submitted to the LPA. Where nests are 
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found in any building, hedgerow, tree or scrub to be removed (or converted or 

demolished in the case of buildings), a 4m exclusion zone shall be left around 
the nest until breeding is complete. Completion of nesting shall be confirmed by 

a suitably qualified person and a further report submitted to LPA before any 
further works within the exclusion zone take place. 

 

9. Prior to the commencement of development details of the proposed lighting 
scheme should be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 

Authority.  The scheme should include dark areas and avoid light spill upon bat 
roost features, boundary hedgerows and trees. The scheme should also include 

details of: Number and location of proposed luminaires; Luminaire light 
distribution type; Lamp type, lamp wattage and spectral distribution: Mounting 

height; Orientation direction; Beam angle; Type of control gear; Proposed 
lighting regime; and Projected light distribution maps of each lamp.  The 

lighting scheme shall be installed in accordance with the approved details.   

  
10. Prior to the commencement of development , and to minimise  the  impact of  

the access road on potential wildlife habitat provided  by the  existing ditch 
located adjacent to the  southern site boundary,  the detailed design of the 

ditch crossing shall be  submitted to and  approved  in writing by the  LPA . The 
access road shall be constructed in full accordance with the approved details.  

  
11.  No development shall commence on site unless and until a Deed of variation 

under s106A TCPA 1990 (as amended) has been entered into in relation to the 
S106 Agreement dated 20 March 2000 between Jennings Holdings Ltd (1), 

Ernest Henry Edwards, Rosemarie Lilian Corfield, James Frederick Moss, Irene 
Moss, John Williams and Jill Barbara Williams (2), Crewe and Nantwich BC (3) 

and Cheshire County Council (4) to ensure that the Local Nature Conservation 
Area is delivered, maintained and managed under this permission.   
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APPEARANCES 
 

FOR THE LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY: 
 

Mr Reuben Taylor of Queen’s Counsel                Instructed by the Solicitor to                        
Cheshire East Council 

  

He called: 
 

Mr Richard Taylor BA (Hons) BTP MRTPI 

Mr Adrian Fisher BSc MTPL MRTPI  

 

 

  

 
FOR THE APPELLANT: 

Mr Paul Tucker of Queen’s  

Counsel 
 

 
Assisted by Mr Philip Robson 

of Counsel 

instructed by Patrick Downes, Harris 

Lamb on behalf of Müller Property 
Group  

 

 

 
He called: 

 

  

Mr Jonathan Berry BA (Hons) Dip LA CMLI AIEMA M ArborA 
 

Mr Patrick Downes BSc (Hons) MRICS  

Mr Matthew Weddaburn BSc MA MRTPI 

Mr William Booker BSc (Hons) 

 
INTERESTED PERSONS: 

Councillor M Theobald  Stapeley & District Parish Council 

  
Mr P Cullen 
 

Councillor P Groves 
 

Mr P Staley 
 

Ms J Crawford 
 

Ms G Barry 
 

Resident 
 

Cheshire East Council 
 

Resident 
 

Resident 
 

Resident 
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Mr K Roberts 

 
Councillor A Martin 

 
 

Resident  

 
Councillor   

    

INQUIRY DOCUMENTS (IDs) 
 
1. Appearances – Appellant 

2. Planning SoCG 
3. Housing SoCG 

4. Draft s106 
5. Revised plans – Appellant 

6. Revised Appendix 14 (Mr Fisher) – Council 
7. Openings – Appellant 

8. Openings – Council 
9. Statement Councillor Groves 

10. Statement Councillor Theobald 
11. Statement Mr Cullen 

12. Statement Mr Staley 
13. Statement Ms Barry 

14. Amended red line drawing 
15. Strategic sites list with references 

16. Wokingham High Court Decision – Council 
17. E mail site LPSA 2 

18. Map – LPS 27 
19. Appendix E CELPS (Housing trajectory) 
20. Appellant’s housing evidence amended table 17 

21. CD of Traffic issues – Mr Staley 
22. Extract PPG paragraph 26 

23. Accident Record of area (map) – Appellant 
24. Aerial photograph highway improvements – Appellant 

25. Bus timetables – Appellant 
26. List draft conditions 

27. Agricultural land analysis – Appellant 
28. Stapley and Batherton Neighbourhood Plan 

29. Amended landscape condition 
30. CIL compliance schedule 

31. Updated s 106 
32. Councillor Theobold comments on s106 

33. Amended housing supply table – Appellant 
34. Letters/email from D Roberts/H THompson 

 
DOCUMENTS RECEIVED AFTER THE ADJOURNMENT OF THE INQUIRY 

 
1a Final list of Core Documents 

2a Closings Appellant 
3a Closings Council 
4a Grounds for Claim to High Court (Shavington case) – Council 

5a Comments on rFramework – Appellant 
6a Comments on rFramework – Council 

7a Final comments on Council’s submissions - Appellant 
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CORE DOCUMENTS  

 
 

Background  (A) 

 National Planning and Ministerial Statement 

A9 The Plan for Growth (2011) 

A10 Supporting Local Growth (2011)  
 Local Plan Policy and Guidance 

A11 Extracts of Adopted Crewe and Nantwich Replacement Local Plan (2005) (“CNRLP”) 

A12 Secretary of State’s Direction (Saved Policies) February 2008 

A13 Removed 
A14 Removed 

A15 Removed 

A16 Interim Planning Policy on Release of Housing Land (February 2011) 
A19 Extract of the Draft Nantwich Town Strategy 

 Emerging Local Plan Background Documents 

A20A Extracts from the Cheshire East Local Plan Strategy 2010 – 2030 (“LPS”) 

A24 Extracts of Cheshire East Strategic Housing Market Assessment (2010) 
A25 CEC Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (March 2012) 

A26 CEC Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment Letter (4th December 2013 

A27 Letter of representation from The Home Builders Federation to the SHLAA update 
methodology (January 2014)  

A28 Letter from Muller Property Group to the SHLAA update methodology (January 2014) 

A35 Extract from Annual Monitor on Affordable Housing Provision  

A36 Stapeley and Batherton Neighbourhood Plan, Referendum Version (SBNP) 
A37 Stapeley and Batherton Neighbourhood Plan Examiner’s Report 

A38 Council Decision on report of SBNP 

A39 Cheshire East Local Plan Strategy 2010 – 2030 July 2017 
A40 Report on the Examination of the Cheshire East Local Plan Strategy Development Plan 

Document, 20 June 2017 

A41 Inspector’s Views on Further Modifications Needed to the Local Plan Strategy 
(Proposed Changes), 13 December 2016 

A42 Inspector’s Interim Views on the legal compliance and soundness of the submitted 
Local Plan Strategy, 6 November 2014 

A43 Inspector’s Further Interim Views on the additional evidence produced by the Council 
during the suspension of the examination and its implications for the submitted Local 
Plan Strategy, 11 December 2015 

A44 Cheshire East Local Plan: Nantwich Town Report, March 2016 

A45 Crewe and Nantwich Replacement Local Plan, 2011 
 

Technical Papers (B)  

B3 Extract of Manual for Streets 2 – Wider Application of the Principles (CIHT, 2010) 
B4 Extract of Manual for Streets (2007) 

B17 Transport for Statistics Bulletin 

B18 Walking in Britain  

B19 South Worcestershire interim conclusions on the South Worcestershire Development 
Plan  

B20 LDC initial findings report (Sept 2013) 

B21 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment and the development plan document 
preparation 
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B22 Cheshire East Council Housing Supply and Delivery Topic Paper (August 2016) 

B23 Cheshire East Council Housing Monitoring Update (published August 2017, base date 
31st March 2017 

 

High Court and Supreme Court Cases (C) 

C11 High Court Judgement West Lancashire vs Secretary of State for Communities and Local 
Government (Neutral Citation Number: [2017] EWHC (Admin) 

C12 Supreme Court Judgement Carnworth, Suffolk Coastal District  
 

Appeal Cases (D) 

 Ministerial Appeal Decisions  

 Inspector Appeal Decisions  

D29 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference: APP/R0660/W/17/3166469. White Moss, 
Butterton Lane, Barthomley, Crewe CW1 5UJ.  8th November 2017 

D30 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference: 
APP/R0660/W/17/3168917. Land to the south of Park Road, Willaston, Cheshire. 4th 
January 2018 

D31 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference: 
APP/M4320/W/17/3167849. Land to the south of Andrews Lane, Formby L37 27H. 5th 
December 2017 

 

Relevant Applications (E) 

E1 Decision Notice for the extant permission - construction of a new access road into 
Stapeley Water Gardens” (planning application reference P00/0829)  

E2 Letter from CEC confirming that planning application reference P00/0829 is extant  

E3 Cronkinson Farm Schedule 106 Agreement 2000 
 

Landscape Documents (F) 
F1 Extract of the Guidelines for landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, 3rd Edition 

The Landscape Institute and IEMA 2013 

F2 Extract of the Landscape Character Assessment – Guidance for England and Scotland – 
Scottish Natural Heritage and the Countryside Agency (2002) 

F3 Site Context Plan (2064/P01a  JB/JE  January 2014) 

F4 Site Setting (Aerial Photograph) (2064/P04  JB/JE  January 2014) 

F5 Extract from the Countryside Agency (now Natural England), Character Area 61 
Description 

F6 Extract of Cheshire Landscape Character Assessment SPD – Type 7: East Lowland Plain 

F7 Extract of Cheshire Landscape Character Assessment SPD – ELP 1: Ravensmoor 
F8 Munro Planting Scheme – Appeal B 

F9 Tyler Grange Winter Photographs (January 2014) (2064/P03  JB/LG  January 2014) 

F10 Winter viewpoint locations (TG Ref: 2064/P03) 
 

Ecology & Arboricultural Documents (G)  

G1 Extract of English Nature Great Crested Newt Mitigation Guidelines 2001 

G2 Extract of Natural England LPA Standing Advice Species Sheet Great Crested Newts 

G3 Extract of Bats {Natural England LPA Standing Advice Species Sheets} 
G4 Extract of Badger {Natural England LPA Standing Advice Species Sheets} 

G5 Extract of Birds {Natural England LPA Standing Advice Species Sheets} 

G6 Extract of Water Vole {Natural England LPA Standing Advice Species Sheets} 
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G7 Extract of Natural England Advice Note European Protected Species & The Planning 
Process Natural England’s Application of the ‘Three Tests’ to Licence Applications 

G8 Extract of Cheshire East Borough Council (Stapeley – the Maylands, Broad Lane) Tree 
Preservation Order 2013 

 

APPEAL A 

Appeal A -  Application Documents (H1) 

H1 Covering Letter September 2012 

H2 Application Forms 

H3 Site Location Plan  

H4 Site Setting (Aerial Photograph) 

H5 Indicative Masterplan  

H6 Archaeological Report 
H7 Transport Assessment  

H8 Framework Travel Plan  

H9 Statement of Community Involvement 

H10 Retail Statement  

H11 Nantwich Housing Market Assessment  

H12 Design and Access Statement  

H13 Planning Statement  
H14 Arboricultural Implications Assessment  

H15 Movement and topography 

H16 Landscape Character Plan  
H17 Index to views 

H18 Viewpoint Location Plan  

H19 Viewpoints 

H20 Landscape Visual Impact Assessment  
H21 Flood Risk Assessment  

H22 Phase 1 Contamination Report 

H23 Protected Species Impact Assessment and Mitigation Strategy (2012) 
  

Consultee Responses (I) 

I1 Environmental Health (Noise / Air / Light) 

I2 Cheshire Wildlife 

I3 United Utilities 

I4 Network Rail 

I5 Public Rights of Way 
I6 Natural England 

I7 Bob Hindhaugh Associates Ltd on behalf of Stapeley Parish Council  

I8 Nantwich Town Council 

I9 Reaseheath College 
I10 Highways 

I11 Arboricultural 

I12 Design 
I13 Landscape 

  

Documents submitted after the initial submission (J) 

J1 Revised Arboricultural Impact Assessment Phase 2 – Report Ref NWS/11/10/AIA P2 25th 
May 2012 
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J2 Revised Air Quality Assessment – Report Ref AQ0310 Dec 2012 

J3 Tree Plan – Drawing No. NWS/SP/03/12/01 – 12th March 2013 
J4 Tree Constraints Plan Tile 1 – Report Ref NWS/11/10/TCA/01 – 9th November 2011 

J5 Tree Constraints Plan Tile 2 – Report Ref NWS/11/10/TCA/02 – 9th November 2011  

J6 Tree Constraints Plan Tile 3 – Report Ref NWS/11/10/TCA/03 – 9th November 2011 
J7 Tree Constraints Plan Tile 4 – Report Ref NWS/11/10/TCA/04 – 9th November 2011 

J8  Great Crested Newt Survey 

J9 Noise Assessment 

J10 9.1.13 – SCP Technical Note 
J11 11.1.13 – SCP Technical Note – Response to Parish Council 

J12 14.1.13 SCP Technical Note – Sensitivity Test 

J13 11.3.13 – SCP Technical Note  
  

Reporting and Decision (K) 

K1 Planning Officers Report to Planning Committee 

K2 Formal Decision Notice 

K3 Secretary of State First Decision letter 17/03/15 

K4 Original Inspector’s Report 

K5 Consent Order 3/07/15 

K6 Secretary of State Second Decision letter 11/08/16 

K7 Consent Order 

K8 DCLG letter of 12/04/17, inviting further representations 

K9 DCLG letter of 03/08/17 relating to the re-opening of the inquiry 

K10 Updated Officer’s Report to Cheshire East Council Strategic Planning Board of 22/11/17 

K11 Strategic Planning Board Report on applications 12/3747N and 12/3746N, 31/1/18 
 

APPEAL B  

Appeal B -  Application Documents (L) 

L1 Covering Letter September 2012 

L2 Application Forms 
L3 Site Location Plan  

L4 Site Access 

L5 Transport Statement  

L6 Protected Species Impact Assessment and Mitigation Strategy (2012) 

L7 Design and Access Statement  

L8 Planning Statement  
 

 Updated Application Documents Appeals A and B 

L9 Updated Masterplan Documents and Access Drawings 

L10 Land Research Letter – BMV – 25/9/17 

L11 Redmore Environmental – Air Quality Assessment 29/9/17 

L12 Shields Arboricultural Impact Assessment – 26/9/17 

L13 RSK Ecological Addendum Report Sept. 2017 

L14 Betts Hydro – Flood Risk and Drainage Addendum 26/9/17 
L15 SCP – Transport Technical Note 3/10/17 

L16 Landscape and Visual Technical Note 26/9/17 

L17 Lighthouse Acoustics – Acoustic Note 29/9/17 
 

Consultee Responses (M) 
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M1 Environment Agency  

M2 Environmental Health 
M3 Natural England 

M4 Public Rights of Way 

M5 Nantwich Town Council 
M6 Reaseheath College  

M7 Bob Hindhaugh Associates Ltd on behalf of Stapeley Parish Council 

M8 Highways  

M9 Arboricultural 
M10 Cheshire Wildlife 

M11  Affordable Housing 

  
Documents submitted after the initial submission (N) 

N1 Flood Risk Assessment 

N2 Great Crested Newt Survey (Revised November 2012) 

N3 SCP Technical Note - 11.01.13 

N4 Arboricultural Implication Assessment Phase 2 

N5 Protected Species Impact Assessment and Mitigation Strategy (March 2013) 

  

Reporting and Decision (O) 

O1 1st Planning Officers Report to Planning Committee 

O2 2nd Planning Officer’s Report to Planning Committee 

O3 Strategic Planning Board Meeting  - 19/6/13 Notes of Planning Application 12/3746N 
 

Supreme Court Judgements (P) 

P1 Removed 
 

Appeal Court Judgements (Q) 

Q1 Suffolk Coastal Appeal Court Judgement 

Q2 St Modwen Appeal Court Judgment 
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www.gov.uk/mhclg 

RIGHT TO CHALLENGE THE DECISION IN THE HIGH COURT 

These notes are provided for guidance only and apply only to challenges under the 
legislation specified. If you require further advice on making any High Court challenge, or 
making an application for Judicial Review, you should consult a solicitor or other advisor or 
contact the Crown Office at the Royal Courts of Justice, Queens Bench Division, 
Strand,London,WC2 2LL (0207 947 6000). 

The attached decision is final unless it is successfully challenged in the Courts. The Secretary of 
State cannot amend or interpret the decision. It may be redetermined by the Secretary of State only 
if the decision is quashed by the Courts. However, if it is redetermined, it does not necessarily follow 
that the original decision will be reversed. 

SECTION 1: PLANNING APPEALS AND CALLED-IN PLANNING APPLICATIONS 

The decision may be challenged by making an application for permission to the High Court 
under section 288 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (the TCP Act). 

Challenges under Section 288 of the TCP Act 
With the permission of the High Court under section 288 of the TCP Act, decisions on called-in 
applications under section 77 of the TCP Act (planning), appeals under section 78 (planning) may 
be challenged. Any person aggrieved by the decision may question the validity of the decision on 
the grounds that it is not within the powers of the Act or that any of the relevant requirements have 
not been complied with in relation to the decision. An application for leave under this section must 
be made within six weeks from the day after the date of the decision. 

SECTION 2: ENFORCEMENT APPEALS 

Challenges under Section 289 of the TCP Act 
Decisions on recovered enforcement appeals under all grounds can be challenged under section 289 
of the TCP Act. To challenge the enforcement decision, permission must first be obtained from the 
Court. If the Court does not consider that there is an arguable case, it may refuse permission. 
Application for leave to make a challenge must be received by the Administrative Court within 28 days 
of the decision, unless the Court extends this period. 

SECTION 3: AWARDS OF COSTS 

A challenge to the decision on an application for an award of costs which is connected with a 
decision under section 77 or 78 of the TCP Act can be made under section 288 of the TCP Act if 
permission of the High Court is granted. 

SECTION 4: INSPECTION OF DOCUMENTS 

Where an inquiry or hearing has been held any person who is entitled to be notified of the decision 
has a statutory right to view the documents, photographs and plans listed in the appendix to the 
Inspector’s report of the inquiry or hearing within 6 weeks of the day after the date of the decision. If 
you are such a person and you wish to view the documents you should get in touch with the office at 
the address from which the decision was issued, as shown on the letterhead on the decision letter, 
quoting the reference number and stating the day and time you wish to visit. At least 3 days notice 
should be given, if possible. 
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LPA Ref: P/18/1118/OA & P/19/0460/OA 
APPENDICES TO PROOF OF EVIDENCE 
 
 

 
October 2020 | NT | BRS.4989  
 

APPENDIX 10 
 

LAND TO THE SOUTH OF COX GREEN ROAD, RUDGWICK APPEAL 
DECISION 
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Appeal Decision 
Inquiry Held on 20-23 August 2019 

Site visits made on 19 and 22 August 2019 

by John Felgate  BA(Hons) MA MRTPI

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State 

Decision date: 16th September 2019 

Appeal Ref: APP/R3650/W/19/3227970 

Land to the south of Cox Green Road, Rudgwick, Surrey 

• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
against a refusal to grant outline planning permission.

• The appeal is made by Parkes Limited against the decision of Waverley Borough

Council.
• The application Ref WA/2018/1109, dated 25 April 2018, was refused by notice dated

7 November 2018.
• The development proposed is the erection of 53 dwellings with associated access, car

parking, open space and drainage ponds.

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed.

Preliminary Matters 

2. The appeal proposal seeks outline permission, with all details reserved except

for access.  In so far as the submitted plans include other details, I have

treated these as illustrative.

3. Prior to, or during the inquiry, the appellants tabled a revised illustrative layout

plan, a landscape and ecology master plan, a parameters plan, a proposed
footway plan, a revised drainage strategy, and an updated reptile survey.  No

objections have been received to these additional documents, and I have taken

them into account in my decision.

4. During the inquiry, the appellants entered into a Section 106 agreement with

Waverley Borough Council (WBC) and Surrey County Council (SCC), and
unilateral undertakings with WBC and West Sussex County Council (WSCC).  In

summary, these provide for: 30% affordable housing, a play area, a

sustainable drainage system, vehicular access, a new footway along Cox Green
Road, a crossing point on Church Street, improvements to off-site footpaths to

the west, travel vouchers, a travel pan, and ecological mitigation.

5. In the light of these amended submissions and planning obligations, the

Council withdrew a number of its original Refusal Reasons (RRs).  These were

RR4 which related to housing tenure and mix, RR6 relating to development
north of Cox Green Road, RR7 relating to children’s play space, RR8 regarding

pedestrian access, RR9 relating to impacts on wildlife, and RR14 which related

to sustainable travel.

6. Prior to the inquiry, the Council also accepted that a number of its other RRs

should be withdrawn, because they related to matters that were already

A10.1

Page 1524

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate


Appeal Decision APP/R3650/W/19/3227970 
 

 
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate                          2 

covered by the Community Infrastructure Levy, which had been introduced in 

October 2018.  These were RR11 which sought a contribution to education, and 

RRs 10 and 13, which in any event duplicated each other in seeking 
contributions to recreation and leisure facilities. 

7. RR12, which sought a contribution in respect of waste and recycling, was also 

withdrawn, in favour of dealing with the matter by means of a condition. 

8. As a result of these withdrawals, the remaining RRs are Nos 1, 2, 3 and 5, 

relating to planning policy, character and appearance, and heritage impact. 

Main Issues 

9. In the light of all the submissions before me, the main issues in the appeal are: 

▪ whether the Borough of Waverley has an adequate supply of land for 

housing;  

▪ whether the proposed development would accord with the WBLP’s policies for 
the location of new housing; 

▪ the development’s effects on the character and appearance of the area and 

its landscape; 

▪ and the effects on the setting of the listed building ‘Crouchers’. 

Reasons for Decision 

Supply of land for housing  

10. The Council’s view of the housing land supply, for the 5-year period 2019-24, is 

set out in the Position Statement published in July 2019.  The requirement 

figure of 5,501 dwellings, is agreed between the parties, and is derived from 
the housing policies of the Waverley Borough Local Plan Part 1 (the WBLP), 

adopted in February 2018.  Against this figure, the Position Statement shows a 

maximum supply of 5,720 units.  In subsequent correspondence, the Council 
has conceded an adjustment of minus 12 units.  The adjusted supply is 

therefore now 5,708 units, or a surplus of 207 units.  In terms of years’ supply, 

this equates to just under 5.2 years.    

11. The requirement in the National Planning Policy Framework (the NPPF) is for a 

supply of sites that are deliverable.  The meaning of ‘deliverable’ in this context 
is set out in the NPPF’s Glossary, and further clarified in the Planning Practice 

Guidance (the PPG).  Following the changes made to the NPPF in July 2018, 

sites for more than minor development, which do not have detailed planning 

permission, can only be considered deliverable where there is clear evidence 
that housing completions will be achieved within the relevant 5-year period.  In 

the present case, the sites that are disputed between the parties1 all come 

within this category. 

Dunsfold 

12. The former aerodrome site now known as Dunsfold Park is allocated for 2,600 

dwellings, and has outline permission for 1,800 dwellings plus other uses2.  Out 
of this total, the Council’s 5-year supply relies on 463 units being delivered by 

                                       
1 As listed in the schedule of disputed sites, jointly tabled at the inquiry 
2 The permission is described as a hybrid, but with the detailed elements relating to matters of roads and 

infrastructure only 
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April 2024, with the first 50 completed dwellings coming in the year 2021/22, 

and the build rate accelerating significantly thereafter.  The dispute between 

the parties centres on the length of the lead-in period, prior to those first house 
completions.   

13. The Council’s assumptions rest principally on a pro-forma return from the site’s 

lead developer, but the details contained in that document are scant.  Although 

estimated numbers and dates are presented, there is no explanation of how the 

timing is to be achieved.  There is no indication of the intended timescales for 
submitting and approving reserved matters, including any further public 

consultation.  Neither is there any breakdown of the advance works that are 

likely to be needed on-site, for discharging conditions, site preparation, and 

installing infrastructure.  On a development of this scale, the planning and 
programming of these stages is likely to be more complex than on smaller 

sites, but the evidence contains none of these important details.  There is 

therefore no evidence that house completions can realistically be achieved by 
2021/22. 

14. I have had regard to the WBLP Examination report3, and to the Dunsfold 

delivery report4, but these clearly cannot reflect the up-to-date position now.  I 

note that a Planning Performance Agreement (PPA) has been entered into, but 

this deals only with the approval stages, and anyway does not appear to set 
out any overall programme.  There is no evidence that the award of Garden 

Village status will have any effect on the timescale.  I also note that an 

application has recently been made to vary the outline permission, in respect of 

the site access, and there is no indication as to how this may affect the 
programme which was drawn up prior to that.   

15. Having regard to the NPPF’s revised definition of deliverability, I can see little if 

anything that amounts to clear evidence that any completions will be achieved 

on the site within the relevant 5-year period.  Although the PPG refers to PPAs 

and information from developers, it seems to me that the evidential value of 
these must be dependant on their content.  In this case there is no clear 

evidence of any real progress since the granting of the outline permission in 

March 2018.   

16. To my mind, having regard to the presumptive effect of the NPPF definition, 

these circumstances would justify excluding Dunsfold from the current supply 
in its entirety.  But nevertheless, the evidence before me challenges the 

numbers rather than the principle of the site’s inclusion.  The appellants, 

somewhat generously, accept a realistic prospect in respect of a reduced figure 
of 232 units within the relevant period, and in the circumstances I consider this 

an appropriate number to adopt for my calculations too.  This reduces the 

Council’s supply by 225 dwellings. 

Milford and Coxbridge sites  

17. The land opposite Milford Golf Course has outline permission for 200 dwellings, 

and some progress has been made on submitting reserved matters and 

discharging conditions.  The Council envisages the whole site being built-out 
within the relevant 5-year period.  However, the Council relies principally on a 

pro-forma sheet dating from 2017, and even that information seems to offer 

                                       
3 The WBLP Examination Inspector’s report dated 1 February 2018, based on hearings held in June and July 2017 
4 ‘Dunsfold Aerodrome Delivery Rates Assessment’, Troy Associates, Nov 2016 
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limited support for the Council’s current assumptions.  There is no evidence 

from the site’s current developer, and no evidence of any dialogue with that 

company.  The Council’s evidence to the present inquiry is contradictory as to 
whether the first completions are expected in 2021/22 or 2022/23 5.  The latter 

programme would depend on a build rate of 100 units per annum, from the 

start, and the Council agrees that this could only be achieved with two outlets 

throughout.  None of these assumptions are corroborated.  There is further 
uncertainty regarding a restrictive covenant, which may need reference to the 

Lands Tribunal.  The Council’s assumptions are not necessarily unrealistic, but 

neither have they been shown to be clearly realistic; for the site to be 
deliverable, the evidence would need to be more convincing and more up to 

date.  But again there is a measure of agreement between the parties with 

regard to at least some completions, 130 units in this case.  In the 
circumstances, I accept that this figure should replace the Council’s. 

18. Coxbridge Farm is an allocated site and has a current outline application for

350 dwellings.  The Council has included 200 units in its 5-year supply, with

the first of these coming in 2021/22.  There is a programme from the

developer, but this is acknowledged to be over-optimistic, and is stated to be

subject to the outcome of Section 106 negotiations.  The Council has
substituted its own more conservative assumptions as to the lead-in time and

the annual build rate, based again on evidence prepared for the Local Plan

examination6.  I accept that this report is based on research specific to the
local housing market, but even so, it does not look at the specific

circumstances of individual sites.  It is therefore not a substitute for site-

specific information and knowledge.  In the absence of a reliable programme
from the site’s own developer, and in view of the early stage of the planning

process, the current evidence does not clearly show the Council’s assumptions

to have a realistic prospect of being achieved.  For similar reasons to those

applying to the Dunsfold and Milford sites, I consider the appellants’ estimate,
which again is 130 units, to be more realistic than the Council’s figure.

19. In the remainder of the first section of the ‘disputed sites’ schedule, the nature

of the disputed matters is such that the differences do not affect the outcome

of the 5-year supply calculation, and I have therefore not considered these six

sites further.

20. The effect of the two adjustments that I have identified, for the Milford and
Coxbridge sites, is to reduce the Council’s deliverable supply by a further 140

dwellings.

Other disputed sites 

21. In view of my findings on the above, it is clear that the Council’s 5-year supply

must fall below the number that is required within that period. However, it

remains necessary for me to get an approximate view of the shortfall’s likely

full extent.  In the light of this, I have considered the other 24 disputed sites,
in the second part of the joint schedule, more briefly.

22. None of the other disputed sites has any planning permission.  Twelve of the

sites are proposed allocations in emerging plans, but this does not ensure that

they will be confirmed.  About four others are on the Brownfield Register, which

5 Shown as 2021/22 in the July 2019 Position Statement, and 2022/23 in the joint schedule of disputed sites 
6 ‘Housing Land Supply and Housing Trajectory Contextual Note’, Troy Associates, May 2017 
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indicates their suitability in principle, but not their capacity, nor their viability.  

Two sites are identified only in the SHLAA7, and this does not guarantee that 

permission would be granted.  Three sites have no planning status at all.  
Seven of the sites have previously been refused permission, including five on 

appeal, and one other has an appeal outstanding.  Four sites are in the Green 

Belt, and one in the AONB.  At least two others are subject to other unresolved 

planning objections.  At least three sites are currently occupied by existing 
uses, and are therefore not yet available.  Two of these are dependant on new 

premises being built for their relocation.  Several of the sites form extensions 

to sites that are already included, and thus their timing is contingent on that of 
the larger site.  Some sites are dependent on agreements yet to be reached 

between two or more landowners.  

23. None of these circumstances make it impossible that these sites could

contribute to the housing land supply, but that is not the test of deliverability.

To justify including sites of these types it would be necessary to produce clear
and specific evidence, in sufficient detail, to show that the sites were available,

suitable, and achievable, with a realistic prospect of delivery within the

required timescale.  I appreciate that this would be a large task, but self-

evidently the size of that task is related to the number of sites without full
planning permission that the Council seeks to rely on.  On the evidence before

me now, none of the sites in the second section of the schedule can currently

justify being included in the 5-year supply.

24. I therefore consider that all 24 of these sites, in the second part of the disputed

sites schedule, should be deleted.  The result of this is to reduce the deliverable
land supply by a further 563 units.

Lapse rate 

25. I accept that, even with the above adjustments, the actual housing delivery

over the next five years may well prove to be less than what is envisaged.  But

the exercise is not meant to be a forecast, it is simply a means of identifying

sites that are capable of delivering the required numbers.  Provided the
assumptions and evidence are robust on a site-by-site basis, I see no need for

the application of a lapse rate to achieve that purpose.

Conclusion on land supply 

26. With the necessary deductions that I have identified, totalling 928 units, the

Council’s deliverable supply is reduced to 4,780.  Against the agreed

requirement figure of 5,501 units, this amounts to a supply of around 4.3

years.

27. It follows that the benefit of providing 53 dwellings, including 16 affordable,

carries particular weight in the planning balance.

Accordance with the Local Plan’s locational policies for housing 

28. The principal policy for the location of housing is WBLP Policy SP2, which sets

out the spatial strategy for the district.  The policy’s aims are to maintain the

area’s character and to meet development needs in a sustainable manner.  To

that end, the policy defines a settlement hierarchy, in which development is to
be focussed at the four largest settlements, with moderate and limited levels of

7 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 
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development at the second and third-tier villages respectively.  After these, the 

fourth and final tier of the hierarchy is ‘all other villages’, where only modest 

growth is allowed, to meet local needs.  

29. In the present case, Rudgwick is not identified as a settlement for development 

in any of the first, second or third tiers of the WBLP’s settlement hierarchy 
(Sections 2, 3, and 4 of Policy SP2).  Nor is the appeal site located at, or 

related to, any of the other settlements thus identified in any of these tiers.  

With regard to the third tier, the site does fall within the parish of Ewhurst, but 
it was accepted at the inquiry that the provisions in Policy SP2’s Section 4 are 

intended to apply only to the named villages themselves, and not to whole 

parishes.  I agree with that interpretation.  In this case the appeal site is well 

away from Ewhurst village, and as such, it clearly does not benefit from the 
provisions of Section 4. 

30. The site therefore falls to be considered, at best, within the bottom tier of 

Policy SP2’s settlement hierarchy, where Section 5 of the policy permits modest 

growth, for local needs.  In this context, the WBLP’s text at 5.18 also refers to 

extremely limited, small scale development.  Having regard to both the policy 
and the text, I can see no basis on which the expression ‘modest growth’ could 

be taken to include a development of 53 dwellings such as that now proposed.  

Nor is there any indication that this development would serve only local, as 
opposed to general, housing needs.  It follows that the proposed scheme does 

not fall within the type or scale of development that Policy SP2 permits in 

locations such as this.  Policy SP2 as a whole therefore offers no support to this 

proposed development. 

31. In addition, the WBLP’s housing policies also include Policy ALH1, which sets 
out the broad distribution of development.  This includes 100 dwellings in 

Ewhurst, and in the context of this particular policy it is agreed that the 

distribution is based on parishes.  However, it not disputed that Ewhurst’s  

requirement has now been met, through planning permissions granted on other 
sites.  Policies SS1 – SS9 allocate strategic sites throughout the District, but 

the appeal site is not included in any of these.  Again therefore, none of these 

housing policies supports the appeal proposal.  Nor has any such support been 
identified in any other development plan policy. 

32. I accept that Policy SP2 is permissively worded, and does not expressly 

presume against development in other locations.  I also agree that Policy ALH1 

is primarily a plan-making, rather than a decision-taking, type of policy.  But 

together these two policies, together with the strategic allocations, represent 
the WBLP’s housing strategy.  There are no other policies relevant to housing 

location.  The plan therefore does not provide for development at sites like the 

appeal site.  There is nothing in these policies with which the appeal proposal 
can be said to accord, and the scheme therefore conflicts with the most 

relevant policies in this respect. 

33. Having regard to the shortfall in the District’s land supply, I agree that there is 

an urgent need to find additional sites.  There is no certainty that sufficient 

numbers can be found without some degree of compromise, particularly in 
respect of the locational elements of policies such as SP2 and ALH1.  But in 

these kind of circumstances, the way that the NPPF envisages that matters 

should be resolved is by adjusting the relative weight given to those policies, 

not by stretching their meaning.  For the reasons already explained, I consider 
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that the relevant policies are not designed to accommodate the appeal 

proposal.  

34. I also agree that alongside these matters, it will be relevant to consider the

site’s suitability, its sustainability credentials, and its relationship the WBLP’s

underlying aims.  In the context of the appeal as a whole, these are material
considerations.  But that does not make them relevant to determining whether

or not there is compliance with the particular policies that I have identified.  I

will return to these other material considerations later in my decision.

35. For the reasons stated, I conclude that the appeal proposal conflicts with the

WBLP’s strategy for housing location, and in particular with Policy SP2.

Effects on the character and appearance of the area and its landscape 

The existing situation 

36. The appeal site is part of a larger parcel of farmland which, in the appellants’
LVIA8 report, is given the descriptive name ‘Rudgwick Park Fields’.  This distinct

landscape compartment comprises primarily open grass pasture, used for

sheep grazing.  The topography shelves gently at first, and then more steeply,

away from the village, and towards Cox Green Road and the lower-lying fields
beyond.  Within the site, the grassland is punctuated by scattered tree groups

and individual trees, mainly of oak, ash, hornbeam and other native

broadleaved species, and these give the land a parkland quality.  The small
pond on the northern boundary is an attractive natural feature.  Although the

northern boundary is partly open, the other edges are strongly contained by

tree belts and rear gardens, creating an enclosed, intimate character.

Together, these ingredients combine to create an attractive and highly
distinctive, small-scale, pastoral landscape, of considerable scenic quality.  The

appeal site itself forms an integral part of this landscape.

37. The appeal site is seen mainly from Footpath No 448 and from Cox Green

Road.  Approaching along the footpath, from the south-west, the path crosses

the western part of the Rudgwick Park Fields, passes through a line of trees,
and arrives at the south-western corner of the appeal site itself.  From this

relative high point there is a sweeping vista, down across the whole of the site.

From this point, the undulating slope, the irregular-shaped partial enclosures of
the tree groups, and the contrasting textures of the trees and grassland, form

a striking composition.  As the footpath continues north-westwards across the

site, the view changes subtly, with different angles opening up, and new
glimpses appearing through and beyond the trees.  As I saw on my visits, the

morning and evening shadows, from both the trees and the undulations, add a

further dramatic visual element at these times of day.  In addition, from the

upper parts of the path, the site is framed by distant views of the Surrey Hills
AONB9.  Although the backs of some of the houses in Church Street are visible,

the views from the Footpath 448 are focussed in the opposite direction, and

thus the presence of this existing development does not detract from the site’s
rural tranquillity.

38. Seen from Cox Green Road, the site is viewed in the context of a quiet rural

lane.  On my visit I saw that, in summer, views are filtered by the boundary

8 Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment 
9 Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
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hedge and occasional trees, but nevertheless, the site can be clearly seen, and 

its park-like nature is clearly evident.  In winter, it seems likely that these 

views will be more open and its landscape qualities even more readily 
appreciated.  Approaching from the west, the historic building ‘Crouchers’ is 

glimpsed, but there are no other signs of any nearby settlement, and thus the 

appeal site appears in a context that is almost entirely rural and undeveloped.   

39. In addition, from the direction of Church Street, although the appeal site 

cannot be directly seen from here, there is an evident sense of the openness 
which exists behind the houses on the road frontage, including Crouchers and 

the adjoining properties.  This openness is discernible from the absence of 

buildings, roofs, or other artefacts, and from the resulting glimpses of sky and 

more distant landscape features, as seen through the occasional gaps between 
the frontage development.  Again, in winter these would be more readily 

perceived than at the time of my visit.  The openness to the rear of the 

frontage buildings in this part of Church Street contributes to its distinctive 
character, as a transition zone between the village and the countryside. 

40. To sum up with regard to the site as it currently exists, it seems to me that the 

appeal site embodies and exemplifies those qualities of intrinsic countryside 

character and beauty that are referred to in the NPPF, and which national 

policy requires to be recognised in planning decisions.  I accept that public 
views of the site are largely confined to those that I have identified, and the 

site does not have any significant wider visibility.  But nevertheless, in this case 

the site’s value lies in its own intrinsic qualities, and in its contribution to the 

rural character and appearance of this particular part of the countryside. 

41. In addition, in this case the appeal site is included within an Area of Great 
Landscape Value (AGLV), which is a designation originating at County level, 

and thus indicating its landscape importance in the context of the county of 

Surrey as a whole.  As such, the site falls within the scope of the NPPF’s advice 

relating to ‘valued landscapes’, which are to be protected and enhanced in a 
manner commensurate with their quality.  In the light of the appeal site’s own 

intrinsic qualities that I have identified, I see no reason to question its inclusion 

in the AGLV.  It therefore seems to me that the designation reinforces the 
value that attaches to the site’s landscape, and its contribution to the character 

and appearance of the area.     

The impact of the development 

42. The development now proposed would introduce onto the site 53 dwellings, 

roadways, gardens, fences, vehicles, lighting, a play area, and associated 

residential paraphernalia.  Although the submitted plans are illustrative, they 

show that such a development could be attractively designed and laid out, and 
could create a pleasant residential environment.  To my mind however, they do 

not suggest any way in which such a development could avoid completely 

changing the site’s character from what exists now.  I have no doubt that most 
of the existing trees could be retained, together with the pond, and indeed it 

might be that these features could be enhanced to a degree, by means of 

better and more active management.  The development would also potentially 
have sufficient space for substantial new planting and landscaping.  But the 

inclusion of positive elements such as these would not alter the fact that the 

site’s present rural character and landscape quality would inevitably be lost, 
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and would be subsumed within the very different character that would result 

from any new residential development on this scale.  

43. Seen from Cox Green Road, the development would involve physical changes

both within the site and outside it.  The existing views of open parkland, albeit

partial and glimpsed, would be lost, irrespective of any new planting.  The
proposed new vehicular access would open up additional views into the

development.  There is no evidence that these views could be effectively

screened.  The access itself would have a 6m-radius bellmouth, a 5.5m
roadway, and visibility splays, accompanied by road widening on the southern

side.  In addition, there would be a new footway along a 100m stretch of Cox

Green Road, and into Church Street, replacing part of the existing verge, and

further road widening on the opposite side.  All of these would be urbanising
features, on a largely undeveloped rural lane.  Moreover, the new access would

be sited more than 200m from the junction with Church Street, and thus well

outside the perceived threshold of the village.  The whole development would
therefore appear as an isolated and incongruous incursion into an otherwise

wholly rural environment.

44. For users of Footpath 448, the effect would be that the section of that path that

runs through the appeal site would be urbanised.  Instead of running through

open fields, the path would run between houses and managed spaces, the
surface itself would necessarily have to be made more durable, and the rural

ambience would be lost.  The experience of walking this route via Footpath 448

would thus be completely changed.

45. With regard to views from Church Street, although the development would not

be prominent from this direction, it is likely that roofs, chimneys, lighting
columns, or other taller elements would be visible from some view points.

Although the submitted plans seek to show how development immediately

behind Crouchers might be minimised, it seems unlikely that views from

Church Street could be avoided altogether.  The visible presence of built
development in the background would erode the semi-rural character of this

part of the village fringe.

46. I accept that the density proposed is not excessive, and that the illustrative

scheme does not appear noticeably cramped.  Judged on its own merits, the

style of development and the overall approach shown in the submitted plans
seems to me generally appropriate for many semi-rural locations.  In this

respect I find no conflict with WBLP Policy TD1.  But these considerations do

not outweigh the harmful impact that any residential development on this
particular site would have, due to the loss of the existing valued landscape.

47. I conclude that the proposed development would have a seriously adverse

effect on the  character and appearance of the area and its landscape.  As a

result, the scheme conflicts with WBLP Policies RE1 and RE3, which seek to

protect the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside beyond the Green
Belt, and the distinctive landscape of the AGLV.

Effects on the setting of the listed building ‘Crouchers’ 

48. The property known as Crouchers comprises a timber-framed house in the form
of two parallel ranges.  The front range faces Church Street, and the rear looks

out towards what is now the appeal site.  The building dates from at least the

17th century.  It was re-fronted in the 18th century, and further alterations
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occurred in the 19th.  The house originally had a smaller curtilage, which has 

been extended over time.  From its earliest days, the property formed part of 

the small hamlet of Cox Green, which also included the surviving properties 
Dukes Cottage and Trade Winds.  All three are listed, and form a recognisable 

group. 

49. The significance of Crouchers as a heritage asset lies partly in the evidential

value of its historic fabric, but also in the building’s illustrative value with

regard to the social history of the locality, and its aesthetic value as a charming
and characterful structure in its own right.

50. The appeal site lies directly to the rear of the present day curtilage, and forms

the dominant element in outward views from the listed building’s first floor

windows, and from its rear garden.  From within the site, there are clear and

unobstructed views of the building’s rear elevation, including public views from
Footpath 448.  The appeal site is also seen in the foreground of views towards

Crouchers from Cox Green Road, and forms the background to the important

frontal views from Church Street.  Consequently, the site is a major visual

element in the listed building’s setting.

51. Although there is no evidence of any functional or ownership connection

between Crouchers and the appeal site, the physical proximity and visual
relationship are not in doubt.  In all of the available views, the appeal site

contributes a sense of the openness, space and rural tranquillity of the

surroundings, that the dwelling would have enjoyed up to the mid-20th century.
Despite the changes that have occurred in field patterns and boundaries, the

site’s continued agricultural use reflects the role that it has had throughout the

building’s lifetime.  Thus the appeal site, in its present use and undeveloped
condition, helps to preserve a sense of timelessness and a connection to the

past which contributes to the listed building’s heritage significance.

52. As has already been set out above, the development now proposed would

change the nature and character of the appeal site dramatically.  Instead of

looking out over a scene of agricultural pasture land, the view would be of a
housing development.  I accept that the central part of the site could be left

free of buildings, as shown on the amended plans tabled at the inquiry, and

that its treatment could be geared towards a more naturalistic appearance.

But this would be little more than a corridor between areas of built
development, which would still have to accommodate a play area and drainage

basin, and would be crossed by roads and vehicles.  The change in the site’s

character would therefore be immediately obvious in all of the relevant views,
either to, from, or around the listed building.  The adverse nature of this

change would not be diminished by any attempt to recreate former field

boundaries, as the new housing would be by far the most dominant element.

53. The loss of the appeal site’s openness and agricultural character would

therefore cause permanent and irreversible harm to the listed building’s
setting.  In view of the duty imposed by the relevant legislation10, this harm

carries considerable weight in the final planning balance.

54. Given the importance of the setting, it follows that the harm caused to it would

also result in a loss of the building’s significance.  Although this harm to its

significance would be ‘less than substantial’, the NPPF advises that the

10 Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 
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conservation of designated heritage assets should be given great weight.  This 

reinforces my view as to the weight in the present case.  I will consider the 

relative weight of this harm against the scheme’s benefits, later in my decision. 

55. In the light of the above, I conclude that due to the harm that it would cause to

the setting of the listed building Crouchers, the proposed development would
conflict with Policy HA1 of the WBLP, and saved Policy HE3 of the Waverley

Local Plan 2002.

Other Matters 

Sustainability of the location 

56. Rudgwick has a range of facilities broadly on a par with some of the WBLP’s

third-tier settlements.  Had it been located within the Borough of Waverley, it

is possible that the village might have been included in that category, although
this is somewhat hypothetical.  In the equivalent settlement policy for Horsham

District11, it is classified as a medium village, where the level of local facilities is

described as moderate.  Although there is no evidence that any relevant
Horsham policies would allow a development of the size now proposed, I accept

that in principle Rudgwick is the type of settlement where opportunities for

sustainable rural development on some level might be found.  I also agree that

a development of 53 dwellings could potentially provide support for existing
services, both in the village itself and in the wider area.

57. However, the appeal site is at the furthest end of the village from most of the

main facilities.  It is beyond reasonable or regular walking distance from the

local shops, schools, nursery, and village hall.  The shortest route to these

facilities, southwards via Footpath 448, is across open fields and a muddy
track.  The alternative of going east on the same path, to Church Street,

involves climbing over a brick stile.  Although the appellants are willing to pay

for improvements to these routes, some sections are in other ownerships.  The
proposed new footway via Cox Green Road would be more user-friendly, but

longer.  Although buses can be hailed close to the site, there is no shelter and

the service is limited.

58. Waverley is a predominantly rural Borough, and much of its new housing is

therefore likely to be in locations that are at least partly dependent on car
travel.  But that does not mean that locational sustainability is irrelevant.  In

this case the appeal site is poorly integrated with the village, and the

development would therefore not be well located to take advantage of the
facilities that Rudgwick has to offer.  The site is therefore not one which meets

the aim of WBLP Policy ST1, to locate development where the opportunities for

sustainable transport are maximised.

59. I note the contents of the Statement of Common Ground agreed between the

appellants and SCC as Highway Authority.  But for the reasons given, I do not
necessarily agree with all the opinions expressed in that statement, particularly

with regard to pedestrian accessibility.  Since SCC was not represented at the

inquiry, I have been unable to explore their reasoning further.  Instead I have

formed my own view, taking account of all the evidence before me.

60. I appreciate that the appeal site is outside the Green Belt and AONB, which
together cover a good deal of the District.  But this does not change the fact

11 Policy 3 of the Horsham District Planning Framework, adopted November 2015 
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that, despite its proximity to Rudgwick, the site is poorly related to the village.  

Overall, I consider that the site’s location in relation to Rudgwick adds no 

material weight in favour of the proposal. 

Planning obligations 

61. The obligations contained in the S.106 agreement and undertakings are 

summarised on the first page of this decision.  In the light of the evidence 

presented, I agree that these obligations are necessary, directly related to the 
development, and reasonable in scale and kind. I have therefore taken them all 

into account in the overall planning balance. 

62. The obligations in respect of the affordable housing, the play area, the crossing 

point on Church Street, and the provision of kissing-gates in place of stiles on 

some off-site public rights of way, would all have potential benefits for the 
general public.  However, in the case of the crossing, that benefit would be 

very limited, as the likely level of usage by the public would be low.  All of the 

other obligations are essentially mitigatory in nature, and their effect on the 
planning balance would therefore be neutral.   

Other benefits of the development 

63. In addition to the benefits already noted elsewhere in this decision, the 

proposed development would generate benefits to the local and national 
economy, in the form of capital investment, construction employment, local 

spending, and tax revenues.  I have taken these into account in my decision.  

Planning Balance and Conclusions 

64. For the reasons set out in this decision, I have found that the proposed 

development would conflict with WBLP Policy SP2 with regard to the Local 
Plan’s housing strategy.  It would also conflict with Policies RE1 and RE3 due to 

its impact on the landscape and countryside, and with WBLP Policy HA1 and 

saved Policy HE3 because of its impact on the setting and significance of the 
listed building Crouchers.  There are no development plan policies that weigh 

positively in favour of any development, on this site.  The appeal proposal 

therefore fails to accord with the development plan as a whole. 

65. In addressing the planning balance, WBLP Policy SP1 requires a presumption in 

favour of sustainable development, similar though not identical to that in 
paragraph 11 of the NPPF.  Where relevant policies are out of date, this 

includes the application of a ‘tilted balance’.  In the present case, since there is 

less than a 5-year supply of housing land, it follows that Policy SP2 must be 
considered out of date.  All other policies relevant to the appeal remain up to 

date.  My attention has been drawn to a recent High Court judgement12 in 

which it was held that the out-datedness of a single policy did not necessarily 

trigger the tilted balance.  But that case turned on NPPF paragraph 11, 
whereas Policy SP1 differs slightly in that regard, in that it refers to ‘relevant 

policies’ rather than the ‘most important’ policies.  I have therefore applied the 

tilted balance provisions of Policy SP1, on a precautionary basis.    

66. I now turn to the proposed scheme’s planning benefits.  In view of my finding 

that the housing land supply only amounts to 4.3 years’ worth, the addition of 
53 dwellings to the housing stock commands substantial weight in favour of the 

                                       
12 Wavendon Properties Limited v SoS and Milton Keynes DC [2019] EWHC 1524 (Admin) 
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appeal.  In addition I note that there is a very high level of need in the 

affordable housing sector, including a long waiting list for properties specifically 

at Rudgwick.  I therefore give particular weight to the 16 proposed units that 
would be affordable.  With regard to the other benefits, I consider that the 

economic effects carry moderate weight; the play area and the kissing gates 

have modest weight; and the crossing point on Church Street has negligible 

weight.   

67. Having regard to the heritage balance required by NPPF paragraph 196, if the
less than substantial harm to the listed building were considered on its own,

then on balance I consider that the benefits identified above would outweigh

that impact.  It follows from this that the tilted balance is not dis-applied on the

basis of specific NPPF policies relating to heritage assets.

68. However, the overall planning balance requires consideration of the scheme’s
benefits against the totality of the harm.  When the heritage harm is weighed

together with the serious harm that I have found to the character and

appearance of the area, then my view is that the position is reversed, and the

benefits are significantly and demonstrably outweighed by the combination of
these two adverse impacts.

69. The scheme therefore does not constitute sustainable development.  It follows

that the conflict with the development plan is not outweighed by the other

material considerations.

70. I have had regard to all the other matters raised, but none leads me to any

other conclusion than that planning permission should be refused.  The appeal

is therefore dismissed.

J Felgate

INSPECTOR
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Appeal Decision 
Inquiry Held between 30 July and 7 August 2019 

Site visits made on 29 July and 2 August 2019 

by John Felgate  BA(Hons) MA MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Decision date: 3rd September 2019 

 
Appeal Ref: APP/J2210/W/18/3216104 

Land off Popes Lane, Sturry, Kent CT2 0JZ 

• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 
against a refusal to grant outline planning permission. 

• The appeal is made by Gladman Developments Limited against the decision of 

Canterbury City Council. 
• The application Ref 18/01305, dated 22 June 2018, was refused by notice dated 

24 September 2018. 
• The development proposed is the erection of up to 140 Dwellings, with public open 

space, landscaping, sustainable drainage system, and vehicular access. 
 

 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Preliminary Matters 

General 

2. The appeal proposal is for outline permission with all details reserved except 

for access.  In so far as the submitted Framework Plan includes details of other 

elements, including the type and disposition of the proposed open space and 

planting, it is agreed that these details are illustrative.   

3. During the inquiry, a Section 106 planning agreement was completed.  The 

agreement secures the provision of affordable housing and the proposed on-
site open space and sustainable urban drainage (SUDs) system, and a system 

of travel vouchers for future house purchasers.  It also provides for financial 

contributions to schools, libraries, community learning, healthcare, adult social 
care, youth services, highways, cycle routes, public rights of way, traffic 

regulation orders (TROs), and ecological mitigation.  

4. In the light of these provisions in the S.106 agreement, the Council withdrew 

Refusal Reasons (RRs) Nos 6, 7 and 8, relating to housing tenure, 

infrastructure, and the effects on a designated Special Protection Area (SPA).   
In addition, the Council withdrew RR5, relating to air quality, in the light of 

further information submitted prior to the inquiry. 

Matters relating to internationally designated sites 

5. The SPA contribution provided for in the S.106 agreement relates to mitigation 

measures for recreational disturbance to the Thanet Coast and Sandwich Bay 

SPA, for which the Council has established a mitigation scheme in consultation 
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with Natural England (NE).  NE was consulted on the original application and 

raised no objection subject this contribution.  Subsequently, the appellants 

prepared a Shadow Appropriate Assessment.  The Council has expressed itself 
to be satisfied with that Assessment.  

6. At the inquiry, a copy was produced of a letter from NE regarding certain other 

proposed developments within the Sturry area.  In that letter, NE raised issues 

relating to possible impacts on water quality at another protected site, the 

Stodmarsh Special Area of Conservation (SAC), which is also a Ramsar Site 
and a Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI).  In the light of this letter, the 

Council wrote to NE, inviting any further comments regarding the present 

appeal proposal.  NE’s reply, dated 16 August 2019 and therefore received 

after the inquiry had finished sitting, indicates that similar concerns are now 
considered applicable to this appeal site.  

7. In the circumstances, it seems to me that, without further information as to the 

potential impacts on the Stodmarsh site, planning permission for the appeal 

proposal could not be granted without contravening the relevant provisions of 

the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017.  This is because, in 
the light of NE’s stated position, I cannot be certain that the development could 

be carried out, either individually or cumulatively, without adversely affecting 

the protected site’s integrity.  If in other respects the balance of the evidence 
had pointed towards granting permission, I would have been minded to allow 

the appellants some further time to address this new issue before making my 

decision.  However, having fully reviewed all the evidence, I find that is not the 

case.  I have therefore proceeded to my decision, on the evidence that is 
already before me.  

Relevant Development Plan Policies 

8. The development plan policies relevant to the appeal are contained in the 

Canterbury District Local Plan (the CDLP), adopted in July 2017.  Policy SP2 

sets out the overall housing requirement for the District, of 16,000 dwellings 
over the period 2011-31.   

9. Policy SP3 identifies twelve strategic housing site allocations.  One of these 

comprises land at Sturry and Broad Oak, which is allocated for 1,000 dwellings, 

business floorspace, local shopping and community facilities.  The allocation is 

also intended to help deliver a new Sturry Relief Road, by-passing the centre of 
the village.  The present appeal site is not included in any of the strategic 

allocations. 

10. Policy SP4 sets out the overall spatial strategy, including the settlement 

hierarchy.  Sturry is identified as a rural service centre, within the hierarchy’s 

second tier.  

11. Policy SP1 broadly reflects the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development in the National Planning Policy Framework (the NPPF).  Where 

other relevant policies are out of date, planning permission is to be granted, 

unless material considerations indicate otherwise, taking account of whether 

the adverse impacts would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 
benefits, and whether specific NPPF policies indicate that development should 

be restricted. 

12. Other policies relating to particular issues in the appeal are identified elsewhere 

in this decision, where relevant.  
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Main Issues 

13. Having regard to all the submissions before me, I consider the main issues in 

the appeal to be as follows: 

▪ whether the district has an adequate supply of deliverable land for housing; 

▪ the effects of the proposed development on the highway network and safety; 

▪ the effects on the character and appearance of the area and its landscape; 

▪ the effects on the setting of nearby listed buildings; 

▪ the effects on ‘best and most versatile’ agricultural land; 

▪ and whether the appeal site is a suitable location for the proposed 

development, having regard for the CDLP’s policies for the location of 

housing. 

Reasons for Decision 

Housing land supply 

Base data 

14. The evidence prepared for the inquiry by both parties, including the agreed 

Statement of Common Ground (SCG), was based on the Council’s ‘Housing 

Land Supply Statement 2017/18’.  That document has a base date of 1 April 
2018, and looks to a 5-year period of 2018-23 (the 2018 HLSS).  Shortly 

before the inquiry, the Council produced a draft version of the annual update, 

with a base date of 1 April 2019, and a 5-year period of 2019-24 (the 2019 
HLSS).  The 2018 HLSS identifies a requirement for 4,611 dwellings, including 

a 5% buffer, and a supply of 6,059 dwellings, giving a surplus of 1,448.  In the 

2019 version the requirement, based on the same method, is 4,801 units, 

whilst the supply is 6,455 units, and the surplus 1,654.  

15. The 2019 document has some limitations, in that it has not yet been subject to 
final checking and internal approval, and is not yet publicly available.  Nor did 

the appellants have a great deal of time to appraise the contents, before the 

inquiry.  But nonetheless, the information within it is more up to date, and 

provides a basis for a forward view spanning almost five full years from now.  
In the circumstances, whilst I have had regard to both of the HLSSs, I have 

based my calculations principally on the 2019 version.  

The housing requirement 

16. In both versions of the HLSS, the 5-year housing requirement figures are 

based on the broad phasing indicated in CDLP Policy SP2, which shows a 
stepped annual requirement, starting from 500 dwellings per annum (dpa) in 

2011-16, and then 900 dpa in each of the subsequent phases of the plan 

period.  I accept that elsewhere in the Local Plan, and in the Examining 
Inspector’s report, there are statements or other indications which appear to 

support a flat rate of 800 dpa across the plan period.  But in the event of any 

contradiction, it is the policies that must prevail over the supporting material.  
In the present case, that means using the phasing set out in Policy SP2.   
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17. I acknowledge that in another appeal1 (in which I was the inspector), in 

February 2018, the land supply calculations were based on a flat rate 

approach.  But each decision must be based on the evidence given at the time.  
In the present appeal, the Council’s approach differs from that advanced in the 

earlier case.  But this inconsistency does not change my view as to the merits 

of the two approaches, as set out above. 

18. The Council’s approach to the housing requirement in the present appeal is 

based on the ‘Liverpool’ method, whereby any past shortfall in delivery is to be 
made up over the remainder of the plan period.  I accept that, in general, the 

advice in the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) favours the alternative 

‘Sedgefield’ method, of seeking to make up the deficit within the next five 

years.  But the PPG also advises that a Liverpool-type approach may be 
acceptable, provided that approach is put forward and accepted through the 

Local Plan examination process.  In the case of the CDLP, the Liverpool method 

was expressly endorsed by the Examining Inspector in 2017.  I agree that this 
does not mean that the methodology can never be reviewed, but having regard 

to the reasons given by the Inspector at that time, I see no compelling 

argument for departing from the approach that was agreed only two years ago. 

19. For my calculations therefore, I have primarily addressed the requirement 

figure of 4,801 dwellings, and the period 2019-2024, which are contained in 
the 2019 HLSS. 

Deliverability 

20. The NPPF requires that sites which are to be included in the 5-year supply 

should be deliverable, within the terms of definition set out in the Glossary.  To 
come within that definition, amongst other things, sites should be available 

now, and be achievable, with a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered 

on the site within five years.  Sites for major development, without detailed 
planning permission, will only be counted as deliverable where there is clear 

evidence that completions will begin within that period.  In addition, the PPG  

gives examples of some types of evidence which may be relevant.  

21. In the present case, the Council’s 5-year supply relies heavily on sites in this 

category, having only outline permission or no permission at all.  In the 2019 
HLSS, sites of this kind account for 3,923 units, representing some 60% of the 

claimed supply for the 5-year period.  The evidence before me, in so far as it 

relates to the 2019 supply schedules, focuses on eleven such sites which are 
disputed by the appellants2.  In considering this evidence, I am keenly aware 

that part of the reason that the Council is reliant on sites of this type is 

because the CDLP seeks to achieve a rapid increase in the rate of housing 

delivery, and that process is still in the early stages.  However, the NPPF makes 
it clear that the planning system should aim to ensure continuity in the housing 

supply in the short term, as well as  planning for the longer-term future, and it 

seems to me implicit that this is what the 5-year supply test is primarily 
designed to achieve.   

1 Land at Old Thanet Way, Whitstable 
2 In the Table in the Housing SCG, the disputed sites that are relevant to the 2019 supply are Nos 1-7, 9, 11, 12 

and 17.  Sites Nos 8 and 13-16 are not forecast in the 2019 HLSS to produce any completions in the relevant 

period, so are no longer relevant to my consideration.  Site No 10 is now under construction, and is no longer 
disputed. 
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22. In the light of these considerations, I have given close attention to the nature 

of the evidence which the Council has produced to demonstrate the disputed 

sites’ deliverability.  In this regard, I fully appreciate the efforts that Officers 
have gone to, to introduce new systems for liaising with developers and 

landowners, and monitoring progress, particularly through the establishment of 

the Housing Delivery Group, and the preparation of the Phasing Methodology.  

I have no doubt that these systems are designed to enable housing delivery 
forecasts to be accurate, robust, flexible and up to date.  But nevertheless, it is 

clear from the NPPF and PPG that, until sites achieve detailed planning 

permission, they should not be treated as deliverable, unless the evidence 
clearly demonstrates that this status is justified.   

23. For a number of the disputed sites, the Council’s evidence is founded on site-

specific SCGs which have been agreed with the developer or landowner of the 

site in question.  I appreciate that the PPG refers to SCGs as an admissible 

type of evidence, and I have had full regard to that advice.  But nevertheless, 
the evidential value of any particular SCG in this context is dependent on its 

content.  In a number of cases, the SCGs produced by the Council primarily 

record the developer’s or landowner’s stated intentions.  Without any further 

detail, as to the means by which infrastructure requirements or other likely 
obstacles are to be overcome, and the timescales involved, this type of SCG 

does not seem to me to demonstrate that the development prospect is realistic.  

In addition, most of the site-specific SCGs are undated, thus leaving some 
uncertainty as to whether they represent the most up-to-date position.   

Disputed sites 

24. Only one of the disputed sites has any kind of planning permission.  That site is 
Strode Farm (Site No 4 on the disputed sites list), which has outline permission 

for 800 dwellings.  In the 2019 HLSS, the Council forecasts 190 dwelling 

completions within the relevant 5-year delivery period, 2019-24.  A legal 

challenge to the outline permission has only recently been resolved, and to that 
extent it is not surprising that there has been no apparent progress towards an 

application for reserved matters.  But even so, there is no clear evidence of any 

other kind to show deliverability.  An SCG has been agreed with the site’s 
promoter, but it appears that a development partner is to be appointed, and 

there is no indication that that party has been involved in the SCG.  The 

timings and build rates suggested are not supported by any detailed 
programme, or explanation of how the timing would be achievable.  The 

development is apparently to include major road infrastructure, both on-site 

and offsite (albeit now reduced from what was originally sought), and there is 

no evidence as to how this may affect the timing or viability.  The evidence 
therefore does not demonstrate that the site is deliverable within the terms of 

the NPPF definition.  

25. Five of the disputed sites are the subject of current outline or hybrid 

applications or appeals.  One of these is the site known as South Canterbury 

(Site No 1).  The overall outline scheme, supported by an allocation in the 
CDLP, is for 4,000 dwellings.  The Council resolved in 2016 to grant a hybrid 

permission, including full permission for the first 140 dwellings, and outline for 

the remainder.  In the 2019 HLSS, the site is forecast to produce 550 
completions in the relevant delivery period.  However, the permission has not 

yet been granted.  Since 2016, further environmental information has been 

submitted, which has not been the subject of any further resolution.  In 
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addition, Kent County Council (KCC) has requested an increase of over £7m in 

the education contribution.  There is no information as to what effect this will 

have.  The development also requires major infrastructure works, including on- 
and off-site highway works, sewer diversions, and the removal of pylons.  

Conditions relating to archaeology and contamination, amongst others, are 

proposed.  The SCG from the site promoter contains no programme to show 

how the timescales for all the necessary approvals, advance works and site 
preparation can be accommodated.  At the inquiry, the Council’s witness 

admitted that the Council does not have this information.  Without that kind of 

detail, on a site of such a scale and complexity, the SCG is unconvincing.  I 
have little doubt that the necessary permission is likely to be granted at some 

point, but the critical factor is likely to be the lead-in time after that occurs, 

and on this the evidence is entirely lacking.  On the evidence submitted 
therefore, the South Canterbury site cannot realistically be counted as 

deliverable at this stage. 

26. In the same category is the allocated site known as Sturry/Broad Oak (Site No 

2).  This site is currently the subject of two planning applications, by different 

developers, totalling 1,106 dwellings.  One of these is a hybrid, which seeks full 

permission for some of the dwellings.  The Council forecasts 440 dwellings in 
the 5-year period.  However, no decisions have yet been made on the current 

applications.  As noted earlier, Natural England has raised an objection relating 

to the effects on the Stodmarsh SAC.  The development as a whole is bound up 
with the proposed Sturry Relief Road, and although contributions to this have 

been agreed in principle, further funding is needed and is yet to be fully 

secured.  KCC is said to be considering the phasing of the housing in relation to 
the new road, but this has not yet been agreed.  The potential effects of this 

phasing on the scheme’s overall viability are not yet known.  From the 

evidence available, it is not clear how this may affect the scheme.  The 

development also involves the provision of other local infrastructure, but there 
is no evidence of any binding agreement between the various parties as to how 

the costs are to be apportioned.  Nor is there evidence of any detailed 

programme for the necessary approvals, site works and other works necessary 
prior to any house completions.  In the face of so many unresolved issues, it 

seems to me that the prospect of any housing completions on the Sturry/Broad 

Oak site within the relevant 5-year period is far from certain.  The site 
therefore cannot be classed as deliverable. 

27. The next site in this category is Land at Hillborough (Site No 3), which is 

allocated in the CDLP for 1,300 dwellings, and is in three parcels.  Two of the 

are the subject of current applications totalling 1,080 units.  In the 2019 HLSS, 

the site is forecast to deliver 195 dwellings in the relevant 5-year period.  
However, the applications are undetermined.  The Council’s evidence highlights 

the complex nature of the issues relating to access and road infrastructure, and 

the apportionment of costs between the owners or developers of the different 

land parcels.  In addition, it appears that these costs may now rise as a result 
of recent decisions which have reduced the amount that will be contributed by 

the Strode Farm site.  It is said that discussions about viability and costs are 

continuing.  However, there is no evidence as to how the admitted complexities 
can be overcome, or within what timescale.  None of the evidence produced 

amounts to clear and realistic evidence that the site will deliver housing 

completions within five years. 
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28. The site known as Greenhill (Site No 5) has no planning permission, but is the 

subject of a current outline application.  The site is said to have no major 

infrastructure requirements, and the Council expects it to produce 150 
dwellings in the relevant 5-year period.  However, the current planning 

application is for 450 dwellings, which exceeds the CDLP allocation for 300 

units, by some 50 per cent.  The principle of the site being developed on this 

scale is therefore unsupported by the Local Plan, and it cannot be regarded as 
certain that the current application will be found acceptable.  Nor can it be 

assumed that an alternative, policy-compliant scheme would necessarily come 

forward within the relevant timescale.  There is therefore no certainty as to 
whether any permission will be forthcoming to allow the development to 

proceed in its present form.  As such, the development cannot currently be 

regarded as deliverable.   

29. The only other site with a current proposal awaiting determination is the site 

known as Grassmere (Site No 9), where there is a current appeal for a hybrid 
scheme of 300 dwellings.  The site is allocated in the CDLP, and is expected by 

the Council to produce 70 completions, in the 2019 HLSS.  At the time of the 

present inquiry, the Council hoped to able to withdraw its opposition to the 

appeal scheme, but had not done so yet.   As long as the appeal is contested 
by the Council, there is clearly no certainty as to the outcome.  If the appeal is 

dismissed, it may still be possible for an acceptable alternative scheme to come 

forward within the relevant five-year period, but there is no evidence to show 
that this would be likely, let alone that such a scheme would qualify as a 

realistic prospect.  Consequently, while the appeal remains undetermined, the 

site cannot be treated as deliverable.   

30. None of the other disputed sites is the subject of any current planning 

application.  The largest of these other sites is Land North of Hersden (Site No 
7), which is allocated in the CDLP for 800 dwellings, and has been the subject 

of pre-application discussions.  The Council sees it as delivering 160 

completions in the relevant 5-year period.  But there is no evidence of any firm 
progress towards a planning application, or any site assessment work.  

Contractual negotiations between the landowners and the prospective 

developer appear to be still on-going.  The site is likely to be required to make 

a contribution in excess of £5m to the Sturry Relief Road.   The SCG, although 
involving the developer, contains no details of how the development would be 

delivered within the relevant timescales, or whether the required contribution 

would be viable.  The evidence does not demonstrate a realistic prospect of 
completions being achieved within the five years, and the site therefore does 

not come within the definition of deliverable.   

31. The disputed sites at Canterbury West Station (Site No 11), and Rosemary 

Lane car park (Site No 12), have been allocated for housing since the  previous 

Local Plan, in 2006.  Between them, these two small sites are forecast in the 
HLSSs to deliver a total of 40 dwellings in the relevant 5-year period.  But both 

are currently in active use as Council car parks.  Although they may be freed 

up from that use in February 2020, when a new multi-storey park is completed, 
this means that they are not available now.  From the evidence presented, it 

also seems that no formal decision has yet been taken by the Council regarding 

any future development.  The sites are therefore not currently deliverable. 

32. The site known as Land at Rough Common Road (Site No 17) was likewise 

allocated in the 2006 CDLP, and is now forecast to produce 16 dwellings in the 
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relevant period.  Pre-application discussions have been held.  But there is no 

evidence of any further progress towards the submission of an application.  The 

site therefore does not qualify as deliverable. 

33. The final disputed site is Land North of Thanet Way (Site No 6), which has 

outline permission for 400 dwellings, and a current reserved matters 
application for 138 of these units.  In the 2019 HLSS the site is forecast to 

deliver 297 completions in the relevant five years.  The site is not challenged 

by the appellants on grounds of deliverability, but on timing and build rates.  
Given the involvement of a Registered Provider as lead developer, I consider 

the forecast in the 2019 document reasonable.  I therefore make no further 

adjustment in respect of this site. 

Conclusion on housing land supply 

34. In the light of the above, I conclude that the disputed sites numbered 1, 2, 3, 
4, 5, 7, 9, 11, 12 and 17 should all be excluded from my assessment of the 

deliverable supply.  In all these cases, this is because there is insufficient clear 

evidence to show that they meet the NPPF’s definition of deliverable.  Sites 

which are not deliverable cannot be counted as part of the supply for the 
purposes of meeting the 5-year requirement.  

35. In total, these 10 non-deliverable sites are relied on in the 2019 HLSS to 

deliver 1,811 housing completions in the period 2019-24.  The effect of 

excluding these sites is that the supply for that period is reduced to 4,644 

units, which represents a shortfall of 157 against the Council’s requirement 
figure of 4,801 units.  On this basis, the deliverable supply is 4.8 years. 

36. For completeness, if the calculations were instead based on the  2018 HLSS, 

the effect of deleting the same sites from the Council’s supply figures for  

2018-23 would be to reduce the supply for that period by 1,760 units.  The 

result in terms of the years’ supply would then be very slightly lower, at just 
under 4.7 years.  However, for the reasons that I have explained, I consider 

the use of the 2019-based figures to be more appropriate.  In any event, the 

difference in the outcome is not significant. 

37. For the reasons set out above, I conclude that the Council has been unable to 

demonstrate a 5-year supply of deliverable housing land.  In the 
circumstances, the provision of up to 140 dwellings in the appeal proposal, 

including 30% affordable, would be a substantial benefit of the scheme. 

Traffic and highway safety 

Existing traffic conditions 

38. Even though the inquiry took place during the summer holiday period, I was 

able to see on my visits to Sturry that the village suffers from a combination of 

factors that make it particularly prone to traffic problems.  The coming together 
of the A28 and A291, at the centre of  the village, funnels traffic from two main 

routes into one.  The sharp bend, and the lack of signal controls, makes it 

difficult for traffic from the A291 to emerge at the uncontrolled junction.  The 
gated railway crossing, directly adjacent, causes extensive queuing on the A28, 

which blocks the road junction and compounds the problems.  The only 

practical alternative route involves a network of minor roads and narrow lanes, 
which are unsuited to through traffic.  
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39. The evidence of both parties confirms the scale of the existing problems.  On 

the A28, the appellants’ traffic counts show average 24-hour weekday flows of 

around 19,000 vehicles.  In the morning and afternoon peaks, the average 2-
way flow is over 1,400 vehicles an hour, with one-way flows in the busier 

direction of around 850 and 780 vehicles respectively.  These latter figures 

exceed the link capacity for a road of this type, as advised in the DMRB3, even 

without taking account of the level crossing, which further restricts that 
capacity.   

40. The Sturry level crossing is said to be amongst the ‘top ten’ busiest crossings in 

Network Rail’s national database.  On average, the barriers close five times per 

hour, halting traffic flows for a total of about 12 minutes out of every hour, 

thus losing about 20% of the total time available.  Some of the individual 
closure periods last for 4-5 minutes or more.  The appellants’ surveys show 

queue lengths during the barrier closures averaging 79 vehicles on the 

southbound side in the AM peak, and 115 vehicles northbound in the PM peak.  
The maximum lengths during the longer closures reached 144 vehicles and 215 

vehicles respectively.  Even on the less busy side of the crossing in each case, 

average queues were around 30-33 vehicles, with maxima of up to twice these 

numbers.  Further queuing also takes place on the southbound A291, where 
the exit onto the A28 becomes blocked during these periods.  

41. There is no disagreement that this congestion in the village centre is 

responsible for large numbers of vehicles diverting onto minor roads.  To the 

west of the A291, on the rat-running route via Sweechgate, Shalloak Road and 

Broad Oak Road, the evidence indicates 2-way flows of over 700 vehicles an 
hour in the AM peak and only slightly less in the PM period.  Over a full day, 

the Sturry and Herne Highway Capacity Study (the SHHCS) reports traffic flows 

of 7,000 vehicles on Shalloak Road.  To the east of the A291, it is clear that 
some traffic from the A28 connects to this route, via Babs Oak Hill, Hawe Lane 

and Popes Lane.  For much of their length, these circuitous rat-runs comprise 

narrow, winding lanes, with sharp bends and poor forward visibility.  Their use 
by high volumes of through traffic is a cause for justified concern. 

42. Some of the junctions along these routes, under existing conditions, are at or 

approaching their practical capacity.  At the A291/Sweechgate junction 

(Junction SJ8), on the appellants’ figures, the current RFC4 value for the right-

turn movement into Sweechgate in the AM period is 0.97, with a queue length 
of 16 vehicles.  At this point the A291 is only wide enough for one lane in each 

direction, so all southbound traffic is held behind the vehicles that are waiting 

to turn.  In the PM period, the RFCs on Sweechgate are 0.90 for the left-turn 

and 0.83 for the right-turn, and again in practice most of the turning vehicles 
on this arm are combined into a single queue, with the Council’s survey 

showing that this can reach 150m.  At the Broad Oak/Vauxhall Road 

roundabout (SJ 10), the RFCs on all three arms are between 0.92 - 0.95 in 
either one or both of the peaks.  At SJ9, Shalloak Road/Mayton Lane, the RFC 

in the PM peak reaches 1.08.  All of these RFCs indicate that these junctions 

are operating at, or very close to, their limits.  Given the range of daily 
variation which is evidenced in the traffic counts, it seems likely that on some 

days their capacities will be exceeded.  

3 Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (Mr Finch’s Appendix C) 
4 Ratio of flow-to-capacity 
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43. The evidence identifies a high number of accidents in the Sturry area, with 108 

recorded in a 5-year period in the village as a whole.  Although the A291 has 

been downgraded from the highest risk category in the ‘EuroRAP’ system, it is 
apparently still classified as medium-high risk, and the A28 as medium risk. 

44. The difficulties of the existing traffic conditions in Sturry, together with those at 

Herne village, a little further along the A291, are recognised and indeed 

highlighted in the CDLP.  Moreover, it is the need to address the traffic 

problems of these two villages that has clearly dictated a large part of the 
plan’s spatial strategy, as a significant number of the largest housing 

allocations have been chosen at least partly for their ability to contribute to a 

comprehensive highway solution for the A291 corridor. 

45. Overall, it seems to me that the evidence adds up to a picture of a local road 

network in and around Sturry that is under considerable strain, and where 
delays, inconvenience, unnecessary extra mileage, and potential safety hazards 

are evidently part of the everyday experience of local residents and other road 

users.  Clearly, none of these problems are of the appellants’ making, and 

refusing permission for the present proposal will not in itself bring any 
improvement.  But nonetheless, the development does have the potential to 

make the situation worse.  The extreme difficulty of the existing traffic 

conditions in Sturry is a material consideration to which I attach considerable 
weight in this case. 

Committed developments and the Sturry Relief Road 

46. The appellants’ Transport Assessment (TA) models the impact of the appeal 

proposal in relation to two scenarios, relating to 2018 and 2031 respectively.  
The 2018 assessment is based on the observed traffic flows at that date, with 

no changes to the network, and no other new developments apart from the 

appeal proposal. The 2031 scenario takes account of known housing 
commitments, and also assumes the completion of the Sturry Relief Road.  The 

modelled scenarios therefore do not include any assessment of the appeal 

scheme in a situation where some or all of the other committed developments 
may have been completed, but not the Relief Road.  

47. From the evidence of Mr Finch, on behalf of Kent County Council (KCC) as the 

Highway Authority, the earliest date envisaged for the completion of the 

southern section of the Relief Road is in the year 2023/24, and the time lag 

between this and the northern section is expected to be around four years.  
The earliest date for the completion of the whole Relief Road is therefore likely 

to be about 2027/28.  These dates have not been challenged.  Although the 

road is designed to be constructed in these two phases, it is self-evident that it 

can only start to serve its main purpose of bringing traffic relief to the village, 
when the whole route is complete.  

48. KCC is evidently keen to start work on the southern section as soon as 

possible, and the above programme reflects this aim.  Nevertheless, it is 

equally clear that the Authority is unlikely to start any part of the construction 

work until they can be confident that the whole of the road can be delivered.  
As a minimum, this is likely to mean having all the necessary approvals in 

place, and full funding secured.  As things stand, that position seems some way 

off.  Neither of the two planning applications for the road itself have yet been 
approved, and objections are said to remain outstanding, including that from 
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Natural England.  Planning permission for the northern section is also bound up 

with the applications for housing on the Sturry/Broad Oak site.  Discussions 

regarding some aspects of these, and the terms of the permissions that might 
be granted, are evidently still on-going.  With regard to funding, contributions 

are required not only from these two developments, but also from the North of 

Hersden site.  None of these contributions can be regarded as certain until the 

relevant planning permissions have been granted.  Partial funding is said to 
have been secured from the LEP5, but this appears to be to some extent 

conditional on the timing.  Ultimately, it seems more likely than not that all the 

necessary approvals and funding arrangements will fall into place.  But 
nonetheless, substantial hurdles remain.  At the present time therefore, neither 

the timing nor indeed the actual delivery of the Relief Road are yet assured.  

Having regard to the terms of the judgement in Manor Oak Homes6, the 
delivery of the road in this case is not beyond sensible doubt. 

49. The seven committed housing developments identified in the TA amount to a 

total of over 5,200 dwellings.  The assessment carried out for the SHHCS in 

2016 estimated that the traffic generation from five of these sites, those that 

were known at that time, would add 1,084 additional peak-hour trips to the 

road network through Sturry.  Since that assessment, some 150 or so of the 
dwellings at the Herne Bay Golf Course site have now been built and occupied, 

and thus may be accounted for in the appellants’ traffic counts.  But these are 

partly balanced out by the Sturry/Broad Oak scheme, where the overall 
number of proposed dwellings has now grown by about 100, with the current 

applications totalling 1,106 dwellings compared to the 1,000 units originally 

allocated.  The other sites identified in the SHHCS, at Strode Farm, Hillborough 
and North of Hersden, are all unchanged.  The two additional sites identified in 

the TA, at Hoplands Farm and Chislet Colliery, amount to 620 dwellings.  The 

traffic from these two  sites will therefore be over and above that which was 

anticipated in the SHHCS.   

50. The developments at Herne Bay Golf Course, Strode Farm, Hoplands Farm and 
Chislet Colliery all have planning permission and are unrestricted in terms of 

their timing or phasing in relation to the Sturry Relief Road.  Although the 

allocated sites at Hillborough and North of Hersden are not yet permitted, the 

Council made it clear at the inquiry that it does not anticipate imposing any 
such restrictions.  In the case of the Sturry/Broad Oak applications, the Council 

will be seeking to agree limits on the number of dwellings to be occupied before 

the Relief Road is completed, but those numbers have not yet been decided.  
KCC is currently testing a phasing limit of 350 units for the Sturry part of the 

scheme, and is also to consider a separate allowance for the Broad Oak part.  

It is fairly clear from this that the combined limit for the site as a whole is likely 
to exceed 350 dwellings.  Indeed, given that this is the development that will 

have to contribute the most to the new road, not only financially but also in 

physically delivering part of it, it would not be surprising if the number of 

dwellings allowed in advance were to increase further.  

51. In any event therefore, the Sturry/Broad Oak development is the only one of 
the committed sites that is likely to be subject to any timing or phasing 

restrictions in relation to the Relief Road, and even there a significant part is 

5 Local Enterprise Partnership 
6 Manor Oak Homes v SoS & Aylesbury Vale DC [2019]EWHC 1736 (Admin) 
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likely to be unrestricted.  All of the other dwellings in the TA’s list of 

commitments are free to come forward ahead of the new road.   Although a 

number of these developments are not yet far enough advanced to be classed 
as deliverable for the purposes of the 5-year housing supply, they are all 

potentially capable of being developed, either wholly or largely, prior to the 

opening of the Relief Road, even if the road is delivered by its earliest date of 

2028.  If this timing were to slip by as little as two or three years, then the 
evidence suggests that all of the unrestricted dwellings could be completed in 

full.   

52. All of these committed developments are expected to have an impact on traffic 

in Sturry.  This is evident from the fact that they are identified in the TA and 

taken account of in its 2031 scenario, albeit that this is the scenario that 
includes the completed Relief Road.  Having regard to the traffic generation 

figures identified previously in the SHHCS, it seems probable that the numbers 

of dwellings at Sturry/Broad Oak which will be subject to phasing restrictions 
will roughly balance the number of units added in the new sites at Hoplands 

and Chislet Colliery, which were not included in the SHHCS assessment.  In 

round figures therefore, the SHHCS’s estimate of about 1,000 additional 

vehicles through Sturry, from committed developments, probably remains 
broadly applicable.   

53. To my mind it seems likely that the addition of these extra 1,000 traffic 

movements to the 2018 base model, without the benefit of the Relief Road, is 

likely to result in some further deterioration in the performance of the network, 

especially given the number of key junctions which have been shown to be 
already at or close to capacity.  In my view, this likely further deterioration 

forms part of the context within which the  impact of the impact of the appeal 

scheme should be viewed.  In the TA however, none of the committed 
developments is taken into account in any modelled scenario except that which 

also includes the Sturry Relief Road.  Consequently, in so far as the existing 

network is concerned, the cumulative effect of the appeal scheme together with 
these other relevant developments is untested.   

54. I appreciate that there is a high degree of optimism that the Relief Road will be 

achieved, but the prospect remains of a lengthy period before it is completed, 

and indeed there is as yet no certainty about the road at all.  This latter 

scenario is not so remote that it can be disregarded.  I appreciate that the 
scoping for the TA was agreed in advance with the Highway Authority, but this 

does not change the fact that the necessary testing and modelling, of what in 

my view is a critical alternative scenario, is conspicuously lacking.  To my mind, 

this flaw significantly weakens the case now advanced by the appellants with 
regard to traffic impact. 

Traffic impact of the appeal scheme 

55. The proposed development is forecast to generate 79 traffic movements in the 

AM peak hour, and 72 in the PM peak.  These are not large numbers.  But in a 

situation where some junctions are already under pressure, a relatively small 
increase may be significant, especially where the effect would be to push some 

junctions closer to their capacity, or beyond.  And in any event, the NPPF 

makes it clear that traffic impacts should be considered on a cumulative basis, 
and that a severe cumulative impact may amount to grounds for refusal of 

permission.    
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56. At the junction of Popes Lane with the A291 (Junction SJ2), on the appellants’ 

2018-based figures, the appeal scheme is forecast to add 71 vehicles to the 

existing AM peak traffic flow on the Popes Lane approach, an increase of  
8.7%.  As shown in the TA, the effect of this would be to increase the RFC 

value significantly, from 0.81 to 0.94, with queue lengths and delay times 

approximately doubled.  This sharp increase in the RFC indicates that the 

junction would, within the space of 4-5 years, come to within a few vehicles of 
the ‘absolute’ capacity level of 1.0, and significantly in excess of the 0.85 

threshold which is often cited as ‘practical’ capacity.  Furthermore, in so far as 

these figures indicate that the junction would still have any reserve capacity 
left at all, the TA records a daily variation of 41, indicating that on some days 

this reserve would be further reduced by that number of additional vehicles.  

And in any event, as already noted, these figures exclude any traffic from the 
other committed developments that are expected.  It is common ground that 

when and if the Sturry Relief Road is built, the level of through traffic on Popes 

Lane will fall, and the junction’s performance will improve.  But without the 

new road, the evidence of the TA indicates that it will be overloaded. 

57. A large proportion of the traffic at Junction SJ2 currently turns right onto the 

A291, heading for the rat-run route via Sweechgate, and in the absence of the 
Relief Road, this is likely to continue.  At this point the A291 has a speed limit 

of 40mph, and the daily flow is said in the SHHCS to be around 7,500 vehicles.  

The junction has some recent history of accidents, albeit not a large number.  
In this type of situation, there seems a strong possibility that the increase in 

queuing time would result in drivers exiting from Popes Lane taking more risks.  

I accept that the installation of a toucan crossing on the A291 could potentially 
help, by creating gaps in the traffic flow.  But this would depend on the amount 

of use.  Apart from the Broad Oak Village Stores, there is nothing to attract 

pedestrian trips to this semi-rural section of the road.  I am therefore not 

convinced that the toucan crossing would improve the safety of the junction to 
any significant degree. 

58. To my mind, the development’s potential impact on Junction SJ2, without the 

Relief Road, gives justified cause for concern.  Even without any other 

development, the effect of the appeal scheme alone would be to significantly 

increase pressure on the junction, pushing it towards the limits of safe 
operation.  Cumulatively with the other planned developments, the 

development would be likely to go beyond those limits. 

59. Elsewhere on the network, at the already overloaded junctions identified in the 

TA, the proposed development would lead to further significant deterioration.  

At SJ8 (A291/Sweechgate), in the AM peak, the RFC on the A291 southbound 
would be elevated to 0.99.  The queue of right-turning vehicles on the main 

carriageway would extend to over 19 vehicles.  In the PM period the 

Sweechgate arm would reach 0.96 and 0.93, for the left and right turns 
respectively, with a further lengthening of queues and delay times.  This 

junction has a significant accident history, and this record combined with the 

high RFC levels suggests that the risk of further accidents would be increased.  
At SJ9 (Shalloak Road/Mayton Lane), in the PM peak period the queue length 

would extend to 30 vehicles, with an RFC of 1.13, indicating a junction 

significantly beyond its capacity.  Again, there is no dispute as to the fact that 

both of these junctions are expected to improve considerably if and when the 
Sturry Relief Road is available, but for the reasons already given, I consider 

that the interim situation must also be taken into account. 
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60. At all of these locations, the RFC values presented in the TA show that the 

proposed development would depend on these junctions being able to continue 

to operate under the pressure of congestion levels even worse than those 
suffered now.  And in all cases, when the development is considered 

cumulatively with the other developments already committed, the RFCs, queue 

lengths and delay times associated with these junctions would be likely to be 

higher than those shown in the TA.  Even though the TA does not quantify the 
impacts of those other commitments, the other evidence before me indicates 

that they would be significant.  Where the network is already under strain, it 

seems to me that these cumulative effects, taking account of the appeal 
scheme and the other committed developments, would amount to a severe 

impact on the highway network. 

61. The appellants point to the fact that in some cases the incremental effect of the 

appeal scheme would be less than the existing daily variation in flows.  But the 

scheme’s impact would be additional to that daily variation, not in place of it.  
Just like the base flows, the cumulative impact would vary from day to day.  

This means that there would be some days when the impact would be less than 

indicated in the TA, but equally there would be others when it was worse.  The 

argument therefore has little merit.  

Mitigation 

62. The highways contribution in the S.106 agreement would cover part of the cost 

of converting Junction SJ10 (Broad Oak Road/Vauxhall Road) to a full-size 
roundabout.  If this improvement were carried out, then Junction SJ10 would 

function better with the proposed development than it does currently without 

it.  But the proposed contribution would not cover the full cost of the 
improvement; indeed it would leave something in the order of £1m still to be 

raised from other sources. There is no evidence as to where this balance could 

be found, and therefore no apparent prospect at present that the improvement 

could be realised.  And even if it were, an improvement to this single junction, 
well away from the appeal site, would not remove the adverse effects on the 

three others that I have identified, which are all closer to it. 

63. Various other transport-related mitigation measures are proposed by the 

appellants, including the toucan crossing, improvements to pedestrian routes 

and cycleways, and a travel plan which would include a travel voucher scheme.  
But although these measures would be potentially beneficial in their own ways, 

there is no evidence to suggest they would reduce traffic impacts that have 

been identified.  Indeed the TA makes it clear that measures of these kinds 
were taken into account when the trip generation and distribution rates for the 

development were decided. 

64. During the inquiry, the possibility was mooted of a ‘Grampian’ condition, 

restricting the development until the Sturry Relief Road is in place.  But neither 

party appears to support such a condition.  In any event, given the degree of 
uncertainty over the road, and the likelihood that it will not become available 

within the normal 3-year life of an outline planning permission, I consider that 

a condition along these lines would not be reasonable.   

Conclusion on traffic impact 

65. For the reasons explained above, I conclude that the proposed development 

would have an unacceptably severe cumulative impact on traffic flows, and on 
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the operation of the highway network, and on highway safety.  In all these 

respects, the scheme would be contrary to paragraph 109 of the NPPF, which 

provides for permission to be refused in these circumstances.  It would also 
conflict with CDLP Policy T1, which amongst other things seeks to control the 

level of vehicular traffic and its impacts.   

Effects on the character and appearance of the area and the landscape 

66. The appeal site is essentially a flat, rectangular arable field.  Although the trees 

and woodland on two of its boundaries provide a pleasant backdrop to outward 
views, the site itself is featureless.  These trees separate the appeal site from 

the surrounding countryside, so that the site is seen only as a discrete 

compartment rather than as part of any wider landscape context.  

67. If the site were developed with housing and open space as now proposed, the 

main change would be the loss of its openness.  With that loss would go the 
close-range views from Popes Lane, and from the two public footpaths which 

cross the site.  The medium-range views across the site from a short section of 

the A291 would also be altered, although to a lesser extent.  The site itself 

would change in character from semi-rural to suburban.  These impacts would 
result in some harm to the area’s appearance and visual amenity, but the 

degree of that harm would be no more than minor.  The change to the wider 

landscape would be insignificant. 

68. In order to accommodate 140 dwellings, given the constraints of the gas 

pipeline that crosses the site, the density would be higher than that of most of 
the other nearby housing.  But those existing areas are not necessarily an 

appropriate guide for new development.  And in any event, the site has ample 

space for structural planting and open space, to create a strong landscape 
framework.  The height of the buildings could also be controlled by condition, if 

thought necessary.   

69. Overall, I conclude that the harm that the development would cause to the 

area’s character and appearance, including any effects on the landscape, would 

be so minor as to be insignificant.  In the light of this conclusion, I find no 
conflict in this respect, either with Policy DBE3 or with any other policy in the 

CDLP, nor with the relevant provisions of the NPPF.  

Effects on nearby listed buildings 

70. The significance of the Grade II listed Sweech Farmhouse lies primarily in its 

evidential and illustrative value as a 15th century hall house.  Some value also 
derives from its later use as a farmhouse, at the centre of a farmstead with a 

group of ancillary buildings, including the listed stables and the former listed 

barn.  The stables has some evidential and illustrative value derived from this 

functional relationship.  Although the barn is no longer standing, there is 
apparently permission for its reinstatement, and although there seems some 

uncertainty as to what its status would then be, it is likely that it would retain 

some heritage value, as part of this group.   

71. It is an agreed matter that the appeal site lies within the setting of at least the 

Farmhouse, and in my view it must therefore also form part of the setting of 
the whole group.  But to my mind, its role in the setting is a limited one.  The 

site is separated from the building group by trees and vegetation.  There is 
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little intervisibility.  Although the roof and chimneys of the Farmhouse can be 

made out from the appeal site, the views from this direction are not important 

ones, and do not assist in the appreciation of any of the buildings.  It is 
believed that the appeal site can be seen from the Farmhouse’s upper 

windows, but such views would be heavily filtered by the trees.  In views from 

further south on the A291, the buildings and the appeal site can be seen as 

part of the same panorama, but only at some distance.  In the more important 
views, facing the front of the house and the group as a whole, the appeal site 

cannot be either seen or sensed.  There is no evidence of any historic  

functional relationship between the any of the buildings and the appeal site.   

72. The site’s contribution to the buildings’ setting is therefore confined to its role 

in illustrating the relative isolation that the farmstead would once have had 
from any nearby settlements.  But in so far as that quality may have been 

important to the buildings’ significance at one time, it has now been eroded by 

other developments, particularly the 20th century housing at Broad Oak, and 
the modern A291 which runs immediately in front of the building group.  In 

addition, although there are differing accounts of the various planning 

applications within the Sweech Farm site, it appears that permissions have 

been granted for up to three new dwellings, as well as for the residential 
conversion of the Stables.  Whilst the details of these developments are not 

before me, it seems likely that they would have the effect of further 

emphasising the former farmstead’s continuing evolution, away from its one-
time agricultural role, and back to its original purely residential function.  

Having regard to this historical and present day context as a whole, it seems to 

me that the appeal site makes a very limited contribution to the buildings’ 
significance as heritage assets.    

73. If the appeal site were developed as now proposed, the glimpsed views of the 

Farmhouse from within the site would either be lost or would be seen from 

within a much-changed context.  The same change of context would also be 

evident in the sideways view from the A291.  Housing sited as shown in the 
Development Framework plan would be well away from the boundary of the 

listed buildings.  Although lighting within this area might be discernible from 

the Farmhouse and parts of the former farmyard, at night this would not be 

readily distinguishable from that associated with the existing development in 
Popes Lane.  Any lighting or built development in the part of the site closest to 

the listed buildings could be adequately controlled by conditions.  If a mini 

sports pitch was located in this part of the site as suggested, there could be 
some noise, but the development could take place without this facility if 

required.   

74. Overall therefore, I consider that the harm to the setting of the listed buildings 

would be minor.  Given also the limited role that this part of the setting plays in 

contributing to the buildings’ significance, it follows that the harm to their 
significance would also be minor.  To my mind, the characterisation of this by 

the appellants’ heritage witness as being ‘at the lower end of less than 

substantial’ is a reasonable way of describing the extent of the harm in this 
case.  Notwithstanding that the effect is agreed to amount to harm, in these 

circumstances it seems to me that the harm identified would be so minor that, 

to all intents and purposes, it would be inconsequential.   

75. In coming to my conclusion on this issue, I have had full regard to the 

desirability of preserving listed buildings’ settings, and the need to give due 
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weight to any harm in that respect.  I have also taken account of the NPPF’s 

advice that great weight is to be given to the conservation of heritage assets, 

and that less than substantial harm is to be weighed against any public 
benefits.  In this case, I have found only minor harm to the setting, and to the 

assets’ significance.  Given the low level of this harm, even when great weight 

is attached to it, I consider that in the present case the harm would be 

outweighed by the benefit of providing the proposed housing, as well as the 
other benefits identified elsewhere in this decision. 

76. In the light of the above, I conclude that the harm identified would be so minor 

as to involve no significant conflict with CDLP Policy HE1, which seeks to 

protect, conserve and enhance all historic assets, or with Policy HE4, which has 

similar aims and is targeted specifically at listed buildings. 

Effects on best and most versatile land 

77. The appeal site is said to comprise 9.36 ha of agricultural land, of which about 

5.06 ha is classed as best and most versatile (BMV) land.  CDLP Policy EMP12 

states that BMV land will be protected, but permission for significant 

development on agricultural land may be granted, including BMV land, where 
the development is shown to be necessary, and where no sites within the 

urban area or on poorer quality agricultural land are available. 

78. I accept that the amount of BMV land in the appeal proposal would be 

significant.  But in view of my findings with regard to the housing land supply, 

it is evident that some additional housing development is necessary, and also 
that the available sites on urban and poorer quality land are insufficient to 

meet the need.  

79. As part of its aim to contribute to and enhance the natural and local 

environment, NPPF paragraph 170 advocates recognising the economic and 

other benefits of BMV land.  But this aim seems to me to be reflected in Policy 
EMP12, and thus needs no further response beyond compliance with that 

policy. 

80. In the circumstances, I find no conflict with Policy EMP12, and no conflict with 

NPPF paragraph 170.  I conclude that the loss of BMV land in this case would 

not be unacceptable. 

Whether the scheme would accord with the CDLP’s locational policies 

81. The principal CDLP policy relevant to the location of housing on unallocated 

sites is Policy SP4.  The policy states that the main focus for development is to 
be at the three larger urban areas, together with development at the rural 

service centres, of which Sturry is one, and also at the local centres.  In 

relation to Sturry and the local centres, paragraph 2 of the policy goes on to 

say that, in addition to the plan’s allocations, the provision of new housing of a 
size, design, scale, character and location appropriate to these villages’ 

character and built form will be supported, provided the proposal is not in 

conflict with certain other policies.  Under paragraph 5 of SP4, development in 
the open countryside will be permitted for agriculture and forestry.  In addition, 

Policy HD4 sets out in more detail the circumstances in which new dwellings in 

the countryside may be permitted, none of which apply to the appeal scheme. 
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82. Policy SP4 therefore gives some encouragement to development at Sturry and 

the local centre villages, as settlements where development is to be focussed, 

and also allows for some sites to come forward over and above those already 
allocated.  Nothing in this part of the policy requires sites to be within the 

existing built confines, and in the absence of a defined boundary, it seems to 

me that the policy permits some flexibility with regard to sites on the village 

edge.  In this context, I note that ‘flexibility’ was the term used by the 
Examining Inspector in explaining the need for the modifications that he 

recommended to the policy7, and I consider that his comments in this regard 

are helpful in understanding the way the policy is designed to operate. 

83. In the present case, the appeal site is adjacent to Sturry’s main built-up area, 

and relates reasonably well to the existing development pattern.  Although its 
size would be substantial, the settlement itself is a large village, and the 

development would not be out of scale with it.  Design is a reserved matter, 

and the final criterion, character, is largely a function of the others.  None of 
these criteria therefore seem to rule out the proposed scheme from being 

supported within the terms of SP4’s second paragraph.  

84. With regard to Policy SP4’s fifth paragraph, I agree that there is a clear 

inference that development in open countryside that is not for the specified 

purposes will not normally be permitted, and this approach is reinforced by 
Policy HD4.  In the case of Sturry, with its lack of a defined boundary, this 

leaves unanswered the question of whether a particular site falls within open 

countryside, or within the ambit of SP4’s second paragraph.  But to my mind 

this is part and parcel of the same flexible approach that is inherent in that 
paragraph as a whole.  I therefore find nothing in either Policy SP4 or Policy 

HD4 that specifically requires the appeal site to be treated as countryside.   

85. In coming to this view, I accept that the CDLP is to be read as a whole, and I 

have had regard to all the various paragraphs that I have been directed to, 

including the explanatory text supporting Policies SP4 and HD4, and Policy HD3 
relating to exception sites, and also page 237 which refers to the plan’s 

objectives for the countryside.  However, nothing in these seems to me to be 

conclusive, and I have therefore drawn my interpretation of Policy SP4 from 
the words of the policy itself.  I have also noted the Inspector’s reasoning in 

the recent appeal relating to a site in Westbere.  But Westbere is defined as a 

hamlet, in the lowest tier of the settlement hierarchy, where a different policy 
approach applies, under another part of Policy SP4. 

86. I fully agree with the Council that Policy SP4 cannot have been intended to 

permit development on each and every site around the fringes of Sturry, or the 

other paragraph 2 villages.  Rather, it seems to me, the policy allows decisions 

on proposals at these settlements to be made on a case-by-case basis, having 
regard to the policy’s own criteria, together with the nature of the particular 

site, and the circumstances at the time.  Different and more restrictive 

approaches for the lower tiers of the settlement hierarchy are set out in Policy 

SP4’s other paragraphs, and it seems to me that the greater flexibility given to 
Sturry and the local centres is clearly intended to complement that approach. 

87. For completeness, I note that the final proviso in Policy SP4’s second 

paragraph, regarding compliance with other CDLP policies, is relevant to the 

7 Inspector’s Report on the CDLP Examination, paras 55 and 97 
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appeal, as I have already found the proposal to conflict with Policy T1 with 

regard to traffic impact.  However, that matter is taken into account elsewhere 

in this decision, and does not affect my conclusion  as to the policy’s locational 
aspects. 

88. In the circumstances of this case, I find that the appeal proposal falls within 

the type and scale of development that could be accepted within the terms of 

the second paragraph of Policy SP4.  As a result, it follows that Policy HD4 is 

not relevant in this case.  The proposal is therefore not in conflict with either of 
these policies. 

Other Matters 

The Section 106 agreement 

89. The provisions of the S.106 agreement relating to the provision of 30% 

affordable housing are needed for compliance with CDLP Policy HD2.  This 
provision, amounting to up to 42 affordable units, has no mitigatory role and 

would therefore represent a substantial public benefit.   

90. The provisions relating to the proposed on-site open space, including an 

equipped play area, a proposed mini pitch and a trim trail, and also the SUDs 

drainage system, are all needed to ensure a high standard of development and 

future maintenance.  The quantity of the proposed open space exceeds policy 
requirements, but is necessary because of the large amount of land within the 

site that is sterilised by the pipeline.  The open space would be available to the 

public and would therefore be a general benefit, to which I give some weight.   

91. The agreed contributions to the Canterbury-Herne Bay cycle route, surfacing 

and improvements to public footpath CB59, and the provision of travel 
vouchers for new residents, are all necessary to manage travel demand and 

mitigate the development’s transport impacts to the levels assumed in the TA, 

in accordance with relevant policies.  The first two of these items would also 
have benefits for the general public, carrying a small amount of weight. 

92. The contributions to primary and secondary education, community learning, 

healthcare, adult social care, libraries, youth services, and the SPA, are all 

needed to mitigate the development’s impacts on these services, in accordance 

with the relevant CDLP policies.  The contribution for TROs is needed, to allow 
for the introduction of waiting restrictions on Popes Lane, in order to mitigate 

any impact on safety in connection with the proposed site access.  

93. All of the above obligations have been demonstrated to be necessary to make 

the development acceptable, and to be relevant to the development and 

reasonably related in scale and kind.  I have therefore taken these into 
account, and where I have identified that these would involve public benefits, I 

have given weight to those benefits accordingly. 

94. The proposed contribution to highway works at Junction SJ10, Broad Oak 

Road/Vauxhall Road, would help to relieve congestion at that junction.  It 

would thus have potential benefits for the general public, assuming that the 
balance of the cost could be raised from another source, and the improvement 

scheme could then be implemented.  However, the junction is remote from the 

appeal site, and is not one of those where the impact of the proposed 
development would be most severe.  Nor would the improvement to this 

junction, if carried out, make the development acceptable, in terms of its 
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overall traffic impact.  In the circumstances, the proposed contribution does not 

meet the necessary legal tests, and I have therefore not taken the potential 

benefit of this obligation into account. 

Other benefits of the development 

95. In addition to the benefits already identified above, the development would 

have significant benefits for the local and national economy.  The overall 

construction spend is estimated by the appellants at £16.3m. Over the 
construction period, it is estimated that 140 full-time equivalent direct jobs, 

and 152 indirect jobs, would be created.  The gross value added is put at 

£5.4m.  The development’s future residents are estimated to generate a 
total household expenditure of £4.17m, and the Council would benefit from 

Council Tax receipts and New Homes Bonus payments totalling around 

£3.2m.  The appellants’ figures for these items have not been challenged.  
These beneficial economic effects would be additional to the District’s other 

committed housing sites.  I consider that the economic benefits carry 

moderate weight.  

96. In addition to the contributions in the S.106 agreement, improvements are 

also proposed by the appellants to existing pedestrian routes between the 

site and the village centre8.  These improvements could be secured by 
condition.  Although minor in nature, they would have some benefits for 

existing residents as well as future occupiers at the development itself.  

These carry modest weight.   

97. The creation of new and enhanced wildlife habitats, and other biodiversity 

gains, could also be secured through conditions, likewise attracting some 
modest weight.   

98. Although new public parking bays are proposed in Popes Lane, these would 

merely replace the on-street spaces lost due to the necessary TROs.  As 

such, this would represent mitigation rather than a net benefit. 

Planning Balance and Overall Conclusions 

99. For the reasons set out in this decision, I find that the proposed 
development would fit acceptably well with the CDLP’s spatial strategy, 

embodied in Policy SP4.  I also find no serious adverse consequences for the 

area’s character and appearance, or for the nearby listed buildings, or for 

agriculture.  Having regard to all of the above matters, I find no significant 
conflict with the development plan in respect of any of these matters.   

100. However, in the light of the development’s impact on the road network and 

highway safety, there would be a serious conflict with Policy T1.  

Numerically, this conflict is with only one policy compared to the larger 

number where I have found no such conflict in relation to other issues.  But 
nevertheless, the conflict with Policy T1 is in my view so substantial that it is 

not outweighed merely by causing no harm in those other respects.  In the 

context of this particular scheme therefore, I find Policy T1 to be the most 
important development plan policy in the appeal.  The proposal before me is 

in clear conflict with that policy.  

8 Shown on Plan no. 1592/13, Revision A 
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101. Weighing against this conflict with Policy T1, and in favour of the appeal, are 

the benefits that I have identified.  Given the Council’s failure to 

demonstrate a 5-year supply of housing land, the most significant of these 
benefits is the provision of up to 140 dwellings, and especially the 30% 

which would be affordable.  I have therefore given the benefits of providing 

housing substantial weight.  The other benefits, in order of weight, are firstly 

the economic effects, particularly the construction jobs and investment; then 
the on-site public open space, including the proposed play and leisure 

facilities; the improvements to pedestrian and cycle routes; and also the 

opportunity for gains to biodiversity.  But in my view, given the seriousness 
of the traffic impacts that I have identified, even when these benefits are all 

added together, they do not outweigh the harm to the road network and 

safety. 

102. I have had regard to Policy SP1, and paragraph 11 of the NPPF, which both 

embody a presumption in favour of sustainable development, including a 
‘tilted balance’ to be applied where relevant policies are out of date.  But in 

this case the most relevant policy, T1, is not out of date.  Nor is it made out 

of date simply by the shortfall in the housing supply.  The NPPF’s policy 

towards developments which would have a severe impact on the road 
network, or an unacceptable impact on highway safety, is very clear.  Policy 

T1 supports that aim and is consistent with it.  Consequently, despite the  

need that I have found for additional short-term housing land in the District, 
I do not see any basis for reducing the weight given to these important 

national and local transport policies.   

103. I therefore do not consider that the tilted balance provisions of either the 

NPPF or Policy SP1 should be applied in this case.  But in any event, even if 

the tilted balance were to be applied, I consider that the harm that I have 
identified, due to the scheme’s impacts on traffic and safety, significantly 

and demonstrably outweighs the  benefits.  In these circumstances, the 

appeal scheme does not constitute sustainable development, and should be 
refused. 

104. I have had regard to all the other matters raised, but none alters or 

outweighs these conclusions.  The appeal is therefore dismissed. 

J Felgate 

INSPECTOR 
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Liz Alexander 
Bell Cornwell LLP 
Unit 2 
Meridian Office Park 
Osborn Way 
Hook 
Hampshire 
RG27 9HY 

Our ref: APP/R3650/W/18/3211033 
Your ref:  7515  

14 May 2020 

Dear Madam 

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 – SECTION 78 
APPEAL MADE BY STAX DEVELOPMENTS LTD 
LAND AT HAWTHORNS, BELLS PIECE, FARNHAM, SURREY, GU9 9RL 
APPLICATION REF: WA/2017/2352  

1. I am directed by the Secretary of State to say that consideration has been given to the
report of Graham Chamberlain BA (Hons) MSc MRTPI, who held a hearing on 25-26
June 2019 into your client’s appeal against the decision of Waverley Borough Council to
refuse your client’s application for planning permission for: demolition of existing house
and buildings; creation of new access off Hale Road; development of up to 65 mixed
dwellings to include 40% affordable housing, creation of open space to act as SANG
extension to Farnham Park (including small public car park); associated landscape and
infrastructure, in accordance with application ref: WA/2017/2352 dated 11 December
2017.

2. On 15 August 2019, this appeal was recovered for the Secretary of State's determination,
in pursuance of section 79 of, and paragraph 3 of Schedule 6 to, the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990.

Inspector’s recommendation and summary of the decision 

3. The Inspector recommended that the appeal be allowed, and planning permission
granted subject to conditions. For the reasons given below, the Secretary of State
disagrees with the Inspector’s recommendation and has decided to dismiss the appeal
and refuse planning permission. A copy of the Inspector’s report (IR), is enclosed, along
with his Addendum Report which was provided at the Secretary of State’s request to
assist him in his consideration of the environmental issues in this case, particularly with
regard to any impact on the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (SPA). All
references to paragraph numbers, unless otherwise stated, are to the main report dated
15 August 2019 (IR) or to the undated Addendum Report (AR).
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Matters arising since the close of the inquiry 

4. On 14 October 2019, the Secretary of State wrote to the main parties to afford them an 
opportunity to comment on:  

(i) Waverley BC’s “Five Year Housing Land Supply Position Statement” (FYHLSPS), 
published July 2019, which updated the housing land supply figures presented at 
the Inquiry, and; 

(ii) documents submitted for the hearing on the modifications to the revised Farnham 
Neighbourhood Plan (rFNP), which was held on 1 October 2019. 

The representations received were then circulated to the main parties on 28 October 
2019.  

5. A further letter dated 13 March 2020 was received from the Council informing the 
Secretary of State that the rFNP had been approved by referendum on 12 March 2020, 
and copies of that letter can similarly be obtained. This plan was formally made by 
Waverley Borough Council on 3 April 2020. The Secretary of State considers that this is 
relevant to this appeal as the appeal site is in Farnham.  

6. The 2019 Housing Delivery Test measurements were published on 13 February 2020. 
Waverley BC’s score changed from 79% (2018 measurement) to 85% (2019 
measurement). In line with Paragraph 73 of the Framework, Waverley BC are no longer 
required to add a 20% buffer to their deliverable supply of housing sites and must now 
add a 5% buffer instead. The Secretary of State considers that this is relevant to this 
appeal, as it affects the ability of Waverley BC to demonstrate a five year supply of 
housing land. 

7. Through representations from the appellant on 19 November 2019 (appeal (i), Windacres 
Farm) and 5 March 2020 (appeal (ii), Loxwood Road), the Secretary of State has been 
made aware of two subsequent appeal decisions issued by the Planning Inspectorate 
against the refusal of planning permission by Waverley Borough Council, those being for:  

(i) Land at Windacres Farm, South of Church Street and Hermongers Lane, 
Rudgwick, Surrey, RH12 3EG – ref APP/R3650/W/19/3230164, dated 15 
November 2019 (the Windacres Farm appeal), and; 

(ii) Land East of Loxwood Road, Alfold, Surrey – ref APP/R3650/W/19/3237359, 
dated 2 March 2020 (the Loxwood Road appeal) 

The Secretary of State considers that these appeals are relevant to the determination of 
this appeal as they provide further evidence on the ability of Waverley BC to demonstrate 
a five year supply of housing land. Any references in this Decision Letter to paragraphs in 
the Windacres Farm appeal decision letter are preceded with WINDDL, and any 
references to the paragraphs in the Loxwood Road appeal decision letter are preceded 
with LOXDL. 

8. A representation from Waverley BC concerning their view on the Windacres Farm 
appeal, and their housing land supply position was received on 3 December 2019. 
Another representation was received from Waverly BC on 2 March 2020, concerning their 
housing land supply position in light of the 2019 Housing Delivery Test measurement. 
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9. Ad hoc representations were received from parties on the matters listed between 
paragraphs 5 and 8 of this Decision Letter between October 2019 and March 2020. 
Parties were then contacted on 23 April 2020 with a further opportunity to provide 
representations on these matters, with those representations received circulated back to 
the main parties on 4 May 2020. 

10. Through a representation received on 1 May 2020, the Secretary of State was made 
aware of a further appeal decision issued by the Planning Inspectorate against the 
refusal of planning permission against Wokingham Borough Council, for Land north of 
Nine Mile Ride, Finchampstead, Berkshire – ref APP/X0360/W/19/3238048, dated 9 April 
2020 (the Nine Mile Ride appeal). In this case the appellant considered this to be relevant 
to the determination of this appeal as it addresses the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic 
that is currently ongoing. 

11. The material concerning housing land supply are further addressed between paragraphs 
17-24 of this Decision Letter, and the material concerning the Farnham Neighbourhood 
Plan is further addressed between paragraphs 25-27. 

12. The Secretary of State is satisfied that all representations received have been given full 
and due consideration, and no other new issues were raised in this correspondence to 
warrant further investigation or necessitate additional referrals back to parties. A full list of 
representations which have been received since the inquiry is at Annex A. Copies of 
these letters may be obtained on written request to the address at the foot of the first 
page of this letter.  

Policy and statutory considerations 

13. In reaching his decision, the Secretary of State has had regard to section 38(6) of the 
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 which requires that proposals be 
determined in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations 
indicate otherwise. 

14. In this case the development plan consists of a saved policy in the South East Plan 2009, 
saved policies in the Waverley Borough Local Plan 2002, the Waverley Local Plan Part 1: 
Strategic Policies and Sites (WLPP1) adopted February 2018 and the revised Farnham 
Neighbourhood Plan (rFNP) originally made on 28 July 2017, with the revised version (as 
indicated in paragraph 5 above) made on 3 April 2020. The Secretary of State agrees 
that the relevant development plan policies include those set out at IR20 to IR42, but also 
includes rFNP policy FNP14, which covers the revised site allocations required to meet 
the housing target for Farnham outlined in the WLPP1 (IR43-44). He notes that these site 
allocations do not include the appeal site. 

15. Other material considerations which the Secretary of State has taken into account include 
the National Planning Policy Framework (‘the Framework’) and associated planning 
guidance (‘the Guidance’), and Waverley BC’s Five Year Housing Land Supply Position 
Statement, published July 2019 (FYHLSPS). The revised National Planning Policy 
Framework was published on 24 July 2018 and further revised in February 2019. Unless 
otherwise specified, any references to the Framework in this letter are to the 2019 
Framework.  
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Emerging plan 

16. Paragraph 48 of the Framework states that decision makers may give weight to relevant 
policies in emerging plans according to: (1) the stage of preparation of the emerging plan; 
(2) the extent to which there are unresolved objections to relevant policies in the 
emerging plan; and (3) the degree of consistency of relevant policies to the policies in the 
Framework. Waverley Borough Council is preparing the Waverley Local Plan Part 2: Site 
Allocations and Development Management Policies. The January 2020 Local 
Development Scheme indicates an expected publication (Regulation 19) in May/June 
2020 and a submission to the Secretary of State for examination in August or September 
2020. However, the Secretary of State has noted that the Inspector accepted that there 
are no policies in the draft Waverley Local Plan Part 2 that would affect the consideration 
of the appeal scheme (IR46), and he has therefore not assigned weight to this draft Plan 
in considering this appeal. 

Main issues 

Whether the local authority can demonstrate a five year supply of housing land 

17. The council’s ability to demonstrate a five year supply of housing land was a disputed 
matter (IR93; IR122-124) at the Inquiry, with the Inspector concluding that the supply was 
likely to be around four years (IR185), and that the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development, as set out at Paragraph 11(d) of the Framework, applied to this appeal 
(IR186). However, as listed at paragraphs 4-12 of this Decision Letter, relevant new 
material has emerged since the close of the Inquiry that also addresses the Council’s 
housing land supply.  

18. Waverley BC published an updated Five Year Housing Land Supply Position Statement 
(FLYSPS) in July 2019, which set out a supply figure of 5.2 years. 

19. The Windacres Farm appeal directly addressed whether a number of sites in the 
FLYSPS met the definition of “deliverable” in Appendix 2 of the Framework (WINDDL42-
72), with the Inspector concluding that Waverley BC could demonstrate 3.9 years supply. 
In an email dated 3 December 2019 Waverley BC contested these findings, stating that 
they could still demonstrate a 5.2 year supply as per the FLYSPS. 

20. The 2019 Housing Delivery Test measurement (February 2020) requires Waverley BC to 
apply a 5% buffer to their supply of deliverable housing, rather than the 20% buffer the 
2018 measurement required. The Secretary of State accepts this will have an effect on 
the housing land supply figure. 

21. It was an agreed matter at the Loxwood Road Inquiry (January 2020) that Waverley BC 
could not demonstrate a five year supply of housing land, with an agreed figure of 4 years 
(LOXDL6). The Inspector’s final report (March 2020), taking the 2019 Housing Delivery 
Test measurements into account and adjusting for a 5% buffer, concluded that supply 
would be around 4.5 years (LOXDL7). 

22. A representation received from Waverley BC on 1 May 2020 stated that they have 
identified additional evidence on deliverability that was not available to the Inspectors in 
either the Windacres Farm or Loxwood Road inquiries, and that this evidence allows 
them to demonstrate a housing land supply of over five years. 

23. The Secretary of State has accordingly given due consideration to these publications, 
and to the representations received from parties in response to them. While Waverley 
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BC’s representations state they have identified additional evidence that indicates a 
supply of over five years, as that evidence is not before the Secretary of State in this 
case he concludes that for the purpose of this appeal that supply will be around 4.5 
years. For that reason, he considers that the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development, as set out at Paragraph 11(d) of the Framework, is still triggered.  
 

24. The Nine Mile Ride appeal (April 2020) was put forward by the appellant as it addresses 
the issue of housing land supply in the current COVID-19 pandemic, as the Inspector in 
that appeal deducted some supply due to the pandemic shutting down building sites. The 
representation was accompanied by a local press article, stating that most building sites 
in Farnham had, at the time of writing, similarly shut down. The Secretary of State notes 
that the appellant has raised this issue, but as they have not quantified the potential 
impact or put forward specific evidence about the deliverability of sites,  it does not affect 
his judgment in this case. 

Status of the neighbourhood plan 

25. The Farnham Neighbourhood Plan, as originally made in July 2017 and considered at the 
Inquiry, did not allocate sufficient land to meet the housing need in the later WLPP1. The 
Inspector considered that the policies in the Farnham Neighbourhood Plan could not 
carry full weight (IR184), and that paragraph 14 of Framework, which provides extra 
protections to neighbourhood plans, was not relevant (IR187). 

26. The Secretary of State notes that the rFNP, made in April 2020, now includes sufficient 
site allocations to meet the entire housing requirement set out in the WLPP1. 
Accordingly, he considers that the rFNP now carries full weight in the determination of 
this appeal. 

27. Paragraph 14 of the Framework states that where the presumption set out at paragraph 
11d of the Framework applies to applications involving the provision of housing, the 
adverse impact of allowing development that conflicts with the neighbourhood plan is 
likely to significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, provided all of the criteria 
set out at Paragraph 14(a) to 14(d) apply. With regards to this Paragraph, the Secretary 
of State notes that: 

a) the rFNP was made in the last two years; 

b) the rFNP meets contains policies and allocations to meet its identified housing 
requirement; 

c) the local planning authority can demonstrate at least a three-year supply of 
deliverable housing sites, and; 

d) the local planning authority’s housing delivery is above 45% as set out in the most 
recent Housing Delivery Test measurement 

For these reasons, the Secretary of State considers that Paragraph 14 is now relevant to 
the determination of this appeal. 

Supply of housing 

28. The proposal would provide 65 new dwellings at a time when the local authority is unable 
to demonstrate a five year supply of housing land (IR185), with 40% affordable housing. 
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The Secretary of State notes that this is above the minimum level of 30% set out in 
WLPP1 policy AHN1 (IR176-177).  

29. The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector (IR1919; IR193) that the delivery of 
market and affordable homes represents a significant benefit. For this reason, he 
considers that they attract significant weight in favour of the proposal. 

Suitability of location 

30. WLPP1 policy SP2 focuses development in the district’s four main settlements, and 
allocates a minimum of 2,780 new dwellings to Farnham. Policy FNP14 of the rFNP now 
allocates sufficient housing sites to meet this need. The rFNP also sets a Built-Up Area 
Boundary (BUAB), with FNP10 only permitting development outside the BUAB where it 
meets criteria in FNP16, FNP17 and FNP20 (IR138-139). Also relevant is WLPP1 policy 
RE1, which recognises the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside beyond the 
Green Belt (IR138). 

31.  The Secretary of State notes that the appeal site is outside the BUAB and is not 
allocated through FNP14, and that the proposal does not meet any of the types of 
development permitted outside the BUAB through FNP16, FNP 17 and FNP20. For these 
reasons the Secretary of State agrees with the inspector (IR141) that the appeal site is 
not an appropriate location for housing, and would conflict with WLPP1 policy RE1, and 
rFNP policies FNP10 and FNP14. 

32. The Secretary of State notes that the Inspector (IR188) gave this conflict limited weight, 
as the local authority was unable to demonstrate a five year supply of housing land, and 
because the original FNP did not allocate sufficient land to meet the need set out in the 
WLPP1, concluding that a rigorous application of policies designed to prevent 
development outside the BUABs would frustrate attempts to remedy the deficit in housing 
land supply. However, events have moved on. Although the local authority are still unable 
to demonstrate a five year supply of housing land, the rFNP now allocates sufficient land 
to meet Farnham’s housing target. For this reason, the Secretary of State considers that 
the conflict with this aspect of the development plan should attract now moderate weight. 

Effect on the landscape 

33. Having carefully considered the inspector’s assessment at IR142-157, the Secretary of 
State agrees (IR158) that the proposal would have a harmful urbanising impact on the 
landscape character of the appeal site, albeit one that is contained and would have 
limited effect on the wider landscape. Nevertheless, he agrees with the Inspector that this 
would still conflict with rFNP policies FNP1 and FNP10, and WLPP1 policies RE1 and 
RE3. For these reasons, the Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector (IR189) that 
this carries moderate weight against the proposal. 

Whether an acceptable design and layout can be achieved 

34. The Secretary of State has carefully considered the Inspector’s analysis of the illustrative 
design and layout of the proposal at IR159-163. For the reasons given there, the 
Secretary of State agrees with the inspector that, although the illustrative layout requires 
some further revisions and testing, there is sufficient evidence to demonstrate the 
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number of homes proposed for this scheme could be accommodated whilst adhering to 
WLPP1 policy TD1, WBLP policies D1 and D4, and rFNP policies FNP1.  

Effect on the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area 

35. The Secretary of State is the Competent Authority for the purposes of the Conservation 
of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017, and for the reasons set out at IR165 and AR1 
he agrees with the Inspector that he is required to make an Appropriate Assessment of 
the implications of that plan or project on the integrity of any affected European site in 
view of each site’s conservation objectives. This site is the Thames Basin Heaths Special 
Protection Area (SPA). The Secretary of State agrees with the assessment and findings 
in the Inspector’s AR. He therefore adopts the AR as the necessary Appropriate 
Assessment in his role as the Competent Authority on this matter, and agrees that the 
appeal scheme would not adversely affect the integrity of the SPA in view of the site’s 
conservation objectives. 

Other matters 

36. The Secretary of State notes that part of the site is previously developed land (IR190), 
but agrees with the Inspector (IR190) that the extent of this is debateable. He therefore 
considers this to carry only little weight in favour of the proposal. 

37. The Secretary of State agrees (IR192) that the site is well related to facilities in the town 
centre, and that future residents would be able to access local services without reliance 
on private cars. Promoting sustainable transport is an aim of the Framework, and he 
considers this carries moderate weight in favour of the proposal. 

38. The Secretary of State considers the economic boost to the local economy from the 
construction and subsequent occupation of the homes (IR193) to carry moderate weight 
in favour of the proposal. 

39. The proposal would provide new public open space, with the potential for a new access 
point into Farnham Park (IR194). The Secretary of State considers this carries moderate 
weight in favour of the proposal. 

40. The Secretary of State notes that the proposal’s layout could be designed to facilitate the 
redevelopment of an adjacent site. As this is only a hypothetical, he agrees with the 
Inspector (IR195) that it can attracts only very limited weight in favour. 

Planning conditions 

41. The Secretary of State has given consideration to the Inspector’s analysis at IR197 to 
IR207, the recommended conditions set out at the end of the IR and the reasons for 
them, and to national policy in paragraph 55 of the Framework and the relevant 
Guidance. He is satisfied that the conditions recommended by the Inspector comply with 
the policy test set out at paragraph 55 of the Framework.  However, he does not consider 
that the imposition of these conditions would overcome his reasons for dismissing this 
appeal and refusing planning permission. 

Unilateral undertaking 

42. Having had regard to the Inspector’s analysis at IR174 to IR180, the unilateral 
undertaking dated 9 July 2019, paragraph 56 of the Framework, the Guidance and the 
Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010, as amended, the Secretary of State 
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agrees with the Inspector’s conclusion for the reasons given in IR174 to IR180 that the 
undertaking complies with Regulation 122 of the CIL Regulations and the tests at 
paragraph 56 of the Framework. He also agrees that, for the reasons given at AR23, that 
the contributions would be directly related to the impacts of the proposal on the SPA and 
necessary to make the development acceptable. However, the Secretary of State does 
not consider that the terms of the unilateral undertaking overcome his reasons for 
dismissing this appeal and refusing planning permission. 

Planning balance and overall conclusion  

43. For the reasons given above, the Secretary of State considers that the appeal scheme is 
not in accordance with WLPP1 policies RE1 and RE3, and rFNP policies FNP1, FNP10 
and FNP14, and so is not in accordance with the development plan overall. He has gone 
on to consider whether there are material considerations which indicate that the proposal 
should be determined other than in accordance with the development plan.   

44. As the local authority are unable to demonstrate a five year supply of housing land, 
paragraph 11(d) of the Framework indicates that planning permission should be granted 
unless: (i) the application of policies in the Framework that protect areas or assets of 
particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development proposed; or 
(ii) any adverse impacts of doing so significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, 
when assessed against policies in the Framework taken as a whole.   

45. The proposal would conflict with an up-to-date neighbourhood plan by developing 
housing on a site outside the settlement boundary, and on a site that is not allocated for 
housing, a matter which carries moderate weight against the proposal. Paragraph 14 of 
the Framework states that where the presumption in favour of sustainable development, 
as set out at paragraph 11d of the Framework, applies to applications involving the 
provision of housing, the adverse impact of allowing development that conflicts with the 
neighbourhood plan is likely to significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. In 
the case of this appeal, all four criteria required to engage Paragraph 14 are met. The 
proposal would also have a harmful urbanising effect on the site, which carries moderate 
weight against the proposal.  
 

46. The proposal would provide 65 dwellings, including 40% affordable, at a time when the 
Council are unable to demonstrate a five year supply of housing land. This attracts 
significant weight in favour of the proposal. There would be economic benefits from the 
construction and occupation of new homes, which also attract moderate weight. The site 
is well-located for local services and would allow residents to access them without 
reliance on a private car, which attracts moderate weight. The provision of new public 
space also attracts moderate weight. The proposal would involve the re-use of some 
previously developed land, but as this is only a small fraction of the site total it attracts 
little weight in favour. The proposal can be designed to facilitate the redevelopment of an 
adjacent site, which attracts very limited weight in favour. The appeal scheme would not 
adversely impact the Thames Basin Heaths SPA. 

47. The Secretary of State considers that there are no protective policies which provide a 
clear reason for refusing the development proposed, but considers that the adverse 
impacts of granting permission for a proposal that conflicts with a recently made 
neighbourhood plan where all criteria required to engage paragraph 14 of the Framework 
are met would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits when assessed 
against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole.  
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48. Overall, the Secretary of State considers that the material considerations in this case 
indicate a decision in line with the development plan. The Secretary of State therefore 
concludes that the appeal should be dismissed and planning permission should be 
refused. 

Formal decision 

49. Accordingly, for the reasons given above, the Secretary of State disagrees with the 
Inspector’s recommendation. He hereby dismisses your client’s appeal and refuses 
planning permission for: demolition of existing house and buildings; creation of new 
access off Hale Road; development of up to 65 mixed dwellings to include 40% 
affordable housing, creation of open space to act as SANG extension to Farnham Park 
(including a small public car park) associated landscape and infrastructure, in 
accordance with application ref: WA/2017/2352 dated 11 December 2017.   

Right to challenge the decision 

50. A separate note is attached setting out the circumstances in which the validity of the 
Secretary of State’s decision may be challenged. This must be done by making an 
application to the High Court within 6 weeks from the day after the date of this letter for 
leave to bring a statutory review under section 288 of the Town and Country Planning Act 
1990.   

51. A copy of this letter has been sent to Waverley Borough Council, and notification has 
been sent to others who asked to be informed of the decision. 

 

Yours faithfully  
 

Jean Nowak 
Authorised by the Secretary of State to sign in that behalf 
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Annex A  
 

SCHEDULE OF REPRESENTATIONS 
 

In response to the Secretary of State’s letter of 14 October 2019 

Date Correspondent 

25/10/2019 Liz Alexander 
Senior Principal Planner   
Bell Cornwell 

28/10/2019 Ruth Dovey 
Planning Officer  
Waverley BC 

11/11/2019 Liz Alexander 
Senior Principal Planner   
Bell Cornwell 

11/11/2019 & 12/11/2019 Ruth Dovey 
Planning Officer  
Waverley BC 

 
General representations 

Date Correspondent  

19/11/2019 Liz Alexander 
Senior Principal Planner   
Bell Cornwell 

Notifying the SoS of the 
Windacres Farm appeal 

03/12/2019 Ruth Dovey 
Planning Officer  
Waverley BC 

Regarding the Windacres 
Farm appeal 

02/03/2020 Ruth Dovey 
Planning Officer  
Waverley BC 

Regarding the 2019 HDT 
measurement and the 
LPA’s housing land supply 

05/03/2020 Liz Alexander 
Senior Principal Planner   
Bell Cornwell 

Response to above, also 
notification of Loxwood 
Road appeal 

13/03/2020 Chris French 
Team Leader 
Waverley BC 

Information that rFNP 
approved by referendum 
on 12/03/2020 

16/04/2020 Liz Alexander 
Senior Principal Planner   
Bell Cornwell 

Request for update on 
decision timescales 

 
In response to the email of 23 April 2020 

Date Correspondent 

01/05/2020 Liz Alexander 
Senior Principal Planner   
Bell Cornwell 

01/05/2020 Ruth Dovey 
Planning Officer  
Waverley BC 
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Appeal Ref: APP/R3650/W/18/3211033 

Hawthorns, Bells Piece, Farnham, Surrey GU9 9RL 

• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 against 

a refusal to grant planning permission. 

• The appeal is made by Stax Developments Ltd against the decision of Waverley Borough 

Council. 

• The application, Ref WA/2017/2352, dated 11 December 2017, was refused by notice 

dated 9 March 2018. 

• The development proposed is described as ‘Demolition of existing house and buildings; 

creation of new access off Hale Road. Development of up to 65 mixed dwellings to include 

40% affordable housing, creation of open space to act as SANG extension to Farnham 

Park (inc. small public car park). Associated landscape and infrastructure’.   

Summary of Recommendation: That the appeal is allowed and planning 
permission is granted subject to the conditions in the attached schedule.  
 

Preliminary Matters 

1. During the hearing both the Council and the appellant submitted, and referred to, 

late evidence. The documents submitted are listed towards the end of this report. 
This evidence was not overly detailed or lengthy, was relevant to the matters 

under consideration and was capable of being addressed by the parties following 
short adjournments. I therefore accepted the late evidence as no party was 

significantly prejudiced by this course of action. Similarly, the highways 
information1 was submitted at the outset of the appeal and therefore all parties 
have had a reasonable opportunity to consider it.  

2. Following discussions at the hearing it became apparent that the submitted 
planning obligation required extensive redrafting. It was agreed by the Council 

and appellant that the alterations were resolvable and could be made reasonably 
quickly. As such, a two-week extension was given to finalise the document.  An 
engrossed unilateral undertaking was submitted on the 9 July 2019. The Council 

subsequently confirmed that the document has been properly executed and 
includes the obligations necessary to address the relevant reasons for refusal. 

The obligations secured are a material consideration that are considered later in 
this report.  

The Site and its Surroundings  

3. The appeal site and its surroundings are described in detail in the Design and 
Access Statement2 and the Outline Landscape Appraisal3 prepared on behalf of 

the appellant. These documents include some useful contextual plans. There is 
further description in the Officer’s report to the planning committee and the 
Statements of Case submitted by both the appellant and the Council.  

4. In brief, the appeal site is about 2.82 hectares in size4 and is located on the north 
eastern fringe of Farnham.  It encompasses a large detached house (Hawthorns), 

its garden and adjoining paddocks. Hawthorns is currently accessed from Hale 

1 Transport Assessment by WSP, Road Safety Audit and Designers response to the Road Safety Audit  
2 Design and Access statement dated November 2016 by DHA Architecture Ltd – see pages 6-12  
3 Outline Landscape Appraisal dated February 2016 by Floyd Matcham Charted landscape Architects   
4 As confirmed on drawing 021515-STAX-M11 A, which was accepted as being accurate by the Council at the hearing  
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Road along a private drive/track shared with Bells Piece, a Leonard Cheshire day 
centre and residential care home located to the south of the appeal site.  

5. On entering the private drive/track there is the car park of the Six Bells Public 
House to the south and a small field to the north used by the residents and 
operators of Bells Piece for horticulture and occasional events. Beyond this there 

is a long gravel drive, the entrance to which is marked by domestic style 
entrance gates. It leads to Hawthorns and skirts the eastern and northern 

boundaries of a small paddock that includes a cluster of trees and a small area of 
hardstanding used as a car park. It is enclosed by a conifer hedge and this 
affords the paddock a semi-domestic appearance.   

6. To the north of the ‘conifer paddock’ is another area of grassland. The appellant 
suggests this is part of the residential curtilage of Hawthorns, but it does not 

have an overly manicured appearance that would suggest this is the case. 
Nevertheless, it is enclosed by a domestic style post and rail fence and has been 
mowed. This affords the paddock a semi-domestic appearance. The remainder of 

the site includes a long meadow/paddock which adjoins the Nadder Stream, and 
a further paddock abutting Hale Road (B3007). These latter parcels of land have 

a more natural and unmanaged appearance.  There is mature boundary 
treatment with Farnham Park to the west, Hale Road to the east and the land 

beyond the Nadder Stream to the north. Farnham Park is a registered park and 
garden and a very attractive public open space between Farnham and Hale.        

7. To the south of the appeal site is Scholars Way, a public footpath that links Hale 

Road with Farnham Park, Farnham Castle and the Town Centre. In the vicinity of 
the appeal site this is flanked, in part, by brick walls marking the boundaries of 

the properties in Osborn Road and Haven Way. The Scholars Way is a physical 
feature that broadly marks the northern extent of the settlement boundary of 
Farnham. Hale Road links the Six Bells roundabout with the A325 and is therefore 

an important route into Farnham. On the eastern side of Hale Road, and opposite 
the appeal site, are allotments, a petrol filling station and the entrance to Roman 

Way, a predominately residential cul-de-sac.  

The Proposal  

8. There are useful descriptions of the appeal proposal in the Planning Statement5, 

Design and Access Statement, the Officer’s committee report and the Statements 
of Case prepared by the appellant and Council.     

9. In summary, the planning application is a ‘hybrid’ with elements of detail 
advanced for approval and other submitted in outline. The details include the 
creation of a public open space/SANG6 extension with the drawings showing the 

location, size and design of this element of the proposal. However, the Local Area 
of Play (LAP) shown on the drawings may need to be substituted for a Local 

Equipped Area of Play (LEAP) depending on the outcome of the appeal, a point I 
discuss later. The proposal for up to 65 homes has been submitted in outline with 
all matters of detail reserved for future consideration save for the access.  

10. The proposed access would be taken from Hale Road and would involve the 
construction of a new T-junction.  Detailed drawings have been submitted 

5 Planning Statement dated December 2017 by Bell Cornwell - see p5  
6 Semi Natural Accessible Greenspace – this is proposed as an extension to the Farnham Park SANG or as a public 

open space private owned by a management company but publicly accessible  
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showing this7. The application is supported by an indicative landscape character 
plan8 showing how the residential element of the scheme could be laid out. The 

proposal would include 40% affordable housing.      

11. The SANG extension is proposed to mitigate the scheme’s impact upon the 
integrity of the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (SPA)9. For reasons 

I set out later the Council are not satisfied by this approach. Thus, the appellant 
is alternatively proposing to make a financial contribution towards the 

maintenance and management of the Farnham Park SANG if it is found that the 
SANG extension is not appropriate mitigation10. In this second scenario the open 
space proposed as a SANG extension would instead be a public open space 

privately owned by a management company.  

12. If the Secretary of State is minded to allow the appeal and grant planning 

permission, and in doing so finds, following an appropriate assessment, that 
Scenario 2 is the appropriate means of mitigating the scheme’s effect on the 
integrity of the SPA, it is recommended that the description of development, as 

taken from the application form, should be amended to the following11:  

Demolition of existing house and buildings; creation of new access off Hale Road. 

Development of up to 65 mixed dwellings to include 40% affordable housing, 
creation of public open space (inc. small public car park). Associated landscape 

and infrastructure.  

13. No party would be significantly prejudiced by amending the proposal and the 
description of development in this way because Scenario 2 would not result in 

any changes to the drawings and a publicly accessible open space would still be 
provided. The difference rests in the ownership and function of the public open 

space and whether it can be a SANG extension and managed as such. Interested 
parties have had a chance to make representations on this point and did so at 
the hearing. These are summarised later. The appellant submitted useful written 

representations on this point at the hearing outlining the relevant legislation12 
and the powers a decision taker has to consider an amendment. This advice was 

unchallenged by the Council.     

14. A signed planning obligation in the form of a unilateral undertaking was before 
the hearing. However, in the related discussion, several drafting errors were 

identified and some minor points of disagreement. A revised unilateral 
undertaking was submitted after the hearing.   

15. Both the Council and the appellant have addressed the tests for the obligations in 
their submissions13. I have also been provided with the Council’s Thames Basin 
Heaths Special Protection Area Avoidance Strategy14 as evidence underpinning 

some of the obligations. The unilateral undertaking secures the following:  

• The provision of 40% affordable housing;  

7 Drawings 16438-SK-003 and 9349/02 
8 Drawing 569.3/08  
9 I refer to the proposal for a SANG extension as ‘Scenario 1’ 
10 I refer to the financial contrition toward SANG maintenance as ‘Scenario 2’ 
11 Which in substance is the same as that recommended by the Council in its Statement of Case – Paragraph 8  
12 Doc 6 submitted at the hearing – see the list at the end of this report 
13 Paragraph 204 of the Framework and the statutory requirements of Regulations 122 and 123 of the Community   

Infrastructure Levy Regulations 
14 Doc 12 submitted to the hearing   
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• The provision and management of an onsite Local Equipped Area of Play;  

• Financial contributions towards sustainable transport comprising bus stop 

improvements (£20,000) cycle safety improvements (£20,000), footway and 
cycle improvements (£20,000) and travel vouchers for future residents (£100 
per household). 

• A means of mitigating the impact of the development on the integrity of the 
Thames Basin Heath Special Protection Area through either a SANG extension 

or financial contributions to both the operation and maintenance of SANG and 
Strategic Access Management and Monitoring (SAMM).    

16. The merits of the obligations and the extent to which the various provisions 

satisfy the relevant tests are appraised in my conclusions below.  
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Planning Policies  

17. The planning policy context has evolved since the planning application was first 

submitted to the Council on the 11 December 2017. The most up to date 
positions of the Council and appellant are set out in their respective Statements 
of Case and the agreed Statement of Common Ground.  

18. The development plan for the purposes of this appeal includes a saved policy in 
the South East Plan 2009, saved policies in the Waverley Borough Local Plan 

2002, the Waverly Local Plan Part 1: Strategic Policies and Sites adopted 
February 2018 and the Farnham Neighbourhood Plan made on 28 July 2017.  

19. The following is a summary of the development plan policies referred to and 

considered to be the most relevant to the issues raised by this appeal. The 
following summary also sets out the emerging policies not yet part of the 

development plan but referred to by the parties as material considerations.       

 The South East Plan 2009 (SE Plan)  

20. The SE Plan was revoked in 2013, except for Policy NRM6. The appeal site is 

located within 400m-5km of the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area 
(SPA) and this retained policy requires that new residential development within 

that zone should include the provision of adequate measures to avoid or mitigate 
any potential adverse effect on the ecological integrity of the SPA.  

 Saved Policies of The Waverley Borough Local Plan 2002 (WBLP)  

21. Policy D1: Development will not be permitted where it would result in material 
detriment to the environment by virtue of loss or damage to important 

environmental assets, including areas of landscape value, or harms the visual 
character of the locality.  

22. Policy D4: The Council will seek to ensure that development is of a high-quality 
design which integrates well with the site and complements its surroundings.   

23. The Council’s reasons for refusal refer to Policies H5 and H10 of the WBLP, but 

both policies have been deleted following the adoption of the WLPP1. Policy H5 
has been superseded by Policy AHN1 of the WLPP1 and Policy H10 by Policies 

TD1 and LRC1 of the WLPP1.    

 Waverly Local Plan Part 1: Strategic Policies and Sites 2018 (WLPP1) 

24. Policy SP2: To maintain Waverley’s character, whilst ensuring that development 

needs are met in a sustainable manner, the spatial strategy is to focus 
development on the four main settlements (Farnham, Godalming, Haslemere and 

Cranleigh) with further development at other settlements depending on their size 
and the applicable planning designations. The policy also seeks to maximise 
opportunities for the redevelopment of suitable brownfield sites and states that in 

addition to the strategic sites allocated in WLPP1, additional sites will be allocated 
through the Waverley Local Plan Part 2 and neighbourhood plans.    

25. Policy ALH1: Through this policy the Council makes provision for at least 11,210 
net additional homes in the period from 2013 to 2032 (equivalent to at least 590 
dwellings a year). Farnham is allocated the most, with a minimum of 2,780 

homes to be delivered here over the plan period.   
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26. Policy RE1: Seeks, in accordance with the Framework, to recognise and 
safeguard the intrinsic character and beauty of the Countryside Beyond the 

Green Belt, an area defined on the adopted Policies Map.  

27. Policy RE3: Seeks to ensure new development respects and where appropriate 
enhances the distinctive character of the landscape in which it is located. The 

Area of Great Landscape Value (AGLV) is to be retained for its own sake and as a 
buffer to the Surrey Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) until there 

is a review of the AONB boundary. The policy recognises that the protection of 
the landscape should be commensurate with its status as a local landscape 
designation. The policy draws a distinction between the degree of protection 

afforded to areas covered by national landscape designations compared with 
those covered by local designations.       

28. Policy TD1: Seeks to ensure that the character and amenity of the Borough is 
protected by requiring, amongst other things, that new development is of a high 
quality that responds to local character.  

29. Policy NE1: Seeks to conserve and enhance biodiversity within the Borough.  

30. Policy NE3: New residential development which is likely to have a significant 

adverse effect on the ecological integrity of the SPA will be required to 
demonstrate that adequate measures are put in place to avoid or mitigate any 

potential adverse effects. New residential development that either alone or in 
combination is likely to have a significant adverse effect on the SPA beyond 
400m and within 5 km of the SPA boundary (in a straight line) must provide:  

• Appropriate contributions towards the provision of Suitable Alternative 
Natural Greenspace (SANG) identified by the Council15; or  

• A bespoke solution to provide adequate mitigation measures to avoid any 
potential adverse effects; and  

• A financial contribution towards wider Strategic Access Management and 

Monitoring (SAMM). 

31. Policy LRC1: Seeks to secure formal outdoor play space in accordance with Fields 

in Trust Standards. A scheme proposing 10 or more homes is required to provide 
a Local Equipped Area of Play (LEAP) in accordance with the specifications set out 
in Table 1 in the supporting text to the policy. 

32. Policy ICS1: Seeks to ensure that the infrastructure considered necessary to 
support new development is provided either on-site or off-site through planning 

conditions and planning obligations.   

33. Policy ST1: Seeks to ensure new development schemes are located where 
opportunities to maximise sustainable transport modes, including measures to 

include non-car use.  

34. Policy AHN1: Through this policy the Council will require a minimum provision of 

30% affordable housing where 11 dwellings or more is proposed.  

15 In the Council’s Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area Avoidance Strategy Review 2016 updated 2018 
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35. Policy CC4: This policy states that sustainable drainage systems will be required 
as part of major developments. 

 Farnham Neighbourhood Plan 2017 (FNP) 

36. Policy FNP1: Seeks to secure development that is designed to a high quality and 
responds to the heritage and distinctive character of Farnham.   

37. Policy FNP10: This policy seeks to protect and enhance the countryside. Its states 
that outside of the Built-Up Area Boundary16 (BUAB) priority will be given to 

protecting the countryside from inappropriate development. A proposal for 
development outside the BUAB will only be permitted where it would be in 
accordance with Policies FNP16 (Building Extensions), FNP17 (Land for Business) 

and FNP20 (Rural Buildings for Business and Tourism Uses) or other relevant 
planning policies applying to the area. An example of ‘other relevant policies’ 

given by the Council at the hearing was the housing allocations in Policy FNP14.      

38. Policy FNP11: This policy is aimed at preventing coalescence between Farnham 
and Aldershot and the other settlements in the FNP area. It states that 

development proposals outside the BUAB will be assessed in terms of their 
potential impact on the visual setting and landscape features of the site and its 

surroundings, and the potential impact on biodiversity, traffic and noise. 
Proposals that fail to demonstrate that these impacts can be satisfactorily 

addressed, or which clearly lead to increased coalescence, will not be supported.      

39. Policy FNP12: This policy broadly repeats the requirements of Policy NE3 of the 
WLPP1, although any contributions towards SANG are to be spent at Farnham 

Park.     

40. Policy FNP13: Proposals should protect and enhance biodiversity by protecting 

Special Protection Areas, preserving and extending ecological networks and 
promoting biodiversity enhancement.   

41. Policy FNP30: Seeks to secure acceptable transport impacts from development 

including safe access. It also requires the submission of travel plans and seeks to 
secure residential proposals that do not add significantly to congestion, by 

ensuring a sustainable transport network.  

42. Policy FNP32: Seeks to secure the provision of the necessary social, physical and 
green infrastructure needed to support a proposed development.  

The draft Farnham Neighbourhood Plan (dFNP) 

43. The made FNP aims to provide around 2,201 homes over the period 2013-2031. 

This figure was based on the pre adoption draft of the WLPP1. During the 
examination of the WLPP1 the housing requirement for Waverley was increased 
to take account of the unmet needs of Woking Borough. The result being that the 

WLPP1 now requires Farnham to provide at least 2,780 homes. Thus, the made 
FNP does not fully meet the local housing requirement.  

16 Defined on Map A, Page 19 of the FNP  
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44. Accordingly, the draft Farnham Neighbourhood Plan Review17 is being prepared 
and this will allocate additional housing along with other amendments18. The 

analysis in the dFNP indicates that with allocations for a further 450 homes, the 
housing requirement for Farnham in the WLPP1 would be met. The current 
proposal is for the additional housing allocations to be sites within the BUAB of 

Farnham (see draft Policy FNP14 (k) – (q) of the dFNP).  

45. The Independent Examiner of the dFNP held a Procedural Exploratory Meeting on 

the 4 June 2019 to consider the question of whether the modifications in the 
dFNP are so significant and substantial as to change the nature of the made FNP, 
which the dFNP would replace. He has concluded in his letter of the 21 June 

201919 that they would, and therefore the dFNP requires full examination and 
referendum before it can be made.        

 The draft Waverley Local Plan Part 2 (dWLPP2) 

46. The Council consulted on the Preferred Options version of the dWLPP2 between 
May and July 2018. The Council is now in the process of preparing the pre-

submission version of the plan. The Council intends to publish this for 
consultation in the Summer of 2019 with a view to submitting it for examination 

in the of Winter 2019. The Council has confirmed in its Statement of Case 
(Paragraph 38) that there are no policies within the dWLPP2 that would affect the 

consideration of the appeal scheme. Consequently, the Council has not referred 
to any within its submissions.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

17 See Appendix 5 of the Council’s Statement of Case for the draft document  
18 These are succinctly listed in the Independent Examiners letter to Farnham Town Council dated 21 June 2019 – 

Doc 8 submitted to the hearing  
19 Ibid 
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Agreed Matters 

47. The submissions of the Council and the appellant, discussions at the hearing and 

the Statement of Common Ground (SOCG), confirm that several points are not in 
dispute and are agreed. There is no sufficiently compelling evidence before me 
that demonstrates different findings on these points would be justified. The 

following list includes several matters of agreement between the Council and the 
appellant: 

• The site is located outside the BUAB of Farnham and is therefore in the 
countryside;  

• The appellant’s Acoustics Site Suitability Assessment has adequately 

explained the likely noise impacts of the proposed development and 
advanced noise mitigation measures. In addition, planning conditions can be 

imposed to ensure the internal and external noise levels at the proposed 
dwellings would conform to relevant guidelines and to secure the provision of 
a Construction Environmental Management Plan; 

• The appellant’s Air Quality Assessment Report and subsequent email of the 
23 February 2017 submitted with the application demonstrates that the 

application is acceptable in respect of these matters. A point endorsed by the 
Council’s Environmental Health Officer;  

• There would be no adverse impacts on protected species, subject to the 
mitigation measures set out in the Ecological Appraisal submitted by the 
appellant. A point supported by the Surrey Wildlife Trust; 

• Whilst the proposed layout is indicative, it demonstrates that the quantum of 
development proposed could be achieved on site whilst maintaining a good 

level of amenity for existing neighbours. Substantive evidence has not been 
provided to demonstrate that the proposal would have an adverse impact on 
the residents of Bells Piece. Control over construction hours would prevent 

sleep disturbance;  

• The proposed SANG extension/public open space (POS) would result in the 

intensification of the use of what is currently a field/paddock area.  However, 
there are no residential dwellings immediately adjoining this area and 
therefore the increased use of the site resulting from its SANG/POS status 

would not unacceptably harm neighbouring residential amenity; 

• The indicative housing mix would broadly respond to the Borough’s housing 

needs as set out in the West Surrey Strategic Housing Market Assessment 
2015 (SHMA); 

• A suitable layout could be provided at the detailed design stage that would 

ensure an appropriate buffer between the development and Farnham Park, 
thus ensuring the setting of the park is preserved. Subject to the provision of 

a buffer at detailed design stage, the development would not harm the 
setting or significance of this designated heritage asset. Given that the public 
open space would involve limited intervention and preserves the existing 

landscape character, this element of the development also preserves the 
setting of the park;  

• The proposal would not result in coalescence;  
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• Subject to conditions, there would be no harm to archaeology;  

• The density of the development is that set out on drawing 021515-STAX-

M11. The Council acknowledges that the density is not that set out in the 
Officer’s report – it would be in the region of 37 dwellings per hectare on the 
net developed area; 

• The proposal could be designed to ensure adequately sized gardens for future 
occupants alongside internal space to meet national housing standards such 

as the Technical housing standards – nationally described space standards;  

• The appeal site does not have an agricultural holding number and has been 
used for domestic purposes and the keeping of horses since 1995. Even if 

considered to be agricultural land, it is not the best and most versatile (it is 
Grade 3). In the circumstances, the loss of the agricultural land to another 

use would be acceptable.  

48. The SOCG confirms that the following matters, set out in some of the reasons for 
refusal have been resolved:  

• The Council does not wish to pursue the third reason for refusal because the 
submitted planning obligation makes provision for a financial contribution 

towards SANG and SAMM as the means of mitigating the proposal’s effect on 
the SPA. Nevertheless, the Council would pursue the third reason for refusal 

if the appellant intends to mitigate the impact on the SPA through the 
originally proposed SANG extension;  

• Since the Council issued its decision it has adopted a Community 

Infrastructure Levy. Consequently, the Council is no longer seeking to secure 
financial contributions towards education, leisure and recycling containers 

through a planning obligation. Thus, it is not pursuing the forth reason for 
refusal in so far as it relates to these matters. Moreover, there is no 
substantive evidence that the appeal scheme wold place harmful pressure on 

other infrastructure, such as the public sewer or health facilities;  

• The planning obligation secures 40% affordable housing and therefore the 

Council does not wish to pursue the fifth reason for refusal;   

• If the effect on the SPA is mitigated through Scenario 2 then there would be 
space within the public open space to provide a LEAP, which would be 

secured through the planning obligation. In such circumstances, the Council 
does not wish to pursue the sixth reason for refusal;  

• The submitted highways information, and the planning obligation pertaining 
to highway works, would address the seventh reason for refusal, which the 
Council no longer wishes to pursue. The information demonstrates that the 

appeal scheme would provide a safe and suitable access and would not result 
in significant impacts on the transport network and congestion; 

• The Lead Local Flood Authority has confirmed20 that a surface water drainage 
strategy can be secured through the imposition of a planning condition. 
Having received this advice, the Council does not wish to pursue the eighth 

reason for refusal subject to the imposition of a suitably worded planning 
condition.   

20 Email of the 19 March 2019 appended to the appellant’s final comments dated 19 March 2019 
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49. The SOCG goes on to list the relevant policies, confirms the plans and documents 
the Council’s decision was based upon and indicates that Council’s list of 

suggested planning conditions is agreed. Section 5 of the SOCG lists several 
technical points that are agreed including the site’s close proximity to the town 
centre. The SOCG also agrees several matters relating to housing land supply, 

which are:  

• The housing requirement is agreed at 590 dwellings per annum.  The Local 

Plan Examiner concluded that there was a 5.2-year housing land supply at    
1 April 2018, which included a 5% buffer;  

• The Housing Delivery Test measurement in 2018 for Waverley was 79% 

meaning that a 20% buffer should be applied. The Council’s most up to date 
position on five-year housing land supply is set out within its Five-Year 

Housing Land Supply report dated 1 April 201821. There is currently no 
update to this;  

• The shortfall from 2013 to date (of 1390 homes) should be made up in the 

five-year period.  It was agreed at the hearing that the five-year period for 
the purpose of this appeal is 2018 – 2023. The housing requirement for this 

period is 520822 homes giving a revised annual housing requirement of 1041 
homes23.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21 See Appendix 9 of the Council’s Statement of Case  
22 590 x5 = 2950 + 1390 = 4340 + 868 = 5208    
23 5208/5 
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Main Considerations  

50. I tabled draft main considerations at the hearing as part of my agenda, which 

were subsequently agreed by the parties present. The discussions and the 
respective cases of the parties were structed around the main considerations.     

51. As set out above, the areas in dispute between the Council and the appellant 

have been narrowed through the submission of the planning obligation and the 
additional highways information. Therefore, the Council only pursued the first and 

second reasons for refusal at the hearing and the third if Scenario 1 is advanced 
as a means of mitigating the impact on the SPA.  

52. The Council did not include a discrete reason for refusal in its decision notice that 

explicitly relates to the location of the proposal outside the Built-up Area 
Boundary (BUAB) of Farnham. Nevertheless, the Officer’s report indicates that 

the principle of development is unacceptable and interested parties have raised 
concerns regarding the appeal site’s location outside the BUAB and in the 
countryside. I therefore addressed this as a main consideration at the hearing 

and have done so in this report.  The main considerations flow from the reasons 
for refusal still in dispute and the submissions, which I have summarised below. 

These are as follows: 

• Whether the proposed development would be in a suitable location, with 

particular reference to policies concerned with the location of housing;  

• The effect of the proposed development on the landscape; 

• Whether an acceptable design and layout can be achieved;  

• The effect of the proposed development on the Thames Basin Heaths Special 
Protection Area; and   

• Whether any conflict with the development plan is outweighed by other 
material considerations.   
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The Case for the Appellant  

53. The following is a summary of the material points in the appellant’s written 

submissions and the oral evidence heard during the hearing.  

Whether the proposed development would be in a suitable location, with 
particular reference to policies concerned with the location of housing  

54. It is pertinent that there is no reason for refusal regarding the principle of 
development. The Council has not argued that the scheme is contrary in principle 

to the development plan due to its location outside the BUAB. Instead, Policy SP2 
of the WLPP1 states that development will be focussed on the four main 
settlements of Farnham, Godalming, Haselmere and Cranleigh. The appeal 

scheme, being on the edge of Farnham, would achieve this aim and would 
provide housing in a location with good connectivity to the facilities and services 

in the town centre.  

55. The proposal would conflict with Policy FNP10a) of the FNP in that it would be 
development outside the BUAB of Farnham, which would not be in accordance 

with Policies FNP16, FNP17 and FNP20. However, Policy FNP10 must be read 
alongside Policy FNP11 of the FNP. This states that development proposals 

outside the BUAB of Farnham will be assessed in terms of their potential impact 
upon the visual setting and landscape features of the site and its surroundings, 

and the potential impacts on biodiversity, traffic and noise. Accordingly, the 
spatial strategy in the FNP, when read as a whole, is an impact-based approach. 
The proposal would not result in harmful impacts upon any of the matters listed 

in Policy FNP11, including coalescence.  

56. There is an internal inconsistency between Policies FNP10 and FNP11, whereby 

the former seeks to prevent development outside the BUAB other than in narrow 
circumstances and the latter permits it when there would be no harmful impacts 
from doing so. In this instance, there would be no harmful impact upon the 

landscape, biodiversity and traffic from breaching the settlement boundary and 
therefore the proposal would adhere to Policy FNP11. There would be little sense 

in preventing development via Policy FNP10 when it would have no harmful 
impacts and is consistent with Policy FNP11. Thus, there is no in principle conflict 
with the FNP when read as a whole.  

57. The appeal site is therefore a suitable location for housing when considered 
against the policies in the development plan.        

The effect of the proposed development on the landscape 

58. The planning application was supported by a professional prepared Outline 
Landscape Appraisal prepared in February 2016 updated in October 2016. It 

considers landscape character, the landscape designations, visual setting and the 
landscape and visual impacts of the proposal. The appellant broadly relies on the 

findings of this report in considering the effects on the landscape.  

Landscape Character  

59. The Outline Landscape Appraisal explains that the appeal site is identified in the 

Surrey Landscape Character Assessment as being located within Landscape 
Character Area LF6: North Farnham Rolling Clay Farmlands. The key 

characteristics of this landscape type includes: 
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• Undulating clay farmland falling towards the River Wey and minor local valley 
features elsewhere;  

• A mixture of medium scale arable fields, smaller pastoral fields and a few 
low-key paddocks along with blocks of woodland and tree belts;  

• Watercourses often associated with riparian woodland;  

• Farnham Park (Grade II listed) covers a large area between Hale and 
Farnham;  

• Tree cover limits or frames long-distance views and screens most of the built-
up areas;  

• Most of the character area is a pleasant, relatively peaceful, rural landscape. 

Urban influence from the built-up areas and roads increase at the eastern 
end of the character area. 

60. The evaluation of the LF6 landscape character area identifies positive landscape 
attributes and forces for change/sensitivities/pressures. Positive landscape 
attributes/elements are farmland, woodland blocks and meadow pasture.  Under 

forces for change/sensitivities and pressures, the landscape character 
assessment recognises that there is continued demand for horse paddocks and 

pressure for residential development through edge of town and infilling 
development. The assessment also refers to loss of hedgerows and trees. 

Guidance for the LF6 landscape character area is directed at conserving the 
area’s pastoral landscape character. 

61. The appeal site is not representative of the wider landscape in the LF6 Character 

Area because the site has an enclosed semi-domestic character, rather than a 
farmland character, due to the presence of buildings (Hawthorns), a long 

driveway, a large domestic curtilage, equestrian paddocks and a long conifer tree 
belt. In this respect, it is neither urban nor rural and can therefore be developed 
without appearing as a discordant breach of the BUAB.  

62. The appeal site also falls within the Cemetery Fields Landscape Character Area 
defined in the Farnham Landscape Character document24, a background study 

that has informed the preparation of the FNP. The character area is described in 
the study as being of high landscape sensitivity and high landscape value and is 
therefore within the defined Area of High Landscape Sensitivity and Historic Value 

(AHLS)25. Nevertheless, being well screened and semi domestic in character the 
appeal site does not incorporate the important features of the Cemetery Fields 

Character Area and therefore the appeal site should not be considered as being 
of high landscape sensitivity or value. Accordingly, the proposal would not conflict 
with the aims of the AHLS designation.    

The AGLV Designation   

63. A statutory landscape designation does not cover the appeal site or the 

surrounding area. The boundary of the Surrey Hills AONB lies to the south-east of 
Farnham. The Surrey Area of Great Landscape Value (AGLV) is a non-statutory 

24 Doc 3 submitted at the hearing  
25 Map E, p35 of the FNP 
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landscape designation extending across the site. It takes in Farnham Park and 
adjoining countryside to the north and extends east as far as Hale Road. The 

Surrey AGLV has been the subject of two reviews commissioned by the Surrey 
Local Authorities in 2007 and 2013.  

64. The latest review did not recommend that any of the AGLV on the northern side 

of Farnham should be included in the AONB. The justification for retention of the 
AGLV in order to fulfil a ‘buffer’ role could not apply on the north-western side of 

Farnham where the AGLV is not contiguous with the AONB or any existing area of 
AGLV that may be ‘upgraded’ to AONB status. The status of the AGLV remains 
unclear but in its current form it is preventing the housing needs of Farnham 

from being met as sites within the AGLV are rejected from being allocated in the 
development plan in a blanket fashion.  

65. The Council gives unsubstantiated and unjustified weight to protecting the AGLV. 
The AGLV designation is, factually, a local designation that should not be given 
the weight of the national designation of the AONB. Policy RE3 is confusing and 

contradictory, with the policy firstly saying that ‘the same principles for 
protecting the AONB will apply in the Area of Great Landscape Value (AGLV)……’ 

and then continuing to state later in the same sentence ‘…whilst recognising that 
the protection of the AGLV is commensurate with its status as a local landscape 

designation’. The AGLV is a dated landscape designation that acts as a barrier to 
finding suitable and sustainable sites on the edge of Farnham.   

Visual setting  

66. The analysis of representative views in Appendix 2 of the Outline Landscape 
Appraisal demonstrates the site is visually well-enclosed by surrounding 

vegetation and cannot be seen easily in public views. There are glimpsed views of 
the buildings on Bell’s Piece from the western end of The Avenue in Farnham 
Park, but no clear public views from north or south.  The site cannot be seen 

clearly in public views from the footpath following the eastern side of Farnham 
Park but there is a glimpsed view along the northern boundary where this path 

crosses the Nadder Stream. In winter, there are glimpsed views of the appeal 
site between trees on Hale Road, but these views do not show the entire site. 

 Landscape and Visual Analysis  

67. Other than its gently sloping landform26, the site does not share the main 
landscape characteristics of the LF6: North Farnham Rolling Clay Farmlands. It 

has a more domestic and enclosed character that is distinct from the pastoral 
farmland character seen elsewhere in the landscape character area, particularly 
to the west of Folly Hill and across the fields to the north of the appeal site, which 

lie between Hale Road and Farnham Park   

68. The Outline Landscape Appraisal identifies that the landform across most of the 

site is suitable for accommodating new residential development but the design of 
any development on the slope down to the Nadder Stream would require careful 
design. Accordingly, this section of the site would be left undeveloped and 

incorporated into an area of public open space. This arrangement would help to 
preserve the setting of the Nadder Stream.  

26 See topographical survey Drawing 1311/2 for site contours  
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69. The Outline Landscape Appraisal also states that internally, the existing 
distribution of vegetation is not a constraint to development. The coniferous tree 

line is an incongruous feature and would be removed. It may be possible to 
retain other individual (mainly deciduous) trees and tree lines and incorporate 
them into the scheme design, although this would require further consideration 

at the reserved matters stage.   

Visual constraints and opportunities  

70. The site is visually very well contained with no clear public views directly into the 
site. Provided boundary vegetation is retained in line with the indicative layout, 
new development would be visually well-contained. The site therefore provides a 

good opportunity for accommodating new residential development on the 
northern side of Farnham that would generate very limited visual change. 

Internally, there are no major visual constraints that would affect layout design. 
However, in order to maintain an attractive visual character within the 
development, it would be desirable to avoid houses and gardens backing directly 

onto the Nadder Stream. The indicative layout shows this can be achieved and 
that the existing attractive visual setting of the stream could be retained. 

 Likely Landscape and Visual Effects  

71. The site is partly domestic in character so residential development affecting the 

existing buildings and their curtilages could be viewed as redevelopment rather 
than greenfield development. However, across the remainder of the site, a 
development scheme would nevertheless urbanise land identified as undeveloped 

countryside.  

72. It is accepted that the introduction of new built form is an adverse landscape 

effect that cannot be fully mitigated. Nevertheless, the indicative scheme has 
been carefully designed to demonstrate how development could extend across 
the central and southern sections of the site but leave the northern part of the 

site adjoining the Nadder Stream undeveloped as public open space.  

73. Use of the northern part of the site along the Nadder Stream as public open 

space (in conjunction with the adjoining Farnham Park) would be a beneficial 
landscape effect. Importantly, users of Farnham Park would then be able to see 
and appreciate the full length of the Nadder Stream valley lying to the west of 

Hale Road. The indicative layout demonstrates how a reasonably generous 
landscape scheme could be implemented which would be consistent with 

achieving efficient use of the land for new residential development.  

74. The development would not lead to the loss of any important characteristics of 
the landscape character area, in part because the site is not open farmed 

countryside and because there would be no loss of important natural features 
such as notable native trees, hedgerows or woodlands. It is likely that some 

other, mainly small trees would require removal, but they do not make a 
significant contribution to wider landscape character. Construction of the new site 
access would require the removal of a short section of the tree line on the 

eastern boundary. This would be a negative landscape effect of local significance.  

75. The proposal is for low-rise residential development. The visual assessment in 

the outline landscape appraisal demonstrates that this would not generate 
significant or adverse visual effects within the wider area, including from 
Farnham Park. The site would remain substantially enclosed by mature boundary 
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vegetation. Moreover, the line of mature trees on the eastern boundary of the 
Leonard Cheshire site would visually separate the home from the application site.  

It would be possible to obtain views into the new development along the site 
access road leading from Hale Road. This would not be perceived as a strongly 
negative effect in the context of the site’s setting close to an existing urban area 

and busy main road.  

Conclusions on Landscape Impact  

76. In summary, the appeal site lies within Landscape Character Area LF6: North 
Farnham Rolling Clay Farmlands. Being semi-domestic in appearance the appeal 
site contains few of the landscape features that afford the character area its 

significance. Therefore, it is not part of a valued landscape. The appeal site is 
visually contained by dense boundary landscaping. It can be developed 

sensitively in a way that respects the wider landscape and the setting of the 
Nadder Stream.  

77. The main constraint to developing the appeal site is the AGLV designation but 

following recent detailed assessment work there are sound reasons why 
consideration should be given to removing the AGLV designation from the appeal 

site and adjoining areas to the north-west of Farnham, as this area is not 
required as a buffer to the AONB.  

Whether an acceptable design and layout can be achieved  

78. The design rationale behind the illustrative layout is explained in detail in the 
Design and Access Statement.  

79. The appeal scheme has been submitted in outline with matters of layout, 
landscaping, scale and appearance reserved for future consideration. As such, 

there is considerable flexibility to devise a design and layout that would be 
suitable for the appeal site and its surroundings and include an appropriate 
housing mix that reflects the recommendations in the SHMA (40% of the private 

dwellings and 70% of the affordable homes to be 1- and 2-bedroom properties).    

80. The illustrative masterplan demonstrates how the proposal could be laid out in a 

manner that respects the findings of the Outline Landscape Appraisal whilst using 
land effectively. The public open space, which is a fixed element of the proposal, 
would be located along the northern boundary of the site thereby maintaining the 

meadow character and setting of the Nadder Stream. This would also link with 
Farnham Park providing an eastern connection from Hale Road. The housing 

could be orientated to front onto the public open space thereby providing a 
sensitive interface. Generous planting in the front gardens and along the 
southern boundary of the open space would soften the edge of the housing area.  

81. A feature building at the site entrance would provide legibility and a ‘gateway’ 
into the development. The access point into the site would breach the landscaped 

eastern boundary but would not appear out of place given the surrounding 
context, with allotments, a large roundabout junction, a petrol station and a 
public house all in close proximity. 

82. The housing would not be unduly cramped as each of the individual properties 
would benefit from gardens commensurate in size to those nearby and there is 

nothing to suggest the proposed dwellings could not adhere to any space 
standards. The mews type character of the central section would allow for an 
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efficient use of land that would echo the formally laid out housing in Osborn Road 
and Haven Way and complement the Leonard Cheshire site. The density of the 

net developed area would be 37 dwellings per hectare (dph) with the density of 
the entire site being 23dph. This is not high when compared to nearby housing 
and approved and planned development, including that allocated in the FNP. 

There would also be opportunities to soften the internal street scape with street 
trees and landscaped front gardens.  

83. A LEAP can be provided in the public open space if it is not to function as a SANG 
extension. If it is, then the LEAP can be accommodated within the housing area. 
This may require a reduction in housing numbers, but the proposal is for up to 65 

homes so there would be scope for this.   

The effect of the proposed development on the Thames Basin Heaths Special 

Protection Area (SPA)   

84. The intent of the application is to provide a generous area of open space in the 
northern section of the appeal site. The preference is for this to become an 

extension to the Farnham Park SANG. However, this cannot be achieved without 
agreement from Natural England (NE) or the Council as owner of Farnham Park. 

It has not been possible to achieve this agreement. This is of surprise as in 2006 
Waverley Borough Council sent a letter to the landowner seeking additional land 

in order to achieve a pedestrian access from Hale Road to Farnham Park.   

85. The concept of providing a SANG extension as a means of mitigating the effect of 
a housing proposal on the SPA has been followed at other sites27, where Natural 

England and Council agreed in principle to permit access and footpaths into the 
Farnham Park SANG (to be secured either by planning condition or obligation). 

The appellant is still open to discussing and agreeing the provision of the open 
space as a SANG extension. This would have the following material benefits:  

• It would achieve a seamless extension of Farnham Park eastwards towards 

Hale Road.   

• It would provide additional SANG capacity at the Borough’s only existing 

resource for SANG.   

• It would provide a public car park designed for dog walkers and leisure trips. 
The car park has been a long-sought ambition of the Council and would serve 

the eastern area of the SANG.   

• The provision of 1.12 hectares of SANG would provide capacity for an 

additional 140 people.   

86. However, as an alternative approach the appellant is proposing to offer the public 
open space and provide financial contributions towards the enhancement of the 

existing SANG at Farnham Park, which currently has capacity and SAMM.    

87. The submitted unilateral undertaking secures the above payments. Based on the 

housing mix set out on the application form, and using the Council’s calculator in 
its avoidance strategy, this contribution has been calculated as £142,119. There 
is an additional £43,052 payable as a contribution towards SAMM.  This would 

27 Application reference WA/2017/1746 – Land at Farnham Park Hotel and Restaurant, Lower Hale, Farnham 
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ensure that there would be no adverse effect on the integrity of the SPA, either 
alone or in combination. This is entirely in keeping with the avoidance strategy, 

which is supported by NE and was adopted by the Council on 19th July 2016. 

Whether any conflict with the development plan is outweighed by other 
material considerations   

88. The appellant maintains that the proposal would be compatible with the 
development plan, Policies SP2 and FNP11. However, if it is concluded that this 

would not be the case then there are several material considerations that, taken 
collectively, outweigh any conflict with the development plan, thus suggesting 
permission should be forthcoming.  

 The relevant policies are out of date thereby triggering the tilted balance  

89. The FNP, which was made in 2017, has been rendered swiftly out of date by the 

adoption of the WLPP1, which has increased the housing target for Farnham 
beyond that currently addressed in the FNP. Therefore, the made FNP does not 
meet its identified housing requirement. The Inspector examining the WLPP1 

indicated that it may be necessary to review the BUAB of Farnham in order to 
accommodate the additional housing, stating at Paragraph 99 of examination 

report that ‘The amount of housing allowed for by the Neighbourhood Plan is too 
low……further housing allocations at Farnham will be necessary, with the probable 

need to adjust the built up area boundary’.  

90. The adoption of the WLLP1 has necessitated an immediate review of the FNP, 
which is underway. It is a fundamental review which seeks to make additional 

allocations. The draft FNP should not hold any weight yet as there are concerns 
regarding the deliverability of the following sites required to meet Farnham’s 

additional housing requirement. These being: 

• The site at the University for the Creative Arts, Faulkner Road - This site is 
proposed for C2 uses (student accommodation). The Town Council considers 

that the 217 net additional student units provided would equate to 72 
dwelling units. However, the Planning Practice Guide urges caution with this 

approach - whilst student accommodation can be counted towards the 
housing requirement, this is dependent on the amount of accommodation it 
releases in the housing market and it is important to avoid double counting.  

As there is no evidence for this specific requirement, and no evidence that it 
will release other accommodation into the housing market, this proposed 

allocation should be treated as a specialist requirement and counted as 
additional to, rather than as part of, the overall 450-dwelling requirement.   

• Centrum Business Park in East Street Farnham - This is currently in use for 

retail and industry and therefore it is unclear if the site can be assessed as 
deliverable. Policy EE2 of the WLPP1 seeks to protect existing employment 

uses unless there is no reasonable prospect of the site or buildings being 
used or reused for these purposes. The Neighbourhood Plan must conform 
with the strategic policies of WLPP1 in order to meet the necessary basic 

conditions and there looks to be a conflict in this regard. Additionally, the site 
has contamination issues. A very high density, presumably flatted 

development is proposed, but there are broader issues with this not providing 
the necessary mix and type of dwellings that are required in terms of the 
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evidence in the SHMA28, and the potential to flood the market given the other 
similar flatted developments which are in the pipeline in the vicinity (for 

example the Brightwells regeneration scheme).   

• The Surrey Sawmill - This site is currently occupied by businesses and there 
is no information about what is proposed for them. Again, there is potential 

conflict with Policy EE2 of the WLPP1. Moreover, whilst in the BUAB, the site 
is considerably further away from services and facilities than the appeal site, 

for example – it is 2.87km away from Farnham Train Station and 2.72km 
away from the town centre compared to the appeal site which is 2km away 
from the Railway Station and 1.5km away from the town centre.   

91. The above sites are also further from the Farnham Park SANG than the appeal 
site and therefore they would be less likely to adequately mitigate the impact on 

the integrity of the SPA.  

92. Thus, the FNP is out of date due to it not meeting the identified housing 
requirement and it is by no means certain that the draft FNP can address this 

without releasing further land outside the BUAB. Accordingly, any development 
plan policy that seeks to prevent the edge of the settlement being used for 

development is currently out of date. This includes Policy FNP10 of the FNP. As 
the FNP does not provide for enough homes, the spatial strategy in the FNP, 

including the BUAB, is out of date. As the relevant policies are out of date the 
tilted balance in Paragraph 11d) of the Framework is triggered. 

The Council are unable to demonstrate a five-year housing land supply thereby 

triggering the tilted balance  

93. The five-year housing requirement for the period 2018 – 2023 is 5,208 homes 

giving an annual requirement of 1041 homes. The Council has identified the 
housing supply for this period in its Five-Year Housing Supply report dated 1 April 
2018. The table on page five of this report suggests 5,287 homes will be 

delivered in the five-year period. This equates to 5.0829 years worth of supply. 
The appellant disputes this for the following reasons:  

• The housing supply in the Council’s Five-Year Housing Supply report relies on 
around 1,111 homes identified in the Land Availability Assessment (LAA) as 
being suitable, achievable and available for housing. However, this does not 

take account of the new definition of what is a ‘deliverable’ housing site in the 
Framework. The LAA sites do not have planning permission (full or outline) or 

permission in principle and have not been allocated in a development plan or 
brownfield register. Accordingly, they cannot be included in the housing 
supply. This reduces the supply to around 4 years.   

• In addition to the above, the supply includes 272 homes from the strategic 
Dunsfold Aerodrome site. This is a small component of a much larger 

planning permission. There is no reserved matters approval and the scale of 
the site and the infrastructure requirements are such that it is unlikely 
commencements will occur within the five-year period. Commencements are 

programmed in the Council’s housing supply report for 2020, which is 

28 Strategic Housing Market Assessment – submitted as Doc 10 to the hearing  
29 5287/1041  
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ambitious. The 272 homes should therefore be removed from the supply. 
This alone would reduce the supply to around 4.8 years.  

• Similarly, the inclusion of 195 dwellings from the Coxbridge Farm site is 
flawed as there is no clear evidence, such as a memorandum of 
understanding between the Council and appellant, that there will be 

completions within the five-year period. The same applies to the Milford Golf 
Course. Although outline permission has been granted the course is still in 

use and therefore the 200 homes should not be considered deliverable.  The 
removal of either of these sites would result in a housing supply below five 
years (around 4.89 and 4.88 years respectively).    

In applying the tilted balance, the adverse impacts of the proposal would not 
significantly and demonstrably outweigh its benefits 

94. Although not the appellant’s position, adverse impacts of the appeal scheme 
could be a breach of the settlement boundary, in conflict with Policy FNP10 of the 
FNP, and an urbanisation of the appeal site. The FNP does not benefit from the 

protections in Paragraph 14 of the Framework as it does not meet its identified 
housing requirement. Instead, any conflict with Policy FNP10 should be afforded 

limited weight as the Farnham BUAB, which is located around the Borough’s main 
settlement, is frustrating attempts to remedy the Borough’s housing deficit. The 

proposal would change the character of the appeal site through urbanisation, but 
the impact would be visually contained and thus a matter of limited weight.    

95. The benefits of the proposal are considerable and can be summarised as follows: 

• Much of the appeal site is previously developed land (PDL) encompassing a 
house, garden land outside a built-up area and paddocks previously used for 

equestrian purposes. The contention that equestrian paddocks can be 
considered PDL is supported by an appeal decision30. The reuse of PDL, as 
opposed to releasing greenfield sites, is to be supported and encouraged.  

• The appeal scheme can deliver up to 65 homes. This would be a notable 
contribution towards the Council’s housing land supply at a time when there 

is a housing supply deficit. The appeal site is in a single ownership without 
significant constraints. It is highly likely that completions will take place 
within the five-year period.   

• The appeal site is in a ‘sustainable’ location being well related to the facilities 
in the town centre. Future residents would be able to access these via public 

transport, walking and cycling.      

• The construction and subsequent occupation of the homes would boost the 
local economy. When applying the Home Builder’s Federation housing 

calculator, 65 homes is estimated to support the employment of 201 people, 
increase open space, community and leisure spending by over £52,000 and 

generate £783,445 in tax revenue including £73,420 in Council Tax. The 
proposal would also provide a CIL contribution that can be spent on local 
infrastructure.   

30 Decision APP/Y0435/W/17/3178790 – appended to the appellant’s Statement of Case.  
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• The proposal would provide 40% affordable housing, 10% more than is 
required by Policy AHN1 of the WLPP1. This would be a notable benefit given 

the problems with the affordability of housing in Farnham and the Borough 
generally, this would be a significant benefit.  

• There is the potential for a mix of housing that could include entry level 

homes and a mix that addresses the needs in the SHMA, including smaller 
homes.  

• The proposal would provide a large, publicly accessible open space and the 
potential for an eastern access into Farnham Park.   

• The layout can be designed to provide a highway access into the Leonard 

Cheshire site. This would facilitate a redevelopment of this site in the future, 
which has been an aspiration of Surrey County Council.   

96. Thus, when applying the tilted balance, if it is found that there would be adverse 
impacts, they could only be regarded as matters of limited weight, whereas the 
benefits are substantial. Accordingly, the adverse impacts would not significantly 

and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, and this suggests planning permission 
should be granted.    
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The Case for the Council  

97. The following is a summary of the material points in the Council’s written 

submissions, including the Officer’s report to the Council’s planning committee, 
and the oral evidence heard during the hearing.  

Whether the proposed development would be in a suitable location, with 

particular reference to policies concerned with the location of housing  

98. The Council accepts that there is no explicit reason for refusal in the decision 

notice directly relating to the location of the appeal site outside the BUAB. 
However, the Council’s concerns in respect of this matter can be inferred in the 
first reason for refusal, which refers to the poor relationship with the settlement 

boundary that the appeal scheme would have and the general harm to the 
intrinsic character and beauty of the Countryside Beyond the Green Belt that 

would occur. Moreover, the Officer’s report to the planning committee clearly 
suggests that residential development at the appeal site would not be justified in 
principle.  

99. Policy SP2 of the WLPP1 allocates a minimum of 2,780 homes at Farnham. The 
spatial strategy within the FNP builds on this and sets out how the target will be 

delivered. This includes a suite of housing allocations in Policy FNP14 of the FNP, 
which would deliver most of the housing requirement, alongside a BUAB around 

the urban area aimed at protecting the countryside from inappropriate 
development i.e. that not explicitly permitted by the development plan.  

100. The FNP does not currently allocate enough sites to meet the housing 

requirement set out in the WLLP1 but this shortfall will be addressed through the 
WLPP2 or the review of the FNP. These reviews will enable the housing 

requirement to be delivered in an acceptable timeframe, which is the plan period. 
In this regard, the Inspector examining the WLPP1 confirmed in his report that he 
is confident that the housing requirement will be delivered over the plan period 

and found the plan sound on that basis. 

101. The appeal site is outside the BUAB defined in Map A of the FNP and the 

proposed development would not be the types permitted in principle in the 
countryside by Policies FNP16, FNP17 and FNP20 of the FNP. In addition, the 
proposal is not a housing allocation listed in Policy FNP14 of the FNP. Thus, it 

would be inappropriate development as defined by Policy FNP10. The proposal is 
therefore at odds with the spatial strategy in the FNP. It would also fail to 

recognise the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside contrary to Policy 
RE1 of the WLLP1.  

102. Policy FNP11 of the FNP, when read in its proper context, is aimed at preventing 

coalescence between built up areas. It is a policy that sets requirements in 
addition to Policy FNP10 rather than being an alternative to it. A proposal must 

adhere to Policy FNP10 for it to adhere to Policy FNP11. As such, there is no 
internal inconsistency in the FNP. The document would not have been found 
sound by the neighbourhood plan examiner if there were. Thus, the appeal site is 

not an appropriate location for housing as it would be contrary to the policies of 
the development plan, including Policy RE1 of the WLPP1 and Policy FNP10.   
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The effect of the proposed development on the landscape 

103. The site is covered by the AGLV landscape designation. Policy RE3 of the WLLP1 

sets out that new development must respect and where appropriate, enhance the 
character of the landscape in which it is located, commensurate with it being a 
local landscape designation. The wording of Policy RE3 was found sound by the 

Inspector examining the WLPP1 and therefore it is not appropriate to reopen 
discussions on the soundness of the policy. A proposal causing significant 

landscape and visual harm which cannot be adequately mitigated would not be 
compatible with protecting the AGLV and thus Policy RE3.    

104. The Council’s Landscape Study (August 2014)31, prepared as background 

information for the preparation of the then emerging WLPP1 places the appeal 
site within Landscape Segment FN8. This area was identified in the study as 

having many landscape qualities which make an important contribution to the 
settlement setting. It is classified as being of high landscape sensitivity and high 
landscape value.  The study concludes that ‘with its various designations 

including AGLV, leisure activities, historic background and setting for the town, 
capacity for new development in this segment is limited’. 

105. The Farnham Landscape Character Assessment 2018 builds on the AMEC study 
and places the site in the Cemetery Fields Landscape Character Area, a sub 

section of Segment FN8. This landscape character area is identified as being of 
high landscape sensitivity and of high landscape value32. Policy FNP10 of the FNP 
states that development will only be permitted where it would, amongst other 

things, retain the landscape character of, and not have a detrimental impact on, 
areas that have a high landscape sensitivity and historic value.  The development 

would harm the landscape of the Cemetery Fields LCA and thus the area of high 
landscape sensitivity and historic value. Accordingly, the site should be 
considered part of a valued landscape and the proposal would harm this.  

106. The Farnham Housing Land Availability Assessment33 considered the suitability of 
the appeal site for housing but rejected it because it was concluded that a 

housing development would harm a landscape of high value and sensitivity.  

107. The appeal site currently contains a residential dwelling and this, combined with 
the associated garden area, comprises previously developed land.  However, 

much of the site is open fields.  The proposed residential development would 
replace these open fields with substantial built form and associated hardstanding.  

The views of the proposal would be more localised rather than far reaching, as a 
result of the verdant screening surrounding the site. The proposed development 
would nevertheless have an adverse impact upon the intrinsic character and 

beauty of the countryside by virtue of the urbanising effect of the built form.  

108. The site lies directly to the north of the Farnham BUAB, which is clearly defined 

by a strong linear edge that signifies an end to the developed area and the 
beginning of the open fields and Farnham Park to the north.  The open and rural 
nature of the site, along with the adjacent Farnham Park, play an important 

contribution to the definition of this linear edge. The proposed residential 

31 This is summarised in the Farnham Landscape Character Assessment – Doc 3 submitted to the hearing 
32 Defined at Map E p35 of the FNP  
33 The relevant extract is Doc 5 submitted to the hearing 
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development would cause adverse harm to the distinctive open nature of the site 
and would erode the distinguishable edge between the open countryside and 

developed area through creeping-built form. 

109. The proposed residential development would have a poor relationship with the 
settlement boundary as it would appear detached from the developed area of the 

town. This would be particularly stark because there is an open field (used by the 
residents of Bells Piece) between the settlement boundary and the application 

site. The awkwardly relationship with the settlement would be further reinforced 
by the Leonard Cheshire Centre which sits between the settlement boundary and 
the application site. The Leonard Cheshire Centre comprises a large building set 

within substantial grounds and this is very different in character to that contained 
within the settlement boundary and proposed in the appeal scheme.    

110. Given the gap between much of the southern boundary of the site and the 
settlement boundary there is also little opportunity to provide direct pedestrian 
connections between the site and the developed area.  Therefore, both visually 

and physically, the development would fail to integrate well with its surroundings 
and does not respond appropriately to the site’s wider rural context, causing 

further harm to the character and appearance of the countryside.    

111. The access would breach the established belt of landscaping along the eastern 

boundary of the appeal site with Hale Road. The value of these trees is as a 
screen to the road and boundary feature to the countryside, rather than being 
high quality specimens in their own right. Nevertheless, breaching this belt of 

trees with a highway access would harm the local landscape.  

Whether an acceptable design and layout can be achieved  

112. An indicative layout plan has been submitted with the application which shows 
how the development could potentially be laid out.  Although indicative, it 
demonstrates the difficulty in providing 65 dwellings on the site in a manner that 

would be visually acceptable.  In particular, the area of the site, which projects 
southwards and adjoins the Leonard Cheshire Home would be particularly 

cramped in appearance.  

113. The Council accepts that it has incorrectly calculated the density of the proposal 
in assessing the application but maintains its position that too many homes are 

proposed, and this could not be accommodated in a visually satisfactory way at 
the reserved matters stage.   

The effect on the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area  

114. The proposal is for the erection of 65 dwellings within 5km of the SPA. This would 
result in a permanent increase in people living at the site. Without adequate 

mitigation, the proposed residential development (in combination with other 
projects) would have a significantly adverse effect on the integrity of the SPA. 

This is because it is now widely recognised that increasing urbanisation of the 
area around the SPA, and the recreational pressure this entails, has a continuing 
adverse effect on its features of interest, namely Nightjar, Woodlark and Dartford 

Warbler, the three internationally rare bird species for which it is classified.  

115. The appellant’s preferred scenario for mitigating the likely adverse effect on the 

integrity of the SPA is the provision of a bespoke area of SANG within the appeal 
site. The size of the proposed SANG would measure 1.12 hectares and would 
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directly adjoin Farnham Park to the west, which is used by the Council as a 
strategic SANG.  A footpath link would be proposed to connect the SANG through 

to the existing pathways in Farnham Park.  The link through to Farnham Park is 
required to ensure the bespoke SANG would meet the minimum length of a 
circular walk required by NE for it to be considered a SANG.  

116. The Council supports the recommendation of NE in objecting to the proposed 
SANG extension. This is because the individual ‘bespoke’ proposal is not yet 

considered to be appropriate as there is currently insufficient information to 
enable certainty that the proposed mitigation will be effective in ensuring no 
likely significant effect arising from recreational impacts. The Council points to 

the statement submitted by NE34. In addition, urban intrusions are not suitable 
within SANGS and therefore a LEAP is not acceptable within the SANG boundary.  

117. Alternatively, the Council is content that the financial contributions towards the 
management of the Farnham Park SANG, and SAMM, would ensure adequate 
mitigation. A conclusion supported by NE in their statement. Such an approach 

would adhere to Policy NE3 of the WLPP1, Policy FNP12 of the FNP and Policy 
NRM6 of the SE Plan.  

Whether any conflict with the development plan is outweighed by other 
material considerations  

The policies most important for determining the application are not out of date   

118. It is accepted that the FNP does not allocate enough housing to meet the housing 
target for Farnham in the WLPP1. However, this does not render the relevant 

policies in the FNP out of date. This is because the FNP allocates 84% of the 
required housing with the rest to be addressed through a review. The Inspector 

examining the WLPP1 did not consider the consequence of adopting the WLPP1 
would be to render the FNP out of date35. The reasons given were that planning is 
an evolving process, the FNP was recently adopted and the process for delivering 

the new housing allocations is set out in Paragraph 6.24 of the WLPP1.     

119. In a subsequent appeal decision36 an Inspector accepted that the FNP is not out 

of date, although he considered it could not carry full weight as the BUAB of 
Farnham is likely to require adjustment to accommodate the additional homes. 
However, since this decision was made the draft FNP37 demonstrates that the 

housing requirement can be accommodated within the BUAB. Accordingly, the 
BUAB should be considered up to date as it does not need to be breached to 

meet the housing requirement for Farnham (identified in the WLPP1).  

120. The appellant seeks to cast doubt on some of the sites allocated in the dFNP, but 
it is not appropriate to consider such matters through an appeal. This will be a 

matter for the examiner of the dFNP based on the evidence. Notwithstanding 
this, Paragraph 5.148 of the dFNP states that the sites in contention have been 

confirmed as being deliverable by the landowners.   

34 Appendix 6 of the Council’s Statement of Case  
35 The relevant paragraphs of Examining Inspectors report at set out at Paragraph 22 of the Council’s statement 
36 APP/R3650/W/17/3171409 – In Paragraph 78 of this decision the Inspector refers to another decision, 

APP/R3650/W/17/3178819, where a similar view was taken 
37 Regulation 14 version dated August 2018  
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121. Considering the foregoing, the Council prefers the approach taken by the 
Secretary of State in three recovered appeals38 where it was concluded that the 

publication of the WLPP1 is a neutral matter.  

The Council is currently able to demonstrate a five-year housing land supply  

122. The five-year housing requirement for the period 2018 – 2023 is 5,208 homes 

giving an annual requirement of 1,041 homes. Within its Five-Year Housing 
Supply Report the Council has identified the housing supply for this period as 

being 5,287 homes39. This results in a five-year housing supply of 5.08 years.  

123. The Council accepts that the definition of ‘deliverable’ in the Framework has 
changed since the Five-Year Housing Supply report was prepared in 2018. With 

the more rigorous definition of what can constitute a deliverable site, it is 
necessary to remove those included in the supply derived from the Land 

Availability Assessment. This is likely to result in a housing supply below 5 years.    

124. Although unable to point to any clear evidence that completions will take place 
within the five-year period at Dunsfold Aerodrome, Coxbridge Farm and Milford 

Golf Course, the Council are satisfied that there will be completions at these sites 
in accordance with the trajectory appended to its Five-Year Housing Supply 

Report.    

Planning Balance  

125. The appeal scheme would be at odds with the spatial strategy in the up-to-date 
development plan. It would also significantly harm the landscape. Too many 
homes are proposed to facilitate an acceptable design and layout that would 

visually assimilate into the area in an acceptable way. In combination these are 
adverse impacts of significant weight.    

126. The benefits from developing PDL and to the supply of housing are acknowledged 
but are considered to carry limited weight for the following reasons: 

• The appellant has over stated the extent to which the appeal site is PDL. Most 

of it encompasses fields. Even if these are paddocks within the curtilage of a 
stable (and there is no stable currently on site), and thus previously 

developed land, the Framework states that it should not be assumed that the 
whole curtilage should be developed.       

• The delivery of up to 65 homes would be a benefit but this needs to be seen 

in the context of the emerging FNP, which is at an advanced stage and will 
allocate housing sites within the BUAB as a means of addressing the housing 

requirement for Farnham. Accordingly, there is no need to release the appeal 
site for housing development.  

127. The other benefits are also noted but the adverse impacts of the proposal would 

outweigh the benefits in a normal planning balance and would significantly and 
demonstrably outweigh the benefits if applying the tilted balance.   

  

38 See Appendix 2, 3 and 4 of the Council’s Statement of Case    
39 See the Five-Year Housing Supply report dated 1 April 2018 - Appendix 9 of the Council’s Statement of Case  
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The Case for Interested Parties  

128. The representations received by the Council during its consideration of the 

planning application are summarised in the officer’s report to the Planning 
Committee40. The concerns raised are addressed in my conclusions below or are 
matters agreed between the appellant and the Council for the reasons previously 

set out, the conclusions of which I share. Two further letters were submitted in 
response to the appeal;  

129. Mrs Barbara Jones – The development would harm the very rural and attractive 
approach to Farnham from Hale, result in coalescence between the two 
settlements, harmfully compound congestion, exacerbate problems with the 

inadequate sewerage capacity and the doctors is oversubscribed.  

130. Leonard Cheshire Home at Bell’s Piece – Construction works could block access to 

this facility, which is along a single lane track. The development would affect the 
use of the meadow to the south of the appeal site. The proximity to the boundary 
of the home will affect the mental and physical well-being of the residents due to 

vibration, dust and noise. The residents have severe learning disabilities and 
calmness and routine are paramount. Sleep disturbance would escalate pre-

existing mental and physical issues.       

131. The main points made by interested parties at the hearing can be summarised as 

follows:  

132. Councillor Cockburn, Borough Councillor and Member of the FNP Group - The 
housing allocations in the FNP followed a consistent methodology that sought to 

avoid allocating housing in the AGLV. The appeal site has not been included as an 
allocation in the draft FNP following the conclusions in the FHLAA41 and the 

findings in the Farnham Landscape Character Assessment. The draft FNP will be 
examined in the summer and it is unlikely the BUAB will need to be amended. 
The fact that the dFNP identifies enough sites to meet the housing requirement is 

a point of notable weight. Development of the appeal site would harm the local 
landscape and result in a loss of faith in the process of neighbourhood planning.  

Cllr Macleod endorsed these points.  

133. David Howell – Chair of the Farnham Society Planning Committee - The FNP had 
a 90% approval with a 40% turnout. It was therefore well-received and should 

be respected. The appeal site is outside the BUAB and is not allocated in the FNP. 
The FNP review is at the Regulation 16 stage (publication of the draft plan by the 

local authority) and should be afforded significant weight. The appeal scheme has 
followed limited community engagement unlike the made FNP and the draft FNP.  

134. The SANG extension proposed would not be maintained in perpetuity (80 years). 

The proposal would compound congestion and would have a poor access. The 
proposal would erode the space between Hale and Farnham. The loss of the 

verge along Hale Road would urbanise the approach into Farnham. The Society 
strongly objects.    

135. Councillor Jerry Hyman, Borough Councillor - A financial contribution toward the 

maintenance of Farnham Park as a SANG is imaginary mitigation. Farnham Park 
cannot be considered a SANG as it is parkland. No evidence has been presented 

that the Council’s Avoidance Strategy is working, such as a change in visitor 

40 See Pages 5, 6 and 7 of said report  
41 Farnham Housing Land Availability Assessment – the relevant extract is Doc 5 submitted to the hearing  
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numbers at the SPA or whether bird numbers have increased. There is no means 
of considering the proposed mitigation against the conservation objectives for the 

SPA, which have not been set. It should not be assumed that the mitigation 
measures will work. The advice of NE should not be blindly followed, the 
appropriate assessment must be based on objective evidence following a 

precautionary principle. 

136. The SANG strategy, in providing sites for dog walking, is counterproductive as it 

encourages dog ownership. This is likely to result in some additional dog walking 
at the SPA. The long-term success of SAMM is tenuous as it is dependent on 
volunteers who do not realise that they would be facilitating development that 

has the potential to harm the SPA.  
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Inspector’s Conclusions  

137. The following conclusions are based on the written evidence submitted, on my 

report of the oral and written representations to the hearing set out above, and 
on my inspection of the site and its surroundings.  The numbers in square 
brackets [ ], refer to paragraphs in the preceding sections of this report from 

which these conclusions are drawn.  

Whether the proposed development would be in a suitable location, with 

particular reference to policies concerned with the location of housing  

138. Policy SP2 of the WLPP1 seeks to focus development on the four main 
settlements in the Borough allocating a minimum of 2,780 homes at Farnham 

[25]. The appeal scheme would be consistent with this broad aim as it would 
provide housing at Farnham. However, the FNP, as part of the development plan, 

builds on the overarching spatial strategy in the WLPP1 by setting out how the 
housing target is to be achieved. This includes a suite of housing allocations to 
deliver the housing requirement alongside a BUAB around the urban areas aimed 

at protecting the countryside from inappropriate development [99]. This 
approach also responds to the aim of Policy RE1 of the WLPP1 of recognising the 

intrinsic character and beauty of the Countryside Beyond the Green Belt [27].   

139. There is no dispute between the Council and the appellant that the appeal site is 

outside the BUAB as defined in the FNP [48]. Policy FNP10 of the FNP states that 
a proposal for development outside the BUAB will only be permitted where it 
would amount to the types of development explicitly permitted in the countryside 

by Policies FNP16, FNP17 and FNP20 of the FNP or other relevant planning 
policies applying to the area. 

140. The proposal would not be any of the types of development permitted by Policies 
FNP16, FNP17 and FNP20 and it is not allocated for development in Policy FNP14 
[38, 55, 101]. Although a little ambiguous, Policy FNP11, when read in its proper 

context, sets out specific requirements intended to prevent coalescence between 
built up areas and is not a general policy for development outside the BUAB in 

the way Policy FNP10 is. Accordingly, Policy FNP11 is not to be applied as an 
alternative to Policy FNP10 [102]. The Secretary of State took the view, in three 
recovered appeals42 relating to housing schemes outside the BUAB, that building 

in the Countryside Beyond the Green Belt would conflict with the relevant policies 
in the development plan, particularly those in the FNP, and I see no reason why 

this view should be departed from.    

141. Thus, the appeal site is not an appropriate location for housing as it would be 
contrary to the relevant policies of the development plan, including Policy RE1 of 

the WLPP1 and Policy FNP10 of the FNP. Accordingly, the proposal would be at 
odds with, and thus undermine, the adopted spatial strategy for the location of 

new development. In the context of a plan led planning system, this is a harmful 
adverse impact that weighs against the appeal scheme.   

The effect of the proposed development on the landscape 

142. The appeal site broadly encompasses three distinguishable character areas 
derived from the respective land uses. There is an area with a residential 

42 APP/R3650/W/15/3139911, APP/R3650/W/16/3152620 and APP/R3650/W/3132971 
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character encompassing the curtilage of Hawthorns. Then there are the two 
central paddocks, the largest of which is enclosed by the driveway to Hawthorns 

and a conifer hedge and is adjacent to Bells Piece, which is a site that includes 
several buildings. The smaller one is defined by a post and rail fence and has a 
somewhat manicured appearance. I share the view of the appellant that this 

context affords these paddocks a semi-domestic character [61]. 

143. The remainder of the site encompasses the long paddock adjacent to the Nadder 

Stream and the other abutting Hale Road. There is a sporadic row of trees loosely 
bisecting these two paddocks, which have a more natural meadow type character 
that is echoed outside the appeal site on the northern side of the Nadder Stream. 

These two meadows gently fall to the north, providing a pleasant scenic setting 
to the Nadder Stream.     

144. Unlike the two formal paddocks in the centre of the appeal site, the two meadows 
have the character of small pastoral fields. They are part of a reasonably intact 
rural landscape that includes the Nadder Stream and Farnham Park and exhibit 

some of the key characteristics and positive attributes of the North Farnham 
Rolling Clay Farmlands landscape character type defined in the Surrey Landscape 

Character Assessment [59]. The remainder of the site is not representative of 
this landscape character type but is open and largely undeveloped save for 

Hawthorns. This provides a buffer between the edge of Farnham and the Nadder 
Stream, which is an important landscape feature.  

145. The Council’s Landscape Study places the appeal site in Landscape Segment FN8 

[105]. This landscape segment was identified in the study as having many 
landscape qualities which make an important contribution to the settlement 

setting. The two meadows in the appeal site that provide a setting to the Nadder 
Stream have a landscape quality and are of high landscape sensitivity and high 
landscape value. I therefore share the view of the Council that this part of the 

site is part of a valued landscape and justifies being identified as an Area of High 
Landscape Value and Sensitivity in the FNP [105].     

146. The Farnham Landscape Character Assessment builds on Council’s Landscape 
Study and places the site in the Cemetery Fields Landscape Character Area, a 
sub section of Segment FN8 [105]. This landscape character area is justifiably 

identified as being of high landscape sensitivity and of high landscape value for 
the reasons outlined in the study.  It provides an evidence base that underpins 

the AGLV as a high-level landscape designation which indicates the value of the 
local landscape. At a strategic level, sites within the AGLV were consistently 
excluded from being allocated in the FNP and dFNP on a wholesale basis [132].  

147. However, not all areas of the AGLV will be of the same value and a site may have 
elements of more value to the landscape than others. In this respect, the parts of 

the appeal site that have a domestic and semi-domestic character are not 
representative of the wider rural character of the AGLV or, more locally, the 
Cemetery Fields Landscape Area. Unlike the meadows, these parts of the appeal 

site are of moderate landscape sensitivity and value. 

148. In this respect, the findings of the Farnham Housing Land Availability Assessment 

[106, 132], that the appeal site is of high landscape sensitivity and value and 
should not be considered for development, is not determinative. This is because 
it considered the site as a whole at a high level. Moreover, some of its findings, 

that the proposal would have a harmful impact on Farnham Park and contribute 
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to a sense of coalescence, do not stand up to scrutiny for the reasons I go into. 
The Council accepts these would not be adverse impacts of the proposal [48].   

149. The appeal scheme would introduce up to 65 dwellings into the appeal site and 
this would significantly alter its character through a marked intensification in 
residential development, which would inevitably have a suburban character 

unreflective of the rural landscape. This urbanisation of the appeal site would 
harm landscape character and the appearance of the appeal site, with it 

becoming a section of townscape rather than countryside.  

150. As demonstrated by the indicative layout, it would be highly unlikely that the 
development could be contained within the boundaries of Hawthorns and the two 

semi domestic paddocks, which is the part of the site of moderate landscape 
sensitivity and value. The development would spill out into the two meadows and 

the Hale Road access would breach the tree belt marking the eastern boundary of 
the appeal site. This would result in locally significant harm to valuable features 
in the landscape. However, the encroachment into the meadows would be 

minimised by the position of the public open space, which is a fixed element of 
the proposal. Thus, much of the longer meadow could be retained as semi 

natural greenspace that would relate positively to the Nadder Stream and be 
enjoyed through the public access that would be provided [73].   

151. Development in the location of Plots 53-57 (as shown on the indicative layout 
plan) would be particularly problematic, as it would encroach upon the Nadder 
Stream and create a pinch point in the public open space. However, development 

in this location need not be an inevitable consequence of allowing the appeal 
scheme, as the five plots could be provided elsewhere within the development 

when the final design is worked up at the reserved matters stage. The appellant 
has indicated that there is flexibility to amend the illustrative layout [79].  
Development in the location of Plots 1-11 would be positioned as far back from 

the Nadder Stream as possible and could be arranged to face and frame the 
public open space. Landscaping along the northern side of the spine road would 

soften the residential development and mark the edge of the housing area.  

152. Accordingly, the appeal site could be developed in a way that would focus the 
development on those parts of the site of moderate landscape value and 

sensitivity, with the encroachment into the more sensitive and valuable parts 
being designed out, minimised or capable of being softened through mitigation.   

153. If the housing were constructed not to exceed two storeys with appropriate 
material finishes then the wider landscape impacts would be limited [75] as the 
appeal site is visually contained with dense boundary planting to the north, east 

and western boundaries. Significantly, views into the site from Farnham Park 
would be largely screened [70]. The Council accepts that the impact on the 

setting of Farnham Park would not be harmed by the development [48].  

154. It may be possible for some glimpsed views of the proposed houses from 
Farnham Park, particularly if a link is provided to the public open space. 

However, this could be an attractive view if the houses were designed in a 
manner that respects the rural building traditions of the local area, were 

orientated to face the public open space and softened by landscaping. It is not 
uncommon to see buildings around the edge of Farnham Park.       
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155. The access onto Hale Road would breach the existing belt of landscaping marking 
the eastern boundary of the appeal site. This would introduce an urban feature 

and open up views of the housing. It would be an impact that could not be 
mitigated but it would be of local significance, with it being viewed in the context 
of Hale Road. This context is not devoid of built features including a petrol 

station, public house, roundabout and other engineered accesses [74]. The 
section of Hale Road in the immediate vicinity of the appeal site has a suburban 

character due to kerb edging, pavements, lighting and grass verges, so the 
magnitude of change would not be as great as suggested by interested parties.  

156. With access taken from Hale Road, the development would not appear as a 

natural extension of the settlement north of Osborn Road, particularly as the 
proposal would fail to provide a link with Scholars Way or positively address the 

field used by the occupants of Bells Piece. Accordingly, the proposal would be 
viewed as a detached enclave of housing north of the clearly defined linear edge 
of the existing built up area of Farnham. However, the contained visual nature of 

the site and the presence of Bells Piece means this would not be harmfully 
apparent, even to users of Scholars Way [70]. 

157. By retaining a public open space along the Nadder Stream and the existing dense 
boundary planting, the appeal scheme would not result in a harmful diminution in 

the sense of leaving Farnham and entering another settlement. Therefore, the 
appeal scheme would not result in a sense of coalescence, even though it would 
physically erode the gap between settlements, albeit to a limited extent.  

158. In conclusion, the proposal would have a harmful urbanising impact on the 
landscape character of the appeal site and, in particular, it would harm landscape 

features of value, principally the meadows. However, the impact on the meadows 
could be minimised and the overall visual impact of the proposal would be 
contained and thus localised. Accordingly, the harmful impact on the landscape 

would not be significant. Nevertheless, the proposal would still have an inherently 
detrimental impact on a valued landscape and the Countryside Beyond the Green 

Belt, and this would place it at odds with Policies FNP1 and FNP10 of the FNP and 
Policies RE1 and RE3 of the WLPP1.  

Whether an acceptable design and layout can be achieved  

159. The layout and design rationale set out in the illustrative masterplan and 
supported by the Design and Access Statement is generally well considered and 

includes several principles that can be built upon to provide a successful place. In 
particular, the proposal would be laid out with the public open space, which is a 
fixed element of the proposal, located along the northern boundary of the site. A 

proposal based on this concept would respect the meadow character and setting 
of the Nadder Stream. It could also provide a link with Farnham Park, providing 

an opportunity for an eastern connection from Hale Road. The housing could be 
orientated to front onto the public open space thereby providing a sensitive 
interface and natural surveillance. Landscaping in the front gardens and along 

the southern boundary of the open space would soften the street scene and edge 
of the housing area.  

160. A feature building at the site entrance would provide legibility and a ‘gateway’ 
into the development. Focal vista buildings could also be used within the housing 
area to enhance the street scape, as could the retention of trees. The illustrative 

layout demonstrates that the housing could be arranged with active edges onto 
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the internal streets. This would provide a pleasing grain to the development. As 
such, the reserved matters could build upon sound urban design principles.  

161. There are however, some limitations in the illustrative layout that would require 
further consideration. I have already mentioned that Plots 53-57 should be re-
sited. In addition, the relationship with the field used by the occupants of Bells 

Piece would need to be sensitively designed so that the development does not 
provide a hard edge dominated by fencing. However, these are not inherent 

limitations that would be impossible to address satisfactorily at the reserved 
matters stage. Similarly, further consideration can be given to retaining some of 
the mature trees within the site, such as those north of the central paddock.     

162. The housing would not be unduly cramped as each of the individual properties 
would benefit from gardens commensurate in size to those nearby and the 

Council accepts the proposal could be designed to adhere to space standards 
[48]. I have no reason to disagree as substantive evidence to the contrary has 
not be referred to. The mews type character of the central section would allow for 

an efficient use of land that would echo the formally laid out housing in Osborn 
Road and Haven Way.  

163. The density of the net developed area would be 37 dwellings per hectare (dph) 
with the density of the entire site being 23dph [48, 82]. This would not be an 

overly intensive arrangement when compared to nearby housing and approved 
and planned development, including that allocated in the FNP. There would also 
be opportunities to soften the internal street scape with street trees and 

landscaped front gardens, which would prevent the scheme from having an 
unremarkable or cramped suburban appearance. For reasons I go into, a LEAP 

can be provided in the public open space rather than the within the housing area, 
so the number of homes proposed would not need to be reduced on account of 
this point.  

164. Therefore, although the illustrative layout would require some further revisions 
and testing43 before being acceptable, the number of homes, at the density 

proposed, could be accommodated in the appeal site in a visually acceptable way. 
I therefore conclude that the appeal scheme is supported by enough evidence to 
demonstrate it could be provided without being harmfully cramped and crowded. 

Instead, an acceptable layout and design could be delivered, and this would 
adhere to Policy TD1 of the WLPP1, Policies D1 and D4 of the LP and Policy FNP1 

of the FNP, in so far as they relate to these matters.   

The effect on the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (SPA)  

165. The proposal is for the erection of 65 dwellings within 5km of the SPA [114]. This 

would result in a permanent increase in people living within a short drive of the 
SPA. Evidence provided by NE demonstrates this would likely result in an 

increase in harmful recreational pressure as the residents of the appeal scheme 
visit the SPA to walk, cycle and jog [114]. Dog walking can be particularly 
problematic, especially if dogs are let off the lead, as this can disturb the ground 

nesting birds. Accordingly, and when following a precautionary approach, the 
proposal, in combination with other plans and projects, would be likely to have a 

significant effect on the SPA. Hence, an appropriate assessment, in accordance 

43 This could include a design review as encouraged in the Framework  
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with Regulation 63 of the Habitat Regulations44, is required to consider the 
implications of the proposal for the SPA in view of its’s conservation objectives45.  

166. NE, in its response to the appeal as the Statutory Nature Conservation Body 
[116], has explained that the Thames Basin Heath has been designated as a 
Special Protection Area because it includes habitats that support large 

concentrations of Dartford Warblers, Woodlarks and Nightjars. The conservation 
objective for the SPA, as confirmed by NE, is to maintain46, in favourable 

condition, the habitats for the populations of Annex 1 bird species47 of European 
importance, with particular reference to lowland heath and rotational forestry.     

167. The appellant has suggested that the public open space proposed as part of the 

scheme could function as a SANG [84] with future residents of the appeal 
scheme being able to recreate within it and therefore be less likely to visit the 

SPA. However, the open space within the appeal site would be too small to 
function as a SANG in isolation [116] and accommodate a circular walk of an 
adequate distance. Therefore, the open space would need to function as an 

extension of the Farnham Park SANG. However, there is no agreement from the 
Council, as owners of Farnham Park, to facilitate this by providing access. 

Without this agreement it is not possible to secure the open space as a SANG 
extension.  

168. Notwithstanding this, the open space would also need to accommodate a LEAP, 
as otherwise the proposal could not comfortably accommodate 65 homes. With 
this feature, the open space would not be semi natural and therefore of a 

character comparable to the SPA. Accordingly, the open space would not mitigate 
the impact upon the SPA.  

169. As an alternative to the above the appellant as confirmed a willingness to provide 
a financial contribution towards the operation or maintenance of the Farnham 
Park Strategic SANG [87], which is the semi natural area covering 85 hectares of 

the 130-hectare park48. The contributions would be used to improve the visitor 
experience at the Farnham Park SANG in order to draw them away from visiting 

the SPA. The proximity of the appeal site to the Farnham Park SANG would aid 
this.  

170. The appellant would also provide a financial contribution towards Strategic Access 

and Management (SAMM) [87]. This is aimed at limiting the damage caused by 
visitors to the SPA. This can include hard measures such as limiting car parking 

and providing paths, and soft measures such as a warden service, monitoring of 
visitor numbers and education.  

171. This approach would be in line with the Council’s Thames Basin Heaths Special 

Protection Area Avoidance Strategy49 and is supported by NE and the evidence it 
has compiled [116]. The mitigation would help support an alternative recreational 

destination for residents of the appeal scheme and assist in managing the SPA in 

44 Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017.   
45 An appropriate assessment would be unnecessary if the Secretary of State is minded to dismiss the appeal  
46 Maintenance implies restoration if the feature is not currently in favourable condition  
47 Dartford Warbler, Woodlarks and Nightjars 
48 As defined in the Council’ Avoidance Strategy 
49 Adopted 19 July 2016 and updated November 2018  
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a favourable condition as a habitat for Dartford Warbler, Woodlarks and 
Nightjars. This mitigation would ensure the proposal would not adversely affect 

the integrity of the SPA, as its condition need not deteriorate as a result of the 
appeal scheme.   

172. In coming to this finding, I note that the avoidance strategy has been in place for 

a while and I have not been presented with evidence that it has affected visitor 
numbers at the SPA or positively influenced the numbers of Dartford Warbler, 

Woodlarks and Nightjars. However, the Thames Basin Heaths Joint Strategic 
Partnership Board confirms50 that the SANG/SAMM strategy is monitored and 
reviewed by local authorities, NE and landowners. If it were not working, then the 

Board would have been aware of this following its reviews. In addition, the 
Council recently reviewed and updated its Avoidance Strategy in 2018. Mitigation 

in accordance with the Avoidance Strategy is also required by Policy NE3 of the 
WLPP1 and FNP12 of the FNP, the requirements of these policies would have 
been underpinned by an evidence base.    

173. The contributions towards SANG and SAMM would be secured through the 
Planning Obligation. They would be directly related to the impacts of the proposal 

on the SPA and necessary to make the development acceptable. Moreover, the 
contributions would be fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the 

development, as they follow the methodology for calculating them in the 
Council’s Avoidance Strategy. Accordingly, the contributions towards SANG and 
SAMM are obligations that can be taken into account. As such, the proposal 

would adhere to Policy NE3 of the WLPP1, Policy FNP12 of the FNP and Policy 
NRM6 of the SE Plan.  

Planning Obligations  

174. The submitted planning obligation (the unilateral undertaking) is to be considered 
with reference to Paragraph 204 of the Framework and the statutory 

requirements of Regulations 122 and 123 of the Community Infrastructure Levy 
Regulations.  These require that planning obligations should only be accepted 

where they are necessary to make the development acceptable in planning 
terms; are directly related to the development; are fairly and reasonably related 
in scale and kind to it; and, since April 2015, must not be a pooled contribution 

where more than five such pooled contributions have already been collected.  

175. In addition to planning obligations addressing the effect of the proposal on the 

SPA the appeal scheme is supported by planning obligations addressing the 
following matters.  

176. Affordable Housing:  Policy AHN1 of the WLPP1 states that the Council will 

require a minimum provision of 30% affordable housing as part of housing 
schemes providing a net increase of eleven dwellings or more [26]. The planning 

obligation would secure 40% on site affordable housing and thus 10% more than 
required by the development plan. The obligation sets out the mechanisms for 
providing and managing the affordable housing including the process for 

transferring them to an affordable housing provider, ensuring it is provided in a 
timely phased manner and setting out how it would remain as affordable housing.    

50 In the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area Delivery Framework 2009 – Doc 9 
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177. The provision of 30% affordable housing is necessary to make the development 
acceptable by ensuring it is policy compliant. The extra 10% is advanced as an 

additional benefit to be weighed against the adverse impacts of the proposal. The 
provision of affordable housing in excess of policy compliance would be a notable 
benefit of the appeal scheme. For it to be afforded significant weight as a benefit 

directly related to the development it is necessary for it to be secured through a 
planning obligation. Substantive evidence has not been presented to suggest 

40% affordable housing would be unviable and therefore this level fairly and 
reasonably relates in scale and kind to the development. Accordingly, this is a 
necessary obligation that can be taken into account.  

178. Public Open Space and Local Equipped Area of Play: As a benefit directly related 
to the proposal, the appellant has advanced the provision of a large but 

proportionate area of public open space, with an east west link and parking, to be 
weighed against the adverse impacts of the appeal scheme. To be afforded 
significant weight as a benefit it is necessary for it to be secured as a planning 

obligation. Hence, this is a necessary obligation that can be taken into account. 

179. Policy LRC1 of the WLPP1 seeks to secure formal outdoor play space in 

accordance with the Fields in Trust Standards [32]. A scheme proposing 10 or 
more homes is required to provide a Local Equipped Area of Play (LEAP) in 

accordance with a defined specification set out in the supporting text to the 
policy. In effect, a LEAP should be a minimum of 400sqm with a 20m separation 
between the activity zone and the boundary of any dwelling. The planning 

obligation would secure the necessary provision and maintenance of a LEAP in 
order to meet the requirements of the relevant policy. The provision of a LEAP is 

a proportionate requirement directly related to the proposal, as it would meet the 
needs of future occupants for access to play space. Accordingly, this is a 
necessary obligation that can be taken into account.  

180. Financial contributions towards sustainable transport: The financial contributions 
are £20,000 towards bus stop improvements on Hale Road, £20,000 towards 

cycle safety improvements at the Six Bells Roundabout, £20,000 towards footway 
and cycle improvements on the western side of Hale Road and travel vouchers for 
future residents (£100 per household). These measures were identified through 

the Transport Assessment and the Highway Authority’s consideration of the 
proposal. They are necessary to support safe and convenient travel by means 

unrelated to private motorised transport and in order to adhere to Policy ICS1 of 
the WLPP1 [33]. The financial contributions would be proportionate and directly 
related to the proposal by serving the needs of future residents. The planning 

obligation sets out measures to secure the contributions relating to the physical 
highway works before commencement and the travel vouchers prior to 

occupation. The financial contributions would not be pooled with any others, 
being discrete mitigation related to the anticipated impacts of the appeal scheme. 
Accordingly, this is a necessary obligation that can be taken into account.        

Whether any conflict with the development plan is outweighed by other 
material considerations  

181. The FNP does not allocate enough housing to meet the housing target for 
Farnham in the WLPP1 [89, 118]. However, it does allocate 84% of the required 
housing with the rest to be addressed through a review of the FNP. Planning for 

housing is an evolving process so it would be counterproductive to find a recently 
adopted policy out of date because the housing requirement has been changed 
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by another recently adopted document, particularly, as in this instance, the 
development plan as a whole includes a mechanism for addressing the shortfall, 

which is set out in Paragraph 6.24 of the WLPP1 [118]. The Inspector examining 
the WLPP1 found the plan sound on this basis and did not consider the 
consequence of adopting the WLPP1 would be to render the FNP out of date. The 

Secretary of State in three recovered appeals51 concluded that the publication of 
the WLPP1 is a neutral matter [121]. 

182. In subsequent appeal decisions52, Inspectors have accepted that the FNP is not 
out of date, although they considered it could not carry full weight as the BUAB of 
Farnham is likely to require adjustment to accommodate the additional homes, a 

view shared by the Inspector examining the WLPP1 [89].  

183. However, since these decisions have been issued further work on the dFNP has 

taken place and this indicates that the housing requirement could be 
accommodated within the BUAB [122]. Nevertheless, the dFNP is yet to be 
examined and the appellant has highlighted some points that the examiner would 

need to resolve [90]. Therefore, it cannot be assumed that the BUAB would not 
need to be breached to meet the housing requirement.  

184. Considering the foregoing, the uncertainty around whether there are enough 
sites within the BUAB to meet the housing requirement means policies restricting 

development to sites within the BUAB cannot carry full weight. They are not 
however, out of date. In this respect, I concur with the previous findings of the 
Secretary of State that the failure of the FNP to allocate enough sites to meet the 

housing requirement is a neutral matter in determining whether the relevant 
development plan policies are out of date. Accordingly, the tilted balance in 

Paragraph 11d) of the Framework is not relevant for this reason.  

185. Nevertheless, when applying the definition of what constitutes a deliverable 
housing site (in the appendix to the Framework) to the Council’s housing supply, 

it is clear that the Council are unable to demonstrate a five-year housing land 
supply. This is because the sites identified in the LAA need to be discounted and 

the Council has not provided clear evidence to support the inclusion of three 
other sites. The supply is likely to be in the region of four years [93].  

186. In such circumstances, the Framework states that planning permission should be 

granted unless policies in the Framework that protect areas or assets of 
particular importance provide clear reasons for refusing the development, or the 

adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 
benefits when considered against the Framework as a whole (the ‘tilted balance’). 
In accordance with Paragraph 177 of the Framework, the presumption in favour 

of sustainable development can be applied because the proposal would not 
adversely affect the integrity of the SPA.      

187. The appeal scheme would not offend any specific policies in the Framework that 
protect specific areas or assets, and consequently the policies in the Framework 
do not provide clear reasons to refuse the proposal. Therefore, the tilted balance 

should be applied. In doing so it is important to note that Paragraph 14 of the 
Framework, which provides protection to neighbourhood plans, is not relevant in 

51 See Appendix 2, 3 and 4 of the Council’s Statement of Case    
52 APP/R3650/W/17/3171409 and APP/R3650/W/17/3178819 

A13.50

Page 1617

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate


this instance because the neighbourhood plan does not contain policies and 
allocations to meet its identified housing requirement.  

188. As an adverse impact of the appeal scheme the proposal would amount to 
residential development outside the BUAB and therefore it would be at odds with 
the spatial strategy in the development plan. However, the Council are unable to 

demonstrate a five-year housing land supply and the FNP does not allocate 
enough housing to meet the housing requirement. The dFNP includes allocations 

but there are unresolved objections to these limiting the weight that can be 
afforded to them. If the policies which limit development outside the BUAB are 
applied rigorously then any attempt to remedy the housing supply deficit would 

be frustrated. Accordingly, the conflict with the spatial strategy is a matter of 
limited weight.  

189. Added to this, the proposal would have a harmful impact on the landscape 
character of the appeal site, part of which is a valued landscape. This would be at 
odds with the development plan and the Framework. Nevertheless, the 

urbanisation of the appeal site would have a limited effect on the wider landscape 
beyond the site boundaries. This tempers the weight that should be afforded this 

adverse impact. The harm to the landscape is a matter of moderate weight.  

190. Part of the appeal site is previously developed land (PDL) as it encompasses a 

house and garden land outside a built-up area. The extent to which the paddocks 
and meadow land is PDL is debatable, as they do not appear to be in the 
curtilage of any building [126]. Even if they were, the paddocks are largely open, 

and the meadows have a rural appearance. Therefore, the redevelopment of PDL 
is, at best, a modest benefit.   

191. A more significant benefit would be the scheme’s contribution towards the 
housing supply, with up to 65 homes being delivered at a time when the Council 
are unable to demonstrate a five-year supply and the mechanisms for remedying 

this, the dFNP, is not yet at a point where it has determinative weight. In doing 
so there is the potential to provide a housing mix that would reflect the 

requirements of the SHMA. The appeal site is in a single ownership without 
significant constraints and therefore commencement could take place quickly. 

192. The appeal site is in a location well related to the facilities in the town centre 

[48]. Therefore, future residents would be able to access local services without 
reliance on private motorised transport. Promoting sustainable transport is an 

aim of the Framework and a benefit of notable weight given the scale of the 
proposal.       

193. The construction and subsequent occupation of the homes would provide a 

moderate boost to the local economy [95]. The proposal would also provide 40% 
affordable housing, 10% more than is required by Policy AHN1 of the WLPP1. 

This is also a significant benefit given the affordability of housing in the Borough 
as outlined in the SHMA.  

194. The proposal would provide a large, publicly accessible open space and the 

potential for an eastern access into Farnham Park. It is unclear whether there is a 
local shortage of public open space, but the provision would be extensive and 

valuable and therefore it would be a benefit of notable weight.  

195. The layout can be designed to provide a highway access into the Leonard 
Cheshire site. This would facilitate a redevelopment in the future, but I have not 
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been presented with any plans to suggest this is more than a hypothetical 
aspiration and therefore this is a benefit of very limited weight. The CIL 

contribution would be spent on local infrastructure, but this would be a neutral 
matter as it would be used to offset the impacts of the proposal.   

196. The adverse impacts of the proposal are matters of moderate weight against the 

appeal scheme. Conversely, the benefits are matters of significant weight in 
favour of it. Accordingly, the adverse impacts of the proposal would not 

significantly and demonstrably outweigh its benefits. This is a material 
consideration that indicates the proposal should be permitted, and thus 
determined other than in accordance with the development plan.    
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Planning Conditions  

197. Recommended conditions are set out in the schedule at the end of this report 

should the appeal succeed. They are based on the draft conditions suggested by 
the Council (including those suggested by the Local Highway Authority in its 
updated comments supplied by a letter provided at the hearing53). The Conditions 

were discussed at the hearing, on a without prejudice basis, in the light of the 
advice in the Framework and the PPG. The appellant has provided written 

agreement to the conditions in the Statement of Common Ground.   

198. The following sets out the reasons for the recommended conditions with the 
numbers in brackets reflecting the number of the condition in the schedule at the 

end of this decision.   

199. In addition to the standard time limits for the approval of reserved matters and 

the commencement of development (1) it is also necessary to specify the reserve 
matters (2) and the approved drawings (3) in the interests of certainty. In order 
to adhere to Policy CC2 of the WLPP1 it is necessary to impose a water 

requirement of 110 litres per person per day (4). To safeguard and record as yet 
unknown archaeology it is necessary to impose a condition securing a 

programme of archaeological investigation (5). 

200. Given the age of the original bat surveys, and considering the comments from 

Surrey Wildlife Trust, it is necessary to secure an updated suite of bat roost 
surveys (6). To protect biodiversity, the development should be undertaken in 
accordance with the recommendations of the Great Crested newt Survey (7).  

201. To promote sustainable transport and safeguard air quality, it is necessary to 
secure cycle parking, a travel plan and electric vehicle charging points and for a 

pedestrian/cycle link to be provided up to the boundary with Farnham Park (8, 
19, 20). To ensure adequate foul water drainage a condition requiring the 
approval of a scheme is necessary (9). In the interests of safeguarding the 

character and appearance of the area it is necessary to secure tree protection 
during construction (10). To prevent a risk from flooding it is necessary to secure 

a surface water drainage scheme (11) and verification report (12). 

202. Given the size of the development, and in order to safeguard the living conditions 
of nearby residents, including the occupants of Bells Piece, it is necessary to 

control the hours of construction works (13) and include measures to limit the 
impact of construction activity (14 and 15). To ensure adequate living conditions 

for future occupants it is necessary to ensure the noise environment is adequate 
and meets relevant standards (16).   

203. The access to the development is a matter that has not been reserved and 

therefore in the interests of highway safety it is necessary to secure appropriate 
visibility splays (17) and a construction transport plan (18).     

204. Following the discussion at the hearing, the Council and the appellant agreed that 
it would be unnecessary to impose a condition demonstrating compliance with 
the Technical Housing Standards – nationally described space standards, as this 

can be assessed through the submission of the reserved matters. Similarly, 
details of refuse and recycling stores can be addressed through the reserved 

matters. Delivery of a LEAP would be secured through the planning obligation so 

53 Doc 7 submitted to the hearing  

A13.53

Page 1620

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate


a condition in addition to this would be superfluous. As landscaping is a reserved 
matter, it is unnecessary to secure details of boundary treatment. The internal 

road and parking layout can be addressed through the reserved matters as can a 
scheme of external lighting.  

205. A separate suite of conditions was recommended by the Council for the public 

open space. The conditions relating to this part of the hybrid application are listed 
separately in the schedule at the end of this decision. The reasons are as follows:   

206. In addition to the standard time limit for the commencement of development (1) 
it is necessary to set out the plans to which the decision relates in order to 
provide certainty (2). To safeguard and record as yet unknown archaeology it is 

necessary to impose a condition securing a programme of archaeological 
investigation (3).  

207. In the interests of safeguarding the intended natural character of the open space 
and to deliver a benefit of the proposal it is necessary to secure details of the car 
park (4), including secure cycle parking in order to promote sustainable travel 

(5). Given the age of the original bat surveys, and considering the comments of 
the Surrey Wildlife Trust, it is necessary to secure an updated suite of bat roost 

surveys (6). To protect biodiversity the development should be undertaken in 
accordance with the recommendations of the Great Crested Newt Survey (7).  

Overall Conclusion  

208. The proposed development would not adhere to the development plan as it would 
be housing in the countryside outside the BUAB. It would also result in moderate 

harm to the landscape. An application should be determined in accordance with 
the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. In this 

instance, material considerations, principally the Framework, indicate the that the 
appeal should be determined other than in accordance with the development 
plan.  

Recommendation  

209. I therefore recommend that the appeal be allowed, and that planning permission 

be granted subject to the conditions in the attached schedule.  
           

Graham Chamberlain  
INSPECTOR 
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Schedule of Planning Conditions 

For the part of the scheme submitted in outline and the access 

 
1) (a) Application for approval of reserved matters shall be made to the Local 

Planning Authority before the expiration of three years from the date of this 

permission.   

(b) The development to which this permission relates must be begun not later 

than the expiration of two years from the final approval of reserved matters or, in 

the case of approval on different dates, the final approval of the last such matter 

to be approved.     

2) Approval of the details of the layout, appearance, scale and landscaping of the 

development (hereinafter called ""the reserved matters"") shall be obtained from 

the Local Planning Authority in writing before development is commenced and shall 

be carried out as approved.  

3) The plan numbers to which this permission relates are plan entitled Site Location 

Plan at a scale of 1:2500, 021515-OV1 – Red Line Boundary Overlay, 16438-SK-

003 Rev E. The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved 

plans.  

4) Prior to the occupation of the dwellings, details shall be submitted to and be 

approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority to confirm that the dwellings 

have been completed to meet the requirement of 110 litres of water per person 

per day.    

5) No development shall take place until the applicant has secured the 

implementation of a programme of archaeological work in accordance with a 

Written Scheme of Investigation which has been submitted to and approved by the 

Local Planning Authority.   

6) Prior to commencement of development, an updated suite of bat roost surveys 

undertaken by a qualified ecologist for all buildings and trees within the footprint 

of the development with potential to host active bat roosts shall be submitted to 

and approved by the Local Planning Authority. The proposed development shall be 

carried out in accordance with any necessary bat mitigation measures arising.  

7) The development shall be undertaken in complete accordance with 

recommendations set out in Section 6 of the Great Crested Newt Survey prepared 

by hda dated November 2016, Section 4 of the Badger Survey Report prepared by 

hda dated October 2016, Section 5 of the Reptile Survey prepared by hda dated 

October 2016, Sections 8.3 and 8.5 of the Ecological Appraisal prepared by hda 

dated October 2016.  

8) The development hereby approved shall not be first occupied unless and until 

secure cycle parking for the dwellings has been provided in accordance with a 

scheme to be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
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Authority. The approved scheme shall thereafter be permanently provided for its 

designated purpose.  

9) The development (excluding the access) shall not commence until a foul water 

drainage strategy detailing any on and/or off-site drainage works, has been 

submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority in consultation with the 

sewerage undertaker.  No discharge of foul or surface water from the site shall be 

accepted into the public system until the drainage works referred to in the strategy 

have been completed.  The development shall be undertaken in accordance with 

the approved strategy.  

10) No development shall commence including demolition and or groundworks 

preparation until a finalised detailed, scaled Tree Protection Plan (TPP) and the 

related Arboricultural Method Statement (AMS) is submitted to and approved in 

writing by the Local Planning Authority (LPA). These shall include details of the 

specification and location of exclusion fencing, ground protection and any 

construction activity that may take place within the Root Protection Areas of trees 

(RPA) shown to scale on the TPP, including the installation of service routings. The 

AMS shall also include a pre commencement meeting with the LPA, supervisory 

regime for their implementation & monitoring with an agreed reporting process to 

the LPA. All works shall be carried out in strict accordance with these details when 

approved.   

11) The development hereby permitted shall not commence until details of the design 

of a surface water drainage scheme have been submitted to and approved in 

writing by the Local Planning Authority. The scheme must satisfy the SuDS 

Hierarchy and be compliant with the national Non-Statutory Technical Standards 

for SuDS, NPPF and Ministerial Statement on SuDS. The required drainage details 

shall include:  

(a) The results of infiltration testing completed in accordance with BRE Digest:365 

and confirmation of ground water levels;  

(b) Evidence that the proposed solution will effectively manage the 1 in 30 and 1 

in 100 (+40% allowance of climate change) storm events and 10% allowance for 

urban creep, during all stages of the development (pre, post and during), 

associated discharge rates and storage volumes shall be provided using maximum 

discharge rate (as per the SuDS pro-forma or otherwise as agree by the LPA);  

(c) Detailed drainage design drawings and calculations to include: a finalised 

drainage layout detailing the location of drainage elements, pipe diameters, levels, 

and long and cross sections of each element including details of any flow 

restrictions and maintenance/risk reducing features (silt traps, inspection 

chambers etc); 

(d) A plan showing exceedance flows (i.e. during rainfall greater than design 

events or during blockage) and how property on and off site will be protected.  

A13.57

Page 1624

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate


(e) Details of drainage management responsibilities and maintenance regimes for 

the drainage system;  

(f) Details of how the drainage system will be protected during construction and 

how run-off (including any pollutants) from the development site will be managed 

before the drainage system is operational.  

12) Prior to the first occupation of the development, a verification report carried out by 

a qualified drainage engineer must be submitted to and approved in writing by the 

Local Planning Authority. This must demonstrate that the drainage system has 

been constructed as per the agreed scheme (or detail any minor variations), 

provide the details of any management company and state the national grid 

reference of any key drainage elements (surface water attenuation devices/areas, 

flow restriction devices and outfalls).  

13) Construction works pursuant to this permission shall not take place other than 

between the hours 08.00 and 18.00 Monday to Fridays and between 08.00 and 

13.00 on Saturdays.  No works shall take place on Sundays or Bank Holidays.  

14) All vehicles, plant and machinery used on site and those under the applicant’s 

control moving to and from the site are required to emit reversing warning noise, 

shall use white noise alarm as opposed to single tone “bleeping” alarms 

throughout the operation of the development hereby permitted.  

15) No development shall take place, including any works of demolition, until a 

Construction Environmental Management Plan has been submitted to, and 

approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority. The approved Plan shall be 

adhered to throughout the construction period. The Plan shall provide for:  

(a) An indicative programme for carrying out of the works;   

(b) The arrangements for public consultation and liaison during the construction 

works;  

(c) Measures to minimise the noise (including vibration) generated by the 

construction process to include hours of work, proposed method of piling for 

foundations, the careful selection of plant and machinery and use of noise 

mitigation barrier(s);  

(d) Details of any floodlighting, including location, height, type and direction of 

light sources and intensity of illumination;  

(e). The parking of vehicles of site operatives and visitors;   

(f)  Loading and unloading of plant and materials;  

(g) Storage of plant and materials used in constructing the development;  

(h) The erection and maintenance of security hoarding including decorative 

displays and facilities for public viewing, where appropriate; 
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(i) Wheel washing facilities;  

(j) Measures to control the emission of dust and dirt during construction;  

(k) A scheme for recycling/disposing of waste resulting from demolition and 

construction works;  

(l) No burning of material on site.  

16) In conjunction with a Reserved Matters application, a scheme to demonstrate that 

the internal and external noise levels within the residential dwellings accords with 

the noise criteria set out in BS8233:2014 and WHO Guidelines for Community 

Noise shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 

Authority. The development shall be carried out in accordance with such details as 

have been approved.  

17) The development hereby approved shall not be commenced unless and until the 

proposed vehicular site access to Hale Road and 30 metres of the new access road 

have both been constructed and the vehicular access provided with 2.4 x 54m 

visibility splays, in general accordance with the approved plans and subject to the 

Highway Authority’s technical and safety requirements. Thereafter the visibility 

splays shall be kept permanently clear of any obstruction between 0.6m and 2.0m 

above ground level.   

18) No development shall commence until a Construction Transport Management Plan, 

to include details of:  

(a) parking for vehicles of site personnel, operatives and visitors;  

(b) loading and unloading of plant and materials;  

(c) storage of plant and materials;  

(d) programme of works (including measures for traffic management);   

(e) provision of boundary hoarding behind any visibility zones (f) HGV deliveries 

and hours of operation;  

(g) vehicle routing;  

(h) measures to prevent the deposit of materials on the highway;  

(i) before and after construction condition surveys of the highway and a scheme to 

repair any damage caused;  

(j) on-site turning for construction vehicles has been submitted to and approved in 

writing by the Local Planning Authority.  Only the approved details shall be 

implemented during the construction of the development.  

No operations involving the bulk movement of materials to or from the 

development site shall commence unless and until facilities have be provided in 
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accordance with a scheme to be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 

Planning Authority to so far as is reasonably practicable prevent the creation of 

dangerous conditions for road users on the public highway.  The approved scheme 

shall thereafter be retained and used whenever the said operations are 

undertaken.   

19) The development hereby approved shall not be first occupied unless and until the 

following facilities have been provided in accordance with a scheme to be 

submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority for:  

(a) Independently accessible secure parking of bicycles integral to each dwelling or 

building within the development site;  

(b) Electric vehicle charging points for every dwelling and a communal charging 

points for blocks of flats;  

(c) Travel plan welcome packs to include information relating to the availability of 

and whereabouts of local public transport, walking, cycling, car clubs, local shops, 

schools and community facilities. The agreed Welcome Packs shall then be issued 

to each new first-time occupier and the cycle parking provided prior to first 

occupation of the proposed development and thereafter the said approved facilities 

shall be provided, retained and maintained to the satisfaction of the Local Planning 

Authority.  

20) The development hereby approved shall not be first occupied unless and until a 

pedestrian/cycle link between the western boundary of the site and Farnham Park 

has been provided in accordance with a scheme to be submitted to and approved 

in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  

For the part of the scheme submitted with full details   

 
1) The development hereby permitted shall be begun no later than the expiration of 

three years beginning with the date of this permission.  

2) The development hereby approved shall be carried out in accordance with the 

approved plans: SANG Landscape Character Plan dated November 2016, 021515-

STAX-M11 – Masterplan (in relation to the SANG land only), 021515-STAX-M11A – 

Masterplan with Hawthorne’s land division (in relation to the SANG land only)  

3) No development shall take place until the applicant has secured the 

implementation of a programme of archaeological work in accordance with a 

Written Scheme of Investigation which has been submitted by the applicant and 

approved by the Local Planning Authority.  

4) Before the development is commenced, details plans of the proposed pedestrian 

and vehicular access and car parking area to the Suitable Alternative Natural 

Greenspace at a scale of 1:100 shall be submitted to and approved by the Local 

Planning Authority. The development shall not be first occupied until the car 

parking area and pedestrian and vehicular access have been provided in 
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accordance with the agreed details. Thereafter, the parking area shall be retained 

and maintained for its designated purpose.   

5) The development hereby approved shall not be first brought into use until facilities 

have been provided, in accordance with a scheme to be submitted to and 

approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority for secure cycle parking within 

the Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace site.  

6) Prior to commencement of development, an updated suite of bat roost surveys 

undertaken by a qualified ecologist for all buildings and trees within the footprint 

of the development with potential to host active bat roosts shall be submitted to 

and approved by the Local Planning Authority. The proposed development shall be 

carried out in accordance with any necessary bat mitigation measures arising.  

7) The development shall be undertaken in complete accordance with 

recommendations set out in Section 6 of the Great Crested Newt Survey prepared 

by hda dated November 2016, Section 4 of the Badger Survey Report prepared by 

hda dated October 2016, Section 5 of the Reptile Survey prepared by hda dated 

October 2016, Sections 8.3 and 8.5 of the Ecological Appraisal prepared by hda 

dated October 2016.   
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Addendum Report to the Secretary of 
State for Housing, Communities and Local 

Government 
by Graham Chamberlain BA (Hons) MSc MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

  

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
  

TOWN & COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 

 

APPEAL BY STAX DEVELOPMENTS LTD AGAINST THE DECISION OF WAVERLEY 

BOROUGH COUNCIL 

LAND AT   

HAWTHORNS, BELLS PIECE, FARNHAM, SURREY GU9 9RL 
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Appeal Ref: APP/R3650/W/18/3211033 

Hawthorns, Bells Piece, Farnham, Surrey GU9 9RL 

• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 against 

a refusal to grant planning permission. 

• The appeal is made by Stax Developments Ltd against the decision of Waverley Borough 

Council. 

• The application, Ref WA/2017/2352, dated 11 December 2017, was refused by notice 

dated 9 March 2018. 

• The development proposed is described as ‘Demolition of existing house and buildings; 

creation of new access off Hale Road. Development of up to 65 mixed dwellings to include 

40% affordable housing, creation of open space to act as SANG extension to Farnham 

Park (inc. small public car park). Associated landscape and infrastructure’.   

 
 

PREAMBLE 

1. The appeal site is positioned close to a European designated site and therefore 
the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (‘Habitat 

Regulations’) are engaged. Pursuant to this, it is for the Secretary of State as the 
competent authority in this case to carry out the required Appropriate 

Assessment under the Habitat Regulations. The Secretary of State has requested 
this addendum report in order to inform the Appropriate Assessment. 

INTRODUCTION 

2. The appeal scheme is a ‘hybrid’ planning application with elements of detail 
advanced for approval and others submitted in outline. The detailed element 

includes the creation of a public open space along the northern portion of the site 
adjacent to the Nadder Stream. The residential element is for up 65 homes and 

has been submitted in outline with all matters of detail reserved for future 
consideration save for the access. The single vehicular access would be taken 
from Hale Road. The appeal scheme is not directly connected with or necessary 

to the management of the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area. 

3. Article 6 of the Habitats Directive , which has been transposed into UK law 

through the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017, requires that 
where a plan or project is likely to result in a significant effect on a European 
site, and where the plan or project is not directly connected with or necessary to 

the management of the European site, a competent authority (the Secretary of 
State in this instance) is required to make an Appropriate Assessment of the 

implications of that plan or project on the integrity of the European site in view of 
the site’s conservation objectives. In so doing, an assessment is required as to 
whether the development proposed is likely to have a significant effect upon a 

European site, either individually or in combination with other plans and projects. 

PROJECT LOCATION AND BACKGROUND 

4. Covering approximately 8,274 hectares and spanning 11 local authority areas, 
the Thames Basin Heaths (TBH) Special Protection Area (SPA) forms part of an 
extensive complex of lowland heathlands in southern England that support 

important breeding bird populations. It is located across the counties of Surrey, 
Hampshire and Berkshire and within the Thames Basin Heaths National Character 

Area (NCA), which stretches westwards from Weybridge in Surrey to the 
countryside around Newbury in Berkshire.  
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5. The SPA consists of areas of agriculturally unimproved heathland, scrub and 
woodland which were once almost continuous but are now fragmented by roads, 

urban development and farmland. It is designated for supporting breeding 
populations of European nightjar, woodlark, and Dartford warbler (these being 
the qualifying features of the SPA) which are ground-nesting species strongly 

associated with heathland habitat and scrub.  

6. The TBH is a composite SPA, underpinned by a number of Sites of Special 

Scientific Interest (SSSI). The proposed development site is located on the edge 
of Farnham and is approximately 1.9 kilometres (linear distance) from the 
nearest SSSI component of the TBH SPA, this being the Bourley and Long Valley 

SSSI. 

7. Further background is provided in the Council’s Thames Basin Heaths Special 

Protection Area Avoidance Strategy (the ‘Avoidance Strategy’)1. This provides 
guidance to developers on the level of avoidance measures that the Council 
expects to see incorporated within planning applications. It was prepared with 

reference to Natural England’s advice that any application for residential 
development that results in an increase in the number of dwellings within 5 km of 

the SPA will, without avoidance measures, be likely to have a significant effect 
within the meaning of the Habitats Regulations.  

8. The Avoidance Strategy identifies a “Zone of Influence” which is defined as the 
area between 400 metres from the SPA perimeter (measured as a straight line to 
the nearest part of the curtilage of the dwelling) and 5 km from the perimeter (a 

straight line from the primary point of access to the curtilage of the dwelling). 
These ‘buffer zones’ are shown on Plan A (page 12) of the Avoidance Strategy 

and delineate an area within which mitigation and avoidance is required as per 
Natural England’s advice. Mitigation and avoidance is identified in the Avoidance 
Strategy as being the provision of Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace 

(SANG), or financial contributions towards the management of strategic SANG, 
and Strategic Access Monitoring and Management (SAMM) contributions used at 

the SPA. The area within 400m of the SPA is an exclusion zone where residential 
development is unlikely to be capable of mitigation.  

9. Natural England (NE) endorses the Avoidance Strategy and its comments 

pursuant to the appeal are set out in Appendix 6 of the Council’s Statement of 
Case. This includes scientific evidence on the qualifying features, the impacts of 

recreational disturbance and a discussion of the Thames Basin Heaths Delivery 
Framework, which coordinates the mitigation.   

HRA IMPLICATIONS OF THE PROJECT 

10. The SPA is a scenic semi natural open space which future residents of the appeal 
scheme are likely to want to visit given the close proximity, ease of access and 

attractiveness. The proposed development could therefore generate additional 
recreational trips to the SPA and thus recreational disturbance impacts that have 
the potential to affect the qualifying features (breeding ground-nesting birds) of 

the SPA. Accordingly, an impact pathway2 exists between the appeal site and the 
SPA.  

1 Adopted 19 July 2016 and updated November 2018 
2 Impact pathways are the routes by which an impact can interact with the features of the European site. 
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ASSESSMENT OF LIKELY SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS  

11. The proposal is for the erection of 65 dwellings within 5km of the SPA and thus 

within the zone of influence set out in the Avoidance Strategy. The development 
would result in a permanent increase in people living within a short distance of 
the SPA and within the buffer zone identified in the Avoidance Strategy.  

12. Evidence provided by NE (see Appendix 6 of the Council’s appeal statement) 
demonstrates this would likely result in an increase in harmful recreational 

pressure as the residents of the appeal scheme visit the SPA to walk, cycle and 
jog. It is common ground between the appellant, Council and Natural England 
that this could lead to adverse impacts involving trampling of habitat but also 

disturbance of ground nesting birds. Dog walking can be particularly problematic, 
especially if dogs are let off the lead.  

13. Accordingly, having considered the potential impacts and the guidance in the 
Avoidance Strategy, I agree with NE’s view that when following a precautionary 
approach, the proposal, alone but also when considered in combination with 

residential development, would be likely to have a significant effect on the SPA. 
Hence, an appropriate assessment, in accordance with Regulation 63 of the 

Habitat Regulations, is required to consider the implications of the proposal for 
the integrity of SPA in view of its’s conservation objectives.  

CONSERVATION OBJECTIVES 

14. The conservation objective for the SPA, as confirmed by NE, is to ensure that the 
integrity of the site is maintained or restored as appropriate, and ensure that the 

site contributes to achieving the aims of the Wild Birds Directive, by maintaining3 
or restoring:  

• The extent and distribution of the habitats of the qualifying features;  

• The structure and function of the habitats of the qualifying features;  

• The supporting processes on which the habitats of the qualifying features 

rely;  

• The population of each of the qualifying features; and  

• The distribution of the qualifying features within the site.  

FINDINGS IN RELATION TO ADVERSE EFFECTS ON INTEGRITY  

15. The scientific evidence provided by NE referred to above, that recreational 

disturbance can harm breeding ground nesting birds, is undisputed by the 
appellant. I am satisfied NE’s evidence is robust and cogent and therefore carries 

significant weight, particularly as there is no substantive evidence before me to 
exclude the risk of recreational disturbance upon the SPA.  

16. The impacts from recreational disturbance upon the habitat and qualifying 

features of the TBH SPA, which would occur if the appeal scheme were permitted, 
if left unmitigated, would fail to maintain in a favourable condition the integrity of 

the SPA. For this reason, the proposal would fail to adhere to the conservation 

3 Maintenance implies restoration if the feature is not currently in favourable condition 
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objectives outlined above. The Habitats Regulations require that the competent 
authority may only give permission for the proposal only after having ascertained 

that it will not adversely affect the integrity of the European site. In so doing, 
they may give consideration to any conditions or other restrictions which could 
secure mitigation and so provide certainty that the proposal would not adversely 

affect the integrity of the site.  

17. The appellant has suggested that the public open space proposed as part of the 

scheme could function as a Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG] with 
future residents of the appeal scheme being able to access it for recreation and 
therefore be less likely to visit the SPA. It is opined by the appellant that this 

would be adequate mitigation. However, I share the view of the Council and NE 
that the open space within the appeal site would be too small to function as a 

SANG in isolation. For example, it could not accommodate a circular walk of an 
adequate distance to attract dog walkers. Therefore, the appellant suggests the 
open space would need to function as an extension of the Farnham Park SANG, 

which is a strategic SANG adjacent to the site and owned by the Council. 
However, there is no agreement from the Council, as owners of Farnham Park, to 

facilitate this by providing access. Without this agreement it is not possible to 
secure the open space as a SANG extension.  

18. Moreover, the open space would also need to accommodate a Local Equipped 
Area of Play (a type of formal playground) as otherwise the proposal could not 
comfortably accommodate 65 homes (there is no space to accommodate a LEAP 

within the area of the site proposed for the housing). I share the view of the 
Council and NE that with this feature, the open space would not be semi natural 

and therefore of a character comparable to the SPA. Accordingly, the open space 
would not mitigate the impact upon the SPA.  

19. As an alternative to the above, the appellant has confirmed a willingness to 

provide a financial contribution towards the operation or maintenance of the 
existing Farnham Park Strategic SANG, which comprises 85 hectares of semi-

natural grassland, woodland and scrub within the 130-hectare medieval deer 
park associated with Farnham Castle4. The contributions would be used to 
improve the visitor experience at the Farnham Park SANG in order to draw them 

away from visiting the SPA. There is capacity at the Farnham Park SANG to 
accommodate the recreational trips that would arise from the appeal scheme. 

The location of the appeal site next to the Farnham Park SANG, which is a large 
and very attractive open space, would significant aid its ability to avoid 
recreational visits to the SPA from future residents of the appeal scheme.  

20. The appellant would also provide a financial contribution towards Strategic Access 
and Management (SAMM) of the TBH SPA. This is collected and administrated by 

the Council in conjunction with landowners and NE and aimed at limiting the 
damage caused by visitors to the SPA. This can include hard measures such as 
limiting car parking and providing paths, and soft measures such as a warden 

service, monitoring of visitor numbers and education.  

21. This approach would be in line with the Council’s Thames Basin Heaths Special 

Protection Area Avoidance Strategy and is supported by NE and the evidence it 
has compiled. The mitigation would help support an alternative recreational 

4 As defined in the Council’s Avoidance Strategy 
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destination for residents of the appeal scheme and assist in managing the SPA in 
a favourable condition as a habitat for Dartford warbler, woodlark and European 

nightjar. I therefore share the view of the Council, the appellant and NE that this 
mitigation would ensure the proposal would not adversely affect the integrity of 
the SPA, as its condition need not deteriorate as a result of the appeal scheme.   

22. In coming to this finding, I note that the avoidance strategy has been in place for 
a while and I have not been presented with evidence that it has affected visitor 

numbers at the SPA or positively influenced the numbers of Dartford warbler, 
woodlark and European nightjars. However, the Thames Basin Heaths Joint 
Strategic Partnership Board confirms5 that the SANG/SAMM strategy is monitored 

and reviewed by local authorities, NE and landowners. If it were not working, 
then the Board would have been aware of this following its reviews. In addition, 

the Council recently reviewed and updated its Avoidance Strategy in 2018. 
Mitigation in accordance with the Avoidance Strategy is also required by Policy 
NE3 of the WLPP1 and FNP12 of the FNP, the requirements of these policies 

would have been underpinned by an evidence base.    

23. The contributions towards SANG and SAMM would be secured through the 

Planning Obligation submitted with the appeal. The obligation would be directly 
related to the impacts of the proposal on the SPA and necessary to make the 

development acceptable. Moreover, the contributions would be fairly and 
reasonably related in scale and kind to the development, as they follow the 
methodology for calculating them in the Council’s Avoidance Strategy. 

Accordingly, the contributions towards SANG and SAMM are obligations that can 
be taken into account. As such, the proposal would adhere to Policy NE3 of the 

Waverley Local Plan Part 1, Policy FNP12 of the Farnham Neighbourhood Plan and 
Policy NRM6 of the South East Plan. 

HRA CONCLUSION 

24. In conclusion, subject to the mitigation discussed above and secured through the 
planning obligation, it is my view that the appeal scheme would not adversely 

affect the integrity of the SPA in view of the site’s conservation objectives, a 
conclusion shared by the Council, appellant and NE.  

25. This conclusion represents my assessment of the evidence presented with the 

appeal but does not represent an appropriate assessment as this is a matter for 
the Secretary of State as the competent authority.  

  

Graham Chamberlain  
INSPECTOR 

5 In the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area Delivery Framework 2009  
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RIGHT TO CHALLENGE THE DECISION IN THE HIGH COURT 

These notes are provided for guidance only and apply only to challenges under the 
legislation specified. If you require further advice on making any High Court challenge, or 
making an application for Judicial Review, you should consult a solicitor or other advisor or 
contact the Crown Office at the Royal Courts of Justice, Queens Bench Division, 
Strand,London,WC2 2LL (0207 947 6000). 

The attached decision is final unless it is successfully challenged in the Courts. The Secretary of 
State cannot amend or interpret the decision. It may be redetermined by the Secretary of State only 
if the decision is quashed by the Courts. However, if it is redetermined, it does not necessarily follow 
that the original decision will be reversed. 

SECTION 1: PLANNING APPEALS AND CALLED-IN PLANNING APPLICATIONS 

The decision may be challenged by making an application for permission to the High Court 
under section 288 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (the TCP Act). 

Challenges under Section 288 of the TCP Act 
With the permission of the High Court under section 288 of the TCP Act, decisions on called-in 
applications under section 77 of the TCP Act (planning), appeals under section 78 (planning) may 
be challenged. Any person aggrieved by the decision may question the validity of the decision on 
the grounds that it is not within the powers of the Act or that any of the relevant requirements have 
not been complied with in relation to the decision. An application for leave under this section must 
be made within six weeks from the day after the date of the decision. 

SECTION 2: ENFORCEMENT APPEALS 

Challenges under Section 289 of the TCP Act 
Decisions on recovered enforcement appeals under all grounds can be challenged under section 289 
of the TCP Act. To challenge the enforcement decision, permission must first be obtained from the 
Court. If the Court does not consider that there is an arguable case, it may refuse permission. 
Application for leave to make a challenge must be received by the Administrative Court within 28 days 
of the decision, unless the Court extends this period. 

SECTION 3: AWARDS OF COSTS 

A challenge to the decision on an application for an award of costs which is connected with a 
decision under section 77 or 78 of the TCP Act can be made under section 288 of the TCP Act if 
permission of the High Court is granted. 

SECTION 4: INSPECTION OF DOCUMENTS 

Where an inquiry or hearing has been held any person who is entitled to be notified of the decision 
has a statutory right to view the documents, photographs and plans listed in the appendix to the 
Inspector’s report of the inquiry or hearing within 6 weeks of the day after the date of the decision. If 
you are such a person and you wish to view the documents you should get in touch with the office at 
the address from which the decision was issued, as shown on the letterhead on the decision letter, 
quoting the reference number and stating the day and time you wish to visit. At least 3 days notice 
should be given, if possible. 
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Mr Jon Suckley 
HOW Planning 
40 Peter Street 
Manchester M2 5GP 

Our ref: APP/A0665/W/14/2212671 

4 November 2019 

Dear Sir 

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 – SECTION 78 
APPEAL MADE BY DARNHALL ESTATE 
LAND OFF DARNHALL SCHOOL LANE, WINSFORD, CHESHIRE 
APPLICATION REF: 13/03127/OUT 

1. I am directed by the Secretary of State to say that consideration has been given to the
report of Melvyn Middleton BA (Econ), DipTP, Dip Mgmt, MRTPI, who held a public local
inquiry on 27-30 November 2018 into your client’s appeal against the decision of
Cheshire West and Chester Council to refuse your client’s application for planning
permission for a high quality residential development with associated open space, access
and infrastructure, in accordance with application ref:  13/03127/OUT, dated 12 July
2013.

2. On 25 February 2014, this appeal was recovered for the Secretary of State's
determination, in pursuance of section 79 of, and paragraph 3 of Schedule 6 to, the Town
and Country Planning Act 1990.

3. The Secretary of State initially issued his decision in respect of the above appeal by way
of his letter dated 7 July 2016. That decision was challenged by way of an application to
the High Court and was subsequently quashed by order of the Court dated 10 August
2017. The appeal has therefore been redetermined by the Secretary of State, following a
new inquiry into this matter. Details of the original inquiry are set out in the 2016 decision
letter.

Inspector’s recommendation and summary of the decision 

4. The Inspector recommended that the appeal be allowed and planning permission
granted.

5. For the reasons given below, the Secretary of State disagrees with the Inspector’s
conclusions, and disagrees with his recommendation. He has decided to dismiss the
appeal and refuse planning permission.  A copy of the Inspector’s report (IR) is enclosed.
All references to paragraph numbers, unless otherwise stated, are to that report.
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Matters arising since the close of the inquiry 

6. On 4 July 2019 the Secretary of State wrote to the main parties to afford them an 
opportunity to comment on the publication of the Cheshire West and Chester Local Plan 
Part 2 (CW&CLP P2) Inspector’s Report and Schedule of Main Modifications. A list of 
representations received in response to this letter is at Annex A. These representations 
were circulated to the main parties on 19 and 29 July 2019.  The Secretary of State’s 
conclusions on these representations are set out in this Decision Letter below. 

Policy and statutory considerations 

7. In reaching his decision, the Secretary of State has had regard to section 38(6) of the 
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 which requires that proposals be 
determined in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations 
indicate otherwise. 

8. In this case, the adopted development plan for the area comprises the Cheshire West 
and Chester Local Plan P1 (CW&CLP P1) Strategic Policies to 2030 (adopted 29 
January 2015); the Cheshire West and Chester Local Plan P2 (the P2 plan) (adopted 18 
July 2019); and the made Winsford Neighbourhood Plan (November 2014).  The 
Secretary of State considers that relevant development plan policies include those set out 
at IR28-33 and P2 plan Policies W1, GBC 2 and DM19.   

9. Other material considerations which the Secretary of State has taken into account include 
the National Planning Policy Framework (‘the Framework’) and associated planning 
guidance (‘the Guidance’), as well as supplementary planning guidance on affordable 
housing, developer contributions and landscape character. The revised National Planning 
Policy Framework was published on 24 July 2018 and further revised in February 2019. 
Unless otherwise specified, any references to the Framework in this letter are to the 2019 
Framework.  

Main issues 

Development plan 

10. The Secretary of State has had regard to the Inspector’s conclusions on the VRBLP at 
IR378-382.  At the time of the inquiry, the Inspector undertook a planning balance based 
on a finding that saved policy GS5 of the VRBLP in terms of its settlement limits was out 
of date such that planning permission should be granted unless any adverse impacts of 
doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits when assessed 
against the policies in the Framework (“tilted balance”).  

11. Matters regarding the VRBLP have now moved on as the P2 Plan has been adopted 
which includes allocations, boundaries and detailed polices replacing those parts of the 
VRBLP that were saved. The Secretary of State considers that the most important 
policies for the purposes of this appeal are STRAT 1, STRAT 2, STRAT 6, STRAT 9, 
Policies H1 and H2 of the WNP, and  P2 plan Policies W1 and GBC 2.  

12. The appellant does not argue that Policies STRAT 1 or STRAT 2 are out of date (IR48).  
The Secretary of State considers that STRAT 1’s aim of enabling development that 
improve and meets the economic, social and environmental objectives of the Borough in 
line with the presumption in favour of sustainable development is consistent with the 
Framework, and thus concludes that the policy is not out of date.  He further considers 
that Policy STRAT 2’s  objective of setting minimum housing and employment 
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development targets and requiring development to be brought forward in line with the 
settlement hierarchy is consistent with the Framework, and thus concludes that the policy 
is not out of date.  For the reasons given at IR384 he agrees that while STRAT 9 is not 
fully consistent with the wording of the Framework, it is not out of date and is capable of 
attracting weight for the reasons set out below.     

13. The Secretary of State considers that the P2 Plan policies W1 and GBC 2 have been 
found compliant with the Framework by the Plan Inspector, and for that reason the 
Secretary of State concludes they are not out of date. He further notes that there is no 
contention that the WNP is out-of-date.   As such he concludes that these policies when 
taken as a whole are not out of date, and that thus the development plan is not out-of-
date.  

Five year housing land supply 

14. For the reasons given at IR325-6, the Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector that 
there is no evidence for disagreeing with the housing land supply details set out in the 
Housing Statement of Common Ground.  He has had regard to the report of the Inspector 
into LLP Part 2, and the representations of the Council of 16 July 2019 and from the 
appellant of 18 July and 26 July 2019 as to whether the report on the plan confirms that 
the Council can demonstrate a 5 year housing land supply.  However, he considers that 
the focus of the local plan examination was not to reach a judgment on housing land 
supply, that the plan Inspector did not have access to the Housing Land Monitor Review 
and was not considering the definition of deliverable as set out in 2019 Framework.  As 
such has based their conclusions on the recommendation of the appeal Inspector, who 
heard the evidence, including more recent changes, cross examined at Inquiry at greater 
length than the plan Inspector, and subsequent representations from the parties.   

15. The Secretary of State has gone on to consider the issue of supply.  In doing so he has 
had regard to his guidance on deliverability issued 22 July 2019.  For the reasons given 
at IR341-344 the Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector’s conclusions on 
preliminary points.  The Secretary of State has had regard to representations on behalf of 
the appellant dated 26 July 2019, with regards to evidence of deliverability.  

16. For the reasons set out at IR345, the Secretary of State agrees that 167 dwellings should 
be deducted from the five year supply figure to account for potential future demolitions.  
He has gone on to deduct a further 430 dwellings, namely student accommodation, for 
the reasons set out at IR346-350.    

17. For the reasons given at IR360-364 the considers that there is clear evidence to conclude 
that the disputed sites as set out in paragraph 3.9 of the Statement of Common Ground 
are deliverable. 

18. He has gone on to consider the deliverability of six non allocated sites without planning 
permission that are disputed.  The Secretary of State disagrees with the reasons given at 
IR 365 to 367, and does not consider that the sites, amounting to 222 dwellings, are 
deliverable since they do not fall within category a or b of the Framework’s definition of 
deliverable, and he does not consider that there is clear evidence of deliverability within 
five years as required by the Framework, given the outstanding issues of the need for 
legal agreements and agreements on reserved matters.   

19. The Secretary of State has gone on to consider the Inspector’s analysis of build-out rates 
and lead in time at IR368-70.  For the reasons given he agrees that supply should be 
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reduced by 505 dwellings.  For the reasons given at IR371-372, he agrees that 115 
dwellings should be removed from the supply figure for windfalls.   

20. For the reasons given above, he thus concludes that 1,439 dwellings should be deducted 
from the supply figures.  He thus agrees that supply is 5,838. 

21. He has gone on to consider the housing requirement.  The Secretary of State has noted 
the Inspector’s analysis at IR327 – 335 and conclusions that the surplus to date should 
be deducted from the minimum target across the remainder of the plan period when 
calculating the ongoing annual requirement, based on the facts of this case.  He has had 
further regard to the representations from the Council of 16 July 2019 and from the 
appellant of 18 July and 26 July 2019.  While he accepts that the method of dealing with 
past oversupply is disputed, whether the requirement is 5,150, as stated by the Council, 
or 5,775, as stated by the appellant, in any case the Secretary of State concludes that the 
Council can demonstrate a 5 year housing land supply.   

Settlement boundaries, impact on countryside & countryside policies  
  
22. At the time of the Inquiry the Inspector considered all the relevant development policies 

relating to settlement boundaries and countryside protection.  However, since then the 
Council has adopted the P2 plan, which sets out new settlement boundaries in policy W1.  
The proposal sits outside these development boundaries.  

23. For the reasons given at IR383 the Secretary of State agrees that the proposal is in clear 
breach of policy STRAT9.  For the reasons given at IR384 he agrees that while not fully 
consistent with the wording of the Framework, the policy is not out of date and is capable 
of attracting weight depending on the circumstances of the case.  The Secretary of State 
recognises that the Council has breached the settlement boundaries in previous grants of 
planning permission to ensure that there is a sufficient supply of housing land.  
Nonetheless,  those cases would have been decided on their individual merits and in a 
different planning context. In any case, the settlement boundaries that were breached in 
those instances were those set out in VRBLP, not those established by SW&CLP P2.  
However, for the reasons given at IR385 he agrees that it should be given reduced 
weight given to the site’s position adjacent to a new urban area proposed under STRAT 
2.  The Secretary of State has had regard to the Inspector’s conclusion (IR388-389) that 
as the impact of the proposal on the landscape would not be significant, and thus the 
conflict with policy Strat 9 is limited.  Although the Secretary of State agrees that the 
proposal would not have a significant impact on the landscape, given the loss of open 
countryside and the clear conflict with STRAT 9 and its aim of protecting the intrinsic 
character and beauty of the Cheshire countryside, as underpinned by the boundary policy 
W1 in the CW&CWLP P2, he concludes that this should attract significant weight. 
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24. For the reasons given at IR390 the Secretary of State agrees that the proposal would 
conflict with Policy STRAT 1 by virtue of not minimising the loss of greenfield land.  He 
further agrees however that in respect of the other elements of the policy, except as set 
out below, the proposal is either neutral or contributes towards their requirements, for the 
reasons given at IR391.  The Secretary of State  that there are other sites that have been 
allocated or granted planning permission prior to the adoption of P2 which also do not 
encourage the redevelopment of previously developed land (PDL) (IR391), but that does 
not diminish the harm that arises in this case.  The Secretary of State has judged the 
appeal on its own merits in the context of an up-to-date plan and a five year housing 
supply.  As such while the extent of the conflict with policy STRAT 1 is limited, he gives 
moderate weight to this conflict.    

The Winsford Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) 

25. The Secretary of State has had regard to the Inspector’s analysis at IR395-398.  The 
Secretary of State agrees for the reasons given that Policy H1 is a policy that guides and 
regulates whether new development in and around Winsford should be located.  He 
further concludes, in agreement with the Inspector at IR398 that as the appeal proposal is 
not one of those proposed for residential development in the WNP it is contrary to Policy 
H1 and contrary to the WNP as a whole.  While he agrees that there is support from the 
proposal from Policy H2 (IR398), that the proposal does not conflict with the seven 
themes of the plan (IR397), and the fact that housing requirement Policy H1 is expected 
to meet is a minimum requirement, he does not agree that Policy H1 should be given no 
more than moderate weight.  He considers that as the Council can demonstrate a five 
year housing land supply H1 is not restricting housing delivery, and he affords this conflict 
significant weight. 

Housing 

26. For the reasons set out at IR392 the Secretary of State agrees that it would be premature 
to suggest that the requirement from the Station Quarter cannot be delivered over the 
next eleven years.  He further agrees (IR393) that Policy STRAT 6 does not give support 
to the proposal, but there is also no conflict with it.   

Economic benefits 

27. For the reasons set out at IR403-407, the Secretary of State agrees that the economic 
impacts from the provision of market housing are a benefit of significant weight.  He 
further agrees (IR406) that the impact on agricultural land does not weigh against the 
proposal. 

Social benefits 

28. The Secretary of State agrees that the social benefits of the provision of affordable 
housing should be given substantial weight, for the reasons set out at IR408-411.  He 
further agrees, for the reasons set out at IR412-414, that the social benefits of the self-
build element of the scheme should attract substantial weight. He also agrees with the 
Inspector (IR415) that the local training, employment and procurement elements should 
attract significant weight in favour of the proposal.   

Environmental 

29. The Secretary of State notes the Inspector’s findings at IR 417-420 that that the negative 
environmental impacts of the proposal are counterbalanced by the ecological and 
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recreational benefits, and as such neutral in the planning balance.  However, given his 
findings on the conflict with STRAT 9 above he concludes that the environmental harms 
outweigh the benefits. 

Planning conditions 

30. The Secretary of State has given consideration to the Inspector’s analysis at IR317-318 
the recommended conditions set out at the end of the IR and the reasons for them, and 
to national policy in paragraph 55 of the Framework and the relevant Guidance. He is 
satisfied that the conditions recommended by the Inspector comply with the policy test 
set out at paragraph 55 of the Framework. However, he does not consider that the 
imposition of these conditions would overcome his reasons for dismissing this appeal and 
refusing planning permission. 

Planning obligations  

31. Having had regard to the Inspector’s analysis at IR319-322, the planning obligation dated 
6 December 2018, the Unilateral Undertaking dated 17 December 2018, paragraph 56 of 
the Framework, the Guidance and the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010, 
as amended, the Secretary of State  agrees  with the Inspector’s conclusion for the 
reasons given in IR322 that the obligation complies with Regulation 122 of the CIL 
Regulations and the tests at paragraph 56 of the Framework. However, the Secretary of 
State does not consider that the obligation overcomes his reasons for dismissing this 
appeal and refusing planning permission. 

Planning balance and overall conclusion  

32. For the reasons given above, the Secretary of State considers that the appeal scheme is 
not in accordance with policies STRAT 1, STRAT 9 or WNP Policy H1 and outside the 
settlement boundary established by policy W1 of the P2 plan, and is not in accordance 
with the development plan overall. He has gone on to consider whether there are material 
considerations which indicate that the proposal should be determined other than in 
accordance with the development plan.  Having regard to his conclusions on the 
development plan and housing land supply above, he concludes that the presumption in 
favour of sustainable development is thus not engaged.   

33. In favour of the proposal he finds the economic benefits from the provision of housing, to 
which he attaches significant weight. He accords further substantial weight to the social 
benefits of the provision of affordable housing, local procurement, training and 
employment.   

34. Against this he attaches moderate weight to the conflict with policy STRAT 1.  He 
attaches significant weight to the impact on the loss of countryside contrary to policy 
STRAT 9.  He finds that the conflict with WNP Policy H1 should attract significant weight.  

35. As such the Secretary of State concludes that there are no material considerations which 
indicate that the proposal should be determined other than in accordance with the 
development plan. 

36. The Secretary of State therefore concludes that the appeal should be dismissed, and 
planning permission refused.   
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Formal decision 

37. Accordingly, for the reasons given above, the Secretary of State disagrees with the 
Inspector’s recommendation. He hereby dismisses your client’s appeal and refuses 
planning permission. 

Right to challenge the decision 

38. A separate note is attached setting out the circumstances in which the validity of the 
Secretary of State’s decision may be challenged. This must be done by making an 
application to the High Court within 6 weeks from the day after the date of this letter for 
leave to bring a statutory review under section 288 of the Town and Country Planning Act 
1990.   

39. A copy of this letter has been sent to Cheshire West and Chester Council, and 
notification has been sent to others who asked to be informed of the decision.  

Yours faithfully  
 

Philip Barber 
Authorised by the Secretary of State to sign in that behalf 

A14.7

Page 1643



Annex A – Schedule of representations  
 

Representations received in response to the  
Secretary of State’s reference back letter of 4 July 2019  

Party Date 

Cheshire West and Chester Council 16 and 23 July 2019 

Avison Young   
18 and 26 July 2019 

Robin Wood Associates (The Darnall 
Fighting Fund) 
 

17 July 2019 

Winsford Town Council 25 July 2019 
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Report to the Secretary of State for 
Housing, Communities and Local 

Government 
by Melvyn Middleton BA(Econ), DipTP, Dip Mgmt, MRTPI  

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Date:  16 April 2019 

  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 

 

Town and Country Planning Act 1990  

Cheshire West and Chester Council  

Appeal by  

Darnhall Estate  
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LIST OF ABREVIATIONS 

 
Abbreviation  Reference  
 

AH 

AM 

AMR 

Ap. 

BF 

BP 

CD  

 

Affordable Housing 

Andy Mojer 

Annual Monitoring Report 

Appendix 

Beth Fletcher 

Ben Pycroft 

Core Document  

CW&C  Cheshire West and Chester  

C2s 

DP 

Extra Care Residential Institutions 

Development Plan 

ds. 

dpa. 

Dwellings 

Dwellings per annum 

Framework 

GCN 

ha 

HELAA 

HESA 

HLM 

HLS 

HSoCG 

ID 

JillS 

JonS 

National Planning Policy Framework 

Great Crested Newt 

hectares 

Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment 

Housing Education Statistics Authority 

Housing Land Monitor 

Housing Land Supply 

Housing Statement of Common Ground  

Inquiry Document 

Jill Stephens 

Jon Suckley 

JS James Stacey 

k.  

LP 

m. 

NP 

NPPG 

OR 

Pg. 

Para. 

Pdl 

Kilometre 

Local Plan 

Metre 

Neighbourhood Plan  

National Planning Policy Guidance 

Original Report  

Page 

Paragraph 

Previously developed land 

PSoCG  

PoE 

P1 

P2 

Re 

S 

SHMA 

SMEs 

SoS 

Sqm. 

Planning Statement of Common Ground  

Proof of Evidence 

Part 1 

Part 2 

Re-examination 

Section 

Strategic Housing Market Area 

Small and Medium Sized Employers 

Secretary of State 

Square metre 

SR  

VRBLP 

WNP 

Xic 

Xx 

Supplementary Report 

Vale Royal Borough Local Plan  

Winsford Neighbourhood Plan 

Examination in Chief 

Cross-examination 

  

  

A14.10

Page 1646

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate


File Ref: APP/A0665/W/14/2212671 
Land off Darnhall School Lane, Winsford, Cheshire 

• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 against 

a refusal to grant outline planning permission. 

• The appeal is made by Darnhall Estate against the decision of Cheshire West & Chester 

Council. 

• The application Ref 13/03127/OUT, dated 12 July 2013, was refused by notice dated 26 

November 2013. 

• The development proposed is a high-quality residential development with associated open 

space, access and infrastructure. 

• This report supersedes that issued on 7 July 2016. That decision on the appeal was 

quashed by order of the High Court. 

Summary of Recommendation: That the appeal is allowed, and outline 

planning permission be granted.  

 
 

BACKGROUND 

1. The original inquiry into this appeal opened on 10 June 2014 and closed on 11 

June 2014.  Following the inquiry, the Inspector’s original report (OR) and 
recommendation to allow the appeal were submitted to the Secretary of State 

(SoS). 

2. By letter dated 14 April 2015 the SoS decided to reopen the inquiry as he had 
received representations that material considerations had changed.  In essence 

the Council considered by then that it could demonstrate more than a five-year 
supply of housing land.  Additionally, the Cheshire West and Chester (CW&C) 

Local Plan (LP) Part One (P1) Strategic Policies had been adopted in January 
2015 and the Winsford Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) had been made in November 
2014. 

3. The matters upon which the SoS wished to be further informed related to 

a) the extent to which the appeal proposal complied with the Development Plan 

(DP); 

and  

b) whether the proposal amounted to sustainable development, having regard to 

national policy, including whether there is a demonstrable 5-year supply of 
deliverable housing sites. 

4. The inquiry reopened on 15 September 2015 and closed on 18 September 2015. 
The Appellant proposed a revision to the housing offer in advance of the 

reopened inquiry.  The new proposal was that 40% of the dwellings would be 
affordable, that 10% of the housing would be self-build and that the remaining 
50% of the housing, the ‘unrestricted’ open market element, would be developed 

by local house builders.  The proposal considered at the original inquiry was for 
30% affordable housing (OR37 & 149).  The Appellant also proposed a revised 

condition entitled ‘Training and Employment’ and new conditions entitled ‘Self-
build Housing’, ‘Local Builders’ and ‘Local Procurement’.  The Inspector referred 
to these other ‘non-housing’ benefits as ‘novel’ elements. 
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5. A supplementary report (SR) dealing solely with the additional matters raised by 
the SoS and the Appellant, along with a further recommendation on the appeal, 

were subsequently submitted to the SoS. 

6. The Inspector once again recommended that the appeal be allowed, and outline 
planning permission granted subject to conditions.  For the reasons set out in SR 

248-259 the Inspector found that the proposal overall would be contrary to the 
DP (SR 260).  For the reasons set out in SR 211-246, he also found that there 

was a housing land supply of 5.12 years (SR 246) and therefore that the DP’s 
policies for the supply of housing were up to date (SR 247).  

7. He then went on to look at whether the proposal would amount to sustainable 

development.  He found that there would be significant economic benefits and 
very substantial social benefits from the development and that they clearly 

outweighed the moderate environmental harm that he had identified.  The 
Inspector went on to point out that the DP should not be set aside lightly and 
that a failure to comply with the DP could give an indication that the 

development would not be sustainable overall.  

8. In concluding, he said that it was a matter of balancing the harm, conflict with 

the DP and the adverse impacts through the loss of countryside, against the 
economic and social benefits arising from the provision of new homes.  He found 

that there were substantial economic and social benefits arising from the 
proposal, particularly the significant proportion of affordable homes and the other 
‘novel’ elements of the housing offer (SR 115&119).  In his opinion, the conflict 

with the DP, the starting point for decision making, and the adverse impacts on 
the countryside were outweighed by other material considerations, namely the 

significant economic and very substantial social benefits arising from additional 
housing, particularly the affordable homes and the other benefits then being 
offered.  He therefore recommended that the appeal be allowed, and outline 

planning permission be granted subject to conditions. 

9. The SoS disagreed with the Inspector’s recommendation.  That was largely 

because he considered the conditions entitled ‘Training and Employment’, ‘Self 
Build Housing’, ‘Local Builders’ and ‘Local Procurement’ would not satisfy all the 
relevant policy tests in paragraph 203 of the then National Planning Policy 

Framework (Framework) 2012 and the National Planning Practice Guidance 
(NPPG), and therefore should not be attached to any planning permission (SoS 

16-22).  

10. The SoS considered that this reduced the economic and social benefits of the 
development identified by the Inspector in his SR.  In the SoS’s opinion the 

situation effectively reverted to the position at the time of the original inquiry as 
set out in the OR where the Inspector concluded that the proposal would result in 

a number of economic benefits, including the New Homes Bonus Scheme, 
construction jobs, additional local spend and employment arising from the 
additional expenditure (OR 147).  

11. In concluding the SoS did not consider that the reduced economic and social 
benefits outweighed the clear conflict with the up to date DP and the moderate 

harm to the environmental dimension of sustainable development.  He therefore 
dismissed the appeal and refused planning permission (SoS 31). 
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12. The Appellant appealed to the High Court on twelve grounds.  It succeeded in the 
case of three, all of which related to the claimant’s allegation that the SoS had 

erred in law in wrongly rejecting some of the proposed conditions.  These 
conditions required training and employment measures, local building firms and 
local procurement to be provided/used as a part of the development.   

13. The Court rejected the SoSs claim that the conditions had insufficient precision 
and/or there would be difficulty of detection and therefore enforcement.  In the 

Court’s opinion these conditions did potentially go to the weight to be attached to 
the economic and social sustainability of the proposal and accordingly would have 
been material in forming part of the overall planning balance1. 

14. On 7 November 2017 the SoS wrote to the parties to inform them that he needed 
to reopen the inquiry.  In his view the following matters require further 

consideration.  

a) Having regard to the terms of the Consent Order quashing the SoS’s decision 
(Richard James Verdin (t/a the Darnhall Estate) v Secretary of State for 

Communities and Local Government and Cheshire West & Chester Borough 
Council and Winsford Town Council), the implications of this in relation to the 

evidence that was before the Inspector and before the SoS; 

b) The current state of play with regard to the CW&CLP, part 2 (P2) and any 

implications for the further consideration of this appeal; 

 and 

c) Any other material changes in circumstances, fact or policy, that may have 

arisen since his decision of 7 July 2016 was issued and which the parties consider 
to be material to his further consideration of this appeal. 

    

PROCEDURAL MATTERS 

15. The resultant inquiry was held on 27-30 November 2018.  I carried out an 

accompanied site visit on 30 November.  Unaccompanied site inspections were 
also carried out by me, on 26 November, when I observed the site and its 

surroundings from public viewpoints, as well as the extent and nature of the local 
facilities and on 27-30 November when I visited Winsford Town Centre and other 
locations in the area referred to in evidence. 

16. This report should be read alongside the relevant parts of the SR dated 7 July 
2016.  The figures in square brackets [ ] in the following paragraphs relate to the 

various cases advanced at this Inquiry and refer to either the relevant Inquiry 
Document or Core Document, which contain the source of the material being 
reported upon and which are set out in the lists at the end of this report. 

References to paragraphs in the previous Inspector’s original report are prefixed 
“OR”, those in his supplementary report are referenced “SR”. I shall use the 

abbreviation “para.” for paragraph, “pg.” for page, “S.” for section “Ap.” for 
appendix, “CD” for core document and “ID” for inquiry document. 

1 High Court Case No: CO/4195/2016, para 81 [CD 16/1]. 
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17. This further report addresses the implications of the Consent Order and provides 
an update on the DP and its relevant planning policies as well as other material 

changes in circumstances, fact or policy that have arisen since the SoS made his 
decision.  It also sets out the updated cases of the parties and my conclusions 
and recommendations in relation to the redetermination of the appeal.  Lists of 

appearances, inquiry documents and recommended conditions for the reopened 
inquiry are appended. 

18.  An updated Planning Statement of Common Ground (PSoCG) [ID 1], dated 19 
November 2018, was agreed between the Council and the Appellant.  This 
document updates those submitted in advance of the original inquiry (OR7) and 

the supplementary inquiry (SoCG2).  The updated PSOCG again records that the 
appeal site is situated in a sustainable and accessible location.  It also confirms 

that the development would not result in any adverse technical impacts that 
cannot be mitigated against through the implementation of conventional 
mitigation measures.  These could all be made the subject of conditions.  

19. The relevant DP policies and the current status of the emerging CW&CLP P2 are 
set out and agreed, together with the economic, social and environmental 

benefits of the scheme.  The document concludes by setting out six areas where 
the parties disagree.  These include the weight to be given to some policies and 

whether the proposal accords with the DP when read as a whole, the five-year 
housing land supply position, whether the appeal proposals constitute sustainable 
development and the weight to be attributable to the ‘novel’ elements referred to 

by the previous Inspector and the mechanisms by which they could be secured.  

20. A Supplementary SofCG on five-year housing land supply (HSoCG) was 

submitted on 23 November 2018 [ID 2].  Within this document, certain matters 
in relation to housing land supply are outlined and with an indication as to 
whether they are individually agreed or in dispute.  I will refer to these later. 

21. An updated transport assessment [CD 5/11] was submitted to the Council by the 
Appellant on 31 August 2018.  It demonstrates that the conclusions of the 

original assessments remain valid.  The Highways Authority has raised no 
objections to this or the details of the proposed means of access, which is not a 
reserved matter.  

22. In November 2017 the Council requested an updated ecology report.  This was 
submitted on 12 October 2018 (Appendix 4 to SoCG).  Among other matters it 

identified that Great Crested Newts (GCNs) were foraging on the site and 
breeding in ponds close to the site.  A mitigation strategy is proposed to 
compensate for the loss of GCN habitat within the site.  This includes: 

 a) Provision of 2.4 hectares (ha.) of high-quality terrestrial habitat for GCNs 
immediately off-site to the west, including long-term management and safety; 

 b)  Provision of four new ponds for GCNs immediately off-site to the west (within 
range of other identified breeding ponds), including long-term management and 
safety;  

 and 

c) Enhancements to three ponds off-site which were recorded as containing GCNs 

but could be improved to enhance their value to GCNs and improve their breeding 
opportunities. 
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23. If the appeal is allowed and the development implemented, a traditional Natural 
England European Protected Species licence would be required before the works 

are implemented. 

 

THE SITE AND SURROUNDINGS 

24. The appeal site, extending to about 6.5ha, comprises three fields divided and 
bounded by hedgerows.  Within the hedges are several mature trees. The site 

slopes slightly down from north-east to south-west, with an overall fall of about 3 
to 4metres (m.) across the site. 

25. A bridleway, which also acts as an access track to Beech House Farm, runs along 

the south-western boundary of the site, beyond which is undulating open 
countryside.  To the north-west are further larger fields, with similar topography 

to the appeal site, stretching towards schools and other development at Hebden 
Green, on the western edge of Winsford.  To the north-east the site is contiguous 
with the large housing areas of south-west Winsford, the cul-de-sac of large 

dwellings in Peacock Avenue being immediately adjacent.  Darnhall School Lane 
bounds the site to the south-east, with further housing estates on the opposite 

side of the road.  Beyond the southern tip of the site, where the bridleway meets 
Darnhall School Lane, lies Knobs Cottage and two former small farmsteads, one 

of which is now used as a livery.  They are collectively known as School Green. 
Further south is agricultural land and woodland separating Winsford from the 
small village of Darnhall which lies about 1.0kilometre (km.) beyond the edge of 

the built-up area of the town. 

26. The appeal site is some 1.5km. to the south-west of Winsford Town Centre. 

Within about 1km. of the site is a small convenience store in Vauxhall Way, the 
primary school on Darnhall School Lane and bus routes which pass along Glebe 
Green Road, Swanlow Way and Darnhall School Lane. 

27. One field, which is about 2.0ha. (31% of the site area) in extent, is located within 
the township of Winsford, which has a made Neighbourhood Plan (NP). The other 

two fields, which are about 4.42ha. (69% of the site area) in extent, are located 
within the parish of Darnhall. 

   

PLANNING POLICY 

28. The development plan now comprises the CW&CLP P1, the WNP (in as much as 

its area affects the appeal site) and the saved policies of the Vale Royal Borough 
Local Plan (VRBLP) [CD 13/2].  The Council approved the CW&CLP P1 Strategic 
Policies [CD13/1] for adoption in January 2015.  This followed its examination in 

2013/14 and the publication of the Examining Inspector’s Report on 15 
December 2014 [CD13/3a].  The Inspector agreed a minimum net housing 

requirement for the plan period of 22,000 new dwellings (Policy STRAT 2) or 
1,100 dwellings per annum (dpa).  The parties agree that 9 of its policies are 
relevant to the determination of the appeal. 

29. Policy STRAT 1 (Sustainable Development) seeks to enable development that 
improves and meets the economic social and environmental objectives of the 

Borough in line with the presumption in favour of sustainable development.  As 
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well as setting minimum housing and employment development targets, Policy 
STRAT 2 (Strategic Development) requires development to be brought forward in 

line with a settlement hierarchy.  Most of the new development is to be located 
within or on the edge of one of four towns, of which Winsford is one.  Several key 
sites were identified, leaving further sites to be identified through the CW&CLP P2 

and/or NPs. 

30. Policy STRAT 6 (Winsford) says that the town will be a focus for development in 

the east of the Borough and that development proposals will help to support the 
continued regeneration of the town. Additionally, it indicates that at least 3,500 
dwellings will be provided in the town. 

31. Policy STRAT 9 (Green Belt and Countryside) seeks to protect the intrinsic 
character and beauty of the Cheshire countryside by restricting development to 

that which requires a countryside location and cannot be accommodated within 
identified settlements.  It lists the types of development that will be permitted in 
the countryside.  These include replacement and reused buildings and 

developments which have an operational need for a countryside location that is of 
an appropriate scale and does not harm the character of the countryside.  

32. Other policies of the adopted plan relevant to the appeal are STRAT 10 
(Transport and Accessibility), SOC 1 (Delivering Affordable Housing), SOC 3 

(Housing mix and type), SOC 6 (Open space, sport and recreation), ENV 2 
(Landscape), ENV 4 (Biodiversity) and ENV 6 (Design and Sustainable 
Construction). 

33. The WNP [CD15/1] was made on 19 November 2014 following a referendum on 
23 October 2014.  These events followed its examination in May 2014 and the 

report of the Examiner dated 30 July 2014 [CD 15/2].  The housing policies of 
the WNP, amongst other things, indicate that permission will be granted for 
residential development on 24 sites set out in a table (totalling some 3,362 

homes) and on previously developed land (Pdl) (Policies H1 and H2).  Only a part 
of the appeal site is within the WNP area, but it is not allocated for development 

in the plan. 

34. Some of the policies of the VRBLP remain saved following the adoption of the 
CW&CLP P1.  Of particular relevance to the appeal is Policy GS5 (Open 

Countryside) [OR 17] which along with the VRBLP Proposals Map defines the 
extent of open countryside where Policy STRAT 9 of the CW&CLP and Policy GS5 

of the VRBLP apply.  

35. Policies BE1 (Safeguarding and improving the quality of the Environment), BE4 
(Planning Obligations), BE21 (Renewable Energy), RT3 (Recreation and open 

space in New Developments), NE7 (Protection and Enhancement of Landscape 
Features) and NE8 (Provision and Enhancement of Landscape in New 

Development) are also considered to be relevant [OR 17 & 18. SoCG pg.10]. 

36. The Council has prepared the CW&CLP P2.  This includes allocations, settlement 
boundaries and detailed policies.  The P2 plan will eventually replace those parts 

of the VRBLP which are still saved.  It was submitted for examination on 12 
March 2018 and examined in September.  Main Modifications have still to be 

published and the plan’s adoption is not anticipated before the summer of 2019. 
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37. Relevant policies include Draft Policy W1(Winsford settlement area), against 
which there are unresolved objections concerning the land allocations and the 

location of the settlement boundary.  Draft Policy DM20 (Mix and Type of New 
Housing Development) also has outstanding objections. 

38. Draft Policy GBC2 (Protection of Landscape) is intended to replace VRBLP Policy 

GS5.  Draft Policy DM19 (Proposals for residential development) includes 
assessment criteria for housing development in the countryside. 

39.  Supplementary planning guidance on affordable housing, developer contributions 
and landscape character are still in place [OR 21]. 

40. The Framework remains as the main expression of the Government’s policies on 

achieving sustainable development.  The document was revised in July 2018 and 
updated in February 2019.  The revisions have resulted in a change of emphasis 

in some parts of the document.  The supporting NPPG is continuously reviewed 
and updated.  I will deal with the relevant changes later in this report. 

 

OTHER AGREED FACTS 

41. The main parties agree that the Appeal site is in a sustainable and accessible 

location.  The centre of Winsford, where there are a wide range of shops and 
services is located approximately 1.5km. to the north east of the site.  

42. The site has good accessibility for pedestrians and cyclists.  There is an 
uncontrolled crossing point on Darnhall School Lane to the north east of the site 
that includes dropped crossings and tactile paving.  This crossing links the 

pedestrian routes out of the site into the wider pedestrian network on both sides 
of Darnhall School Lane and beyond.  In terms of cycle provision, regional cycle 

route 75 is carriageway based within the locality, with cyclists using lightly 
trafficked routes to the north and south of the appeal site.  

43. The site is well connected by local public transport.  The closest bus stops to the 

site are situated on Glebe Green Drive and are about 380 metres from the site’s 
Darnhall School Lane frontage and around 540 metres from the middle of the 

site.  There is a half hourly bus service in both directions to Crewe and 
Northwich, the latter via Winsford Town Centre. 

44. Winsford railway station is within a 5km. cycle ride of the appeal site.  The 

station is situated on the Birmingham to Liverpool line and provides services that 
stop at key destinations including Crewe, Stafford and Wolverhampton.  The 

station offers potential opportunities for future residents to undertake 
employment related trips via rail. 

45. In March 2017 the Council revised its open space standards.  It is agreed that the 

required provision can be accommodated on the site.  Indicative proposals are 
shown in Appendix 3 to the PSoCG.  These substantially exceed the 

requirements. 

46. The parties agree that the mitigation proposals to compensate for the loss of GCN 
Habitat meet the three derogation tests.  

47. The Appellant and the Council agree that the appeal proposals will deliver the 
following benefits: 
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Economic Benefits 

a) The creation of up to 370 temporary jobs in the construction sector, or up 

to 75 full time equivalent jobs over a 5-year period; 

b) The creation of up to 184 additional households that would generate 
additional household spending in the local economy; 

c) The support of around 22 additional permanent jobs in the local economy 
due to additional local expenditure; 

Social Benefits 

d) The proposals will deliver a choice and mix of up to 184 high quality 
dwellings, which comprises 2, 3, 4 and 5-bedroom dwellings in the form of 

mews, semidetached and detached properties; 

e) The development would be implemented in a timely manner through a 

reduced time-limit condition for the submission of reserved matters that 
would also require the development to be started within 2 years from the date 
of the outline planning permission or 1 year from the date of the approval of 

the Phase 1 reserved matters, whichever is the later; 

f) Up to 74 affordable housing units (40%) in the tenure mix that the Council 

has requested (50% intermediate housing and 50% social rented).  That 
provision is 10% higher than the percentage that the Council seeks, and it is 

agreed that significant weight should be given to this in the re-determination 
of the appeal; 

g) On site open space provision (including formal and informal public open 

spaces).  The Indicative On-site Open Space Plan demonstrates that 12,281 
square metres (sqm.) of on-site open space could be provided.  This 

significantly exceeds the Council’s adopted open space standards.  These 
require only 5,080.40sqm. of on-site open space.  The open space provision 
would take the form of high-quality linked open spaces that are easily 

accessible to both the proposed residents and the local community; 

h) A financial contribution based on the Sports England Playing Pitch New 

Development Calculator would be provided towards the provision of off-site 
outdoor sports facilities and playing pitches, as well as a maintenance 
contribution; 

i) A Parks and Recreation contribution of £828 per dwelling which could result 
in a maximum contribution of £152,352;  

j) A ‘Play Youth’ contribution of £117.30 per dwelling which could result in a 
maximum contribution of £21,583.20 for a Non-equipped Area of Play for 
children of an older age; 

Environmental Benefits 

k) The site is situated in a sustainable and accessible location and the scheme 

is accessible in respect of bus, walking and cycling provision; 

l) Accessible new spaces will be created which will be accessible to the local 
community; 
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m) New footpath and cycle links and enhanced connections to the wider public 
footpath network to include pedestrian and cycle movements;  

and 

n) The appeal proposals would conserve the natural environment and 
sufficient appropriate mitigation would be provided to ensure that there would 

be no detrimental impact on protected species.  Furthermore, the creation and 
long-term management of four new ponds and associated terrestrial habitat 

off-site, to offset the loss of two small ponds of low biodiversity value on site, 
would result in enhanced habitat available to the local amphibian population. 

 

MATTERS OF DISAGREEMENT 

48. The matters of disagreement between the Council and the Appellant are: 

a) The weight to be attributed to Policies GS9 of the VRBLP and STRAT9 of 
CW&CLP P1; 

 b) Whether the appeal proposals accord with the DP, when read as a whole; 

 c) The Council’s deliverable 5-year housing land supply (HLS) position; 

  d) Whether the appeal proposals constitute sustainable development; 

e) The weight to be attributed to the proposals for self-build housing, 
involvement of a small and medium sized employer (SME) local builder and 

the benefits to the local employment strategy and the local procurement 
strategy; 

and 

f) The mechanisms to secure the proposals for self-build housing, an SME 
local builder, the local employment strategy and the local procurement 

strategy. 

 

THE CASE FOR DARNHALL ESTATE2 

Introduction 

49. The Appellant’s case is not predicated on identifying a shortfall in the 5-years 

HLS.  It relies on the fact that it is a proposal for housing on the edge of one of 
the four main towns in the Borough, where there is a minimum housing 
requirement of 3,500 and a pressing need for more affordable housing.  This 

proposal is an innovative way to deliver both in a positive way that will assist in 
diversifying the housing offer at Winsford.  All of this is within the context of the 

Government seeking to boost significantly the supply of housing. 

50. Numerous appeal decisions show that there is no need to demonstrate a shortfall 
in HLS to secure a planning permission.  These are set out in CDs/17.  However, 

2 References to the Framework refer to the revised Framework July 2018 as the cases for Darnhall 

Estate and Cheshire West and Chester Council predates the updated Framework February 2019. 
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the Appellant believes that there is a shortfall in the 5 years supply.  It considers 
the Council’s supply figure to be inappropriately inflated for a variety of different 

reasons.  A shortfall is of course both an additional material consideration which 
weighs heavily in favour of the proposal.  And it is a route to triggering the tilted 
balance. 

Five-year housing land supply 

51. The parties disagree as to whether the Council can demonstrate a five-year HLS. 

The reasons relate to both the housing requirement for the 5-year period and the 
supply. 

52. Ben Pycroft (BP)’s proof of evidence (PoE) at paragraphs 4.10 to 4.15 explains 

that the Council is not able to demonstrate a five-year supply in accordance with 
paragraph 74 of Framework 2018.  The Council’s figure should be “produced 

through engagement with developers and others who have an impact on delivery 
and been considered by the Secretary of State.” The Council has not engaged in 
any such engagement with developers or others.  

53. The Council has also failed to follow the guidance in the NPPG.  This explains the 
need for LPAs to engage with stakeholders when preparing their five-year supply 

position statements at paragraphs 3-030, 3-047, 3-050 and 3-051.  This has not 
happened at CW&C. 

Past surplus 

54. The Council’s position is that there has been a surplus in delivery of some 2,192 
dwellings since 2010.  That figure is arrived at by comparing the requirement for 

the first 8 years of the plan period (2010-2018), which is a figure of 8,800 (8 x 
1,100) with the supply over the same period, which the Council say is 10,992. 

Hence the Council say there is an oversupply of 2,192.  This then leads the 
Council to claim that the annual requirement for calculating the 5-years supply is 
only 917 dwellings per annum.  This removed 915 dwellings from the 

requirement over the 5-year period. 

55. The Appellant asserts that one takes the annual figure of 1,100 dwellings per 

annum (agreed with the Council)3 multiplied by 5 to arrive at the base 
requirement (before adding the agreed 5% buffer).  Past surpluses should not be 
used to discount the future requirement.  The Council’s approach (the residual 

method) forms no part of present national policy or guidance.  Indeed, it would 
seem a very odd approach to take in the light of the Framework’s priority to 

boost significantly the supply of new homes4, and especially when the Council’s 
housing requirement is set at a minimum.  If any ‘carry forward’ of historic over-
supply was intended, the Government would have said so and used similar 

wording to that set out in paragraph 3-044 of the NPPG, which confirms that 
when there is a shortfall, it should be added to the five-year requirement. 

56. The Council’s suggestion that this approach gives rise to a “free-for-all”5 is 
unconvincing.  Each proposal that comes forward is judged on its merits.  Whilst 

3 BP PoE paragraph 6.1 and BF PoE paragraph 6.4. 
4 Framework 2018, paragraph 59. 
5 Council’s closing submission, paragraph 51. 
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the residual approach may have been appropriate Government Policy before 
2,000, in the context of the current housing crisis and the acceptance that as a 

nation we are not building enough homes6, it is no longer appropriate. 

57. The Council’s approach contrasts with its approach in is Annual Monitoring Report 
(AMR).  The current AMR says that the annual net requirement remains at 1,100. 

Monitoring indicator STRAT 2(A) also measures annual net completions against a 
target of 1,100 net dwellings and indicator STRAT 2(B) measures net completions 

against a target of 5,500 dwellings over a five-year period.  Neither measure 
makes provision for a requirement reduction based on over-supply [CD13.4, 
pages 37-39]. 

58. Beth Fletcher (BF) in cross examination (Xx) on Day 2 accepted that a delivery of 
24,000, an amount over the minimum 22,000 set out in STRAT 2, would not be 

unsustainable.  Added to which, the affordable housing needs have not been 
addressed over the past eight years. 

59. The Council has referred to the Cotswold Local Plan Inspector’s Report [CD18/10] 

.  However, as BF explained in re-examination, 80% of the Cotswold District is 
restricted by being within an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB).  

Providing a surplus there would be potentially problematic. CW&C has Green Belt. 
However, it amounts to nothing like such a high proportion of the Borough as to 

constrain the opportunity for exceeding the plan target, which is actually what 
the CW&CLP allows. 

Communal Establishment and student accommodation completions 

60. Since the Council engaged in this exercise of seeking to reduce their annual 
requirement to 917 dpa, the Appellant is bound to point out that what the Council 

has included in their surplus figure of 2,192 dwellings are 630 student units and 
230 units in extra care residential institutions (C2).  To be clear this is related to 
the Appellant’s criticism of the Council’s inclusion of such forms of development 

in their future 5-year supply calculation.  But it is equally relevant to a claimed 
surplus, because the surplus itself is comprised of units derived from these forms 

of supply.  The difference here being that the student accommodation and C2 
uses form part of the completions, not the commitments. 

61. This issue only arises if the Council’s residual method is adopted and the surplus 

against the annual requirement in past years is deducted from the annual 
requirement.  The need to consider the C2 issue here and the student 

accommodation point below (in terms of the housing requirement) is 
unnecessary on the Appellant’s approach.  But if the Council’s approach is 
adopted, then completions were in fact 10,132 (860 lower) and the surplus 

should be reduced to 1,332.  The difference between the parties relates to C2 
(230) completions and student accommodation (630) completions. 

62. 230 completions in respect of C2 communal care for the period 2010 to 2018 
were wrongly included in the Council’s completion figures.  Paragraph 3.4 of the 
Housing Land Monitor (HLM) [CD13/5] states: 

“The proposed revisions to the Framework suggest the inclusion of communal 
accommodation in the calculation of the housing delivery test.  This type of 

6 Housing White Paper, Foreword by the SoS (Feb 2017) 
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accommodation will be monitored through the Housing Land Monitor (HLM) 
process but will continue to be excluded from the housing completions and 

forecasting figures in accordance with the Local Plan (Part One).” 

63. This was accepted by the Council’s witness BF on Day 2 of the inquiry, albeit her 
view was that it had not been included in the first place.  The Appellant does not 

think that is right.  BP shows the sources of these in table 8.3 of his Proof of 
Evidence (PoE) on page 22.  The difference between BF and BP is that some 

permissions have been included which the Council thought were C3 (dwellings) 
but in fact are C2.  As such the Council’s completions figure drops by 30 units to 
10,762. 

64. The Appellant’s position is that 630 completions in respect of student 
accommodation should also be removed from the Council’s surplus figure.  These 

are shown on BP’s Table 8.2 in his main PoE. 

65. Much of what BP says about student accommodation being inappropriately 
included, in the Council’s 5 Year Supply calculation, applies equally to the 

inappropriateness of including student accommodation in the Council’s 
completion data: BP’s PoE section 13 (pages 39 - 47). 

66. The NPPG says that this is important to the requirement.  Paragraph 3-042 of the 
Housing Land Availability Assessments NPPG (updated) in relation to ‘How should 

local planning authorities deal with student housing’ confirms that: 

 “all student accommodation, whether it consists of communal halls of 
residence or self-contained dwellings, and whether or not it is on campus, can 

be included towards the housing requirement, based on the amount of 
accommodation it releases in the housing market. Notwithstanding, local 

authorities should take steps to avoid double counting.” 

67. The Council has not undertaken any such assessment to calculate the amount of 
accommodation that would be released into the housing market following 

completion of new student accommodation, as required by the NPPG.  As such 
the Council has provided no evidence to the inquiry to demonstrate that any 

would be.  The student accommodation completion figures should not form part 
of the completion data for the housing requirement in CW&C until such time as 
the Council can show development is releasing dwellings back into the housing 

market. 

68. The issue of student accommodation was covered in the Tattenhall recovered 

appeal decisions7.  The Inspector’s conclusions in relation to student 
accommodation are detailed in paragraphs 300-304 of the report to the SofS 
(pages 73 and 74) [CD 17/3].  In those decisions the Inspector found that as the 

Council had provided no evidence that the student units would release housing, 
currently occupied by students, into the market, the student units should be 

removed from the supply. 

69. For the reasons BP explains in his detailed analysis of this issue (PoE chapter 13), 
students seem to be occupying an ever-increasing amount of homes in Chester, 

especially in the Garden Quarter where the Council have resorted to banning the 

7 APP/A0665/A/12/2185667, APP/A0665/A/12/2188464 and APP/A0665/A/12/2180958 [CDs 17/3, 17/4 

and 17/5]. 
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conversion of houses to HMO through issuing Development Management Orders. 
BP’s evidence shows the number of Class N properties in the Council Tax base 

data has been consistently rising (PoE Table 13.2, page 44).  The evidence shows 
that a lack of student accommodation in Chester, which the University itself has 
noted8, is being met by more homes being converted into student Houses in 

Multiple Occupation, not less.  The University has in fact noted students securing 
lodgings as far away as Liverpool, Manchester and Wrexham: (BP PoE, para 

13.22).  The number of full-time students at the university has increased 
significantly in recent years (see Table on page 3 of BP’s Rebuttal PoE).  As 
Inspector Dakeyne observed, many students will come into Chester from 

elsewhere or will be merely freeing up a bedroom in a family home.  BP 
addresses all of these issues in detail.  Full time student numbers at the 

University are increasing.  Consequently, the Council will find it very difficult to 
find evidence that the new accommodation is releasing housing back into the 
housing market. 

70. Students are part of the wider population.  Nevertheless, their housing needs are 
not to be treated as part of the housing requirement unless they are expressly 

dealt with at the time of the Local Plan.  The extent to which they are included in 
the resident population can vary between different towns and cities.  When 

assessing overall housing needs it is necessary to look at the extent to which 
they form part of the census population and also if their numbers are likely to 
change.  CW&C did look at this issue but its consultants (Nevin Leather 

Associates) advised that student numbers would remain static (see BP PoE, para 
13.10, page 41).  That being so, the fact that full time student numbers have 

increased means that one cannot simply take purpose-built student 
accommodation off the completion figures when it is plainly addressing an 
unforeseen increase in student numbers. 

71. The 630 student accommodation completions are recorded in the Council’s 
completion data to arrive at their surplus.  The Appellant removes the related 

630 completions to arrive at its total completions figure of 10,132. 

Supply 

72. The parties disagree as to whether the Council can demonstrate a supply of 

housing to meet the five-year requirement.  The main point of contention is 
whether the Council has the requisite clear evidence that the sites it includes are 

deliverable within the five-year period, and what exactly is required by clear 
evidence.  

73. In relation to supply, Framework 2018 at paragraph 67 states: 

“Strategic policy-making authorities should have a clear understanding of 
the land available in their area through the preparation of strategic housing 

land availability assessment. From this, planning policies should identify a 
sufficient supply and mix of sites, taking into account their availability, 
suitability and likely economic viability. Planning policies should identify a 

supply of: 

    i) Specific, deliverable sites for years one to five of the plan period and 

8 Nevin Leather Associates report 2012 [BP Ap.2C]. 
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  ii) Specific, deliverable sites or broad locations for growth, for years 6-10 

    and      

    iii) Where possible, for years 11-15 of the plan”. 

74. Paragraph 73 of Framework 2018 also states that local planning authorities 
should identify and update annually a supply of specific “deliverable” sites. 

Paragraphs 67 and 73 of Framework 2018 state that sites should be ‘deliverable’. 
‘Deliverable’ is now defined within the glossary as: 

“To be considered deliverable, sites for housing should be available now, 
offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a 
realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on the site within five years. 

Sites that are not major development, and sites with detailed planning 
permission, should be considered deliverable until permission expires, 

unless there is clear evidence that homes will not be delivered within five 
years (e.g. they are no longer viable, there is no longer a demand for the 
type of units or sites have long term phasing plans).  Sites with outline 

planning permission, permission in principle, allocated in the development 
plan or identified on a brownfield register should only be considered 

deliverable where there is clear evidence that housing completions will begin 
on site within five years.” 

75. The above definition in the glossary can be split into two parts. 

a) those sites that require the appellant/developer/promoter to adduce clear 
evidence to remove them from being considered deliverable. These sites, of 

under 10 units or those benefitting from a detailed permission, benefit from 
what might be called a presumption of deliverability. 

b) Secondly, for sites with outline permission, permission in principle, allocated 
in the development plan or identified on the brownfield register, the Council 
must provide clear evidence that housing completions will begin on site 

within five years.  This list does not benefit from a deliverable presumption 
and such sites should not be included in the five-year supply until the Council 

provides the necessary clear evidence. 

76. The definition was changed to remove, from active consideration, sites which do 
not have detailed planning permission.  Other sites from the closed list can be 

included, but there is a need for clear evidence on delivery from such sites.  The 
new definition is much more realistic than the previous one because there is 

often little prospect or certainty of an outline planning permission delivering 
completions within five years.  That is because the conditions imposed on outline 
permissions often allow five years or more even for just a material 

commencement (i.e. no actual completions or delivery).  Reserved matters can 
often take a long time to agree, often out-with the five-year period.  Added to 

this, reserved matters applications can be refused and the yield from sites can 
often be changed. 

77. Regarding allocations, where there is no outline permission, the prospect of 

delivery within five years is even less likely.  One does not know when the 
application will be submitted, how long the negotiation of the planning permission 

will take and what the conditions will say about the amount of time, which will be 
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allowed for the submission of reserved matters, other conditions etc.  Sites which 
are not even allocated and have no permission should not be in the supply at all.  

78. The NPPG was updated on 13th September 2018. Paragraph 3-036” what 
constitutes a deliverable site in the context of housing policy?” provides examples 
of what form clear evidence may take and whilst not a closed list, it is indicative 

of the level and strength of evidence required by the Council.  

79. The Appellant’s case in relation to “clear evidence” is that the Council cannot 

demonstrate this for the vast majority of the sites with outline planning 
permission.  Most fall far short of the required evidential hurdle and in 
consequence they should be removed from the supply.  The “Council has not 

come close to discharging the burden to provide the clear evidence that is 
needed for it to be able to rely upon such sites” which was the approach taken by 

the Inspector in the Woolpit decision at para 68, [CD 17/12]. 

80. The disputed elements within the Council’s supply cover six categories.  Three 
relate specifically to individual sites.  The quantum and sites in dispute are all set 

out in the HSoCG.  In total there are 1,854 dwellings in dispute in terms of the 5-
year supply. 

81. The Appellant’s position in relation to the three categories of site is that none 
should be included within the Council’s housing land supply.  That is because 

none of them can be considered to be deliverable within the relevant 5-year 
period under the new Framework definition. 

82.  Sites under categories II (non-allocated sites without permission) and III (small 

windfall allowances) are not sites where the Council can demonstrate clear 
evidence that completions can be delivered on-site within five years. 

83. For the avoidance of any doubt, the concept of a small site windfall allowance is 
not covered by the second sentence of the definition of deliverable.  Sites that 
are not major development (i.e. sites of 9 units or less) can be included in the 

supply, but only if they have planning permission.  Windfalls do not fall within 
that category. 

84. A roundtable session was held on day 1 of the inquiry in respect of HLS.  At no 
point in respect of any disputed site in categories I and III did the Council 
provide any documentary evidence, of the type suggested by the NPPG or at all, 

to support the deliverability of each site in these three categories.  The Council 
offered oral evidence on some matters, but they produced not a single letter, 

email or SoCG to support it. 

85. The Council offers no SoCG signed by a developer or anything similar.  The 
Council does not have the necessary evidence suggested in the NPPG to support 

delivery on sites without detailed permission.  At the same time, it relies upon 
evidence obtained after the base date, so its own case is not predicated on that 

being a hindrance.  In reality the Council will not be able to obtain the necessary 
evidence until the next Annual Monitoring Report (AMR) and Housing Land 
Monitor (HLM).  The new policy and guidance in the Framework and NPPG 

respectively require certainty in evidence.  The Council simply does not have that 
evidence at the moment.  
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Allocated sites or sites with outline permission – (300 dwellings). 

86. The Appellant now disputes 300 dwellings across six sites.  The starting point for 

these disputed sites (outlined in chapter 14 of BP’s PoE) is that they are not to be 
considered deliverable unless the Council adduces clear evidence.  They are one 
of the four categories detailed in the closed list in Annex 2 of Framework 2018. 

87. The Appellant’s submissions in respect of all six sites is that the Council has not 
adduced sufficient evidence in relation to any of the sites to provide the clear 

evidence required.  Their approach was strikingly similar to that of Welwyn 
Hatfield Borough Council at the recent Woolmer Green inquiry9, with only verbal 
updates forthcoming, entirely unsupported by any documentary evidence.  The 

inspector at that inquiry found the Council’s evidence fell “well short”8 of what 
was required.  One has to ask why these verbal updates which BF provided were 

only verbal.  One must assume if the relevant developer had been contacted, 
then they were simply not willing to commit what they were saying to writing. 

88. Ledsham Garden Village (28 units) – no documentary evidence was forthcoming 

from the Council and reliance was placed by BF on ‘intelligence’ received from a 
housebuilder, however this “intelligence” was not put before the inquiry in part or 

at all in any form which could be read, examined, scrutinised or tested in any 
way whatsoever.  To a lawyer such evidence is usually dismissed as pure 

hearsay.  These 28 units are in phase 6 of the development, the outline 
permission for which included a condition (condition 2) that states that all 
reserved matters do not need to be made until 24th July 2025, extendable by a 

further 8 years.  

89. Rossfield Road Phase 5 (70 units) – There was no evidence before the inquiry 

regarding when reserved matters would be submitted, what they will include or 
when commencement would take place.  Outline permission was granted just 
three days before the base date and as such completions should be expected 

post the 5-year period. 

90. Lyndale Farm (24 units) – There has been no application for reserved matters 

and the submission of the construction management plan is a fairly simple act 
from the developer and is not clear evidence of the strength suggested in the 
NPPG.  

91. Former Delamere Forest School (16 units) – Despite an application for reserved 
matters having been made, this was after the base date and is pending 

determination.  

92. Land at Oakmere Road (24 units) – There has been no application for reserved 
matters and no clear evidence submitted by the Council to show that this site is 

deliverable. 

93. Land at Wrexham Road (138 dwellings) – The site does not have planning 

permission but is allocated in the LP.  The first application was made in June 
2017 and a further full application and an outline application were made in 
December 2017.  None have yet been determined.  The phasing plan considers a 

construction period of over 14 years.  The Council’s verbal evidence was simply 

9 APP/C1950/W/17/3190821 and as set out in the PoE of BP at 4.35-4.38, and [CD 17/12]. 
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that a case officer had been assigned and it would be taken to the committee 
“next year” but that it had been pushed back to “deal with and sort issues”10. 

Again, this is wholly insufficient. 

Non-allocated sites without planning permission – 282 units 

94. As explained in BP’s PoE (pg19), the base date is a cut-off date.  Whilst the 

previous NPPG indicated that sites without planning permission should 
automatically be considered deliverable, this is no longer the case.  These sites 

are not contained within the closed list within the definition of ‘deliverable’ and as 
such have a lower planning status than the previous category. 

95. The Council has provided nothing by way of ‘clear evidence’ for these sites, which 

are for reasons explained above problematic as a category anyway.  Without 
planning permission, it is difficult to know when they will be delivered as one 

cannot even have sight of the conditions which will determine the timescale by 
which the permission is to lawfully come forward.  None of these sites can be 
included in the supply. 

96. The largest site within this category and touched upon during the round table 
session is Winnington Business Park (88 Units).  It took the Council a year to 

determine the outline application, approval of which occurred after the base 
date11. 

97. An application for reserved matters is required to be made before a period of 
three years after the decision date has elapsed.  This could be as late as 20th 
July 2021.  That is just for the submission of the reserved matters.  Lawfully, 

material commencement need not take place until after 2023.  There is no 
evidence as to when completions will begin. 

Small Windfall Allowances – 230 units 

98. Paragraph 70 of the Framework 2018 provides: 

“Where an allowance is to be made for windfall sites as part of anticipated supply, 

there should be compelling evidence that they will provide a reliable source of 
supply.  Any allowance should be realistic having regard to the strategic housing 

land availability assessment, historic windfall delivery rates and expected future 
trends”. 

99. Section 17 of BP’s PoE deals in detail with the issue of windfall allowance.  The 

Council’s approach to this issue is simply to rely on past trends to support its 
windfall allowance.  Past trends reveal that 122 dwellings could be expected to be 

delivered each year on small windfall sites (i.e. 610 dwellings over the five-year 
period).  However, 620 dwellings on small sites with planning permission are 
already included in the supply.  Therefore, by including a further 230 dwellings 

(i.e. 115 dwellings per year in years 4 and 5), this would mean delivery well in 
excess of past trends.  

100. The Council includes all small sites without applying a lapse rate at all.  That is 
not remotely credible because small sites lapse all the time.  Additionally, some 

10 BF on day 1 of the inquiry. 
11 Decision Notice issued on 20th July 2018 
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small site permissions, such as a house or a bungalow proposed in the applicants 
own back garden (often known as retirement houses) can be repeatedly renewed 

because the applicant is not yet ready to move out of the main house.  Such sites 
may be saved by modest implementation (i.e. they are not part of a non-
implementation allowance).  They are instead part of a non-delivery allowance. It 

is wholly unrealistic to assume that all of the 610 dwellings on the small sites will 
come forward in the 5-year period and then to add on top of that an extra 230 

units from additional small sites.  The past trend data does not support what the 
Council are doing and yet that is what the Framework requires. 

101. The Inspector’s decision in the appeal at Longden Road, Shrewsbury12, in 

circumstances such as this was that the windfall allowance should be removed, 
and the same approach is encouraged to be followed here. 

Demolitions and losses – 167 units  

102. The Local Plan Part 1 is explicit in recognizing that the 1,100 dwellings to be 
achieved each year must be a net figure13 and that therefore a gross delivery 

figure, which is higher, needs to be achieved. The Local Plan at para 5.21 actually 
refers to a gross figure of 1,150.  The 1,100 needs to be achieved after having 

made an allowance for demolitions and losses. 

103. BP has not simply stuck to the 1,150-gross figure in the plan.  He has looked 

at the actual level of demolitions and losses which have taken place.  This is 
lower than the evidence of 50 dpa which the Local Plan Inspector had before him. 
BP has therefore accepted that the trend in demolitions and losses has reduced 

since then.  The 50 dpa figure was trend based at the time of the Local Plan. And 
the figure of 39 dpa now relied upon is similarly so. 

104. The HLM report14 details the demolitions and losses on an annual basis.  This 
sums to 315 for the previous 8-year period, an average of 39 per annum.  The 
figure included for the 5-year period by BP is 195 (39 p/a x 5 years), carrying 

forward the actual average of 39 dpa demolitions from the previous 8 years into 
the future 5-year period.  BP’s figure of 39 is therefore entirely trend based.  

105. The table at Appendix 4 of the HLM does not record demolitions or losses as 
high as this.  It simply identifies 28 demolitions which are expected to take place 
within the next 5-year period, and which are included within the Council’s supply 

figure.  As such, whilst BP’s evidence of past trends suggests demolitions of 39 
units p/a, giving rise to a total of 195 to be included over the five-year period, he 

gives credit for the 28 included in the Council’s figures: 195 minus 28 = 167. 
Consequently 167 units should be deducted from the Council’s five-year supply 
figure. 

106. This same argument was advanced by BP at the Tattenhall appeals and was 
endorsed by the Inspector.  There was nothing within the subsequent SoS report 

that suggested any departure from that Inspector’s conclusions on the matter of 
demolitions.  

 

12 APP/L3245/W/15/3011886 at paragraph 40 (BP PoE paragraph 17.16). 
13 Local Plan Part 1, paragraph 5.21, last sentence of the paragraph. 
14 HLM report appendix 2, at page 24 and table 4.2 on page 10. 
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Student accommodation – 430 units 

107. As recorded above, BP’s PoE at chapter 13 deals with this issue in detail 

(pages 39 to 47).  Student accommodation can only be included within the 
Council’s supply if they are able to demonstrate the amount of housing released 
into the market.  They are not able to do that, not least because the Council have 

not undertaken any exercise to show this.  They have no evidence that a single 
dwelling will be released into the market, as a result of the student 

accommodation to be built. 

108. In reality this may be difficult to achieve anyway.  The number of full-time 
students increased by 2,265 between 2010/11 and 2016/17 (26.8%), (see the 

table on page 3 of BP Rebuttal PoE).  In the most recent year for which there is 
data (2016/2017) there was an increase of 610 units.  For full-time student 

numbers to have grown by over a quarter in that period is a very large increase. 

109. There has been a corresponding decrease in the number of part time students. 
However, such students’ accommodation needs are very often different.  They 

often live at home and combine their academic studies with a job or other 
commitments, such as caring.  Full time students in contrast are much more 

likely to need accommodation.  The University of Chester itself is aware of this as 
set out in the Nevin Leather Associates report of January 2012.  This states that  

“part-time students tend to remain in their existing homes, and many travel 
from outside of the City to study.  The great majority of part-time students 
are unlikely to change their living arrangements in order to study” (BP 

Rebuttal PoE, page 3, para 2.9). 

110. The University of Chester is not the only further educational institution in 

Chester.  Many solicitors train for their Legal Practice Course in Chester.  The 
College of Law is now known as the University of Law in Chester.  There are other 
FE institutions in the Borough as well.  All of this adds to the increasing presence 

of students in the Garden Quarter (Chester) of which the Council is only too 
aware because some existing permanent residents are unhappy about this, hence 

the Council has been forced to restrict the conversion of houses to HMOs. 

111. The Council tried to downplay the growth in full-time students by seeking to 
show that the University is located in a variety of different locations.  However, 

the University’s own documents show that around 60% of its students are based 
in Chester15.  

112. Much emphasis was placed at the Inquiry on the new campus at Shrewsbury, 
which being in Shropshire is outside of the Borough.  This is however a new and 
very small part of the University.  The in-take last years was around 170 

students, which was said to be its biggest intake (BP Examination in Chief (XiC)). 
On that basis the earlier years must be smaller.  It is but a small satellite 

campus.  This position was endorsed by Inspector Dakeyne in the previous 
decision for this appeal and in the Tattenhall appeals decisions.  The evidence 
presented to them was that student numbers would increase at the University 

such that the new accommodation, that is being built, would simply absorb the 

15 Background of Assessing demand for purpose-built student accommodation in Chester, University of 

Chester, August 2014: BP PoE, Ap EP 2D (pg2 first para) 
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additional numbers of students or those who at the moment are unable to find 
accommodation in Chester.  For those reasons, the Appellant removes all 430 

units in relation to student accommodation from the Council’s supply. 

Build rates and lead times – 505 units 

113. The Appellant’s challenge to the Council’s suggested build rates and lead-in 

times results in a deduction of 505 dwellings from the Council’s supply (S16 of 
the PoE of BP (pg.64 onwards)).  To be clear all the Appellant has done is rely on 

the rates the Council itself has suggested in the HLM, or on empirical evidence. 

114. In relation to the Ledsham Garden Village site, BP has applied a build rate 
based on the empirical evidence as to what was the actual build out rate 

achieved on an earlier phase on the site i.e. 66dpa.  This is important because 
Ellesmere Port is not a strong housing market and local factors are relevant to 

what sales rates can be achieved there.  The Council officers seek to distance 
themselves from the tangible, empirical evidence and instead base their 
projection on supposed intelligence from the housebuilder.  There is no proof that 

the 140dpa. in years 3 and 4, are achievable on the site.  BP applied the same 
consistent approach for the site at Grange Farm.  Again, the Council provided no 

evidence to the Inquiry in any written or tangible form. 

115. In relation to the former British Gas and Part of the former Gulf Oil sites, the 

Council has provided no evidence as to how their delivery rate has been 
calculated, save that they have departed from the standard method and 
assumptions for calculating this, as contained within their Housing and Economic 

Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) 2017 [CD13/6].  BP has applied the 
standard method and HELAA assumptions in his calculation. 

116. In all cases, in relation to the build-out rates, the Council has failed to provide 
any documentary evidence to support their case or justify why it departs from its 
own standard method and assumptions.  The ‘email’ highlighted by BF in relation 

to the Station Quarter, which suffers from ground conditions problems and 
fractious land ownership, was not provided to the inquiry. 

Conclusion on Five Year Supply 

117. The Council’s approach suggests a five-year requirement figure of 4,815 
dwellings, which is an annualized figure of 963 dpa.  The Council’s final supply 

figure is 7,277.  This gives rise to a supply of 7.56 years 16. 

118. The Appellant’s approach is different. The Council’s requirement for the 5-year 

period from the base date of 1st April 2018 is 5,500 (5 x 1,100 annual 
requirement).  A 5% buffer is then applied (275 units), which means that a 
supply of 5,775 dwellings must be demonstrated. That gives rise to an 

annualized figure of 1,155 dwellings17. 

119. The Appellant’s supply figure is 5,42318 following removal of 1,854 units from 

the Council’s supply.  On that basis, the Council are unable to demonstrate a 

16 SCG on 5YS, dated 23 November 2018, third table under para. 3.15 on page 7, lines F- I. 
17 SCG on 5YS, dated 23 November 2018, first table under para 3.15 on page 7. 
18 SCG on 5YS, dated 23 November 2018, second table under para 3.15 on page 7, line G. 
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deliverable 5-year supply of housing land, having just a 4.69 years supply19.  The 
inspector at Nether Peover, highlighted the fact that because the 5-years supply 

is a minimum requirement, then even a shortfall of 150 homes in Cheshire West 
should be seen as significant (BP PoE, Ap EP 1D, para 35).  That approach seems 
particularly apposite when one is talking about a minimum on a minimum (i.e. a 

minimum 5-years supply requirement, based on a minimum LP requirement of 
“at least 22,000”).  In the conjoined Tattenhall inquiry, the Inspector found a 

very modest shortfall.  

120. As such, footnote 7 of the Framework 2018 is brought into play and the tilted 
balance in paragraph 11d is triggered in favour of the application.  This is a 

second route to the tilted balance in addition to the fact that Policy GS5 is out of 
date. 

The Statutory Development Plan 

121. The starting point for the determination of this appeal is the DP.  That is now, 

a) CW&CLP P1, adopted on 29th January 2015; 

b) The WNP, made on 19th November 2014;  

and 

c) The saved policies of the VRBLP First Review Alteration, adopted in June 2006, 
(specifically Policy GS5). 

122. The primacy of the DP in decision making is reiterated at paragraphs 12 and 
47 of the Framework.  With regards to the specific weight to be attached to 
existing DP policies, paragraphs 212 and 213 state that due weight is to be given 

to relevant policies according to their degree of consistency with the Framework 
from the day of its publication. 

123. The Framework (2018) states that existing policies should not be considered 
out-of-date simply because they were adopted or made prior to the publication of 
the Framework (para 213).   The closer a policy in a plan is to the policies in the 

Framework, the greater the weight that may be given.  However, Lord Carnworth 
in his Supreme Court judgement reminds us that both a policy from a plan which 

is beyond its end date and a policy based on out of date housing requirements 
are out-of-date [CD 16/8]. 

124. As such, it follows and is accepted that should any of these policies be found to 

be ‘out of date’, then the titled balance within paragraph 11d) of the Framework 
2018 would be applicable. 

Conflict with the DP  

125. It is important to note that it is a plan-led system not a plan-dictated system. 
A DP provides the opportunity to set spatial strategies, set minimum housing 

targets, remove land from the Green Belt and to allocate sites (which is 
especially important for large sites where developers need certainty).  However, 

19 It is right to record that these figures do vary from the proofs of evidence as both parties have 

sought to adjust their figures following discussion on the HSoCG.  It is the figures in the HSoCG of 23 

November 2018 which are to be relied upon. 
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plans are not the last word on everything that should come forward.  That would 
be a misunderstanding of what is meant by a plan led system. The second 

sentence of paragraph 12 of the Framework (2018) needs to be read in that 
context.  Critically, the last sentence of that paragraph reverts back to the 
statutory test. 

126. A plan-led system is also not a system where only allocated sites are required 
or receive permission.  The Planning Inspectorate granted planning permission 

for 30,000 dwellings in 2017.  Many will have been on unallocated sites.  
Without these important sites coming forward, the housing crisis would be even 
worse than it is already.  Planning applications and appeals on non-allocated 

sites are vitally important to the system.  

127. CW&CLP P1 Policies STRAT 9 and H1 and VRBLP Policy GS5 were considered 

by Inspector Dakeyne to be the dominant policies, as per paragraph 11d) of the 
Framework 2018, for the purposes of determining this appeal.  This is agreed by 
both parties having been accepted by Jill Stephens (JillS) on day 3 of the 

inquiry.  

Cheshire West and Chester Local Plan (Part One) 

128. The proposal is largely consistent with the CW&CLP P120.  This includes the 
fact that the proposal is consistent with Policy STRAT 6 which is the policy for 

Winsford.  The conflict with the LP is predominantly focused on Policy STRAT 921. 
This restricts development to that which requires a countryside location and 
cannot be accommodated within identified settlements.  

129. The opening line of the policy sets out that its aim is to protect the intrinsic 
character and beauty of the Cheshire countryside.  This policy goes beyond and 

is more restrictive to development than the Framework, as JillS accepted in Xx. 
Although the policy was found to be sound at examination, the Framework 
2018, which postdates Policy STRAT 9, at paragraph 170 b) does not go as far 

as stating that the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside is to be 
‘protected’ as Policy STRAT 9 does.  A less restrictive bar is set, in that it should 

be ‘recognised’. 

130. This is an important distinction and a deliberate drafting difference within the 
Framework 2018.  As such and in accordance with paragraph 213, Policy STRAT 

9 is not consistent with the Framework 2018 and is out of date, triggering the 
titled balance within paragraph 11d). 

131. The importance of the distinction between recognised and protected is well 
explained and was addressed by the Inspector in an appeal decision for a site at 
Cornerways, High Street, Twyning, Tewkesbury at para. 7-17 [CD17/43]. 

However, the later Court case of Cawrey Limited22 does suggest that even under 
the Framework, the countryside does enjoy a degree of protection. 

Nevertheless, that is not the same as giving it outright protection. 

132. The fact that the policy is not consistent with the Framework, diminishes the 
weight that can be given to it, reducing in parallel the magnitude of any conflict 

20 PoE of JonS. 
21 CD 13.1 pg.41. 
22 Cawrey Limited v SSCLG (2016) EWHC 1198 [CD11/3]. 
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with it.  The Council says that the conflict should be given full weight, but for a 
policy that is not consistent with the Framework, this cannot be the case.  It 

must only attract reduced weight.  However, to be clear, Jon Suckley (JonS) in 
his PoE has looked at the planning balance in circumstances where this 
argument is not accepted. 

133. Policy STRAT 1 concerns sustainable development.  In para. 3.5 of her PoE, 
JillS states that the proposal should support sustainable development principles 

set out within the policy: one such principle being to minimise the loss of 
greenfield land23.  However, this is not an embargo against the loss of any 
greenfield land and as such the loss of greenfield land would not be contrary to 

this policy.  If that was what was intended the drafting would have said so. 

134. Policy STRAT 1 does not include a checklist of rules, mandating that all items 

be ‘ticked off’, but instead contains more flexible ‘principles’.  The PoE of JonS, 
at chapter 7, deals entirely with the topic of sustainable development, 
concluding at para.7.23 on pg.32 that the proposal will deliver benefits in all 

three objectives of sustainable development in accordance with Framework 2018 
para.8.  The section below, in relation to sustainable development, outlines the 

same and why there is no conflict with Policy STRAT 1. 

Winsford Neighbourhood Plan (“WNP”) 

135. The WNP was made over four years ago.  Only about 2 ha of the application 
site, the northern most field, falls within the remit of the WNP, equating to 
roughly 50 homes.  The remainder of the site, approximately 4.5 ha cannot be 

said to be in conflict with the WNP in any shape or form as it is not within the 
WNP area. 

136. Similarly, any conflict suggested with Policy H1 of the WNP cannot be levelled 
against the application as a whole, it can only exist against 31% of it, which in 
turn must reduce the weight of any conflict, if found.  However, more 

importantly Policy H1 of the WNP does not contain a cap on development.  This 
was accepted by the Council’s witnesses repeatedly throughout the Inquiry.  The 

examiner’s report [CD 15/2] also confirmed this at paras 3.13 and 3.18.   

137.  Consequently, the housing requirement and allocation within the WNP is not 
a preventative ceiling to additional development.  JillS accepted on Day 3 of the 

Inquiry that the wording within Policy H1 permits additional development over 
and above that allocated. 

138. When the WNP was still in draft, but at the same committee as the 
Appellant’s proposal, the Council itself granted planning permission for sites 
outside of the Policy H1 allocations and settlement boundaries, most notably at 

Swanlow Lane24. 

139. The Council’s case focuses on the need to limit development in Winsford to 

the allocations made in the WNP.  However, the allocations (3,362) do not add 
up to the LP’s requirement (Policy STRAT 6).  This requires at least 3,500.  More 
housing is consequently needed at Winsford than just the WNP allocations. 

23 STRAT 1, bullet 6. 
24 JonS at para 13.16.  
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140. Mr Wood and the Council suggest that the WNP examiner rejected the site. 
However, this was not a LP examination.  One needs to read the relevant 

paragraphs of Dr Mynors report accurately [CD 15/2], with care and in context. 
The Examiner was careful to say that he was not assessing the suitability of any 
particular site (para 3.29) and he made clear that he had a limited role as an 

Examiner (para 3.54).  Whilst he had no reason to disagree with the Town 
Council’s reasons for rejecting the site, he was plainly very mindful (and 

recorded the fact) that the Appellant was expecting to receive planning 
permission and the Borough Council were not opposing the site (para 3.50).  He 
also made the very important point that sites can come forward, which are not 

in the plan, based on other material considerations (para 3.47). 

141. One also needs to look at the context of the WNP itself.  It was actually 

prepared against an intended housing figure for the Borough of just 21,000 new 
homes (see para 2.1.19 of the WNP).  One thousand homes less than the LP 
actually requires. 

142. Furthermore, a full investigation of the plan’s housing allocations (which did 
not take place at the second inquiry) has revealed that 1,224 of the dwellings in 

the plan had permission before the plan was made.  Additionally, there are 
delivery problems at the main location for development at the Station Quarter. 

That context is important because it suggests that despite the WNP having been 
made 4 years ago, it is not actually providing much assistance in meeting 
Cheshire West’s housing needs.  The lack of delivery at Winsford compared to 

Chester and Northwich suggests that there are real problems with delivery at 
Winsford. 

143. The Council’s case has evolved into suggesting that the proposal conflicts with 
the themes of the WNP.  However, it is genuinely difficult to see how the 
proposal offends these when the proposal is similar to other housing proposals 

at Winsford.  For example, the proposal will bring in new households and they 
will support the town centre, just as the allocations will do (see Theme 1, on 

pg.17 of the WNP).  Added to which, the proposal will in fact assist in promoting 
some of the objectives of the WNP, such as the objective to create a variety of 
employment opportunities where initiatives to develop skills are proposed (WNP 

pg43).  The training and employment obligation or condition, proposed by the 
Appellant will plainly do just that.  In line with observations from the Inspector, 

the Appellant has sought to make that more localised with 20% of those 
employed needing to come from Winsford or the surrounding parishes. 

144. The suggestion that the proposal is not in a gateway location was also easily 

dismissed by JonS in both Xx with regard to site W5 and in re-examination with 
regard to site O3.  If anything, the appeal site offers more of an opportunity to 

create a gateway than either of these sites. 

145. The Borough Council is careful to suggest that it was the view of the Town 
Council that the proposal offended the vision of the WNP.  In truth, there is no 

conflict with the vision. 
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146. The Crane case suggests that the WNP needs to be read as a whole25. 
However, the Tesco case decided that all policies in the DP need to be read in 

their proper context26.  This was reiterated and made clear by Lord Carnwath at 
para 63 in the Suffolk Coastal/Richborough Estates case27.  The fact the WNP 
Examiner made clear that the allocations were not to be seen as a cap is a 

critical part of the context here.  It would therefore be wrong to read into this 
plan, any suggestion that other sites cannot come forward. 

147. In any event, the WNP was made on 19th November 2014 and allocated 
3,362 homes (WNP page 46).  However, following this on 25th January 2015, 
the CW&CLP P1 was adopted, and its policies take precedent28.  This included 

the aim of 3,500 new homes being delivered at Winsford over the plan period.  

148. For the reasons outlined above, the WNP is not delivering new homes in the 

numbers required.  It allocates less than the Local Plan, which post-dated it and 
windfalls have not taken it above that.  All the more serious because the Local 
Plan figure for the town is expressed as a minimum.  Over one third of the 

dwellings in the plan already had planning permission by the time the WNP was 
made.  A second third, at the main development location in the town (the 

Station Quarter), are simply not coming forward. 

Vale Royal Borough Local Plan saved policies 

149. Policy GS5 is the only saved policy of this plan that the proposal is stated as 
being in conflict with [CD 13/2].  It relates to development within the open 
countryside (pg 18).  The policy is out of date because it is from a plan which 

only addressed development needs up until March 2016.  More importantly it is 
based upon strategic housing and employment policies which are plainly out of 

date.  This matter was considered in paragraph 63 of the Judgment discussed 
above26. 

150. The Daventry case29, relied upon by the Council, relates to the guidance in 

the old Framework.  It relates to a situation where the Inspector simply 
accepted that the policy was out of date without considering the extent to which 

the housing requirement in that plan was based on out of date housing 
requirements.  That is what the Inspector did in the Cheshire East/Richborough 
appeal.  The Supreme Court supported his approach.  That case post-dates the 

Daventry case on which the Council rely. 

151. Policy GS5 is retained simply as a ‘stop gap’ to prevent a ‘policy vacuum’ from 

occurring if it were to be removed.  It will be removed when the CW&CLP P2 
comes forward.  The settlement boundaries proposed in P2 of the LP do not 
match those within GS5, further evidencing the out-datedness of GS5.  The 

Council cannot suggest the policy has little relevance in the light of Policy STRAT 
9.  The fact is the Council need Policy GS5 to show where the settlement 

boundary is located.  In granting permission for lots of sites beyond the Policy 

25 Crane v SSCLG (2015) EWHC 425 [CD16/3]. 
26 Tesco Stores v Dundee (2012) UKSC.  
27 Suffolk Coastal DC v Hopkins Homes: Richborough Estates v Cheshire East Council (2017) 

UKSC 37 [CD16/8]. 
28 Section 38(5) TCPA and NPPG Neighbourhood Planning, Paragraph: 084 Reference ID: 41- 084-

20180222 
29 Daventry BC v SSCLG & Gladman Developments (2016) EWCA 1646 [ID 38] 
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GS5 boundary in Winsford, the Council have plainly not seen that boundary as a 
hindrance and must have given it reduced weight. 

152. The Council’s professional planning officers in their report to committee on 21 
November 2013 [CD2/2] gave Policy GS5 reduced weight, correctly so, and 
stated it to be more restrictive than the Framework 2012, as was then. 

153. The settlement boundaries contained within Policy GS5 have not prevented 
the Council from themselves granting planning permission for sites that sit 

outside of them and so it cannot be said to preclude such development.  JillS 
accepted as much in Xx on day 3. 

154. The Council made clear on Day 1 of the inquiry that Policy GS5 is to be 

viewed as an important policy.  It is nevertheless plainly out of date. 
Consequently, the tilted balance is triggered through this alone, regardless of 

the 5-year supply issue. 

Development plan conclusions 

155. In relation to the policies most important for determining the application;  

a) Whilst there is conflict with Policy STRAT 9 of the CW&CLP P1, this policy 
cannot be afforded full weight as it is more restrictive than the Framework 

2018.  In particular, it is not consistent with para 213.  As such, the impact 
of any conflict with Policy STRAT 9 is reduced.  Even if it is given full 

weight, it does not stand in the way of granting planning permission as 
Inspector Dakeyne’s recommendation made clear.  

b) Policy STRAT 1 of the CW&CLP P1 does not contain a mandated checklist of 

obligatory requirements.  It is a flexible list of principles or desires.  Loss of 
greenfield land is not embargoed within STRAT 1 and the proposal delivers 

on all three sustainable development objectives (see para. 204 below).  
The appeal proposal as such does not conflict with this policy. 

c) Policy H1 of the WNP, does not set a maximum figure or a cap on 

development, this was outlined by Dr Mynors at the examination and is 
accepted by all parties.  There is no conflict with this policy. However, even 

if there is, this policy does not stand in the way of granting planning 
permission as Inspector Dakeyne’s recommendation made clear. 

d) Finally, saved policy GS5 of the VRBLP is out of date.  It is based on out of 

date housing requirements.  Being out of date it triggers the tilted balance 
within paragraph 11d) of the Framework 2018 and permission should as 

such be granted unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly 
or demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies 
in the Framework 2018 taken as a whole.  

The benefits of the proposal 

156. There are multiple benefits. These include the delivery of new homes to 

address the shortfall in the 5-year supply, the delivery of much needed 
affordable housing (AH), the provision of self-build housing, and the economic 
benefits of the proposal. 
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157. These are not to be treated as neutral.  The point is well explained by the 
Inspector in the very recent appeal at Land East of Park Lane, Coalpit Heath [CD 

17/13], who said at para 61 that: 

“There are three different components of the housing that would be 
delivered: market housing, affordable housing and custom-build housing. 

They are all important and substantial weight should be attached to each 
component for the reasons raised in evidence by the appellants, which was 

not substantively challenged by the Council, albeit they all form part of the 
overall housing requirement and supply.” 

Small and Medium Sized Local House Builders 

158. The proposal will deliver up to 92 market homes at a time when the 
Government has enshrined its objective of “significantly boosting” the supply of 

homes within national policy30. 

159. The benefit of these market homes is substantial, simply on the basis of a 
national housing crisis, but is increased on the Appellant’s case where the 

Council cannot demonstrate a five-year supply of housing land.  However, the 
Appellant’s case does not live or die by the presence or not of a five-year 

supply, as many appeal decisions have seen permission granted in 
circumstances where the Council can demonstrate a 5-year supply of housing 

land31. 

160. The critical feature in terms of market housing is that the proposal is to be 
built specifically by small and medium sized builders from Cheshire.  The 

Government’s desire to support local housebuilders who mare Small and 
Medium Sized Employer(s) (SME) is well documented [CD 12/10].  There is an 

increasing awareness of the important role that they can play in helping to 
address the national housing crisis, the government has encapsulated this within 
national policy at paragraph 68 of the Framework 2018.  This accords with the 

aims and desires of Government, something not lost on the Inspector at the 
Lydney appeal32. 

161. Further, the Lyons Review [CD 9/12] has identified the over reliance placed 
on large-volume, national house builders as one of the two main contributory 
causes for the housing crisis. 

162. The Appellant has provided four letters from local SME building firms; Apex, 
Cruden, Garratt and Moorcroft.  These explain the difficulties faced by such SME 

firms when competing against national housebuilders and outline the lack of 
suitable sites locally.  All four express their interest in the appeal site and the 
proposal.  These are real words from local, real builder SMEs, the exact 

businesses that the local approach of this proposal aims to assist.  For these 
reasons the local SME builders’ provision, to be secured through a legal 

agreement, should attract significant weight. 

163. The Appellant also plans to implement a local training and employment 
strategy, to be approved by the Council prior to the commencement of 

30 Framework 2018 paragraph 59 
31 Appendix 18 to the PofE of JonS  
32 APP/P1284/13/OUT Land off Driffield Road, Allaston Road, Lydney, Gloucester  
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development, delivering localised benefits to the peoples of Winsford in the form 
of new skills, qualifications and careers.  It should attract significant weight. 

164. A very similar ‘local approach’ to the one offered here was put forward by the 
Appellants in the Lydney appeal. The SoS ultimately concluded that the benefits 
of this were significant enough to outweigh the conflicts with the development 

plan. 

165. Following the concerns that the SoS had about the conditions used 

previously, the Appellant has sought to promote these local aspects of the 
proposal by way of a planning obligation.  That was the successful approach 
taken by the appellant in the Lydney case.  

166. The Appellant was content with conditions last time, as it would be this time 
as well.  The Council officers prefer them as they believe conditions are easier to 

enforce in the event of a breach.  However, having seen the Lydney decision 
approved on the basis of ensuring its ‘Local Approach’ was made legal through a 
planning obligation, the Appellant is reluctant to not make that the preferred 

mechanism now in this case. 

167. Given the obligation (or condition) for the market housing to be built by a 

local SME builder(s), there is no real need to have a local procurement 
obligation (or condition).  They will inevitably obtain a high percentage of their 

employees and material from the local area.  That is why the Appellant agreed 
to its removal from the list of draft conditions.  

Affordable Housing (AH) 

168. At the heart of the Framework, is the government’s objective to significantly 
boost the supply of homes of the right size, type and tenure (para 59 and 61). 

The Appellant contends that there is incontrovertible evidence of the need for 
significantly more new housing nationally, particularly affordable housing, given 
the existence and extent of the national housing crisis.  

169. JonS’s evidence at S8 suggests that many of the affordability indicators are 
now worse than in 2015.  Affordability has worsened and so have housing 

waiting lists.  Consequently, he rightly describes a graver more serious problem 
meriting an enhanced weight to this crucial benefit.  The Council considers this 
to be part of a wider problem.  However, the lack of a 5-year supply is a local 

manifestation of a more systemic problem.  As the Inspector set out in the 
Ludlow case at para 40 page 9: 

“whilst the LPA is able to demonstrate a deliverable five-year supply of 
housing sites based upon its requirements set out in Policy CS1, this is not a 
limit: there is an acute housing shortage in England.  It is recognised in 

National policy that the government anticipates a significant boost to the 
supply of housing.  In this respect, the provision of any extra housing to this 

national shortfall is a benefit in favour of the proposal, including both market 
and affordable housing” [CD17/33]. 

170. The proposal will make a substantial contribution towards meeting the 

general housing needs in the area in accordance with the requirement placed 
upon local planning authorities to provide for the full objectively assessed 

housing needs of the area.  The 2013 SHMA [CD13/8] sets out a requirement 
for 714 affordable houses per annum. 
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171. The problems of unmet housing need and delivery problems do not just beset 
market housing or general housing need.  There is a particular problem in this 

Borough with affordable housing and Custom/Self-Build housing.  As Cllr Hooton 
(Chairman of Planning – Winsford Town Council) explained, social housing has 
posed problems for Winsford over the years.  He advised that the Town Council 

want to see more social housing from the Council and social landlords.  The 
affordable houses proposed will be transferred to and managed by a Registered 

Social Landlord exactly how Cllr Hooton wishes. 

172. The Council wish to portray the position of affordable housing delivery as 
being “admirable”.  However, the LP target is less than half the annual need 

arising in the District.  The LP is failing at the outset to meet the full needs of 
household’s requiring assistance with their housing choices.  Whilst obviously 

now forming part of the DP, this requirement was not what JonS was comparing 
when assessing net annual affordable housing delivery against annual needs. 

173. Comparing net annual AH delivery against the annual requirement in the 

Strategic Housing Market Area (SHMA), covering exactly the 5-year period, the 
delivery record is much less rosy.  As JonS’s evidence shows with this 

comparison (JonS Figure 4.7 page 37 of PoE) there is an accumulated shortfall 
of -1,503 dwellings over the first 5-year period.  These households have not had 

their housing needs met.  These households are being failed by this Council.  

174. Given that the backlog is increasing, there can be no net ‘social progress’ in 
addressing AH needs in the District.  Subsequently, it is highly questionable how 

the Council can be content with this, regardless as to how well it is performing 
against the pragmatically founded LP target.  Any additional AH contribution 

must be especially beneficial in at least mitigating the continuing harm.  In this 
context JonS considered the delivery of AH to be abysmal33.  JonS agreed in Xx 
that delivery compared to the LP target was better but that is not the true 

picture of AH provision and need in CW&C.  

175. A major part of the Appellant’s case is the fact that the proposal involves the 

delivery of up to 74 affordable homes, equivalent to 40% affordable housing. 
The affordable housing offer at 40% is numerically 10% more than required by 
Policy SOC1.  This equates to an extra 18 affordable homes or 32% more than 

would have been delivered by a policy compliant proposal.  Furthermore, in the 
event that the Custom and Self-Build housing is not provided, that 10% would 

revert to AHs so that the AH offer would total 50% of the entire dwellings on the 
site.  It was agreed in Xx of JillS that in this scenario the appropriate weight to 
be given in the planning balance would be very substantial. 

176. The appropriate weight to be given to AH in the overall planning balance is of 
fundamental importance and has been a matter which the SoS and Inspectors 

have regularly considered.  In JonS’s opinion it should attract nothing less than 
very substantial weight.  This contrasts with the substantial weight awarded by 
the Council, which appears to be a deliberate ploy on its part to downplay the 

vast array of worsening market indicators.  These justify JonS’s position of 
ascribing a greater degree of weight than was given in 2015.  To merely accept 

the same weight would fail to take account of significant changes in local 
circumstances.  

33 See Section xiv of JonS’s Executive Summary 
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177. The delivery of new housing contributes to the social and economic roles of 
sustainable development (SD).  It delivers major benefits in line with the 

Framework’s policy.  Those merits are brought into stark reality by the evidence 
of JonS, and especially the 6,204 households falling into need.  JonS explained 
that in spite of stricter registration criteria there remains a high number of 

households needing assistance with their housing needs.  As the Inspector 
asserted at para 8.122 in the Pulley Lane, Droitwich Spa appeal [CD17/8]  

 “Needless to say, these socially disadvantaged people were unrepresented at 
the Inquiry”. 

178. As is evident from JonS’s evidence, the need for accelerated AH provision 

pervades national and local policy.  The estimated AH needs are considerable, 
with the 2013 SHMA setting out a requirement of some 714 affordable dwellings 

per annum.  

179. As JonS explains, there is an accumulated shortfall of some 1,503 dwellings 
since 2013/14 (JonS figure 4.7 page 37 of PoE).  Not an insignificant figure 

equating to almost half the growth in the waiting list between April 2015 and 
April 2018 (Change of 3,414 more households).  The growth in the housing 

register has been staggering.  It was previously acknowledged that the housing 
register had been artificially reduced in 2014 from 19,000 households to 2,790 

households in 2015 (JonS figure 4.1 and para 4.7 page 32 of PoE).  Despite the 
stricter qualification criteria introduced by changes allowed in the Localism Act 
2011, the housing register has increased by over 3,400 households in the space 

of just 3 years.  This is more than 3 households per day registering or re-
registering (JonS XIC).  There are now 6,204 households on the register as at 

1st April 2018.  Yet the Council make no reference to the worsening of the 
housing register. 

180. The hugely important benefits of living in a home such as: secure tenure, 

ability to set down roots, ability to plan for families and to be close to relatives 
and support groups is immeasurable and has no doubt manifested itself into the 

“grief and hardship” referred to by Mr Boles back in 2013. 

181. The Appellant contends that there is a vast array of indicators which have 
also not been fully considered by the Council.  These indicators are illustrated by 

JonS in his PoE34.  

182. There can be no doubt that there is an acute need for AH in CW&C.  The 

proposals will deliver a substantial number of AH, for which there is a significant 
demonstrable need and in a sustainable location.  This should be considered in 
the context of significant under-delivery against the SHMA requirement, with 

JonS ascribing very substantial weight to the delivery of much needed AH.  The 
need for AH at Winsford is also very evident.  This point was echoed by Mr. Tony 

Hooton (see para 315 below). 

183. Finally, Table 4.7, as contained within the PoE of JonS35, highlights the 
underperformance of the Council when it comes to the provision of AH since 

34 JonS pgs. 31-34, 36, 37 & 51.  
35 Ibid at paragraph 4.22 page 37. 
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2013/14.  In none of the previous five years has the Council achieved its 
identified AH need of 714 dpa36.  The closest it has got was in 2017/18, with 

552, still some 162d short.  In the previous 5 years, the Council has achieved 
2,067 net AH completions, 1,503 less than the required 3,570.  It has delivered 
less than 58% of that which was required.  This shortfall affects real people, in 

real need.  Given the above, the AH provision must attract nothing less than 
very substantial weight. 

Self-build 

184. The Housing White Paper (CD12/7) is clear that: 

  “The government wants to support the growth of custom build homes”. 

185. As recently as 16 October 2018, during a debate on housing and 
homeownership in the House of Commons (Appendix AM2), the Housing Minister 

Kit Malthouse reaffirmed the Government’s commitment to self-build and 
custom build, stating that: 

  “We are very keen to encourage self-build”. 

186. The revised Framework sets out at Paragraph 60 that in determining the 
minimum number of homes needed, strategic policies should be informed by a 

local housing need assessment.  It goes on at Paragraph 61 to say that within 
this context, the size, type and tenure of housing needed for different groups in 

the community should be assessed and reflected in policy, including “people 
wishing to commission or build their own homes” with footnote 26 of the 
Framework detailing that: 

“Under Section 1 of the Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015, local 
authorities are required to keep a register of those seeking to acquire 

serviced plots in the area for their own self-build and custom house building. 
They are also subject to duties under sections 2 and 2A of the Act to have 
regard to this and to give enough suitable development permissions to meet 

the identified demand.  Self and Custom-Build properties could provide 
market or affordable housing”. 

187. The Council does not dispute that there are 309 households on their self-build 
register seeking a self-build or custom housebuilding serviced plot, nor do they 
appear to dispute that the Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015 

requires them to grant enough suitable development permissions to meet 
identified demand.  

188. What has become apparent however is that the Council has no idea whether 
it is granting sufficient permissions to meet demand.  As JillS conceded in Xx 
she does not know how many self-build plots the Council has granted planning 

permission for in the plan period.  Furthermore, JillS was unable to point to any 
other site in Winsford that provides a self-build plot. 

189. In the re-examination (re) of JillS, the Council sought to contend that 
because Winsford urban area is nil-rated for CIL then the chances of learning 
about self-build from CIL exemptions in Winsford was not possible. However, 

36 Taken from the 2013 SHMA. 
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this merely seeks to distract from the fact that the Council simply do not know 
how many self-build plots there are in CW&C and have no idea whether they 

have granted sufficient suitable development permissions to meet demand on 
their register. 

190. It is important to remember that the Self-Build register, whilst being an 

important tool in helping to gauge local demand, cannot predict longer term 
demand for plots and is therefore only a part of the picture in robustly assessing 

demand. 

191. The Framework is clear that: 

“Local authorities should use the demand data from the registers in their 

area, supported as necessary by additional data from secondary sources (as 
outlined in the housing and economic development needs guidance within 

NPPG)”37. 

192. It signposts the reader to the housing and economic development needs 
guidance, which states that: 

“In order to obtain a robust assessment of demand for this type of housing in 
their area, local planning authorities should assess and review the data held 

on their register.  They should also supplement the data from the registers 
with secondary data sources such as: building plot search websites, ‘Need-a-

Plot’ information available from the Self Build Portal, and enquiries for 
building plots from local estate agents.”38 

193. Appendix AM3 to Andy Mojer’s (AM’s) Self-Build and Custom Build Statement 

[ID9 Ap.13] contains secondary data supplied by Build Store who hold the UK’s 
largest database of self-build building plot opportunities.  This data shows that 

there were 443 registrants on their Custom Build Register wishing to create 
their own home within a 10-mile radius of the appeal site.   

194. In addition to this, the Build Store secondary data shows that there were 

1,209 Plot Search subscribers within a 10-mile radius of the appeal site.  These 
are people who are actively looking for a plot to build or commission their own 

home within this area. 

195. This is precisely the type of secondary data source that the NPPG expects to 
be used to supplement the Council’s own self-build register, in order to obtain a 

robust assessment of demand in the area.  The Council have failed to do this 
and in doing so cannot consider the data on their self-build register alone to 

form a robust assessment of demand within CW&C. 

196. The fact that the Council have failed to robustly assess demand in line with 
the requirements of the NPPG calls into questions their contention that the 18 

self-build plots on the appeal site would fail to come forward due to a lack of 
demand. 

197. Emerging CW&CLP P2 Policy DM20 is intended to require residential 
development proposals to demonstrate how development proposals will address 

37 Paragraph: 011 Reference ID: 57011-2016040127. 
38 Paragraph: 020 Reference ID: 2a-020-20180913. 
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demand for self-build and custom build housing.  But it sets no targets and 
allocates no sites. 

198. It follows that it must be noted that neither adopted nor emerging policy 
expressly define a target for self-build and custom house building in CW&C. 
Additionally, the Council does not appear to have any particular mechanism 

(such as a percentage requirement to provide self-build plots on qualifying sites 
for example) for securing delivery. 

199. Without sites such as the appeal site, which could deliver 10% of its units as 
serviced self-build and custom housebuilding plots, it is unclear how the Council 
intends to address demand for self-build and custom housebuilding within 

CW&C. 

200. The Council’s contention that there is insufficient demand and therefore the 

benefit of the self-build plots would fail to materialise as a deliverable benefit 
was mitigated during the inquiry by the introduction of a fall-back position. 
Should the self-build units remain undelivered within five years, then they would 

revert to affordable housing plots, thus increasing the overall affordable housing 
offer to 50%.  The appellant contends that this should be afforded nothing less 

than very substantial weight.  As JillS conceded in Xx, the fall-back position 
means that in either eventuality a material benefit of substantial weight would 

be delivered through the appeal proposals. 

201. The appellant’s position remains that there is sufficient demand for the 18 
self-build plots despite the introduction of a fall-back position.  When considered 

against the scale of unmet demand and the lack of a suitable strategy from the 
Council to address demand, the provision of 18 self-build and custom build plots 

through the appeal proposals should be afforded nothing less than substantial 
weight in the planning balance. 

202. Full details of the self-build evidence is provided in the evidence of AM [ID9 

Ap.13] and supplemented by evidence from JonS. 

 Local Training and Employment 

203. The proposed condition is very similar but more specific than the condition 
the Council itself imposed on the Ledsham Road permission.  The Appellant’s 
suggested condition is much superior in its clarity and intention.  The purpose is 

to ensure that some of the work carried out in building the site is done by 
people local to both Winsford and Cheshire West.  There is clear evidence of 

multiple deprivation in Winsford and one might have expected the Council to 
welcome such a condition.  There are no enforcement problems.  The Appellant 
will ask the house builders and their contractors to keep a record of the people 

they employ, and each contractor will plainly be made aware of the condition. 
The Appellant’s Estate office will itself keep all of the records. 

Sustainable development 

204. The proposal would deliver sustainable development, offering a wide range of 
benefits within all three objectives of sustainable development39, on a site that is 

39 NPPF 2018 paragraph 8. 
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accepted as being in a sustainable location.  Whilst this is dealt with in detail in 
chapter 7 of the PoE of JonS, the key benefits would be: 

Economic 

 a) House building, with specific support for a local SME building firm with 
exclusive access for them to a major housing site; 

b) Additional employment opportunities within both Cheshire West and Winsford 
in particular; 

c) A commitment to the training of local people to work on the site; 

d) Additional expenditure by the new households in the local economy; 

Social 

e) The delivery of a choice and mix of housing in a sustainable location, 
including: market housing, affordable housing and self-build on the one site;  

f) An affordable housing provision of 40% against a Council requirement of ‘up 
to 30%’; 

g) On site open space provision of at least 8,000sqm. against a Council 

minimum of 5,000sqm; 

h) Financial contributions towards a new playing pitch, parks and recreation and 

play for youth; 

Environmental 

i) The site is located in a sustainable and accessible location in respect of bus, 
cycling and walking provision; 

 and 

j) An enhanced habitat will be made available on site with the creation and 
long-term management of four ponds for the use of GCNs. 

The Planning Balance 

The Tilted Balance 

205. The titled balance applies because Policies GS5 and STRAT 9 are out of date. 

It would also apply if there was not a 5-year supply of housing land.  The 
proposal plainly satisfies the test in Framework, para 11(d) (ii).  The adverse 

impacts come nowhere close to outweighing the benefits, which are many and 
attract much weight.  There are no 11(d)(ii) policies which apply here. 

Section 38(6) PCPA Balance 

206. If the titled balance does not apply, then it is the conventional status test 
which applies.  The Appellant does not consider that this proposal conflicts with 

the DP, save for Policy STRAT 9 of the CW&CLP P1, which should be afforded 
reduced weight in any event, owing to its inconsistency with para 213 of the 
Framework 2018. 
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207. However, in the alternative and should further conflict with the DP be found, 
including with regard to Policy H1 of the WNP, then the benefits which are 

termed other material considerations far outweigh the conflict found with the 
DP.  This is the exact route to approval taken by Inspector Dakeyne and which 
can properly be taken again if required, based on the considerations and 

sustainable development outlined above. 

Overall Conclusion 

208. There is a real need for this type of development in England and Cheshire 
West, to assist in addressing the housing crisis.  It is a proposal entirely aligned 
with Government policy.  It is a proposal comprised solely of plots for self-build, 

custom build, small and medium sized local builders and affordable housing.  
The SoS should properly take these into account.  His failure to do so last time 

was unlawful.  Giving them little weight, as the Council suggests, would be 
wholly contrary to the thrust of Government policy, statement and emphasis.  It 
would send precisely the wrong message to the house building and self-build 

sectors. 

209. The WNP does not allocate the level of housing necessary to meet the 

Council’s minimum requirement for the town as set out in the LP.  It allocated 
land for 3,362 new homes, whereas the Local Plan requires a minimum of 3,500 

new homes.  Being later in time it is the LP figure which takes precedence40. 
Being a minimum, the Local Plan figure for Winsford is to be exceeded.  That is 
what the plan intends.  But to be clear, at para 3.13 pg 25 the WNP Examiner 

was plain that the housing allocations in the WNP were not to be seen as a cap 
[CD 15/2].  There are clearly delivery problems with the main site at the Station 

Quarter where over 1,000 homes are allocated.  Not a single house has been 
completed in that area and the vast majority of the sites (nearly 800d) do not 
have planning permission. 

210. The Appellant believes the Council is not able to demonstrate a 5-year supply 
of housing land.  But to be clear, a shortfall in the 5-year supply is not a 

requirement to grant planning permission, as evidence by the SoS’s own 
decisions at Hook Norton in Cherwell [CD17/42], and Watery Lane in Lichfield 
[CD17/39].  The former was also contrary to a newly made NP.  The latter was 

contrary to a whole host of LP policies.  The SoS also took that view in CW&C at 
Sealand Road, Chester [CD17/1].  There are a host of other appeal decisions in 

which this has also been the case, such as sites at Upper Chapel, Launceston 
[CD 17/23], Foldgate Lane, Ludlow [CD17/33], Drakes Broughton, 
Worcestershire [CD17/35] and Whitworth Way, Wilstead in Bedfordshire 

[CD17/45].  Additionally, in this Borough at Fountain Lane, Davenham 
[CD17/41] and Hill Top Farm, Northwich [CD17/40]. However, if there is a 

shortfall, it is another route to the tilted balance and also a major material 
consideration weighing in favour of the proposal. 

211. In the light of the evidence of BP, AM, JS and JonS, the Appellant once again 

invites an Inspector to recommend approval of the proposal (as has been the 

40  Section 38(5) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004: “(5) If to any extent a policy 

contained in a development plan for an area conflicts with another policy in the development plan the 
conflict must be resolved in favour of the policy which is contained in the last document to become 

part of the development plan”. 
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case twice before) and invites the SoS to grant planning permission in a manner 
which is consistent with his own decision at Lydney.  

 

THE CASE FOR CHESHIRE WEST AND CHESTER COUNCIL2 

Introduction 

212. The Appellant has persistently referred to large numbers of other appeal 
decisions both of Inspectors and the SoS, pointed to the language used, 

particularly as regards the weighting of various factors used in that case, and 
invited others to agree that such language would be appropriate in this case. 
That is a simplistic and inappropriate approach.  

213. It is the most basic principle of decision making that all cases must be 
addressed on their own merits.  A decision maker’s choice of language and of 

adjective to describe weighting is a classic example of a case-specific and a fact-
specific assessment.  For example, the Inspector’s and the Secretary of State’s 
findings about the weighting to be given to the “local approach” and to the 

completion of the scheme by small or medium builders in the Lydney appeal [CD 
17/2] was no more than a product of the facts at play in that case.  To lift the 

language from the decision letter, deprive it of context and then seek to insert it 
into the balancing exercise at play in this case is to make a basic and 

fundamental error.  

Five-year housing land supply 

214. The Council’s position remains that there is a five-year supply of deliverable 

housing land.  It is common ground that the five-year supply position is to be 
tested borough-wide and that the requirement figure for the Winsford area is not 

to be used to calculate the five-year supply.  

215. It is notable that the Appellant’s very best case only reduces the Council’s 
supply to 4.69 years41.  The Appellant only has to be slightly wrong in order for 

the Council to have a five-year supply.  Indeed, if BP’s approach to the 
requirement calculation is wrong, then even if he is right on every single point 

that he takes in relation to the supply side of the calculation, the Council would 
still have a 5-year supply42.  

The Housing Requirement 

216. Part 1 of the LP provides that at least 22,000 net new dwellings should be 
provided over the twenty-year plan period.  That is an annual rate of at least 

1,100 dwellings.  The dispute in calculating the requirement is limited to the 
question of whether past annual delivery over 1,100 dwellings per annum should 
be discounted from the minimum requirement calculated for future years. 

Provision could not sensibly be tested by reference to an unspecified, but higher, 
figure.  

41 See the summary table on page 72 of BP’s proof. 
42 Council 5-year requirement = 4814, Appellant supply = 5423, giving a supply of 5.63 

years. 
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217. Even if some student accommodation completions were to be deducted from 
the Council’s figure for completions, in the eight years of the plan period so far 

(10,992 units), provision well above the minimum requirement has been made. 
The minimum requirement to be met over the rest of the plan period can only be 
the 22,000 figure minus completions so far.  On the Council’s completions, that 

means that at least 22,000 – 10,992 = 11,008 units have to be provided over the 
remaining 12 years of the plan (at least 917.3 net new units per annum).  

218. The five-year requirement should be a product of that residual figure.  To do 
otherwise risks imposing a requirement figure upon the Council, which, if in 
relation to which there is not a five-year supply, imposes the tilted planning 

balance and a finding that important policies are not up to date, even though 
housing provision is well on track to meet needs over the plan period and is 

meeting needs in the plan period to date.  Such an approach makes no sense.  

219. It is no answer to say that the Framework, in all of its versions, implores us to 
boost significantly the supply of housing.  The way in which the Framework sees 

that objective, as set out in para. 59, is by identifying and meeting needs as para 
73 requires.  The Council is doing so.  Furthermore, as was pointed out in cross-

examination of BS, CW&C is an authority where the plan’s annual requirement 
figure of 1,100 net new dwellings was not a reduction from the OAN figure but is 

the full OAN.  

220. Further, as BF sets out, to keep providing at a rate of 1,100 dwellings per 
annum, regardless of the plan’s performance to date, risks having to provide 

houses in places which conflict with the plan’s strategy and which therefore risks 
being unsustainable. 

221. The Appellant refers to two decision letters which it says support its case. They 
are both markedly different from the position in this Borough:  

a) In the Doncaster [CD 17/16] case, the Council was using a requirement figure 

from its SHMA, with a base date of 2015/2016 (para.8), which had been 
exceeded in the first year of the relevant period (para.37).  That was hardly a 

firm foundation against which to test housing provision and it is not surprising 
that the Inspector took the approach she did in that case in those 
circumstances; 

  and 

b) In the Wendover appeal [CD 17/15], the Council seems to have been making 

its case by reference to alleged oversupply which took into account delivery in 
years prior to the requirement’s base date (para.118), which is odd to say the 
least, as BP accepted in cross-examination.  Further, in asserting that delivery 

at higher rates would not be problematic (para.119), the Inspector does not 
address (and may not have had to address) the point made by BF about the 

risks of unsustainable development at much higher rates than the plan period 
minimum rate.  

222. Instead, the Council can draw firm support from the report of the Cotswold LP 

Inspector [CD 18/10].  He concluded in that case at para 187 that: 

“An approach that fails to take account of completions during the plan period 

would result in additional land being made available for development that is 
not required to meet identified needs.  In a high demand area such as 
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Cotswold district such land would no doubt be developed.  This would lead to 
the unnecessary loss of greenfield sites and be likely to lead to increased 

commuting out of the district.” 

223. This appeal is a manifestation of the risk that greenfield land could be 
unnecessarily lost if the housing land requirement is not calculated on a residual 

basis.  There is every sense in using the residual basis to calculate the 
requirement here and no sense in using a flat annual rate, whatever past 

performance.  With the agreed 5% buffer, the five-year requirement in this case 
is 4,814 units, net. 

Supply issues 

224. The Appellant complains about the way in which the Council’s five-year supply 
assessment is carried out, particularly as regards consultation.  However, there is 

no merit in its criticism, for the following reasons:  

a) The Appellant points to NPPG43 paragraph 3-030-20180913 “How can an 
authority demonstrate a 5-year supply of deliverable housing sites?”.  That 

paragraph refers to consultation in the context of plan preparation and, even 
then, only refers to consultation as regards the assumptions being used.  As is 

clear from the evidence, the Council has consulted upon the assumptions 
which are used in the absence of site-specific evidence, both in the SHMA and 

Housing and HELAA processes; 

b) The Appellant also refers to NPPG paragraph 3-047-20180913 “How can 
authorities review their five-year supply annually?”.  Again, the reference to 

consultation is in the context of formulating assumptions;  

  and 

c) Paragraph 3-051-20180913 of the NPPG “What engagement should the 
authority undertake to prepare an annual position statement?” is wholly about 
the requirements relating to annual position statements.  It is irrelevant.  

225. The Council’s forecasting has proven to be remarkably cautious.  The 
graph/bar chart on page 34 in Appendix 3 of the 2018 Housing Land Monitor [CD 

13/5] shows that for the numerous forecasting exercises made for a number of 
future years, only one forecast for one specific year proved too high.  Every other 
forecast made produced a figure which is lower than the figure for completions, 

which was subsequently achieved for that year.  This Council does not make 
over-optimistic and unrealistic forecasts for delivery. 

226. The revised Framework does change the definition of “deliverable”, as regards 
the evidential requirements for demonstrating whether sites are deliverable or 
not.  The Council does not accept that sites without planning permission, a plan 

allocation or sites which are not included in the brownfield register can never be 
included in a five-year supply.  The basic definition of “deliverable” is still set out 

in the first part of the definition, and refers to sites which are available now, offer 
a suitable location for housing now, and which are achievable, with a realistic 
prospect that housing will be delivered on the site within 5 years.  

43 All of the NPPG paragraphs referred to in this paragraph can be found in CD12/2. 
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227. The rest of the definition sets out where the evidential burden lies for various 
sites.  To read the rest of the definition as two “closed lists” as the Inspector did 

in para 30 of the Woolmer Green decision [CD 17/11], reads too much into the 
paragraph.  If the SoS really meant to exclude greenfield sites (or brownfield 
sites which are not on the brownfield register) with no permission and no 

allocation from the possible five-year supply (even if, for example, they had a 
resolution to grant full planning permission), he could be expected to have said 

so in plain terms.  

228. It is notable that the recent consultation on amendments to the Framework 
states that the SoS is contemplating clarifying the guidance on what weight can 

be given to sites with different levels of planning certainty44.  That part of the 
consultation does not suggest that the SoS intends there to be a “bright line” 

between sites which can be included in the five-year supply and those which can 
never be included.  The purpose of the two lists is to explain when sites need to 
be shown to be undeliverable and when they need to be shown to be deliverable. 

They are not exhaustive lists of the only types of site which can be included in 
the supply calculations.  

229. Further, the Appellant is far too demanding as regards the “clear evidence” of 
delivery that the Framework and NPPG expects to see before a site can be 

included in the five-year supply.  The NPPG at 3-036-20180913 [CD 12/2] sets 
out three bullets listing the types of material which could contribute towards 
demonstrating clear evidence “may include” and then gives two “examples”.  It is 

self-evident that this paragraph does not provide an exhaustive list of the type of 
“clear evidence” which may be expected.  Yet the Appellant’s repeated position, 

during the round table discussion on supply, was to use these examples as 
though they were the only types of evidence which could be used.  BP even went 
so far at one point as to claim that a site should be excluded from the supply 

simply because it was not the subject of a SoCG between the developer and the 
Council.  

230. The Appellant also takes a point about post-base date information.  The 
Council is not guilty of trying to shift a base date. No category shifting of sites is 
going on.  No site which was not in the supply as of 1st April 2018 is now being 

included through the partial review of supply or BF’s evidence. Where new 
information is being referred to, it is for the purpose of testing the judgments 

formed about a site and its categorisation at the base date and for showing that 
those judgments are correct. Inspector Dakeyne understood and properly 
concluded upon this issue in para 220 of his supplementary report on this appeal 

[CD 2/7], where he stated:  

“So far as post-base date information is concerned, it is appropriate to take 

into account information received after 1 April 2015 if it affects events prior to, 
or predictions as to delivery beyond, that date.  Moreover, I agree that 
information that supports a pre-base date judgement should not normally be 

ignored [SR131].  However, generally sites should not be added or taken out 
post-base date.  They will be picked up in the next HLM equivalent.”  

231. That is the precise and sole purpose for which post-base date information is 
being used by the Council now, as it was in 2015.  The irony, of course, is that 

44 “Technical Consultation on Updates to National Guidance” Page 15, para 38 [CD 12/14]. 
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the Appellant condemns the Council for not immediately responding to the 
Framework revision in July and the NPPG revisions in September with a whole 

new set of evidence to prove deliverability of sites at the base date. However, 
had it done so, the Appellant would have said that such information was an 
illegitimate attempt to use post-base date information.  

232. Finally, the Appellant points to the risk of developers with sites in the five-year 
supply “talking up” forecast delivery in order to promote their sites at the 

expense of competitors’ sites.  There are two simple answers to that point:  

a) The point can be met with the equal and opposite point that the Appellant has 
a very direct interest in “talking down” sites in the supply in order to promote 

its own position, so the point goes nowhere;  

  and 

b) Rather more constructively, such a risk of sites being talked up has not 
manifested itself, given how cautiously robust the Council’s forecasting has 
proven to be, as set out above. 

Specific Categories of Site 

Communal Establishments 

233. There is no issue in this regard.  Only C3 uses are counted towards the five-
year supply.  C2 uses appear in the monitoring information as DHCLG requires 

the information, but those units do not figure in completions against the five-year 
requirement or forward-looking supply calculations.  

Demolitions and other losses 

234. Every element of the Council’s housing land supply assessment is done on a 
net basis.  Paragraph 5.21 of the LP points out that an assessment needs to be 

done on a net basis.  It is.  Completions are assessed net.  Every known site in 
the housing land supply is looked at net.  Even the modest small sites windfall 
allowance for years 4 and 5 is done on a net basis.  It is even the case that the 

future forecasts take into account future losses from residential use, which are 
not connected to a scheme creating new dwellings: see, for example, site 

HOO/0061, 5 Derby Place, Chester, on the sixth page of the tables in Appendix 4 
of the HLM [CD 13/5], where net housing losses without any new housing 
creation are allowed for.  The Council again points to Inspector Dakeyne’s 

conclusions in paras 225 and 226 of his SR [CD 2/7], where he accepted the 
Council’s submissions.  There is no reason to take a different view at this Inquiry. 

235. The Nether Peover Inspector at para 19 of his decision letter45 expressly said 
he was discounting from a net figure.  The purpose of a net figure is to account 
for demolitions and losses.  One discounts from a gross figure of losses and 

demolitions to get to the net figure in the first place.  To discount from a net 
figure to allow for demolitions is to perform the discounting process twice.  Whilst 

the Inspector’s decision at Hill Top Farm [CD 17/40] is not explicit, he does not 
appear to have discounted any figure from the Council’s supply to allow for 

45 BP’s App EP1D. 
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demolition or losses, because he noted that monitoring and forecasting was all 
done on a net basis.  

236. There is no reason to discount from the Council’s supply figure on this issue. 

Student Accommodation  

237. This is an issue which has been gone over on a number of previous occasions. 

The Council recognises that Inspectors have found for Appellants on this point, 
notably at Tattenhall [CD 17/3] and previously in this case.  However, events 

have moved on since this issue was last considered by Inspectors.  

238. CW&CLP P1 took into account the housing need generated by students in self-
contained student accommodation.  That is made clear by note ED112 which was 

submitted to the LP [CD 13/10]46.  A need which is accounted for in requirement 
ought to be taken into account when provided, as a contribution to supply.  BP 

agreed with that principle.  The two sides of the requirement and supply 
calculation need to be conducted on the same basis.  

239. The nub of the Appellant’s point is that self-contained student accommodation 

is not freeing up general market housing in Chester because the University is 
expanding to a degree which was unforeseen when CW&CLP P1’s housing 

requirement was devised.  

240. Whatever the position in front of previous Inspectors, the evidence at this 

inquiry does not support that contention.  The Higher Education Statistics 
Authority (HESA) figures, to which the Appellant has had access via the weblink 
referred to in BF’s evidence (but has not challenged) show that, overall, student 

numbers have not increased and the rise in full time students has been much 
more modest than predicted in the 2013 and 2014 reports appended to BP’s 

evidence.  The Appellant has totally failed to consider whether the evidence relied 
upon at previous inquiries is still up to date.  It manifestly is not.  

241. Further, on the evidence, it is impossible to conclude that any increase in full-

time student numbers across the whole university manifests itself in increased 
need in Chester.  The University of Chester has multiple sites – in Chester, Rease 

Heath (near Nantwich and out of the Borough), Warrington and Shrewsbury.  The 
University cannot or will not release figures broken down by site.  BP’s assertion 
that the Shrewsbury campus is small turned out to be an erroneous reliance upon 

the entry into studies by one cohort of students in one year.  Without more 
information about the number of years of study pursued by students and whether 

there are undergraduate courses, post-graduate courses or both available, makes 
his reliance on that simple figure meaningless.  

242. The HESA data and the points about the existence of the Rease Heath, 

Warrington and Shrewsbury sites are new ones, to which the Council has not 
drawn attention before.  There is thus a justifiable reason for the Council inviting 

a different conclusion on this issue now.  The facts have changed, with important 
consequences.  

243. Further, the NPPG makes it clear that all types of student accommodation can 

count: see NPPG ref 3-042-20180913 [CD 12/2].  The Council only includes self-

46 See, especially, the table summarising the position.  
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contained accommodation and so takes a cautious approach.  Further still, if it is 
not accepted that self-contained student accommodation can be counted towards 

meeting requirements, then BF has provided unchallenged evidence of the 
average student household size. By reference to table 6.2 on page 19 of BF’s 
evidence, 442 units should be included in supply on the basis that all of those 

units go to meet identified needs.  But, at the very least, 137 units should be 
included, as she sets out.  

244. No deduction should be made to the supply or past completion figures on this 
issue. 

Sites with Outline Planning Permission or subject of a development plan allocation 

245. The November 2018 partial HLM review [ID 17] led to a narrowing of issues in 
relation to this category.  The remaining sites that are in issue are listed in para. 

3.09 of the HSoCG.  Six sites that account for 300 dwellings are disputed.  

246. These sites were discussed at the round table session.  In very large measure, 
the Appellant’s position is explained by what it regards as being necessary if the 

Council is to provide “clear evidence” of deliverability in five years.  The Council’s 
position is summarised in the entries in the tables at Appendix 1 of the November 

partial HLM review for all of these sites, save for Wrexham Road, which is dealt 
with in Table 2 in Appendix 2.  In each case, for the reasons set out in the tables 

and expanded upon by BF, in the round table session, the Council’s contribution 
to supply from these sites is supported by clear evidence on a site by site basis. 

Non-Allocated Sites without planning permission 

247. Again, the partial HLM review of November 2018 has narrowed the issues.  
The remaining sites that are at issue are listed in para. 3.11 of the HSoCG.  Six 

sites that account for 222 dwellings are disputed.  

248. The Council’s position on each site is set out in table 3 of Appendix 3 of the 
November 2018 partial HLM review.  In each case, there are sound reasons 

amounting to “clear evidence” for their inclusion.  The Appellant’s point largely 
rests on its contention that such sites can never be included in a five-year supply 

calculation, a point which is rejected for the reasons set out earlier.  

Build-Out Rates and Lead-In Times  

249. There are 5 disputed sites in this category, which are listed in para. 3.12 of the 

HSoCG.  505 dwellings are disputed.  All of these sites were discussed at the 
round table session and the Council’s position on the first, third and fourth of 

these sites are summarised on page 22 of BF’s evidence at table 7.3.  

250. This issue is not one where the Framework definition of deliverability puts the 
burden on any particular person.  Site specific evidence of build out rates and 

lead in times are used when available.  For Roften Works, standard lead-in times 
have been used by the Council.  Further, BP’s calculation for delivery at Ledsham 

Garden Village is unreliable because it applies, in part, to a build out rate for a 
part of a year and he turns that into an annual figure for the purpose of 
calculating average delivery, thus underplaying the delivery from the site.  The 

Council’s position on these sites is robust. 
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Small Sites Allowance   

251. The Council only uses an allowance for small sites, namely those below 5 units 

in size, and then only in years 4 and 5.  Small site delivery in years 1, 2 and 3 is 
forecast on a site by site basis, making a further allowance for a lapse rate 
unnecessary.  Small sites have an estimated contribution of 115 units in each 

year, making a total contribution to supply of 230 units in years 4 and 5. 

252. BF’s evidence explains that such small sites have consistently been shown to 

be a reliable source of completions. The rate of completions has generally 
increased as time progresses: see para 6.47 of her evidence.  The 115-unit rate 
of delivery in years 4 and 5 accords well with the rate of completions from this 

source in recent years: see table 5.1 in the 2017-2018 HLM [CD 13/5]. 
Comparing forecast delivery to past-completions means that it is, again, 

unnecessary to make a further allowance for a lapse rate as the completions are 
the reality of what number of units has been delivered from this source over 
time.  Again, there is no reason to deduct from supply on this issue.  

Housing Land Supply – Conclusion 

253. The requirement figure for the five-year period is 4,814 units47.  The Council’s 

deliverable supply, taking the Framework revisions into account, stands at 7,277 
units48.  The supply is 7.56 years.  As a result, the housing land supply position in 

CW&C does not engage the tilted planning balance.  

Development Plan policies, the weight to be afforded to them and whether 
the appeal would accord with the Development Plan 

Local Plan Policies 

254. It is common ground that the proposals breach both Policy GS5 and Policy 

STRAT 9.  Saved VRLP Policy GS5, has to be addressed in the light of Policy 
STRAT 9 of the CW&CLP P1.  Policy GS5 performed two functions: it provided 
settlement boundary limits for, among other places, Winsford, and then applied a 

development control test to proposals for development beyond those settlement 
limits.  The policy, along with its boundaries, has been saved.  

255. CW&CLP P1 Policy STRAT 9 provides a new development management test, 
and is applied, at present, to the saved Policy GS5 boundaries.  Policy GS5 was 
saved because, without it, Policy STRAT 9 would have no territorial application in 

the former Vale Royal part of the Borough49.  The development management test 
in Policy STRAT 9 is more up to date than that in Policy GS5, has been found 

sound, and is to be preferred.  The position is that Policy STRAT 9’s test is to be 
preferred to that in Policy GS5 and Policy STRAT 9’s test applies beyond the 
Policy GS5 boundaries, at least until CW&CLP P2 is adopted.  

256. The Appellant’s contention that Policy STRAT 9 only deserves modest weight 
because it is out of date by reason of being inconsistent with the Framework is 

not correct.  Policy STRAT 9 was found sound in accordance with the 2012 

47 November 2018 partial HLM Review table 5.1, page 10. 
48 Ibid table 5.2 pages 10-11. 
49 And the same difficulty would have arisen in the former areas of Chester City Council and Ellesmere 

Port and Neston Borough Council.  
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version of the Framework.  Nothing has changed in the 2018 Framework to mean 
that a formerly sound policy became out of date in July 2018.  In para 161 of the 

Examination report, the Local Plan Examiner did take into account a contention 
that Policy STRAT 9 was inconsistent with the Framework because it referred to 
protecting the countryside [CD13/3a].  The Inspector still found the policy sound. 

Furthermore, Inspector Dakeyne found Policy STRAT 9 to be up to date and did 
not reduce the weight he would otherwise have given it (see SR para252 [CD 

2/7]).  The decision-making test in Policy STRAT 9 deserves full weight.  

257. The Appellant makes the point that the boundaries to which Policy GS5 apply 
are out of date because they come from a time-expired Local Plan and planning 

permission has been granted for housing on land beyond those settlement limits. 
This is an argument which has been put to and comprehensively rejected by the 

Court of Appeal50.  In that case, Gladman argued that as a five-year supply had 
been achieved by granting planning permission beyond settlement limits, those 
limits were out of date because development in accordance with them could not 

meet up to date needs, and that, in other words, the plan was “broken” in that 
regard.  The Court held that the mere age of a policy does not deprive it of the 

statutory priority given to it by section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory 
Purchase Act 200451. 

258. Further, because the Framework attaches importance to plan-led development, 
significant weight should be given to the general public interest in having plan-
led planning decisions, even if particular policies in a DP might be old.  There 

may still be a considerable benefit in directing decision-making according to a 
coherent set of plan policies, even though they are old, rather than having no 

coherent plan-led approach at all [para 40(iv)].  The Court expressly rejected the 
argument that the plan, or its settlement limits were “broken”, holding at paras 
43 and 44 that such grants of permission were simply an illustration of section 

38(6) at work.  It characterised the argument as “unsustainable”.  The argument 
put to JillS on this issue at this inquiry is just a repetition of Gladman’s rejected 

case.  It must fail for the same reasons as it failed in Daventry. 

259. Inspector Dakeyne picked up on the point about the reasons for Policy GS5 
being saved and its relationship to Policy STRAT 9.  He observed that the 

decision-making test in GS5 had been effectively superseded by that in Policy 
STRAT 9.  That meant that Policy GS5 should not be afforded full weight in terms 

of its general application [CD 2/7]52.  However, he also recognised that the 
position of GS5 as regards Winsford was different.  He noted the allocation of 
sites for some 3,360 units in the NP and that Pdl sites have been and will be 

found in accordance with its policies H1 and H2.  He also noted that, although 
CW&CLP P2 will have to define new settlement boundaries, the NP allocations will 

form the main basis for the settlement boundary.  As a result, sites which are not 
allocated by the NP and which lie beyond the GS5 boundaries do not comply with 
STRAT 953. 

50 Daventry BC v SoSCLG and Gladman Developments Limited (2016) EWCA Civ 1646 (ID 38). 
51 Judgment para 40(i). 
52 SR pg 47 para 251. 
53 Ibid pg 48 para 255. 
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260. That conclusion led to Inspector Dakeyne affording “considerable weight” 
to Policy GS5 “in the context of Winsford”54.  The Council supports those 

conclusions and the reasoning which led to them.  Indeed, the Council’s position 
has, if anything strengthened since the 2015 inquiry because the Council is not 
proposing to amend the settlement boundary in P2 of the LP so as to include the 

appeal site.  It is plain that the NP allocations have, as Inspector Dakeyne 
foresaw, been the dominant factor in the approach to the proposed settlement 

boundaries at Winsford. 

261. Furthermore, Inspector Dakeyne is not alone as an Inspector in concluding 
that more weight can be afforded to Policies GS5 and STRAT 9 than the Appellant 

considers.  The same conclusions were reached by the Inspectors in appeals at: 

Shepherds Fold Drive, Winsford [CD 11/1]55; 

Hill Top Farm [CD 17/40]56; 

Fountain Lane, Davenham [CD 17/41]57;  

and 

West Winds, Winsford [CD 11/2]58. 

262. Policy STRAT 1 embodies the requirement to provide sustainable development. 

It seeks to minimise the loss of greenfield land.  Inspector Dakeyne was right to 
find that the appeal scheme involves a “degree of conflict” with Policy STRAT 1 

because of the loss of a greenfield site59 :- a conclusion which led him clearly to 
find that there was a breach of the policy overall [CD 11/1]60. 

263. The Appellant relies upon the housing requirement figures for the Borough, as 

set out in Policy STRAT 2 and for the Winsford area, as set out in Policy STRAT 6, 
being minima as a reason to support the appeal scheme.  But the plan has to be 

read as a whole.  The plan does not advocate a free-for-all on housing numbers. 
Although the simple fact of provision over the minimum figures does not 
constitute harm, the plan’s requirement figures are applied in relation to 

settlement boundaries.  The Appellant’s argument logically leads to the 
conclusion that a breach of Policies STRAT 9 and GS5 can be overlooked or 

downplayed.  It cannot.  Providing development within settlement limits, unless it 
falls within one of the types of acceptable development listed in Policy STRAT 9, 
is as much a component of the plan’s strategy as the fact that the requirements 

figures are minima.  The two issues go together.  

264. Policy STRAT 6 sets out the indicative minimum requirement for the Winsford 

area. In re-examination (Re) of JonS, the point was made that the NP over-relied 
upon the Station Quarter.  A mathematical exercise was undertaken, comparing 
the WNP allocations with those in CW&CLP P1.  The exercise was a false one, 

because the policy provides approximate figures for the number of dwellings to 

54 Ibid pg 49 para 260. 
55 Paras 14 to 17. 
56 Para 8.  
57 Paras 18 and 25.  
58 Paras 15 to 23.   
59 Ibid page 48 para 253. 
60 Ibid page 52 para 282. 

A14.55

Page 1691

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate


be provided at the Station Quarter of “in the region of 1000 new dwellings” and 
the reference to the 775 units to be provided in the plan period must be seen in 

that context.  The LP cannot be interpreted in a way which properly admits to 
such mathematical precision.  There is no reason to think that the allocations in 
Policy H1 of the WNP are inappropriately high. 

Winsford Neighbourhood Plan 

265. The WNP has been made. It is part of the DP. The appeal site was put forward 

as an allocation for the WNP by the Appellant in the preparation and examination 
processes for that plan but was rejected.  It was rejected because the Town 
Council did not think that the allocation would accord with the plan’s vision61 – an 

argument which the Examiner regarded as a sound reason [CD 15/2]62.  

266. The WNP says that it seeks to actively plan where development should go63. 

For housing development, the plan contains a clear strategy of locating 
development close to the town centre, creating a new quarter around the railway 
station and creating positive new “gateways” at key arrival points into the town 

[CD 15/1]64.  Developing the appeal site would not accord with any element of 
that vision.  

267. The Appellant points to the key themes set out in the plan [CD 15/1]65.  As to 
those themes which are relevant to the appeal scheme66:  

 a) The Appellant says that the first theme would be served by the development 
providing new high-quality buildings.  That point does not serve to justify a 
contention that the appeal site is a location for development which accords 

with the plan.  Any development anywhere would be expected to be high 
quality; 

 b)  The Appellant contends that the third theme would be served by residents of 
the scheme contributing to spend in the town centre.  The same could be said 
of any site within reasonable proximity of the town centre and, again, this 

point cannot support the appeal site as a location for development within (or 
adjacent to) Winsford; 

 c)  The reference in theme 4 to strengthening the employment base is obviously 
referring to employment development, not the employment provided by the 
construction of a housing estate.  In any event, and once again, it does not 

support the appeal site in locational terms; 

d)  The reference to sustainable growth in theme 5 only makes sense if it is read 

alongside the plan’s vision for locating development, as set out above, which 
the appeal site does nothing to support; 

e)  Theme 6 is about improving social, community and leisure facilities.  The 

Appellant refers to the contributions to be made by the planning obligation. 
As those contributions comply with the requirements of Regulation 122 of the 

61 Para 3.52. 
62 Para 3.54. 
63 Page 4 para 1.1.3 and page 20 para 4.1.1. 
64 Page 44, shaded box in left hand column. 
65 Page 17: themes 1 to 7.  
66 Theme 2 is not really relevant to the appeal scheme.  
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CIL Regulations, they are necessary to make the development acceptable in 
planning terms by satisfactorily mitigating impacts which would otherwise 

occur.  In any event, this matter does not point to the appeal site being 
acceptable as a location for development;  

 and 

f) Theme 7 seeks the improvement of movement around the town and the 
region.  The only improvements which the appeal scheme would bring would 

be to a short length of footway and the provision of cycling access into the 
site.  These are very modest matters and do not support the appeal site as a 
location. 

Overall, the appeal site draws no support as a location for development within 
Winsford from the themes of the plan. 

268. Policy H1 (pg. 44) allocates sites to meet the vast majority of the need with 
which the plan deals [CD 15/1].  The appeal site is not allocated for development 
by that policy.  The Appellant argues that the site’s non-allocation does not weigh 

against the appeal proposal, as the housing requirement to which the plan relates 
is not a maximum or ceiling figure.  However, as Inspector Dakeyne concluded 

[CD 2/7]67, “such an interpretation would mean that policy H1 served no purpose 
in guiding and regulating development.”  Further, the policy can derive no 

support from Policy H2 (pg. 46), which adopts a permissive approach to 
development on PDL land [CD 15/1].  

269. Policy H1 of the WNP also requires proposals to accord with other policies of 

the NP and the LP.  Development of the appeal site would not accord with Policies 
GS5 and STRAT 9, as is agreed.  The appeal scheme conflicts with Policy H1 of 

the WNP, as Inspector Dakeyne accepted [CD 2/7]68.  The policies of the NP have 
not changed since Inspector Dakeyne reported and there is no justification for 
reaching a different conclusion on that matter now. 

270. There is no policy of the WNP which provides support for the development of 
the appeal site in locational or any other terms.  JonS could point to none in Xx. 

The appeal scheme would accord with CW&CLP P1 Policy SOC1 on affordable 
housing, as is set out in a little more detail below.  

Breach of the Development Plan taken as a whole? 

271. The Council’s position is that VRBLP Saved Policy GS5, CW&CLP P1 Policies 
STRAT 1 and STRAT 9 and Policies H1 and H2 of the WNP are the dominant 

policies of the DP for the purposes of determining this appeal.  Inspector 
Dakeyne also accepted that Policies GS5, STRAT 9 and H1 were the dominant 
policies for development outside of the settlement limits CD 2/7]69.  The Council 

contends that the breach of those policies of the DP which are breached in this 
case amounts to a breach of the DP overall.  Again, Inspector Dakeyne agreed70. 

There is no reason to reach a different conclusion now.  The appeal scheme is in 
conflict with the DP when taken as a whole.  

67 Supp report pg 48 para 256.  
68 Supp report pg 49 para 260 and pg 52 para 282. 
69 Supp report pg 49 para 260. 
70 Ibid pg 49 paras 260 and 282. 
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272. None of the relevant DP policies, still less those which could be called the most 
important for determining the appeal, are out of date for reasons relating to a 

lack of consistency with the Framework.  The second possible route into the tilted 
planning balance does not apply in this case.  Given the housing land supply 
position, there is thus no route into the tilted planning balance available to the 

Appellant.  

273. It follows that a decision in accordance with the DP would be a decision to 

dismiss the appeal.  The issue is therefore whether there are material 
considerations which indicate that a decision otherwise than in accordance with 
the DP should be taken in this case.  

Scheme Benefits 

Market Housing 

274. The appeal scheme would contribute more market housing.  hat is a social 
benefit deserving of weight, but the weight is tempered by the presence of a five-
year supply across the Borough.  As set out earlier, the requirement of the 

Framework to boost significantly the supply of housing is one which is to be met 
by identifying and meeting the need for housing.  As far as market housing is 

concerned, that is being done. 

Affordable Housing  

275. The appeal scheme would contribute affordable housing at a rate of 40%, as 
opposed to a policy requirement of a target of up to 30% on qualifying sites.  
JillS agrees that this is a social benefit which can be afforded substantial 

weight71.  The issue is therefore limited to whether the word “very” should be 
added before the word “substantial”, as JonS contends. 

276. It should not.  The position on affordable housing is not as bad as JonS would 
have us believe.  Indeed, his written evidence calls the Council’s delivery record 
as regards affordable housing “abysmal”, which is not fair, as he accepted in Xx.  

277. The Council points to the following matters on affordable housing.  If it were to 
be (wrongly) assumed that every site was a qualifying site for affordable housing 

provision and every site provided at the full 30% rate (which would never 
happen), then the delivery of 22,000 dwellings over the plan period would lead to 
the delivery of 6,600 affordable units.  In fact, the Council has delivered 3,139 

affordable units over the eight years of the 20-year plan period to date72.  That is 
a useful benchmark for assessing its performance, especially given the unrealistic 

assumptions in the calculation. 

278. JS points out that the Council has not delivered 714 units in any one year 
since 2013/2014, which is the base date for the affordable housing need figure 

for five years, assuming the backlog is eradicated in five years.  However, the 
Council has never been required to provide that amount, as can be seen from an 

analysis of the LP Inspector’s report [CD 13/3a]:  

71 Her oral evidence in chief. 
72 JillS proof, table on pg 21.  
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a) The content of para 23 of the report shows that the Inspector was alive to the 
need for the LP to meet the full OAN for market and affordable housing; 

b) At para 31, he noted that affordable housing need contributed to the reasons 
for uplifting the objectively assessed need above purely demographically 
generated need; 

c) At para 36 and footnote 2, he noted that the SHMA gave the annual figure of 
714 units per annum for affordable housing need if the backlog were to be 

cleared over 5 years; 

d) He concluded, at para 39, that an OAN above 1,100 dwellings per annum 
would require higher job growth, population growth and in-migration than the 

demography would suggest; 

e) His judgment at para 46 was that an OAN of 1,100 dwellings per annum was 

optimistic and aspirational and would have a “significant positive effect upon 
the provision of affordable housing”; 

f) The requirement was 22,000 dwellings over the plan period, or 1,100 per 

annum (para 144);  

  and 

 g) The OAN constituted the full need for housing in the plan period (para 145). 

279. Therefore, the Local Plan Inspector never concluded and never said that the LP 

had to deliver 714 affordable homes in each of the first five years from the SHMA 
base date.  If, using a requirement for 1,100 dwellings per annum, 714 
affordable homes per year would have to be provided, then 65% of all dwellings 

in the first five years of the plan would have to be affordable.  That is plainly 
unrealistic.  Alternatively, if 30% of dwellings were to be affordable, then 

providing 714 affordable homes each year would require 1,900 new homes to be 
delivered each year.  That is plainly not realistic either. 

280. In fact, JonS’s own evidence shows that the Council’s Borough-wide affordable 

housing delivery has been admirable.  That is shown by the revised version of 
figure 4.6 of BS’s evidence.  Policy SOC1 of the CW&CLP applies the up to 30% 

target as a proportion of new homes permitted on qualifying sites.  Using that 
approach, the new column in the revised figure 4.6 shows that the Council has 
been delivering at a rate of 26% across all sites, not just those on which 

affordable homes could be required by Policy SOC1.  If student completions need 
to be removed, as BP insists, then the performance would rise to 27.9%.  

281. The picture becomes even more favourable to the Council once the Winsford 
area is considered.  Figure 4.9 of JS’s proof tests delivery in Winsford against the 
need for 98 units.  That 98 figure is the Winsford component of the Borough-wide 

714 need figure.  Even if the Council’s performance were tested against that 98 
figure, the Council has delivered just 25 units short of the 495 units that would 

have been required over the first five years of the Local Plan period.  Again, that 
is not evidence of a Council which is seriously failing to deliver affordable homes.  

282. Further, table D6 on pg.102 of the 2013 SHMA shows that the Winsford urban 

area has the lowest mean average house prices in the Borough [CD 13/8].  The 
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Council has also secured and accepted funding for affordable housing delivery on 
three Council-owned sites in Winsford at the 30% rate. 

283. Ascribing substantial weight to the affordable housing provision on the appeal 
site is reasonable and generous to the Appellant’s case.  

Self-build and custom build   

284. Since Inspector Dakeyne reported, the facts have changed on this issue.  We 
now have available the statutory register which records the level of interest for 

self and custom-build in the Borough.  The register is appended to JonS’s 
supplementary proof.  The register is important evidence of the level and type of 
interest, to which the NPPG refers. 

285. As part of the register compilation process, the Council asks people to state 
any preferences they have for location and for site size.  The register provides 

scant evidence of demand for self and custom build in Winsford and for such 
building on larger sites such as the appeal site.  Indeed, when those two factors 
are combined, there is not a single person on the register who wants to self or 

custom build in Winsford on a larger site.  The evidence of the register points 
unequivocally to the conclusion that the 18 plots on the appeal site would not be 

taken up for self or custom build housing.  

286. The Appellant points to other sources of evidence, but: 

a) The SHMA survey simply records aspirations for self-build. It does nothing to 
check the realism of those aspirations or the degree of commitment to self or 
custom build; 

b) AM’s report refers to alleged survey evidence “consistently” showing73 that 1 
in 50 of the population want to purchase a self or custom-built home, but the 

footnote designed to support this point refers only to one survey, with no 
details of its sample size, methodology, questions or degree of checking 
whether those aspirations are realistic; 

c) The information garnered from the Custom Build register and Plot Search 
subscription database74 is useless.  Without knowing how one gets to become 

a subscriber, what, if any steps are taken to keep registrations/subscriptions 
up to date (by, for example, filleting out people who have lost interest or 
achieved their aim) and what testing, if any, is done to test the realism of 

their ambitions, one cannot sensibly ascribe any weight to the information set 
out in the email;  

  and 

d) The letters and emails at JonS’s Appendix 12, supplemented by him with a 
further clip of letters/responses when he gave evidence in chief, contain scant 

evidence of realistic support for self-build in Winsford and certainly not to the 
level of 18 plots on the appeal site.   

287. JonS emphasised his client’s commitment to promote self and custom-build 
housing.  If that is so, it is all the more noteworthy that there is such a paucity of 

73 JonS at App 13 
74 Email from Tom Connor on 8 November 2018, Appendix 3 to AM’s report 
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evidence of demand for self and custom build on the appeal site, given that the 
Appellant has had over 3 years to gather such evidence since the self and 

custom-build offer was first put before the SoS in August 2015.  

288. The Appellant points to the absence of registered CIL exemptions as evidence 
of the lack of delivery of self-build. As JonS accepted, there is nothing to indicate 

on the face of a planning application whether it is or is not a self or custom-build 
proposal.  It is no surprise that there is an absence of CIL exemptions in Winsford 

– there is no CIL in Winsford, as parts only of the Borough are levied for CIL for 
viability reasons.  Self-evidently, self and custom-build can never show up in CIL 
exemption certificates in Winsford.  

289. On the evidence, there is little to no prospect of the self and custom-build offer 
being taken up on the appeal site and no significant weight can be afforded to it 

in the decision-making process. 

The use of small and medium size builders for the construction of the 
market housing 

290. This is another point that the Appellant raised in 2015 for the first time.  The 
point is inspired by the outcome of the Lydney appeal [CD 17/2].  However, the 

facts there were very different.  The evidence at Lydney was that the action of a 
large housebuilder was keeping local small and medium size builders out of the 

market and the Inspector, saw the ability to develop that site by smaller builders 
as the key to unlocking housing delivery in Lydney75.  

291. The only evidence, to support that contention here, are the very late letters 

from three of the building companies who are apparently interested in developing 
the site.  It was obviously not possible to ask about these letters at the inquiry, 

but the letters contain short, bald assertions about competition from large 
builders.  Only one of them actually says that the competition causes difficulties, 
but even then, no details of the alleged difficulties are given.  None of them, 

perhaps for understandable reasons, claims that such competition is threatening 
their business.  Indeed, their earlier letters all boast of their success and track 

record.  

292. There is still, despite those letters, no evidence that the position in Winsford is 
remotely similar to that in Lydney and no real evidence that local SME builders 

cannot already access the market in the Borough in general or in Winsford in 
particular (as opposed to facing competition).  The second letter from Cruden, 

submitted during the inquiry, was said to provide evidence on this issue, but does 
not.  

293. Again, no significant weight can be ascribed to this benefit.  

Training and Employment 

294. There is little evidence to support affording significant weight to this aspect of 

the Appellant’s package of benefits.  Winsford does not suffer from levels of 
deprivation or lack of skills which are close to those in Ellesmere Port, as the 

75 See the Appellant’s case, reported at paras  2.2(a), 2.9, 2.62, 2.63, 2.64 and 2.70 of the 

Inspector’s report and his conclusion at para 6.87. This was accepted by the Secretary of 

State at para 22 of the decision letter.  
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October 2018 claimant count information provided by the Appellant during the 
Inquiry shows.  The weight to be afforded to training in relation to a 2,000-unit 

scheme in Ellesmere Port is not equivalent or even close to the weight to be 
afforded to this benefit in the context of a scheme of up to 184 units in Winsford. 
The condition is necessarily woolly to avoid offending against European Union 

freedom of movement.  That means that the obligation to aim to encourage local 
employment can be afforded little weight. 

Economic Benefits 

295. These have been appropriately weighed by JillS.  They are not site specific and 
do not provide a justification for developing the appeal site.  The same benefits 

would come from developing a site of the same size anywhere in the Borough or 
in Winsford.  

Ecological improvements 

296. There would be minor positive ecological impacts through the creation of new 
GCN habitat [CD 5/12 at pg 24].  

Other matters of mitigation (not benefits) 

297. A number of matters set out by JonS are either statements of mitigation of 

harm to acceptable levels (such as matters to be dealt with through the planning 
obligation) or a statement that harm does not arise (such as the site being in 

flood zone 1, the absence of contamination, the lack of noise or air quality 
impacts and the lack of impacts upon the significance of heritage assets).  These 
are not properly classified as benefits, as JonS accepted in cross-examination.  

Scheme harm 

298. The appeal scheme would cause harm.  Chief amongst that is the harm caused 

by the breach of the DP which, of itself, is harm to be afforded significant weight. 
That is because of the general principle that weight is to be given to the need to 
determine proposals in accordance with the DP unless material considerations 

indicate otherwise.  But it also has a case specific dimension because of the 
terms of Policy STRAT 1.  Compliance with Policy STRAT 1 of the CW&CLP is a 

part of the assessment of overall sustainability.  

299. In a plan-led system, the DP is not to be lightly set aside.  Inspector Dakeyne 
in his SR at para 283 accepted that to allow the appeal would be to undermine 

the credibility of the plan-led system, and he weighed that matter in the balance 
[CD 2/7].  

300. The Council also asks the Inspector and SoS to take full account of that part of 
the breach of the DP that in this case springs from the breach of the WNP.  It 
would be unfortunate, to say the least, if local people were to be encouraged to 

prepare neighbourhood plans as a means of shaping the places where they live, 
only to see them not being upheld in an appeal. 

301. There is also the harm caused by the loss of greenfield land to development. 
There does not need to be a specific landscape and visual case to make good that 
contention because Policy STRAT 9 operates by regulating development types 

and does not require a specific assessment of a proposal’s effect upon the 
countryside.  Additionally, Policy STRAT 1 expressly makes the minimisation of 
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the loss of greenfield land per se one of the sustainability principles used to 
determine planning applications.  

The Planning Balance. 

302. The Council’s evidence shows why the appeal scheme would cause a serious 
and damaging breach of the DP, which deserves substantial weight.  The benefits 

of the appeal scheme have been overplayed, especially those relating to local 
labour and training, self-build and the use of small and medium sized builders.  

303. The material considerations in favour of the appeal scheme are insufficient to 
outweigh the breach of the DP and the identified harm caused by the scheme.  It 
is accepted that the Council is inviting the Inspector and SoS to depart from the 

ultimate recommendation of Inspector Dakeyne, but the evidence and arguments 
relating to the scheme benefits are different now to what they were in 2015. 

There are sound reasons for reaching a different ultimate conclusion.  

304. Furthermore, there would be a loss of a greenfield site in a location, beyond 
the settlement limits and in breach of the DP (both as regards its LP and WNP 

components).  This would be in circumstances where the Council is meeting 
market housing needs and broadly making the level of contribution to easing 

affordability.  It has also identified a deliverable housing supply which is well in 
excess of five years.  This is a serious matter and weighs heavily against the 

grant of consent.  Development in such circumstances would not be sustainable 
development overall.  

305. If, for some reason, it were thought that the tilted planning balance was 

engaged in this case, then although the requirements of para 14 of the revised 
Framework cannot now be met (as the WNP is more than two years old and the 

transitional arrangement in respect of para 14(a) of the Framework has now 
ended), that does not mean that the application of the tilted planning balance 
cannot lead to the dismissal of the appeal.  All that para 14 of the Framework 

does is to indicate that the SoS is likely to conclude that the harm caused by the 
breach of a NP would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of 

providing housing in breach of it.  Para 14 does not say that the SoS will only 
ever find the tilted planning balance determinative against the proposal if the 
four criteria are met.  Further, para 14 only weighs the breach of a NP against a 

proposal.   In this case, the breach is accompanied by a serious breach of the LP.  

 

The Case for Interested Parties  

Councillor Stephen Burns 

306. Councillor Burns represents a part of Winsford on CW&C Council.  The WNP 

was overwhelmingly endorsed in a referendum after being passed by an 
examiner.  It is about meeting the town’s employment and leisure needs as well 

as housing.  Local residents decided through consultation where they did and did 
not want residential and other new development.  The site of this appeal was not 
selected, and it is opposed by Darnhall Parish Council and Winsford Town Council. 

307. The WNP has balanced development across the town, including 3,500 
residential properties by 2030.  This development is therefore not needed. There 

has already been three major developments in the part of Winsford where the 
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appeal development is proposed.  The local ward (Swanlow and Dene Ward) has 
already contributed more than its fair share and fulfilled its obligation. However, 

the application site is outside of the NP area and the development would reduce 
open countryside around Winsford and unnecessarily reduce biodiversity. 

308. In response to questions, he accepted that the WNP had no cap on the amount 

of residential development, that ground and ownership constraints had meant 
that development in the Station Quarter had not yet come forward and that 

Winsford was lagging behind the other three main towns in its rate of housing 
delivery.  

Robin Wood 

309. Mr Wood lives next to the site and is Chairman of Darnhall Fighting Fund, a 
local resident’s group that opposes the proposal.  He pointed out that the 

proposal would have a disruptive impact on the community of Darnhall which 
comprises less than 90 dwellings.  He considers the application to have been 
previously rejected on planning grounds and that the three grounds upheld at the 

Judicial Review were not planning grounds.  

310. The application is in conflict with the WNP, which seeks to focus new 

development close to the centre of the town and within the Station Quarter.  The 
plan is well on track for securing the completion of 3,500 new homes by 2030. 

Grants from Homes England are enabling at least 30% of the properties on three 
sites to be provided as affordable homes.  The appeal site was considered 
unsuitable for inclusion in the WNP at various stages during its preparation and 

also during the preparation of the CW&CLP P1. 

311. The Darnhall Neighbourhood Plan is now emerging and approaching draft form. 

CW&CLP P1 supports the retention of Darnhall as open countryside and the area 
has exceptional biodiversity.  In answering questions, he agreed that WNP set no 
cap or upper limit for residential development. 

Councillor Brian Clarke 

312. Councillor Clarke represents a part of Winsford on CW&C Council.  He was also 

chairman of the Winsford Neighbourhood Steering Group until the NP 
referendum.  The development sites that emerged from the WNP were the result 
of a long period of community consultation.  The chosen sites were picked 

because they were central to the plan and had good accessibility to shops, 
schools, employment and the railway station.  

313. The plan also took into account a desire for Winsford not to grow into the 
neighbouring parishes and for them to maintain their individual identity.  Allowing 
this appeal would be an affront to democracy and the principles of neighbourhood 

planning.  The need for additional affordable housing is already being addressed.  

Councillor Tony Hooton 

314. Councillor Hooton is a member of Winsford Town Council.  CW&CLP P1 
required Winsford to allocate sites for the development of 3,500 houses by 2030. 
WNP identified sites upon which this could take place.  However, whilst work has 

started on many of these, a number have not yet started.  Government grant has 
recently been awarded to accelerate the construction of social housing at 

Winsford. 
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315. The Town Council welcomes the provision of affordable housing and the use of 
local builders and training opportunities but in this case, it does not consider that 

they outweigh the requirements of the WNP.  He considers the amount of 
proposed new dwellings (3,500) to be a guide rather than a definitive number 
and points to the emergence of windfall sites from time to time to boost 

numbers. 

Written Representations 

316. In December 2017 the Council notified seventeen statutory consultees and 
about ninety local residents that the inquiry was to be reopened and advising 
them that they could make comments at the Planning Inspectorate’s Appeals 

Casework Portal.  A notice was subsequently posted at the site providing the 
same information and advising members of the public when the inquiry was to be 

reopened.  Three written responses were received, one from the community Fire 
Protection Officer asking for access and facilities (including water for fire-fighting) 
on the site, one from Robin Wood who appeared and presented his case to the 

Inquiry [IR 309-311] and one from John and Gillian Higgs.  They reiterated 
points that had been made in their previous representations, including concerns 

about wildlife, support for the adopted DP, which does not support the proposal 
and the continued opposition from local residents to the proposal. 

Conditions and Obligations 

317. The Appellant submitted a set of conditions shortly before the inquiry reopened 
[ID 40].  They are based on the conditions discussed at the original inquiry 

[OR122-126, 164-166] and at the supplementary inquiry [SR 204-208]. The 
Council was not in full agreement.  These conditions were discussed further 

during this inquiry and further modified [ID 41].  At the conclusion of the inquiry 
further discussion led to the Appellant agreeing to the removal of the Local 
Procurement condition and changes to the other three Local Approach conditions. 

The finally agreed conditions are contained in ID 42 and appended to this report. 
However, to all intents and purposes they are the same as the conditions 

recommended in the OR together with the additional conditions recommended in 
the SR, with the following changes. 

a) The time limits for the submission of reserved matters and the 

commencement of development in conditions 2 and 3 have been reduced; 

b) Conditions 4 and 20 have been amended to include a reference to the 

additional access plan submitted by the Appellant; 

c) The pre-commencement requirement in conditions 8 and 21 was changed to 
an occupation requirement; 

d) Conditions 11, 17, 22, 23 and 24 have been amended to reflect the 
introduction of phasing into the proposed scheme; 

e) Condition 12 has been amended to reflect the fact that because of the 
passage of time, an updated ecological assessment was required. 
Development should accord with the submitted updated assessment; 

f) Additional conditions (now 13 and 14) have been inserted to deal with the 
presence of Great Crested Newts on the site.  As a result, former condition 

13 is now condition 15, 14 is now 16 etc; 
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g) Former condition 19 has been deleted because the highway improvement 
referred to has already been completed by another developer.  As a result, 

former condition 20 is now condition 21, 21 is now 22 etc.  

h) Condition 3 to the SR (Self-build Housing) has been extended to allow for 
the non-commencement of any of the self-build dwellings within five years of 

the grant of planning permission.  In such circumstances the Appellant would 
now be required to submit a scheme for the construction of affordable 

dwellings on these plots. 

i) It is agreed that the use of local builders, in the construction of the market 
housing, together with self-builders, would be likely to result in the 

objectives of the former SR condition 5 (Local Procurement) being met 
without the need for a condition.  Former SR condition 5 has therefore been 

removed. 

j) A new condition (No. 8) has replaced the provision in the S106 Agreement to 
secure the provision of on-site open space.   

318. The Appellant now considers that the matters addressed by SR additional 
conditions 2, 3, 4 and 5 could be more appropriately covered in a legal 

agreement. The Council wished them to remain as conditions only. 

319. The Appellant has nevertheless submitted a signed planning obligation by way 

of a Unilateral Undertaking under S106 to this Inquiry.  This obligation commits 
the Appellant, if planning permission is granted, to restricting the construction of 
all dwellings that are not affordable housing units or self-build units to a builder 

or company that: 

a) has its main office or registered office within CW&C, Cheshire East or 

Warrington Borough  

     and 

b) has built a total of not more than 500 residential units in any one year within 

the 5 years prior to development commencing. 

320. The owner also undertakes not to commence development until details of a 

Training Employment Management Plan has been submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Council.  The plan will aim to promote training and employment 
opportunities during the construction phase for local people.  A target of not less 

than 50% of the workforce being resident within CW&C and 20% in Winsford or 
adjacent parishes is set. 

321. Finally, a scheme for the provision of self-build plots that would be approved 
under condition 6 is to be submitted to and approved in writing by the Council. 
The undertaking provides that if any of the 18 self-build plots have not 

commenced development within five years of the date of the planning 
permission, those plots that remain will be provided as additional affordable 

housing units.  

322. The S106 obligation referred to in the original report [OR120-121,163] and the 
supplementary report [SR 203] has been revised.  A new agreement covering 

only financial contributions to off-site leisure facilities has been signed by both 
parties.   
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CONCLUSIONS 

323. The numbers in square brackets [IR…] refer back to earlier paragraphs which 

are relevant to my conclusions.  

Main Considerations  

324. The main considerations arising from the reopened inquiry are:  

a) Whether or not the Council can still demonstrate that there is a 5-year supply 
of deliverable housing sites; 

b) Whether the proposal is in accordance with the DP; 

c) Whether all of the DP’s policies for the supply of housing are still up-to-date, 
having regard to paragraph 213 of the Framework and legal judgements; 

d) Whether the emerging CW&CLP P2 has any implications for the determination 
of the appeal; 

e) The implications of the consent order for the conditions that related to the 
revised housing offer; 

 and 

f) Whether the proposal would accord with the presumption in favour of 
sustainable development, having regard to its accordance with the 

development plan and the economic, social and environmental dimensions of 
sustainable development. 

Five Year Housing Land Supply 

Agreed Matters   

325. The HSoCG agrees the following in relation to housing land supply:  

a) a base date of 1 April 2018;  

b) a 5-year period of 1 April 2018 to 31 March 2023;  

c) an overall housing requirement of a minimum of 22,000 dwellings (net) 2010-
30 or 1,100pa;   

d) the buffer to be applied in accordance with paragraph 73 of the Framework is 

5%. 

326. I see no reason to come to a different view on these matters based on the 

evidence before me.  

Requirement  

327. The adopted CW&CLP sets out the minimum housing requirement per annum 

as 1,100 dwellings (net) in policy STRAT 2.  The Council argues that since there 
was a surplus amounting to some 2,192ds. between 2010 and 2018 (about 

25%), these should be subtracted from the total requirement for the reminder of 
the plan period.  Rounding the figures to the nearest decimal place and including 
a 5% buffer results in a 5-year requirement of 4,816ds or 963pa [IR 54 & 219].  
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328. The Appellant disagrees and considers the requirement to be 5,775ds. 
(1,100x5+5%) [IR 55].  The Appellant also considers that the Council’s 

completion figures are inflated by some 860 units through the inappropriate 
inclusion of some student self-contained accommodation and some C2 units [IR 
60]. I deal with the student accommodation aspect later when considering supply 

from these sources [IR 350]. The C2 aspect is discussed in the next section [IR 
336-338].   

329. The Council argues that not to include such an over-provision risks a finding 
that there is not a five-years supply, even though the Council has created 
circumstances through which the annual requirement has been repeatedly 

exceeded since 2014.  If the cumulative experience of the past eight years 
continues, then an overall supply during the plan period, which is noticeably 

above the minimum requirement (about 25%), is very likely.  If the removal of 
the over-provision results in a finding that there is not a five-year supply, then 
the tilted balance would be triggered and relevant policies for the supply of 

housing found out of date in circumstances where such an outcome is not 
justified [IR 220].  

330. The Appellant’s response is that the Council’s approach has no basis in current 
Government policy.  If it was the Government’s intention for past surpluses to be 

deducted from the requirement then it would have said so in the NPPG.  It points 
out that each proposal should be judged on its merits and that in the context of 
the current housing crisis, government policy is to boost the supply of housing.  

It also refers to the Council’s different approach in its AMR, which states that the 
net requirement in that document is 1,100 and that net completions were 

measured against that target [IR55-57].   

331. The Framework is silent on the matter and although one of the Government’s 
priorities is clearly to boost the supply of housing, that is written in the 

Framework in the context of ensuring that a sufficient amount and variety of land 
can come forward where it is needed.  CW&C has clearly met that objective 

through its DP and the implementation of its planning management policies, 
otherwise it would not have significantly exceeded its annual target in all of the 
years since 2014.  This is how the system is intended to work [IR 221 & 222].  

332. The Appellant referred me to two appeal decisions at the Inquiry [CDs 17/15 & 
17/16] and one subsequently [ID 47], where Inspectors had found that it was 

not appropriate to discount historic over-provision from the future requirement. 
The Council referred me to a contrary finding by an Inspector assessing the five-
year requirement at a LP Examination [CD 18/10].  In the Doncaster case the 

surplus only related to the first year of the relevant period, which is hardly an 
indication of a trend of surpluses and in the Wendover case the over-supply 

included delivery in the years prior to the requirement’s base date.  The historic 
over-provision would have been accounted for when establishing the OAN. 
Neither of these scenarios reflect the position in CW&C, where there has been a 

surplus in every year since 2014, resulting in a net surplus of 2,192 (25%) over 
the first eight years of the plan period, according to the Council’s calculation [CD 

13/5 pg.15, IR 210 & 223]. 

333.  The Highnam Inspector was referred to the Doncaster and Wendover 
decisions and noted that they “did not support an approach whereby an over-

supply could be used to reduce the annualised target in later years of the plan 
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period”, noting that “this would run counter to the requirement to significantly 
boost the supply of housing”.  His assessment was brief, and no reasons are 

given so it is not possible to judge the extent to which the situation was similar 
to the two other appeals referred to or to that at CW&C.  Although agreeing with 
the Inspector’s conclusions on the annual requirement, the SoS is silent on the 

discounting of past historic over-supply [ID 47].  

334. I have already pointed out the problems of comparing the Doncaster and 

Wendover cases with CW&C [IR 332].  The evidence suggests that CW&C has 
already significantly boosted the supply of homes such that a sufficient amount 
and variety of land can come forward where it is needed.  If it had not, then the 

large surplus would not have accumulated.  I also note that the HMA, of which 
Tewekesbury District is a part, contains other local planning authorities and that 

there was past under delivery in that HMA when considered as a whole.  The LP 
Examining Inspector considered that in the case of CW&C “the HMA corresponds 
with the Borough boundary” [ID 47, IR 221 & CD 13/3a para24].  

335. In the Cotswold case the Inspector pointed out that “an approach that fails to 
take account of completions during the plan period would result in additional land 

being made available for development to meet identified needs.  This would lead 
to the unnecessary loss of greenfield sites”.  I agree with this conclusion and 

reject the Appellant’s assertion that the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
within Cotswold District was a factor.  20% of Cotswold District is a large area of 
land within which additional dwellings could have been located if the Inspector 

felt that there was a justifiable case to provide for them.  I therefore conclude 
that the surplus to date should be deducted from the minimum target across the 

remainder of the plan period when calculating the on-going annual requirement 
for the five-year land supply [IR 59 & 224].     

Communal Establishments  

336. The Appellant alleges that 230 completions in respect of C2 communal care 
facilities were wrongly included in the Council’s completion figures.  As the 

Appellant points out, in its HLM report 2017-18 at para 3.4, the Council refers to 
the suggestion in the Framework revisions that communal accommodation be 
included in the calculation of the housing delivery test.  However, it goes on to 

explain that whilst this type of accommodation will continue to be monitored 
through the HLM process, it will continue to be excluded from the housing 

completions figures.  At paragraph 4.4 the document lists the sources of 
completions that the Council uses for the purpose of the five-year land supply. C2 
accommodation is not listed [IR 60-64 & 234].  

337. Of the two sites completed in 2018 and referred to in BP’s evidence in his table 
8.3, only 87 Heath Lane is listed as wholly C2.  Without a forensic analysis of the 

entire completions table it is not possible to conclusively determine whether or 
not this site and the others listed as completed in previous years, have been 
inappropriately counted in the completions data, despite what is said in 

paragraph 4.3.  The potential need for such an exercise should have been 
discussed during the round-table session and if necessary, the parties should 

have got together to check the arithmetic.  That did not happen.  

338. In cross examination BF explained that the C2 accommodation was included in 
the appendix to the HLM for information purposes but was not counted in the 

overall completions total.  I have no reason to disbelieve her.  In consequence I 

A14.69

Page 1705

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate


have not discounted any non-student accommodation from the requirement [IR 
63 & 234]. 

339. I have nevertheless found that 630 student units should be removed from the 
surplus [see IR 350].  Recalculating the figures, this would give a five-year 
requirement of about 5,150ds or 1018pa. 

Supply  

340. At 1 April 2018, the Council considered that it could demonstrate a 5-year 

supply of 7,277ds, a surplus of 2,462ds, whereas the Appellant claims that the 5-
year supply should be no more than 5,423ds, a shortfall of 362ds. on its 
calculation of the net requirement [HSoCG pg.7].  These numbers translate into 

supplies of 7.56 years and 4.69 years respectively.  The differences in supply 
stem from the contributions from the following sources – demolitions; communal 

establishments; student accommodation; sites with outline planning permission; 
sites allocated in the DP; non-allocated sites without planning permission; lead-in 
times and build-out rates and the windfall sites allowance.  I will deal with each 

in turn.  

Preliminary Points  

341.  The Appellant is critical of the consultation process that the Council undertook 
when assessing the five-year land supply, referring to a number of paragraphs in 

the Framework and NPPG that discuss consultation.  However, the NPPG is only 
general advice and for the most part the paragraphs referenced are referring to 
annual position statements (3-051), the formulation of assumptions (3-047) and 

the demonstration of a five-year supply through the plan examination process (3-
030), rather than the annual up-dating of the five-year supply calculation [IR 53, 

& 225].   

342. Nevertheless, para 3-030 does discuss the transparency of judgements about 
the deliverability of sites and refers to the provision of robust up-to-date 

evidence and the consideration of the involvement of people with an interest in 
delivery in the process.  Whilst para 3-030 discusses the work undertaken to 

establish a five-year supply at the plan making stage, it is clearly relevant at the 
annual review stage and particularly in the context of individual site delivery. 
Whilst benchmarks concerning delivery at different types of site can be 

established through consultation at the plan making stage, the assumptions 
nevertheless require periodic review and not all sites perform to the norm.  In 

this context it is not unreasonable to expect some research, with or without 
consultation, on the progress of sites where large numbers of dwellings are 
involved.  The recent changes to the definition of “deliverable” in the Framework 

makes such research more important.  I refer to this later [IR 53 & 226].  

343. In dealing with the various sources of supply I have considered the information 

and evidence put before me at face value.  I note the numerous references by 
the Appellant to Inspector’s assessments of five-year land supplies, when 
determining appeals in CW&C and elsewhere (CDs 17).  However, for the most 

part the time period is not the same, the Framework and NPPG have both been 
reviewed and changed, the locational circumstances are mostly different and the 

evidence before other Inspectors may not have been the same as that before 
me.  The Appellant refers to the Framework’s assertion that every case should be 
determined on its own individual merits and that is what I have done when 
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assessing the five-year land supply put before this Inquiry.  I have considered 
the 5-year supply evidence on its own merits whilst having due regard to what 

previous Inspectors have said [IR 56, 120, 212 & 213]. 

344.  There is a dispute about the introduction of post-base date information by the 
Council in its review of the April 2018 assessment for the purpose of this Inquiry 

[ID 17]. Whilst I agree that it is not appropriate to introduce new sites at this 
stage, their insertion should await the next full review, it is nevertheless 

appropriate to take into account information received after 1 April 2018 if it 
affects sites that were in the last full assessment.  Subsequent information that 
supports a pre-base date judgement should not normally be ignored [IR 85, 130 

& 131].   

Demolitions and other losses 

345. The 1,100dpa. requirement in Policy STRAT 2 is a net figure.  At the time of 
the Examination, losses of around 50dpa. were estimated and a gross figure of 
1150dpa. established.  The estimate was based on trends at the time the LP was 

prepared.  More recent analysis undertaken by the Appellant and using the 
demolitions in the Council’s HLM reports 2011-18 suggests that a figure of 

39dpa. is more appropriate.  The Council says that the calculations in its supply 
figures are based on a net assessment, with the actual number of housing losses, 

be they from housing development sites or other known sources, subtracted from 
the completions data.  However, other than the 28ds. referred to by the 
Appellant and as identified in Ap.4, there is no evidence in the HLM that the 

Council actually knows how many losses there are likely to be during the next 
five years. Unlike Ap.2 Completions, which clearly identifies housing losses on a 

site by site basis, Ap.4 Housing delivery and forecasting, appears to do no such 
thing.  Indeed, it is far from clear how the Council would know which properties 
are likely to be lost from residential use going forward unless their demolition 

was a part of an approved scheme.  The Appellant has discounted the 28ds. that 
it identified in Ap.4 and suggested that the Council’s five-year supply figure 

should be reduced by 167ds. to account for potential future demolitions.  For the 
reasons discussed above I agree. [IR 102-106 & 235-236].                            

 Student Accommodation 

346. CW&CLP P1 assessed the anticipated student population expected to be 
residing in the District when the FOAHN was established.  The accommodation 

needs of students was included within the overall housing target with the 
exception of those living in halls of residence (CD13.10).  If the number of 
resident students overall, including those living in halls of residence, has 

remained approximately the same since 2011, then this is a reasonable approach 
to take [IR 238].  

347. However, this does not appear to have happened.  Whilst overall student 
numbers seem to have changed little (+75), the number of full-time students at 
the University of Chester appears to have grown (by about 25%), whilst there 

has been a similar numerical decline in part-time student numbers.  It is a well-
recognised fact, supported by research on behalf of the University of Chester8 

(pg.8) in this instance, that part-time students are more likely to be from the 
local area and to live at home than are full-time students, many of which will 
have moved from other parts of the country and require accommodation.  If this 

has happened on a significant scale (the Appellant suggests an increase of 2,265 
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full-time students since 2010), then account of it should be taken in the 
calculations [IR 69, 108-109 & 238-40].  

348. To count purpose built self-contained student accommodation, as a part of the 
supply, when such accommodation is likely to be meeting the needs of a growing 
number of full-time students, rather than the more constant numbers that were 

planned for, is not appropriate.  In these circumstances, the dedicated student 
schemes [SR 144], whilst increasing the overall housing stock with self-contained 

units, would be unlikely to release accommodation into the wider housing 
market, such as freeing up some of that currently occupied by students in the 
Garden Quarter of Chester.  Most of the units would be soaked up by some of the 

increasing numbers of students.  Other students may also need to occupy open 
market homes such as HMOs [IR 107-111 & 243].   

349. The Council refers to the multiplicity of University sites, some of which are 
outside of the district and to the opening of a new campus at Shrewsbury but 
there is no comprehensive assessment of the changes in student numbers and 

their locations since 2010.  Given the attention paid to this at the previous 
Inquiries into this appeal and also at the Inquiries into the Nether Peover and 

Tattenhall Appeals and the findings of previous Inspectors against the Council, in 
this regard, I find this surprising.  In the circumstances I agree with the 

Appellant that all of the 430 student units in the Council’s supply should be 
removed [IR 107-112,238, 241 & 242]. 

350. 630 student units are included in the pre-2018 completion figures and have 

contributed to the surplus.  Without a demonstration on the part of the Council 
that these were adding to overall housing supply, as envisaged in the LP and not 

simply meeting the needs of a growing student population, then they should also 
be discounted [IR 60-61 & 244].   

Individual sites 

351. In July 2018 the definition of “deliverable” contained in Annex 2 Glossary to 
the Framework was amended76.  This had the effect of categorising sites from the 

perspective of demonstrating deliverability. Sites that are not major development 
and sites with detailed planning permission should be considered deliverable until 
permission expires, unless there is clear evidence that homes will not be 

delivered within five years.  Other sites, including sites with outline planning 
permission, should only be considered deliverable where there is clear evidence 

that housing completions will begin within five years [IR 74, 75, 227, 229 & 
Framework Pg.66]. 

352. The implication of this change is to shift the requirement to demonstrate 

deliverability or not from the Appellant to the Council in the case of the other 
sites, whilst the onus is now firmly on the Appellant to demonstrate that sites 

with detailed planning permission will not be delivering houses to the extent 
advanced by the Council.  The Appellant has not challenged the Council’s 
assessment of sites with planning permission, although it does challenge the 

validity of the windfall allowance, which largely relates to small sites without 
planning permission.  It has however extensively challenged the second category 

76 A further updating to assist with clarity was published in February 2019 
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of sites on the basis that the Council has not submitted sufficient evidence [IR 
76-83]. 

353. The Council considers the Appellant to be too demanding in its search for 
“clear evidence” and points out that the three bullets in the NPPG that set out the 
types of material, which could contribute towards demonstrating clear evidence, 

are only examples and that the list is not exhaustive.  I tend to agree. 
Additionally, as the Council pointed out in pre-Inquiry correspondence, there was 

only a limited amount of time between the publication of the changes in the 
Framework and the need to submit proofs of evidence.  Again, I agree [IR 227 & 
228]. 

354. In an ideal scenario the Appellant may be correct but the circumstances of the 
Council’s review of the 2018 HLM were far from ideal.  Whilst the Framework 

definition of deliverability undoubtedly changed in July, the advice in the PPG as 
to the sort of information that could be used to demonstrate deliverability was 
not published until September, a matter of weeks before proofs of evidence had 

to be submitted at the end of October.  Discussions on the SOCG, prior to its 
submission, should also have been held before then.  To expect the Council to 

have undertaken a comprehensive update of its information base for this appeal 
is not realistic. There was not sufficient time to undertake a forensic analysis of 

every site in the supply that does not have a detailed planning permission to the 
extent of consulting every builder and developer involved.  Such an exercise is in 
any event a matter for the annual review, not a planning appeal.  That will have 

to await the full review in 2019.  Despite its case alleging insufficient evidence, 
the Appellant seems to acknowledge this.  I have therefore taken a pragmatic 

approach to the analysis of the evidence that the Council has been able to 
assemble in the limited time available [IR 85].      

355. The appellant makes the point that developers and builders can inflate the 

forecast contributions from their existing sites to stymie new development and 
refers to appeal decisions where this has been given some weight by Inspectors 

[BP 11.22-11.29].  However, as a corollary the Council argues that the appellant 
has, more than likely, downplayed the delivery from the sites that it has 
assessed.  Both lines of argument are based on speculation rather than evidence.  

I therefore give the propositions little weight and deal with the disputed sites on 
the basis of all of the available factual evidence that is before me [IR232]. 

356. In considering individual sites, although the evidence about some of the 
principles at play was tested at the Inquiry, forensic examination of each and 
every site was not conducted.  I have therefore based my findings on the 

documentary evidence provided to me by the 5-year land supply witnesses, BF 
and BP, including the tables within the HSoCG, together with some 

supplementary information contained in the Closing Submissions.  However, 
whilst the Appellant’s Closing Submissions do refer specifically to some sites, 
those from the Council do not [IR 88-93]. 

Sites with outline planning permission or allocated in the DP 

357. A discussion between the parties, following the publication of the November 

2018 partial HLMR [ID 17], led to a narrowing of the sites in dispute in this 
category.  It was agreed that over 400ds. on ten sites would not be completed 
during the five-year period.  The remaining six disputed sites, amounting to 

300ds, are set out in para 3.9 of the HSoCG [IR 86 & 245].  
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358. The Appellant’s complaint about the inclusion of these sites stems from its 
interpretation of the meaning of “clear evidence” of deliverability.  In its opinion 

the Council has not provided sufficient information in relation to any of these 
sites to demonstrate the “clear evidence” that is now required.  In effect the 
Council’s case is based on a site-by-site update of the 2017-18 HLM contained in 

CD 13/5, with additional verbal updates presented to the Inquiry.  The Appellant 
considers that they should all be supported by comprehensive documentary 

evidence laid before the Inquiry. I discussed the feasibility of the Council 
providing such evidence in the timescale in para 354 [87, 246].  

359. The revisions to the Framework (13/09/2018) suggest that for these sites, 

evidence to demonstrate that housing completions will begin on site within five-
years could include any progress being made towards the submission of an 

application, site assessment work or relevant information about site viability, 
ownership constraints or infrastructure provision. 

360. In this context, Table 1 in the November 2018 HLM review indicates that all 

the sites have developers.  There is also other information commensurate with 
that suggested in the NPPG in Appendix one to HLM review.  Ledsham Garden 

Village is an ongoing site with five phases now having full planning permission 
and where 90 dwellings were completed in an earlier phase in 2017-1877. 

Buildings have been demolished and the sites are being cleared at Rossfield Road 
and Delamere Forest School; some conditions have been discharged at Lyndale 
Farm and a full application has been submitted at Wrexham Road [IR 88-93 & 

246]. 

361. Four of the six sites involve the completion of fewer than 30 dwellings. In the 

circumstances of, a combination of a developer, clearance/site works and/or 
movement towards detailed planning permissions/discharge of conditions, my 
experience suggests that it is more than likely that such modest estimations of 

completions are likely to be achieved in the five-year period.  The two larger sites 
at Rossfield Road and Wrexham Road again seem very likely to be delivered, 

given the face value of the information submitted.  I therefore consider that 
further changes to this category are not justified. 

362. In coming to this conclusion, I am also aware that following the discussion 

with the Appellant, more than half of the numbers in this category were removed 
by the Council.  I am also aware of the excellent track record achieved by the 

Council in predicting future housing delivery.  Since the CW&CLP base date 
(2010), with the exception of only one year (2012/13), when there was a small 
shortfall of completions when compared to the housing delivery forecasts, the 

Council’s forecasts have under-estimated the subsequent completions. This does 
not suggest that the Council has been traditionally over-optimistic when making 

its housing completion forecasts [IR 225 & 246].  

363. I note the Appellant’s point about the timeliness of some conditions and that if 
reserved matters applications are submitted at the last possible moment and 

then development does not commence until that time period is about to expire, 
then there will be few if any completions on such sites where the combined time 

periods are in the region or four years or more. However, the purpose of time 
limits in conditions is not to establish a mechanism through which to forecast 

77 HLM 2017-18Appendix Two, Completions Report. 
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housing delivery.  They are a vehicle to enable a review of (the) permission(s) 
already granted if circumstances have changed.  My experience suggests that in 

situations where land with planning permission has been acquired by a 
builder/developer, as is the case here, rather than being owned by a land-owner 
or site promoter then conditions are discharged and works commenced on site at 

a date that is far sooner than the time limits in conditions [IR 86-93]. 

364. The Appellant refers to a case at Woolmer Green where an Inspector 

considered the Council’s evidence to be “well short” of what was required. 
However, I do not have the evidence that led to that conclusion before me [IR 87 
& 227]. 

Non-allocated sites without planning permission 

365. There are six sites remaining that account for 222ds. remaining in dispute in 

this category.  The Appellant’s case rests on the contention that such sites can 
never be included in a five-year land supply calculation.  However, nowhere in 
the definition of “deliverable” in the Glossary to the Framework or in the NPPG 

does it say that the sites referred to are an exclusive list.  Nevertheless, I agree 
with the Appellant, that given the status of such sites in the planning system, 

there needs to be a credible justification for any such sites to be included. [IR 94, 
95, 247 & 250]. 

366. The sites are contained in table 3 to Appendix 3 of the 2018 HLM review [ID 
17].  Although not allocated or having outline planning permission at the time of 
the 2018 HLM there were applications, which have since been granted or 

approved subject to a legal agreement, submitted by builders at Trafford Street, 
Hartford Manor, Knutsford Road and Chester Road.  None of these sites will 

provide more than the 42ds. at Hartford Manor.  Given the progress that appears 
to have been made on all of these sites during the past year it seems to me very 
likely that they will all deliver dwellings in the five-year period.  

367. Winnington Business Park is larger than the others (88d).  The site appears to 
have made good progress since the outline application was received in April 

2017, that application being approved, subject to a legal agreement in March 
2018 and a decision issued in July 2018.  A demolition application has been 
subsequently submitted and approved, along with an outline application for other 

parts of the site.  Although there is now little more than four years to go, there 
appears to be no significant obstacles to overcome before housing delivery can 

commence.  In the circumstance a forecast of 88 ds by March 2023 does not 
appear unattainable.  The remaining site at Newhall Road is only expected to 
deliver 12ds.  There is already a resolution to grant planning permission, a 

builder is driving the scheme and the building on the site is no longer in use.  The 
construction of 12ds on this site in over four years does not seem an 

unreasonable expectation in my view.  The Appellant once again refers to the 
time periods in conditions for the submission of reserved matters and 
commencement on site, the latter being potentially after 2023. However, there is 

no evidence to suggest that after the good progress to date, work to secure the 
implementation of 88 ds on this site by 2023 is about to stop.  I therefore prefer 

the Council’s assessment and consider the inclusion of the six non-allocated sites 
as of April 2018 to have been justified by the subsequent events [IR 96 & 97]. 
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Build out rates and lead in time 

368. The Appellant challenges the delivery rates applied to five sites (505ds.), 

based on the interpretation of the Council’s standard build-out rates and lead in 
times [IR 113, 298].  It alleges that the Council has inflated its delivery rate 
assumptions.  A comparison of the assumptions in table 2.9 of the HELAA 

(2017)78 with the Council’s forecasts (pg.6 of HDoCG) suggests in broad terms 
that this is correct [114 & 250].  

369. Table 7.3 of BF PoE suggests that at Ledsham Garden Village, Station Quarter 
and Grange Farm the inflated figures are a response to delivery forecasts from 
developers.  However, there are no copies of the correspondence with developers 

to confirm what they are saying and why.  More fundamentally there is no 
independent assessment by the Council analysing why it should take on board 

the opinions of developers in preference to its own standard assessment.  The 
delivery rate assumptions are presumably based on historic analysis of the 
performance at many sites, from which average rates will have been arrived at. 

Some of the sites that were assessed, will have performed better than the 
average whilst others will have performed worse than it.  Even if the opinions of 

individual builders are correct and their sites perform better than the average, 
there will no doubt be other sites that do not.  Unless the Council undertakes a 

forensic analysis of every site, which it has not done, then there is no justification 
for departing from its overall assumptions unless very special circumstances can 
be demonstrated.   

370. The Appellant claims that the proposed delivery at Ledsham Garden Village is 
greater than what was actually achieved on an earlier phase.  The evidence 

indicates that 41 dwellings were completed in 2016-2017 and 90 in 2017-18.  To 
add these together and then divide by two to achieve an annual delivery rate of 
66dpa as BP has done is far too simplistic.  Building work only began in 2016 and 

there was not a full year’s output during 2016-17.  2017-18 is only one year so a 
judgement as to whether or not the 90 dwellings constructed in that year was 

typical and likely to be repeated is not easy to make.  Output from sites often 
peak in the first full year, if market conditions remain the same, so that the 
Council’s estimate of that number being sustained for a further five years seems 

high, especially when it is wishing to count an additional 28d on a later phase 
into the supply.  With two developers, the delivery rate assumptions would 

suggest an annual output from this site of not much above 70.  The evidence 
does not suggest a different position with regard to Rossfield Road and Roften 
Works.  I therefore accept the Appellant’s analysis and reduce the supply by 

505ds.          

Small sites windfall allowance 

371. The Framework says that an allowance can be made for windfall sites if there 
is compelling evidence.  The Council’s historic analysis of completions shows that 
there has been numerous completions delivered on sites with a capacity below 

five units on a consistent basis.  On the basis of this evidence, the Council 
therefore makes an allowance for windfall dwellings in years four and five.  It 

recognises that some windfall sites will have been granted planning permission 

78 CD 13.6. 
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before the base date and uses this information to assess the number of windfalls 
likely to be delivered in the first three years [IR 98, 251 & 252].  

372. Whilst the Appellant notes that completions from this source have been 
steadily increasing since 2010 (as they have from the other sources), it points 
out that the 122dpa average from past trends would lead to the delivery of 

610ds. over a five-year period.  It then goes on to point out that the Council has 
assumed that 620d with planning permission would contribute to this source of 

supply in years one to three.  It claims that the Council has not applied any lapse 
rate to these permissions.  Whilst the Council acknowledges that some planning 
permissions will not be implemented, it is not clear how this has been discounted 

in years one to three.  The number of dwellings completed on small sites 
increased from 70 in 2010-11 to 174 in 2017-18.  If the 2017-18 output were to 

be delivered over the five-year period, then 870ds could be delivered from this 
source.  The Council has assumed 830.  To achieve this, dwellings on small sites 
would have to be delivered at a rate so far not experienced other than in 2017-

18.  I consider this to be too optimistic.  There is not the evidence to enable me 
to make a different assessment and nor should I in any event.  I have therefore 

taken the mid-point (115d) between the two parties’ cases and subtracted that 
from the Council’s figure [IR 99-101 & 252].                                         

Housing land supply conclusions  

373.  Housing land supply assessment is not an exact science.  It relies on objective 
judgement and some assumptions based on the available evidence.  What is 

certain is that the assessed delivery from individual sites is unlikely to be correct. 
All one can hope for is that the over-estimations are corrected by under-

estimations to a similar amount. 

374. The Framework and the NPPGs guidance on this matter were changed some 
months after the Council undertook its 2018 HLM.  The new guidance requires a 

better demonstration on the part of Councils of the deliverability of certain types 
of site.  Whilst the Council has submitted additional evidence to address the 

changes, that evidence falls short of what might be expected in a full HLS 
assessment.  However, that is not due to be undertaken before April 2019.  
Whilst not to the Appellant’s satisfaction, I nevertheless consider the evidence 

that the Council submitted both in written form and verbally at the Inquiry does 
not lead to a conclusion that its assessment of dwellings to be delivered from 

sites with outline planning permission or allocated and non-allocated sites is 
fundamentally wrong.  I have therefore not changed these assessments. 

375. I have however, accepted the Appellants arguments with regard to 

demolitions, student accommodation, build-out rates and lead in times and in 
part the small site allowance.  I have deducted 1,217d from the Council’s supply. 

This gives a supply of 6,060 to meet a requirement of 5,150 or a supply of 5.41 
years.                                  

 Development Plan 

376. Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that 
applications for planning permission must be determined in accordance with the 

DP unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  The statutory DP for the 
area still consists of the CW&CLP P1, adopted on 29 January 2015, the WNP, 
made on 19 November 2014 and the saved policies of the VRBLP First Review 
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Alteration, adopted in June 2006 (in the context of this appeal, specifically Policy 
GS5) [IR 122-124]. 

377. Para. 5.3 of the SoCG sets out the agreed relevant policies. The parties agree 
that the proposal breaches both Policies STRAT 9 and GS5, the latter being 
addressed in the context of STRAT 9.  The Council also considers the proposal to 

be contrary to STRAT 1 of CW&CLP and to Policies H1 and H2 of the WNP.  It also 
considers all of the above policies to be the dominant ones for determining the 

appeal.  Inspector Dakeyne in his SR only considered STRAT 9, GS5 and H1 to be 
the dominant policies but also agreed with the Council that the proposal was 
contrary to STRAT 1 [IR 127, 155, 255 & 259, (SR 218)]. 

VRBLP 

378.  Of the VRBLP policies that have been saved, only GS5 has been referred to in 

substance.  That policy seeks to protect the character and appearance of the 
countryside and to prevent new building therein, unless provided for through 
other policies.  It also defines open countryside as all parts of the Borough which 

lie outside of defined settlement boundaries [ID 24].  In the context of this 
appeal, the countryside protection policies have been superseded by those in 

CW&CLP P1 Policy STRAT 9.  Only the settlement limits are relevant because they 
define the area within which Policy STRAT 9 applies [IR 34, 149, 255 & 259].  

379. However, these settlement limits are out of date but have not been replaced. 
They were defined in the context of the housing requirements established for the 
VRBLP before 2006.  This plan had an end date in 2016.  Not only is the 

boundary seeking to accommodate development needs from a previous plan 
period, those development needs have been superseded by new ones and the 

actual period for which the boundaries were meant to represent the land release 
requirement has now been over for nearly three years.  During this period 
planning permission has been granted for residential development, outside of the 

settlement boundaries on a number of occasions.  Even as early as 2013 and 
whilst the VRBLP as a whole was still a part of the DP for the area, the Council’s 

officers gave GS5 reduced weight in the decision-making process. [149, 151, 
152, 155 & 257].  

380. Nevertheless, the Council still considers Policy GS5 to be one of the dominant 

policies for determining the appeal.  Para. 11d of the Framework says that where 
policies which are most important for determining the application are out of date, 

planning permission should be granted, unless any adverse impacts of doing so 
would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed 
against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole.  I therefore conclude 

that what has become known as the tilted balance applies [IR 155d & 260]. 

381. Whilst Inspector Dakeyne did not come to this conclusion, indeed he afforded 

Policy GS5 “Considerable weight in the context of Winsford” that decision was 
arrived at in November 2015 when the VRBLP was still extant and the WNP had 
recently been made [IR 261, 260 & 261]. 

382. The Council refers to the findings of the Daventry BC v Gladman (2016) Court 
of Appeal decision to support its contention that GS5, in the context of its 

settlement boundaries, is up-to-date.  However, that decision has been 
superseded by the Richborough Estates v Cheshire East DC (2017) case, where 
at para. 63 Lord Carnwath said in similar circumstances of an extant LP that “on 
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any view, quite apart from para. 49, the statutory development plan was out of 
date”.  He went on to confirm that “the weight to be given to the restrictive 

policies was reduced to the extent that they derived from settlement boundaries 
that in turn reflect out-of-date housing requirements” [IR 123, 150, 257 & 258].    

CW&CLP  

383. The appeal site is beyond the settlement limits of Winsford as defined by 
VRBLP Policy GS5.  Until the CW&CLP P2 is adopted, these limits define the area 

to which Policy STRAT 9 applies.  The proposal does not comprise one of the 
types of development that is acceptable in principle in the countryside under 
Policy STRAT 9 so there is a clear breach of the policy [IR 31, 126 & 255]. 

384. However, as the Appellant points out, the policy “aims to protect the intrinsic 
character and beauty of the Cheshire countryside” whereas the revised 

Framework at para. 170. which gives more clarification as to the government’s 
position on this issue, seeks to only protect valued landscapes and only to 
recognise the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, not to protect it. 

Despite the interpretation of previous Inspectors, in the context of a now revised 
Framework, Policy STRAT 9 is not fully consistent with the wording of the 

Framework.  Nevertheless, the Framework does recognise the overall intrinsic 
character and beauty of the countryside and the Cawrey judgement79 confirms 

that the loss of undesignated countryside is capable of being harmful and 
attracting weight in the planning balance.  In my judgement Policy STRAT 9 is 
consequently not out of date and is capable of attracting weight, depending upon 

the circumstances of the case.  However, such weight cannot now be the full 
weight that Inspector Dakeyne gave to the Policy [IR 128-131, 255, & 256]. 

385. Whilst arguing that full weight should be given to the breach of STRAT 9, 
because the proposal is outside of the settlement limits, the Council has breached 
these same settlement limits on numerous occasions itself, granting planning 

permissions in order to maintain a five-year supply of housing land.  In the 
context of the current settlement limits, Policy STRAT 9 is a policy for the supply 

of housing and in the context of a site immediately adjacent to one of the four 
urban areas where Policy STRAT 2 proposes to locate the majority of new 
development, it should also be given reduced weight in that context [IR 130]. 

386. I note that the Council, whilst referring to Inspector Dakeyne’s SR, says that 
CW&CLP P2 will be defining new settlement boundaries and that the WNP 

allocations will form the main basis for the new boundary around Winsford. It 
also points out that the proposed boundary does not include the appeal site.  
However, this aspect of that plan is subject to outstanding objections so, at this 

point in time, it cannot be used in support of additional weight for the breach of 
Policy STRAT 9 [IR 36, 255, & 259-261]. 

387. Furthermore, a comparison of the boundaries shown in the VRBLP [ID 24] and 
that proposed in CW&CLP P2 [ID 25], with the WNP allocations (CD 5/1 pgs30-
31) suggests that other land not allocated through that plan has been included in 

the proposed amendment to the Winsford settlement area on the Policies Map. 
There are also examples of development and the settlement boundary extending 

into adjacent parishes, such as further along School Green Lane from the appeal 

79 Cawrey Limited v SoS and Hinckley and Bosworth BC [2016] EWHC 1198  
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site.  Repeating those at the appeal site would not be a new departure [IR 151 & 
260].  

388. By virtue of being outside of the settlement envelope the proposal is contrary 
to STRAT 9.  However, the Council has not advanced an argument that the 
proposal would be harmful to the character and appearance of the countryside 

itself, only that by being within the Policy STRAT 9 considerations, it must in 
principle be contrary to that policy.  Indeed, the Council’s officers, when 

recommending members to approve the application that is now the subject of 
this appeal, back in 2013, said that  

“the site is contained on two sides with residential development to the north 

and a main road along the eastern boundary, with the impact on landscape 
character not considered to be significant.  The site is relatively well contained 

visually within the local landscape, with the topography and woodland 
vegetation to the south and west restricting long-distance views” (CD 2/2 
para. 7.32).  

389. These observations are as relevant today as they were six years ago.  There is 
also extensive residential development across the main road referred to and 

some further residential development in the form of individual dwellings and out-
buildings on either side of the eastern end of the lane that abuts the southern 

boundary (SV).  The proposed development would undoubtedly result in the loss 
of open countryside but its impact on the wider countryside and its landscape 
would be minimal.  I therefore give the infringements against Policy SRAT 9 only 

minor weight [CD 2.2]. 

390.  Policy STRAT 1 requires development to support eight sustainable 

development principles, following which it will be approved without delay, unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise.  The sixth criterion requires proposals 
to minimise the loss of greenfield land.  The Council quite rightly refers to the 

proposal’s conflict with this but not to any of the others.  Inspector Dakeyne 
found that “a degree of conflict was involved”.  There is clearly conflict but with 

regard to the other seven criteria, the proposal is either neutral or contributes 
towards their requirements [IR 29, 133, 134, 155b, 262].  

391. In particular the “Local Approach”, which could be secured by conditions or a 

legal agreement, would help to support regeneration in one of the most deprived 
areas of the Borough and the parties agree that the new housing would have 

good accessibility to local shops, community facilities and a primary school.  In 
the context of Winsford it has good connections to public transport.  It is agreed 
that there would be improvements to biodiversity, particularly as a result of the 

measures proposed to improve the habitat and breeding ponds used by GCNs, a 
protected species.  The proposal would not encourage the use and 

redevelopment of Pdl but then many of the sites proposed for housing 
development in the LP or granted planning permission by the Council would not. 
In the overall circumstances I can only give limited weight to the harm to Policy 

STRAT 1 [IR 158-170, 184-207 & 284-297]. 

392. Policy STRAT 2 sets a minimum target of 22,000d for the borough.  Policy 

STRAT 6 Winsford requires provision to be made for at least 3,500 of these new 
dwellings at Winsford by 2030.  The WNP makes provision for 3,362 and I was 
told that no further sites around Winsford have been identified in the CW&CLP P2. 

However, I agree with Inspector Dakeyne that the development of Pdl and other 

A14.80

Page 1716

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate


windfalls over the next 11 years would be likely to more than make up for this 
shortfall of identified numbers.  The Appellant refers to issues that are alleged to 

be undermining the delivery of land within the Station Quarter and suggests that 
this could lead to an overall under-provision at Winsford.  However, the Station 
Quarter is only meant to deliver 775d during the plan period (about 22%).  I 

have not been referred to any development phasing plan at Winsford and given 
that more than half the plan period has yet to come, I consider it premature to 

be suggesting that the requirement from the Station Quarter cannot be delivered 
over the next eleven years [IR 29, 30, 128, 139, 142, 147, 148, 263, 264 & 
308].  

393. In my judgement the Policy STRAT 6 requirement is likely to be achieved 
without the development of the appeal site.  Whilst the policy does not offer any 

support for the appeal proposal, given that it sets a minimum requirement and 
there is no evidence to suggest that that number is already likely to be 
unsustainably exceeded, the proposal does not conflict with it either [IR 238 & 

264]. 

394. Policy SOC 1 Delivering affordable housing seeks to maximise the provision of 

such accommodation on all larger schemes.  A target of 30% is set.  The 
proposal would achieve at least 40%, with a further 10% being set aside for self 

or custom-build housing in the first instance.  The scheme clearly accords with 
this policy, even the Council considering that the benefit deserves substantial 
weight [IR 32, 175 & 280].   

WNP 

395. The Appellant points out that only about 2h of the appeal site (30%) falls 

within the remit of the WNP and that in any event 70% of the proposal cannot be 
considered to be in conflict with that plan.  However, the development as a whole 
would be a clear extension to the town of Winsford, even though a part would be 

within another parish.  Indeed, the Appellant put the site forward as a potential 
allocation for the WNP.  The proposal would clearly be meeting the needs of 

Winsford, rather than the small village of Darnhall, in whose parish some of the 
site is located.  Darnhall village is some distance from the appeal site.  In 
addition, the high proportion of affordable housing and the “Local Approach” 

benefits are clearly there in a Winsford context and do not relate to Darnhall.  I 
therefore consider the proposal as a whole would respect the objectives and 

policies of the WNP. [IR 135, 136 & 265]. 

396. The Council and some of the third parties suggests that the plan has a clear 
strategy for locating housing development, close to the town centre and the 

railway station as well as creating positive new “gateways” at key arrival points. 
However, whilst some of these may be contributing to the underlying themes of 

the plan, there are a number of sites proposed for development that clearly do 
not meet these descriptions.  The appeal site could be considered to be a 
gateway, albeit only to a minor extent but nevertheless to a greater extent than 

some of the sites that are expected to deliver Winsford’s contribution to the 
overall housing requirement [IR 147, 266 & 268].  

397. The Council suggests that the proposal conflicts with the themes of the plan. 
There are seven of these.  I agree with the Appellant (Para.s 143 &144) that it is 
difficult to see how the proposal actually offends any of them.  However, at the 

same time many other sites proposed for development in Winsford would 
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contribute towards the delivery of the vision.  Consequently, for the most part 
the Appellant’s contribution to the vision through the seven themes is little 

different to many of the sites that are proposed for development or indeed others 
that are coming or could come forward.  The training and employment proposals 
would nevertheless create a variety of employment opportunities, including skills 

training, which is an employment objective [IR 145, 203 & 267]. 

398. Policy H1 supports residential development on a range of sites at Winsford that 

in total would achieve the construction of around 3,362d.  As discussed above I 
consider that to comply with the requirements of CW&CLP Policy STRAT 6.  The 
appeal site is not one of the listed sites.  Whilst there is no ceiling on 

development, I agree with Inspector Dakeyne’s conclusion that to see Policy H1 
other than as a policy that guides and regulates where new development in and 

around Winsford should be located would be to suggest that it serves no real 
purpose.  The policy makes proposals as to where residential development in 
Winsford should be located up until 2030.  The appeal proposal is not one of 

these and so it is contrary to the policy and contrary to the WNP.  The policy also 
requires proposals to accord with other policies of the NP and LP.  In this context 

there is clear support from Policy H3, which seeks to secure a sustainable and 
mixed community with different dwelling types, a range of tenures and including 

affordable housing.  Consequently, in the overall circumstances of the minimal 
requirement that Policy H1 is expected to meet and the absence of significant 
conflict with the vision themes and objectives of the plan, I give Policy H1 no 

more than moderate weight [IR 33, 136, 268 & 269].   

 Development Plan Conclusions 

399. The proposal would be in compliance with a number of relevant DP policies. 
These are set out in full in the PSoCG and include those used to assess the 
proposal against specific matters such as transport (STRAT 10), affordable 

housing (SOC 1), housing mix (SOC 3) and the environment (ENV 2, ENV 4 and 
ENV 6).  I have found GS5 to be out of date and no real conflict with STRAT 2 

because in the context of its minimum 21,000d target, an additional 184d would 
not be significant [PSoCG & IR 32 & 318]. 

400. Nevertheless, there would be minor conflict with CW&CLP P1 Policy STRAT 9 

and to a limited extent with Policy STRAT 1.  There would also be limited conflict 
with Policy H1 of the WNP, an additional 184d representing about a 6% increase 

in the context of its target of 3,400d.  The housing supply policies STRAT 9 and 
H1 are the dominant policies for assessing proposals for development inside and 
immediately outside of the Winsford settlement boundary.  The proposal does 

support Policy SOC1’s objective of maximising the provision of affordable housing 
and given the circumstances, [see IR 408-411] this weighs in the proposal’s 

favour.  However, approving proposals that are contrary to dominant policies in 
the DP, particularly one that is within a NP, should not be undertaken lightly.  To 
do so would undermine the public’s trust and confidence in the DP system. I 

conclude that on balance the proposal would be contrary to the DP overall but 
only to a minor extent [IR 155 & 271]. 

CW&CLP P2 

401. Apart from establishing new settlement boundaries, this plan when adopted 
should have no real bearing on the outcome of this appeal as it does not propose 

any land allocations at or adjacent to Winsford.  The plan was submitted for 
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examination on 12 March 2018 and hearings closed on 27 September 2018. 
Agreement to Main Modifications are expected soon, with adoption anticipated 

later in 2019.  There are outstanding objections to Policy W1, which establishes 
the new Winsford settlement boundary.  Other objections relate to the plan’s 
alleged failure to provide sufficient land allocations at Winsford through this 

policy.  There are also outstanding objections to Policy DM 20, which relates to 
the mix and type of housing [PSoCG paras. 5.6-5.9 & IR 36-38].  

402. The Appellant accepts that once this plan has been adopted, its route to the 
tilted balance will fall away and that in that context CW&CLP Policy STRAT 9 will 
be up-to-date [IR 151]  

Sustainable development 

 Economic 

403. The economic benefits set out in OR147 and SR 261-263 still apply.  In 
addition, the housing offer whereby up to 92 new homes would be built by local 
SMEs, supports the Government’s objective of boosting that sector.  It would also 

add value to the local economy as would the self–build plots and elements of the 
proposed local training, employment and procurement proposals [SR80 & IR 205 

& 295].   

404. The weight to be given, to the benefit of the additional market housing, needs 

to be seen in the context of the Council’s response to the need to boost 
significantly the supply of housing.  That is what has been achieved by continuing 
to provide a 5-year supply of housing land [IR 174] and enabling a significant 

surplus in housing supply over requirement since 2014 [IR 380, 419].  Such a 
situation cannot justify giving the provision of more market housing significant 

weight, especially when the LP Inspector clearly said that an OAN of more than 
1,100dpa. would require higher job growth than the forecasts suggest are likely 
to be achieved and necessitating more population growth from in-migration80.  If 

job-growth doesn’t match the growth in the economically active population then 
there would likely be an increase in out-commuting, which is not a sustainable 

outcome [IR 158, 159, 274 & 290-293]. 

405. However, the market housing would be delivered by SMEs so that in that 
context it should attract some weight.  As Inspector Dakeyne said:  

“this, along with the other elements of the housing offer, means that the 
economic benefits of the appeal proposal are likely to be able to be distinguished 

from many other housing proposals in the Borough or indeed other proposals on 
non-allocated sites on the edge of Winsford”  

[SR 174, 175, 282 & IR 158-167, 278d & 290-293]. 

406. The agricultural land position has not changed since the original inquiry and 
should not weigh against the proposal [OR148].  

407. Overall there are significant economic benefits from the proposal [SR 264 & IR 
278d]. 

 

80 CD 13/3 pgs. 9&10 
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Social 

408. The proposal would deliver 40% of the dwellings as affordable housing, 10% 

more than the requirement.  The facts surrounding the extent of the need for 
affordable housing are again in dispute.  Notwithstanding that the Council 
accepts that the need for affordable housing in CW&C is such that the provision 

of 40%, which is 10% above the LP target of 30%, should be afforded substantial 
weight.  The dispute is over the attachment of the pronoun “very” [IR 175, 182, 

275 & 283]. 

409. Affordability appears to have got worse in CW&C and the numbers on its 
housing register have more than doubled since it was reviewed in 2014.  At the 

same time, affordable homes have continually been lost from the stock as a 
result of the “right to buy”.  Nevertheless, in the context of the LP target of 30%, 

on past performance the Council appears to be capable of meeting this and 
achieving the delivery of 6,600 affordable units over the plan period [169, 172, 
173, 188, 276 & 277].  

410. The unachieved provision of 714dpa. and the corresponding shortfall of 
1,503d, referred to by the Appellant, are in the context of the backlog being 

resolved within five-years.  That was never going to be achieved, without a 
substantial increase in public funds, because it would involve 65% of all dwellings 

constructed over the five-year period being affordable.  As the LP Inspector 
observed, the figure would still be reduced if the backlog was cleared over a 
longer period, such as the plan period.  However, meeting all of the existing and 

future affordable housing needs by 2030 from the private sector contribution 
even if it were always 30%, is likely to be an impossible task [IR173, 174, 176, 

178, 179 & 278-280].  

411. Nevertheless, because of public investment, the evidence suggests that 
provision has fared better in Winsford, over the plan period to date, than in the 

Borough as a whole.  Additionally, and despite this and its overall opposition to 
the proposal, the Town Council in its evidence considers that there is a need for 

more affordable homes and would welcome the provision on this site. 
Furthermore, the backlog represents people in housing need now, some of them 
acutely and so it should not be easily glossed over.  I agree that at least 

substantial weight should be given to the provision of affordable housing on the 
site [IR 171, 177, 180, 182, 183, 281-283 & 315].  

412. The self–build plots would help meet the government’s objective expressed in 
the Housing White Paper and now included in the revised Framework, to support 
the growth of self and custom build homes.  Whilst maintaining a register of 

those seeking to acquire serviced plots under Section 1 of the Self-Build and 
Custom Housebuilding Act 2015, to date there are no specific development 

permissions in CW&C to meet the identified demand.  As identified through the 
Council’s self-build register that amounts to 309 households.  In Xx the Council 
confirmed that it did not know how many self-build plots it had granted planning 

permission for during the plan period.  The extent to which the Council has 
supplemented this data with secondary information, as recommended by the 

Framework, was also not clear but despite Build Store’s database identifying 443 
registrants within ten miles of the appeal site, the Council maintained that there 
is no demand at all in Winsford for such housing on a large site [IR 184-196 & 

284-288].  
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413. I do not share the Council’s pessimism about the need for self and custom-
build housing at Winsford.  Its stance is largely based on conjecture rather than 

hard evidence and I also note that despite government advice, emerging Policy 
DM20 of the CW&CLP P2 sets no targets for self and custom-build housing nor 
allocates any specific sites.  The twenty-six plots on adjacent Peacock Avenue, 

which were developed in such a way some years ago, suggests that such a 
development can be achieved at Winsford in the right circumstances. 

Furthermore, to counter the Council’s pessimism during the Inquiry, the 
Appellant agreed to a fall-back position, whereby, if any of the eighteen self-build 
plots do not commence development within five years of the date of the planning 

permission, additional affordable housing plots will be built on those sites. [SR80, 
IR 197-202 & 289]. 

414. The self-build element would carry some social benefits in helping to respond 
to the needs of a particular group, identified by the SHMA [SR80] and the 
Government, who wish to build their own homes.  The proposals do not follow 

the approach advocated by Policy SOC3 of the CW&CLP as a Community Land 
Trust is not involved81.  Therefore, there are questions over the affordability of 

the plots [SR183].  That said the proposed condition that requires the submission 
of a scheme for the delivery of the self-build plots, would allow an input by the 

Council into the open market value of the plots.  There would thus be social 
benefits from this element of the scheme.  I consider that the self-build element 
of the scheme should attract substantial weight [IR 184-186]. 

415. The local training, employment and procurement elements would bring some 
social benefits to the Borough as a whole and Winsford in particular.  There are 

relatively high levels of deprivation and joblessness, including in the ward 
adjacent to the appeal site, at Winsford.  These considerations deserve significant 
weight [OR77 & IR203]. 

416. Overall there are substantial social benefits from the proposal [SR 273].                                       

Environmental  

417.  There would be less than moderate harm from the loss of open fields but at 
some point in time there will be a requirement for some greenfield land to be 
developed around Winsford.  The Council does not refer to any specific 

landscape, visual or ecological harm.  The discovery of Great Crested Newts, 
which are a protected species, foraging on the site has resulted in proposals for 

off-site mitigation.  It is agreed that the proposed improvements go beyond what 
is necessary to mitigate against the potential harm to the protected species on 
the site and that there would be minor overall benefits to its habitat and breeding 

opportunities.  There is an acceptance that there would be other minor ecological 
improvements as a result of the scheme [IR 22, 23, 46, 47n, 204j, 296 & 301].  

418. About 8,000 sqm of public open space would be landscaped. This is 3,000 sqm 
more than the revised standard now requires and would be of minor benefit to 
the wider community [IR22, 45, 47g & 204g].  

419. It is agreed that the site is in an accessible location with sustainable access to 
bus, cycling and walking facilities.  However, such advantages could be a part of 

81 CD 13/1 pg. 71 
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the credentials of many sites and attract no weight to support the proposal [IR 
47k & 204j].   

420. Overall I consider the impact on the environmental dimension of sustainable 
development, from the loss of three open fields, would be counter balanced by  
the ecological and recreational benefits that would occur so that the harm would 

be neutralised.  

Sustainability Conclusions  

421. The Framework considers the three overarching objectives of sustainability to 
be interdependent and says that they should be pursued in mutually supportive 
ways.  In this case the proposal would achieve significant economic benefit and 

substantial social benefits along with having a better than neutral impact upon 
the environment82.   However, that is not the end of the matter.  The conflict with 

the up to date development plan is a key component of the final balancing 
exercise.  I deal with this in my overall conclusions.  In this respect Policy STRAT 
1 of the CW&CLP indicates that sustainable development would not be achieved if 

a proposal would fundamentally conflict with the LP [IR 298-301]. 

Conditions and obligations 

422. As referred to above, following discussions with the Council, the Appellant 
submitted a set of agreed conditions shortly before the inquiry reopened.  I 

discussed some of these further during the inquiry when further minor 
modifications were agreed.  Before the inquiry concluded it was further agreed 
that if a local builder was employed to build the market housing and 10% of the 

dwellings were constructed through self-build, then it was more than likely that 
the levels of local procurement sought in the draft condition would be achieved 

without the need for the condition.  The procurement condition was therefore 
removed.  With this exception, to all intents and purposes the conditions are the 
same as the conditions recommended in the OR together with the additional 

conditions recommended in the SR, with the changes outlined in IR 317. The 
finally agreed conditions and the ones that I recommend to the SoS are listed at 

the end of this report. 

423. I have considered the need for these conditions in the context of the six tests 
contained in paragraph 206 of the Framework and the advice contained in the 

NPPG.  The conditions are necessary in order to ensure that the development is 
of a high standard, creates acceptable living conditions for existing and future 

residents within the development and area as a whole, is safe and sustainable, 
minimises the impact on the environment and complies with the other relevant 
DP Policies. 

424. The SoS previously considered that the Training and Employment, Self-Build 
Housing and Local Builders conditions did not enable these considerations to 

outweigh his reasons for dismissing the appeal.  The High Court found that the 
SoS had given inadequate reasoning for the rejection of the Training and 
Employment Measures and the Local Builders condition. It found that the SoS’s 

reasoning that the Self Build Housing condition should not be attached to any 
permission was sufficient to support that conclusion. 

82 CD 12/1 Pg. 5 
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425.  The Appellant now considers that the matters addressed by the conditions in 
ID 42 could be more appropriately covered in a legal agreement.  It cites an 

example from Gloucestershire83 where the SoS has granted planning permission 
for a residential development with a similar Agreement to secure similar benefits. 
The Council wished them all to remain as conditions only. 

426. I am of the opinion that all of the conditions as now proposed meet the tests in 
the NPPG and its guidance suggests that that conditions are to be preferred to 

planning obligations if they meet the tests. Nevertheless, if the SoS agrees with 
my overall conclusion, it is a matter for him whether or not he imposes conditions 
to secure the implementation of the “local approach” matters or accepts the 

Unilateral Undertaking as a substitute means of securing the implementation of 
the benefits. If the former, then it may be necessary to ask the Appellant to 

withdraw its Unilateral Undertaking. 

   The Planning Balance 

427. I have found VRBLP Policy GS5, considered to be one of the dominant policies 

for determining the application, to be out of date.  At paragraph 11d the 
Framework says that where policies, which are the most important for 

determining the application, are out of date, permission should be granted unless 
any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh 

the benefits when assessed against the policies in the Framework taken as a 
whole.  

428. I have found that the development is sustainable development in the overall 

context of the Framework, with substantial weight being given to the benefits 
from the social dimension and significant weight given to the economic 

dimension.  The adverse impacts from the loss of the green fields and on the 
confidence in the DP are not so great as to demonstrably outweigh the benefits.  
I consequently find that the adverse impacts of granting planning permission 

would not significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed 
against policies in the Framework taken as a whole and that planning permission 

should be granted.   

429. If the SoS disagrees with my finding and considers that VRBLP Policy GS5 is 
not out of date and the tilted balance is not applied I would nevertheless, like 

Inspector Dakeyne, recommend in favour of allowing the appeal.  In this instance 
it is a matter of balancing the harm, conflict with the DP and the adverse impacts 

through the loss of countryside, against the economic and social benefits arising 
from the provision of the new homes.   

430. To a limited extent, the proposal is contrary to CW&CLP Policy STRAT 1. T here 

is also a degree of conflict with CW&CLP Policy STRAT 9 and Policy H1 of the 
WNP.  Although a number of development plan policies support the proposal, 

particularly CW&CLP Policy SOC1, overall, I consider the proposal to be contrary 
to the DP when read as a whole but only to a minor extent.  That conflict is by 
and large a technical one and a number of the relevant policies, particularly those 

of the WNP are not explicit in forming a basis to resist the development.  Other 
than the loss of three green fields that do not easily relate to the wider 

83 Appeal ref: APP/P1615/A/3013622 Land off Driffield Road, Allaston Road and Court Road, Lydney, 

Gloucestershire (CD 17/2). 
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landscape, I have only identified minor harm from the development in the 
context of the principles of sustainability.  Nevertheless, the DP is not to be set 

aside lightly.  A failure to comply with the DP, particularly in the context of Policy 
STRAT 1, could also give an indication that the development would not be 
sustainable overall.  

431. Unless fully justified, permission would undermine the credibility of the plan-
led system and the status of NPs promoted by the Framework, even though 

paragraph 198 of the Framework should not be interpreted as giving NPs 
enhanced status over other components of the DP.  There are adverse impacts 
through the loss of open countryside and conflict with the DP overall.  Together I 

conclude that these represent moderate harm.  The Council has not alleged any 
other harm and agrees that the other material impacts could be made acceptable 

by the use of conditions.  In this case there are substantial economic and social 
benefits arising, particularly the significant proportion of affordable homes and 
the other “Local Approach” benefits of the housing offer.  Whilst this type of offer 

could be repeated, the circumstances are unlikely to be commonplace because of 
the position of the Appellant as landowner as set out in detail in the ‘Local 

Approach’.  

432. Development that conflicts with the DP should be refused unless other material 

considerations indicate otherwise.  But it does not necessarily follow that a 
proposal which conflicts with the DP cannot comprise sustainable development as 
illustrated by many appeal decisions84.  I conclude that the conflict with the DP, 

the starting point for decision making, including the relatively minor adverse 
impacts on the countryside are outweighed by other material considerations, 

namely the significant economic and very substantial social benefits arising from 
additional housing, particularly the affordable homes and the self-build housing.  

433. In arriving at this conclusion, I have taken into account that the Council, 

putting to one side the conflict with the DP and including the in-principle 
objection to the loss of countryside, have not suggested that the grant of 

planning permission will result in any site specific adverse impacts or that the site 
is not in a sustainable and accessible location.  For these reasons, the proposal 
would accord with the presumption in favour of sustainable development, having 

regard to the DP and the economic, social and environmental dimensions of 
sustainable development considered in the round.  

Recommendation  

434. I recommend that the appeal be allowed, and outline planning permission be 
granted subject to the conditions set out in the next section. This 

recommendation is consistent with that contained in Inspector Dakeyne’s two 
reports [OR168]. 

  

84 For example those referred to in IR65 & IR159 
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Recommended conditions in the event that permission is granted 

 

Reserved Matters 

 
1. Details of the appearance, landscaping, layout, and scale, (hereinafter called "the 
reserved matters") for each phase of the development shall be submitted to, and 
approved in writing by, the local planning authority before any development of that 

relevant phase begins and the development of each phase shall be carried out in 
accordance with the details approved under that phase.  

 
2. Application for approval of the reserved matters for Phase 1 of the development as 

approved under condition 6 of this permission shall be made to the local planning 
authority before the expiration of one year from the date of this permission. 
Application for approval of the reserved matters for the Phase 2 of the development 

as approved under condition 6 of this permission shall be made to the local planning 
authority before the expiration of two years from the date of this permission.  

Application(s) for the approval of reserved matters for each subsequent phase of 
development must be submitted to the local planning authority not later than the 
expiration of three years beginning with the date of this permission.  

3. The development hereby permitted shall be begun either before the expiration of 
two years from the date of this permission or before the expiration of one year from 
the date of approval of the last of the reserved matters to be approved, whichever is 

the later.  
 

4. All reserved matters applications shall accord with principles set out in the 
following:  
 

  
a) Parameters Plan HP/WIN/PP01 Rev B dated 4 July 2014;  

b) Boundary Treatment Proposals Plan 1789/P07a dated September 2013;  
c) Design and Access Statement dated July 2013; 
d) Access Plan (Drawing No. CBO-0149-006). 

 
5. No more than 184 dwellings shall be erected on the site. 

 
Phasing 
  

6. A Phasing Plan for the whole development shall be submitted to, and approved in 
writing by, the local planning authority as part of the first application for reserved 

matters within the application site.  Full details of the phasing of the construction of 
the development hereby approved, including highway and pedestrian routings, shall 

be submitted as part of the Phasing Plan.  The development shall be carried out in 
accordance with the Phasing Plan approved under this condition.  
 

7. The details for each phase of the development required under condition no 1 of 
this permission shall include:  

 
a) samples or the manufacturer’s specification of the external materials to be 

used in the construction of the dwellings;  
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b) soft and hard landscaping works, including details of retained trees and 
hedges, areas to be landscaped including the numbers, size, locations and 

species of trees and shrubs to be planted, boundary treatments, hard 
surfaces, and an implementation programme; 

c) existing levels and proposed finished floor (slab) and site (garden) levels; 

d) street furniture/structures including proposed substations or other utility 
structures; 

e) external lighting; 
f) on-site open space/play space provision.  The total amount of on-site open 

space shall amount to no less than 5,000 square metres;  

g) parking for cars and cycles;  
h) roads, footways and cycleways;  

and, 
i) provision for waste and recycling in connection with the dwellings.  
 

The details for each phase shall include a implementation programme for the works. 
 

Open Space 
 

8. No dwelling in any phase of development shall be occupied until details of the 
management and maintenance regime for the open space within that phase, 
including any landscaping and planting buffers, shall be submitted to, and approved 

in writing by, the local planning authority.  Following implementation in accordance 
with condition 7, the open space shall be managed and maintained in accordance 

with the approved details.  
 
Trees, Hedges and Landscaping  

 
9. Any trees or shrubs, forming part of the soft landscaping works, which die, 

become diseased or are damaged within the first five years after planting shall be 
replaced with a tree or shrub of the same species and size in the following planting 
season.  

10. No trees or hedges shall be cut down, uprooted or destroyed nor shall any 
retained tree be topped or lopped unless the works are in accordance with the 
Management Recommendations within the Tree Quality Survey Report dated 9 July 

2013 (Report No 1789_R05b_JB_JTF) or have been approved in writing by the local 
planning authority under condition 7 of this permission.  Any lopping or topping shall 

be carried out in accordance with “British Standard BS3998:2010 recommendations 
for Tree Work”.  If any retained tree or hedge is removed, uprooted or destroyed or 
dies, another tree or hedge shall be planted at the same place and the specification 

of the replacement tree or hedge shall be approved in writing by the local planning 
authority.  

11. No works in any phase, including ground preparation, shall commence on the site 
until all existing trees and hedges to be retained in that phase, in accordance with 
condition 6, are fully safeguarded by protective fencing and ground protection in 

accordance with specifications to be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the 
local planning authority, following the provisions of “British Standard 5837: 2012 

Trees in relation to design, demolition and construction”.  Such measures shall be 
retained for the duration of the construction works.  
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Biodiversity 

  
12. The development shall be implemented in accordance with the mitigation 
measures detailed in the Tyler Grange Updated Ecological Assessment Report of 12 

October 2018 and Drawing 11391/P09d.  
 

13. Prior to the commencement of development, a detailed method statement of 
works with regards to Great Crested Newts shall be submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The works shall be carried out in accordance 

with the approved method statement. 

14. The development shall be delivered in accordance with the Great Crested Newt 

mitigation and compensation proposals as detailed in Section 5 of the Tyler Grange 
Updated Ecological Assessment Report of 12h October 2018 and Drawing 
11391/P09d hereby approved. 

15. Prior to the commencement of development, details of the off-site pond creation, 
including a methodology and timetable, shall be submitted to, and approved in 

writing by, the local planning authority.  The works shall be carried out in accordance 
with approved details, methodology and timetable.  

16. A habitat creation and management plan shall be submitted to and approved in 

writing by the local planning authority prior to the commencement of the 
development. The plan shall include:  
 

a) Description and evaluation of the features to be created and managed;  
b) Ecological trends and constraints on site that may influence management;  

c) Aims and objectives of management;  
d) Appropriate management options for achieving aims and objectives;  

e) Prescriptions for management actions;  
f) Preparation of a work schedule (including a project register, an annual work 

plan and the means by which the plan will be rolled forward annually); 

and  
g) Personnel responsible for implementation of the plan.  

 
17. No on-site hedgerow/scrub/tree shall be removed between the 1 March and 31 
August inclusive, unless the site is surveyed for breeding birds, and a scheme to 

protect breeding birds is submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning 
authority.  The development shall thereafter only be carried out in accordance with 

the approved scheme.  
 
18. Prior to the commencement of each phase of the development a scheme and 

timetable for the provision of bat and bird boxes, including the numbers and 
locations for that phase of development, shall be submitted to and approved in 

writing by the local planning authority.  The bat and bird boxes shall be installed in 
accordance with the approved scheme and timetable.  Thereafter the bat and bird 
boxes shall be retained.  

 
Construction Management  

 
19. No development shall take place in any phase until a Construction Method 
Statement for that phase has been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the 
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local planning authority.  The approved Statement shall be adhered to throughout 
the construction period for that phase.  The Statement shall provide for:  

 
a) details of access, including routing of construction traffic, and temporary 

pedestrian routes; 

b) hours of construction and construction deliveries; 
c) the parking of vehicles of site operatives and visitors; 

d) loading and unloading of plant and materials; 
e) storage of plant and materials used in constructing the development; 
f) the erection and maintenance of security hoarding including decorative 

displays and facilities for public viewing, where appropriate; 
g) wheel washing facilities; 

h) measures to control the emission of dust and dirt during construction;  
and  

i) a scheme for recycling/disposing of waste resulting from construction  

works.  
 

Access and Highways  
 

20. The proposed vehicular access, footways and dropped crossing on Darnhall 
School Lane as detailed on the Proposed Access Plan (Drawing Ref CBO-0149-006 
dated 26 April 2013) shall be completed to binder-course level prior to the 

commencement of the construction of any dwellings on the site. 
  

21. No dwelling shall be occupied until the part of the highway or footway which 
provides access to it has been constructed in accordance with the approved details 
up to binder-course level.  The surface course shall then be completed within the 

approved timetable for the relevant phase as approved under condition 7.  
 

Travel Plan  
 
22. Prior to the occupation of each phase of the development, a travel plan for that 

phase shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local planning authority. 
The submitted travel plan shall include the objectives, measures and targets set out 

in the Travel Plan Framework dated 8 July 2013.  The approved travel plan shall be 
operated from first occupation.  
 

Archaeological Work  
 

23. Prior to the commencement of the development of each phase, a programme of 
archaeological work in accordance with a written methodology of investigation for 
that phase shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local planning 

authority.  The work shall be carried out strictly in accordance with the approved 
scheme.  

 
Drainage  
 

24. No development shall take place in any phase until a scheme for the disposal of 
surface water and foul drainage for that phase has been submitted to, and approved 

in writing by, the local planning authority.  The scheme shall be carried out in 
accordance with the approved details.  
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Affordable Housing  
 

25. Prior to the commencement of each phase of development a scheme for the 
provision of affordable housing in that phase shall be submitted to, and approved in 
writing by, the local planning authority.  The affordable housing shall be 40% of the 

total number of dwellings to be provided on site, be provided in accordance with the 
approved scheme and shall meet the definition of affordable housing in the National 

Planning Policy Framework or any future guidance that replaces it.  The scheme shall 
include:  
 

a) The numbers, tenure and location on the site of the affordable housing 
provision to be made;  

b) The type and mix of affordable dwellings;  
c) The timing of the construction of the affordable housing and its phasing in 

relation to the occupancy of the market housing;  

d) The arrangements for the transfer or management of the affordable 
housing;  

e) The arrangements to ensure that such provision is affordable for both first 
and subsequent occupiers of the affordable housing;  

and  
f) The occupancy criteria to be used for determining the identity of occupiers 

of the affordable housing and the means by which such occupancy criteria 

shall be enforced.  
 

All parts of the approved scheme for the provision of affordable housing shall be 
implemented in full.  
 

Local Approach Conditions 
 

Training and Employment  

 
26. The development hereby permitted shall not commence until details of a Training 

and Employment Management Plan has been submitted to, and approved in writing 
by, the local planning authority.  The plan shall aim to promote training and 
employment opportunities during the construction phase for local people by 

undertaking to meet a target of not less than 50% of the total workforce on the site 
being resident within the Cheshire West and Chester Council area, of which not less 

than 20% is within the town of Winsford and the adjacent parishes:  
 
Self-Build Housing 

  
27. Prior to the commencement of the self-build phase of the development, as 

approved under condition 6, a scheme for the provision of self-build plots shall be 
submitted to, and approved in writing by the local planning authority.  The self-build 
plots shall be 10% of the total number of the dwellings to be provided on the site and 

will not be an affordable unit.  The self-build plots shall be provided in accordance 
with the approved scheme.  The scheme shall specify: 

  
(i) The number, location and size of the plots that would be reserved for self-build; 

(ii) That the dwelling that is built is first occupied by the person or family that 
purchases the plot;  
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(iii) The period that the person or family that purchases the plot shall remain in 
occupation;  

(iv) The roads and services to be provided to service each self-build plot and the 
phasing thereof;  
and,  

(v) A programme for the marketing of the self-build plots specifying the open market 
values at which they will be offered.  

 
All parts of the approved scheme for the provision of the self-build plots shall be 
implemented in full.  

 
28. Details of the self-build units shall be provided to the Council for approval in line 

with the reserved matters timeframes.  In the event that none or any number of the 
18 self-build plots are not commencement within 5 years of the date of this planning 
permission, those plots that remain will be provided as additional affordable housing 

dwellings over and above the 40% specified in condition 25 above.  Within 6 years of 
the date of this planning permission, a scheme for the provision of these additional 

affordable housing dwellings shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the 
local planning authority.  This affordable housing shall be provided in accordance with 

the approved scheme and shall meet the definition of affordable housing in the 
National Planning Policy Framework or any future guidance that replaces it. The 
scheme shall include:  

   
a) The numbers, tenure and location on the site of the affordable housing 

provision to be made;  
 
b) The type and mix of affordable dwellings;  

 
c)  The timing of the construction of the affordable housing and its phasing in 

relation to the occupancy of the market housing;  
 
d) The arrangements for the transfer or management of the affordable housing;  

 
e) The arrangements to ensure that such provision is affordable for both first 

and subsequent occupiers of the affordable housing;  
and,  
f) The occupancy criteria to be used for determining the identity of occupiers of 

the affordable housing and the means by which such occupancy criteria shall be 
enforced.  

 
  Local Builders  
 

29. No dwelling which is not an affordable or a self-build unit shall be constructed 
other than by a builder or company that:  

 
a) Has its main office or registered office within the Cheshire West and Chester, 
Chester East or Warrington Borough Council’s areas at the date of this 

permission;  
and 

b) Builds a total of not more than 500 residential units in any one year in the last 
5 years prior to development commencing. 
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APPEARANCES 
 

FOR THE LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY: 

Martin Carter of Counsel instructed by Pamela Chesterman, Solicitor  

Legal Manager, CW&CC 
He called  
Beth Fletcher BSc, MSc Senior Planning Officer, CW&CC 

Jill Stephens BA,  
Dip TP MRTPI 

 

Senior Planning Officer, CW&CC 

FOR THE APPELLANT: 

Christopher Young, Queens 
Counsel 

Instructed by Gary Halman of GVA HOW Planning  

He called  
Ben Pycroft BA, Dip TP 

MRTPI 

Emery Planning 

James Stacey, BA,    
Dip TP, MRTPI 

Tetlow King Planning 
 

    Jon Suckley, MTCP,     GVA How Planning  
           MRTPI 

 
INTERESTED PERSONS: 
Councillor Stephen Burns 

Robin Wood 

Councillor CW&CC 

Chairman Darnhall Fighting Fund and local 
resident 

Brian Clark 
 

Tony Hooton 

Councillor CW&CC, Chair of Winsford 
Neighbourhood Steering Group 

Councillor, Winsford Town Council 
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DOCUMENTS 
 

DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED BEFORE THE INQUIRY 
 
1 2018 Planning Statement of Common Ground  

2 Statement of Common Ground on Five Year Housing Land Supply 
3 Proof of Evidence of Beth Fletcher with Appendices 

4 Proof of Evidence of Jill Stephens with Appendices 
5 Proof of Evidence of Ben Pycroft with Appendices  
6 Supplemental Affordable Housing Evidence of James Stacey with Appendices 

7 Rebuttal Affordable Housing Evidence of James Stacey 
8 Proof of Evidence of Jon Suckley 

9 Appendices to the Proof of Evidence of Jon Suckley 
10 Rebuttal Proofs of Evidence of Ben Pycroft and Jon Suckley   

 

DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED AT THE INQUIRY 
 

11 Opening Statement of the Appellant 
12 Opening Statement of the Local Planning Authority 

13 Statement from Councillor Stephen Burns 
14 Statement from Robin Wood 
15 Statement from Councillor Brian Clarke 

16 Statement from Councillor Tony Hooton  
17 Housing Land Monitor Report 2017-18 

18 Extracts from CE&C Economic Dashboard, submitted by the Appellant 
19 CW&C Inequalities Report, submitted by the Appellant 
20 

21 
22 

23 
 
24 

 
25 

 
26 
 

27 
28 

 
29 
 

30 
 

31 
 
32 

 
33 

34 
 
 

WNP Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report, submitted by the Appellant 

Winsford, Index of Multiple Deprivation 2015, submitted by the Appellant 
Plan of Electoral Wards in Winsford, submitted by the Appellant 

Schedule of WNP Allocations and relevant planning history, submitted by the 
Appellant 
Plan showing WNP boundary and VRBLP Town Policy Boundary for Winsford, 

submitted by the Council  
Plan showing CW&CLP P2 proposals for a revised Winsford Settlement Area 

Boundary, submitted by the Council 
Comparison of housing completions and annual delivery forecasts 2010/11-
2017/18, submitted by the Council 

Housing Completions in CW&C 2013/14-2017/18, submitted by the Appellant 
CW&C Affordable Housing Completions 2010/11-2017/18, submitted by the 

Appellant 
CW&C Report to Cabinet on the Accelerated Construction Fund (grant for 
Affordable Housing), submitted by the Council 

Letter from “Cruden” to the Appellant expressing support for the use of local 
SME builders in the proposal’s construction 

Letter from “J Garratt” to the Appellant expressing support for the use of 
local SME builders in the proposal’s construction 
Letter from “Moorcroft” to the Appellant expressing support for the use of 

local SME builders in the proposal’s construction 
CW&C Self-build Register, submitted by the Council 

Schedule of Planning Applications for the development of dwellings at 
Peacock Avenue, submitted by the Appellant 
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35 
 

36 
 
37 

 
 

38 
 
39 

 
40 

 
41 
 

42 
 

43 
44 

Schedule of Planning Applications for the development of dwellings at 
Harewood Close, submitted by the Appellant 

Appeal decision ref: App/A0665/A/13/2209026, Land South of Ledsham 
Road, Little Sutton, Ellesmere Port, Cheshire, submitted by the Appellant 
SoCG between CW&CC and Redrow Homes, App/A0665/A/13/2209026, Land 

South of Ledsham Road, Little Sutton, Ellesmere Port, submitted by the 
Appellant 

Gladman Developments and Daventry District Council and SoS, Court of 
Appeal ref: C1/2015/4315, submitted by the Council  
Amstel Group Corporation and SoS and North Norfolk District Council, Royal 

courts of Justice ref: CO/3750/2017, submitted by the Council 
Draft conditions as agreed in principle by the parties prior to the 

commencement of the Inquiry 
Draft conditions as agreed and amended during the Inquiry with tracked 
changes 

Conditions as amended and agreed at the close of the Inquiry with tracked 
changes 

Closing submissions of the Local Planning Authority 
Closing submissions of the Appellant 

 
DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED AFTER THE INQUIRY 
 

45  Revised Planning Obligation by way of Agreement under S106 of the T&CPA 
1990, (Financial contributions towards off-site leisure provision), submitted by 

the Appellant 
 46 Planning Obligation by way of Unilateral Obligation under S106 of the T&CPA 

1990, (Local Approach), submitted by the Appellant 

 47 Appeal decision: App/A0665/W/14/2212671, Land south of Oakridge, 
Highnam, Gloucestershire, with supporting letter from the Appellant 

 48 Letters of 07 January 2019, to the main parties, informing them that the 
Inquiry is closed 

 49 Correspondence with the main parties about conditions and obligations 

 50 Correspondence with the main parties about pooled contributions, as set out 
in Regulation 123 of the CIL Regulations, in the context of the S106 

Agreement 
 51 CW&C, Land at Darnhall School Lane, Winsford, Statement of compliance with 

CIL, submitted by the Council   

 52 Correspondence with the main parties about revisions to the NPPF  
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CORE DOCUMENTS  
 

Core 

Document 

Reference 

File 

Reference Title 

Document 

Reference 

  Planning Application Form   

CD1/1 CD1 – CD3 Planning Application Form  - 

  Decision Notice and Reporting  

CD2/1 CD1 – CD3 CWaC Decision Notice  13/03127/OUT 

CD2/2 Officers Report for 13/03127/OUT to CWaC 

Strategic Planning Board (November 2013) 

- 

CD2/3 Planning Committee Transcript (January 2014) - 

CD2/4 Officers Report for 13/03127/OUT to CWaC 

Strategic Planning Board (18 June 2015) 

- 

CD2/5 CWaC Strategic Planning Board Minutes (18 

June 2015 

- 

CD2/6 Officers Report for 13/03127/OUT to Planning 

Committee (4 September 2018) 

- 

CD2/7 Planning Inspectorate reference 

APP/A0665/A/2212671:  

SoS Decision Letter and Inspector’s Reports (7 

July 2016) 

- 

  Site Location Plan   

CD3/1 CD1 – CD3 Site Location Plan  HP/WIN/LP/01 

  Original Submission Plans   

CD4/1 CD4 File 1 Access Plan [replicated by CBO-0149-010] CBO-0149-006 

CD4/2 Illustrative Sketch Masterplan  HP/WIN/SKMP01 

CD4/3 Parameters Plan [Superseded by HP/WIN/PP01 

Rev B] 

HP/WIN/PP01 

CD4/4 Topographical Land Survey  S13-199 

  Original Submission Documents   

CD4/5 CD4 File 1 Application Covering Letter - 

CD4/6 Supporting Planning Statement (including 

Affordable Housing Statement and Section 106 

Heads of Terms) 

- 

CD4/7 Statement of Community Involvement  - 

CD4/8 Transport Assessment  - 

CD4/9 Travel Plan Framework  - 

CD4/10 Ecological Assessment [Superseded by August 

Version] 

- 

CD4/11 Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment  - 

CD4/12 Tree Quality Survey, Root Protection Areas and 

Development Implications  

- 

CD4/13 CD4 File 2 Air Quality Assessment  - 

CD4/14 Noise Impact Assessment  - 

CD4/15 CD4 File 2 Flood Risk and Surface Water Drainage 

Assessment  

- 

CD4/16 Archaeological Desk-Based Assessment   - 

CD4/17 Phase 1 Geo-Environmental Ground 

Investigation  

- 

CD4/18 CD4 File 3 

 

Agricultural Land Classification Assessment - 

CD4/19 Proposed Waste Management Strategy   - 

CD4/20 Outline Utilities Strategy  - 

CD4/21 Socio-Economic Impact Assessment - 
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Core 

Document 

Reference 

File 

Reference Title 

Document 

Reference 

  Additional Plans and Documents  

CD5/1 CD5 Proposed Highway Improvements: Swanlow 

Lane/ Townfields Road Signals Plan 

CBO-0149-009 

CD5/2 Walking & Cycling Catchment and Site 

Accessibility  

Figure A 

CD5/3 Boundary Treatment Proposals Plan  1789/P07a 

CD5/4 Parameters Plan  HP/WIN/PP01 

Rev B 

CD5/5 EIA Screening Report, Covering Letter and 

Email 

- 

CD5/6 Ecological Assessment – 13 August 2013 - 

CD5/7 CWaC EIA Screening Opinion Letter  - 

CD5/8 National Planning Casework Unit EIA Letter  - 

CD5/9 Addendum to Ecological Assessment - 

CD5/10 Technical Note: Review of Swanlow Lane / 

Townfields Road 

Signal Junction Improvement 

- 

  2018 Additional Plans and Documents  

CD5/11 CD5 

 

Updated Transport Assessment - 

CD5/12 Updated Ecology Note - 

CD5/13 Indicative On-site Open Space Plan HP/WIN/IOSP/01 

CD5/14 Phasing Plan HP/WIN/IPP/0 

  Design and Access Statement   

CD6/1 CD6 – CD10  Design and Access Statement  - 

  Correspondence  

(with DCLG/ PINS/ CwaC) 

 

CD7/1 CD6 – CD10  Communities and Local Government Letter to 

Reopen Inquiry 14 April 2015 

- 

CD7/2 Letter J Stephens 21 March 2014 - 

  Statement of Common Ground   

CD8/1 CD6 – CD10  Copy Statement of Common Ground 2015 - 

  Grounds of Appeal    

CD9/1 CD6 – CD10  Grounds of Appeal - 

  Statement of Case   

CD10/1a CD6 – CD10  Statement of Case (January 2014) - 

CD10/1b Statement of Case (July 2015))  

CD10/2 Statement of Case (December 2017) - 

CD10/3 CwaC Statement of Case (December 2017) - 

  Additional Council Core Documents  

CD11/1 CD11 Appeal decisions:  

APP/A0665/A/15/3129628. Land adjacent to 

Shepherds Fold Drive, Winsford 

- 

CD11/2 CD11 Appeal decisions:  

APP/A0665/W/16/3151068. West Winds, Chester 

Lane, Winsford. 

- 

CD11/3 High Court Decision: 

Cawrey Limited v SoSCLG (2016) EWHC 1198 

- 

CD11/4 High Court Decision: 

De Souza v SoSCLG EWHC 2245 

- 

CD11/5 Land Allocations Background Paper (2017) - 

CD11/6 Brownfield Register - 
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Core 

Document 

Reference 

File 

Reference Title 

Document 

Reference 

CD11/7 Appeal decision Land South of Watlington 

Road, Benson 

- 

CD11/8 CWaC Self-build Register - 

  National Planning Policy and Ministerial 

Statements 

 

CD12/1 CD12 File 1 National Planning Policy Framework (July 2018) - 

CD12/2 National Planning Practice Guidance: Housing 

and economic land availability assessment 

(September 2018) 

- 

CD12/3 (Superseded) National Planning Practice 

Guidance: Delivering a wide choice of quality 

homes (March 2012) 

- 

CD12/4 Sajid Javid’s speech to the Federation of 

Master Builders 12 December 2017 

- 

CD12/5 Autumn Budget (November 2017 by Philip 

Hammond MP) 

- 

CD12/6 CD12 File 2 House of Commons Briefing Paper: Self-Build 

and Custom Build Housing (March 2017) 

- 

CD12/7 Housing White Paper – Fixing our Broken 

Housing Market (February 2017) 

- 

CD12/8 Support for small scale developers, custom and 

self-builders – Housing and Growth Ministerial 

Statement by The Minister of State for Housing 

and Planning (Brandon Lewis on 28 November 

2014) 

- 

CD12/9 Lyons Housing Review: Mobilising across the 

nation to build the homes our children need 

(October 2014) 

- 

CD12/10 Announcement – Government investment to 

build thousands of new homes (Eric Pickles on 

26 June 2014) 

- 

CD12/11 Laying the Foundations: A Housing Strategy for 

England (November 2011) 

- 

CD12/12 Homes England Strategic Plan 2018/19 – 

2022/23 

- 

CD12/13 Housing delivery test measurement rule book 

(July 2018) 

- 

CD12/14 Technical consultation on updates to national 

planning policy guidance (26 October 2018) 

- 

  Local Plan Policy and Guidance  

CD13/1 CD13 File 1 Cheshire West and Chester Local Plan (Part 

One) (adopted January 2015) 

- 

CD13/2 CD13 File 1 Vale Royal Borough Local Plan – Policies saved 

after 29 Jan 2015 

- 

CD13/3a Inspector’s Report On The Examination Into The 

Cheshire West And Chester Local Plan (Part 

One) Strategic Policies (15 December 2014) 

- 

CD13/3b Inspector’s Report On The Examination Into The 

Cheshire West And Chester Local Plan (Part 

One) Strategic Policies (15 December 2014)  - 

Appendices Main Modifications 

 

CD13/4 Council’s Annual Monitoring Report 2018 - 

CD13/5 CD13 File 2 Housing Land Monitor 2017-18 - 
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Core 

Document 

Reference 

File 

Reference Title 

Document 

Reference 

CD13/6 Housing and Economic Land Availability 

Assessment (2017) 

- 

CD13/7 Council Plan (2016-2020) - 

CD13/8 Strategic Housing Market Assessment (2013) - 

CD13/9 Cheshire West and Chester response to 

Inspector’s Matters, Issues and Questions – 

Matter 8: the supply and delivery of housing 

land 

- 

CD13/10 ED112: Council note to the Inspector on 

communal establishments and housing 

requirement 

- 

  Emerging Development Plan Background 

Documents 

 

CD14/1 CD14 – CD16 Local Plan (Part Two) Land Allocations and 

Detailed Policies – Submission Plan 

- 

CD14/2 Cheshire West and Chester response to 

Inspector’s Matters, Issues and Questions – 

Matter 3: the supply and delivery of housing 

- 

  Neighbourhood Guidance  

CD15/1 CD14 – CD16 Winsford Neighbourhood Plan (Made 19 

November 2014) 

- 

CD15/2 Winsford Neighbourhood Plan Examiner’s 

Report (30 July 2014) 

- 

  Court Cases  

CD16/1 CD14 – CD16 Verdin (T/A The Darnhall Estate) v The Secretary 

of State for Communities and Local 

Government and Others (Neutral Citation 

Number: [2017] EWHC 2079 (admin)) 

- 

CD16/2 Woodcock Holdings Ltd v The Secretary of 

State for Communities and Local Government 

(Neutral Citation Number: [2015] EWHC 1173 

(Admin)) 

- 

CD16/3 Ivan Crane vs Secretary of State and 

Harborough District Council (Neutral Citation 

Number: [2015] EWHC 425 (Admin)) 

- 

CD16/4 CD14 – CD16 R (Cherkley Campaign Limited) v Mole Valley 

District Council (Neutral Citation Number: 

[2014] EWCA Civ 567) 

- 

CD16/5 CD14 – CD16 Coleman v Secretary of State (Neutral Citation 

Number: [2013] EWHC 1138 (Admin)) 

- 

CD16/6 R v Rochdale MBC ex parte Milne (Neutral 

Citation Number: [2000] EWHC 650 (Admin)) 

- 

CD16/7 Allaston Developments Limited v Secretary of 

State and Others (Claim No. CO/476/2016) 

- 

CD16/8 Suffolk Coastal District Council (Appellant) v 

Hopkins Homes Ltd and another (Respondents) 

 

Richborough Estates Partnership LLP and 

another (Respondents) v Cheshire East 

Borough Council (Appellant)  

 

(Neutral Citation Number: [2017] UKSC 37) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

- 
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Core 

Document 

Reference 

File 

Reference Title 

Document 

Reference 

  Appeal Decisions  

CD17/1 CD17 File 1 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/A0665/V/15/3013622: Land At Clifton 

Drive, Sealand Road, Chester; Secretary of 

State Decision (27 February 2018) 

- 

CD17/2 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/P1615/A/14/2218921RD:  

Land Off Driffield Road, Allaston Road, and 

Court Road, Lydney, Gloucestershire; Secretary 

of State Decision (7 November 2017) 

- 

CD17/3 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/A0665/A/12/2188464: Land Opposite 

Brook Hall Cottages, Chester Road, Tattenhall; 

Secretary of State Decision (21 April 2017) 

- 

CD17/4 CD17 File 2 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/A0665/A/12/2185667: Land To The Rear Of 

15-38 Greenlands, Tattenhall, Cheshire; 

Secretary of State Decision (21 April 2017) 

- 

CD17/5 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/A0665/A/12/2180958: Land Adjacent To 

Adari, Chester Road, Tattenhall, Cheshire; 

Secretary of State Decision (21 April 2017) 

- 

CD17/6 CD17 File 3 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/F2415/A/14/2213765: Land Off Dunton 

Road, Broughton Astley, Leicestershire; 

Secretary of State Decision (20 March 2015) 

- 

CD17/7 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/K2420/A/13/2208318: At Land Surrounding 

Sketchley House, Watling Street, Burbage, 

Leicestershire; Secretary of State Decision (18 

November 2014) 

- 

CD17/8 CD17 File 3 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/H1840/A/13/2199426: Pulley Lane, 

Droitwich Spa; Secretary of State Decision (2 

July 2014) 

- 

CD17/9 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/F2415/A/12/2183653:  

Site At Land South Of Hallbrook Primary School, 

Crowfoot Way, Broughton Astley, 

Leicestershire; Secretary of State Decision (17 

April 2014) 

- 

CD17/10 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/P3040/A/07/2050213: Land at Gotham 

Road, East Leake, Nottinghamshire, LE12 6JG; 

Secretary of State Decision (3 March 2008) 

- 

CD17/11 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/C1950/W/17/3190821: Entech House, 

London Road, Woolmer Green SG3 6JE; 
Inspector Appeal Decision (26 October 2018) 

- 
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Core 

Document 

Reference 

File 

Reference Title 

Document 

Reference 

CD17/12 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/W3520/W/18/3194926: Land on East Side 

of Green Road, Woolpit, Suffolk IP30 9RF; 
Inspector Appeal Decision (28 September 

2018) 

- 

CD17/13 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/P0119/W/17/3191477: Land east of Park 

Lane, Coalpit Heath, South Gloucestershire; 
Inspector Appeal Decision (6 September 2018) 

- 

CD17/14 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/N1730/W/17/3185513: Broden Stables, 

Redlands Lane, Crondall, Farnham GU10 5RF; 

Inspector Appeal Decision (23 August 2018) 

- 

CD17/15 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/J0405/W/16/3158833: Land north of 

Aylesbury Road, Wendover, Buckinghamshire; 
Inspector Appeal Decision (9 October 2017) 

- 

CD17/16 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/F4410/W/16/3158500: Land off Westminster 

Drive, Dunsville, Doncaster, South Yorkshire DN7 

4QF; Inspector Appeal Decision (12 July 2017) 

- 

CD17/17 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/V4250/A/14/2226998: Land South West of 

Bee Lane, Atherton, Wigan; Inspector Appeal 

Decision (17 July 2015) 

- 

CD17/18 CD17 File 3 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/A0665/W/14/3001859: Land off Boundary 

Park, Parkgate, Neston, Cheshire CH64 6TN; 

Inspector Appeal Decision (7 July 2015) 

- 

CD17/19 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/Y2810/A/14/2225722: Salisbury 

Landscapes Ltd, Boughton Road, Moulton, 

Northampton; Inspector Appeal Decision (18 

June 2015) 

- 

CD17/20 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/A2470/A/14/2222210: Greetham Garden 

Centre, Oakham Road, Greetham, Oakham; 

Inspector Appeal Decision (26 May 2015) 

- 

CD17/21 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/N1350/A/14/2217552: Land off Sadberge 

Road, Middleton St George, Darlington; 

Inspector Appeal Decision (12 January 2015) 

- 

CD17/22 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/Z2830/A/14/2216712: Land off Grays Lane, 

Paulerspury, Towcester NN12 7NW; Inspector 

Appeal Decision (9 January 2015) 

- 

CD17/23 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/D0840/A/13/2209757: Land north of Upper 

Chapel, Launceston; Inspector Appeal 

Decision (11 April 2014) 

- 
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Core 

Document 

Reference 

File 

Reference Title 

Document 

Reference 

CD17/24 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/F2360/W/18/3198822: Land off Brindle 

Road, Bamber Bridge, Preston, PR5 6YP; 

Inspector Appeal Decision (31 August 2018) 

- 

CD17/25 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/X0415/W/18/3202026: Land to the rear of 

the Old Red Lion, High Street, Great Missenden, 

HP16 0AU; Inspector Appeal Decision (4 

September 2018) 

- 

CD17/26 CD17 File 4 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/U3935/W/17/3192234: Land at Hill 

Cottage, Ermin Street/Blunsdon Hill, Broad 

Blunsdon, Swindon; Inspector Appeal Decision 

(18 October 2018) 

- 

CD17/27 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/C1760/W/17/3170081: Abbotsford, 

Braishfield Road, Romsey, Hampshire SO51 0PB; 

Inspector Appeal Decision (24 November 2017) 

- 

CD17/28 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/F1610/W/16/3165805: Land at The 

Leasows, Chipping Campden GL55 6EB; 

Inspector Appeal Decision (2 November 2017) 

- 

CD17/29 CD17 File 4 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/D0840/W/16/3142806: Land off Tregenna 

Lane, Camborne TR14 7QU; Inspector Appeal 

Decision (09 February 2017) 

- 

CD17/30 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/R3705/W/16/3155070: Land North of 

Manor Barns, Newton Lane, Austrey, 

Warwickshire CV9 3EP; Inspector Appeal 

Decision (14 November 2016) 

- 

CD17/31 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/W3005/W/16/3150467: Land between 

Pleasley Road and North of Mansfield Road, 

Skegby, Sutton in Ashfield, NG17 3BS; Inspector 

Appeal Decision (5 October 2016) 

- 

CD17/32 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/C1625/W/15/3133335: 

Land rear of Canonbury Street, Berkeley, 

Gloucestershire; Inspector Appeal Decision (21 

November 2016) 

- 

CD17/33 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/L3245/W/15/3137161: 

Land at Foldgate Lane, Ludlow, Shropshire; 

Inspector Appeal Decision (10 November 2016) 

- 

CD17/34 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/A0665/W/15/3140241: Land at Park Farm, 

Rudheath, Northwich, Cheshire CW9 7HF; 

Inspector Appeal Decision (12 May 2016) 

- 
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Core 

Document 

Reference 

File 

Reference Title 

Document 

Reference 

CD17/35 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/H1840/W/15/3008340: 

Land off Worcester Road, Drakes Broughton, 

Worcestershire; Inspector Appeal Decision (14 

January 2016) 

- 

CD17/36 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/H1840/W/15/3005494: Walcot Meadow, 

Walcot Lane, Drakes Broughton, Pershore, 

Worcestershire; Inspector Appeal Decision (4 

August 2015) 

- 

CD17/37 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/A0665/A/14/2227851: 

Land to the rear of 32 and 32A High Street, 

Tarporley, Cheshire; Inspector Appeal Decision 

(25 February 2016) 

- 

CD17/38 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/K3415/A/14/2225799: At Land To The North 

Of Dark Lane, Alrewas, Burton Upon Trent, 

Staffordshire; Secretary of State Decision (13 

February 2017) 

- 

CD17/39 CD17 File 4 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/K3415/A/14/2224354: Land And Buildings 

Off Watery Lane, Curborough, Lichfield WS13 

8ES; Secretary of State Decision (13 February 

2017)  

- 

CD17/40 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/A0665/W/14/3000528: 

Land at Hill Top Farm, By-Pass Road, Northwich, 

Cheshire CW9 8JU; Inspector Appeal Decision 

(3 September 2015) 

- 

CD17/41 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/A0665/A/14/2226994: 

Land at Fountain Lane, Davenham, Cheshire; 

Inspector Appeal Decision (3 September 2015) 

- 

CD17/42 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/C3105/A/14/2226552: 

Land At Sibford Road, Hook Norton, Banbury, 

Oxfordshire; Secretary of State Decision (7 

September 2015) 

- 

CD17/43 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/G1630/W/14/3001706: 

Land adjacent to Cornerways, High Street, 

Twyning, Tewkesbury GL20 6DE; Inspector 

Appeal Decision (13 July 2015) 

- 

CD17/44 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/A0665/A/14/2214400:  

Land at Well Meadow, Well Street, Malpas, 

Cheshire, STY14 8DE; Secretary of State 

decision (7 January 2015) 

- 
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Core 

Document 

Reference 

File 

Reference Title 

Document 

Reference 

CD17/45 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/K0235/W/16/3147287:  

Land to the south and west of Whitworth Way, 

Wilstead, Bedfordshire; ; Inspector Appeal 

Decision (29 March 2017) 

- 

CD17/46 Planning Inspectorate appeal reference 

APP/X1545/W/15/3009772: Southminster Road, 

Burnham-On-Crouch, Essex; Secretary of State 

Decision (20 April 2017) 

- 

  Other Documents  

CD18/1 CD18 Federation of Master Builders, House Builders 

Survey (September 2018) 

- 

CD18/2 House Builder Federation, Reversing the 

Decline and Small House Builders Report 

(March 2017) 

- 

CD18/3 Torbay Local Plan 2012 to 2030 - 

CD18/4 Federation of Master Builders, Improving public 

procurement for construction SME(June 2013) 

- 

CD18/5 Planning for Custom Build Housing – A Practice 

Guide, National Self Build Association 

(November 2012) 

- 

CD18/6 CD18 The City of London Corporation, Local 

Procurement Charter For City Developers 

(February 2011) 

- 

CD18/7 HOW Planning Representations to CwaC Local 

Plan (Part Two) 29 January 2018 

- 

CD18/8 An introduction to the Home Building Fund - 

CD18/9 HBF Chairman’s Update – November 2017 - 

CD18/10 Report to Cotswold District Council - 
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www.gov.uk/mhclg 

RIGHT TO CHALLENGE THE DECISION IN THE HIGH COURT 

These notes are provided for guidance only and apply only to challenges under the 
legislation specified. If you require further advice on making any High Court challenge, or 
making an application for Judicial Review, you should consult a solicitor or other advisor or 
contact the Crown Office at the Royal Courts of Justice, Queens Bench Division, 
Strand,London,WC2 2LL (0207 947 6000). 

The attached decision is final unless it is successfully challenged in the Courts. The Secretary of 
State cannot amend or interpret the decision. It may be redetermined by the Secretary of State only 
if the decision is quashed by the Courts. However, if it is redetermined, it does not necessarily follow 
that the original decision will be reversed. 

SECTION 1: PLANNING APPEALS AND CALLED-IN PLANNING APPLICATIONS 

The decision may be challenged by making an application for permission to the High Court 
under section 288 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (the TCP Act). 

Challenges under Section 288 of the TCP Act 
With the permission of the High Court under section 288 of the TCP Act, decisions on called-in 
applications under section 77 of the TCP Act (planning), appeals under section 78 (planning) may 
be challenged. Any person aggrieved by the decision may question the validity of the decision on 
the grounds that it is not within the powers of the Act or that any of the relevant requirements have 
not been complied with in relation to the decision. An application for leave under this section must 
be made within six weeks from the day after the date of the decision. 

SECTION 2: ENFORCEMENT APPEALS 

Challenges under Section 289 of the TCP Act 
Decisions on recovered enforcement appeals under all grounds can be challenged under section 289 
of the TCP Act. To challenge the enforcement decision, permission must first be obtained from the 
Court. If the Court does not consider that there is an arguable case, it may refuse permission. 
Application for leave to make a challenge must be received by the Administrative Court within 28 days 
of the decision, unless the Court extends this period. 

SECTION 3: AWARDS OF COSTS 

A challenge to the decision on an application for an award of costs which is connected with a 
decision under section 77 or 78 of the TCP Act can be made under section 288 of the TCP Act if 
permission of the High Court is granted. 

SECTION 4: INSPECTION OF DOCUMENTS 

Where an inquiry or hearing has been held any person who is entitled to be notified of the decision 
has a statutory right to view the documents, photographs and plans listed in the appendix to the 
Inspector’s report of the inquiry or hearing within 6 weeks of the day after the date of the decision. If 
you are such a person and you wish to view the documents you should get in touch with the office at 
the address from which the decision was issued, as shown on the letterhead on the decision letter, 
quoting the reference number and stating the day and time you wish to visit. At least 3 days notice 
should be given, if possible. 
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Lichfields published the first edition of Start to Finish in November 
2016. In undertaking the research, our purpose was to help inform 
the production of realistic housing trajectories for plan making and 
decision taking. The empirical evidence we produced has informed 
numerous local plan examinations, S.78 inquiries and five-year land 
supply position statements. 

Meanwhile, planning for housing has continued to evolve: with 
a revised NPPF and PPG; the Housing Delivery Test and Homes 
England upscaling resources to support implementation of large 
sites. Net housing completions are also at 240,000 dwellings per 
annum. With this in mind, it is timely to refresh and revisit the 
evidence on the speed and rate of delivery of large scale housing 
sites, now looking at 97 sites over 500 dwellings. We consider a wide 
range of factors which might affect lead-in times and build-out rates 
and have drawn four key conclusions.

Executive 
summary

We have drawn four key conclusions:

Large sites seem to ramp up delivery beyond year five of the 
development on sites of 2,000+ units. Furthermore, large scale 
brownfield sites deliver at a slower rate than their greenfield 
equivalents: the average rate of build out for greenfield sites in our 
sample is 34% greater than the equivalent brownfield.

Our analysis suggests that having additional outlets on site has a positive 
impact on build-out rates.  Interestingly, we also found that schemes with 
more affordable housing (more than 30%) built out at close to twice the 
rate as those with lower levels of affordable housing as a percentage of all 
units on site. Local plans should reflect that – where viable – higher rates 
of affordable housing supports greater rates of delivery. This principle is also 
likely to apply to other sectors that complement market housing for sale.

Large greenfield sites deliver quicker

Our research shows that if a scheme of more than 500 dwellings has 
an outline permission, then on average it delivers its first home in 
c.3 years. However, from the date at which an outline application is 
validated, the average figures can be 5.0-8.4 years for the first home 
to be delivered; such sites would make no contribution to completions 
in the first five years.

Our research shows that the planning to delivery period for large 
sites completed since 2007/08 has jumped compared to those where 
the first completion came before 2007/08. This is a key area where 
improvements could be sought on timeliness and in streamlining pre-
commencement conditions, but is also likely impacted by a number of 
macro factors.

Large schemes can take 5+ years to start Lead-in times jumped post recession2

4

1

3 Outlets and tenure matter

In too many local plans and five-year land supply cases, 
there is insufficient evidence for how large sites are 
treated in housing trajectories. Our research seeks to fill 
the gap by providing some benchmark figures - which 
can be of some assistance where there is limited or 
no local evidence - but the averages derived from our 
analysis are not intended to be definitive and are no 
alternative to having a robust, bottom-up justification for 
the delivery trajectory of any given site. 
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Key 
figures

sites assessed, with combined 
yield of 213k+ dwellings; 97 sites 
had 500+ homes180
average time taken from outline decision 
notice to first dwelling completions on 
sites of 500+ homes  c.3yrs

the average annual build-out 
rate for a scheme of 2,000+ 
dwellings (median: 137)160 dpa
the average annual build rate of a scheme 
of 500-999 dwellings (median: 73)68 dpa
higher average annual build-out rate on 
greenfield sites compared with brownfield sites 

average completions per outlet on sites with 
one outlet, dropping to 51 for sites of two 
outlets, and 45 for sites with three outlets 

+34%
61 dpa

the average time from validation of the first 
planning application to the first dwelling being 
completed on schemes of 2,000+ dwellings8.4yrs
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1

This is the second edition of our review on the speed of delivery 
on large-scale housing development sites. The first edition was 
published in November 2016 and has provided the sector with 
an authoritative evidence base to inform discussions on housing 
trajectories and land supply at planning appeals, local plan 
examinations and wider public policy debates. 

Over this period, housing delivery has remained at or near the top, 
of the domestic political agenda: the publication of the Housing 
White Paper, the new NPPF, an emboldened Homes England, a raft of 
consultations on measures intended to improve the effectiveness of 
the planning system and speed up delivery of housing. Of particular 
relevance to Start to Finish was the completion of Sir Oliver Letwin’s 
independent review of build out (“the Letwin Review”), the inclusion 
within the revised NPPF of a tighter definition of ‘deliverable’ for 
the purposes of five-year housing land supply (5YHLS) assessment, 
and the new Housing Delivery Test which provides a backward 
looking measure of performance. The policy aim is to focus more 
attention on how to accelerate the rate of housing build out, in 
the context of the NPPF (para 72) message that the delivery of a 
large numbers of new homes can often be best achieved through 
larger scale development such as new settlements or significant 
extensions to existing villages and towns, but that these need a 
realistic assessment of build-out rates and lead in times of large-scale 
development. 

This second edition of Start to Finish is our response to the latest 
policy emphasis. It provides the planning sector with real-world 
benchmarks to help assess the realism of housing trajectory 
assumptions, particularly for locations where there have been few 
contemporary examples of strategic-scale development. The first 
edition looked in detail at how the size of the site affected build-out 
rates and lead in times, as well as other factors such as the value of 
the land and whether land was greenfield or brownfield. We have 
updated these findings, as well as considering additional issues such 
as how the affordability of an area and the number of outlets on a site 
impacts on annual build-out rates. 

We have also expanded the sample size (with an extra 27 large 
sites, taking our total to 97 large sites, equivalent to over 195,000 
dwellings) and updated with more recent data to the latest 
monitoring year (all data was obtained at or before the 1st April 2019). 

01 
Introduction

01 Introduction

02 Methodology

03 Timing is everything

04 How quickly do sites build out?

05 What factors influence build-out rates?

06 Conclusions

Contents

Our research complements, rather than supplants, 
the analysis undertaken by Sir Oliver Letwin in his 
Review. The most important differentiation is that 
we focus exclusively on what has been built, whereas 
each of the sites in the Letwin Review included 
forecasts of future delivery.  Additionally, the Letwin 
Review looked at 15 sites of 1,500+ homes, of which 
many (including the three largest) were in London. By 
contrast, the examples in this research sample include 
46 examples of sites over 1,500 homes across England 
and Wales, the majority of which are currently active. 
As with the first edition of our research, we have 
excluded London because of the distinct market and 
delivery factors in the capital. 

1

2

5

9

14

18
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02  
Methodology

The evidence presented in this report analyses 
how large-scale housing sites emerge through 
the planning system, how quickly they build 
out, and identifies the factors which lead to 
faster or slower rates of delivery.

We look at the full extent of the planning 
and delivery period. To help structure the 
research and provide a basis for standardised 
measurement and comparison, the various 
stages of development have been codified. 
Figure 1 sets out the stages and the milestones 
used, which remain unchanged from the first 
edition of this research. The overall ‘lead-in 
time’ covers stages associated with gaining 
an allocation, going through the ‘planning 
approval period’ and ‘planning to delivery 
period’, finishing when the first dwelling is 
completed. The ‘build period’ commences when 
the first dwelling is completed, denoting the 
end of the lead-in time. The annualised build-
out rates are also recorded for the development 
up until the latest year where data was available 
at April 2019 (2017/18 in most cases). Detailed 
definitions of each of these stages can be found 
in Appendix 1. Not every site assessed will 
necessarily have gone through each component 
of the identified stages as many of the sites 
we considered had not delivered all dwellings 
permitted at the time of assessment, some have 
not delivered any dwellings.

Information on the process of securing a 
development plan allocation (often the most 
significant step in the planning process for 
large-scale schemes, and which – due to the 
nature of the local plan process - can take 
decades) is not easy to obtain on a consistent 
basis across all examples, so is not a significant 
focus of our analysis. Therefore, for the 
purposes of this research the lead-in time 
reflects the start of the planning approval 
period up to the first housing completion. 

The ‘planning approval period’ measures the 
validation date of the first planning application 
on the site (usually an outline application but 
sometimes hybrid), to the decision date of the 
first detailed application to permit dwellings 
in the scheme (either full, hybrid or reserved 
matters applications). It is worth noting that 
planning applications are typically preceded 

by significant amounts of pre-application 
engagement and work, plus the timescale of the 
local plan process.

The ‘planning to delivery’ period follows 
immediately after the planning approval period 
and measures the period from the approval 
of the first detailed application to permit 
development of dwellings and the completion 
of the first dwelling.

Development and data
Whilst our analysis focuses on larger sites, we 
have also considered data from the smaller 
sites for comparison and to identify trends. The 
geographic distribution of the 97 large sites and 
comparator small sites is shown in Figure 2 
and a full list can be found in Appendix 2 (large 
sites) and Appendix 3 (small sites).

Efforts were made to secure a range of locations 
and site sizes in the sample, but there is no way 
of ensuring it is representative of the housing 
market in England and Wales as a whole, and 
thus our conclusions may not be applicable 
in all areas or on all sites. In augmenting our 
sample with 27 additional large sites, new 
to this edition of our research, we sought to 
include examples in the Letwin Review that 
were outside of London, only excluding them 

97
large sites of 500 
units or more

180
 sites

8
sites also included 
in Sir Oliver Letwin’s 
review

27
additional sites 
compared with our 
2016 research

1. Arborfield Green (also known as 
Arborfield Garrison), Wokingham

2. Ledsham Garden Village, Cheshire West 
& Chester

3. Great Kneighton (also known as Clay 
Farm), Cambridge (included in the first 
edition of this research)

4. Trumpington Meadows, Cambridge

5. Graven Hill, Cherwell

6. South West Bicester, Cherwell

7. Great Western Park, South Oxfordshire
8. Ebbsfleet, Gravesham and Dartford 

(included in the first edition of this 
research) 

Box 1: Letwin Review sites
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1 Monitoring documents, 
five-year land supply 
reports, housing trajectories 
(some in land availability 
assessments), housing 
development reports and 
newsletters 

Securing an allocation

Securing planning permission

On site completions

‘Opening up works’

Delivery of dwellings

Figure 1: Timeline for the delivery of strategic housing sites

Site Promotion and Local  
Plan Consultations 

Examination in Public (EIP)

Adoption of Local Plan

Pre-Application Work

Full Planning 
Application

S106

Outline Application

S106

Reserved matters

Discharge pre-commencement conditions

Build 
period*

Lead-in tim
e*

Planning approval period*
Planning to delivery period *

Submission to  
Secretary of  
State (SoS)

Local Planning 
Authority  
minded to  
approve

Planning  
permission  
granted

Start on site

First housing 
completion

Scheme  
complete

Inspector finds 
Local Plan sound

Local Planning 
Authority adopts  
Local Plan

1

!

!

!

*Definition for research purposesData obtained for all sitesData obtained only for some sites

Suspension of 
examination or 
withdrawal of  
Local Plan

Judicial 
Review 
(potential 
for)

SoS call in/ 
application 
refused/ 
appeal lodged

EIA Screening  
and Scoping!

Delivery of infrastructure 
(e.g. roads) and 
mitigation (e.g. ecology, 
flooding etc)

Source: Lichfields analysis

when it was difficult to obtain reliable data. The 
study therefore includes the Letwin Review’s 
case studies listed in Box 1.

In most instances, we were unable to secure 
the precise completion figures for these sites 
that matched those cited in the Letwin Review. 
Sources for data Lichfields has obtained on 
completions for those sites that also appear in 
the Letwin Review are included at the end of 
Appendix 2.

The sources on which we have relied to secure 
delivery data on the relevant sites include:

1. Annual Monitoring Reports (AMRs) and 
other planning evidence base documents1 

produced by local authorities; 

2. By contacting the relevant local planning 
authority, and in some instances the 
relevant County Council, to confirm the 
data or receive the most up to date figures 
from monitoring officers or planners; and

3. In a handful of instances obtaining/
confirming the information from the 
relevant house builders. 
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196,714
units on large sites 
of 500 or more 
homes

35
sites of 2,000 
homes or more

16,467 
units on small sites 
under 500 homes

Figure 2: Map of site sample by size of site (total dwellings)

Source: Lichfields analysis

Large housing sites
Number of Units

2,000+

1,500-1,999

1,000–1,499

500–999

Small housing sites
Number of Units

100–499

<100
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03  
Timing is everything: how 
long does it take to get started?
In this section we look at lead-in times, based 
on the time it takes for large sites to get the 
necessary planning approvals, ‘the planning 
approval period’ and also the time to get the 
first homes completed including the ‘planning 
to delivery’ period – this measures the 
period from the approval of the first detailed 
application to permit development of dwellings 
and the completion of the first dwelling. It is 
this period during which pre-commencement 
planning conditions have to be discharged as 
well as other technical approvals and associated 
commercial agreements put in place. 

The new definition of ‘Deliverable’
The question of how quickly and how much 
housing a site can begin delivering once it 
has planning permission, or an allocation, has 
become more relevant since the publication 
of the new NPPF with its new definition 
of deliverable. Only sites which match the 
deliverability criteria (i.e. suitable now, 
available now and achievable with a realistic 
prospect that housing will be delivered on 
the site within five years) can be included in a 
calculation of a 5YHLS by a local authority. This 
definition was tightened in the revised NPPF 
which states that:

 “sites with outline planning permission, permission 
in principle, allocated in the development plan or 
identified on a brownfield register should only be 
considered deliverable where there is clear evidence 
that housing completions will begin on site within 
five years”. (emphasis added)

What constitutes ‘clear evidence’ was clarified 
in a number of early appeal decisions and in the 
Planning Practice Guidance2 and can include 
information on progress being made towards 
submission of a reserved matters application, 
any progress on site assessment work and 
any relevant information about site viability, 
ownership constraints or infrastructure 
provision. In this context, it is relevant to look 
at how long it takes, on average, for a strategic 
housing site to progress from obtaining outline 
permission to delivering the first home (or how 
long it takes to obtain the first reserved matters 
approval, discharge pre-commencement 
conditions and open up the site), and then how 
much housing could be realistically expected to 
be completed in that same five-year period.

Based on our sample of large sites, the 
research shows that, upon granting of outline 
permission, the time taken to achieve the first 
dwelling is – on average c.3 years - regardless of 
site size. After this period an appropriate build-

c.3 years
average time from 
obtaining outline
permission to first 
dwelling completion 
on sites of 500+ 
homes

Mean

Figure 3: Average time taken from gaining outline permission to completion of the first dwelling on site (years), compared to site size

Source: Lichfeilds analysis
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Figure 4: Average timeframes from validation of first application to completion of the first dwelling

Source: Lichfields analysis

Source: Lichfields analysis

Table 1: Average planning approval period by size of site (years)

Site Size 1st edition 
research (years)

This research 
(years)

0-99 1.1 1.4

100-499 2.4 2.1

500-999 4.2 3.3

1,000-1,499 4.8 4.6

1,500-1,999 5.4 5.3

2,000+ 6.1 6.1

INSIGHT 
START TO FINISH

6

Only sites of fewer 
than 499 dwellings 
are on average likely 
to deliver any homes 
within an immediate 
five year period.

Comparison with our 2016 
findings
Planning Approval Period
Our latest research reveals little difference 
between the average planning approval period 
by site size compared to the same analysis in the 
first edition (see Table 1). However, it is important 
to remember that these are average figures 
which come from a selection of large sites. There 
are significant variations within this average, 
with some sites progressing very slowly or 
quickly compared to the other examples. This is 
unsurprising as planning circumstances will vary 
between places and over time. 

out rate based on the size of the site should 
also be considered as part of the assessment of 
deliverability (see Section 4). Outline planning 
permissions for strategic development are not 
always obtained by the company that builds 
the houses, indeed master developers and 
other land promoters play a significant role in 
bringing forward large scale sites for housing 
development3. As such, some of these examples 
will include schemes where the land promoter 
or master developer will have to sell the site 
(or phases/parcels) to a housebuilder before 
the detailed planning application stage can 
commence, adding a step to the planning to 
delivery period. 

Figure 4 considers the average timescales 
for delivery of the first dwelling from the 
validation of an outline planning application. 
This demonstrates that only sites comprising 
fewer than 499 dwellings are – on average - 
likely to deliver anything within an immediate 
five year period. The average time from 
validation of an outline application4 to the 
delivery of the first dwelling for large sites 
ranges from 5.0 to 8.4 years dependent on the 
size of the site, i.e. beyond an immediate five-
year period for land supply calculations.

9

7

5

3

8
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0
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1.4
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3.3
4.6

5.3
6.1

2.0

1.9

1.7

2.3
1.7

2.3

3.3*

4.0

5.0

6.9 7.0

8.4

100-499 500-999 1,000-1,499 1,500-1,999 2,000+

D
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(y
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Site size (dwellings)

Average planning approval period Average planning to delivery period *does not sum due to rounding

3 Realising Potential - our 
research for the Land 
Promoters and Developers 
Federation in 2017 - found 
that 41% of homes with 
outline planning permission 
were promoted by specialist 
land promoter and 
development companies, 
compared to 32% for volume 
house builders. 
4 The planning approval 
period could also include a 
hybrid or full application, 
but on the basis of our 
examples this only impacts 
a small number of sites 
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Figure 5: Planning to delivery period, total average, pre and post-2008
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START TO FINISH

7

Source: Lichfeilds analysis

Sites that delivered 
their first completion 
during or after the 
2007/08 recession 
have significantly 
longer planning to 
delivery periods than 
sites which began 
before.

Planning to Delivery Period

Although there is little difference between the 
average planning approval periods identified 
in this research compared to our first edition 
findings, the average lead-in time after securing 
of planning permission is higher in this edition of 
the research (Figure 5). 

This is likely to be due to the inclusion of more 
recent proposed developments in this edition. Of 
the 27 new sites considered, 17 (63%) completed 
their first dwelling during or after 2012; this 
compares to just 14 (20%) out of 70 sites in the 
first edition of this research (albeit at the time of 
publication 8 of these sites had not delivered their 
first home but have subsequently). This implies 
that the introduction of more recent examples 
into the research, including existing examples 
which have now commenced delivery5, has seen 
the average for planning to delivery periods 
lengthening. 
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A similar trend is apparent considering the 55 
sites that delivered their first completions after 
2007/08. These have significantly longer planning 
to delivery periods than those where completions 
began prior to the recession. The precise reasons 
are not clear, but is perhaps to be expected given 
the slowdown in housing delivery during the 
recession, and the significant reductions in local 
authority planning resources which are necessary 
to support discharge of pre-commencement 
conditions. However, delays may lie outside the 
planning system; for example, delays in securing 
necessary technical approvals from other bodies 
and agencies, or market conditions.

Figure 5: Five of the large 
sites examples do not have 
a first dwelling completion 
recorded in this research

5 Priors Hall has been 
amended since the first 
edition based on more 
recent data 
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Figure 6: Planning approval period (years) by 2018 affordability ratio

Source: Lichfields analysis

Source: Lichfields analysis

Table 2: Site size by 2018 affordability ratio

Affordability ratio 
(workplace based) Average site size

2.5 – 6.4 1,149

6.5 – 8.7 2,215

8.8 – 11.0 2,170

11.1 – 44.5 2,079

INSIGHT 
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In demand: how quickly do high 
pressure areas determine strategic 
applications for housing?
Using industry-standard affordability ratios, we 
found that areas with the least affordable places 
to purchase a home (i.e. the highest affordability 
ratios) tended to have longer planning to delivery 
times than areas that were more affordable. This 
is shown in Figure 6, which splits the large site 
sample into national affordability quartiles, with 
the national average equating to 8.72. 

The above analysis coincides with the fact (Table 2) 
that sites in the most affordable locations (lowest 
quartile) tend to be smaller than those in less 
affordable locations (an average site size of c.1,150 
compared to in excess of 2,000 dwellings for the 
three other quartiles). Even the least affordable LPAs 
(with the greatest gap between workplace earnings 
and house prices) have examples of large schemes 
with an average site size of 2,000+ dwellings. It may 
be that the more affordable markets do not support 
the scale of up-front infrastructure investment that 
is required for larger-scale developments and which 
lead to longer periods before new homes can be 
built. However, looking at the other three quartiles, 
the analysis does also suggest that planning and 
implementation becomes more challenging in less 
affordable locations.
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Figure 7: Build-out rate by size of site (dpa)

Source: Lichfields analysis
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04  
How quickly do sites 
build out?
The rate at which new homes are built on sites 
is still one of the most contested matters at local 
plan examinations and planning inquiries which 
address 5YHLS and housing supply trajectories. 
The first edition of this research provided a 
range of ‘real world’ examples to illustrate what 
a typical large-scale site delivers annually. The 
research showed that even when some schemes 
were able to achieve very high annual build-out 
rates in a particular year (the top five annual 
figures were between 419-620 dwellings per 
annum), this rate of delivery was not always 
sustained. Indeed, for schemes of 2,000 or more 
dwellings the average annual completion rate 
across the delivery period was 160 dwellings 
per annum. 

Average Annual Build-out rates
Figure 7 presents our updated results, with 
our additional 27 sites and the latest data for 
all sites considered. The analysis compares the 
size of site to its average annual build-out rate. 
Perhaps unsurprisingly, larger sites deliver on 
average more dwellings per year than smaller 
sites. The largest sites in our sample of over 
2,000 dwellings, delivered on average more than 
twice as many dwellings per year than sites of 
500-999 dwellings, which in turn delivered an 
average of three times as many units as sites 
of 1-99 units. To ensure the build-out rates 
averages are not unduly skewed, our analysis 
excludes any sites which have only just started 
delivering and have less than three years of data. 
This is because it is highly unlikely that the first 
annual completion figure would actually cover a 
whole monitoring year, and as such could distort 
the average when compared to only one other 
full year of delivery data. 
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Site Size Number of sites
Median housing 
delivery (dwellings 
per annum)

Median delivery as 
% of total on site

Mean annual 
delivery (dwellings 
per annum)

Mean annual 
delivery as % of 
total units on site

0-99 29 27 33% 22 29%

100-499 54 54 24% 55 21%

500-999 24 73 9% 68 9%

1,000-1,499 17 88 8% 107 9%

1,500-1,999 9 104 7% 120 7%

2,000+ 27 137 4% 160 4%

Source: Lichfields analysis

Table 3: Median and mean delivery rates by site size

Figure 8: Minimum, mean, median and maximum build-out rates by size of site (dpa)

Source: Lichfields analysis
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In most cases the 
median annual 
delivery rate is lower 
than the mean for 
larger sites.

We include the relevant percentage growth rates 
in this edition’s analysis; this shows that the 
proportion of a site’s total size that is build out each 
year reduces as site size increases.

Our use of averages refers to the arithmetic mean 
across the sample sites. In most cases the median 
of the rates seen on the larger sample sites is 
lower, as shown in Figure 8; this reflects the small 
number of sites which have higher delivery rates 
(the distribution is not equal around the average). 
The use of mean average in the analysis therefore 
already builds in a degree of optimism compared 
with the median or ‘mid-point scheme’.
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Source: Lichfields analysis

Site Site size 
(dwellings)

Peak annual 
build-out 
rate (dpa)

Average 
annual 
build-out rate 
(dpa)

Cambourne, South 
Cambridgeshire 4,343 620 223

Oakley Vale, 
Corby 3,100 520 180

Eastern Expansion 
Area, Milton Keynes 4,000 473 268

Clay Farm, 
Cambridge 2,169 467 260

South of M4, 
Wokingham 2,605 419 147

Cranbrook, East 
Devon 2,900 419 286

Table 4: Mean delivery rates by site sizes, a comparison with first 
edition findings

Site size 
(dwellings)

2016 edition 
research 
(dpa)

2020 edition 
research 
(dpa)

Difference

0-99 27 22 -5 (-19%)

100-499 60 55 -5 (-8%)

500-999 70 68 -2 (-3%)

1,000-1,499 117 107 -10 (-9%)

1,500-1,999 129 120 -9 (-7%)

2,000+ 161 160 -1 (-0.62%)

Source: Lichfields analysis

Table 5: Peak annual build-out rates compared against average 
annual delivery rates on those sites 
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Site build-out rates 
for individual years 
are highly variable. 
For example, one 
scheme in Wokingham 
delivered more than 
twice as many homes 
in 2017/18 as it did in 
the year before.

Comparison with our 2016 
findings
Comparing these findings to those in the first 
edition of this research, there is very little 
difference between the averages observed 
(median was not presented) for different site 
sizes, as set out below. The largest difference is 
a decrease in average annual build-out rates for 
sites of 1,000-1,499 dwellings, but even then, 
this is only a reduction of 10 dpa or 9%.  

As with the first edition of the research, 
these are averages and there are examples of 
sites which deliver significantly higher and 
lower than these averages, both overall and in 
individual years. Figure 8 shows the divergence 
from the average for different site size 
categories. This shows that whilst the average 
for the largest sites is 160 dpa and the median 
equivalent 137 dpa, the highest site average was 
286 dpa and the lowest site average was 50 dpa 
for sites of 2,000+ dwellings. This shows the 
need for care in interpreting the findings of the 
research, there may well be specific factors that 
mean a specific site will build faster or slower 
than the average. We explore some of the 
factors later in this report. 

Variations for individual schemes can be 
marked. For example, the 2,605 unit scheme 
South of the M4 in Wokingham delivered 
419 homes in 2017/18, but this was more than 
double the completions in 2016/17 (174) and the 
average over all six years of delivery so far was 
just 147 dwellings per annum.

Even when sites have seen very high peak years 
of delivery, as Table 5 shows, no sites have been 
able to consistently delivery 300 dpa.

Table 5: Please note The 
Hamptons was included as 
an example of peak annual 
delivery in the first edition 
with one year reaching 
520 completions. However, 
evidence for this figure 
is no longer available and 
as it was not possible to 
corroborate the figure it has 
been removed. The analysis 
has been updated to reflect 
the latest monitoring data 
from Peterborough City 
Council. 
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Source: Lichfields analysis

Sites with 10+ years of delivery (7)
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Longer term trends
This section considers the average build-out 
rates of sites which have been delivering over 
a long period of time. This is useful in terms of 
planning for housing trajectories in local plans 
when such trajectories may span an economic 
cycle. 

In theory, sites of more than 2,000 dwellings 
will have the longest delivery periods. 
Therefore, to test long term averages we have 
calculated an average build-out rate for sites of 
2,000+ dwellings that have ten years or more of 
completions data available. 

For these sites, the average annual build-out 
rate is slightly higher than the average of all 
sites of that size (i.e. including those only part 
way through build out), at 165 dwellings per 
annum6. The median for these sites was also 165 
dwellings per annum.

This indicates that higher rates of annual 
housing delivery on sites of this size are more 
likely to occur between years five and ten, i.e. 
after these sites have had time to ‘ramp up’.

It might even relate to stages in delivery when 
multiple phases and therefore multiple outlets 
(including affordable housing) are operating at 
the same time. These factors are explored later 
in the report. 

Figure 9: Average build-out rate for sites over 2,000 homes by length of delivery period (dpa)
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The impact of the recession on 
build-out rates
It is also helpful to consider the impact of 
market conditions on the build-out rate of large 
scale housing sites. Figure 10 overleaf shows 
the average delivery rate of sites of 2,000 or 
more dwellings in five-year tranches back to 
1995/96. This shows that although annual 
build-out rates have improved slightly since 
the first half of the 2010’s, they remain 37% 
below the rates of the early 2000’s.  The reasons 
for the difference are not clear and are worthy 
of further exploration – there could be wider 
market, industry structure, financial, planning 
or other factors at play. 

In using evidence on rates of delivery for 
current/historic schemes, some planning 
authorities have suggested that one should 
adjust for the fact that rates of build out 
may have been affected by the impact of the 
recession. We have therefore considered how 
the average rates change with and without 
including the period of economic downturn 
(2008/09 – 2012/13). This is shown in Table 6 
and it reveals that average build-out rates are 
only slightly depressed when one includes this 
period, but may not have fully recovered to 
their pre-recession peaks. We know that whilst 
the recession – with the crunch on mortgage 

6 This is based on the 
completions of seven 
examples, Chapelford 
Urban Village, Broadlands, 
Kings Hill, Oakley Vale, 
Cambourne, The Hamptons 
and Wixhams 
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Table 6: Impact of recession on build-out rates

Source: Lichfields analysis

Source: Lichfields analysis

All sites including recessionary 
period (2008/9-2012/13) Excluding recession Pre-recession only

Average rate Sample size Average rate Sample size Average rate Sample size

All large sites 
500+ 115 77 126 68 130 21

All large sites 
2,000+ 160 27 171 25 242 6

Greenfield sites 
2,000+ 181 14 198 12 257 3

INSIGHT 
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Figure 10: Average build-out rate by five year period for sites over (dpa)
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availability – did have a big impact and led 
to the flow of new sites slowing, there were 
mechanisms put in place to help sustain the 
build out of existing sites.

However, setting aside that stripping out the 
recession has a modest impact on the statistical 
averages for the sites in our sample, the more 
significant point is that – because of economic 
cycles - larger sites which build out over five 
or more years are inherently likely to coincide 
with a period of economic slowdown at some 
point during their build out. It therefore makes 
sense for housing trajectories for such sites to 
include an allowance for the prospect that, at 
some point, the rate of build out may slow due 
to a market downturn, albeit the effect may be 
smaller than one might suspect. 
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Figure 12: Build-out rates on brownfield and greenfield sites 
(dpa)

40

80

120

100

140

0

20

60

Source: Lichfields analysis

H
ou

si
ng

 d
el

iv
er

y 
(d

w
el

lin
gs

 p
er

 a
nn

um
)

98

131

Brownfield Greenfield

Figure 11: Build-out rates by level of demand using national 
median 2018 workplace based affordability ratio (dpa)
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What factors can influence 
build-out rates?
Having established some broad averages and how 
these have changed over time, we turn now to 
look at what factors might influence the speed 
at which individual sites build out. How does 
housing demand influence site build out? What is 
the impact of affordable housing? Does it matter 
whether the site is greenfield or brownfield? 
What about location and site configuration?  

In demand: do homes get delivered 
faster in high pressure areas?
One theory regarding annual build-out rates is 
that the rate at which homes can be sold (the 
‘absorption rate’) determines the build-out rate. 
This is likely to be driven by levels of market 
demand relative to supply for the product being 
supplied.

This analysis considers whether demand for 
housing at the local authority level affects 
delivery rates by using (industry-standard) 
affordability ratios. Higher demand areas are 
indicated by a higher ratio of house prices 
to earnings i.e. less affordable. Whilst this 
is a broad-brush measure, the affordability 
ratio is a key metric in the assessment of 
local housing need under the Government’s 
standard methodology. Figure 11 shows the 
sample of 500+ unit schemes divided into those 
where the local authority in which they are 
located is above or below the national median 
affordability ratio (8.72) for sites which have 

delivered for three years or more.  This analysis 
shows that sites in areas of higher demand 
(i.e. less affordable) deliver on average more 
dwellings per annum.

Our analysis also coincides with the fact that 
sites in less affordable areas are on average 
c.17% larger than those in more affordable 
areas. The average site size for schemes in 
areas where affordability is below the national 
average is 1,834 dwellings. For those delivered 
in areas where the affordability is greater than 
the national average, average site size is 2,145 
dwellings. So, it is possible that the size of site – 
rather than affordability per se – is a factor here.  

Do sites on greenfield land deliver 
more quickly?
The first edition of this research showed that 
greenfield sites on average delivered quicker 
than their brownfield counterparts. In our 
updated analysis this remains the case; large 
greenfield sites in our sample built out a third 
faster than large brownfield sites. 

In the life cycle of a site, our data also shows 
that greenfield sites had shorter planning to 
delivery periods (2.0 years compared to 2.3 for 
brownfield sites), although on average, longer 
planning approval periods (5.1 years compared 
to 4.6 for brownfield sites).
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Figure 13: Build-out rates by number of outlets present (dpa)
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Housing mix and variety
Among the more topical issues surrounding 
delivery rates on large-scale sites is the variety 
of housing on offer. The Letwin Review posited 
that increasing the diversity of dwellings on large 
sites in areas of high housing demand would help 
achieve a greater rate of build out. The report 
concluded that a variety of housing is likely 
to appeal to a wider, complementary range of 
potential customers which in turn would mean 
a greater absorption rate of housing by the local 
market. 

Consistent data on the mix of sizes, types and prices 
of homes built out on any given site is difficult to 
source, so we have used the number of sales outlets 
on a site as a proxy for variety of product. This 
gives the prospect of multiple house builders each 
seeking to build and sell homes for which there 
is demand in the face of ‘competing’ supply from 
other outlets (as revealed by the case study of Land 
South of the M4 in Wokingham). Letwin stated 
that “…it seems extraordinarily likely that the presence 
of more variety in these aesthetic characteristics would 
create more, separate markets”7. Clearly, it is likely that 
on many sites, competing builders may focus on a 
similar type of product, for example three or four 
bed family housing, but even across similar types of 
dwelling, there will be differences (in configuration, 
design, specification) that mean one product may be 
attractive to a purchaser in the way another might 

not be. On this basis, we use the outlets metric as 
a proxy for variation. Based on the limited data 
available for this analysis, if two phases are being 
built out at the same time by the same housebuilder 
(e.g. two concurrent parcels by Bovis) this has been 
counted as one outlet with the assumption there is 
little variety (although it is clear that some builders 
may in reality differentiate their products on the 
same site). This data was derived from sites in a 
relatively small number of local planning authorities 
who publish information relating to outlets on site. 
It therefore represents a small sample of just 12 sites, 
albeit over many different years in which the number 
of outlets varied on the same site, giving a total of 80 
data points i.e. individual delivery rates and number of 
outlets to compare.

Our analysis confirms that having more outlets 
operating at the same time will on average have a 
positive impact on build-out rates, as shown in Figure 
13. However, there are limits to this, likely to be due 
to additional capacity from the outlets themselves as 
well as competition for buyers. 

On a site-by-site basis, the average number of 
outlets open over the site’s entire delivery lifetime 
had a fairly strong correlation with annual delivery, 
both as a percentage of total dwellings and in absolute 
terms, with a greater number of outlets contributing 
to higher levels of delivery. However, the completions 
per outlet did reduce with every additional outlet 
operating in that year.8

Outlets

7 Letwin Review draft 
analysis report (June 2018) 
- final bullet of para 4.25
8 Average completions per 
outlet on site with one outlet 
was 61dpa, dropping to 
51dpa for two outlets and 
45dpa for three outlets.

Having more outtlets 
operating at the same 
time will on average 
quicken build-out 
rates.
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Source:  Lichfields analysis

Source: © Google Earth 2020/ Wokingham Local Plan

Figure 14: Map of parcels at Land South of M4, Wokingham
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Parcel 
reference 

Developers 
(active outlets)

Completions 
in 2017/18

SP1 Bellway (1) 59

SP2w Bellway and Bovis (-) None - parcel 
completed

SP3 Crest Nicholson (1) 47

SP4 Taylor Wimpey and David 
Wilson Homes (2) 140

SP9_1 Bloor, Bovis and Linden (3) 169

SP10 Darcliffe Homes (-) None - parcel 
completed

SP11 Taylor Wimpey (1) 4

Geography and Site Configuration
An under-explored aspect of large-scale site 
delivery is the physical opportunity on site. 
For example, some schemes lend themselves to 
simultaneous build out of phases which can have 
the impact of boosting delivery rates in that year, 
for example, by having access points from two 
alternative ends of the site. Other sites may be 
reliant on one key piece of infrastructure which 
make this opportunity less likely or impractical. 
In the first edition of this research we touched 
on this point in relation to Eastern Expansion 
Area (Broughton Gate & Brooklands) of Milton 
Keynes. As is widely recognised, the planning 
and delivery of housing in Milton Keynes is 
distinct from almost all the sites considered in 
this research as serviced parcels with the roads 
already provided were delivered as part of the 
Milton Keynes delivery model. Multiple house 
builders were able to proceed straight onto the 
site and commence delivery on different serviced 
parcels, with monitoring data from Milton 

Keynes Council suggesting an average of c.12 
parcels were active across the build period. In this 
second edition of this research the Milton Keynes 
examples remain some of the sites with the 
highest annual build-out rates. 

Table 7: Parcels at Land South of M4, Wokingham
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Figure 15: Build-out rates by level of affordable housing (dpa and percentage)           

Source:  Lichfields analysis

Source:  Lichfields analysis
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In this edition we look at the case study of Land 
South of the M4 in Wokingham. In 2017/18 
the site achieved a significant 419 completions. 
Using the local authority’s granular recording of 
delivery on the site to date, we have been able to 
consider where these completions were coming 
forward from within the wider 2,605  dwelling 
scheme. As shown in Figure 14, in that year 
new homes were completed on five separate 
parcels with completions ranging from 4 to 
169 dwellings. On some of these parcels (SP9_1 
and SP4) there were two or three separate 
housebuilders building out, and in total on the 
site there were seven different house building 
companies active (the impact of multiple 
outlets on build-out rates is explored later in 
this report). The parcels are located in separate 
parts of the site and each had their own road 
frontages and access arrangements which 
meant they are able to come forward in parallel. 
This can enable an increased build rate.

Affordable choices: do different 
tenures provide more demand?
Our findings on tenure, another form of 
‘variety’ in terms of house building products, 
are informed by data that is available on about 
half the sites in our large site sample. From 
this the analysis shows schemes with more 
affordable housing built out at close to twice 
the rate as those with lower levels of affordable 
housing as a percentage of all dwellings on site. 
However this is not always the case. Schemes 
with 20-29% affordable housing had the lowest 
build-out rates, both in terms of dwellings and 
proportionate to their size. 

Schemes with more 
affordable housing 
built out at close to 
twice the rates as 
those with lower 
levels.
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06  
Conclusions 

Recent changes to national planning policy 
emphasise the importance of having a realistic 
expectation of delivery on large-scale housing 
sites, whilst local authorities now find themselves 
subject to both forward and backward-looking 
housing delivery performance measures. A 
number of local plans have hit troubles because 
they over-estimated the yield from some of 
their proposed allocations. Meanwhile, it is no 
longer sufficient for a 5YHLS to look good on 
paper; the Housing Delivery Test means there are 
consequences if it fails to convert into homes built.

To ensure local authorities are prepared for these 
tests, plan making and the work involved in 
maintaining housing land supply must be driven 
by realistic and flexible housing trajectories, 
based on evidence and the specific characteristics 
of individual sites and local markets. For local 
authorities to deliver housing in a manner which 
is truly plan-led, this is likely to mean allocating 
more sites rather than less, with a good mix of 
types and sizes, and being realistic about how 
fast they will deliver so supply is maintained 
throughout the plan period. Equally, recognising 
the ambition and benefits of more rapid build out 
on large sites, it may mean a greater focus on how 
such sites are developed. 

Our research provides those in the public 
and private sector with a series of real-world 
benchmarks in this complex area of planning for 
large scale housing, which can be particularly 

helpful in locations where there is little recent 
experience of such strategic developments. Whilst 
we present some statistical averages, the real 
relevance of our findings is that there are likely 
to be many factors which affect lead-in times 
and build-out rates, and that these - alongside 
the characteristics of individual sites - need to be 
considered carefully by local authorities relying 
on large sites to deliver planned housing. 

In too many local plans and 5YHLS cases, there 
is insufficient evidence for how large sites are 
treated in housing trajectories. This research 
seeks to fill the gap with some benchmark figures 
- which can be of some assistance where there 
is limited or no local evidence. But the average 
derived from our analysis are not intended to 
be definitive and are no alternative to having a 
robust, bottom-up justification for the delivery 
trajectory of any given site. It is clear from 
our analysis that some sites start and deliver 
more quickly than the average, whilst others 
have delivered much more slowly. Every site is 
different. Therefore, whilst the averages observed 
in this research may be a good starting point, 
there are a number of key questions to consider 
when estimating delivery on large housing sites, 
based around the three key elements in the three-
tier analytical framework at Figure 16.
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Large sites can deliver more homes per 
year over a longer time period, with this 
seeming to ramp up beyond year five 
of the development on sites of 2,000+ 
units. However, on average these longer-
term sites also have longer lead-in times. 
Therefore, short term boosts in supply, 
where needed, are likely to also require a 
good mix of smaller sites. Furthermore, 
large scale greenfield sites deliver at 
a quicker rate than their brownfield 
equivalents: the average rate of build out 
for greenfield sites in our sample was 
34% greater than the equivalent figure 
for those on brownfield land. In most 
locations, a good mix of types of site will 
therefore be required.

Our analysis suggests that having 
additional outlets on site has a positive 
impact on build 0ut rates, although there 
is not a linear relationship.  Interestingly, 
we also found that schemes with more 
affordable housing (more than 30%) built 
out at close to twice the rate as those with 
lower levels of affordable housing as a 
percentage of all units on site, but those 
with 20-29% had the lowest rates of all. 
Local plans should reflect that – where 
viable – higher rates of affordable housing 
supports greater rates of delivery. This 
principle is also likely to apply to other 
sectors that complement market housing 
for sale, such as build to rent and self-build 
(where there is demand). 

Large greenfield sites 
deliver quicker

Outlets and tenure 
matter

In developing a local plan, but especially 
in calculating a 5YHLS position, it is 
important to factor in a realistic planning 
approval period dependent on the size 
of the site. Our research shows that if a 
scheme of more than 500 dwellings has 
an outline permission, then the average 
time to deliver its first home is two or 
three years.  However, from the date at 
which an outline application is validated 
it can be 5.0 - 8.4 years for the first home 
to be delivered dependent on the size of 
the site.  In these circumstances, such 
sites would make no contribution to 
completions in the first five years.

Whilst attention and evidence gathering 
is often focused on how long it takes to 
get planning permission, the planning to 
delivery period from gaining permission 
to building the first house has also been 
increasing. Our research shows that the 
planning to delivery period for large sites 
completed since 2007/08 has jumped 
compared to those where the first 
completion came before 2007/08. This is 
a key area where improvements could be 
sought on timeliness and in streamlining 
pre-commencement conditions, but is also 
likely impacted by a number of macro factors 
including the recession and reductions in 
local authority planning resources. 

Large schemes can take 
5+ years to start

Lead-in times jumped 
post-recession

2

4

1

3

Key findings:
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Figure 16: Key questions for assessing large site build-out rates and delivery timelines     

Source: Lichfeilds analysis
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Planning Approval

Lead In

Build Out

• Is the site already allocated for development? If it is in an emerging Plan, does it need to be adopted 
before the site can be brought forward? 

• Is an SPD, masterplan or development brief required and will it help resolve key planning issues?

• Is there an extant planning permission or live planning application submitted? 

• If outline permission is granted, when will reserved matters be submitted? 

• Is the proposal of the promoter consistent with local policy and/or SPD/Masterplan?

• Are there significant objections to the proposal from local residents?

• Are there material objections to the proposal from statutory bodies?

• If planning permission is secured, is reserved matters approval required?

• Does the scheme have pre-commencement conditions?

• Is the land in existing use?

• Has the land been fully assembled?

• Are there any known technical constraints that need to be resolved?

• If in multiple ownership/control, are the interests of all parties aligned?

• Is there up-front infrastructure required before new homes can be built?

• Has the viability of the proposal been established and is the feasibility consistent with known 
infrastructure costs and the likely rate of development? 

• Does the proposal rely on access to public resources and what evidence is there on when those will be available?

• Is the scheme led by a promoter or master developer who will need to dispose of phases to a house 
builder before completions begin?

• How large is the site?

• How strong is the local market?

• Does the site tap into local demand from one or more existing neighbourhoods?

• Will delivery be affected by competing sites?

• How many sales outlets will be supported by the scale, configuration and delivery model for the site?

• What is the track record of the promoter/master developer in delivery of comparable sites?

• How active are different housebuilders in the local market?

• What proportion of affordable housing is being delivered?

• Are there policy requirements for a specific mix of housing types and are there other forms of housing – 
such as build to rent?

• When will new infrastructure – such as schools – be provided to support the new community?

• Are there trigger points or phasing issues that may affect the build-out rate achievable in different phases?
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Appendix 1:                     
Definitions and notes

Measures the period up to first completion of a house on site from the validation date of the 
first planning application made for the scheme. The lead-in time covers both the planning 
approval period and planning to delivery periods set out below. The lead-in time does also 
include the date of the first formal identification of the site as a potential housing allocation 
(e.g. in a LPA policy document), but consistent data on this for the sample is not available. 

Measured from the validation date of the first application for the proposed development 
(be that an outline, full or hybrid application). The end date is the decision date of the first 
detailed application which permits the development of dwellings on site (this may be a full or 
hybrid application or the first reserved matters approval which includes details for housing). 
A measurement based on a detailed ‘consent’ was considered reasonable and proportionate 
milestone for ‘planning’ in the context of this research.  

Includes the discharge of any pre-commencement and any opening up works required to 
deliver the site. It finishes on completion of the first dwelling. 

On site (the month and year) is used where the data is available. However, in most instances 
the monitoring year of the first completion is all that is available and in these cases a mid-
point of the monitoring period (1st October, falling halfway between 1st April and the 
following 31st March) is used.   

Each site is taken or inferred from a number of sources. This includes Annual Monitoring 
Reports (AMR’s) and other planning evidence base documents produced by local authorities 
(see footnote 1), contacting the local planning authority monitoring officers or planners and in 
a handful of instances obtaining the information from housebuilders.

The ‘lead in’

The ‘planning period’

The ‘planning to delivery period’ 

The date of the ‘first housing completion’

The ‘annual build-out rate’

Due to the varying ages 
of the assessed sites, 
the implementation of 
some schemes was more 
advanced than others 
and, as a function of the 
desk-based nature of the 
research and the age of 
some of the sites assessed, 
there have been some data 
limitations, which means 
there is not a complete 
data set for every assessed 
site. For example, lead-in 
time information prior to 
submission of planning 
applications is not available 
for the vast majority of 
sites. And because not 
all of the sites assessed 
have commenced housing 
delivery, build-out rate 
information is not universal. 
The results are presented 
accordingly. A
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Arborfield Green (Arborfield 
Garrison)

Five Year Housing Land Supply Statement and appendix on Strategic Development Locations at 31st March 2018 published 9th October 2018   
http://www.wokingham.gov.uk/planning-policy/planning-policy-information/evidence-topics/

Ledsham Garden Village Various Housing Land Monitor Reports https://consult.cheshirewestandchester.gov.uk/portal/cwc_ldf/mon/

Great Kneighton (Clay Farm)  Partly provided by Cambridgeshire County Council and included in numerous AMR’s https://www.cambridge.gov.uk/annual-monitoring-reports

Trumpington Meadows Included in numerous AMR’s for Cambridge and South Cambridgeshire (site crosses boundaries) 

https://www.cambridge.gov.uk/annual-monitoring-reports and https://www.scambs.gov.uk/planning/local-plan-and-neighbourhood-planning/
annual-monitoring-report/

Graven Hill Various Annual monitoring reports 

https://www.cherwell.gov.uk/info/33/planning-policy/370/monitoring-reports

South West Bicester

(Kingsmere Phase 1)

Various Annual monitoring reports 

https://www.cherwell.gov.uk/info/33/planning-policy/370/monitoring-reports

Great Western Park Housing Land Supply Statement April 2018 

http://www.southoxon.gov.uk/sites/default/files/30.04.2018%20Housing%20Land%20Supply%20Statement%20FINAL%20(2)%20combined.
pdf

Ebbsfleet: First phase at Springhead Park and Northfleet South from Gravesham AMR’s 2009/10 to 2012/13

2009-10: 127 completions 

https://www.gravesham.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0010/69823/AMR2010.pdf

2010-11: 79 completions

 https://www.gravesham.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0010/69814/AMR2011.pdf

2011-12: 55 completions

 https://www.gravesham.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0009/92448/Gravesham-Authority-Monitoring-Report-2011-12-May-2013.pdf

2012-13: 50 completions

https://www.gravesham.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0010/92449/Gravesham-Authority-Monitoring-Report-2012-13-interim-May-2013.pdf

2013/14: 87 dwellings, based on total completions form Gravesham to 2012/13 of 311 and total completions to the start of 2014/15 in the Ebbsfleet Garden 
City Latest Starts and Completion Figures totalling 398.

2014/15 to 
2017/18:

Ebbsfleet Garden City Latest Starts and Completion Figures:  https://ebbsfleetdc.org.uk/tracking-our-performance/

Sources for sites also found in the Letwin Review
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Appendix 3: 
Small sites tables

Site Name Local Planning 
Authority

Size

Cookridge Hospital Leeds 495

Stenson Fields South Derbyshire 487

Horfield Estate Phase 1 Bristol City 
Council

485

Farnborough Business Park Rushmoor 476

Bickershaw Colliery Wigan 471

Farington Park, east of Wheelton 
Lane

South Ribble 468

Bleach Green Gateshead 456

Kingsmead South Milton Keynes 
Council 

450

New Central Woking Borough 
Council 

445

Land at former Battle Hospital Reading Borough 
Council 

434

New World House Warrington 426

Radyr Sidings Cardiff 421

Luneside West Lancaster 403

Woolley Edge Park Wakefield 375

Former Masons Cerement Works and 
Adjoining Ministry of Defence Land

Mid Suffolk 365

Former NCB Workshops (Port-
land Park)

Northumberland 357

Chatham Street Car Park 
Complex 

Reading 307

Kennet Island Phase 1 - H, M, 
T, U1, U2

Reading 303

Land at Dorian Road Bristol, City of 300

Land at Fire Service College, 
London Road

Cotswold 299

Land at Badsey Road Wychavon 298

Land at Brookwood Farm Woking 297

Long Marston Storage Depot 
Phase 1

Stratford-on-
Avon

284

M & G Sports Ground, Golden 
Yolk and Middle Farm

Tewkesbury 273

Land at Canons Marsh Bristol, City of 272

Land off Henthorn Road Ribble Valley 270

Land Between A419 And A417 Cotswold 270

Hortham Hospital South                  
Gloucestershire

270

Site Name Local Planning 
Authority

Size

GCHQ Oakley - Phase 1 Cheltenham 262

Hewlett Packard (Land Adjacent 
To Romney House) 

Bristol, City of 242

128-134 Bridge Road And Nos 
1 - 4 Oldfield Road

Windsor and 
Maidenhead

242

Hoval Ltd North Gate Newark and 
Sherwood

196

Notcutts Nursery, 150 - 152 
London Road

Cherwell 182

Sellars Farm Stroud 176

Land South of Inervet Campus Off 
Brickhill Street, Walton, Milton Keynes 

Milton Keynes 176

Queen Mary School Fylde 169

London Road/ Adj. St Francis 
Close

East Hertford-
shire

149

Land off Gallamore Lane West Lindsey 149

Doxey Road Stafford 145

Former York Trailers (two schemes 
- one Barratt, one DWH)

Hambleton 145

Bracken Park, Land At Cor-
ringham Road

West Lindsey 141

Land at Farnham Hospital Waverley 134

North of Douglas Road South Glouces-
tershire

131

Land to the east of Efflinch Lane  East Staffordshire 130

Land to the rear of Mount 
Pleasant 

Cheshire West 
and Chester

127

Primrose Mill Site Ribble Valley 126

Kennet Island Phase 1B - E, F, 
O & Q 

Reading 125

Land between Godsey Lane and 
Towngate East

South Kesteven 120

Bibby Scientific Ltd Stafford 120

Land west of Birchwood Road Bristol, City of 119

Former Bewbush Leisure Centre 
Site

Crawley 112

Land south of Station Road East Hertford-
shire

111

Poppy Meadow Stratford-on-
Avon

106

Weeton Road/Fleetwood Road Fylde 106

Former York Trailers (two schemes 
- one Barratt, one DWH)

Hambleton 96

North East Sandylands South Lakeland 94

Site Name Local Planning 
Authority

Size

Auction Mart South Lakeland 94

Parcel 4 Gloucester Business 
Park

Tewkesbury 94

York Road Hambleton 93

Land At Green Road - Reading 
College 

Reading 93

Caistor Road West Lindsey 89

The Kylins Northumberland 88

North East Area Professional 
Centre, Furnace Drive

Crawley 76

Land at Willoughbys Bank Northumberland 76

Watermead, Land At Kennel Lane Tewkesbury 72

Land to the North of Walk Mill 
Drive

Wychavon 71

Hawthorn Croft (Off Hawthorn 
Avenue Old Slaughterhouse Site)

West Lindsey 69

Land off Crown Lane Wychavon 68

Former Wensleydale School Northumberland 68

Land at Lintham Drive South Glouces-
tershire

68

Springfield Road South Kesteven 67

Land off Cirencester Rd Stroud 66

Land south of Pinchington Lane West Berkshire 64

Land at Prudhoe Hospital Northumberland 60

Oxfordshire County Council 
Highways Depot 

Cherwell 60

Clewborough House School Cherwell 60

Land at the Beacon, Tilford Road Waverley 59

Land to Rear Of 28 - 34 Bedale 
Road

Hambleton 59

Hanwell Fields Development Cherwell 59

Fenton Grange Northumberland 54

Former Downend Lower School South Glouces-
tershire

52

Holme Farm, Carleton Road Wakefield 50

Land off Elizabeth Close West Lindsey 50
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What makes us different? We’re not 
just independent but independent-
minded. We’re always prepared to 
take a view. But we always do that 
for the right reasons – we want 
to help our clients make the best 
possible decisions.
We have an energetic entrepreneurial culture that means we can 
respond quickly and intelligently to change, and our distinctive 
collaborative approach brings together all the different disciplines  
to work faster, smarter, and harder on our clients’ behalf.

Sharing our knowledge
We are a leading voice in the development industry, 
and no-one is better connected across the sector. We 
work closely with government and leading business 
and property organisations, sharing our knowledge 
and helping to shape policy for the future.

Publishing market intelligence
We are at the forefront of market analysis and we 
track government policy and legislation so we can 
give fresh insight to our clients. Our Think Tank is 
a catalyst for industry-leading thinking on planning 
and development. 

Read more
You can read more of our research and insight at 
lichfields.uk 

The  
Lichfields 
perspective

lichfields.uk @LichfieldsTT

Our bespoke products, services and insights

How does 
your garden 
grow?
A stock take on planning for the 
Government’s Garden Communities 
programme

INSIGHT 
DECEMBER 2019

H
ea
dr
oo
m

Objective assessments  
of local housing needs

Securing the right mix in residential 
development proposals

Si
ze
m
ix

How does your 
garden grow?
A stock take on planning for 
the Government’s Garden 
Communities programme

Garden 
Communities
Unlocking the potential of 
new settlements and urban 
extensions

Headroom
Objective assessments  
of local housing needs

Sizemix
Securing the right  
mix in residential  
development proposals
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lichfields.uk

Disclaimer
This publication has been written in general terms and cannot be relied on to cover specific situations. We recommend 
that you obtain professional advice before acting or refraining from acting on any of the contents of this publication. 
Lichfields accepts no duty of care or liability for any loss occasioned to any person acting or refraining from acting 
as a result of any material in this publication. Lichfields is the trading name of Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners Limited. 
Registered in England, no.2778116. © Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners Ltd 2020. All rights reserved.

@LichfieldsTT

Contacts
Speak to your local office or visit our website.

Birmingham
Jon Kirby 
jon.kirby@lichfields.uk
0121 713 1530

Edinburgh
Nicola Woodward 
nicola.woodward@lichfields.uk
0131 285 0670

Manchester
Simon Pemberton 
simon.pemberton@lichfields.uk
0161 837 6130

Bristol
Andrew Cockett 
andrew.cockett@lichfields.uk
0117 403 1980

Leeds
Justin Gartland 
justin.gartland@lichfields.uk
0113 397 1397

Newcastle
Jonathan Wallace 
jonathan.wallace@lichfields.uk 
0191 261 5685

Cardiff
Gareth Williams 
gareth.williams@lichfields.uk
029 2043 5880 

London
Matthew Spry 
matthew.spry@lichfields.uk
020 7837 4477 

Thames Valley
Daniel Lampard 
daniel.lampard@lichfields.uk
0118 334 1920
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BRIEFING

July 2020

A ‘standard method’ 
that works for all

The standard method for calculating local housing need could be  
a powerful planning policy tool to address the national housing crisis. It can help to 
avoid contentious and time consuming arguments during the plan-making process 
and speed up Local Plan adoption. It is welcomed in principle. 

In its current form, however, the standard method has serious shortcomings. It perpetuates the issues that have created the 
current housing crisis; it will not deliver the 300,000 new homes per year that are needed; and it frustrates the Government’s 
“levelling up” agenda.

This briefing summarises the shortcomings of the current method and demonstrates how, with revision,  
it can be made more effective in addressing the housing crisis, and in doing so support economic recovery. 

Introduction 

Shortcomings of the current standard method 

The shortcomings of the method are widely recognised by 
practitioners and the development industry. They can be 
summarised as follows:

a. It will not deliver enough new housing  to address the 
housing crisis. Government knows that over 300,000 new 
homes are needed every year and has set this as its target but 
the standard method sets a “starting point” well below the 
required need (only c.266,000 new homes).

b. It is based on backward-looking demographic trends
contained in the Subnational Household Projections (SHP), 
which are completely inappropriate and outdated, and have 
absolutely nothing to do with actual housing needs. All they 
do is project forward past trends of household formation 
which have gone into sharp decline in recent decades. The 
reasons for this can be summarised in the following way:

i. Household formation rates have been suppressed by 
a constrained planning system for at least the last four 
decades.  As the supply of new homes fell in the 1980’s, 
house prices rose and housing became increasingly 
unaffordable for many;

ii. This trend has continued persistently so that, house 
prices have now escalated out of control, despite several 
recessionary periods.  The position is so acute that even 
large recessions have acted merely as “bumps in the road”
in the persistent long term escalation of house prices; 

iii. Over the longer term house price inflation has far out-
stripped growth in average earnings.  So much so that in 
some parts of the country median house prices are now 
over 15 times higher than median incomes; 

iv. All of this has led to a severe and persistently supressed 
household formation rates which are perpetuated in 
trend-based projections. This fundamental problem has 
been exacerbated in recent iterations of the Household 
Projections, which only look back 10 years when 
household formation rates have been at their lowest1; 

1 This affects the 2016- and 2018-based Household Projections, which were produced by ONS rather than by 
MHCLG. The ONS has sought to maintain the “purity” of recent statistical trends, but this simply brings the 
problem of the household projections into even sharper focus, and demonstrates why they cannot provide a 
suitable the basis for planning to address the housing crisis.
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v. This fundamental problem has been exacerbated by 
the decision of Government to move the household 
projections from the MHCLG to the ONS, because the 
latter has insisted on a trend which only looks back 10 
years, when household formation rates have been at 
their lowest levels (as opposed to looking back in part at 
long term trends since the 1970s). This has contributed 
towards drastic reductions in the 2016- and 2018-based 
Household Projections;

vi. The ONS wants the “purity” of a recent statistical trends 
but this simply brings the problem of the household 
projections into even sharper focus, and cannot provide 
the basis for planning to address the housing crisis;

c. It calculates a “minimum” housing need figure which takes no 
account of planned economic growth.  Guidance suggests 
that Local Authorities should plan above the minimum 
including where higher economic growth is expected, but 
in practice local political pressure too often applies heavy 
downward pressure on housing provision. The result is that 
housing targets in Local Plans rarely exceed the “starting 
point” provided by the standard method and housing 
shortages are exacerbated. 

d. It is not responsive to signals of higher housing need that 
is driven by the economic performance and potential of an 
area. This is a particular shortcoming where investment in 
growth or infrastructure delivery in future years will increase 
the need and demand for new homes.

e. It creates an unfair and unsustainable distortion in 
housing provision across the country. It results in:

 – Unrealistically high figures in parts of the South of England, 
where extensive constraints make these undeliverable; and 

 – Unsustainably low figures in the North and Midlands which fall 
below past rates of building and clear evidence of demand2. 

Case Study: Greater Manchester 
Spatial Framework

Greater Manchester (GM) is the second largest economic 
area in England. The current standard method calculates 
that only 10,534 new homes annually are needed in GM. This 
is almost 1,000 homes less than:

• A 2016 estimate by the GMCA that at least 11,360 new 
homes annually were needed in the conurbation.

• The number of homes actually delivered in GM last year 
(11,525 dwellings in 2018/19). 

In 2019 the draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework 
(GMSF) – the future development plan for the conurbation 
– reduced the amount of housing it was planning for by over 
26,000 new homes in response to the publication of the 
current standard method.

2 Many authorities in the North reduced the number of new homes they are planning for when the standard method was introduced, contrary to the 
ambition for a Northern Powerhouse and the Government’s commitment to “levelling up”.

BRIEFING    |    A ‘standard method’ that works for all2

A method that supports recovery... 

These shortcomings can be quickly addressed to ensure that every 
area of the country is playing its part to address the housing crisis and 
to support a national recovery effort. This can be achieved through 
revision of the standard method and enhancement of the guidance on 
its application as set out in this briefing. It is essential that this change 
is implemented now so that increased housing delivery and better 
regional balance can play their full part in economic recovery.

The standard method can be revised to provide stable, fair and 
deliverable housing need figures for every local authority. This will 
ensure that the supply of new homes is highest in the areas where 
they are needed most – not only where prices are highest but 
also where populations and economies are expected to grow the 
fastest. It will distribute need fairly across the country, focussed 
principally on the biggest cities and towns. 

This revised method is an essential ingredient now to set a 
positive national framework to properly tackle the housing 
crisis, and to support recovery after the social and economic 
disruption caused by the COVID-19 pandemic. It will be particularly 
powerful if implemented alongside other planning reforms, such as the 
Government’s proposed deadline for every authority to adopt a Local 
Plan by 2023 and investment in infrastructure.

The objectives of a revised standard method which provides a 
positive basis for future planning should be to:

a. Support the Government’s target for delivering 300,000 new 
homes every year nationally;

b. Address regional imbalances and in particular to “level up” 
the North and Midlands;

c. Respond to increased housing need driven by economic 
growth in specific local areas;

d. Ensure that all areas of the country contribute to addressing the 
housing crisis in a fair and proportionate manner – holding local 
politicians to account for meeting the needs of their areas;

e. Maintain a simple method which uses objective data, to 
ensure that there is speed and transparency in the plan-
making system; and

f. Form a stable basis for plan-making, such that it is not 
susceptible to large fluctuations in the short-term

A16.2
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The preferred approach set out in Figure 1 is considered to be 
the optimum approach to achieve a significant boost to housing 
delivery which asks more of those areas where demand and 
need are greatest (as reflected in affordability) whilst ensuring a 
balanced distribution across all parts of the country. It results 
in a standard method which overcomes the shortcomings 
of the current method, can deliver 300,000 homes per year, 
focuses on sustainable growth in urban areas, and levels up 
the current regional disparities. 

... and levelling up
Table 1 (overleaf ) compares the broad regional spread of 
housing needs which the proposed revision present with 
that of the current method.  The proposed revision results 
in a significant boost to housing numbers in the North and 
Midlands but ensures that these requirements are realistic 
relative to previously achieved delivery. It results in a modest 
further increase in the South of England, which saw some of 
the highest proportionate increases under the current method 
but where affordability challenges are acute. The minimum 
need for London, while slightly lower than that produced by the 
current method, remains ambitious and is significantly higher 
than recent delivery and the housing target in the emerging 
London Plan.  The capital is an obvious example of where there 
will continue to be a need to plan for a housing need above the 
minimum figure.

3

3  Using job density avoids the subjectivity of economic forecasts and their susceptibility to change rapidly at different points in an economic cycle.  Its 
inclusion as part of the baseline (rather than as an optional later stage) enables the method to anticipate and address a key cause of rising demand rather 
as well as responding to the symptom of extreme affordability pressures.  

BRIEFING    |    A ‘standard method’ that works for all

In proposing a revised standard method, Turley has applied the 
following principles:

a. The Sub-national Household Projections are no longer an 
accurate or sustainable baseline of future housing need in an 
area. Their continued use does not meet the Government’s 
housing target (300,000 homes per annum) and will frustrate 
the attempts to “level up”;

b. Existing occupied housing stock provides a reliable and 
stable indicator of where housing need, will arise.  It should 
comprise a significant input to baseline need;

c. To allow for differential rates of economic growth and plan 
for labour mobility, the standard method must be responsive 
to evidence of labour-force pressures – more homes will 
be needed in and close to areas where new jobs are being 
created. The ratio of jobs to working age residents – i.e. jobs 
density – is a clear signal of the need to provide more homes 
to support sustainable economic growth3. 

d.  Affordability remains an indicator of a particular imbalance 
between the supply of and demand for homes. Housing need 
will be higher where homes are least affordable.

We have considered and tested numerous alternative revisions to the 
standard method in line with the objectives and principles set out above. 
A preferred four step approach has emerged from this work. It is set out 
in Figure 1 and explained in a separate accompanying Technical Note.

Figure 1: Proposed revised standard method for assessing minimum local housing need  

Step 1 – Setting the baseline: each authority is assumed to grow its housing stock at a rate of 0.75% per 
year, as a minimum.

Step 2 – Adjusting for employment: areas with a current job density of 0.75 or above need to grow 
their housing stock at a higher rate, with the required growth rate increasing in proportion with the jobs 
density figure.

Step 3 – A refined affordability adjustment: need is adjusted upwards following a comparable 
calculation to that in the current standard method where the affordability ratio is 3 or above.

Step 4 – Capping the level of any increase linked to affordability: the increase in the housing need figure 
under step 3 is ‘capped’ at 50%, following an approach comparable to the current method (i.e. the housing 
need figure does not increase by more than 50% in any area in response to affordability pressures).
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Within reasonable parameters, the elements of the proposed 
revision to the standard method – such as the affordability cap – 
could be ‘flexed’ if Government considers it necessary to calculate 
a higher housing need figure which ensures that its 300,000 homes 
target is achieved (see seperate Technical Note)5. This flex could 
alternatively be used to ensure that the revised method is resilient if 
other inputs (e.g. jobs density) reduce in future years. Figure 2 shows 
the extent of change compared to the current standard method.

4

Table 1: National distribution of minimum housing need 
arising from the proposed revision of the standard method

Proposed 
revision to 

the standard 
method

Current 
standard 
method

Peak delivery 
since 2010

England 300,555 265,707 245,6634 

North 71,594 43,256 60,109 (18/19)

Midlands 50,119 39,027 47,266 (18/19)

South 119,431 112,206 97,799 (18/19)

London 59,411 71,218 39,560 (16/17)

Figure 2: Change from current method

4 Aggregate when summing the respective regional peaks, which did not all occur in a single year.

5 For example, increasing the affordability cap from 50% to 60% or 70% would increase the national housing need figure above 300,000 new homes per 
annum, principally through increases in the numbers for London and the South where affordability pressures are highest.

Benefits of the revised method

The swift introduction of this new approach will have the following 
short term benefits:

a. For the first time ensure that the Government’s target to 
deliver 300,000 homes per annum will be reflected in the 
baseline assessment of needs which Local Plans are based on. 
Increasing delivery from the recent peak of 241,000 in 2018/19 
to 300,000 homes could generate and supply an additional 
65,000 jobs per year and add an additional £3.3 billion to 
the value of the UK economy.

b. Achieve a spatial distribution of homes which is fairly and evenly 
spread across England, giving people in all parts of the country 
access to the homes they need and fulfilling the Government’s 
ambition to “level up” the country. This would strengthen the
case for infrastructure investment in those areas whilst delivering
significant socio-economic benefits.

c. Provide stability in the housing need figures and remove 
uncertainty about the standard method, which will, along with 
a clear deadline for Local Plan adoption, ensure that local 
authorities accelerate the preparation of Local Plans.

d. Create a positive framework for investment in every area 
of the country, including by housing providers and businesses 
which need comfort that the labour force they need will be 
available and has access to suitable housing.

e. Stimulate the land and housing market nationally and support 
economic recovery.

f. Accelerate the delivery of new homes in the short-term, 
which can itself stimulate economic growth and generate 
approxemetly £107 million for local authorities through 
additional Council Tax payments.

Still only the starting point

The standard method is a national method. There is no ‘one-size 
fits all’ approach which can factor in and address every issue 
within a particular local area. For example:

a.  It does not reflect the size, type or tenure of homes which may 
be required and how these will be achieved; or

b. The increased demand which might be associated with 
infrastructure investment or future economic growth ambitions.

The revised standard method will therefore remain as the 
minimum “starting point”. It will still allow and encourage 
authorities to set a higher housing requirement, having regard 
to other factors to deliver the new homes needed in full in their 
area. Proposals for targeted amendments to the national Planning 
Practice Guidance (PPG) which make this clear are set out in the 
accompanying Technical Note.

BRIEFING    |    A ‘standard method’ that works for allA16.4
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Further Information and Contacts 
 

If you have any questions regarding the Fareham Local Plan or this Local Development 
Scheme, please contact a member of the Planning Strategy team at Fareham Borough Council. 
 
Telephone:  01329 236100   
Email:   planningpolicy@fareham.gov.uk 
 
Address: Planning Strategy 

Fareham Borough Council 
Civic Offices 
Civic Way 
Fareham 
Hampshire 
PO16 7AZ 

 
Information including updates on the progress of Fareham’s Local Plan and current 
consultations is available on the Council's website: www.fareham.gov.uk/planning 
 
 
 

Please note: 
This Local Development Scheme was adopted by the Fareham Borough 
Executive on 7th September 2020.  
 
 
 

If you require this document in large print, or help 
with translation into other languages, please call 
01329 236100 for further information. 
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1 Introduction 

 REQUIREMENT FOR A LOCAL DEVELOPMENT SCHEME 
 

1.1 
 

Local Planning Authorities are required by legislation to prepare and maintain a Local 
Development Scheme (LDS) to provide a timetable for the preparation of a Local Plan 
and any other Local Development Documents  

  
1.2 Legislation1 states that a Local Development Scheme must specify: 

• The Local Development Documents which are to be Development Plan 
Documents; 

• The subject matter and geographical area to which each development plan 
document relates; 

• Which Development Plan Documents, if any, are to be prepared jointly with one 
or more other local planning authorities; 

• Any matter or area in respect of which the authority has agreed (or proposes to 
agree) to the constitution of a joint committee (with other Local Planning 
Authorities); and 

• The timetable for the preparation and revision of the Development Plan 
Documents; 

• The timetable for the preparation of the Authorities’ monitoring reports. 
  
1.3 The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) requires the LDS to be kept up-to-date and be 

made publicly available, so that local communities and interested parties can keep 
track of Local Plan progress. 

  
1.4 This LDS supersedes the Council's previous LDS published in March 2019.  This LDS 

sets out an up-to-date timetable for the stages of the Local Plan 2036.  This is set out 
in Appendix 1. 

  
 FAREHAM LOCAL PLAN 2036 
  
1.5 A new Fareham Local Plan 2036 is being produced to set the overall strategy for future 

development and growth in the Borough.  It will include policies by which to determine 
planning applications and will allocate sites to meet housing and employment needs.  
The new Local Plan will cover the period 2020-2036 and, once adopted, replace the 
existing Core Strategy (Part 1) and Development Sites and Policies Local Plan (Part 
2). However at this stage it is not the intention to review the Welborne Plan. Further 
information about the emerging Fareham Local Plan 2036 and the timetable for its 
production is available in Section 3 of this document. 

  
1.6 The development of a new Local Plan provides the Council with the opportunity to 

prepare a new Plan that is clearer, more concise and more engaging for local 
communities, which is based on up to date social, economic and environmental 
evidence, and is conformity with all recent new planning legislation, policy, guidance 
and relevant case law. It will also address a new time horizon to 2036 which reflects 

 
1 Section 15 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (2004 (as amended by the Localism Act 2011) with 
further requirements and guidance set out in the Town and County Planning (Local Planning) (England) 
Regulations 2012. 
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current evidence on housing need and is consistent with the end date of the Welborne 
Plan. 
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2 Fareham’s Development Plan Documents 

  
 ADOPTED LOCAL PLAN 
  
2.1 
 

Local Plans set out a Local Planning Authority’s planning strategy, policies and 
proposals and guide development decisions.  The current adopted Fareham Borough 
Local Plan is combined of three parts, all of which have been through an independent 
public examination conducted by the Planning Inspectorate. 

  
2.2 The diagram below illustrates the current hierarchy of the three Local Plan documents 

that comprise the adopted Fareham Local Plan.   
  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2.3 Alongside this the Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan (2013) also forms part of 

Fareham’s Development Plan2.  Should any neighbourhood plans be made, they will 
also form part of the development plan and apply to their relevant designated 
neighbourhood areas. 

  
2.4 The three parts of the existing adopted Local Plan all apply to different geographical 

areas of the Borough;  
 

• Local Plan Part 1 applies to the whole Borough;  

• Local Plan Part 2 applies to the whole Borough apart from Welborne; 

• Local Plan Part 3 applies only to Welborne. 
  
 SUPPLEMENTARY PLANNING DOCUMENTS 
  
2.5 Supplementary Planning Documents (SPDs) are typically produced to provide more 

detailed guidance on how a particular policy (or policies) should be implemented. SPDs 
are not subject to independent examination and the full timetables for the preparation 
of SPDs are not required to be included in the LDS. 

  
2.6 To date the Council has adopted the following Supplementary Planning Documents: 

 

 
2 The Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan is produced by Hampshire County Council and is available at: 
http://documents.hants.gov.uk/mineralsandwaste/HampshireMineralsWastePlanADOPTED.pdf 

Local Plan Part 1: 
Core Strategy 

2006 to 2026 
(Adopted August 2011) 

 

Local Plan Part 2:  
Development Sites and Policies 

2011 to 2026 
(Adopted June 2015) 

Local Plan Part 3:  
The Welborne Plan 

2016 to 2036 
(Adopted June 2015) 
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• Affordable Housing SPD (adopted December 2005) 
This SPD provides guidance for developers, house builders and the public about 
the operation of Policy H10 (Affordable Housing of the Local Plan Review 2000).  
Although the policy has been replaced by CS18 in the Core Strategy of 2011. An 
updated SPD is currently in production which, when adopted, will accompany the 
formal withdrawal of the 2005 SPD. 

• Residential Car and Cycle Parking Standards (adopted 2009). 
This document sets out the standards and key requirements that developers are 
expected to follow when providing parking for new residential developments. 
 

• Non-Residential Parking Standards SPD (adopted September 2015) 
 This SPD sets out the standards and key requirements for parking provision that 

developers will be expected to provide for new non-residential developments. 
 

• Design Guidance (Excluding Welborne) SPD (adopted December 2015) 
 This SPD provides further visual guidance to Policy CS17: High Quality Design of 

the Core Strategy and sets out Fareham Borough Council's aspirations for high 
quality design to householders, developers and other interested parties. The 
guidance is intended to make the planning application and permission process 
clearer for all interested parties, particularly applicants. 

 

• Welborne Design Guidance SPD (adopted January 2016) 
 This SPD expands on the design principles in the Welborne Plan by explaining and 

illustrating what the Council expects in the design of Welborne.  The Guidance is 
intended to be used by applicants in the preparation of planning applications for 
Welborne and by the Council to help assess planning applications at Welborne. 

 

• Planning Obligations SPD (excluding Welborne) (adopted April 2016)    
 This SPD sets out the mechanisms that will be used in mitigating the impacts of 

development as well as specific guidance on the different types of planning 
obligations and levels and type/tenure of affordable housing that may be sought. 

  
 HAMPSHIRE MINERALS AND WASTE PLAN 
  
2.7 The Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan is the principal document for the management 

of minerals and waste in the administrative areas of the Hampshire Authorities and sets 
out the long-term spatial vision and strategy for sustainable minerals and waste 
development in Hampshire up to 2030.  The plan was adopted in October 2013 and 
forms part of the Borough’s Development Plan, alongside the adopted Local Plan. 

  
 NEIGHBOURHOOD DEVELOPMENT PLANS 
  
2.8 Neighbourhood Development Plans (NDPs), once ‘made’ by the Local Planning 

Authority, form part of the Development Plan for the Borough.  At the time of writing, 
there are no made NDPs in the Borough of Fareham.  In July 2019 the Council's 
Executive approved the designation of a proposed Warsash Neighbourhood Forum and 
Neighbourhood area. The Forum is therefore in the plan-preparation stage.. In July 
2019 the Titchfield NDP was taken to referendum having been found, subject to 
modifications, sound by an inspector, however the plan was not adopted as it 
unsuccessful at referendum. Further details of Neighbourhood Planning in Fareham 
can be found at https://www.fareham.gov.uk/planning/neighbourhoodplanning.aspx. 
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 OTHER RELEVANT DOCUMENTS 
  
 Authority Monitoring Report 
  
2.9 Authority Monitoring Reports (formerly Annual Monitoring Reports) have been 

produced by Fareham since 2005, and published on the Council’s website. The 
purpose of the Authority Monitoring Report (AMR) is established in legislation and 
should provide annual updates on the following:  
 

• the timetable for local plan document preparation as set out in the Local 
Development Scheme; 

• details of any policies in the current local plan which are not being implemented and 
the reason for this; 

• details of any neighbourhood plans; 

• information regarding Community Infrastructure Levy;  

• information collected for monitoring purposes. 
  
 Statement of Community Involvement 
  
2.10 The Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) explains the different ways in which 

the Council will involve the local community in planning.  It is intended to ‘signpost’ the 
opportunities for anyone wishing to make a contribution to planning for shaping 
Fareham’s future.  The SCI sets the standards and approach the Council takes to 
involve stakeholders and the community in the production of Local Development 
Documents as well as the handling of planning applications.    

  
2.11 The progress of all documents within the Local Plan will be aided and informed by 

statutory periods of formal community involvement.  As such, any consultation on a 
Local Plan, Supplementary Planning Document or a Planning Application will be carried 
out in accordance with an approved SCI.   

  
2.12 The Council adopted a revised SCI in March 2017. This is available on the Council’s 

website.  
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3 Fareham Local Plan 2036: Process and 
Preparation 

  
 PROPOSED TIMETABLE 
  
3.1 
 

During the examinations of Local Plan Part 2 & Local Plan Part 3, the Council made a 
commitment to commence an early review of the Local Plan and reached Draft Local 
Plan stage (Regulation 18) in Autumn 2017. 

  
3.2 Since 2017 there have been significant changes to national policy and guidance, 

particularly the 2018 National Planning Policy Framework and the calculation of 
housing need. These changes impacted on the preparation of the local plan, as the 
Council were required to meet additional housing need and this led to a change in the 
Local Plan timetable and the adoption of the existing LDS in 2019. Since the adoption 
of the 2019 LDS, the Council undertook an Issues and Options consultation during the 
summer of 2019 in which residents and interested parties were asked to comment on a 
number of topics including how the Borough could best meet the need for additional 
housing and which natural landscapes should be protected from development. In 
addition, work began on re-assessing all previously identified sites which had not 
advanced through the planning system, as well as identifying new potential sites which 
could meet the new level of need. The results of the 2019 consultation and the further 
technical work undertaken informed the Supplement to the Local Plan 2036 which was 
the subject of a Regulation 18 consultation in early 2020. As set out in the 2019 LDS, 
the resulting amended draft plan was due to reach Publication (Regulation 19) in 
Spring/Summer 2020. 

  
3.3 It should also be noted that, alongside the ongoing work on the local plan, Natural 

England, the Government’s adviser on nature conservation, updated its advice to 
planning authorities that the level of nitrates entering the Solent is having a significant 
impact on protected habitats and bird species. They advised that algal bloom is having 
a detrimental effect on the Solent, in part attributed to the increase in wastewater from 
new housing and therefore new developments should ensure that they do not add to 
existing nutrient burdens on the Solent. The Council recognised the importance of 
protecting the Solent and as a direct result of the new Natural England advice, no 
planning permissions have been granted for housing proposals that cannot 
demonstrate nitrate neutrality since February 2019. This has also affected the progress 
of local plan preparation as the Council have been working hard, in collaboration with 
other affected councils, the Environment Agency, Natural England and Southern Water 
to find a resolution to this problem which affects the deliverability of sites identified in 
the local plan.  

  
3.4 The outbreak of the Coronavirus (COVID-19) and the subsequent national lockdown 

and social distancing requirements has affected many areas of the Council's services 
including the preparation of the Local Plan. Government guidance published in May 
2020 recognised that 'the current public health guidelines have had a profound impact 
on how local planning departments can operate'3 and it was recognised that the 
Council's ability to undertake an effective consultation during a time of such restricted 
contact was reduced. 

 
3 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/coronavirus-covid-19-planning-update 
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 In July 2020, with the lessening of restrictions, the Government published new 

guidance4 for local authorities relating to the undertaking of consultations to take into 
account social distancing requirements. 

  
3.5 In light of these impacts, a new LDS programme for the preparation and delivery of the 

Fareham Local Plan 2036 is set out in Table 1 below and is detailed in Appendix 1.  
The revised timetable demonstrates the Council’s intention to deliver an up to date 
Local Plan which is consistent with the 2019 National Planning Policy Framework and 
which will be submitted for examination in the winter 2020/21. It is considered that this 
represents a realistic timetable which, subject to there being no major changes in 
Government legislation or requirements, and the Council's ability to undertake effective 
consultations, will be achievable. 

  
3.6 The Council is aware of the current consultation on a revised standard methodology for 

calculating housing need, which could change Fareham’s housing need as well as the 
need figures for neighbouring authorities, which may have consequences for the level 
of unmet need in the sub-region. Depending upon when the changes are introduced 
this may have implications for the submission of the plan, and subsequent stages. 

  

 
4 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/plan-making?utm_source=d51678d3-64d7-4ebc-85b4-
a438cae6b730&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=govuk-notifications&utm_content=daily 
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 Table 1: Fareham Local Plan 2036 Timetable 
 

Autumn 2017 Consultation on Draft Local Plan (Reg 18) 

Summer 2019 Consultation on Issues and Options (Reg 18) 

Winter 2019/2020 Consultation on Revised Development Strategy 
and additional allocations (Reg 18) 

Autumn 2020 Consultation on Publication Local Plan (Reg 19) 

Winter 2020/2021* Submission of Plan to Secretary of State 

Estimated: Spring/Summer 2021 Examination 

Estimated: Autumn/Winter 2021 Adoption 
 

 *subject to the outcome of the technical consultation on ‘Changes to the current planning system’ and 
proposed changes to the standard methodology. 

  
 DUTY TO CO-OPERATE 
  
3.6 
 

The Council is legally obliged by section 33A(1) of the Planning & Compulsory 
Purchase Act 2004, (introduced through the Localism Act 2011) to demonstrate how it 
has co-operated with other authorities and statutory agencies in relation to cross 
boundary strategic matters and priorities.  The ‘Duty’ is not a duty to agree, but every 
effort should be made to secure the necessary co-operation.   Local Authorities 
produce a statement of compliance together with evidence of ‘effective working’ to 
present at Local Plan ‘Examination’, in order to demonstrate how they have complied 
with the Duty. 

  
3.7 The main forum for joint working on strategic planning issues in South Hampshire is 

the Partnership for South Hampshire (PfSH), of which Fareham Borough Council is a 
member.  The Spatial Position Statement published in June 2016 was a product of this 
co-operative working and in line with the requirements in the previous NPPF.  Since 
the 2018 NPPF and associated guidance has been issued, and in response the PfSH 
Joint Committee agreed to work together under the Duty to Cooperate to produce a 
Statement of Common Ground.  It is intended that this statement will cover relevant 
strategic issues and help facilitate each local planning authority’s duty to cooperate 
when preparing its individual Local Plan. It is important to note that the work of PfSH 
is non-statutory and can only be implemented through the adoption of Local Plans. 

  
 EVIDENCE BASE 
  
3.8 In preparing the Local Plan, a range of ‘evidence gathering’ is undertaken to ensure a 

robust and credible evidence base for planning policies and proposals.  Generally, this 
‘evidence’ takes the form of research, surveys and technical studies on particular 
topics that are produced for the principal purpose of informing the Local Plan, in 
particular policies.  A range of evidence studies have been undertaken to inform the 
emerging Fareham Local Plan 2036 and will be made available at the relevant stages 
of plan preparation. 

  
 SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL 
3.9 
 

All Local Plan documents are subject to on-going Sustainability Appraisal which 
informs the assessment and selection of options and outcomes. The Sustainability 
Appraisal must meet the requirements of the European Strategic Environmental 
Assessments (SEA) Directive (2201/42/EC).  As such, the Sustainability Appraisal and 
Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) are an integral part of the Local Plan 
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preparation process. A Scoping Report was published prior to production of the Draft 
Local Plan and then the Draft Local Plan was supported by a Sustainability Appraisal 
and Strategic Environmental Assessment in Autumn 2017.  An iterative Sustainability 
Appraisal process has continued alongside local plan preparation and the relevant 
reports will be made available at the various stages of plan preparation. 

  
 HABITAT REGULATIONS ASSESSMENT 
  
3.10 Habitat Regulations Assessments (HRA) is a requirement of the Conservation of 

Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended 2011 and 2018).  The 
regulations will be addressed through the production of a Habitats Regulations 
Assessment – Screening Report for the Draft Plan, as undertaken in 2017, and a 
Habitats Regulations Assessment – Appropriate Assessment for the Publication Plan. 

  
3.11 The HRA reports will assess the impacts of the Local Plan policies on sites and species 

designated under the European Directive (92/43/EEC The Habitats Directive).  For the 
development of the Local Plan, the assessment is carried out in an iterative process 
as the HRA is, in turn used to inform the development of planning policies.  

  
3.12 The sites and species designated under the Habitats Directive are also known as the 

'Natura 2000' sites and include: 
 

• Special Areas of Conservation (SAC) 

• Special Protection Areas (SPA) 

• Ramsar sites (which support internationally important wetland habitats listed under 
Ramsar Convention) are also included in the terminology ‘Natura 2000’. 

  
 STRATEGIC HOUSING & EMPLOYMENT LAND AVAILABILITY ASSESSMENT 

(SHELAA) 
  
3.13 The NPPF requires Local Planning Authorities to prepare a Strategic Housing and 

Employment Land Availability Assessment (SHELAA) in support of a Local Plan.  The 
purpose of the SHELAA is to identify developable land to meet the identified need for 
housing and employment over the Local Plan period. A new SHELAA will be published 
to accompany the consultation stages of the Local Plan. 

  
 COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY (CIL) CHARGING SCHEDULE 
  
3.14 Fareham has an adopted Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) charging schedule 

which came into force on 1st May 2013, following independent examination. 
  
3.15 The Council has undertaken a partial review of the charging schedule in relation to  

Welborne. Details of which were published for the June 2020 Executive and was 
subject to consultation between Friday 19th June and Friday 31st July 2020. The Council 
intends to undertake a full review of its charging schedule, in accordance with 
regulatory requirements following the adoption of the Local Plan. The timetable will be 
published on the Council’s website at the appropriate time. 
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Appendix 1 
 
Timeline for preparing the Fareham Local Plan 2036 and the Authority Monitoring Reports 
 
 
 

  2020 2021 

  Spring/Summer Autumn Winter Spring Summer Autumn Winter 

Fareham Local 
Plan Review 
2036 

Preparation of  
Publication Plan  

Publication Plan 
 Consultation 

(Reg 19)  

Submission of Plan to 
Secretary of State  

(Reg 22) 

Examination  
(Reg 23, 24, 25) 

Adoption (Reg 26) 

Authority 
Monitoring 
Report 

 Preparation Publish   Preparation Publish 
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Glossary 

 
Authority Monitoring Report (AMR) – a report on how the authority is performing with regard 
to meeting the timetables for the preparation of Local Plan documents and the performance of 
planning policies, with the identification of any remedial action to be taken if required. 
 
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) - a planning charge that local planning authorities can 
impose on new developments in their area through the Community Infrastructure Levy 
Regulations 2010 that came into force on 6 April 2010.  The money can be used to support 
development by funding infrastructure that has been identified by the Council and the local 
community. 
 
Development Plan – the development plan sets out the parameters for all development in the 
Borough.  It currently comprises the Local Plan (Parts 1, 2 and 3), and the Hampshire Minerals 
and Waste Plan. Following the production and programmed adoption of the new Fareham 
Local Plan 2036 it will comprise of the Fareham Local Plan 2036, the Welborne Plan (existing 
Part 3) and the Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan. 
 
Evidence Base - studies that are informed by the local community, national policies and 
background information.  An evidence base is the evidence that supports planning documents. 
 
Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA) - is a requirement of the Conservation of Habitats 
and Species Regulations 2010.  It is an assessment of the likely significant effects of the plan 
on the nature conservation interests of European-protected areas.  It seeks to establish 
whether or not there will be any adverse effects on the ecological integrity of these protected 
areas as a direct result of the proposals in a plan. 
 
Local Development Document (LDD) – Local Development Documents are defined by the 
Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 and include Local 
Plans, Supplementary Planning Documents (SPDs), the Statement of Community Involvement 
(SCI) and the Authority Monitoring Report (AMR). 
 
Local Development Scheme (LDS) (this document) - A public statement / timetable of the 
Borough Council’s programme for the production of Local Development Documents such as 
the Local Plan 2036 and Authority Monitoring Report. 
 
Local Plan – spatial planning documents that have development plan status. They cover a 
range of policy areas that will undergo a process of consultation and independent examination. 
 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)5 - sets out the Government’s planning policies 
for England and how these are expected to be applied.  It sets out the Government’s 

 
5 The NPPF is accessed at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2  
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requirements for the planning system and provides a framework, within which local people and 
their councils can produce their own distinctive local and neighbourhood plans.  
 
Partnership for South Hampshire - PfSH is a voluntary partnership of the unitary authorities 
of Portsmouth and Southampton; Hampshire County Council and district authorities of 
Eastleigh, East Hampshire, Fareham, Gosport, Havant, New Forest, Test Valley and 
Winchester. It has been established to deliver sustainable, economic-led growth and 
regeneration in south Hampshire. 
 
Planning Practice Guidance (PPG)6 - a web-based resource provided by the Ministry of 
Housing, Communities and Local Government which was launched in March 2014 and brings 
together planning guidance on various topics in one place. 
 
Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) – describes how the Council intends to involve 
the community in the preparation and review of planning documents. It also provides details of 
how the Council and developers should consult during the preparation and consideration of 
planning applications. 
 
Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) – an internationally used term to describe the 
environmental assessment to be applied to plans, policies and programs to ensure a high level 
of protection of the environment. This is derived from European Directive 2001/42/EC. 
 
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) – Provides additional guidance and detail to 
development plan policies for a specific area or a specific topic but is not part of the 
development plan. 
 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) – An appraisal of the economic, social and environmental 
impacts of policies and proposals. It incorporates Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) 
– see below. The SA Scoping Report identifies the information needed for the appraisal, and 
describes the methodology for undertaking sustainability appraisal. 
 
Sustainable Development – development that meets the needs of the present without 
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs. 
 
Town & Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 - Regulations 
which set out the statutory requirements for preparing local plans. 
 

 
6 Planning Practice Guidance is accessed at: http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/ 
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2. Affordable Housing Needs in Fareham

Summary of Evidence 

2.1 The evidence in the PUSH SHMA and analysis in this study suggest that there is a sizeable need 
for subsidised rental accommodation in Fareham. The PUSH SHMA indicates a need for around 
300 affordable homes per annum, with the vast majority provided as subsidised rental 
accommodation. Analysis of household incomes in Fareham suggests around 22% of households 
need subsidised rents, on the basis of their incomes and ability to afford different housing 
tenures.  

2.2 The affordability of different tenures to Fareham households is based on the assumption that 
households spend no more than 30% of their gross income on housing costs. In practice, many 
households spend more than 30% of their income on rent, particularly if they are subject to the 
benefit cap and are unable to increase their income through earnings. However, this threshold 
represents a reasonable assessment of the affordability of housing tenures.  

2.3 The largest proportion of the need for affordable housing in Fareham arises from new 
households who will form in the future and will be unable to afford market housing on the basis 
of their incomes and current prices and rents (Figure 2.1).  

Figure 2.1: Summary of PUSH SHMA Affordable Housing Shortfall in Fareham (per annum) 

Fareham East Fareham West Fareham Total 
Current need 15 6 21 
Newly forming households in need 238 106 344 
Existing households falling into need 73 19 92 
Total need 325 131 456 
Supply 116 38 154 
Net need 209 93 302 
Source: PUSH SHMA 2014 

2.4 The 300 households needing affordable housing each year, as identified in the SHMA, need 
affordable housing which is cheaper than that available in the Private Rented Sector (PRS) when 
based on a 30% or less of gross income on housing costs. By and large, this is likely to mean 
some form of subsidised rental accommodation. However, some of these households could 
afford to pay more than an affordable rent whilst unable to afford full market rents. These 
households – around 25%3 of the total in Figure 2.1 – may be able to access some shared 
ownership products, for example where it is possible to purchase a low share of around 25%, or 
rent to buy products which may be more affordable than private rented properties.  

3 PUSH SHMA 2014 Appendices 
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�� Chances of a lifetime: the�impact�of�bad�housing�on�children’s�lives

More than one million 
children in England 
live in bad housing.

ISBN�1�903595�64�9�
©�Shelter�September��006�
£1�.50

Researched�and�written�by�Lisa�Harker.�
Summary�and�recommendations�by�Shelter.

Cover�photo�by�Graham�Fink.��
To�protect�the�identity�of�Shelter�clients,�
models�have�been�used�in�photographs�
and�names�have�been�changed.
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4� Chances of a lifetime: the�impact�of�bad�housing�on�children’s�lives

Poor housing conditions 
increase the risk of severe 
ill-health or disability by up to 
25 per cent during childhood 
and early adulthood. 
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6� Chances of a lifetime: the�impact�of�bad�housing�on�children’s�lives

‘It’s horrible. It’s got 
black stuff on the 
walls and bathroom 
and when my 
Mum paints it, it all 
goes black again.’
Ben, 8, lives in an overcrowded flat with a severe  
damp and mould problem.
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Chances of a lifetime:�the�impact�of�bad�housing�on�children’s�lives� �

Childhood�is�the�most�precious�time�
of�life,�a�time�of�rapid�development�
when�experiences�shape�the�adults�
we�become.�A�child’s�healthy�growth�
and�development�are�dependent�on�
many�factors,�including�the�immediate�
environment�in�which�they�live.�Research�
has�demonstrated�that�children’s�life�
chances�(the�factors�that�affect�their�
current�and�future�well-being)�are�affected�
by�the�standard�of�their�housing.�

This�‘housing�effect’�is�especially�
pronounced�in�relation�to�health.�Children�
living�in�poor�or�overcrowded�conditions�
are�more�likely�to�have�respiratory�
problems,�to�be�at�risk�of�infections,�and�
have�mental�health�problems.�Housing�
that�is�in�poor�condition�or�overcrowded�
also�threatens�children’s�safety.�The�
impact�on�children’s�development�is�both�
immediate�and�long�term;�growing�up�in�
poor�or�overcrowded�housing�has�been�
found�to�have�a�lasting�impact�on�a�child’s�
health�and�well-being�throughout�their�life.

Growing�up�in�bad�housing�also�has�
a�long-term�impact�on�children’s�life�
chances�because�of�the�effect�it�has�on�a�
child’s�learning�and�education.�Homeless�
children1�are�particularly�disadvantaged�
because�of�the�disruption�to�their�schooling�
caused�by�homelessness.�Living�in�poor�
or�overcrowded�housing�conditions�also�
affects�a�child’s�ability�to�learn,�which�can�
have�a�lasting�impact�on�a�child’s�chances�
of�succeeding�in�life.�Furthermore,�the�
roots�of�later�problems�–�such�as�offending�
and�behaviour�problems�in�adulthood�
– may�be�traceable�to�behavioural
problems�that�emerge�when�children�are
growing�up�in�poor�housing�conditions.

Despite�the�impact�of�housing�on�children’s�
life�chances�and�the�costs�involved,�both�
personal�and�to�wider�society,�public�
policy�has�paid�surprisingly�little�attention�
to�the�issue.�The�Government’s�Every�
Child�Matters�programme��aims�to�help�
every�child,�whatever�their�background�or�
circumstances,�access�the�support�they�
need�to�be�healthy,�stay�safe,�enjoy�and�
achieve,�make�a�positive�contribution,�
and�achieve�economic�well-being.�

Research�demonstrates�the�impact�
that�growing�up�in�bad�housing�has�on�
each�of�these�aspects�of�a�child’s�life.�
Improvements�to�housing�would�have�
a�significant�and�long-term�influence�
on�children’s�life�chances.�It�is�vital�
that�the�Government�takes�action�to�
address�the�problem�of�bad�housing�for�
families�to�ensure�that�all�children�have�
the�opportunity�to�flourish�in�a�safe,�
secure�and�healthy�environment.�

Lisa Harker

Lisa Harker is a policy consultant 
specialising in issues related to children’s 
development, poverty and social exclusion. 
In June 2006 she was appointed as an 
independent advisor on child poverty to the 
Department for Work and Pensions.
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�� Chances of a lifetime: the�impact�of�bad�housing�on�children’s�lives

Shelter has worked with child poverty 
expert Lisa Harker to expose the truth 
about the ‘housing effect’ on children’s 
lives. A comprehensive review of the 
evidence, the first to be undertaken, has 
revealed the devastating impact of bad 
housing on children’s life chances. 

So, what does bad housing mean 
for our children? 
� Up�to��5�per�cent�higher�risk�of�severe��

ill-health�and�disability�during�childhood�
and�early�adulthood

� Increased�risk�of�meningitis,�asthma,�
and�slow�growth,�which�is�linked�to�
coronary�heart�disease

� A�greater�chance�of�suffering��
mental�health�problems�and�problems�
with�behaviour

� Lower�educational�attainment,�greater�
likelihood�of�unemployment,�and�poverty

The Government has pledged to end 
child poverty by 2020.�Its�Every�Child�
Matters�programme�promises�to�improve�
life�outcomes�for�children�in�areas�such�
as�health,�safety,�enjoyment,�achievement�
and�economic�well-being.�Despite�the�
ambitious�nature�of�these�commitments,�
public�policy�has�paid�little�attention�to�the�
impact�of�bad�housing�on�children’s�lives.�

More than one million children suffer 
in bad housing in England today.�
Hundreds�of�thousands�of�children�are�
living�in�homes�that�are�too�small�to�allow�
them�space�to�sleep�comfortably,�to�enjoy�
normal�standards�of�hygiene�and�privacy,�
or�even�room�to�do�their�homework.�Tens�of�
thousands�of�children�are�being�forced�to�
live�for�years�under�the�shadow�of�eviction,�
being�moved�from�one�temporary�home�
to�another,�often�without�a�permanent�
home�for�months�or�even�years.�Hundreds�
of�thousands�are�trapped�in�homes�that�
are�dilapidated,�damp�or�dangerous.�

Without steps to address this housing 
crisis, poverty and unequal life chances  
will persist for many children for years  
to come. The findings of this research 
show just how urgently the Government 
needs to put an end to bad housing  
for children. 

The housing effect…

…on physical health
Experience�of�multiple�housing�problems�
increases�children’s�risk�of�ill-health�and�
disability�by�up�to��5�per�cent�during�
childhood�and�early�adulthood.��

Bad�housing�is�linked�to�debilitating�and�
even�fatal,�illnesses�and�accidents.

� Children�in�overcrowded�housing�
are�up�to�10�times�more�likely�to�
contract�meningitis�than�children�
in�general.�Meningitis�can�be�life�
threatening.�Long-term�effects�of�the�
disease�include�deafness,�blindness�
and�behavioural�problems.

� There�is�a�direct�link�between�childhood�
tuberculosis�(TB)�and�overcrowding.�
TB�can�lead�to�serious�medical�
problems�and�is�sometimes�fatal.

� Children�living�in�overcrowded�and�
unfit�conditions�are�more�likely�to�
experience�respiratory�problems�
such�as�coughing�and�asthmatic�
wheezing.�For�many�children�this�
means�losing�sleep,�restricted�physical�
activity,�and�missing�school.

� Overcrowded�conditions�have�been�
linked�to�slow�growth�in�childhood,�
which�is�associated�with�an�increased�
risk�of�coronary�heart�disease�in�later�life.

� Almost�half�of�all�childhood�accidents�
are�associated�with�physical�conditions�
in�the�home.�Families�living�in�properties�
that�are�in�poor�physical�condition�are�
more�likely�to�experience�a�domestic�fire.

Summary A19.8
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Chances of a lifetime:�the�impact�of�bad�housing�on�children’s�lives�     9

…on mental health
Homeless�children�are�three�to�four�
times�more�likely�to�have�mental�health�
problems�than�other�children.�Mental�
health�issues�such�as�anxiety�and�
depression�have�also�been�linked�to�
overcrowded�and�unfit�housing.�

…on education
Bad�housing�affects�children’s�ability�
to�learn�at�school�and�study�at�home.�

� Homeless�children�are�two�to�three�
times�more�likely�to�be�absent�from�
school�than�other�children�due�to�the�
disruption�caused�by�moving�into�and�
between�temporary�accommodation.�

� Children�in�unfit�and�overcrowded�
homes�miss�school�more�frequently�due�
to�illnesses�and�infections.�

� Overcrowding�is�linked�to�delayed�
cognitive�development,�and�
homelessness�to�delayed�development�
in�communication�skills.�

� Homeless�children�are�more�likely�
to�have�behavioural�problems�such�
as�aggression,�hyperactivity�and�
impulsivity,�factors�that�compromise�
academic�achievement�and�
relationships�with�peers�and�teachers.

It�is�unsurprising�that�homeless�
children�have�lower�levels�of�academic�
achievement�that�cannot�be�explained�
by�differences�in�their�levels�of�ability.�

…on opportunities in adulthood
The�lower�educational�attainment�
and�health�problems�associated�with�
bad�housing�in�childhood�impact�
on�opportunities�in�adulthood.�

� Long-term�health�problems�and�low�
educational�attainment�increase�the�
likelihood�of�unemployment�or�working�
in�low-paid�jobs.��

� Opportunities�for�leisure�and�recreation�
are�undermined�by�low�income�and�
health�problems.�

� The�behavioural�problems�associated�
with�bad�housing�in�childhood�can�
manifest�themselves�in�later�offending�
behaviour.�In�one�study,�nearly�half�of�
young�people�who�had�offended�had�
experienced�homelessness.�

The Government must make a 
commitment to end bad housing for 
the next generation of children. 

Poor�housing�during�childhood�has�huge�
financial�and�social�costs�across�many�
areas�including�health,�education�and�the�
economy.�This�report�shows�the�destructive�
‘housing�effect’�that�denies�more�than�
one�million�children�in�England�the�fair�
start�in�life�that�the�Government�aspires�
to�give�them.�Tackling�poor�conditions,�
homelessness�and�overcrowding�will�
help�children�to�thrive,�and�go�a�long�
way�towards�meeting�the�Government’s�
commitment�to�end�child�poverty�by��0�0.�

Shelter’s recommendations
� The��00��Comprehensive�Spending�Review�must�allocate�the�resources�to�build�

an�additional��0,000�affordable�social�rented�homes�each�year,�above�and�beyond�
existing�plans.�This�is�to�address�urgent�housing�need�and�to�meet�the�target�
to�halve�the�numbers�of�people�living�in�temporary�accommodation�by��010.�

� The�Government�must�end�overcrowding�for�families�with�children�in�the�rented�
sector�by��0�0.�As�a�first�step�it�must�introduce�a�modernised�statutory�definition��
of�overcrowding�that�reflects�today’s�understanding�of�children’s�need�for�space��
and�privacy.�

� The�Government�must�ensure�sufficient�investment�to�meet�the�decent�homes�target�
in�both�the�social�and�private�sectors.

� The�Every�Child�Matters�Outcomes�should�be�revised�to�reflect�the�direct�impact�that�
housing�has�on�all�aspects�of�children’s�life�chances.
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10� Chances of a lifetime: the�impact�of�bad�housing�on�children’s�lives

Introduction

The�major�influences�on�a�child’s�life�
– family�income,�effective�parenting,�and
a�safe�and�secure�environment�–�are�all
directly�or�indirectly�influenced�by�a�family’s
housing�conditions.�Despite�this,�housing
has�never�been�a�significant�feature�of
the�Government’s�policy�on�children.

The�Government�wants�all�children�to�
flourish.�It�has�committed�to�ending�child�
poverty�by��0�0�and�the�Every�Child�
Matters�programme�aims�to�help�every�
child,�whatever�their�background�or�
circumstances,�to�have�the�support��
they�need�to�achieve�five�key�outcomes��
(see�below).�

Every Child Matters outcomes
Be healthy�–�be�physically,��
mentally�and�emotionally�healthy

Stay safe�–�be�safe�from��
accidental�injury�and�death

Enjoy and achieve�–�attend�
and�enjoy�school�and�enjoy�
recreational�activities

Make a positive contribution –�
be�law�abiding�and�develop��
positive�relationships

Achieve economic well-being�–��
be�ready�for�employment�in�
adulthood,�live�in�decent�homes�and�
sustainable�communities,�and�live�in�
homes�that�do�not�have�a�low�income

Source:�Department�for�Education�and�Skills,��005.

Together�these�outcomes�define�the�
circumstances�under�which�children�
thrive.�They�are�also�critical�to�children’s�
life�chances�–�a�broad�term�used�to�
capture�a�range�of�factors�critical�to�an�
individual’s�current�and�future�well-being.

Shelter�believes�that�life�chances�in�the�
following�specific�areas�are�crucial:��

health�and�emotional�well-being

safety�and�security

educational�attainment

childhood�and�adult�aspirations

income�and�occupation.

These�areas�relate�closely�to�the�Every�Child�
Matters�outcomes�examined�in�this�report.�

The�current�programme�of�legislative,�
structural�and�organisational�changes�
being�put�into�practice�under�the�Every�
Child�Matters�programme�will�shape�
children’s�life�chances�for�years�to�come.�
There�is�now�a�once-in-a-generation�
opportunity�to�improve�the�support�
available�to�children�and�young�people.

Children�spend�the�vast�majority�of�their�
time�in�the�home�and�yet�the�direct�impact�
on�them�of�their�surroundings�is�often�
overlooked�in�policy�and�research.�One�
reason�for�this�is�the�difficulty�in�isolating�
the�impact�of�housing.�The�relationship�
between�a�child’s�housing�situation�and�
their�well-being�can�often�be�explained�
by�the�characteristics�and�experience�
of�the�people�living�there,�rather�than�
the�dwelling�itself.3�Children�living�in�
substandard�housing�also�frequently�
experience�other�problems�such�as�family�
turmoil4�or�a�poor�diet,5�which�affect�their�
physical�and�emotional�development.�
In�some�cases�poor�housing�is�at�the�
root�of�problems�facing�children�and�
their�families;�in�others�it�exacerbates�
difficulties�the�household�is�already�facing.�

Yet�studies�have�isolated�a�clear�‘housing�
effect’�in�relation�to�important�aspects�
of�children’s�well-being�and�future�life�
chances.�This�is�unsurprising�given�
that�parents�often�report�such�a�link.6�
Research�has�shown�that�the�impact�
of�poor�housing�on�children�is�both�
immediate�and�long�term.�Its�influence�
can�stretch�well�into�adulthood�and�
potentially�into�the�next�generation.�

This�report�is�based�on�a�review�of�over�100�
studies�examining�the�relationship�between�
housing�and�children’s�development.�
The�review�looked�at�evidence�of�a�
‘housing�effect’�in�relation�to�each�of�
the�Every�Child�Matters�outcomes.�
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The�review�was�particularly�concerned�with�
identifying�studies�that�showed�a�causal�
link�between�bad�housing�and�negative�
outcomes.�It�focused�on�studies�using�
objective�measures�of�negative�outcomes,�
such�as�the�incidence�of�illness�and�lower�
exam�results.�Where�the�wider�body�of�
evidence�is�used�(eg�surveys�of�people�in�
bad�housing�and�feedback�from�interviews�
with�people�in�bad�housing),�this�has�been�
made�explicit.�Paying�close�attention�to�
the�quality�of�the�methodology�used,�the�
review�has�identified�robust�evidence�of�a�
‘housing�effect’�on�children’s�life�chances.

What is bad housing?8 
Bad�housing�covers�a�wide�range�
of�issues,�including�homelessness,�
overcrowding,�insecurity,�housing�
that�is�in�poor�physical�condition,�and�
living�in�deprived�neighbourhoods.�
The�analysis�in�this�report�focuses�on�
three�key�elements�of�bad�housing�
that�are�defined�below.

Homelessness�This�refers�to�families�
who�have�been�found�to�be�homeless�
by�a�local�authority�and�placed�in�
temporary�accommodation.

Overcrowding Shelter�uses�the�
‘bedroom�standard’�measure�
of�overcrowding.�For�example,�
overcrowded�conditions�would�
include�situations�where�different-
sex�children�aged�10�or�over�have�to�
share�a�bedroom;�where�parents�have�
to�share�a�bedroom�with�a�child�or�
children;�where�there�are�more�than�
two�children�in�a�bedroom;�and�where�
rooms�such�as�kitchens�and�living�
rooms�are�used�as�bedrooms.

Poor conditions or unfitness��
The�Government�describes�a�decent�
home�as�one�that�is�wind�and�
weather�tight,�warm,�and�has�modern�
facilities.�Unfit�or�poor�conditions�
are�where�housing�is�in�need�of�
substantial�repairs;�is�structurally�
unsafe;�is�damp,�cold,�or�infested;�
or�is�lacking�in�modern�facilities.�

Every 
Child 
Matters
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Of�the�five�outcomes,�the�strongest�body�
of�evidence�relates�to�the�impact�of�poor�
housing�conditions�and�homelessness�on�
children’s�health.9�Living�in�substandard�
housing�can�have�a�profound�impact�on�a�
child’s�physical�and�mental�development,�
with�implications�for�both�their�immediate�
and�future�life�chances.�The�various�ways�
that�specific�aspects�of�housing�affect�
children’s�health�are�complicated�and�our�
knowledge�about�them�is�incomplete.10�
Nevertheless,�researchers�have�been�
able�to�demonstrate�that�housing�–�in�
isolation�of�other�factors�–�directly�affects�
children’s�healthy�development.�

The impact of poor  
housing conditions
Growing�up�in�poor�housing�conditions11�
has�an�undeniable�impact�on�children’s�
health.�The�evidence�is�particularly�
strong�on�the�effect�of�cold,�damp�
and�mould.�Cold�temperatures�lower�
resistance�to�respiratory�infections;�
damp�conditions�are�favourable�to�
bacteria�and�viruses;�and�mould�and�

fungi�produce�allergens�that�can�lead�to�
asthma�and�other�respiratory�problems.�

Damp�and�mould�impact�more�strongly�
on�children�than�adults.1��Reviews�of�the�
evidence�in�the�UK�and�other�countries�
have�concluded�that�children�living�in�damp,�
mouldy�homes�are�between�one�and�a�half�
and�three�times�more�prone�to�coughing�
and�wheezing�–�symptoms�of�asthma�and�
other�respiratory�conditions�–�than�children�
in�dry�homes.13�Such�symptoms�can�lead�
to�sleep�loss,�restrictions�on�children’s�
daily�activities,�and�absence�from�school,�
all�of�which�have�long-term�implications�
for�a�child’s�personal�development.

European�studies�confirm�the�review�
findings.�The�studies,�which�involved�
children�of�all�ages,�have�shown�that�
asthma�symptoms�are�more�common�
among�children�living�in�mouldy�and�
damp�homes.14�These�studies�relied�on�
parents�to�record�their�housing�conditions�
and�children’s�health.�Concerns�have�
been�expressed�about�the�reliability�of�
such�data,15�but�studies�using�objective�
measures�of�housing�conditions�still�

Being healthy

How does bad housing affect children’s health?
 Poor housing conditions have a long-term impact on health, 

increasing the risk of severe ill-health or disability by up to 25  
per cent during childhood and early adulthood.

 Homeless children are three to four times more likely to have 
mental health problems, even one year after being rehoused.

 Children living in overcrowded housing are up to 10 times 
more likely to contract meningitis, and as many as one in three 
people who grow up in overcrowded housing have respiratory 
problems in adulthood.

 Children living in damp, mouldy homes are between one and 
a half and three times more prone to coughing and wheezing 
– symptoms of asthma and other respiratory conditions – than 
children living in dry homes.

 There may also be a link between increased mortality  
and overcrowding.
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provide�clear�evidence�of�a�link�between�
damp�and�mould�and�respiratory�
problems�in�children.�A�study�undertaken�
in�Nottingham,�for�example,�found�that�
children�aged�nine�to�11�living�in�damp�
houses�were�3��per�cent�more�likely�to�be�at�
risk�of�a�wheezing�illness�such�as�asthma,�
and�9��per�cent�more�likely�to�experience�
frequent�respiratory�problems�at�night.16

Studies�have�shown�that�the�higher�the�
level�of�dampness�or�mould�present�in�the�
home,�the�greater�the�likelihood�of�recurrent�
wheezing.1��One�study�undertaken�in�
Sweden�found�that�children�living�in�
homes�where�there�were�three�or�more�
signs�of�dampness�were�nearly�three�
times�more�likely�to�experience�recurrent�
wheezing�compared�to�those�living�in�
dry�housing.1��Conversely,�reducing�the�
level�of�dampness�can�benefit�children’s�
respiratory�health,�although�the�evidence�
on�successful�interventions�is�mixed.�
A�study�undertaken�on�a�Glasgow�
housing�estate�found�that�installing�
central�heating�into�homes�prevented�
further�deterioration�in�health,�but�did�not�
improve�it.19�This�suggests�that�the�long-
term�impact�on�children’s�health�of�living�
in�poor�housing�conditions�is�not�easily�
reversed�by�improving�those�conditions.

Several�studies�have�suggested�a�link�
between�dampness�and�mould�and�other�

health�problems�in�children,�such�as�
diarrhoea,�headaches�and�fever.�0�The�
explanation�for�this�is�unclear,�besides�
the�fact�that�damp�housing�conditions�
encourage�bacteria�and�viruses.�

Living�in�cold,�damp�housing�may�well�
have�an�impact�on�children’s�mental�
health�too,�increasing�children’s�chances�
of�experiencing�stress,�anxiety�and�
depression.�It�is�hard�to�isolate�a�causal�
link�though,�because�children�living�in�poor�
housing�conditions�have�often�experienced�
considerable�adversity�besides�
substandard�housing.�1�Nevertheless�there�
is�some�evidence�to�suggest�that�improving�
housing�conditions�can�lead�to�measurable�
mental�health�gains.���Rehousing�may�also�
have�a�positive�impact�on�mental�health,�but�
this�has�not�been�proven�unequivocally.�3

A�link�has�been�demonstrated�between�
unfit�and�overcrowded�housing�and�
psychological�distress�in�eight-�to��
11-year-olds.�4�Living�in�such�conditions�
children�may�have�difficulty�coping,�feel�
angry,�anxious�or�depressed,�or�have�
difficulty�sleeping.

The impact of homelessness
Homelessness�5�has�a�significant�impact�
on�children’s�health,�as�well�as�on�the�
quality�of�the�health�care�they�receive.�
Homeless�children�are�more�likely�to�be�in�
poor�health�than�non-homeless�children.�
Homeless�children�have�four�times�as�many�
respiratory�infections,�five�times�as�many�
stomach�and�diarrhoeal�infections,�twice�
as�many�emergency�hospitalisations,�six�
times�as�many�speech�and�stammering�
problems,�and�four�times�the�rate�of�asthma�
compared�to�non-homeless�children,�
according�to�one�US�charity.�6�However,�
the�extent�to�which�these�findings�can�
be�attributed�directly�to�homelessness�
rather�than�related�risk�factors�is�unclear.�

The�impact�of�homelessness�on�children�
begins�at�birth.�Children�born�to�mothers�
who�have�been�in�bed�and�breakfast�
accommodation�for�some�time�are�more�
likely�to�be�of�low�birth�weight.�They�
are�also�more�likely�to�miss�out�on�their�

‘‘I would just like it if 
the house was warm 
enough… just so our 
health is not at risk. 
But this house is very 
damp and cold. It’s 
damaging our life and 
my babies’ lives.’ 
Karen and her three children live in a  
two-bedroom council house with a severe 
cold and damp problem. 
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immunisations,���which�can�have�serious�
implications�on�their�future�health.�On�
top�of�this,�living�in�bed�and�breakfast�
accommodation�puts�children�at�greater�
risk�of�infection,�especially�gastroenteritis,�
skin�disorders�and�chest�infections,�and�
accidents.�Accidents�are�discussed�
in�more�detail�later�in�the�report.

Homelessness�also�affects�children’s�
access�to�health�care.�Homeless�children�
are�less�likely�to�receive�appropriate�
care:�fewer�homeless�children�are�
registered�with�a�GP���and,�partly�as�a�
consequence�of�this,�they�are�more�likely�
to�be�admitted�to�hospital,�regardless�
of�the�severity�of�their�condition.�9�
Attending�hospital�in�situations�where�
GP�treatment�would�be�more�appropriate�
may�increase�a�child’s�exposure�to�
infections,�cause�them�unnecessary�
distress,�and�reduce�the�continuity�of�
medical�care�they�receive,�as�well�as�
incurring�higher�health�services�costs.

Mental�health�problems�are�more�prevalent�
among�homeless�children.�Research�
has�found�that�children�who�have�been�in�
temporary�accommodation�for�more�than�
a�year�are�over�three�times�more�likely�
to�demonstrate�mental�health�problems�
such�as�anxiety�and�depression�than�
non-homeless�children.30�Two-thirds�
of�respondents�to�a�Shelter�survey�said�
their�children�had�problems�at�school,�
and�nearly�half�described�their�children�
as�‘often�unhappy�or�depressed’.31�

The�prevalence�of�mental�health�problems�
among�homeless�children�may�in�part�be�
related�to�other�related�risk�factors�–�such�
as�an�increased�likelihood�of�having�a�
history�of�abuse,�having�lived�in�care,�or�
being�on�the�at-risk�register3��–�which�may�
in�turn�be�exacerbated�by�homelessness.�
A�review�of�studies�undertaken�in�the�US�
into�the�emotional�well-being�of�homeless�
children�concluded�that,�while�there�
does�seem�to�be�a�deleterious�impact�
of�homelessness�on�children’s�mental�
health,�more�research�is�needed�to�
understand�the�mechanisms�involved.33�
Children’s�mental�ill-health�may�be�
attributable�to�multiple�risk�factors.34

There�is�evidence�to�suggest�that�the�
impact�of�homelessness�on�children’s�
emotional�well-being�may�be�long�
lasting.�A�longitudinal�study�undertaken�
in�Birmingham�found�that�two-fifths�of�
the�homeless�children�studied�were�still�
suffering�mental�health�and�development�
problems�one�year�after�being�rehoused.35�
Their�language�skills�continued�to�lag�
behind�that�which�would�be�expected�
for�their�age�and�they�were�three�times�
more�likely�to�suffer�mental�health�
problems�than�children�from�a�similar�
socio-economic�background�who�had�
not�experienced�homelessness.�

It�was�unclear�to�what�extent�homelessness�
could�account�for�the�children’s�long-term�
difficulties;�the�study�found�that�even�after�
being�rehoused�these�children�remained�
vulnerable�to�family�breakdown,�domestic�
violence,�maternal�mental�health�disorders,�
learning�and�development�difficulties,�and�
loss�of�peer�relationships.�Nevertheless�
it�is�possible�that�the�experience�of�
homelessness�has�a�lasting�impact�on�
children’s�emotional�well-being.�The�long-
term�impact�of�housing�on�children’s�health�
is�examined�in�more�detail�on�page�1�.

The impact of overcrowding
Living�in�overcrowded36�accommodation�or�
housing�with�shared�facilities�puts�children�
at�greater�risk�of�infectious�disease,�so�it�is�
unsurprising�that�research�demonstrates�
the�link�between�overcrowded�
conditions�and�children’s�ill-health.3�

Several�studies�have�linked�respiratory�
problems�in�children�to�overcrowded�
housing�conditions.3��Poor�respiratory�
health�in�children�living�in�overcrowded�
homes�may�be�caused�by�an�increased�
incidence�of�infectious�disease,�but�
such�children�are�also�more�likely�to�be�
exposed�to�tobacco�smoke�because�they�
are�living�in�a�confined�space.�A�large�
cohort�study�undertaken�in�Avon�found�
that�six-month-old�infants�were��6�per�
cent�more�likely�to�have�symptoms�of�
wheezing�if�they�were�living�in�overcrowded�
housing�conditions.39�Studies�have�also�
found�a�direct�link�between�childhood�
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tuberculosis�infection�and�overcrowding.40�
Tuberculosis�can�lead�to�serious�health�
complications,�including�problems�with�
the�lungs�and�kidneys,�and�even�death.

Living�in�overcrowded�housing�increases�
the�risk�of�children�contracting�viral�or�
bacterial�infections,�putting�them�at�
higher�risk�of�life-threatening�diseases�
such�as�meningitis.�A�study�in�Australia�
found�the�risk�of�a�child�under�eight�
contracting�bacterial�meningitis�was�10�
times�greater�in�overcrowded�housing,�
even�when�other�contributing�factors�such�
as�age,�ethnicity�and�socio-economic�
status�were�taken�into�account.41�

Two�UK�studies,�which�focused�on�children�
under�the�age�of�five,�have�also�found�a�link�
between�overcrowded�housing�conditions�
and�heightened�risk�of�contracting�
meningitis.�One�of�these�undertaken�in�
the�Bristol�and�Western�Health�Authority�
found�a�six-fold�increase�in�the�risk�of�
contracting�meningococcal�(bacterial)�
meningitis�in�overcrowded�conditions.4��
The�other,�in�the�North�East�Thames�
region,�found�that�contraction�rates�were�
�4�per�cent�higher�for�meningococcal�
meningitis�and�approximately�twice�as�
high�for�pneumococcal�(a�different�kind�
of�bacterial)�meningitis�in�the�electoral�
wards�with�the�highest�proportion�of�
overcrowded�homes.43�Bacterial�meningitis�
can�be�life-threatening,�and�even�when�
treatment�is�effective,�it�can�have�serious�
long-term�effects�such�as�loss�of�hearing�
or�sight,�and�behavioural�problems.

Several�studies�have�identified�a�
relationship�between�overcrowding�and�

slow�growth�in�childhood.�One�study�using�
data�from�the�National�Child�Development�
Study�found�that�children�in�overcrowded�
households�were�more�likely�to�experience�
slow�growth�(measured�as�being�in�the�
lowest�fifth�of�the�height�distribution).44�

There�are�a�number�of�possible�reasons�
for�the�relationship�between�growing�up�
in�overcrowded�accommodation�and�
slow�growth.�Overcrowding�could�be�an�
indicator�of�poverty�and�poor�housing�
conditions,�both�of�which�affect�children’s�
development.�It�could�also�reflect�
the�fact�that�children�in�overcrowded�
housing�experience�increased�rates�
of�intestine�and�respiratory�infection.45�
Frequent�sleep�disturbance,�common�
among�children�in�overcrowded�housing,�
may�also�be�a�factor:�growth�hormone�
is�released�during�deep�sleep�and�its�
secretion�falls�if�sleep�is�disrupted.46

Shelter�has�highlighted�the�issue�of�‘buggy�
babies’�–�infants�who�are�left�in�their�prams,�
either�because�the�surrounding�conditions�
are�so�bad�or�because�of�overcrowding.�
These�babies�develop�deformed�skulls�
because�they�spend�most�of�their�time�
in�a�lying�position�in�the�pram,�causing�
the�soft�bone�in�the�skull�to�become�
misshapen�before�it�sets�permanently.4�

Living�in�overcrowded�housing�has�
implications�for�mental�as�well�as�physical�
health.�The�number�of�studies�in�this�area�is�
limited,�but�there�is�evidence�of�a�significant�
association�between�overcrowded�
housing�and�poor�psychological�health�in�
children,4��including�very�young�children.49

There�may�also�be�a�direct�link�between�
overcrowding�and�child�mortality,�
although�the�evidence�is�limited.50�A�
study�of�stillbirths�and�deaths�within�
the�first�week�of�life�was�undertaken�in�
the�early�19�0s�in�Scotland.�Although�
the�study�did�not�control�for�possible�
confounding�factors�such�as�differences�
in�family�income,�there�was�a�significant�
correlation�between�the�incidence�of�
stillbirths�and�deaths�and�overcrowded�
housing�conditions�and�housing�tenure.51

Over 900,000 
children in England 
live in overcrowded 
conditions.
Source: Survey of English Housing 2000-03, 
combined data.
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The long-term impact

The�evidence�on�the�long-term�impact�
of�poor�housing�on�children’s�health�is�
mixed�and�can�be�hard�to�interpret.�There�
is,�however,�evidence�of�a�direct�link�
between�housing�conditions�in�childhood�
and�later�health�problems,�or�even�death,�
in�some�population�cohort�studies.�
These�studies�gather�information�about�
a�group�of�research�subjects�over�a�long�
period�of�time�to�enable�researchers�to�
examine�the�long-term�effects�of�problems�
such�as�poverty�and�bad�housing.�

One�such�study�–�the�Boyd�Orr�Cohort,�
which�studied�individuals�growing�up�in�
pre-World�War�II�Britain�–�found�a�significant�
association�between�poor�housing�
conditions�in�childhood�and�an�increased�
risk�of�mortality�from�coronary�heart�
disease,�for�example.5��However,�another�
study�concluded�that�nutrition�during�
childhood,�rather�than�living�conditions�
and�infection,�was�more�likely�to�affect�the�
risk�of�later�coronary�heart�disease.53�

Research�using�the�National�Child�
Development�Study�found�that,�
after�controlling�for�a�range�of�other�
factors,�experience�of�multiple�housing�
deprivation�increased�the�risk�of�severe�
ill-health�or�disability�–�having�a�physical�
disability�or�long-standing�illness�
–�during�childhood�and�early�adulthood�
by�an�average�of��5�per�cent.54

Overcrowded�housing�conditions�during�
childhood�certainly�appear�to�have�a�long-
term�impact�on�health.�Growing�up�in�
overcrowded�conditions�has�been�linked�
to�respiratory�problems�in�adulthood.55�
One�in�four�people�who�had�lived�in�
overcrowded�housing�at�the�age�of�seven�
suffered�from�a�respiratory�disease�at�the�
age�of��3.56�By�the�age�of�33�the�risk�of�
respiratory�disease�among�those�who�had�
experienced�overcrowding�throughout�
childhood�had�increased�to�one�in�three.5��

There�is�a�strong�relationship�between�
the�level�of�overcrowding�experienced�in�
childhood�and�helicobacter�pylori�infection,�
which�is�a�major�cause�of�stomach�cancer�

and�other�debilitating�illnesses�of�the�
digestive�system�(chronic�gastritis�and�
peptic�ulcer�disease)�in�adults.�Those�
living�in�very�overcrowded�conditions�
during�childhood�have�been�found�to�be�
twice�as�likely�to�have�the�infection�when�
they�reach�65�to��5�years�of�age.5��The�
helicobacter�pylori�infection�can�be�a�life-
long�infection�if�acquired�in�childhood�
and�left�untreated.�The�infection�is�usually�
transmitted�in�close�living�conditions.

The�link�between�growing�up�in�
overcrowded�housing�conditions�and�
slow�growth�in�infancy�was�mentioned�
earlier�in�this�report.�Slow�growth�has�been�
found�to�be�associated�with�an�increased�
risk�of�heart�disease�in�adults,�thus�has�a�
significant�impact�on�long-term�health.59�

The�length�of�time�spent�in�overcrowded�
conditions�also�appears�to�impact�on�
adult�mental�health.�People�who�had�
lived�in�overcrowded�housing�throughout�
their�childhood�were�found�to�be�at�
higher�risk�of�being�depressed�at�the�
age�of��3�than�other��3-year-olds.60

Research�suggests�that�both�short-term,�
severe�housing�deprivation�and�sustained�
experience�of�poor�housing�can�have�a�
long-term�impact�on�health.61�Adverse�
housing�conditions�experienced�in�the�
first�years�of�life�are�most�likely�to�result�
in�long-term�health�problems.�Early�
childhood�is�a�critical�period�where�housing�
conditions�have�a�profound�and�sustained�
impact�on�an�individual’s�life�chances.

Both short-term, 
severe housing 
deprivation and 
sustained experience 
of poor housing can 
have a long-term 
impact on health.
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Tanya’s story

Tanya,�aged�16,�lives�in�a�two-bedroom�council�house�
with�her�mother�and�two�baby�sisters.�The�house�is�
damp�and�extremely�cold�because�the�heating�does�
not�work�and�cold�air�gets�in�through�holes�in�the�walls.�

‘It’s�impossible�for�a�house�to�be�this�cold…�The�heating�
just�stays�the�same;�it�just�doesn’t�do�anything.�In�my�
mum’s�room�there�are�holes�near�the�window,�you�can�
feel�the�air�coming�in.’

The�cold�is�having�a�severe�impact�on�the�family’s�
health.�‘Everyone�in�this�house…�always�wakes�up�with�
a�headache,�and�a�blocked�nose…�Before�it�was�just�me�
and�my�mum,�but�now�we’ve�got�two�babies.�And�the�
oldest�one,�Denise,�every�month�she�gets�a�cold…�It’s�
not�good�for�a�child�of�that�age.’�Denise�also�suffers�from�
regular�chest�infections�and�asthma.

Tanya�is�worried�about�the�long-term�impact�living�in�
the�house�will�have�on�her�health.�Her�ill-health�has�also�
meant�she�has�missed�a�lot�of�school:�‘If�you�look�at��
my�record�at�school,�each�month�I�missed�a�week.’��
On�top�of�that�it�is�difficult�for�her�to�study�at�home�
because�of�the�cold.

The�family’s�doctor�has�written�three�letters�to�the�council�
declaring�the�home�unsuitable�for�children,�as�have�a�
health�visitor�and�the�family’s�solicitor,�but�as�yet�they�
have�had�no�response.
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‘I don’t want to get 
pneumonia by the time I’m 
20, I just want to be healthy. 
Now I can’t stand a bit of 
cold outside, I feel chest 
pain. Sometimes I can’t 
even breathe.’
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Staying safe
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Housing�has�a�significant�impact�
on�children’s�safety.�An�unsafe�
environment�increases�the�likelihood�
of�accidents�and�injury,�which�could�
have�implications�for�a�child’s�future,�
both�physical�and�psychological.

Every�year�almost�900,000�children�
under�the�age�of�15�attend�hospital,�and�
around�one�hundred�die,�as�a�result�of�
accidents�in�the�home.6��Nearly�half�of�all�
accidents�involving�children�have�been�
found�to�be�associated�with�architectural�
features�in�and�around�the�home.63�

Housing�in�poor�condition�is�more�likely�
to�contain�hazards�that�could�create�
an�unsafe�environment�for�a�child.�For�
example,�uneven�floors�or�stairs�could�
cause�a�child�to�trip�and�fall,�or�faulty�
electrical�wiring�could�cause�a�house�
fire.�Families�living�in�properties�that�
are�in�poor�physical�condition�are�more�
likely�to�experience�a�domestic�fire�but�
less�likely�to�own�a�smoke�alarm.64

The�wider�environment�around�the�home�
also�has�a�profound�impact�on�children’s�
safety.�Children�living�in�deprived�areas,�
where�the�incidence�of�poor�housing�is�
often�highest,�are�three�more�times�likely�
to�be�hit�by�a�car.65�Furthermore,�children’s�
perceived�level�of�safety�in�their�home�
or�local�community�may�also�have�an�
impact�on�their�emotional�well-being.66

Almost 900,000 
children under 15 
attend hospital every 
year because of 
accidents in the home.

Staying safe

How does bad housing affect children’s safety? 

 Almost half of all accidents involving children are related to 
physical conditions in and around the home.

 Children in deprived areas are three times more likely to be hit 
by a car.

 Families living in a property that is in a poor physical condition 
are more likely to experience a domestic fire and less likely to 
own a smoke alarm.
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Enjoying and 
achieving
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Learning�and�schooling�are�important�
elements�of�a�child’s�development�and�
strong�determining�factors�of�a�child’s�
life�chances.�Play�and�recreation�also�
play�a�crucial�role.�Homelessness,�poor�
housing�conditions�and�overcrowding�
all�have�significant�negative�impacts�on�
these�areas�of�childhood�development.6�

Homelessness�has�a�particularly�adverse�
effect�on�educational�progress�because�
of�the�problems�of�access�to�schools,�
attendance,�and�the�isolation�that�children�
can�feel�because�of�their�traumatic�
circumstances.�The�evidence�suggests�
that�the�academic�under-achievement�
of�homeless�children�can�be�related�to�
their�housing�status,�as�opposed�to�other�
factors.�A�study�of�homeless�children�aged�
six�to�11�years�in�New�York�found�that�there�
were�no�differences�between�homeless�
and�housed�students�in�terms�of�their�
intelligence,�but�there�was�a�statistically�
significant�difference�in�their�academic�
achievement,�even�when�controlling�for�age,�
sex,�race,�social�class�and�family�status.6�

Homeless�children�are�two�to�three�times�
more�likely�to�be�absent�from�school,69�
which�may�explain�their�lower�academic�
achievement.�However,�the�number�of�days�
missed�from�school�is�not�always�sufficient�
to�explain�the�under-achievement.�0�School�
mobility�also�appears�to�be�a�contributing�

factor.�1�Children�in�temporary�housing�are�
often�forced�to�move�school�frequently,�
causing�them�to�lose�out�on�the�stable�
influence�of�attending�a�single�school,�as�
well�as�to�miss�valuable�class�time.�A�survey�
undertaken�by�Shelter�found�that�homeless�
children�in�temporary�accommodation�
missed�an�average�of�55�school�days�
(equivalent�to�quarter�of�the�school�year)�
due�to�the�disruption�of�moves�into�and�
between�temporary�accommodation.��

The�impact�of�homelessness�and�poor�
housing�conditions�on�children’s�learning�
persists�even�when�conditions�improve.�
One�study�undertaken�in�Cornwall,�
for�example,�found�that�children�who�
had�been�homeless�still�had�delayed�
development�in�their�communication�
abilities�one�year�after�being�rehoused.�3

Enjoying and achieving

How does bad housing affect children’s learning?
 Homeless children have lower levels of academic achievement 

that cannot be explained by differences in their levels of ability.

 Homeless children are two to three times more likely to be 
absent from school. Higher levels of absence from school and 
increased mobility between schools seem to explain the lower 
levels of academic achievement.

 Poor housing conditions have a damaging impact on 
children’s learning. Children living in overcrowded or damp 
accommodation are more likely to miss school.

One study found that 
children who had been 
homeless still had 
delayed development 
in their communication 
abilities one year after 
being rehoused.
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Overcrowding�and�poor�housing�conditions�
also�have�a�damaging�impact�on�children’s�
learning.�Analysis�of�the�National�Child�
Development�Study�has�found�that�children�
in�overcrowded�homes�miss�more�school�
for�medical�reasons�than�other�children.�4�
Furthermore,�overcrowded�homes�often�
lack�a�suitable�place�for�children�to�study.�

The�impact�that�poor�housing�conditions�
have�on�parenting�may�provide�an�
explanation�for�the�effect�of�housing�
conditions�on�children’s�learning.�One�
study�found�that�parents�in�overcrowded�
homes�were�less�responsive�and�spoke�in�
less�sophisticated�ways�to�their�children�
compared�with�parents�in�uncrowded�
homes,�even�when�socio-economic�status�
was�taken�into�account.�5�This�may�be�
explainable�by�the�higher�levels�of�stress�
and�depression�among�parents�living�in�
overcrowded�conditions.�6�This�finding�
may�also�account�for�the�link�that�has�
been�found�between�residential�crowding�
and�delayed�cognitive�development.�A�
French�study�found�that�children�growing�
up�in�a�home�with�at�least�two�children�
per�bedroom�are�both�held�back�in�their�
education�and�drop�out�of�school�earlier�
much�more�often�than�other�children.���The�
study�found�that�60�per�cent�of�adolescents�
in�overcrowded�housing�were�held�back�a�
grade�in�primary�or�middle�school,�which�
is�more�than��0�per�cent�higher�than�
adolescents�in�uncrowded�housing.�Such�a�
difference�could�only�partially�be�explained�
by�discrepancies�in�family�income.

Cold,�damp�housing�also�affects�children’s�
learning�because�of�its�impact�on�health,�
which�in�turn�impacts�on�school�attendance�
among�other�things.�A�study�undertaken�
in�Cornwall�found�that�the�installation�
of�central�heating�into�damp,�unheated�
bedrooms�of�children�aged�nine�to�11�
helped�to�alleviate�respiratory�problems�
and�increase�school�attendance.���
Children�lost�9.3�days�per�100�school�
days�because�of�asthma�before�the�
intervention�and��.1�days�afterwards.

The�high�levels�of�lead�still�found�in�some�
older,�less�expensive�housing�may�also�
have�an�impact�on�children’s�attainment.�
Even�at�low�levels,�lead�affects�neurological�
and�intellectual�development�in�children.�9�
Blood�lead�and�tooth�lead�measures�during�
the�first�few�years�of�life�show�a�weak,�
but�very�significant,�inverse�association�
with�child�IQ�at�ages�five�upwards.�0

Poor�housing�conditions�also�affect�
children’s�recreational�opportunities.�
A�study�undertaken�by�Shelter�of�505�
families�living�in�overcrowded�conditions�
found�that�four-fifths�of�families�felt�that�
there�was�not�enough�room�in�their�homes�
for�their�children�to�play.�Children�living�
in�temporary�accommodation�often�
face�limited�space�to�play�and�some�
studies�suggest�that�this�can�lead�to�
depression�or�aggressive�behaviour.�1

‘There are some mean 
girls. They tease me 
sometimes. They say 
you haven’t got a home 
and names and that.’ 
Lucy, 10, has been living in temporary 
accommodation with her mother for  
over a year.

‘When my friend 
comes round he says 
[my home] stinks and 
when I go to school this 
boy says my clothes 
stink... but Mummy 
washes them.’ 
Ben, 8, lives with his mother and two 
brothers in an overcrowded ground  
floor council flat with a severe damp  
and mould problem.
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Ben’s story 

Eight-year-old�Ben�lives�with�his�mother�and�two�brothers�
in�an�overcrowded�ground�floor�flat.�Shortly�after�the�family�
moved�in,�a�severe�damp�and�mould�problem�developed.�An�
environmental�health�inspector�has�declared�the�property�
unfit�for�human�habitation�on�two�separate�occasions.

‘It’s�the�smell�that’s�almost�the�worst�thing.�It’s�so�bad�when�
you�come�into�the�flat’�describes�Ben’s�mother,�Sandra.

The�damp�and�mould�is�having�a�severe�impact�on�the�children’s�
health,�which�is�affecting�their�education�because�they�are�
missing�school�so�often�due�to�illness.�‘My�oldest�little�boy�[Ben]�
is�having�difficulties�at�school.�And�he’s�had�so�much�time�off,�
so�when�you�have�lots�of�time�off�it�makes�things�much�worse.’

The�children’s�mental�health�is�also�being�affected.�Ben�is�being�
teased�at�school�because�his�clothes�smell�of�damp,�which�is�
affecting�his�self-confidence.�‘It’s�not�right…�to�be�told�that�you�
smell.�Kids�are�so�cruel.�[Ben]�was�teased�for�it.�He’s�seeing�the�
child�psychologist�now�because�he�has�low�self-esteem.’�The�
condition�of�the�house�makes�it�difficult�for�him�to�have�friends�
round�to�play,�which�is�impacting�on�his�social�development.

Ben’s�five-year-old�brother�Adam�hates�the�house�so��
much�that�he�refuses�to�come�home�after�school.��
‘The�other�day�he�just�lay�on�the�floor�in�the�
playground�until�4pm.�I�couldn’t�lift�him�
up.�He�just�didn’t�want�to�go�home.�With�
kids�it�comes�out�in�different�ways,�
doesn’t�it…�they�change.�If�they�were�
in�a�place�where�they�were�happy�it�
would�be�better�for�their�development.�
All�kids�want�is�to�feel�normal.’���
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Making a positive 
contribution
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This�outcome�relates�to�children’s�ability��
to�develop�positive�behaviour,�build��
secure�relationships,�and�acquire�the��
self-confidence�to�deal�with�significant��
life�changes.

Homelessness���and�poor�housing�
conditions�have�a�proven�negative�
impact�on�a�child’s�behaviour�during�
childhood�and�into�adulthood,�potentially�
leading�to�antisocial�behaviour�and�
offending,�both�of�which�will�have�a�
severe�implications�for�life�chances.�

Evidence�shows�that�problem�behaviour�
is�more�prevalent�among�children�
living�in�poor�housing,�although�the�link�
between�housing�and�such�behaviour�
remains�unclear.�Homeless�children�
aged�six�and�over�have�been�found�to�be�
more�likely�to�show�signs�of�aggression,�
hyperactivity�and�impulsivity,�according�
to�a�study�in�the�US.�3�Likewise,�a�study�
of�homeless�children�living�in�an�outer-
London�borough�found�them�to�be�four�
and�a�half�times�more�likely�to�have�a�
behavioural�problem�than�other�children�
of�their�age.�4�Behavioural�problems�can�
result�in�disruption�to�education�including�
exclusion,�as�well�as�difficulty�in�developing�
and�maintaining�positive�relationships.�

Such�difficulties�in�childhood�may��
manifest�themselves�later�in�offending�
behaviour.�Some�overlap�between�the�
experience�of�homelessness�and�youth�
offending�is�clear:�nearly�half�(46�per�cent)�

of�male�remand�young�offenders�
and�4��per�cent�of�female�sentenced�
young�offenders�have�experienced�
homelessness.�5�Yet�the�impact�that�
housing�problems�have�on�patterns�of�
offending�behaviour�in�isolation�from�other�
risk�factors�is�still�poorly�understood.�

It�has�been�suggested,�for�example,�
that�high�levels�of�aggression�in�children�
who�have�experienced�homelessness�
may�be�linked�to�heightened�levels�of�
violence�experienced�by�their�parents.�6�
Domestic�violence�increases�the�risk�of�
family�homelessness,�but�also�increases�
levels�of�aggression�in�children.�On�the�
other�hand,�the�fact�that�children�living�in�
high-rise�accommodation�demonstrate�
problem�behaviours�has�been�attributed,�
among�other�things,�to�restricted�play�
opportunities�and�safety�concerns,�
which�are�direct�consequences�of�poor�
housing.���It�is�clear�that�the�various�factors�
that�give�rise�to�behavioural�difficulties�in�
children�who�experience�poor�housing�
conditions�require�further�exploration.

Forty-six per cent 
of male remand 
young offenders 
have experienced 
homelessness.

Making a positive 
contribution

How does bad housing affect children’s chances to make a 
positive contribution in life?
 Homeless children are more likely to show signs of behavioural 

problems such as aggression, hyperactivity and impulsivity.

 Poor housing conditions and overcrowding may also contribute 
to the emergence of problem behaviour. 

 Behavioural difficulties in childhood, which may be attributable 
to or exacerbated by bad housing, can manifest themselves 
in offending behaviour later in life. Nearly half of male remand 
young offenders and 42 per cent of female sentenced young 
offenders have experienced homelessness.
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Economic  
well-being
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Housing�circumstances�often�have�a�direct�
impact�on�family�income,�which�in�turn�
significantly�affects�children’s�life�chances.�

Living�in�temporary�accommodation�
increases�the�risk�of�the�household�
experiencing�unemployment�and�poverty.�
Most�homeless���families�who�live�in�
temporary�accommodation�rely�on�
benefits.�Because�Housing�Benefit�tapers�
as�income�rises,�money�earned�through�
work�results�in�relatively�small�increases�in�
real�income.�The�high�costs�of�temporary�
accommodation,�combined�with�the�
costs�associated�with�working,�can�make�
it�difficult�to�make�working�worthwhile�
financially.�9�Living�in�workless�households�
is�strongly�associated�with�poverty�and�
reduced�life�chances�for�children.

Bad�housing�also�has�critical�implications�
for�children’s�future�economic�well-
being.�The�higher�risk�of�poor�health�and�
educational�under-achievement�among�
those�who�grow�up�in�poor�housing�
conditions�may�affect�their�economic�
prospects�and�increase�the�risk�of�
unemployment�or�working�in�low-paid�jobs.

In�particular,�low�educational�achievement�
increases�the�risk�of�adult�exclusion.�Adults�
with�low�basic�skills�are�five�times�as�likely�
to�be�unemployed�as�those�with�average�
skills.90�Children’s�early�development�also�
has�an�impact.�For�example,�research�

has�identified�a�relationship�between�
slow�growth�in�childhood,�which�has�
been�linked�to�overcrowded�housing�
conditions,�and�unemployment�in�early�
adulthood.�This�suggests�that�some�
features�of�the�childhood�environment�
may�influence�both�early�growth�rate�
and�labour�market�success.91

‘I do feel like I’ve let 
[my daughter] down 
in a lot of ways. All her 
possessions are in 
storage. When we first 
moved here, she was 
in tears a lot of the time. 
I went to her school 
and told her teachers 
what was happening. 
Her behaviour 
wasn’t normal.’ 
Nicky and her 10-year-old daughter have 
been living in temporary accommodation 
for 15 months.

Economic well-being

How does bad housing impact on children’s economic well-being?
 The high costs of temporary accommodation can make 

it difficult to make working worthwhile financially, trapping 
homeless families in unemployment, which is strongly 
associated with poverty and reduced life chances.

 Living in bad housing as a child results in a higher risk of 
low educational achievement. This in turn has long-term 
implications for economic well-being in adulthood because 
of the increased the likelihood of unemployment or working in 
insecure or low-paid jobs. 

 Bad housing in childhood is linked to long-term health problems, 
which can affect employment opportunities later in life. 
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Growing�up�in�poor�housing�has�a�profound�
and�long-term�impact�on�children’s�life�
chances,�with�the�associated�societal�
costs�across�a�whole�range�of�policy�
areas�including�health,�education�and�the�
economy.�This�report�presents�strong�
evidence�of�a�clear�‘housing�effect’�on�
five�key�areas�of�children’s�life�chances.9��
Despite�this,�public�policy�has�paid�
surprisingly�little�attention�to�the�impact�of�
bad�housing�on�children’s�life�chances.�

The�Government’s�Every�Child�Matters�
programme�offers�a�unique�opportunity�
to�improve�and�shape�children’s�services�
for�the�better,�but�it�is�vital�that�housing�
is�integrated�at�the�heart�of�this�agenda.�
The�impact�of�poor�housing�on�children’s�
life�chances�is�both�immediate�and�long�
term,�and�can�no�longer�be�ignored.�
Tackling�unfit�and�poor�housing�conditions,�
homelessness�and�overcrowding�will�
help�children�to�thrive�and�will�contribute�
towards�the�Government’s�target�of�
ending�child�poverty�by��0�0.

Shelter’s recommendations
� An�additional��0,000�affordable�social�

rented�homes�must�be�built�each�year,�
above�and�beyond�existing�plans.�This�is�
a�minimum�requirement�to�meet�urgent�
newly�arising�need,�and�to�ensure�the�
Government�meets�its�target�to�halve�the�
numbers�in�temporary�accommodation�
by��010.�The��00��Comprehensive�
Spending�Review�must�allocate�the�
investment�required�to�build�the�decent�
homes�that�our�children�need.

� The�Government�must�introduce�a�
modernised�statutory�definition�of�
overcrowding,�based�on�the�bedroom�
standard,�which�reflects�today’s�
understanding�of�children’s�need�for�
space�and�privacy.�This�is�the�only�
way�to�establish�a�true�picture�of�the�
overcrowding�problem,�and�will�help�
to�make�assessments�of�housing�need�
more�accurate.

� The�Government�must�set�a�target�to�
end�overcrowding�for�families�with�
children�in�the�rented�sector�by��0�0,�
and�set�out�a�strategy�to�meet�this�
target.�This�should�include�increased�
provision�of�affordable,�family-sized�
social�rented�homes.

� One�in�four�homes�across�the�social�
and�private�sectors�are�not�of�decent�
standard.�Good�progress�has�been�
made�with�the�decent�homes�standard�
in�the�social�rented�sector.�However,�
continued�resources�and�commitment�
are�needed�to�ensure�that�the�decent�
homes�target�for�the�social�rented�
sector�and�vulnerable�groups�in�the�
private�sector�is�met.�The�decent�
homes�standard�is�very�much�a�
minimum�standard,�so�the�Government�
must�continue�to�review�and�improve�
conditions�after�the�target�is�met.�

� The�housing�affordability�crisis�must�
be�tackled�head�on�so�that�parents�can�
afford�to�provide�decent�housing�for�
their�children.�This�means�encouraging�
increased�supply�of�market�housing�
to�help�stabilise�prices�and�enabling�a�
more�balanced�and�equitable�housing�
market�through�taxation�reform.�It�also�
means�doing�more�to�help�those�on�low�
incomes�meet�their�housing�costs.

� The�Government�must�provide�secure�
and�increased�funding�for�housing�
advice�and�tenancy�sustainment�
services.�These�play�a�vital�role�in�
preventing�families�with�children�from�
becoming�homeless�and�enabling�them�
to�access�their�housing�rights.�

� The�research�in�this�report�demonstrates�
that�there�is�a�clear�housing�effect�
on�children’s�life�chances,�but�there�
are�still�many�gaps�in�our�knowledge�
and�understanding�of�the�impacts�of�
bad�housing.�The�Government�must�
commission�more�research�into�the�
exported�costs�of�bad�housing�(see�
page�3��for�details).�

Conclusion and 
recommendations
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� The�Government’s�Every�Child�Matters�
Outcomes�Framework�should�be�revised�
to�reflect�the�direct�impact�that�housing�
has�on�all�aspects�of�children’s�life�
chances,�and�the�Government�should�
consider�whether�revised�Public�Service�
Agreement�(PSA)�targets�should�be�
introduced�to�reflect�this.

� Key�agencies�including�Primary�Care�
Trusts,�local�education�authorities,�
Sure�Start�children’s�centres�and�
Connexions�branches�should�have�an�

officer�with�designated�responsibility�
to�provide�support�for�homeless�
children.�These�roles�should�have�a�
particular�emphasis�on�prevention�
work�around�health�and�education.�

� To�improve�life�outcomes�for�homeless�
children,�the�Government�should�
encourage�closer�working�relationships�
between�key�children’s�services�and�
housing�services.�This�would�faciliate�
better�information�sharing�and�prevent�
gaps�in�service�provision�from�arising.

‘Emma is always talking 
about it [the house], she’s 
always saying… “Are we 
going to get a new house, 
Mummy? Why are we in  
this little house, Mummy?”’ 
Emma lives in a one-bedroom flat with her mother and two brothers.
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A�review�of�academic�literature�has�
drawn�together�strong�evidence�of�the�
direct�impact�of�bad�housing�–�poor�
housing�conditions,�homelessness,�
and�overcrowding�–�on�children’s�life�
chances.�However,�given�the�clear�link,�
the�volume�of�high�quality�research�
in�this�area�is�surprisingly�limited�
and�there�is�an�urgent�need�for�more�
comprehensive�research�in�this�area.�

Areas�where�the�need�for�further��
research�is�particularly�pressing�are�the�

psychological,�social�or�behavioural��
effects�of�poor�physical�environments;�
the�impact�of�poor�housing�on�
particularly�vulnerable�groups;�and�
the�impact�of�interventions�set�up�
to�address�housing�problems.93�

More�robust,�up-to-date�evidence�
of�the�‘housing�effect’�on�children’s�
life�chances�would�contribute�to�the�
already�compelling�case�for�addressing�
poor�conditions,�overcrowding�and�
homelessness�for�children�and�families.

The need for more 
research

P
ho

to
:�Jan�E

rik��P
o

sth

A19.32

Page 1837



Chances of a lifetime:�the�impact�of�bad�housing�on�children’s�lives�     33

References

1� For�a�definition�of�‘homelessness’�as�
used�in�this�report,�see�What�is�bad�
housing?�on�page�11.

�� For�more�information�on�the�
Government’s�Every�Child�Matters:�
Change�for�Children�programme�visit�
www.everychildmatters.gov.uk

3� Mullins�P,�Western�J�and�Broadbent�B,�
The links between housing and nine key 
socio-cultural factors: a review of the 
evidence positioning paper, Australian�
Housing�and�Urban�Research�Institute,�
�001.�

4� Evans�GW�and�English�K,�The�
environment�of�poverty,�multiple�
stressor�exposure,�psychophysical�
stress,�and�socioemotional�adjustment,�
Child Development,��3�(4),�1�3�-1�4�,�
�00�.

5� Stitt�S,�Griffiths�G�and�Grant�D,�
Homeless�and�hungry:�the�evidence�
from�Liverpool,�Nutrition and Health,�
9(4):��5-��,�1994.

6� Reacroft�J,�Do my kids have to live like 
this forever?,�Barnardos,��005;�Full 
house? How overcrowded housing 
affects families,�Shelter,��005;�Where’s 
home? Children and Homelessness in 
Bristol,�Shelter,�1999.

�� Rashleigh�B,�Keeping�it�in�the�family,�
Roof,�September/October��005;�Marsh�
A�,�Gordon�D,�Pantazis�C�and�Heslop�P,�
Home Sweet Home? The impact of poor 
housing on health,�Policy�Press,�1999.

�� The�definitions�listed�reflect�Shelter's�
use�of�these�terms.�These�may�differ�
slightly�to�the�definitions�used�by�some�
of�the�studies�referred�to�in�this�report.�
US�studies�referred�to�studied�homeless�
children�in�shelters.

9� For�a�definition�of�‘homelessness’�and�
‘poor�conditions’�as�used�in�this�report,�
see�What�is�bad�housing?�on�page�11.

10�Fuller-Thomson�E,�Hulchanski�JD�
and�Hwang�S,�The�housing/health�
relationship:�what�do�we�know?,�
Reviews on Environmental Health,�15,�
109-133,��000.

11�For�a�definition�of�‘poor�housing�
conditions’�as�used�in�this�report,�see�
What�is�bad�housing?�on�page�11.

1��British�Medical�Association,�Housing 
and health: building for the future,�British�
Medical�Association,��003.

13�Strachan�D,�Damp�housing,�mould�
allergy�and�childhood�asthma,�
Proceedings of the Royal College of 
Physicians in Edinburgh,��1:140-6,�
1991;�Peat�JK,�Dickerson�J�and�Li�J,�
Effects�of�damp�and�mould�in�the�home�
on�respiratory�health:�a�review�of�the�
literature,�Allergy,�53,��,�1�0-1��,�199�.

14�Bornehag�CG,�Sundell�J,�Hagerhed-
Engman�L,�Sigsggard�T,�Janson�S,�
Aberg�N�and�the�DBH�Study�Group,�
Dampness�at�home�and�its�association�
with�airway,�nose�and�skin�symptoms�
among�10,�51�pre-school�children�in�
Sweden:�a�cross-sectional�study,�Indoor 
Air,�15�(S�10),�4�-55,��005;�Andriessen�
JW,�Brunekreef�B�and�Roemer�W,�
Home�dampness�and�respiratory�health�
status�in�European�children,�Clinical 
and Experimental Allergy,���,�10,�1191-
1�00,�199�;�Koskinen�O,�Husman�T,�
Meklin�T�and�Nevalainen�A,�Adverse�
health�effects�in�children�associated�
with�moisture�and�mould�observations�
in�houses,�International Journal of 
Environmental Health Research,�9,�(�),�
143-156,�1999.

15�Dales�RE,�Miller�D,�McMullen�E,�
Indoor�air�quality�and�health:�validity�
and�determinants�of�reported�home�
dampness�and�moulds,�International 
Journal of Epidemiology,��6,�1,�1�0-5,�
199�.

16�Venn�AJ,�Cooper�M,�Antoniak�M,�
Laughlin�C,�Britton�J�and�Lewis�SA,�
Effects�of�volatile�organic�compounds,�
damp,�and�other�environmental�
exposures�in�the�home�or�wheezing�
illness�in�children,�Thorax,�5�,�11,�955-
960,��003.

1��Williamson�IJ,�Martin�CJ�and�McGill�
G,�Monic�RD�and�Fennerty�AG,�Damp�
housing�and�asthma:�a�case�control�
study,�Thorax,�5�,���9-34,�199�.

A19.33

Page 1838



34� Chances of a lifetime: the�impact�of�bad�housing�on�children’s�lives

1��Emenius�G,�Svartengren�M,�Korsgaard�
J,�Nordvall�L,�Perschagen�G�and�
Wickman�M,�Indoor�exposures�and�
recurrent�wheezing�in�infants�–�a��
longitudinal�study�in�the�BAMSE�cohort,�
Acta Paediatrica,�93,�(�)��99-905,��004.

19�Hopton�JL�and�Hunt�SM,�The�health�
effects�of�improvements�to�housing:�a�
longitudinal�study,�Housing Studies,�11,�
�,���1-��6,�1996.

�0�Wilkinson,�D,�Poor housing and ill 
health: a summary of the research 
evidence,�Scottish�Office�Central�
Research�Unit,�Edinburgh,�1999;�Baker�
M,�McNicholas�A,�Garrett�N,�Jones�N,�
Stewart�J,�Koberstein�V�and�Lennon�
D,�Inequality�in�infant�mortality,�causes�
and�consequences�in�England�in�the�
1990s,�Journal of Epidemiology and 
Community Health,�5�,�451-45�,�199�.

�1�Vostanis�P,�Grattan�E,�Cumella�S,�and�
Winchester�C,�Psychosocial�functioning�
of�homeless�children,�Journal of the 
American Academy of Child and 
Adolescent Psychiatry,�36�(�),��
��1-��9,�199�.

���Thomson�H,�Petticrew�M�and�Morrison�
D,�Housing improvement and health 
gain: a summary and systematic review,�
MRC�Social�and�Public�Health�Sciences�
Unit,��00�.

�3�Chaudhuri�N,�Interventions�to�improve�
children’s�health�by�improving�the�
housing�environment,�Reviews on 
Environmental Health,�19,�3-4,��
19�-���,��004.

�4�Evans�GW,�Saltzman�H�and�Cooperman�
JL,�Housing�quality�and�children’s�
socioemotional�health,�Environmental 
and Behaviour,�33�(3),�3�9-399,��001.

�5�For�a�definition�of�‘homelessness’�as�
used�in�this�report,�see�What�is�bad�
housing?�on�page�11.

�6�http://www.cotsonline.org/homeless_
kids.html

���Royal�College�of�Physicians,�
Homelessness and ill health: report of 
a working party of the Royal College of 
Physicians,�1994.

���Amery�J,�Tomkins�A�and�Victor�C,�The�
prevalence�of�behavioural�problems�
amongst�homeless�primary�school�
children�in�an�outer�London�borough,�
Public Health,�109,�4�1-4�4,�1995.

�9�Lissauer�T,�Richman�S,�Tempia�M,�
Jenkins�S�and�Taylor�B,�Influence�of�
homelessness�on�acute�admissions�
to�hospital,�Archives of Disease in 
Childhood,�69,�4�3-4�9,�1993.

30�British�Medical�Association,�Housing 
and health: building for the future,�British�
Medical�Association,��003.

31�Mitchell��F,�Neuburger�J,�Radebe�
D,�Raye�A,�Living in limbo: survey 
of homeless households living in 
temporary accommodation,�Shelter,�
�004.

3��Vostanis�P,�Grattan�E,�Cumella�S�and�
Winchester�C,�Psychosocial�functioning�
of�homeless�children,�Journal of the 
American Academy of Child and 
Adolescent Psychiatry,�36�(�),���1-��9,�
199�.

33�Holden�EW,�Horton�LA�and�Danseco�ER,�
The�mental�health�of�homeless�children,�
Clinical Psychology: Science and 
Practice 2,��,�Summer�1995,�165-1��,�
1995.

34�Masten�AS,�Miliotis�D,�Graham-Berman�
SA,�Ramirez�ML�and�Neeman�J,�
Children�in�homeless�families:�risks�to�
mental�health�and�development,�Journal 
of Consulting and Clinical Psychology,�
61,�335-343,�1993.

35�Vostanis�P,�Grattan�E�and�Cumella�S,�
Mental�health�problems�of�homeless�
children�and�families:�a�longitudinal�
study,�British Medical Journal,�316,��99-
90�,�199�.

36�For�a�definition�of�‘overcrowding’,�see�
What�is�bad�housing?�on�page�11.

3��ODPM,�The impact of overcrowding on 
health and education: a review of the 
evidence and literature,��004.

3��ODPM,�The impact of overcrowding on 
health and education: a review of the 
evidence and literature,��004.

A19.34

Page 1839



Chances of a lifetime:�the�impact�of�bad�housing�on�children’s�lives�     35

39�Baker�M,�McNicholas�A,�Garrett�N,�
Jones�N,�Stewart�J,�Koberstein�V�and�
Lennon�D,�Inequality�in�infant�mortality,�
causes�and�consequences�in�England�in�
the�1990s,�Journal of Epidemiology and 
Community Health,�5�,�451-45�,�199�.

40�ODPM,�The impact of overcrowding on 
health and education: a review of the 
evidence and literature,��004.

41�Baker�M,�McNicholas�A,�Garrett�N,�
Jones�N,�Stewart�J,�Koberstein�V�and�
Lennon�D,�Household�crowding�a�major�
factor�for�epidemic�meningococcal�
disease�in�Auckland�children,�Paediatric 
Infectious Disease Journal,�19�(10)�9�3-
990,��000.

4��Stanwell-Smith�RE,�Stuart�JM,�Hughes�
AO,�Robinson�P,�Griffin�MB�and�
Cartwright�K,�Smoking,�the�environment�
and�meningocaccal�disease,�a�case�
control�study,�Epidemiological Infection,�
11��(�),�315-3��,�1994.

43�Rees�Jones�I,�Urwin�G,�Feldman�RA�
and�Banatvala�N,�Social�deprivation�
and�bacterial�meningitis�in�North�East�
Thames�region,�three�year�study�using�
small�area�statistics,�British Medical 
Journal,�314,��94-�95,�199�.

44�Montgomery�S,�Bartley�MJ�and�
Wilkinson�RG,�The�association�of�slow�
growth�in�childhood�with�family�conflict,�
NCDS User Support Group Working 
Paper 48,�1996.

45�Eriksson�JG,�Forsen�T,�Tuomilehto�J,�
Winter�PD,�Osmond�C�and�Barker�DJP,�
Catch-up�growth�in�childhood�and�
death�from�coronary�heart�disease:�
longitudinal�study,�British Medical 
Journal,�31�,�4��-431,�1999.

46�Montgomery�S,�Bartley�MJ�and�
Wilkinson�RG,�The�association�of�slow�
growth�in�childhood�with�family�conflict,�
NCDS User Support Group Working 
Paper 48,�1996.

4��Minton�A�and�Jones�S,�Generation 
squalor: Shelter's national investigation 
into the housing crisis,�Shelter,��005.

4��Evans�GW,�Saegert�S�and�Harrris�R,�
Residential�density�and�psychological�
health�among�children�in�low�income�
families,�Environment and Behaviour,�33,�
�,�165-1�0,��001.

49�Chaudhuri�N,�Interventions�to�improve�
children’s�health�by�improving�the�
housing�environment,�Reviews on 
Environmental Health,�19,�3-4,�19�-���,�
�004.

50�ODPM,�The impact of overcrowding on 
health and education: a review of the 
evidence and literature,��004.

51�Williams�FLR�and�Lloyd�OLI,�Mortality�
at�early�stages�in�Scottish�communities�
1959-19�3:�geographical�distributions�
and�associations�with�selected�socio-
economic�indices,�Public Health 104,�
���-�3�,�1990.

5��Dedman�DJ,�Gunnell�D,�Davey�Smith�
G�and�Frankel�S,�Childhood�housing�
conditions�and�later�mortality�in�
the�Boyd�Orr�Cohort,�Journal of 
Epidemiology and Community Health,�
55,�1,�10-15,��001.

53�Eriksson�JG,�Forsen�T,�Tuomilehto�J,�
Winter�PD,�Osmond�C�and�Barker�DJP,�
Catch-up�growth�in�childhood�and�
death�from�coronary�heart�disease:�
longitudinal�study,�British Medical 
Journal,�31�,�4��-431,�1999.

54�Marsh�A�,�Gordon�D,�Pantazis�C�and�
Heslop�P,�Home Sweet Home? The 
impact of poor housing on health,�Policy�
Press,�1999.

55�Brittan�N,�Davies�JMC�and�Colley�
JRT,�Early�respiratory�experience�and�
subsequent�cough�and�peak�expiratory�
flow�rate�in�36-year-old�men�and�
women,�British Medical Journal,��94,�
131�-�0,�19��.

56�Marsh�A�,�Gordon�D,�Pantazis�C�and�
Heslop�P,�Home Sweet Home? The 
impact of poor housing on health,�Policy�
Press,�1999.

A19.35

Page 1840



36� Chances of a lifetime: the�impact�of�bad�housing�on�children’s�lives

5��Marsh�A�,�Gordon�D,�Pantazis�C�and�
Heslop�P,�Home Sweet Home? The 
impact of poor housing on health,�Policy�
Press,�1999.

5��Fall�CHD,�Goggin�PM,�Hawtin�P,�
Fine�D�and�Duggleby�S,�Growth�in�
infancy,�infant�feeding,�childhood�living�
conditions�and�helicobacter�pylori�
infection�at�age��0,�Archives of Disease 
in Childhood,���,�310-314,�199�.

59�Montgomery�S,�Bartley�MJ�and�
Wilkinson�RG,�The�association�of�slow�
growth�in�childhood�with�family�conflict,�
NCDS User Support Group Working 
Paper 48,�1996.

60�Ghodsian�M�and�Fogelman�K,�
A�longitudinal�study�of�housing�
circumstances�in�childhood�and�early�
adulthood�London,�NCDS User Support 
Group Working Paper 29,�19��.

61�Marsh�A�,�Gordon�D,�Pantazis�C�and�
Heslop�P,�Home Sweet Home? The 
impact of poor housing on health, Policy�
Press,�1999.

6���Child�Accident�Prevention�Trust,�Home 
accidents factsheet,�based�on��001/0��
data,��004.

63�Department�of�Trade�and�Industry,�
Home�and�leisure�accident�research,��
1991,�1�th�annual�report,�19���data,�
Consumer�Safety�Unit,�Department�of�
Trade�and�Industry,�quoted�in�Acheson�
D,�Independent Inquiry into Inequalities 
in Health,�199�.�

64�Ford�G,�Fires in the home: findings from 
the British Crime Survey 2002/3,�ODPM,�
�004.

65�Grayling�T,�Hallam�K,�Graham�D,�
Anderson�R�and�Glaister�S,�Streets 
Ahead: Safe and liveable streets for 
children,�IPPR,��00�.

66�Blackman�T,�Harvey�J,�Lawrence�M�and�
Simon�A,�Neighbourhood�renewal�and�
health:�evidence�from�a�local�case�study,�
Health and Place,���(�)�93-103,��001.

6��For�a�definition�of�these�terms�as�used�in�
this�report,�see�What�is�bad�housing?�on�
page�11.

6��Rubin�DH,�Erickson�CJ,�Agustin�
MS,�Cleary�SD,�Allen�JK�and�
Cohen�P,�Cognitive�and�academic�
functioning�of�homeless�children�
compared�with�housed�children,�
Paediatrics,�9��(3)���9-�94,�1996.

69�Vostanis�P,�Grattan�E,�Cumella�S�and�
Winchester�C,�Psychosocial�functioning�
of�homeless�children,�Journal of the 
American Academy of Child and 
Adolescent Psychiatry,�36�(�),���1-
��9,�199�;�Vostanis�P�and�Cumella�
S,�Homeless children: problems and 
needs,�1999.

�0�Rubin�DH,�Erickson�CJ,�Agustin�MS,�
Cleary�SD,�Allen�JK�and�Cohen�P,�
Cognitive�and�academic�functioning�
of�homeless�children�compared�with�
housed�children,�Paediatrics,�9��(3)���9-
�94,�1996.

�1�Buckner�JC,�Bassuk�EL�and�Weinreb�
LF,�Predictors�of�academic�achievement�
among�homeless�and�low-income�
housed�children,�Journal of School 
Psychology,�39�(1),�45-69,��001;�Rubin�
DH,�Erickson�CJ,�Agustin�MS,�Cleary�
SD,�Allen�JK�and�Cohen�P,�Cognitive�
and�academic�functioning�of�homeless�
children�compared�with�housed�
children,�Paediatrics,�9��(3)���9-�94,�
1996.

���Mitchell��F,�Neuburger�J,�Radebe�D�
and�Raye�A,�Living in limbo: survey 
of homeless households living in 
temporary accommodation,�Shelter,�
�004.

�3�Vostanis�P,�Grattan�E�and�Cumella�S,�
Mental�health�problems�of�homeless�
children�and�families:�a�longitudinal�
study,�British Medical Journal,�316,��99-
90�,�199�.

�4�Essen�J,�Fogelman�K�and�Head�J,�
Children's�housing�and�their�health�
and�physical�development,�Child: care, 
health and development,�4,��
35�-369,�19��.

A19.36

Page 1841



Chances of a lifetime:�the�impact�of�bad�housing�on�children’s�lives�     3�

�5�Evans�GW,�Maxwell�L�and�Hart�
B,�Parental�language�and�verbal�
responsiveness�to�children�in�
overcrowded�homes,�Developmental 
Psychology,�35,�10�0-10�3,�1999.

�6��ODPM,�The impact of overcrowding on 
health and education: a review of the 
evidence and literature,��004.

���Goux�D�and�Maurin�E,�The effect of 
overcrowded housing on children's 
performance at school,�INSEE,�Paris,�
�003.

���Somerville�M,�Mackenzie�I,�Owen�P�
and�Miles�D,�Housing�and�health:�does�
installing�heating�in�their�homes�improve�
the�health�of�children�with�asthma?�
Public Health,�114�(6),�434-439,��000.

�9�Needleman�H�and�Gastonis�C,�Low�level�
lead�exposure�and�the�IQ�of�children,�
Journal of the American Medical 
Association,��63�(5),�6�3-�,�1990.

�0�Pocock�SJ,�Smith�M�and�Baghurst�
P,�Environmental�lead�and�children’s�
intelligence:�a�systematic�review�of�
the�epidemiological�evidence,�British 
Medical Journal,�309,�6369,�11�9-119�,�
1994.

�1�Evans�GW,�Wells�NM�and�Moch�A,�
Housing�and�mental�health:�a�review�of�
the�evidence�and�a�methodological�and�
conceptual�critique,�Journal of Social 
Issues,�59,�3,�4�5-500,��003.

���For�a�definition�of�‘homelessness’�as�
used�in�this�report,�see�What�is�bad�
housing?�on�page�11.

�3�Buckner�JC,�Bassuk�EL,�Weinreb�LF�
and�Brooks�MG,�Homelessness�and�its�
relation�to�mental�health�and�behaviour�
of�low�income�school-age�children,�
Developmental Psychology,�35�(1),��46-
�5�,�1999.

�4�Amery�J,�Tomkins�A�and�Victor�C,�The�
prevalence�of�behavioural�problems�
amongst�homeless�primary�school�
children�in�an�outer�London�borough,�
Public Health 109,�4�1-4�4,�1995.

�5�Lader�D,�Singleton�N�and�Meltzer�H,�
Psychiatric morbidity among young 
offenders in England and Wales,�Office�
for�National�Statistics,�London,��000.

�6�Anooshaian�LJ,�Violence�and�
aggression�in�the�lives�of�homeless�
children,�Journal of Family Violence,��0,�
6,�3�3-3��,��005.

���Evans�GW,�Wells�NM�and�Moch�A,�
Housing�and�mental�health:�a�review�of�
the�evidence�and�a�methodological�and�
conceptual�critique,�Journal of Social 
Issues,�59,�3,�4�5-500,��003.

���For�a�definition�of�‘homelessness’�as�
used�in�this�report,�see�What�is�bad�
housing?�on�page�11.

�9�Mitchell��F,�Neuburger�J,�Radebe�D�
and�Raye�A,�Living in limbo: survey 
of homeless households living in 
temporary accommodation,�Shelter,�
�004.

90�Sparkes�J,�Schools, Education and 
Social Exclusion,�CASE�paper��9,�
London�School�of�Economics,�1999.

91�Montgomery�S,�Bartley�MJ�and�
Wilkinson�RG,�The�association�of�slow�
growth�in�childhood�with�family�conflict,�
NCDS User Support Group Working 
Paper 48,�1996.

9��For�details�of�the�five�‘outcomes’�studied�
in�this�report,�see�the�Introduction�on�
page�10.

93�Breysse�P,�Farr�N,�Galke�W,�Lanphear�
B,�Morley�R�and�Bergofsky�L,�The�
relationship�between�housing�and�
health:�children�at�risk,�Environmental 
Health Perspectives,�11��(15),�15�3-
15��,��004;�Thomson�H,�Petticrew�M�
and�Morrison�D,�Housing improvement 
and health gain: a summary and 
systematic review,�MRC�Social�and�
Public�Health�Sciences�Unit,��00�;�
Thomson�H,�Petticrew�M,�Morrison�D,�
Health�effects�of�housing�improvement:�
systematic�review�of�intervention�
studies,�British Medical Journal,�3�3�
(�306),�1��-190,��001.

A19.37

Page 1842



3�� Chances of a lifetime: the�impact�of�bad�housing�on�children’s�lives

Shelter is calling on  
the Government to 
end bad housing for 
the next generation  
of children. 

A19.38

Page 1843



Chances of a lifetime:�the�impact�of�bad�housing�on�children’s�lives�     39

P
ho

to
:�C

laud
ia�Janke

A19.39

Page 1844



Bad housing wrecks lives
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E. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

E.1 The attached Proof of Evidence considers a number of issues relevant to housing 

need and supply in Fareham Borough as briefly summarised below. This updates 

and supersedes the previous Appendix to the Statement of Case to reflect the 

more recently published Five Year Land Supply Position Statements of the Council 

which were presented to planning committee on 24th June 2020. 

Housing Delivery Test 

E.2 The currently published Housing Delivery Test results indicate that Fareham 

Borough does not have a record of significant or substantial under-delivery. 

Accordingly, it is appropriate to apply a 5% buffer. However, these results appear 

to have been miscalculated for Fareham Borough. Had these results been 

calculated on the basis that the adopted housing requirement is more than five-

years old in accordance with the Council’s position to numerous appeals and as 

set out in the Council’s previous five year land supply assessments, then the 

Council would currently be subject to a 20% buffer. It is hoped that MHCLG will 

clarify the position prior to the inquiry, and so I present the position using both a 

5% and 20% buffer. However, in the absence of this necessary clarification it is 

agreed that it is appropriate to apply a 5% buffer. 

E.3 Sufficient information is also now available to accurately estimate the Housing 

Delivery Test results that are due in November 2020. Regardless of whether the 

adopted housing requirement was more than five-years old, the Council will have 

a result of less than 75% following the publication of these results, such that 

there will be a record of substantial under-delivery and the ‘tilted balance’ will be 

automatically engaged through Footnote 7 of the NPPF regardless of the five-year 

land supply position. 

E.4 Furthermore, it will also be necessary to apply a 20% buffer, such that the five-

year land supply position of the Council will be reduced from that set out by the 

Council.  

Five-year land supply 

E.5 In the Statement of Common Ground, it is agreed that Fareham Borough Council 

is unable to demonstrate a five-year land supply. The extent and period over 

which a shortfall in the five-year land supply persists may also be material to the 

weight afforded to policies and to the provision of housing. 
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E.6 Officers of Fareham Borough Council considered that the Council is able to 

demonstrate a 2.72 year land supply in their Five Year Land Supply Position 

Statement presented to planning committee on 24th June 2020. However, shortly 

before the planning committee sat, an Update Report was published which 

identified a 4.03 year land supply and this position was endorsed by the 

committee. This is the position that the Council adopt for the purposes of these 

appeals as set out in the Statement of Common Ground. 

E.7 The attached Proof of Evidence demonstrates that with a 5% buffer there is 

actually a five-year requirement for 2,697 homes rather than for 2,699 as 

identified by the Council. It also identifies that if it becomes necessary to apply a 

20% buffer, there will be a five-year requirement for 3,082 homes. 

E.8 I also consider the deliverable supply in accordance with the NPPF, the PPG, and 

the findings of S78 Inspectors and the Secretary of State across England and 

conclude that there is a deliverable supply of only 599 homes as compared to the 

supply of 2,177 homes identified by the Council.  

E.9 Based on the available evidence, the Council is therefore currently only able to 

demonstrate a 1.11 year land supply with a 5% buffer with a shortfall of 

2,098 homes or a 0.97 year land supply with a 20% buffer with a shortfall of 

2,483 homes. 

Other material considerations 

E.10 MHCLG publish statistics which indicate that the appropriate measure of the 

affordability of housing in Fareham Borough is that house prices are currently 

9.09 times the income of households. The standard method for assessing the 

minimum local housing need assumes that where the house price is 4 times the 

income of households no affordability uplift is required. In Fareham Borough, the 

ratio is therefore 2.3 times worse than this ‘acceptable’ level.  

E.11 This indicates a particular need to boost supply, as provided for through the 

standard method, to address the barriers to accessing the market in Fareham 

Borough.  

E.12 In an unaffordable and inaccessible housing market, many households fall into 

affordable housing need. The Housing Evidence: Overview Report of the Council 

identifies a need for 302 affordable homes per annum from 2011 onwards in 

Fareham Borough. 
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E.13 In the period 2011-19, only 610 affordable housing completions have been 

achieved at an average of 76 per annum which equates to a backlog of 1,806 

affordable homes over these 8 years. The Council has identified that there are 

now approximately 3,000 households in need of affordable housing and a need to 

deliver 3,500 affordable homes by 2036. 

E.14 This requires the delivery of circa 220 affordable homes per annum which is 

roughly three times that which has been achieved in recent years.  

E.15 It is therefore apparent that not only is there a need to boost the supply of 

market housing to improve affordability in Fareham Borough, there is a very 

significant need to boost the supply of affordable housing both to address the 

shortfall which has accrued over the previous 8 years but also to meet newly 

arising need. 

E.16 Furthermore, there is a particular need for urgent affordable housing in Fareham 

South where the appeal sites are located. 
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1. Qualifications and Experience and Scope of Evidence 

 

1.1 My name is Nick Gammer. I have been requested by Fareham Borough Council (FBC) to provide 

expert witness services for the Inquiry. My evidence is given on behalf of FBC as Local Planning 

Authority. I hold a Transport Planning and Engineering MSc and am a Member of the Chartered 

Institute of Highways & Transportation and a Member of the Transport Planning Society 

 

1.2 I am a Principal Transport Engineer at Hampshire County Council.  I have been engaged in the 

practice of Transport Planning for 13 years, specialising in development related transport 

planning. I have extensive experience in development related highway proposals, regularly 

commenting on highways and transport matters. My experience includes a wide range of 

transportation schemes for various types of development proposals, including residential, retail, 

employment, education and mixed-use developments. For the last six and a half years I have 

specialised in assessing the transportation elements of strategic scale developments, in the case 

of housing defined as 100 units or more. During this time, I have covered at least two 

(occasionally up to 5) of the 11 Hampshire authorities, either commenting on, or overseeing 

more junior colleagues’ comments on the majority of developments of a strategic scale in these 

areas. As such, I have considerable experience in assessing the transport impacts of development 

proposals of this nature and scale.  

 

1.3 I have visited the site for the purpose of preparing my evidence and I am familiar with the local 

transport network and surrounding area.  

 

Scope of Evidence 

 

1.4 The planning applications were subject to an officer recommendation for refusal as detailed in 

the Officer Recommendations (CDC.1 and CDC.2).  The Planning Committee resolved to 

refuse planning permission for both applications at the planning committee on 01/07/2020.  The 

highway reasons for refusal relate to:  

Northern application (P/18/1118/OA):  

f) Insufficient information has been submitted to adequately assess the highways impacts arising 

from the proposed development; 

g) The proposed access is inadequate to accommodate the development safely; 
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h) The proposed development would have an unacceptable impact on the junction of old 

Newgate Lane / Newgate Lane East resulting in a severe impact on the road safety and operation 

of the local transport network; 

i) The proposed development provides insufficient support for sustainable transport options; 

o) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure the submission and implementation of a full 

Travel Plan, payment of the Travel Plan approval and monitoring fees and the provision of a 

surety mechanism to ensure implementation of the Travel Plan, the proposed development 

would not make the necessary provision to ensure measures are in place to assist in reducing 

the dependency on the use of the private motorcar. 

 

Southern Application (P/19/0460/OA): 

e) Insufficient information has been submitted to adequately assess the highways impacts arising 

from the proposed development; 

f) The proposed access is inadequate to accommodate the development safely; 

g) The proposed development would have an unacceptable impact on the junction of old 

Newgate Lane / Newgate Lane East resulting in a severe impact on the road safety and operation 

of the local transport network; 

h) The proposed development provides insufficient support for sustainable transport options; 

o) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure the submission and implementation of a full 

Travel Plan, payment of the Travel Plan approval and monitoring fees and the provision of a 

surety mechanism to ensure implementation of the Travel Plan, the proposed development 

would not make the necessary provision to ensure measures are in place to assist in reducing 

the dependency on the use of the private motorcar. 

 

1.5 Those reasons related to insufficient information, access, contributions and Travel Plans were 

capable of, and have been, addressed through liaison with the appellant. However, Reason for 

Refusal (h) for the northern site which corresponds to Reason (g) for the southern site cannot 

be resolved. This is:  

 The proposed development would have an unacceptable impact on the junction of old 

Newgate Lane / Newgate Lane East resulting in a severe impact on the road safety and 

operation of the local transport network; 

 

1.6 My evidence considers the transport related matters which are the subject of this Inquiry. My 

evidence considers the following: 

 Relevant policy 
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 Site description 

 Development Impact on Existing Network 

 The significance of Newgate Lane East 

 Mitigation Proposals 

 

1.7 At Section 2 of my evidence I address relevant policy and accessibility guidance. 

 

1.8 Section 3 provides a description of the site.   

 

1.9 Section 4 considers the development impact on the existing network. This will discuss trip 

generation and the percentage impact of the development. I will also summarise the current 

operation of old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East junction. Finally, I consider the forecast 

impact of the developments on this junction in its current form, setting out the expected queue 

lengths and delay for the developments individually and combined. This will help to inform 

evidence presented in Section 6.  

 
1.10 Section 5 sets out the importance of Newgate Lane, particularly considering the recent 

improvements made in the vicinity if the application sites. This will help to inform evidence 

presented in Section 6. 

 

1.11 Section 6 reviews the proposed signalisation mitigation options, namely full signalisation and 

signalisation with an indicative right turn arrow. I will demonstrate that both the proposed 

highway mitigation options for signalisation of old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East junction 

are unacceptable and contrary to Policy CS5 part 3, DSP40 part v and paragraph 109 of NPPF, 

supporting RfR (h) (northern site) and RfR (g) (southern site). 

 
1.12 My evidence at Section 6 demonstrates that the fully signalised junction operates above 

capacity for either site in isolation and cumulatively and that the resulting queues and the delay 

to vehicles using Newgate Lane East are a severe impact on the operation of the local highway 

network.  

 

1.13 Evidence provided by Mr Mundy demonstrates that the indicative arrow signalisation option 

is unsafe and only the fully signalisation option will operate safely. However, for completeness, I 

show that the level of delay resulting from the indicative arrow proposal is unacceptable for 

either site in isolation and both sites cumulatively. The resulting delay for users of Newgate Lane 

East - a newly constructed and heavily trafficked section of carriageway, vital to local traffic flow 
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and the local economy - caused by implementation of an indicative arrow signalisation scheme is 

severe. I demonstrate this in support of RfR h (northern site) and RfR g (southern site).  

 

1.14 My summary and conclusion are provided at Section 7.  

 

1.15 Evidence provided by Ms Parker (Planning), Mr Sibbett (Ecology), Mr Dudley (Landscape) and 

Mr Mundy (signalisation design) addresses all other planning matters.   

 

1.16 The evidence that I have prepared and provide for these appeals references 

APP/A1720/W/20/3252180 and APP/A1720/W/20/3252185 is true and I confirm that the 

opinions expressed are my true and professional opinions. 
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2. Relevant Policy  

 

2.1 I consider below the transport policy and guidance on capacity and the operation of the local 

road network relevant to this development.   

 

Transport Planning Policy  

 

Fareham Local Development Framework Core Strategy August 2011  

 

2.2 Development Plan policy CS5 part 3 (CDE.1) requires FBC to permit development which:   

 “Contributes and/or provides necessary and appropriate transport infrastructure; 
 Does not adversely affect the safety and operation of the highway network or pedestrian/cycle 

routes; and  
 Is designed/implemented to prioritise and encourage safe and reliable journeys by walking, cycling 

and public transport.” 
 

Fareham Local Plan Part 2: Development Sites and Policies June 2015  

 

2.3 Residential development is required to meet the criteria stated in policy DSP40 parts i. to v 

(CDE.2).  Criteria v. does not permit proposals which would have any unacceptable traffic 

implications.  

 

National Planning Policy Framework February 2019  

 

2.4 Paragraph 108 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) February 2019 requires 

development proposals ensure:  

 “The promotion of sustainable transport modes;  
 Safe and suitable access to the site for all users; and  
 Significant impacts on the highway network or on highway safety are mitigated to an acceptable 

level. “ 
 

2.5 NPPF paragraph 109 states 

“Development should only be prevented or refused on highways grounds if there would be an 
unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road network 
would be severe.”  
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3. Site Description 

 

3.1 The two sites are adjoining and are located west of Newgate Lane East. Access is provided 

off old Newgate Lane. A separate access is provided for each site. The site locations, access 

locations (green circles with arrows inside) and the location of old Newgate Lane/ Newgate 

Lane East junction can be seen in Figure 1 below.  

 

Figure 1: Development Location 
Source: Extracted from Illustrative Framework Masterplan – Southern Parcel, August 2019 
(CDA.73) 
 

3.2 Newgate Lane has recently been realigned and upgraded to form a new section of 

carriageway called Newgate Lane East. The recent realignment and upgrade of Newgate 

Lane makes up part of the ‘Improving Access to Fareham and Gosport’ strategy (Appendix 

NG1). The primary aim of the strategy is to stimulate the provision of employment and 

investment in employment opportunities within Gosport.  
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3.3 As part of the upgrade of Newgate Lane, the section of the previously existing Newgate 

Lane has recently been downgraded, with access to vehicles prohibited to the south and a 

new junction formed with Newgate Lane East. This section of Newgate Lane (referred to as 

old Newgate Lane for the purposes of this evidence) is now a cul-de-sac, with the only 

means of access to the wider network being via the old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East 

junction.  

 

3.4 Both site accesses are proposed to be taken from old Newgate Lane. As such, all 

development traffic will route through old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East junction. 

 

3.5 Throughout the application process only cumulative highway information regarding the 

impact on the operation of the highway network has been submitted, relating to both the 

northern application P/18/1118/OA and southern application P/19/0460/OA. Information 

regarding the impact of either site in isolation on the surrounding highway network was not 

provided until 19th October 2020, less than 2 weeks before the deadline for submission of 

this Proof of Evidence; I have nevertheless considered this information in my evidence as set 

out below.  

 
3.6 When considering site location in term of distances to local facilities, the Highway Authority 

considers whether distances represent a barrier to sustainable mode use, taken in this 

context as walking, non-motorised vehicle use such as cycles and scooters and public 

transport. That is, whether there are acceptable sustainable transport infrastructure and 

measures and if this, in combination with the distances to local facilities, results in a severe 

impact in terms of highway safety and capacity with reference to National Planning Policy 

Framework Paragraph (NPPF) paragraph 109 and local policy, in this case Fareham Borough 

Council’s Local Plan Part 2: Development Sites and Policies, June 2015 (CDE.2) policy 

DSP40(v) and policy CS5 Part 2 in Fareham Local Development Framework – Core Strategy, 

August 2011(CDE.1). Consideration by the Highway Authority is given to NPPF Paragraph 

108, but only in the context of assessing whether this leads to a severe impact under NPPF 

paragraph 109.  

 

3.7 The role of the Highway Authority differs from that of the Local Planning Authority, who 

consider whether the sites are located in an accessible area in accordance with the test in 

DSP40(ii), CS5 Part 1 and NPPF paragraph 108. The Highway Authority do not consider the 

amenity impact of the distance to local facilities, whether a site is well related to existing 

urban settlement boundaries or if is well integrated with neighbouring settlements. These 
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matters are considered by the Local Planning Authority independent of highway 

considerations.  

 

3.8 In my responses dated 4th June 2020 (CDB.2d and CDB.7d) I confirmed that that the sites 

have suitable sustainable modes access subject to the provision of acceptable S106 

contributions and a north – south pedestrian and cycle link through the sites linking to 

Woodcote Lane. By this I mean, unlike the impact which the development would have on  

the junction of old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East, that the distances to local facilities do 

not result in an unacceptable impact on highway safety or a residual cumulative impact on 

the highway network which would be severe. Now that an individual site assessment has 

been provided, I can confirm that this is also the case for the northern site in isolation.  The 

S106 contributions have been agreed with the appellant and are considered acceptable. In 

coming to this view, I was not considering CS5 part 1, DSP40(ii) and was only considering 

NPPF Paragraph 108 in the context of assessing whether this leads to a severe impact under 

NPPF paragraph 109. Through the provision of suitable S106 contributions and Travel Plans 

for both sites, I am comfortable the tests in NPPF Paragraph 109, DSP40(v) and CS5 Part 2 

have been met and that there will be no adverse effects on safety and no unacceptable 

impact on the road network such that its operation would be affected by virtue of 

inadequate provision for sustainable transport modes. 
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4.  Development Impact on Existing Network 

 

Trip Generation and Proportional Development Traffic Impact 

 

4.1 To ascertain whether the developments would have an unacceptable impact on the junction 

of old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East, it is necessary is to calculate trip generation and 

proportional development traffic impact, as set out below. The proportional increase in 

traffic using old Newgate Lane due to the proposed developments is significant. While this is 

not a reason for refusal in itself, it provides useful context supporting the reasons the 

proposed signalisation of old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East is unacceptable. The 

appellant agrees that the impact of either of the developments in isolation and combined 

have an unacceptable impact on the existing junction of old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane 

East.  

 

4.2 The vehicular trips generated by the proposed development have been forecast using the 

TRICs database. The assessment of the operation of the existing junction and the proposed 

improvements are based on a TRICs forecast assuming that 100% of the proposed 

developments will be privately owned housing with no discount for affordable housing 

(which generates less trips) and no reduction in forecast trip generation due to Travel Plan 

measures. This is considered a robust assessment.  

 

4.3 Trip rates were proposed in the originally submitted Transport Assessments (CDA.57 and 

CDA.128) and agreed as acceptable by the Highway Authority. Assessments of junction 

performance has been based on this agreed trip generation. However, the appellant 

subsequently stated (Transport Technical Note Newgate Lane and Newgate Lane East 

Junction, June 2019 (CDA.58 and CDA.129)) that the above methodology, resulting trip 

generation shown in table 1 below, is overly robust. The appellant has suggested the 

following reductions to trip generation should be made; I have set out why, for a robust 

assessment, the trip generation originally agreed with the appellant shown in Table 1 below 

is appropriate.  

 

 40% of dwellings should be considered as affordable housing. Using the TRICs 

database, affordable housing generates a lower number of trips than private housing 

and would reduce the trip generation shown in Table 1; for example the trips 

generated by the combined developments fall by 19 in both the AM and PM peaks. I 
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believe that for a robust assessment trip generation should be based upon 100% 

private dwellings; while a proportion of affordable housing (40% in this case) is 

secured via S106 Agreement, as a development progresses it is not unusual, often 

due to viability issues, for this proportion to be reduced. Originally the appellant 

proposed this and all assessments are based on 100% private dwellings. They have 

subsequently changed their stance; however, my professional view is that they are 

not correct to do so. 

 

 A 10% reduction in forecast trip generation, to account for reductions in car trips as 

a result of the Travel Plan. In my opinion, the Travel Plan targets are aspirational and 

do not guarantee that private car trips will be reduced by 10%. Nor does a Travel 

Plan obligate any party to achieve a 10% reduction in car trips, but rather to make 

best endeavours to achieve the agreed reduction target. For a robust assessment, no 

trip generation reduction is acceptable due to the implementation of a Travel Plan. 

 

4.4 I believe the forecast trip generation shown in Table 1 below are appropriate for a robust 

assessment in line with best practice. Regardless, I do not believe these suggested reductions 

to forecast trip generation would have a material impact on my conclusions.  

 

4.5 The forecast trip generation is calculated by multiplying the number of proposed dwellings 

by the trip rates (presented by the appellant as 0.565 AM and 0.629 PM) generated from the 

TRICs database. Table 1 below shows the forecast trip generation of each development in 

isolation and combined.  

 

 Trip Generation 

 AM Trips PM Trips 

North and south sites combined (190 dwellings)  107 120 

Northern site (75 dwellings) 42 47 

Southern site (115 dwellings)  65 72 

Table 1: Trip Generation 
Source: Calculated from agreed trip rates  
 

4.6 The forecast future year traffic flows excluding development traffic on old Newgate Lane are 

shown in Table 2 below.   
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Future Trips, No Development 

AM Trips PM Trips 

95 105 

Table 2: Future trips old Newgate Lane, no development 
Source: Transport Technical Note, June 2019 (CDA.58 and CDA.129)  
 

4.7 The proposed developments combined represent a 112.6% and 114.3% increase in vehicular 

traffic using the old Newgate Lane at the junction with Newgate Lane East in the AM and PM 

peaks respectively in the future year of 2024. 

 

4.8 The northern site in isolation represents a 44.2% and 44.8% increase in vehicular traffic using 

the old Newgate Lane at the junction with Newgate Lane East in the AM and PM peaks 

respectively in the future year of 2024.   

 

4.9 The southern site in isolation represents a 68.4% and 68.6% increase in vehicular traffic using 

the old Newgate Lane at the junction with Newgate Lane East in the AM and PM peaks 

respectively in the future year of 2024.  

 

4.10 Given old Newgate Lane is a cul-de-sac, all existing and development traffic must 

route via old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East Junction to access and egress the existing 

uses and the proposed developments on old Newgate Lane.  

 

Current operation of old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East Junction 

 

4.11 On site observations and video surveys show the existing junction with current 

traffic levels to operate with little queuing or delay when entering and egressing old Newgate 

Lane.  

 

4.12 VISSIM modelling has been carried out on the existing layout with existing traffic for 

the base year of 2019 (VISSIM Modelling FB and Opt3, October 2020 (CDA.70 and 

CDA.141) forecasting the delay for vehicles entering and egressing old Newgate Lane. This 

supports the above as shown in Table 3 below.  
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Movement Delay per Vehicle 
(Seconds) 

AM 
Newgate Lane East (southbound) to Old Newgate Lane 
(westbound, right) 

36 

Old Newgate Lane to Newgate Lane East (northbound, left) 28 

Old Newgate Lane to Newgate Lane East (southbound, right) 51 

PM 
Newgate Lane East (southbound) to Old Newgate Lane 
(westbound, right) 

7 

Old Newgate Lane to Newgate Lane East (northbound, left) 3 

Old Newgate Lane to Newgate Lane East (southbound, right) 24 

Table 3: Existing AM and PM peak delay entering and egressing old Newgate Lane.  
Source: VISSIM Modelling FB and Opt3 (CDA. 70 and CDA. 141) 
 

4.13 Currently northbound and southbound ahead/ through traffic on Newgate Lane East 

(that is, vehicles travelling through this junction without turning into old Newgate Lane) does 

not have to give way to any opposing traffic. Therefore, there is currently minimal delay 

under the existing junction arrangement for through traffic on Newgate Lane East; the delay 

for northbound vehicles is 3.5 second per vehicle and for southbound traffic of 1.5 seconds 

per vehicle in the AM peak. The delay is caused by slight speed reductions as vehicles slow 

to turn left into old Newgate Lane for north bound traffic (an unopposed movement) or 

southbound vehicles slowing to enter the right turn lane to access old Newgate Lane (again, 

an unopposed movement in terms of removing vehicles from blocking Newgate Lane East 

southbound through traffic).  

 

Development Traffic Impact on old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East Junction 

(existing layout) 

 

4.14 In the future year of 2024, including development traffic, the operation of the 

existing junction is poor in relation to vehicles egressing old Newgate Lane in the AM peak 

hour.  

 

4.15 Table 4 below shows the queue lengths are forecast to increase on egressing old 

Newgate Lane from 18 meters (3 cars) with no development to 42 meters (7 cars) with the 

northern development in isolation, 69 meters (12 cars) with the southern development in 

isolation and 123 meters (21 cars) with both developments combined; an increase in queue 

length of 4 cars, 9 cars and 19 cars respectively. Queues resulting from the southern and 

combined developments would block back over the junction of the realigned Newgate Lane 
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spur and old Newgate Lane. The right turn movement from Newgate Lane East (southbound 

traffic) to old Newgate Lane is also forecast to experience an increase in queue length of 1 

car with the northern development in isolation, 2 cars with the southern development in 

isolation and 3 cars with both developments combined. 

 

 

Table 4: Future Base Maximum Queue Length Results (meters) 
Source: VISSIM Modelling FB and Opt3 (CDA. 70 and CDA. 141) 
 

4.16 Table 5 below shows the AM peak hour delay of each vehicle is forecast to increase 

on egressing old Newgate Lane from 49 seconds with no development to 69 seconds with 

the northern development in isolation, 98 seconds with the southern development in 

isolation and 161 seconds with both developments combined when turning right from old 

Newgate Lane (southbound); an increase in delay of 20 seconds, 49 seconds and 112 

seconds respectively. The increase in delay when turning left from old Newgate Lane to 

Newgate Lane East is also substantial, with increases of 10 seconds, 26 seconds and 82 

seconds. The right turn movement from Newgate Lane East (southbound traffic) to old 

Newgate Lane also experiences an increase in delay of 6 second with the northern 

development, 11 seconds with the southern development and 21 seconds with both 

developments combined.  
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Table 5: Future Base Layout Average Lights Vehicle Delay (seconds) 
Source: VISSIM Modelling FB and Opt3 (CDA. 70 and CDA. 141)  
 

4.17 Given the above, showing significant delay for those egressing old Newgate Lane, 

both myself and the appellant agree that the proposed developments, both in isolation or 

combined, will have an unacceptable adverse impact on vehicles exiting Newgate Lane and 

improvements to the old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East junction are required to 

accommodate the proposed development. The proposed signalisation improvement scheme 

is reviewed in Section 6 below.  
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5. The Significance of Newgate Lane East 

 

5.1 The B3385 Newgate Lane corridor is one of three main arterial routes that provide road 

access between Fareham and Gosport and the M27 strategic road network. Newgate Lane 

East currently carries approximately 25,000 vehicles a day. The recent realignment and 

upgrade of Newgate Lane created a new 1.5km eastern alignment for the B3385 Newgate 

Lane southern section from Tanners Lane to Peel Common Roundabout and opened to 

traffic April 2018. This formed a wider, higher standard route, with fewer side roads and 

driveway accesses, allowing traffic to flow more smoothly and providing improvements to 

journey times and delay reduction. This was provided in conjunction with an upgrade Peel 

Common roundabout to a signal-controlled roundabout to provide additional lane capacity, 

as a package of improvements. The business case for the improvement package (Peel 

Common Roundabout / B3385 Newgate Lane South, TRANSPORT BUSINESS CASE, 

January 2015, Para 2.13.10 (CDH.14)) states the following:  

 

“The scheme supports a wider package of proposed transport improvement measures to 
improve access to Fareham and Gosport. The need to improve access to the Gosport and 
Fareham peninsula is a key priority for the Solent LEP in order to remove transport barriers 
to economic growth and to help encourage new investment and development into the area. 
A package of measures has been identified to help address the issues (including this 
proposed scheme), to help improve access to Gosport and facilitate economic growth in the 
area. Improving accessibility in the area will have a positive impact upon the local economy 
and important strategic sites including the Solent Enterprise Zone.”  

 

5.2 The new infrastructure package provides increased capacity in a previously heavily congested 

area and links the Strategic Road Network and Fareham Rail Station to the Gosport 

Peninsula, including Solent Enterprise Zone at Daedalus. These improvements form one part 

of the Fareham and Gosport Strategic Transport Infrastructure Plan (appendix NG1) 

developed by HCC, which is a comprehensive package of schemes that work together to 

reduce congestion and improve journey times on key routes in the Fareham and Gosport 

area. The schemes to improve the Newgate Lane corridor form the main tenet of improving 

the easterly access between the Gosport peninsula and the Strategic Road Network at M27 

Junction 11, with the Stubbington Bypass and A27 dualling focused on improving the 

westerly access between Gosport peninsula and the Strategic Road Network at M27 

Junction 9. Any additional delay on Newgate Lane will directly impact upon the designated 

main easterly access route to/from the Gosport Peninsula. 
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5.3 Funding for the infrastructure was largely provided by Solent Local Enterprise Partnership 

(Solent LEP), providing £9 million of the £9.515 million scheme cost, and was awarded on 

the basis of a transport business case, which relied on a Benefit/Cost Ratio (BCR) analysis to 

inform the economic case for the scheme. The benefit/cost analysis of the scheme was 

undertaken in accordance with TAG guidance using the Solent Sub-Regional Transport 

Model; the outputs from this appraisal are summarised in Appendix F of the Peel Common 

Roundabout / B3385 Newgate Lane South, TRANSPORT BUSINESS CASE, January 2015 ().  

 
5.4 The strategic case for upgrading Newgate Lane was based on development of identified 

brownfield regeneration sites in the Gosport Peninsula (such as the Solent Enterprise Zone 

at Daedalus airfield) and not development of greenfield sites along the Newgate Lane 

corridor.  

 
5.5 In terms of the scheme benefits, these are largely accrued from peak hour journey time 

savings as demonstrated by the following extracts from Peel Common Roundabout / B3385 

Newgate Lane South, TRANSPORT BUSINESS CASE, January 2015 (CDH. 14): 

 

“3.2.1 Scheme benefits are largely derived from travel time savings as a result of the 
infrastructure improvements delivering capacity/ operational improvements. “ 

 

“3.6.13 As with DS1, the vast majority of benefits accrue from journey time savings, which 
are felt by both private road users and public transport passengers. This results from the 
increased capacity provided at the Peel Common Roundabout junction and the improved 
operation under signal control, plus further benefits produced by the increased capacity 
associated with the new Newgate Lane alignment.” 

 

And the below extract from Peel Common Roundabout / B3385 Newgate Lane South, 

TRANSPORT BUSINESS CASE (January 2015), Appendix E, appraisal Summary Table DS2b 

(CDH. 14a) in the ‘Summary of Key Impacts’ Column: 

 

“Economy Benefits from journey time savings for business users due to increased capacity and 
reduction in delays. Reduction in travel times in peak periods on the B3385 Newgate Lane to / from 
Gosport, particularly in the southbound in the PM peak” 
 

The journey time savings are highest in the peak hours and are as a result of the increased 

capacity associated with the new Newgate Lane East realignment and the increased capacity 

provided at the Peel Common Roundabout junction. Given the benefits are largely based on 

peak hour journey time savings, increasing delay in the peak hours would have a significant 

impact on the benefits and therefore the BCR Value. This would in turn impact the value for 
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money criteria by which Solent LEP funding was awarded. Funding was awarded on a BCR of 

1.88, which represents medium value for money.  

 

5.6 To quantify the impact the proposed developments are forecast to have, the reductions in 

journey time anticipated for the recently completed Newgate Lane improvement package, 

including Peel Common Roundabout and the realigned section of Newgate Lane are given 

below (Table 2-13, Peel Common Roundabout / B3385 Newgate Lane South, TRANSPORT 

BUSINESS CASE, January 2015 (CDH. 14): 

 AM peak (2036 future year) - 35 seconds per vehicle northbound and 37 seconds 

per vehicle southbound.  

 PM Peak (2036 Future Year) - 7 seconds per vehicle northbound and 79 seconds per 

vehicle southbound.  

 

5.7 Table 6 below summarises the delay caused by each signalisation option in the AM peak (as 

set out in detailed in sections 6 below) in comparison to the journey time savings resulting 

from the Newgate Lane and Peel Common Roundabout improvement schemes.  
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 Delay per Vehicle - total 

Newgate Lane East northbound 
and southbound (seconds) 

Journey Time 
Savings 

 75 
dwellings 

115 
dwellings 

190 
Dwellings 

Journey Time 
Savings (seconds) 

 AM  

Full signalisation appellant modelling 47.3 48 49.6 72 

Full signalisation HA modelling 83.9 85.4 88.2 72 

Indictive arrow appellant modelling 17.2 17.7 18.4 72 

Indicative arrow HA modelling 17.8 18.3 19.2 72 
 

Delay Including Toucan 

Crossing (15.9 seconds) 

 

Full signalisation appellant modelling 63.2 63.9 65.5 72 

Full signalisation HA modelling 99.8 101.3 104.1 72 

Indictive arrow appellant modelling 33.1 33.6 34.3 72 

Indicative arrow HA modelling 33.7 24.2 35.1 72 

PM 

Full signalisation appellant modelling 14.6 15 15.6 86 

Full signalisation HA modelling 14.6 15 15.6 86 

Indictive arrow appellant modelling 8.7 8.7 8.7 86 

Indicative arrow HA modelling 8.7 8.7 8.7 86 
 

Delay Including Toucan 

Crossing (114.2 seconds) 

 

Full signalisation appellant modelling 128.8 129.2 129.9 86 

Full signalisation HA modelling 128.8 129.2 129.9 86 

Indictive arrow appellant modelling 122.9 122.9 122.9 86 

Indicative arrow HA modelling 122.9 122.9 122.9 86 

Table 6: Comparison of delay due to signalisation proposals with journey time savings due to 
Newgate Lane East and Peel Common Roundabout improvements.  
Source: Peel Common Roundabout / B3385 Newgate Lane South, TRANSPORT BUSINESS 
CASE, January 2015 (CDH. 14), Appellant LinSig Modelling, October 2020 (CDA. 71 and 
CDA. 142), HA modelling. HA Modelling Fully Signalised, October 2020 (appendix NG2) 
 

5.8  As can be seen, adding delay to Newgate Lane East due to the signalisation of old Newgate 

Lane/ Newgate Lane East of between 17.2 and 88.2 seconds in the AM peak, (depending on 

development quantum, modelling parameters and signalisation arrangements, as set out in 

Section 6 below) has a very substantial impact on the journey time savings under all 

scenarios and would substantially reduce the benefits of the improvements. In the AM and 
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PM peaks, full signalisation using the corrected HA modelling, eliminates all benefits of the 

improvement scheme. The delay due to implementation on the toucan crossing, which is 

necessary to make the development acceptable, should also be included, in addition to the 

delay due to signalisation of old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East; under these 

circumstances all scheme benefits are eliminated for full signalisation using the corrected HA 

modelling in the AM peak and all benefits under all scenarios are eliminated for the PM peak 

hour. There would be a substantial reduction in the benefits of the Newgate Lane/ Peel 

Common Roundabout improvement package for all other scenarios.  

 
5.9 Furthermore, the Newgate Lane and Peel Common Roundabout improvements are part of a 

wider package measures (including Stubbington Bypass and A27 improvements) that work 

together to improve access to Fareham and Gosport; if one part of the package is not 

performing as expected, it will affect the benefits not just of this scheme, but of the package 

as a whole.  

 

5.10 Given the above, the increases in delay set out in Section 6 below would have a 

substantial impact on the benefits of the scheme and therefore on the BCR, the basis on 

which funding was provided and the scheme constructed. This supports my conclusion that 

the signalisation of old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East and implementation of the toucan 

crossing as required to mitigate the development proposals would result in unacceptable 

harm to operation of the highway and is not in compliance with Development Plan policies 

CS5 and DSP40 and NPPF paragraph 109.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Page 1871



Land at Newgate Lane (North), Fareham and Land at Newgate Lane (South), Fareham  
Inspectorate Reference APP/A1720/W/20/3252180 and APP/A1720/W/20/3252185 
LPA Reference P/18/1118/OA and P/19/0460/OA 
Proof of Evidence of Nick Gammer in Respect of Highways and Transportation  

 

21 
 

6. Mitigation Proposals 

 

6.1 Separate evidence has been provided by Jonathan Mundy regarding the suitability of the 

modelling of the proposed signalisation of old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East. The 

principle matters of disagreement are:  

1. The acceptability of use of an indicative arrow leading to a gap accepting right turn 

movement for southbound traffic on Newgate Lane East to old Newgate Lane; this is 

unacceptable to the Highway Authority on safety grounds as vehicles in the offside 

northbound lane may obstruct the visibility to vehicles in the near side lane, leading 

to an unacceptable risk of collisions with southbound vehicles turning right into old 

Newgate Lane. Evidence of this unacceptable safety risk is based on road safety 

records at nearby traffic signal junctions demonstrating historic accident patterns 

associated with this form of junction arrangement and the significant safety 

improvements of fully signalising the right turn movement, design practice adopted 

by other Local Authorities and the Stage 1 Road Safety Audit, which raises the 

separately signalised right turn movement as a problem and recommends the 

junction should incorporate a separately signalled right-turn into Newgate Lane.  

Only a fully signalised separate right turn phase, appearing when all conflicting traffic 

movements are stopped at red, therefore eliminating the give way right turn 

movement, is acceptable.  

2. The Linsig model has been based on a traffic distribution of 70% of ahead traffic 

using the main lane (offside) and 30% of ahead traffic using the flared lane (nearside) 

on the Newgate Lane East northbound approach. This traffic distribution is incorrect 

for the AM peak hour based on data collected from similar sites, supported by 

published papers. The correct distribution is 72.8% in the nearside lane and 27.2% in 

the offside lane. Use of a 70% nearside/ 30% offside lane split underestimates the 

resultant queuing and delay on Newgate Lane northbound for both the fully 

signalised and indicative arrow design options presented by the appellant.  

3. Through lane designation. The appellant modelling has used the northbound offside 

lane as the main lane through the junction, with the northbound nearside lane 

merging from the left into this on exit. The operation of most junctions, including 

those observed for the purposes of Mr Mundy’s evidence, has the nearside lane as 

the main through lane with the offside lane merging into this when vehicles exit the 

junction. The latest junction design provided, drawing BRS.4989 AHJ/1v Rev –, does 

not preclude vehicles using the nearside lane as the main through lane. It is believed 
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this is the way drivers will behave and as such the Highway Authority modelling 

amends this so the nearside lane is the main through lane with vehicles merging from 

the from the right (offside) lane on the northbound exit of the junction.  

 

6.2 The Highway Authority (HA) has carried out modelling correcting points 2 and 3 above for 

both the fully signalised and indicative arrow arrangements. The vehicular input flows 

(excluding lane distribution as described above) are acceptable and are identical in the HA 

and appellant modelling. The Highway Authority’s position, supported by evidence from 

Jonathan Mundy, is that only a fully signalised right turn movement is acceptable; however, 

for completeness, my evidence demonstrates that an indicative arrow arrangement would 

also have an unacceptable impact on the operation of the network. I address the capacity 

implications of both proposed design options below. 

 

 

Fully Signalised Junction Operation 

 

Fully Signalised Appellant Modelling Results 

 

6.3 The appellant’s modelling of this option, using the inaccurate 70% nearside/ 30% offside lane 

split, forecast the old Newgate Lane arm of the junction to be above the 90% Degree of 

Saturation (DoS) for both developments in isolation and when combined. DoS is the ratio of 

the traffic flow to capacity for a specific junction arm, expressed as a percentage. The widely 

recognised maximum acceptable Degree of Saturation is 90% for a traffic signal lane. This to 

avoid significant performance issues on the lane which occur above this value. When the 

Degree of Saturation is in the range of 90-105% the queue may randomly clear on some 

cycles and not clear on other cycles leaving a residual queue.  

 

6.4 The northern and southern developments in isolation both result in a DoS of 98.4% and 

when combined the DoS is 98.6%. The Practical Reserve Capacity (PRC) is related to the 

DoS and indicates the capacity the junction as a whole is operating at; a positive PCR 

indicates the junction has spare capacity, while a negative value indicates the junction is over 

capacity and is suffering from congestion. The PRC in the appellant’s modelling is -9.3, -9.4 

for the northern and southern developments in isolation respectively and -9.5 for the 

developments combined. As such, the junction is considered over capacity. This is reflected 

in the forecast delay per vehicle (seconds) and maximum queue lengths (PCUs) set out in 
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tables 7 and 8 respectively below. Please note, in the tables below, old Newgate Lane is 

simply referred to as ‘Newgate Lane’.  

 

6.5 Traffic modelling software frequently uses PCUs; this is a common unit representing general 

traffic. Common vehicle types are assigned a conversion factor so that an equivalent PCU 

factor can be generated. For example, a car or light goods vehicle is 1 PCU and an HGV is 2 

PCUs (WebTAG Unit M3.1). I have used a PCU length of 5.75 meters.  

 

 
Table 7: Fully Signalised Maximum Queue Lengths (PCUs) AM Peak, Appellant Modelling 
Source: Appellant LinSig Modelling, October 2020 (CDA. 71 and CDA. 142) 
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Table 8: Fully Signalised Delay per Vehicle (seconds), Appellant Modelling 
Source: Appellant LinSig Modelling, October 2020 (CDA. 71 and CDA. 142) 
 

6.6 Excessive queuing is forecast for northbound traffic on Newgate Lane East, with queue 

lengths of 57.1 PCUs (328m), 57.3 PCUs (329m) and 58.3 PCUs (335m) for the northern, 

southern and combined developments respectively in the AM peak. This can be seen on 

Figure 2 below. Delay is also significant for Newgate Lane East northbound traffic in the AM 

peak forecast as 41.1 seconds, 41.5 seconds and 42.4 seconds for the northern, southern 

and combined developments respectively.  
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Figure 2: Fully Signalised Maximum Queue Lengths (PCUs) AM Peak, Appellant Modelling 
Source: Extracted from Appellant LinSig Modelling, October 2020 (CDA. 71 and CDA. 142) 
 

6.7 It is noted that queues on Newgate Lane East northbound in the AM peak do not clear 

every cycle; that is, a driver joining the back of the queue may not be able to clear the stop 

line on the first green signal. This is symptomatic of the junction being over capacity and is 

reflected in the substantial queue lengths and delay set out above.  

 

6.8 Currently, north and south bound traffic on Newgate Lane through this junction experiences 

free flow conditions with no delay beyond slight speed deductions as vehicles slow to turn 

into old Newgate Lane for north bound traffic (an unopposed movement) or southbound 
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traffic slowing to enter the right turn lane (again, an unopposed movement). The 

introduction of additional queue lengths of over 300m and delay of over 40 seconds for 

northbound traffic on the newly constructed and vital infrastructure of Newgate Lane East 

are unacceptable and represent a severe impact on the highway network under paragraph 

109 of NPPF.  

 
6.9 Similarly, delay when egressing old Newgate Lane is significant, forecast as 68 seconds, 72.6 

seconds and 85.7 seconds for the northern, southern and combined developments 

respectively in the AM peak with similar order values in the PM peak. The current delay 

(existing junction and traffic flows) forecast by the appellant’s VISSIM modelling is 28 seconds 

when turning left out of old Newgate Lane onto Newgate Lane East and 51 seconds when 

turning right (see Table 3 for full existing delay). As such the proposed signalisation scheme 

does not mitigate the development impact on the old Newgate Lane arm of the junction.  

 

Fully Signalised Highway Authority Modelling Results 

 

6.10 Modelling has been carried out by the Highway Authority using the correct 

distribution of 72.8% nearside/ 27.2% offside lane split and the correct through lane 

designation. This forecasts a worse junction operation, with the junction further over 

capacity for all development quantum’s than the appellant’s modelling. The northern and 

southern developments in isolation result in a DoS of 100.8% and 100.9% respectively and 

when combined the DoS is 101.2%. The PRC values for the junction as a whole is -12 and -

12.2 for the northern and southern developments in isolation respectively and -12.4 for the 

developments combined. This is reflected in the forecast delay per vehicle (seconds) and 

maximum queue lengths (PCUs) set out in tables 9 and 10 below.  
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 75 dwellings 115 dwellings 190 dwellings 

AM 

Newgate Lane East northbound 79.1 81.2 82.9 

Newgate Lane East southbound 5.3 5.3 5.3 

Old Newgate Lane 1.9 2.6 3.9 

PM 

Newgate Lane East northbound 8.9 8.9 9 

Newgate Lane East southbound 9.9 10 10 

Old Newgate Lane 1.8 2 2.6 

Table 9: Fully signalised Maximum Queue Length (PCUs), HA Modelling 
Source: HA Modelling Fully Signalised, October 2020 (Appendix NG2) 
 

 75 dwellings 115 dwellings 190 dwellings 

AM 

Newgate Lane East northbound 64.3 66 68.5 

Newgate Lane East southbound 6.2 6.5 7.2 

Old Newgate Lane 68.0 72.6 85.7 

PM 

Newgate Lane East northbound 8 8 8 

Newgate Lane East southbound 6.6 7 7.6 

Old Newgate Lane 68 69.6 73.9 

Table 10: Fully signalised Delay per Vehicle (seconds) 
Source: HA Modelling Fully Signalised, October 2020 (Appendix NG2) 
 

Greater queuing is forecast for northbound traffic on Newgate Lane East, with queue lengths 

of 78.6 PCUs (452m), 80.1 PCUs (461m) and 82.9 PCUs (477m) for the northern, southern 

and combined developments respectively in the AM peak. These can be seen on Figure 3 

below. Delay is also significant for Newgate Lane East southbound traffic in the AM peak, 

forecast as 64.2 seconds, 65.1 second and 68.7 seconds per vehicle for the northern, 

southern and combined developments respectively. Figure 3 below shows the maximum 

queue lengths for each scenario in the AM Peak.  
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Figure 3: Fully signalised Maximum Queue Length (PCUs) AM peak, HA Modelling 
Source: Extracted from HA Modelling Fully Signalised, October 2020 (Appendix NG2) 
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6.11 As with the appellants assessment, queues on Newgate Lane East northbound in the 

AM peak do not clear every cycle.  

 

6.12 The introduction of additional queue lengths of approaching half a kilometre and 

delay of over a minute for northbound traffic on the newly constructed and vital 

infrastructure of Newgate Lane East are unacceptable and represent a severe impact on the 

highway network under paragraph 109 of NPPF, for either development in isolation or for 

the developments combined. This is afforded extra weight given the significant detrimental 

impact on the benefits generated by the recent improvements to Newgate Lane and Peel 

Common Roundabout as set out in Section 5.  

 

Fully Signalised Cumulative Delay  

 

6.13 As stated above, Newgate Lane East currently has unopposed flow through the 

junction of old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East and signalisation will result in both 

northbound and southbound traffic being stopped to allow vehicles to enter and egress old 

Newgate Lane. Cumulative delay over the AM peak hour has been extracted from both the 

appellant and HA LinSig modelling outputs. The cumulative additional delay to vehicles in 

hours of delay in the AM peak hour due to the introduction of the full signalisation scheme 

for each development quantum is shown in the Table 11 below. Results are show for both 

the Highway Authority and developer modelling.  

  

 75 Dwellings 115 Dwellings 190 Dwellings 
AM 
Lane Split Appellant HA Appellant HA Appellant HA 
Newgate Lane 
East 
Northbound 

19.1 29.9 19.3 30.7 19.8 32.0 

Newgate Lane 
East 
Southbound 

1.2 1.2 1.3 1.3 1.5 1.5 

Total AM peak 
hour delay 

20.3 31.1 20.6 32 21.3 33.5 

Table 11: Fully Signalised Additional peak hour delay on Newgate Lane East (hours) 
Source: HA Modelling Fully Signalised, October 2020 (Appendix NG2) and Appellant LinSig 
Modelling, October 2020 (CDA. 71 and CDA. 142) 
 

6.14 The appellant’s modelling shows the introduction of a fully signalised scheme at this 

location adds over 20 hours of delay cumulatively in the AM peak for the developments in 
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isolation or combined. The corrected HA modelling shows in excess of 30 hours cumulative 

delay in the AM peak alone. This supports my conclusion above, that the forecast level of 

delay is unacceptable and represent a severe impact on the highway network.   

 

6.15 Furthermore, the signals will operate at all hours of day and night, causing delay to 

traffic on Newgate Lane East 24 hours a day. Calculation of the daily delay would require 24-

hour vehicle surveys and further modelling, which has not been possible, however, the 

cumulative delay over a day will be considerably higher than the single AM peak hour delay 

shown in Table 11 above.  

 

6.16 As set out in Section 5, Newgate Lane has recently been upgraded and is a vital 

piece of local highway. The cumulative peak hour delay set out above either considering the 

developer’s modelling or the Highway Authority, is considered an unacceptable and severe 

impact on the local highway network under paragraph 109 of NPPF for either of the 

developments in isolation or combined.  

 

Fully Signalised Comparative Delay 

 

6.17 A further tool for considering the severity of the delay caused by signalisation is to 

consider it against other proposals that have been agreed as unacceptable. A number of 

improvement options at the old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East junction were explored 

by the appellant in attempts to achieve acceptable junction operation with development 

traffic. One option was a single lane duelling scheme, widening Newgate Lane East 

carriageway to provide a large, formal right turn pocket for vehicles egressing old Newgate 

Lane. The appellant concluded that  

 

‘Improvements to the priority junction without controlling the northbound flow will not suffice to 

mitigate the impact of the development.’ (Paragraph 4.9, RWA Future Base / Future Proposed 

Model Supporting Note, October 2020).  

 

As such, this option was not progressed by the appellant as it led to an unacceptable 

increase in delay. I shared this view.  

 

Page 1881



Land at Newgate Lane (North), Fareham and Land at Newgate Lane (South), Fareham  
Inspectorate Reference APP/A1720/W/20/3252180 and APP/A1720/W/20/3252185 
LPA Reference P/18/1118/OA and P/19/0460/OA 
Proof of Evidence of Nick Gammer in Respect of Highways and Transportation  

 

31 
 

6.18 Table 12 below is a comparison of the AM peak delay caused by the single lane 

duelling scheme, showing the total average delay per vehicle across all arms of the junction 

and the delay for the junction as a whole forecast due to the fully signalised scheme.  

 

  75 Dwellings 115 Dwellings 190 Dwellings 

AM 

  Appellant HA Appellant HA Appellant HA 

Delay, 

Signalisation 

31.9   47.5  32.7 49.1  34.6  51.9 

Delay, Single 

Lane Duelling 

5.57 6.70 10.63 

Difference  26.33  41.93 26.0   42.4 23.97  41.27  

Table 12: Fully Signalised and Single Lane Duelling Average Delay per Vehicle (seconds) 
comparison, AM Peak 
Source: Newgate Lane VISSIM comparison, October 2020 (CDH. 17), HA Modelling Fully 
Signalised, October 2020 (Appendix NG2) and Appellant LinSig Modelling, October 2020 
(CDA. 71 and CDA. 142) 
 

6.19 As can be seen, the delay per vehicle across the junction as a whole is considerably 

higher for the proposed signalisation scheme. The Single Lane Duelling scheme was rejected 

as delay was unacceptable; it therefore follows that the delay caused by the proposed 

signalisation scheme, being at least 3 times great in all scenarios, should also be considered 

unacceptable.  

 

6.20 The single lane duelling scheme resulted in substantial delay on the old Newgate 

Lane arm in particular; this is referenced, although not specifically stated as the reason the 

scheme was not progress by the appellant. However, I believe it is prudent to look at the 

delay for all users of the junction across all arms; considering the junction in this way 

demonstrates a greater aggregate delay to vehicles resulting from the signalisation scheme 

and supports my conclusion that full signalisation is unacceptable.  
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Indicative Arrow Junction Operation 

 

6.21 The Highway Authority’s position, supported by evidence from Jonathan Mundy, is 

that the indictive arrow signalisation arrangement is unsafe and only a fully signalised right 

turn movement is acceptable. However, for completeness, I have in this section reviewed 

the impact of this scheme on the operation of the local highway network and demonstrate 

below that this also results in an unacceptable impact on the highway network.  

 

Indicative Arrow Appellant Modelling Results 

 

6.22 Appellant modelling of this option forecast all arms of the junction to be below the 

widely accepted capacity threshold of 90% Degree of Saturation (DoS) for both 

developments in isolation and when combined. The Newgate Lane East northbound arm is 

however approaching capacity in the AM peak with 88.2% DoS for both developments in 

isolation and 88.4% when combined. The PRC values for the junction as a whole are 2.1% 

and 2% for the northern and southern developments in isolation respectively and 1.8% for 

the developments combined. This results in the forecast delay per vehicle (seconds) and 

maximum queue lengths (vehicles, represented as Passenger Car Units (PCUs)) set out in 

tables 13 and 14 respectively below. Please note, in the tables below, old Newgate Lane is 

simply referred to as ‘Newgate Lane’. 

 

 

Table 13: Indicative Arrow Maximum Queue Lengths (PCUs) 
Source: Appellant LinSig Modelling, October 2020 (CDA. 71 and CDA. 142) 
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Table 14: Indicative Arrow Delay per vehicle (seconds) 
Source: Appellant LinSig Modelling, October 2020 (CDA. 71 and CDA. 142) 
 

6.23 Under this signalisation scheme, developer modelling forecasts queuing of 

northbound traffic on Newgate Lane East, with queue lengths of 18 – 18.1 PCUs (c.103m) 

for the northern, southern and combined developments in the AM peak. Delay is also 

significant for Newgate Lane East northbound traffic in the AM peak, forecast as 10.9 – 11 

seconds for all development quanta.  

 

6.24 As set out above, currently, north and south bound traffic on Newgate Lane through 

this junction experiences free flow conditions. The introduction of additional queue lengths 

of over 100m and average per vehicle delay of over c.11 seconds for northbound traffic in 

the AM peak on the newly constructed and vital infrastructure of Newgate Lane East is 

unacceptable and represent a severe impact on the highway network under paragraph 109 of 

NPPF. 

 

6.25 Delay under the indicative arrow signalisation scheme when egressing old Newgate 

Lane is forecast as 64.8 seconds, 67.8 seconds and 75.7 seconds for the northern, southern 

and combined developments respectively in the AM peak, with similar order values in the 

PM peak as can be seen in table 15 above. The current delay with existing traffic using the 

existing junction is forecast by the appellant’s VISSIM modelling to be 28 seconds when 

turning left out of old Newgate Lane onto Newgate Lane East and 51 seconds when turning 

right in the AM peak and 3 second and 24 seconds in the PM peak respectively. As such the 
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proposed signalisation scheme does not mitigate the development impact on the old 

Newgate Lane arm of the junction.  

 

Indicative Arrow Highway Authority Modelling Results 

 

6.26 Modelling has been independently carried out by the Highway Authority of the 

indicative arrow option using the correct distribution of 72.8% nearside/ 27.2% offside lane 

split and the correct through lane designation. This again forecasts a worse junction 

operation than the appellant modelling, with the Newgate Lane East northbound arm closer 

to capacity in the AM peak with 89.4% DoS for the northern development, 89.5 DoS for the 

southern development and 89.7 for the developments combined. The PRC values for the 

junction as a whole are 0.7 and 0.6 for the northern and southern developments in isolation 

respectively and 0.4 for the developments combined. While the junction is not over capacity, 

it is very close to capacity, which is reflected in the forecast delay per vehicle (seconds) and 

maximum queue lengths (PCUs) set out in tables 15 and 16 below. 

 
  75 dwellings 115 dwellings 190 dwellings 

AM 

Newgate Lane East northbound 19.9 20.0 20.1 

Newgate Lane East southbound 4.7 4.7 4.8 

Old Newgate Lane 1.9 2.6 3.9 

PM 

Newgate Lane East northbound 5.6 5.6 5.6 

Newgate Lane East southbound 9.3 9.3 9.3 

Old Newgate Lane 1.7 1.9 2.5 

Table 15: Indicative Arrow Maximum Queue Length (PCUs) AM peak, HA modelling 
Source: HA Modelling Indicative Arrow (October 2020, (Appendix NG3) 
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  75 dwellings 115 dwellings 190 dwellings 

AM 

Newgate Lane East northbound  11.8  11.8  12.0 

Newgate Lane East southbound  6.0  6.5  7.2 

Old Newgate Lane  68.0  72.6  85.7 

PM 

Newgate Lane East northbound 4 4 4  

Newgate Lane East southbound  4.7  4.7 4.7 

Old Newgate Lane  64.6  65.8 68.7  

Table 16: Indicative Arrow Delay per Vehicle (seconds) AM peak, HA Modelling 
Source: HA Modelling Indicative Arrow (October 2020, (Appendix NG3) 
 

6.27 Under this signalisation scheme, HA modelling forecasts greater queuing of 

northbound traffic on Newgate Lane East, with queue lengths of 19.9 – 20.1 PCUs (c.121m) 

for the northern, southern and combined developments in the AM peak. Delay per vehicle is 

also significant for Newgate Lane East northbound traffic in the AM peak, forecast as 11.8 – 

12 seconds for all development quanta. Delay when egressing old Newgate Lane also 

increases in the HA modelling forecasts compared to the developer modelling.  

 

6.28 The same conclusion is drawn from the appellant and HA modelling results; the 

introduction of the above additional queue lengths and delay on Newgate Lane East is 

unacceptable. Under all modelling scenarios, the delay is increased significantly on all arms of 

the junction compared to the current situation. This is particularly relevant when 

considering the significant detrimental impact on the benefits generated by the recent 

improvements to Newgate Lane and Peel Common Roundabout as set out in Section 5. It is 

my professional opinion that the introduction of an indicative arrow signalisation scheme at 

this location also represents a severe impact on the highway network under paragraph 109 

of NPPF. 

 

Indicative Arrow Cumulative Delay  

 

6.29 The cumulative additional delay to vehicles in the AM peak hour due to the 

introduction of the indicative arrow signalisation scheme for each development quantum is 

shown in the Table 17 below. Results are show for both the Highway Authority and 

appellant modelling. 
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  75 Dwellings 115 Dwellings 190 Dwellings 
AM 
Lane Split Appellant HA Appellant HA Appellant HA 
Newgate Lane 
East 
Northbound 

5.1   5.5  5.1  5.5  5.1  5.6 

Newgate Lane 
East 
Southbound 

1.3   1.2  1.3  1.3  1.5  1.5 

Old Newgate 
Lane 

1.6   1.7 2.0   2.2  2.9  3.3 

Total AM peak 
hour delay 

8.0 8.4 8.4 9.0 9.5 10.4 

Table 17: Indicative Arrow Additional peak hour delay on Newgate Lane East (hours) 
Source: HA Modelling Indicative Arrow (October 2020, (Appendix NG3) and Appellant 
LinSig Modelling, October 2020 (CDA. 71 and CDA. 142)  
 

6.30 The appellant’s modelling shows the introduction of an indicative arrow signalisation 

scheme at this location adds over between 8 and 9.5 hours of delay cumulatively in the AM 

peak for the developments in isolation or combined. The corrected HA modelling forecasts 

slightly higher cumulative delay of between 8.4 and 10.4 hours. As set out in Section 5, this 

will have a detrimental impact to the BCR of the recent improvements to Newgate Lane 

East and heavily impacts the benefits of this scheme. This supports my conclusion above, that 

the forecast level of delay is unacceptable, supported by the 24 hour delay caused by signal 

implementation, and represents a severe impact on this new and vital section of highway 

network under paragraph 109 of NPPF for either of the developments in isolation or 

combined.   

 

Indicative Arrow Comparative Delay 

 

6.31 Table 18 below is a comparison of the AM peak delay caused by the single lane 

duelling scheme, showing the total average delay per vehicle across all arms of the junction 

and the delay for the junction as a whole forecast due to the indicative arrow signalisation 

scheme.  
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  75 Dwellings 115 Dwellings 190 Dwellings 

AM 

  Appellant HA Appellant HA Appellant HA 

Delay, 

Signalisation 

11.6  12.2  12.1   12.9 13.4  14.6 

Delay, Single 

Lane Duelling 

5.57 6.70 10.63 

Difference 6.03  6.63   5.4 6.2   2.77  3.97 

Table 18: Indicative Arrow signalisation and Single Lane Duelling Average Delay per Vehicle 
(seconds), AM Peak 
Source: Newgate Lane VISSIM comparison, October 2020 (CDH. 17), HA Modelling 
Indicative Arrow (October 2020, (Appendix NG3) and Appellant LinSig Modelling, October 
2020 (CDA. 71 and CDA. 142) 
 

6.32 The delay per vehicle across the junction as a whole is higher for the proposed 

indicative arrow signalisation scheme under all scenarios. The Single Lane Duelling scheme 

was rejected as delay was unacceptable; it therefore follows that the delay caused by the 

proposed indicative arrow signalisation scheme should also be considered unacceptable.  

 

 

Toucan Crossing 

 

6.33 A contribution of £150,000 to be split proportionally between the two 

developments towards the installation of a Toucan crossing at Woodcote Lane and 

Brookers Lane has been agreed with the appellant. This is to mitigate the increase in 

pedestrian and cycle movements generated by the proposed developments and to provide 

safe and suitable access for all users to amenities within Bridgemary by foot and cycle. It is 

required to make the development acceptable; without this crossing, safe and suitable access 

to the site for all users is not achieved and the increase in pedestrian and cycle movements 

due to the proposed developments, either in isolation or combined, leads to a severe impact 

under paragraph 109 of NPPF.  

 

6.34 Implementation of this necessary infrastructure does however have a detrimental 

impact on Newgate Lane East traffic flows. A study was carried out based on 2018 data 

(Toucan Crossing Modelling Outputs, Appendix NG4), using existing 2018 traffic flows, 

exploring the impact of implementation of a toucan crossing at this location. A summary of 

the study findings is presented below.  
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2018 AM peak (0800-0900) 

 Newgate Lane northbound – 28 PCUs (159m) average queue length. 11.7 seconds 

average delay per vehicle.  

 Newgate Lane southbound – 7 PCUs (40m) average queue length. 4.2 seconds 

average delay per vehicle.  

 

2018 PM peak (1700-1800) 

 Newgate Lane northbound – 9 PCUs (54m) average queue length. 4.9 seconds 

average delay per vehicle. 

 Newgate Lane southbound – 105 PCUs (605m) average queue length. 109.3 seconds 

average delay per vehicle. The degree of saturation would be above 90% which 

would mean that the queue would not clear before the crossing was demanded 

again. 

  

2018 Off peak 

 Newgate Lane northbound – 8 PCUs (47m) average queue length. 4.5 seconds 

average delay per vehicle. 

 Newgate Lane southbound – 13 PCUs (74m) average queue length. 6 seconds 

average delay per vehicle. 

  

 The traffic modelling has been made on the assumption that the crossing would be 

straight across. The stop time for traffic has been modelled at its minimum and even 

if the crossing were to be staggered the stop times would remain virtually the same 

with the similar queue lengths generated. 

 

6.35 Figure 4 below represents these queue lengths graphically for the AM and PM peaks.  
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Figure 4: Toucan Crossing Maximum Queue Lengths, AM and PM Peaks.  
Source: Extracted from Toucan Crossing Modelling Outputs, October 2020, (Appendix 
NG4) 
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6.36 The findings above do not account for the additional pedestrian and cycle demand 

from the proposed developments, which would increase the frequency that the crossing is 

used, or the additional traffic generated by the proposed developments. These factors would 

result in greater queuing and delay than that forecast above.  

 

6.37 The level of delay associated with implementation of this signalised crossing is highly 

detrimental to the operation of Newgate Lane East, particularly in combination with 

implantation of any of the signalisation proposals at old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East. 

As shown in Table 6, all scheme benefits are eliminated for full signalisation using the 

corrected HA modelling in the AM peak and all benefits under all scenarios are eliminated 

for the PM peak hour. In my professional opinion this represents a significant impact in terms 

of congestion that has not been mitigated and a severe residual cumulative impact resulting 

from either of the developments in isolation or combined.  

 

Summary 

 

6.38 The proposed signalisation of old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East junction, 

through either a fully signalised or indicative arrow arrangement, fails to the mitigate the 

impact of the either development in isolation or both developments cumulatively with 

respect to capacity at this junction. The junction is forecast to operate over capacity, with 

significant and unacceptable resultant queuing and delay under the fully signalised proposals. 

Under both fully signalised and indicative arrow options, delay when egressing old Newgate 

Lane has not been mitigated and the introduction of new and substantial queuing and delay 

on the new and vital infrastructure of Newgate Lane East is unacceptable.  

 

6.39 The cumulative impact on the road network resulting from the forecast queuing and 

delay caused by implementation of either signalisation scheme at all development quantum’s 

is considered to have a severe impact on the local highway network. This is particularly 

relevant as the forecast delay erodes either all, or a substantial proportion of the journey 

time savings and therefore benefits of the newly constructed Newgate Lane East.  

 
6.40 Implementation of the required signalised toucan crossing of Newgate Lane East at 

Brookers Lane/ Woodcot Lane leads to substantial and unacceptable further queuing and 

delay on Newgate Lane East.  
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6.41 It is my professional opinion that the queue lengths and delay associated with both 

the proposed full signalisation scheme and the proposed indicative arrow signalisation fail to 

mitigate the impact of the development. This is worsened by the required implementation of 

a toucan crossing. The development is not in compliance with NPPF paragraph 108 part c, 

resulting in the development having a severe residual cumulative impact on the road 

network in conflict with paragraph 109 of NPPF.  

 

6.42 Furthermore, for the same reasons, the developments are not compliant with Policy 

CS5 part 3, as the operation of the local road network is adversely affected or DSP40 part v 

as the proposal does have unacceptable transport implications.  

 

6.43 The development should be refused in accordance with the Policy CS5 part 3, 

DSP40 part v and paragraph 109 of NPPF.  
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7. Summary and Conclusions 

 

7.1 My evidence considers the transport related matters which are the subject of this Inquiry. I 

have been requested by FBC to provide expert witness services for the Inquiry; my evidence 

is given on behalf of FBC as Local Planning Authority. My evidence considers the following in 

relation to RfR h and g for the northern and southern sites respectively:  

 The existing operation of old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East junction.  

 The significance of Newgate Lane East in relation to the recent improvements that 

have been made to this road and the surrounding highway infrastructure to facilitate 

access to Fareham and Gosport. 

 The impact of full signalisation of the old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East 

junction. This is the only option presented the Highway Authority consider safe.  

 For completeness, the impact of the proposed signalisation scheme with an 

indicative right turn arrow arrangement at old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East 

junction.  

 The impact of implementation of a toucan crossing on Newgate Lane East at 

Brookers Lane and Woodcot Lane.  

 

7.2 Using site observations and VISSIM modelling outputs I demonstrate that the existing layout 

of old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East operates satisfactorily under existing and future 

traffic conditions in the absence of the proposed developments. I also show the future 

operation of the junction including development traffic is very poor and unacceptable. This is 

a matter agreed with the appellant, however, provides useful context for consideration of 

the signalisation proposals.  

 

7.3 Based on the business case for the Newgate Lane East improvements, I set out the benefits 

that were considered in funding and constructing this scheme and the impact the 

signalisation proposals would have on these benefits. Funding of £9.515m was based largely 

on peak hour journey time reductions. I show in Sections 5 and 6 that either of the 

developments in isolation or the developments combined, have an unacceptable and severe 

impact on these journey times.  

 
7.4 I review the modelling outputs for the full signalisation scheme. Depending upon which 

modelling parameters are considered and the development quantum selected, delay per 

vehicle of 41.1 - 68.5 seconds northbound on Newgate Lane East in the AM peak hour and 
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6.2 – 7.2 seconds delay per vehicle southbound on Newgate Lane East in the AM peak hour 

is forecast. Northbound queues are considerable at between 57.1 PCUs (328m) and 82.9 

PCUs (477m). The fully signalised scheme is over capacity in all scenarios. I conclude that, 

regardless of the modelling parameters selected, either of the developments in isolation, or 

the developments combined result in a severe impact on the highway network and should be 

refused in accordance with the Policy CS5 part 3, DSP40 part v and paragraph 109 of NPPF. 

 
7.5 In support of the above conclusion, I consider the cumulative delay for all vehicles using the 

fully signalised junction in the AM peak. On aggregate this is forecast to result in between 

20.3 and 33.5 hours of delay each day in this single peak hour. In my opinion, this further 

supports RfR (h) and (g). I also compare the fully signalised junction operation to the 

rejected single lane duelling scheme, considered by the appellant unacceptable due to poor 

operation, and demonstrate that the delay for the junction as a whole is significantly greater 

under the signalisation proposals.  

 
7.6 The indicative arrow signalisation scheme is not considered acceptable by the Highway 

Authority on safety grounds. Nevertheless, for completeness, I consider the modelling 

outputs of this junction arrangement. Again depending upon which modelling parameters are 

considered and the development quantum chosen, implementation of this scheme is forecast 

to result in delay per vehicle of 10.9 - 12 seconds northbound on Newgate Lane East and 6 – 

7.4 seconds southbound on Newgate Lane East in the AM peak. Northbound queues are 

between 18 PCUs (c.103m) and 20.1 PCUs (c.121m). I conclude that, regardless of the 

modelling parameters considered acceptable, the indicative arrow signalisation scheme also 

results in an unacceptable and severe impact on the highway network for either of the 

developments in isolation, or the developments combined and again conclude that 

implementation of either of the proposed developments with this signalisation scheme 

should be refused in accordance with the Policy CS5 part 3, DSP40 part v and paragraph 109 

of NPPF.  

 
7.7 In support of the above conclusion, I consider the cumulative delay for all vehicles using the 

indicative arrow signalisation scheme in the AM peak. On aggregate this is forecast to result 

in in between 8 and 10.4 hours of delay each day in this single peak hour. This again further 

supports RfR (h) and (g). I also compare the indicative arrow signalisation operation to the 

rejected single lane duelling scheme and demonstrate that the delay for the junction as a 

whole is greater under the signalisation proposals.  
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7.8 The implementation of a signalised Toucan crossing at Brookers Lane/ Woodcot Lane is 

required to mitigate the increase in pedestrian and cycle movements generated by the 

proposed developments and to provide safe and suitable access for all users to amenities 

within Bridgemary by foot and cycle. The resultant queuing and delay are substantial with an 

average queue length of 159m and 11.7 seconds average delay per vehicle in the AM peak 

hour northbound. In the PM Peak queuing and delay are even more significant with, 605m 

average queue length and 109.3 seconds average delay per vehicle southbound. Due to 

background traffic growth and increased pedestrian, cycle and traffic demand generated by 

the proposed developments, the impact will be greater than that described above should the 

developments be permitted. This impact on Newgate Lane East is unacceptable in isolation 

and when combined with the proposed signalisation of old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane 

East.  

 

Conclusions  

 

7.9 Either of the developments in isolation, or the developments combined, will result in an 

unacceptable delay to users of the highway network. This conclusion is the same for both 

the fully signalised and indicative arrow signalisation arrangements. Inclusion of the toucan 

crossing adds further significant queuing and delay on Newgate Lane East, providing 

additional weight to my conclusion that the proposed development mitigation is 

unacceptable.  

 

7.10 In my opinion, the severe impact on the operation of the highway network justifies 

FBC’s decision to refuse the application in accordance with paragraph 109 of the NPPF. 

 

7.11 The proposed signalisation of old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East, under either of 

the proposed signalisation arrangements and for all development quanta, results in a severe 

impact on the highway network. Implementation of the Toucan crossing results in a severe 

impact on the highway network. These proposals, either in isolation or combined, would 

result in unacceptable and severe harm to operation of the highway network for either 

development in isolation or combined and are not in compliance with Development Plan 

policies CS5 and DSP40 and the NPPF.  
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FAREHAM AND GOSPORT – STRATEGIC TRANSPORT INFRASTRUCTURE PLAN 

AUTUMN 2013 

 

1.0  Introduction 

 

1.1   This Strategic Transport Plan updates and expands upon previous strategy documents and 
recent reports relating to access to Fareham and Gosport. The plan provides an interim position 
regarding potential infrastructure requirements, in advance of the resolution of the need for and 
preferred alignment of a potential Stubbington bypass. It highlights and takes into account recent 
key issues, that have had a material bearing upon the planning for strategic transport infrastructure , 
for the Gosport Peninsula, moving forward.  Key pertinent issues relate to the emerging Solent Local 
Enterprise Partnership priorities and the rapidly changing funding situation.  The plan outlines 
strategic transport interventions that are now likely to be required to support housing and economic 
growth over the next 10 to 20 years. 

1.2   In order to help underpin and inform the developing Solent Local Enterprise Partnership 
priorities for the  Strategic Economic Plan this document outlines: 

 Current strategic transport issues and problems and highlights the need for 
improvements; 

 Current policies, plans and recent relevant reports and provides an update to the 
direction contained therein; 

 Strategic infrastructure proposals along with respective scheme status, justification 
and a delivery plan;  
 

2.0   Background 

 

2.1   Access to the Gosport Peninsula is a challenging issue. Improvements are seen as essential, 
particularly by Hampshire County Council as the Highway Authority and are likely to be supported by 
the Solent Local Enterprise Partnership, to help enhance the economic viability and vitality of the 
area and to help attract much needed new investment and growth.  The issue of poor accessibility is 
becoming increasingly significant in relation to the need to encourage development at key strategic 
sites including the Solent Enterprise Zone and Welborne..  

2.2   Congested road networks dominate the transport network in both Gosport and Fareham town 
centres and the wider peninsula where there is very little scope for improvements due to 
geographical and built up area constraints. Poor accessibility currently discourages investment and 
employment growth and also causes retention difficulties for existing employment leading to 

Page 1897



 

2 | P a g e  

businesses moving out of the area. The peninsula is under performing economically, with high levels 
of deprivation linked to the decline of the MOD and high levels of public sector job losses. The 
reduction in jobs on the peninsula has resulted in significant levels of out commuting from Gosport 
which compounds peak hour traffic problems in the central Fareham area through which the 
majority of peninsula traffic passes. Out commuting exacerbates congestion on the main south to 
north access routes off the peninsula namely the A32 and the B3385 Newgate Lane for traffic 
wishing to head east and the B3334 Titchfield Lane and Peak Lane / Mays Lane  (through 
Stubbington) for traffic wishing to head west. The north to south access roads all interface with the 
A27, which serves as a critical east to west artery for both local and strategic traffic heading towards 
the M27 junctions 9 and 11  for longer distance east to west movements. The A27 also acts as a 
barrier to traffic wishing to exit Gosport in the am peak and the reverse in the evening peak, with 
blockages at the key junctions.   Whilst shorter distance movements are characteristic along the A27 
congestion on the M27  and its associated junctions means that the A27 is heavily used and is 
performing as a strategic road as well as a local distributor feeding this major residential area. 

2.3   The map below highlights the existing and future network pressures:  

 

2.4   This plan focuses upon improving strategic accessibility for the peninsula and sets out a package 
of integrally linked transport interventions, which can be delivered incrementally, as funding 
opportunities arise, in order to help achieve the common objective, of removing the transport 
barriers to growth on the Gosport Peninsula. A phased delivery programme is proposed. 
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3.0   Key Objectives and Strategy Overview 
 
 

 To provide an update regarding the changing Hampshire County Council position; 
 To help underpin transport work for the Solent Local Enterprise Partnership emerging  Strategic 

Economic Plan; 
 To provide a phased delivery plan (subject to funding) for strategic transport improvements for 

Fareham and Gosport for the next  20 years; 
 To help encourage regeneration, investment and growth in the area; 
 To help remove the transport barriers to growth; 
 To help unblock critical bottlenecks and congestion hotspots on strategic routes, in town centre 

areas and in areas of employment; 
 To provide new and improved existing infrastructure to help better manage traffic flows 

particularly during peak periods; 

 

 

3.1  In order to help address the key problems and issues and meet the stated objectives above an 
overarching strategy has been developed. The key components of the strategy include: 

 M27 Junctions 3 to 12 Managed Motorways – measures to keep  longer distance traffic 
moving and reduce congestion hotspots around junctions; 

 A27 Segensworth to Fareham capacity and junction Improvements – measures to remove 
bottlenecks on this key east to west corridor for local and strategic traffic and to improve 
capacity at key interfaces with north south access routes to the peninsula; 

 B3385 Newgate Lane (Palmerston Drive and Tanners Lane) Capacity and Junction 
Improvements – measures to improve capacity and the operational effectiveness of 
junctions on this critical north south access route; 

 B3385 / B3354 Peel Common Roundabout Interim scheme – capacity improvements in 
advance of a longer term scheme to be confirmed subject to the determination of a 
preferred corridor of interest for the Western Access to Gosport; 

 Western Access to Gosport – comprising improvements to the:  A27 west of Titchfield 
Gyratory; B3334 Titchfield Road south of Titchfield gyratory to a point where it might 
connect with a potential new bypass for Stubbington (alignment to be confirmed) along with  
improvements to the southern section of Newgate Lane and Peel Common roundabout. 

 B3385 Newgate Lane (Tanners Lane to Peel Common roundabout) Capacity and Junction 
Improvements to be confirmed subject to the determination of a preferred corridor of 
interest for the Western Access to Gosport; 

 Bus Rapid Transit – northern and southern extensions to the recently completed dedicated 
busway along with on road measures to help provide an improved viable public transport 
offer for north to south  
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3.2 These measures will assist north south movements by improving routes onto and off the 
peninsula and also more fundamentally by unblocking the constraints that these routes experience 
when they meet the east to west corridors namely the A27 and M27 and associated junctions.  
These improvements all have independent benefits but provide added economic value when 
implemented as a comprehensive strategy. More details are provided in section 5. The overarching 
strategy is shown on the plan below. 
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4.0   Policy Context 

 

4.1   The key linkages and organisations identified below are significant  in providing background and 
a policy context for the proposals emerging from this plan: 

 

4.2  Solent Local Enterprise Partnership Priorities 

In July 2013 the Department of Business Innovation and Skills, informed by the Lord Heseltine 
review, requested that SLEPs produce Strategic Economic Growth Plans in order to inform the level 
of allocation each SLEP can receive from the Single Local Growth Fund (SLGF) from 2015.  The LEPs 
are now in the process of drawing their Plans together with a draft due in December 2013.  The final 
submission deadline is March 2014. The soundness of the SLEP’s plan will determine the level of 
funding allocation the SLEP receives.  This Transport Infrastructure Plan will provide useful 
background material to help underpin the SLEP Strategic Economic Growth Plan  process by 
providing a prioritised transport strategy for the Fareham and Gosport area.   

4.3   Local Transport Body 

In July 2013 Hampshire County Council submitted a number of bids to the  SLEP Local Transport 
Body (LTB) for prioritisation for 2015/16 to 2019/20 funding, as per the criteria at that time.  As part 
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of the process the following bids were submitted which relate to Gosport and Fareham 
interventions:  

 Round 1 – A27 Station roundabout and Gudge Heath Lane, Fareham 
 Round 2 - M27 Corridor between junctions  5 and 12 
 Round 2 – Western Access to Gosport between Peel Common (junction of B3385 and B3334) 

and M27 Junction 9 via A27 at Segensworth. 

As part of this process the A27 Station roundabout and Gudge Heath Lane junction improvements 
were prioritised in the top 3 schemes for LTB funding. Subsequent to the announcement regarding 
successful bids  a review of funding allocations as part of the Comprehensive Spending Review and 
announcement of the Single Local Growth Fund has meant that priorities are currently being re-
evaluated, with only 2015/16 funding now guaranteed and any potential Round 2 Funding will now 
form part of the Single Local Growth Fund. Whilst there is likely to be further funding available 
through the Single Local Growth Fund process the full implications of this are not yet known. Further 
details on the status of the Round 1 and 2 schemes will be provided in Section 5 below. 

4.4   Highways Agency Route Strategies 

Route Based Strategies are being developed by the Highways Agency to enable a smarter approach 
to investment planning and to enable greater participation in planning for the strategic road 
network from local and regional stakeholders and in particular local authorities and local enterprise 
partnerships. Two Route Based Strategies relate to the Solent area, namely the M25 to Solent; and 
M1 to Southampton strategies. Further information regarding the second will be provided in section 
5.2 below. 

As part of the first stage of preparation for a strategy for the M27, the Highways Agency are working 
with local stakeholders to develop a uniform set of route based strategies for all routes on the 
network. The strategies will identify performance issues on routes and future challenges, taking 
account of local growth challenges and priorities. The emphasis for this stage will be on establishing 
the evidence base as opposed to identifying solutions, which will take place in the next stage. It is 
intended that this first stage will be completed by spring 2014. More details on the proposals for the 
M27 are included at Section 5 below. 

As part of the second stage the Highways Agency, working with the Department for Transport, will 
use this evidence to prioritise and develop a programme of work to identify indicative solutions 
which will cover operational, maintenance and if appropriate, road improvement schemes to inform 
investment plans for the next full spending review in 2015 and beyond. The Highways Agency will 
engage further with local stakeholders as the indicative solutions are developed and it is anticipated 
that this second stage will commence in spring 2014 and be completed by March 2015. It is worth 
noting that it is not yet fully clear how the Route Strategies will link with or inform the Solent LEP 
Strategic Economic Growth Plan. 

4.5   Hampshire Local Transport Plan 3 

Hampshire’s Third Local Transport Plan (LTP3) covers the period 2011-2031 and sets out the long 
term vision for how the transport network will be developed over the next 20 years.  The LTP 
covered Fareham and Gosport as part of the then current South Hampshire Joint Strategy and 
highlighted key issues, challenges and policies based upon a reduce, manage and invest approach. 

Since the production of the LTP3 in 2011, policy direction and priorities have evolved. At that time 
interventions across the areas which were safeguarded against development in order to address: 
problems; localised congestion; and to unlock development sites with highway access problems 
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were limited to what could be delivered with the limited funding available for major infrastructure. 
The proposal for a Western Access to Gosport (Stubbington Bypass) was safeguarded for delivery 
within the later part of the plan period ie. post 2026. 

4.6   Transport for South Hampshire Transport Delivery Plan 

The Transport Delivery Plan (TDP)  was adopted by the TfSH Joint Committee on the 5 February 
2013. The TDP identifies schemes for delivery in the period up to 2026. It is not a strategy document 
in itself but is underpinned by the Joint Strategy for South Hampshire, LTP3 and also the Isle of 
Wight Local Transport Plan. The TDP responds to evidenced problems with interventions that 
provide value for money and take into account forecast growth. It is the result of comprehensive 
assessment and consultation with interested parties and provides a live document which was 
intended to be reviewed on a six monthly basis as evidence changes and opportunities for funding 
arise. 
 
The Sub Regional Transport Model (SRTM) and Local Economic Impact model (LEIM) have played a 
crucial role in developing the evidence base for the TDP, providing forecast outputs for 2014, 
2019,2026 and 2036, in order to help identify scheme impacts and benefits.. 
The TDP includes: Newgate Lane and Bus Rapid Transit as committed schemes, along with the A27 
Corridor Improvements and the M27 Controlled Motorways as being targeted for investment. 
Gosport Western Access  is mentioned as a longer term scheme which could have potential for 
delivery beyond 2026. 

4.7   Fareham Borough Local Plan 

Fareham Borough Local Plan is being progressed in 3 parts.  

 The Adopted Core Strategy.  
 The Development Sites and Policies Plan; and 
 The Welborne Plan.  

The Core Strategy was adopted in August 2011 and sets out the planning framework for the 
borough. It replaces the Fareham Borough Local Plan Review June 2000 as the statutory planning 
document. The Development Sites and Policies Plan and The Welborne Plan are currently being 
developed and are at pre-submission stage working towards an Examination in Public in 2014 and 
subsequent adoption as statutory documents.. These documents will sit alongside the Core Strategy 
and both of which will contain strategic transport infrastructure proposals which will be informed by 
this Strategic Plan and officers are working closely to ensure this is the case.  Neither a route for a 
Stubbington Bypass or a corridor for the southern section of Newgate Lane or the A27 
improvements are safeguarded in the Local Plan at this time, as scheme details are insufficiently 
advanced. However supporting text does set out the current position and our future aspirations. 
 

4.8   Gosport Borough Local Plan 

The draft Gosport Borough Local Plan 2011-2029 is currently being prepared and will provide the 
development strategy for Gosport and statutory policies to guide future development. The plan is 
now at pre-submission stage and will be published at the end of 2013 for further comment prior to 
an Examination in Public. In terms of strategic transport policies it is important that the emerging 
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plan reflects current priorities and this strategic transport plan will help inform and provide direction 
in this respect. 

4.9   Strategic Access to Gosport (StAG) 

The current transport strategy for the Gosport peninsula is set out in the Strategic Access to Gosport 
(StAG) Study, which was approved by the Transport for South Hampshire Joint Committee in June 
2010. The study report identified high level actions and measures to improve strategic access to the 
Gosport Peninsula up to 2026 and has been a key document over recent years and much of the work 
remains valid. It formed part of the transport evidence in both Gosport Borough Council and 
Fareham Borough Council Local Development Framework (LDF) processes covering the period up to 
2026 and also subsequent rounds of Hampshire County Council’s (HCC) Local Transport Plans 
covering 2011-2016 and beyond.  

The StAG report provided a high level consideration of strategic access issues and particularly out-
commuting to and from the Gosport Peninsula primarily along the following two key corridors and 
produced an implementation plan.  

 Western Approaches via the B3334 through Stubbington and A27 at Segensworth to 
Junction 9 of the M27; and 

 B3385 Newgate Lane, via A32, A27 to Junction 11 of the M27. 

It is worth noting the position at that time regarding  the Western Access to Gosport and a potential 
bypass for Stubbington to show that there is a consistency between what was proposed then and 
current thinking.  The document evaluated at a high level the justification for a Stubbington Bypass 
and noted that it would only deliver improved journey times in conjunction with capacity enhancing 
measures including measures on the A27 at Titchfield Gyratory and the A27 between Titchfield and 
Segensworth. This position remains consistent. In addition measures of capacity restraint would be 
required through Stubbington itself. Without these additional measure and in view of the then 
current policy direction for Reduce, Manage and Invest leaning towards capacity constraint, StAG 
concluded that the case for a bypass was weak. Hence Stubbington Bypass did not form part of the 
short term implementation plan for 2010-15, however it was deferred to the medium term 2016-20 
and longer term 2021-26 phases. 

Since the StAG report was produced there have been substantial changes which now have a bearing 
upon the Implementation Plan proposed therein.  Whilst these changes may now raise the profile of 
a potential Stubbington Bypass and justification for such a scheme may be greater, a delivery 
timescale would still arguably be consistent with that highlighted in the StAG report being not 
sooner than the then medium term timescale of 2016 or longer term 2026.  

4.10  Fareham and Gosport Transport Plan Statements 

 District and Borough Transport Statements were adopted by the Executive Member of Environment 
and Transport in September 2012.  The statements provide total coverage of local transport policy in 
Hampshire to inform the various Local Planning Authorities’ (LPAs) Local Development Frameworks 
and associated Infrastructure Schedules required as part of the forthcoming Community 
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Infrastructure Levy. They also ensure a robust mechanism exists countywide to secure appropriate 
funding for delivery of the LTP3 strategy. 

In line with this approach, the Fareham and Gosport Transport Statements have become living 
documents where the associated ‘Schedule of Transport Improvements’ is amended throughout the 
year reflecting the changes that arise as a result of development pressures, local priorities and other 
issues. Members endorse the Transport Statements annually.  

4.11  Hampshire County Council Relevant Committee Reports 

Whilst the statutory and formal plans outlined above will remain key as material documents  in 
relation to the transport interventions for Fareham and Gosport, due to the lengthy processes that 
are involved in producing them, it is not always possible for these plans to reflect the latest position 
or current and emerging priorities. In view of this issue a number of reports have been taken to the 
County Councils Executive Member for Environment and  Transport and more recently the Executive 
Member for Economy,  Transport and Environment which have both informed and been taken into 
account during the preparation of this Strategic Plan. The most pertinent of these is covered below 
and also in relation to the respective interventions in section 5. 

4.12  Executive Member Environment and Transport  5 March 2013 – Developing Major 
Transport Schemes in Hampshire 

The major schemes report sought approval for a ‘development pool’ of transport schemes which 
could all be developed to a state of readiness to maximise funding opportunities through bid 
processes. The development pool will help bring forward schemes which are capable of facilitating 
development and job creation by enabling schemes to be designed ready to enable early delivery 
once funding is identified. A threshold of schemes above £2 million was set. Appendix 1 set out the 
major schemes development pool for the Solent LEP area. 

The major schemes report is very important in setting the most comprehensive recent direction on 
strategic transport proposals for Fareham and Gosport, however in the six months interim since the 
report was presented there have been a number of material changes which now have a bearing. In 
particular there is no reference to Stubbington Bypass or a Western Access to Gosport at that time. 
This strategic plan will provide an update to the major schemes development pool for the Solent LEP 
area in relation to Fareham and Gosport. 
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5.0  Fareham and Gosport Strategic Infrastructure Plan -  Interventions 

5.1  The section below provides an outline of each strategic intervention identified in section 3 along 
with an economic justification and information on the stage of scheme development. Each scheme 
has its own respective outcomes but they also form part of a comprehensive strategy which seeks to 
provide the improved connectivity that is now seen as essential if the area is to imrppve its 
economic performance.  It is recognised that the interventions will need to be progressed over a 
number of years due to funding restrictions and associated delivery timescales however a 
comprehensive approach will be taken towards identifying and securing  funding to ensure that the 
mutual scheme benefits are realised. 

A Delivery Programme follows at Section 6. 

 

Improved East to West Connectivity 

5.2   M27 Junctions 3 to 12 Managed Motorways 

Proposed Intervention – HCC and the Highways Agency are currently undertaking an initial 
feasibility study to identify the exact nature and extents of a scheme to help better manage traffic 
flow and reduce congestion hotspots along the M27 Corridor, through Fareham and beyond. This is 
consistent with the transport dimension of the City Deal. 

 
 
Economic and Infrastructure Justification - As outlined in Section 4.4 above, the 
Highways Agency are starting to develop Route Based Strategies and the M27 through Fareham, 
forms part of the Solent Ports to M40/M1 strategy (M271 / M275 / M27 / M3 / A34 /M40 / A43), 
underlying its importance as a national strategic link. The role of the M27 in relation to improving 
access to the cities is also being considered as part of the City Deals. Strategically the operational 
effectiveness of the route is essential to the performance of the Southern Hampshire Economy. 
There is a clear need to more effectively manage the traffic flows along the M27 corridor, to 
maximise the economic benefits of this critical asset particularly in peak periods, to seek to address 
not only current problems, but also those related to general traffic growth and new trips on the 
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network generated by planned strategic development adjacent to the route over forthcoming years. 
Current flows on the M27 are upto 100,000 two way vehicles over a 12 hour period. By 2026 general 
growth and planned development will compound existing problems both on the motorway and 
adjacent east to west routes particularly through Fareham and interventions are required now to 
help prevent disbenefits to the sub-regional economy. 
 

Scheme Development Stage -  A study has recently been commenced to identify the scope 
of potential traditional and innovative measures which could provide the opportunity to better 
manage traffic along the M27 corridor between junctions 3 and 12, as a catalyst for a 
transformational change in network conditions. Measures are being considered which optimise the 
use of existing capacity, which support the objectives and create the best return on capital 
investment. An understanding of the impacts upon the wider surrounding highway network will 
form a key part of the study. The initial part of the study will culminate in the identification of a 
preferred option/s at outline feasibility stage and will involve close liaison with the Highways Agency 
in order that the outputs can be fed into the larger HA Route Based Strategy to be commissioned in 
2014. The study will then progress a preferred outcome to full feasibility design and provide a 
strategic, economic case to justify the contextual benefits of the preferred way forward. It may be 
that an initial part of the preferred scheme could be submitted for an early funding opportunity, 
however it is likely that given the probable extremely high scheme cost that this scheme will come 
forward in the medium to longer term through larger Highways Agency funding beyond 2015 or in 
part at least through the Single Local Growth Fund, again this would be for delivery beyond 2015/16. 
 
There is a substantial amount of work to be completed prior to identification of a scheme cost but it 
is likely that it will be £20 million plus. 
 

5.3  A27 Corridor Segensworth to Fareham (Phases 1, 2 and 3)  

The A27 has a mixture of single and dual carriageway widths along its length which cause congestion 
each time the route narrows. In addition there are numerous junctions that have limited capacity 
and currently don’t perform in an optimum manner, all of which helps to exacerbate congestion and 
delays and cause a stop / start  slow moving journey for commuters. Peak hour blockages and 
congestion points impact heavily upon the effectiveness of the route as a viable alternative to the 
motorway and also create economic disbenefits in central Fareham. In order to address this and 
provide outcomes commensurate with the objectives of this strategy a phased approach to 
improvement has been developed as follows: 

Phase 1 Station Roundabout and Gudge Heath Lane 

Proposed Intervention   Phase 1 comprises improvements to two critical junctions on the A27 
in central Fareham and the connecting carriageway links. The first junction at the A27 /Station 
roundabout will be re-configured to improve operational effectiveness, with multi-modal and urban 
realm improvements; the second junction at Gudge Heath Lane will be improved to provide capacity 
improvements with two lanes westbound, plus a right turn lane to Gudge Heath Lane and cycleway 
connections from the college to the station. 
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Economic and Infrastructure Justification  This scheme was identified as an early phase 
which could be submitted for LTB funding. (see section 4.3)  It could be delivered in advance of the 
rest of the A27 corridor improvements to provide real congestion relief in central Fareham helping 
to facilitate development and redevelopment to the rear of the railway station and also at the 
western end of West Street. Improved multi-modal interconnectivity between the BRT Eclipse buses 
and the railway station will provide strategic benefits for all. The scheme will assist transport 
movements related to both Welborne and also the Solent Enterprise Zone and forms a critical 
precursor to further improvements along the A27 east to west corridor. A large proportion of 
transport movements from planned strategic sites in the area will need to interface with these 
junctions hence improvements are seen as essential. The scheme will also provide the opportunity 
for urban realm improvements to enhance the links to the commercial centre  from the station to 
help uplift the local environment in order to provide the opportunity for new investment. As part of 
this the scheme will provide benefits for cyclists and pedestrians. 

Scheme Development Stage Preliminary design work is currently being progressed. Key 
issues which now require consideration relate to the impact of the scheme upon third party land. In 
the case of the proposed improvements to the Station roundabout there is a requirement to 
negotiate with Network Rail and it is anticipated that an agreement will be reached following the 
completion of necessary process.  In relation to the Gudge Heath Lane junction improvement, a strip 
of land associated with a number of residential properties is likely to be required. Whilst appropriate 
mitigation could be offered this is clearly an extremely sensitive matter and prior to progressing 
design work further it would be helpful to engage with the land owners as soon as possible  to 
consider their relative perspectives.Subject to approval of this Strategic Transport Infrastructure 
Plan, it is intended that consultation will commence on the A27 corridor proposals later this financial 
year, with a more substantial consultation on the wider strategy in 2014..  

The total scheme cost is in the order of £6.6 million but this will be subject to more detailed 
assessment. 

 

Phase 2 Titchfield Gyratory to Segensworth Roundabout (part of Gosport Western Access) 

Proposed Intervention – Phase 2 of the A27 Corridor has become closely aligned with a 
Stubbington Bypass to form an improved Western Access to Gosport.  The scheme will involve 
capacity improvements which upgrade single carriageway sections to dual two lanes along its length 
with junction improvements. In particular junction capacity improvements are planned for: Titchfield 
gyratory; A27/ Mill Lane; A27 / Southampton Hill; St Margaret’s roundabout; A27 / Titchfield Park 
Road; and Segensworth roundabout.  

Economic and Infrastructure Justification   The justification for Phase 2 of the A27 is  
inherently linked to the deliverability of a Stubbington bypass and the associated need to provide 
additional capacity along this critical east to west corridor in order that any benefits in terms of 
journey times savings provided by a new bypass aren’t lost by delays to traffic trying to get onto the 
A27 east to west route. Justification is also linked to the need to improve capacity along the whole of 
the A27 between Segensworth and Fareham in order to free up peak hour blockages back through 
central Fareham towards the motorway at junction 11. The economic benefits in each case will be 
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substantial in terms of both keeping the existing economy moving, helping with business retention  
in the area and will also be fundamental in helping to attract new business and achieve the LEP 
objectives to deliver growth in the area by removing the transport barriers. 

Scheme Development Stage   Work on Phase 2 of the A27 scheme is not yet as far advanced 
as Phase 1. Feasibility work has been completed and is currently being updated and progressed to 
preliminary stage to more closely reflect the LEP priorities to improve the western access to Gosport.  
As such further consideration is being given to some of the junction layouts listed above  to take into 
account the implications of a Stubbington Bypass. Alongside dualling the following is being 
progressed: 

 Titchfield Gyratory – Signals upgrade to optimise traffic flow  with consideration being given 
to a possible connecting point of the Stubbington Bypass; 

 A27/ Mill Lane – Signals upgrade to optimise traffic flow; 

 A27/ Southampton Hill –  junction upgrade 

 St Margaret’s Roundabout – Options for this roundabout have been developed, however in 
light of outputs from traffic modelling reviews in relation to Stubbington Bypass the 
preferred scheme is now to be reconsidered  

 A27/ Titchfield Park Road – Junction upgrade; 

 Segensworth Roundabout – The option to widen the westbound A27 Southampton Road 
entry arm to 3 lanes will be investigated as part of a consideration of the increased demand 
which will be linked to the improved access to Gosport from the west. 

Initial high level consultation regarding this phase has already taken place as part of the consultation 
on the wider Western Access to Gosport.  For completeness it will be referenced in the consultation 
later this year for the A27 corridor with a more substantial consultation in 2014 regarding the 
Western Access proposals. 

The cost of Phase 2 has yet to be confirmed but is likely to fall within the range £5-10 million. 

Phase 3 Gudge Heath Lane to Titchfield Gyratory 

Proposed Intervention  - Phase 3 of the A27 Corridor improvements will provide route 
continuity by upgrading the single carriageway sections to dual two lane standard and will also 
upgrade the following  junctions along the route:  A27/ Romyns Court;  A27/ Blackbrook Park 
Avenue;  A27/ Bishopsfield Road;  A27/ Peak Lane;  A27/ Highlands Road; and  A27/ Ranvilles Lane  . 

Economic and Infrastructure Justification – The justification for this section is less 
directly linked with the Western Access to Gosport strategy and the outcomes of a Stubbington 
Bypass. However strategically it is the A27 corridor as a whole which acts as a critical east to west 
link, operating in parallel to the M27. Congestion along the route causes frustration and peak hour 
delay which has a detrimental impact upon the local economy and in terms of retaining business 
investment as well as attracting new investment into the area. 
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Scheme Development Stage Work on Phase 3 of the A27 scheme has been completed to 
feasibility design stage and is being progressed to preliminary stage. Alongside dualling the single 
carriageway sections following is being progressed: 

 A27/ Romyns Court – Investigations are underway to determine  whether a central 
reservation is required at this location; 

 A27/ Blackbrook Park Avenue – Investigations are underway to determine  whether a central 
reservation is required at this location; 

 A27/ Bishopsfield Road – Signals will be upgraded to optimise traffic flow, pedestrian phase 
and crossing points will be provided. 

 A27/ Peak Lane – Signals will be upgraded to optimise traffic flow and a pedestrian phase 
will be provided. The junction design will now need to be re-considered to take into account 
the Gosport western access and potential issue for traffic to be attracted to Peak Lane from 
a new bypass. Signals will need to discourage this movement. 

 A27/ Highlands Road – Signals to be upgraded to optimise traffic flow; 

Subject to approval of this Strategic Transport Infrastructure Plan, it is intended that consultation 
will commence on the A27 corridor proposals later this financial year with a larger consultation on 
the whole strategy in 2014 . The consultation will highlight scheme objectives and likely scheme 
components at a high level as well as potential  land implications along the corridor.  

The total scheme cost is in the order of £5 to 10 million but will be subject to ratification as design 
work progresses. 

 

Improved North to South Connectivity 

5.4  Newgate Lane Northern Section 

Proposed Intervention  Proposals are currently being developed to improve Newgate Lane 
between the junctions with Palmerston Drive at the northern end and Tanners Lane to the south, 
which includes the junctions with Longfield Avenue and Speedfield Park.  This forms the first phase 
of improvements to this corridor, which is being developed for delivery in early 2014.  The scheme 
proposals aim to improve conditions on this section of Newgate Lane, both in terms of road capacity, 
journey time reliability and pedestrian and cycle accessibility.  The scheme provides the opportunity 
to provide new cycle facilities between the existing Eclipse/Bus Rapid Transit route (accessed via 
Palmerston Drive), and the existing pedestrian and cycle link from Newgate Lane to the Bridgemary 
area.   

The key features of this scheme are; 

 An enlarged roundabout to replace the existing roundabout at the junction with Longfield 
Avenue 

 Road widening to provide two lanes in each direction between Longfield Avenue and a point 
to the south of the Speedfield Park roundabout 
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 Provision of a dedicated lane for northbound traffic to pass the roundabout at Speedfield 
Park without the need to give way; 

 Relocation of the access to HMS Collingwood from the Speedfield Park roundabout to a new 
traffic signal controlled junction incorporating pedestrian and cycle crossing facilities located 
to the south of the Speedfield Park roundabout; 

 Provision of off road shared pedestrian and cycle facilities on both sides of Newgate Lane 
between the junction with Palmerston Drive and the junction with Tanners Lane on the west 
side, and the existing cycle link to the Bridgemary area on the east side;  

The scheme cost is approximately £5 million and this is already funded from a combination of 
Growing Places Funding and Hampshire County Council capital resources. 

Economic and Infrastructure Justification  The B3385 Newgate Lane is located in the 
south of the Fareham District and forms one of three arterial routes between the Fareham and 
Gosport areas - the others being the B3354 Gosport Road/Titchfield Road corridor via the village of 
Stubbington in the west of the peninsula; and the A32 Gosport Road/Fareham Road to the east.  The 
route provides a north south corridor between the A32 at Gosport Road in south Fareham and the 
B3385/B3354 Peel Common Roundabout, which in turn provides access to Gosport via Rowner Road; 
Lee-on-the-Solent via Broom Way; and Stubbington via Gosport Road. 

As an arterial route, Newgate Lane experiences heavy traffic conditions and is heavily congested 
particularly in the morning and evening peaks with a dominant northbound flow in the morning 
which is reversed in the evening, demonstrating the out-commuting which occurs on the peninsula.  
Based on data collected in 2009/10, Newgate Lane during the morning peak (0700-0900), is the 13th 
most congested traffic route (measured in terms of total vehicle delay) in Hampshire, and during the 
evening peak (1600-1800) is the 8th most congested route in Hampshire; in both cases the more 
congested routes are primarily either motorways, trunk roads or major links to motorways. 

The northern section of Newgate Lane is currently a single two way carriageway with roundabouts at 
the junctions with Longfield Avenue/Davis Way, and at Speedfield Park/HMS Collingwood.  Queues 
regularly form on the approaches to the Longfield Avenue and Speedfield Park roundabout, which 
creates delay and affects journey time reliability. The economic justification relates principally to the 
constraint this route provides in terms of a significant proportion of traffic accessing and egressing 
the peninsula frustrating development and discouraging new employment growth. 

Scheme Development Stage  As scheme development has progressed in relation to this 
scheme , a number of material changes have taken place which have altered the way forward. These 
changes were reported and a summary of outcomes is provided below: 

Executive Member Environment and Transport  2 April 2013 -  Newgate Lane, Fareham 
Major Improvement Scheme, Proposed Alignment 

Following the report on Daedalus Transport Proposals, design work progressed to further develop 
proposals for Newgate Lane and Peel Common roundabout. This report highlighted a proposed 
alignment for Newgate Lane and sought approval to consult on a scheme between Newgate Lane 
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and Peel Common including the key junctions along the route. The northern section of the scheme  
included online widening to provide two lanes in each direction, along  with 2 options for the 
southern section, based upon an improved single carriageway along the existing alignment, with a 
short diversion off line at the southern end  to move the road away from residential properties north 
of Peel Common roundabout. The report also presented a new alternative alignment to the east of 
properties on Woodcote Lane and retaining the exiting alignment as a service road for the 
residential properties at Peel Common and for the provision of a cycle route.  

The significance of this report is that the progression of design work towards consultation in 
accordance with this report identified some key issues, which called for a review of the way forward. 

Executive Member Economy, Transport and Environment  11 June 2013   - Public 
Consultation on Highway Proposals for Newgate Lane and Peel Common, Fareham and 
Western Access to Gosport. 

This report sought approval for a revised public consultation to cover not only Newgate Lane and 
Peel Common roundabout but also a Western Access to Gosport.  In view of the need to address 
existing traffic problems in the Stubbington area and the need to provide high quality access in the 
longer term to the Solent Enterprise Zone, in an improved political climate for investment in highway 
schemes, the consultation was broadened to present initial ideas on how a western access to the 
Gosport Peninsula could be provided including a possible Stubbington Bypass.  In view of this 
decision and as the southern section of Newgate Lane between Tanners Lane and Peel Common is 
inherently linked with the outcome of a decision upon a possible Stubbington Bypass, it was 
proposed to delay the detailed consultation on the southern section of Newgate Lane until a clear 
decision has been made regarding a potential Stubbington Bypass and its broad alignment corridor. 
As an interim measure outline options would be investigated for Peel Common junction. 

 

5.5  Peel Common Roundabout Interim Scheme 

Proposed Intervention  The level of longer term provision at the Peel Common roundabout 
will be determined by the outcomes of work on the Western Access to Gosport, however to ease the 
existing conditions at the roundabout an interim scheme is proposed.  The interim improvements 
could include the provision of traffic signals to the Newgate Lane, Rowner Road and Broom Way 
arms of the junction, to better control traffic demand at the junction.  Revised pedestrian and cycle 
facilities around the southern side of the roundabout are also being considered to help distribute 
pedestrian and cycling demand around the roundabout, particularly in terms of east/west 
movements and thus ease demand on the existing Toucan crossing facility on Newgate Lane.  

Economic and Infrastructure Justification The economic justification for this scheme is 
inherently linked to the case for Newgate Lane improvements and also for an improved western 
access to Gosport. Congestion along these routes currently frustrates development and discourages 
investment and growth in the area generally. Given the potential timescale for delivery of these 
schemesand the ongoing development of the Solent Enterprose Zone this scheme could provide 
short term relief. 
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Scheme Development Stage These proposals are currently being developed and could be 
implemented as second phase of work to follow on from the planned work on the northern section 
of Newgate Lane, and are provisionally deliverable in 2015. This is however subject to further 
technical work to establish whether traffic and safety benefits and value for money can be delivered. 

The scheme cost is  approximately £0.7 to £1.1 million subject to ratification as design work 
progresses. 

5.6   Stubbington Bypass and Titchfield Road 

Proposed Intervention  Work undertaken by the County Council approximately 10 years ago 
identified three principal route corridors atthat time with sub options for a bypass around  
Stubbington. The indicative corridors have formed the starting point for the recently completed 
public consultation work and ongoing scheme assessment and will also inform work moving 
forward.The indicative corridors are as follows;  

 The Red Route – improving the B3334 Gosport Road between Peel Common roundabout, 
and taking access via a new road junction on Gosport Road to the east of Stubbington, and 
traversing north and west to link via a new road junction into the B3334 Titchfield Road to 
the north of Stubbington; 

 The Blue Route – taking access from the B3385 Newgate Lane to the north of the Peel 
Common Wastewater Treatment Plant, and traversing west to the south-western corner of 
the HMS Collingwood site before turning north along its western boundary, and then turning 
west towards a new road junction at the B3334 Titchfield Road north of Stubbington. This 
option includes two improvement options for Newgate Lane that are broadly similar to the 
options A and B proposed for the southern section of Newgate Lane and referred to above; 
and  

 The Green Route – improving the existing Longfield Avenue from its junction with Newgate 
Lane westwards to a point near the north-western corner of the HMS Collingwood site, 
where the route departs from the existing highway on the south side of Longfield Avenue 
towards a new junction with the B3334 Titchfield Road north of Stubbington. 

Economic and Infrastructure Justification – Improvements will help provide an 
alternative access route to the peninsula for north to south traffic heading west. This movement is at 
present frustrated by significant peak hour congestion which serves as a critical deterrent to new 
businesses seeking to invest in the Solent Enterprise Zone or other locations to the south of the 
peninsula. The route will provide a combination of new and improved existing routes to the 
motorway for longer distance traffic which will in turn helop open up the area for economic growth. 
Traffic relief will be provided to central Stubbington which will in turn provide economic benefits for 
this area. 

Scheme Development Stage The potential route options, together with any other emerging 
route options were included as initial ideas within the  summer consultation which was concluded 
on 9 September 2013.  The consultation findings will be reported to the Exectutive Member 
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Economy, Transport and Environment on the 7 October 2013 and will help to inform and guide the 
detailed traffic, engineering, environmental, and cost assessments that will need to be completed 
before a more comprehensive public consultation in 2014 can take place to enable a future decision 
to be made about a preferred corridor of interest for a western access to Gosport.  This work will 
also establish whether a future western access to Gosport integrates directly or indirectly with the 
proposals that were developed for the southern section of Newgate Lane and Peel Common 
roundabout. 

Complementary traffic measures to manage the post bypass use of the B3334 western corridor to 
the A27 and also M27 Junction 9 through Stubbington will be required – possibly including traffic 
management/calming measures, weight limits, and environmental improvements. 

The scheme cost is  approximately £20-30m subject to ratification through the design process. 
 
5.7   Newgate Lane Southern Section and Peel Common Longer Term Scheme 

Proposed Intervention – The need for and exact nature of these interventions is now 
intrinsically linked with the outcome of investigations and the route optioneering process for a 
Stubbington Bypass.  Until such time as a preferred corridor of interest has been identified for a 
Stubbington Bypass it will not be practical to pre-empt the outcome by determining future 
requirements at either of these locations at this time. The level of provision will be determined by 
the outcomes of the bypass work, however both locations are key in terms of the strategic access to 
Fareham and Gosport. 

Economic and Infrastructure Justification – The justification for improvements to these 
sections will be dependent upon the outcome of the above. 

Scheme Development Stage – Whilst feasibility work has been undertaken in respect of both 
of these schemes a review will now be necessary following the outcome of the above. 

The scheme cost is  not known at this time. 
 

5.8   Bus Rapid Transit 

Recent work to improve accessibility to Gosport to and from the east has included  the successful 
Bus Rapid Transit Eclipse dedicated busway between Fareham and Gosport, which has recently 
received multi-million pound investment.  The busway was completed in April 2012  and takes 
advantage of a disused railway corridor to provide a viable alternative to the car. A wider network 
has been developed to add value to the first phase and relevant components are set out below. 

Proposed Intervention In terms of strategic access to Fareham and Gosport the following 
elements  of the wider BRT network proposition are material:  

 Dedicated Busway extension south (Tichborne Way to Rowner Road) – Planning 
Application has been submitted;  
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 Dedicated Busway extension north – ( Redlands Lane to A27) – Not being progressed at this 
time as this forms part of the longer term vision; 

 Rowner Road to Gosport ferry  (on road) – being progressed in a phased manner as funding 
opportunities arise; 

 A27 Delme roundabout to Queen Alexandra Hospital and Portsmouth – feasibility work 
completed funding awaited 

 Fareham bus and rail station connections to Welborne – timescale and delivery  linked to 
development at the strategic site. 

Economic and Infrastructure Justification  The BRT Eclipse project has been extremely 
successful and encourages the use of sustainable transport modes, helping car drivers transfer to 
bus and rail. Whilst not a panacea for all traffic problems on the peninsula, a viable public transport 
service is essential not desirable in an area where there is little scope for highway capacity 
improvements. As such the Eclipse project continues to seek funding to extend the dedicated 
busway and also to provide enhanced on road connections to key strategic destinations through the 
delivery of future phases of the wider BRT network proposition. The scheme has already evidenced a 
significant transfer from car driver to bus and by developing the scheme further it will not only add 
value to the first phase but will help reduce overall traffic congestion on strategic routes. 

Scheme Development Stage  Work is progressing to preliminary design stage on the 
extension of the dedicated busway south and it is hoped that following an unsuccessful Local Pinch 
Point Bid that other opportunities to fund this section will arise in the near future. Assuming the 
Planning Application (to be determined in October)  for this section is successful then it will remain 
valid for 5 years and this will be a material consideration when seeking funding.   

Work is progressing on other smaller scale elements of the wider network as funding is secured 
namely the A32 Brockhurst and The Crossways junctions and schemes along the A27 through central 
Fareham. These schemes all form part of a comprehensive strategy for developing BRT further and 
as the network gradually expands more benefits will be realised in the strategic context. 

 

5.9   Development Related Schemes 

Access to the Solent Enterprise Zone  

A report to the Executive Member for Environment and Transport dated 6 March 2012 established a 
broad access strategy in response to development proposals at the Solent Enterprise Zone and wider 
traffic congestion issues on the Gosport peninsula.  In the short to medium term, this promoted the 
B3385 Newgate Lane as the link between the Enterprise Zone and both the strategic road network at 
M27 Junction 11, and the Fareham railway station.       

A transport strategy was therefore proposed for the Daedalus EZ based upon the following 
objectives: 

 to promote employment opportunities at Daedalus as a means of reducing out 
commuting from the Gosport peninsula; 
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 to promote local access to Daedalus from within the Gosport peninsula via sustainable 
travel modes; and 

 to promote the Newgate Lane corridor as the link to Daedalus from the strategic road 
network and Fareham Railway Station and as a viable alternative for existing and 
potential future traffic (particularly lorries) utilising roads via Stubbington. 

The Solent Enterprise Zone is expected to be developed in phases and accordingly improvements to 
the Newgate Lane and the Peel Common junction, remain the most practical way of delivering 
improved access in the short term.  With a refreshed drive to bring forward the delivery of the 
Western Access to Gosport/Stubbington Bypass, this still remains relevant, however the level of 
intervention on the southern section of Newgate Lane cannot be determined until the preferred 
corridor of interest for the bypass has been resolved.    

Access to Welborne 

The access strategy for Welborne in North Fareham will be determined via the planning process as 
part of the Local Plan and normal development control practice.   

The Pre-Submission Welborne Plan is being presented to FBC Executive in November 2013and also 
Special Full Council later in November 2013.   It is currently envisaged that there will be then be a 
June 2014 Hearing.  

Masterplanning is currently underway to determine the exact site layout and development 
quantums for Welborne. At this stage it would be inappropriate to pre-empt  the outcome of the 
planning process, however it is likely that development of the scale currently proposed will 
necessitate significant investment in strategic transport infrastructure particularly in relation to the 
provision of an all moves M27 junction 10 facility and measures to facilitate the use of BRT.  

 

 

6.0  Delivery Programme 

 

6.1  An indicative delivery programme for strategic transport interventions for the next 10 to 20 
years, has been developed based upon the approach set out in this strategy. This indicative 
programme is set out below for information. It should be noted that the programme supersedes 
Appendix 1 ‘Solent LEP Schemes’ contained within the report to the Executive Member Environment 
and Transport on 15 March 2013 relating to the Development of Major Schemes in Hampshire.  
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Indicative Delivery Programme 

Scheme Name Estimated Cost /Funding 
source if known) 
(to be ratified through design 
process) 

Estimated 
Delivery 
Timescale  
(subject to dev, 
prog  and funding) 

Newgate Lane (Northern Section) £5m                   GPF and HCC 2014/15 
Peel Common Roundabout Interim Scheme £0.7 - £1.1m    GPF, HCC   

and other incl Sec106 
2014/15 

A27 Phase 1 Station Roundabout and Gudge Heath 
Lane 

£4.96m                            SLTB 
£1.65m          HCC and other 
incl. S106 

2015/16 

A27 Phase 2 Titchfield Gyratory to Segensworth 
Roundabout 

£5-10m 2016/17 

Stubbington Bypass and Titchfield Rd (Gosport Western 
Access) 

£20-30m 2017/19  

Newgate Lane (Southern Section) linked to the 
identification of a preferred route for a Stubbington 
Bypass 

Not Known 2017/19  

Peel Common Roundabout Longer Term Scheme – 
linked to the identification of a preferred route for a 
Stubbington Bypass 

Not Known 2017/19 

Bus Rapid Transit – busway extension south to Rowner 
Road 

£8.94m 2016/18 

A27 Phase 3 Titchfield Gyratory to Gudge Heath Lane £5-10m 2018/20 
M27 Managed Motorways Not Known 2020/26 
Bus Rapid Transit –  Rowner Rd to Gosport ferry on 
road sections 

£3-4m 2014-16 

Bus Rapid Transit – A27 Delme to QAH £4-5m 2016/17 
Bus Rapid Transit – dedicated busway extension north 
Redlands Lane to the A27 

£19m 2026+ 

 

7.0  Next Steps 

7.1  This Strategic Transport Infrastructure Plan had provided a high level steer on focusing 
investment over the next 10 to 20  years. It is proposed that the following steps shall be taken to 
ensure the development and delivery of the Plan: 

 Engage with key partners and the wider community; 
 Communicate progress and information regarding strategic transport infrastructure to 

key stakeholders and the public to create an open and transparent approach;  
 Look for new funding opportunities for respective interventions  and prepare bidding 

documents to support applications; 
 Support the wider development planning process with advice and input for Fareham 

and Gosport Local Plans and continue to provide specific detailed advice on highway 
and transport requirements as part of individual planning applications; 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Full Input Data And Results 
 
User and Project Details 

Project:  

Title:  

Location:  

Model Assumptions: 

Newgate Lane northbound flare lane usage run with HCC measured splits (site 
survey data obtained at 4 signal junctions in Hampshire all with flares and 
merges through junctions  
Wellington Ave 
Swanwick Lane 
Jacobs Gutter Lane 
Elm Lane 
 
AM peak A-C movement 72.8% main lane; 27.2% flared lane 
PM peak A-C movement 70% main lane; 30% flared lane 

Additional detail:  

File name: Option 2 HCC flare lane swapped and flare lane measurements.lsg3x 

Author:  

Company:  

Address:  
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Network Layout Diagram 
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Phase Diagram 

A

B

C

D

 
 
 
Phase Input Data 

Phase Name Phase Type Assoc. Phase Street Min Cont Min 

A Traffic  7 7 

B Traffic  7 7 

C Traffic  7 7 

D Traffic  7 7 
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Phase Intergreens Matrix 

  Starting Phase 

Terminating 
Phase 

 A B C D 

A - - 6 6 

B - - 6 - 

C 6 6 - 6 

D 6 - 6 - 

 

Phases in Stage 

Stage No. Phases in Stage 

1 A B  

2 B D  

3 C  

 

Stage Diagram 

A

B

C

D

1 Min >= 7

A

B

C

D

2 Min >= 7

A

B

C

D

3 Min >= 7

 
 
 
Phase Delays 

Term. Stage Start Stage Phase Type Value Cont value 

1 3 B Losing 2 2 

 
 

Prohibited Stage Change 

  To Stage 

From 
Stage 

 1 2 3 

1  6 8 

2 6  6 

3 6 X  
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Full Input Data And Results 

Give-Way Lane Input Data 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

There are no Opposed Lanes in this Junction 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Lane Input Data 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Type 

Phases 
Start 
Disp. 

End 
Disp. 

Physical 
Length 
(PCU) 

Sat 
Flow 
Type 

Def User 
Saturation 

Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Turns 
Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

U A 2 3 60.0 Geom - 3.50 0.00 Y 

Arm 5 Left 15.00 

Arm 6 
Ahead 

Inf 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

U A 2 3 17.4 Geom - 3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 6 
Ahead 

Inf 

2/1 
(Old 
NGL) 

U C 2 3 4.9 Geom - 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 

2/2 
(Old 
NGL) 

U C 2 3 60.0 Geom - 3.20 0.00 Y 
Arm 4 
Right 

15.00 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

U B 2 3 60.0 Geom - 4.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 4 
Ahead 

Inf 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

U D 2 3 9.0 Geom - 3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 
Right 

15.00 

4/1 U  2 3 60.0 Inf - - - - - - 

5/1 U  2 3 60.0 Inf - - - - - - 

6/1 U  2 3 40.0 Geom - 3.25 0.00 Y 
Arm 7 
Ahead 

Inf 

6/2 U  2 3 40.0 Geom - 3.25 0.00 Y 
Arm 7 
Ahead 

Inf 

7/1 U  2 3 60.0 Inf - - - - - - 

 

Traffic Flow Groups 

Flow Group Start Time End Time Duration Formula 

1: '2024 AM DS2 75' 08:00 09:00 01:00  

2: '2024 PM DS2 75' 17:00 18:00 01:00  

3: '2024 AM DS2 115' 08:00 09:00 01:00  

4: '2024 PM DS2 115' 17:00 18:00 01:00  

5: '2024 AM DS2 190' 08:00 09:00 01:00  

6: '2024 PM DS2 190' 17:00 18:00 01:00  
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Scenario 1: '2024 AM DS2 75' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 75', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 28 1645 1673 

B 49 0 39 88 

C 687 34 0 721 

Tot. 736 62 1684 2482 

 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 1: 

2024 AM DS2 75 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(with short) 

1673(In) 
1218(Out) 

1/2 
(short) 

455 

2/1 
(short) 

39 

2/2 
(with short) 

88(In) 
49(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

721(In) 
687(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

34 

4/1 736 

5/1 62 

6/1 1229 

6/2 455 

7/1 1684 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 2.3 % 

1960 1960 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 97.7 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 

Scenario 2: '2024 PM DS2 75' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 75', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 42 926 968 

B 35 0 45 80 

C 971 33 0 1004 

Tot. 1006 75 971 2052 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 2: 

2024 PM DS2 75 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(with short) 

968(In) 
319(Out) 

1/2 
(short) 

649 

2/1 
(short) 

45 

2/2 
(with short) 

80(In) 
35(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

1004(In) 
971(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

33 

4/1 1006 

5/1 75 

6/1 322 

6/2 649 

7/1 971 

 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 13.2 % 

1939 1939 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 86.8 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Scenario 3: '2024 AM DS2 115' (FG3: '2024 AM DS2 115', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 30 1645 1675 

B 62 0 45 107 

C 687 39 0 726 

Tot. 749 69 1690 2508 

 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 3: 

2024 AM DS2 115 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(with short) 

1675(In) 
1220(Out) 

1/2 
(short) 

455 

2/1 
(short) 

45 

2/2 
(with short) 

107(In) 
62(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

726(In) 
687(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

39 

4/1 749 

5/1 69 

6/1 1235 

6/2 455 

7/1 1690 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 2.5 % 

1960 1960 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 97.5 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 

Scenario 4: '2024 PM DS2 115' (FG4: '2024 PM DS2 115', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 51 926 977 

B 39 0 51 90 

C 971 40 0 1011 

Tot. 1010 91 977 2078 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 4: 

2024 PM DS2 115 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(with short) 

977(In) 
328(Out) 

1/2 
(short) 

649 

2/1 
(short) 

51 

2/2 
(with short) 

90(In) 
39(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

1011(In) 
971(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

40 

4/1 1010 

5/1 91 

6/1 328 

6/2 649 

7/1 977 

 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 15.5 % 

1935 1935 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 84.5 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Scenario 5: '2024 AM DS2 190' (FG5: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 34 1645 1679 

B 84 0 56 140 

C 687 48 0 735 

Tot. 771 82 1701 2554 

 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 5: 

2024 AM DS2 190 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(with short) 

1679(In) 
1222(Out) 

1/2 
(short) 

457 

2/1 
(short) 

56 

2/2 
(with short) 

140(In) 
84(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

735(In) 
687(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

48 

4/1 771 

5/1 82 

6/1 1244 

6/2 457 

7/1 1701 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 2.8 % 

1960 1960 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 97.2 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 

Scenario 6: '2024 PM DS2 190' (FG6: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 68 926 994 

B 46 0 63 109 

C 971 51 0 1022 

Tot. 1017 119 989 2125 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 6: 

2024 PM DS2 190 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(with short) 

994(In) 
345(Out) 

1/2 
(short) 

649 

2/1 
(short) 

63 

2/2 
(with short) 

109(In) 
46(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

1022(In) 
971(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

51 

4/1 1017 

5/1 119 

6/1 340 

6/2 649 

7/1 989 

 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 19.7 % 

1927 1927 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 80.3 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 

Page 1933



Full Input Data And Results 
 

Scenario 1: '2024 AM DS2 75' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 75', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B

1 Min: 7

6 88s

BD

2 Min: 7

6 7s

C

3 Min: 7

6 7s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 2 3 

Duration 88 7 7 

Change Point 0 94 107 

 

Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 

P
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: -12.0 %

Total Traffic Delay: 33.8 pcuHr
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 100.8% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 100.8% 

1/1+1/2 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 88 - 1673 1960:1965 1208+451 

100.8 : 
100.8% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 88 1759:1720 117+96 
41.8 : 
40.8% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U N/A N/A B D  1 101:7 - 721 2065:1786 1670+83 

41.1 : 
41.1% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 736  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 62  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 1229 1940 1940 62.9% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 455 1940 1940 23.3% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1684  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

P
age 1937



Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 0 8.0 25.8 0.0 33.8 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 0 8.0 25.8 0.0 33.8 - - - - 

1/1+1/2 1673 1660 - - - 5.8 24.1 - 29.9 64.3 55.0 24.1 79.1 

2/2+2/1 88 88 - - - 1.3 0.4 - 1.7 68.0 1.6 0.4 1.9 

3/1+3/2 721 721 - - - 0.9 0.3 - 1.2 6.2 5.0 0.3 5.3 

4/1 736 736 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 62 62 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 1220 1220 - - - 0.0 0.8 - 0.8 2.5 0.0 0.8 0.8 

6/2 451 451 - - - 0.0 0.2 - 0.2 1.2 0.5 0.2 0.7 

7/1 1671 1671 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  -12.0  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  32.78 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  -12.0  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  33.78   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 2: '2024 PM DS2 75' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 75', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B

1 Min: 7

6 88s

BD

2 Min: 7

6 7s

C

3 Min: 7

6 7s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 2 3 

Duration 88 7 7 

Change Point 0 94 107 

 

Signal Timings Diagram 

0

0

10

10

20

20

30

30

40

40

50

50

60

60

70

70

80

80

90

90

100

100

110

110

120

120

Time in cycle (sec)

P
h
a
s
e
s

1 6 : 88

0

2 6 : 7

94

3 6 : 7

107

D D
C C
B B
A A

 
 
 

Page 1939



Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: 57.0 %

Total Traffic Delay: 5.9 pcuHr
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.3% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.3% 

1/1+1/2 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 88 - 968 1939:1965 567+1153 

56.3 : 
56.3% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 80 1759:1720 89+115 
39.2 : 
39.2% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U N/A N/A B D  1 101:7 - 1004 2065:1786 1694+58 

57.3 : 
57.3% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1006  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 75  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 322 1940 1940 16.6% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 649 1940 1940 33.5% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 971  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 0 3.9 2.0 0.0 5.9 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 0 3.9 2.0 0.0 5.9 - - - - 

1/1+1/2 968 968 - - - 1.5 0.6 - 2.1 8.0 8.3 0.6 8.9 

2/2+2/1 80 80 - - - 1.2 0.3 - 1.5 68.0 1.4 0.3 1.8 

3/1+3/2 1004 1004 - - - 1.2 0.7 - 1.8 6.6 9.3 0.7 9.9 

4/1 1006 1006 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 75 75 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 322 322 - - - 0.0 0.1 - 0.1 1.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 

6/2 649 649 - - - 0.0 0.3 - 0.3 1.4 3.8 0.3 4.1 

7/1 971 971 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  57.0  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  5.50 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  57.0  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  5.86   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 3: '2024 AM DS2 115' (FG3: '2024 AM DS2 115', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B

1 Min: 7

6 88s

BD

2 Min: 7

6 7s

C

3 Min: 7

6 7s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 2 3 

Duration 88 7 7 

Change Point 0 94 107 

 

Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: -12.2 %

Total Traffic Delay: 35.2 pcuHr
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 100.9% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 100.9% 

1/1+1/2 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 88 - 1675 1960:1965 1209+451 

100.9 : 
100.9% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 107 1759:1720 117+85 
52.9 : 
52.9% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U N/A N/A B D  1 101:7 - 726 2065:1786 1659+94 

41.4 : 
41.4% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 749  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 69  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 1235 1940 1940 63.1% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 455 1940 1940 23.2% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1690  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 0 8.5 26.7 0.0 35.2 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 0 8.5 26.7 0.0 35.2 - - - - 

1/1+1/2 1675 1660 - - - 5.9 24.8 - 30.7 66.0 56.5 24.8 81.2 

2/2+2/1 107 107 - - - 1.6 0.6 - 2.2 72.6 2.0 0.6 2.6 

3/1+3/2 726 726 - - - 1.0 0.4 - 1.3 6.5 5.0 0.4 5.3 

4/1 749 749 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 69 69 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 1224 1224 - - - 0.0 0.9 - 0.9 2.5 0.0 0.9 0.9 

6/2 451 451 - - - 0.0 0.2 - 0.2 1.2 0.5 0.2 0.7 

7/1 1675 1675 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  -12.2  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  34.18 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  -12.2  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  35.18   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 4: '2024 PM DS2 115' (FG4: '2024 PM DS2 115', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B

1 Min: 7

6 88s

BD

2 Min: 7

6 7s

C

3 Min: 7

6 7s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 2 3 

Duration 88 7 7 

Change Point 0 94 107 

 

Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: 56.0 %

Total Traffic Delay: 6.2 pcuHr
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.7% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.7% 

1/1+1/2 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 88 - 977 1935:1965 579+1146 

56.6 : 
56.6% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 90 1759:1720 88+115 
44.5 : 
44.5% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U N/A N/A B D  1 101:7 - 1011 2065:1786 1683+69 

57.7 : 
57.7% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1010  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 91  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 328 1940 1940 16.9% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 649 1940 1940 33.5% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 977  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 0 4.1 2.1 0.0 6.2 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 0 4.1 2.1 0.0 6.2 - - - - 

1/1+1/2 977 977 - - - 1.5 0.7 - 2.2 8.0 8.3 0.7 8.9 

2/2+2/1 90 90 - - - 1.3 0.4 - 1.7 69.6 1.6 0.4 2.0 

3/1+3/2 1011 1011 - - - 1.3 0.7 - 2.0 7.0 9.3 0.7 10.0 

4/1 1010 1010 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 91 91 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 328 328 - - - 0.0 0.1 - 0.1 1.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 

6/2 649 649 - - - 0.0 0.3 - 0.3 1.4 3.8 0.3 4.1 

7/1 977 977 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  56.0  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  5.87 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  56.0  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  6.23   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 5: '2024 AM DS2 190' (FG5: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B

1 Min: 7

6 88s

BD

2 Min: 7

6 7s

C

3 Min: 7

6 7s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 2 3 

Duration 88 7 7 

Change Point 0 94 107 

 

Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: -12.4 %

Total Traffic Delay: 37.8 pcuHr
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 101.2% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 101.2% 

1/1+1/2 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 88 - 1679 1960:1965 1208+452 

101.2 : 
101.2% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 140 1759:1720 117+78 
71.6 : 
71.6% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U N/A N/A B D  1 101:7 - 735 2065:1786 1639+115 

41.9 : 
41.9% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 771  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 82  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 1244 1940 1940 63.4% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 457 1940 1940 23.3% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1701  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 0 9.4 28.4 0.0 37.8 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 0 9.4 28.4 0.0 37.8 - - - - 

1/1+1/2 1679 1660 - - - 6.1 25.8 - 32.0 68.5 57.0 25.8 82.9 

2/2+2/1 140 140 - - - 2.1 1.2 - 3.3 85.7 2.7 1.2 3.9 

3/1+3/2 735 735 - - - 1.1 0.4 - 1.5 7.2 5.0 0.4 5.3 

4/1 771 771 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 82 82 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 1230 1230 - - - 0.0 0.9 - 0.9 2.5 0.0 0.9 0.9 

6/2 452 452 - - - 0.0 0.2 - 0.2 1.2 0.5 0.2 0.7 

7/1 1682 1682 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  -12.4  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  36.76 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  -12.4  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  37.77   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 6: '2024 PM DS2 190' (FG6: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B

1 Min: 7

6 88s

BD

2 Min: 7

6 7s

C

3 Min: 7

6 7s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 2 3 

Duration 88 7 7 

Change Point 0 94 107 

 

Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: 54.3 %

Total Traffic Delay: 7.0 pcuHr
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 58.3% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 58.3% 

1/1+1/2 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 88 - 994 1927:1965 603+1135 

57.2 : 
57.2% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 109 1759:1720 84+115 
54.9 : 
54.9% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U N/A N/A B D  1 101:7 - 1022 2065:1786 1665+87 

58.3 : 
58.3% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1017  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 119  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 340 1940 1940 17.5% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 649 1940 1940 33.5% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 989  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 0 4.6 2.3 0.0 7.0 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 0 4.6 2.3 0.0 7.0 - - - - 

1/1+1/2 994 994 - - - 1.5 0.7 - 2.2 8.0 8.3 0.7 9.0 

2/2+2/1 109 109 - - - 1.6 0.6 - 2.2 73.9 2.0 0.6 2.6 

3/1+3/2 1022 1022 - - - 1.5 0.7 - 2.1 7.6 9.3 0.7 10.0 

4/1 1017 1017 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 119 119 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 340 340 - - - 0.0 0.1 - 0.1 1.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 

6/2 649 649 - - - 0.0 0.3 - 0.3 1.4 3.8 0.3 4.1 

7/1 989 989 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  54.3  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  6.60 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  54.3  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  6.96   
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Full Input Data And Results 

Full Input Data And Results 
 
User and Project Details 

Project:  

Title:  

Location:  

Model Assumptions: 

Newgate Lane northbound flare lane usage run with HCC measured splits (site 
survey data obtained at 4 signal junctions in Hampshire all with flares and 
merges through junctions  
Wellington Ave 
Swanwick Lane 
Jacobs Gutter Lane 
Elm Lane 
 
AM peak A-C movement 72.8% main lane; 27.2% flared lane 
PM peak A-C movement 70% main lane; 30% flared lane 

Additional detail:  

File name: Indicative Arrow HCC flared lane swapped and flare lane measurements.lsg3x 

Author:  

Company:  

Address:  
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
Phase Diagram 

A

B

C

D

 
 
 
Phase Input Data 

Phase Name Phase Type Assoc. Phase Street Min Cont Min 

A Traffic  7 7 

B Traffic  7 7 

C Traffic  7 7 

D Ind. Arrow B 4 4 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Phase Intergreens Matrix 

  Starting Phase 

Terminating 
Phase 

 A B C D 

A - - 7 5 

B - - 5 - 

C 5 5 - 5 

D 5 - 5 - 

 

Phases in Stage 

Stage No. Phases in Stage 

1 A B  

2 B D  

3 C  

 

Stage Diagram 

A

B

C

D

1 Min >= 7

A

B

C

D

2 Min >= 4

A

B

C

D

3 Min >= 7

 
 
 
Phase Delays 

Term. Stage Start Stage Phase Type Value Cont value 

1 3 B Losing 2 2 

 
 

Prohibited Stage Change 

  To Stage 

From 
Stage 

 1 2 3 

1  5 7 

2 5  5 

3 5 X  
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Full Input Data And Results 

Give-Way Lane Input Data 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane Movement 

Max Flow 
when 

Giving Way 
(PCU/Hr) 

Min Flow 
when 

Giving Way 
(PCU/Hr) 

Opposing 
Lane 

Opp. Lane 
Coeff. 

Opp. 
Mvmnts. 

Right Turn 
Storage (PCU) 

Non-Blocking 
Storage 
(PCU) 

RTF 
Right Turn 
Move up (s) 

Max Turns 
in Intergreen 

(PCU) 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

5/1 (Right) 1439 0 
1/1 1.09 All 

2.00 - 0.50 2 2.00 
1/2 1.09 All 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Lane Input Data 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Type 

Phases 
Start 
Disp. 

End 
Disp. 

Physical 
Length 
(PCU) 

Sat 
Flow 
Type 

Def User 
Saturation 

Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Turns 
Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

U A 2 3 60.0 Geom - 3.50 0.00 Y 

Arm 5 Left 15.00 

Arm 6 
Ahead 

Inf 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

U A 2 3 17.4 Geom - 3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 6 
Ahead 

Inf 

2/1 
(Old 
NGL) 

U C 2 3 4.9 Geom - 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 

2/2 
(Old 
NGL) 

U C 2 3 60.0 Geom - 3.20 0.00 Y 
Arm 4 
Right 

15.00 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

U B 2 3 60.0 Geom - 4.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 4 
Ahead 

Inf 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

O B D 2 3 9.0 Geom - 3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 
Right 

15.00 

4/1 U  2 3 60.0 Inf - - - - - - 

5/1 U  2 3 60.0 Inf - - - - - - 

6/1 U  2 3 40.0 Geom - 3.25 0.00 Y 
Arm 7 
Ahead 

Inf 

6/2 U  2 3 40.0 Geom - 3.25 0.00 Y 
Arm 7 
Ahead 

Inf 

7/1 U  2 3 60.0 Inf - - - - - - 

 

Traffic Flow Groups 

Flow Group Start Time End Time Duration Formula 

1: '2024 AM DS2 75' 08:00 09:00 01:00  

2: '2024 PM DS2 75' 17:00 18:00 01:00  

3: '2024 AM DS2 115' 08:00 09:00 01:00  

4: '2024 PM DS2 115' 17:00 18:00 01:00  

5: '2024 AM DS2 190' 08:00 09:00 01:00  

6: '2024 PM DS2 190' 17:00 18:00 01:00  
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Scenario 1: '2024 AM DS2 75' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 75', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 28 1645 1673 

B 49 0 39 88 

C 687 34 0 721 

Tot. 736 62 1684 2482 

 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 1: 

2024 AM DS2 75 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(with short) 

1673(In) 
1218(Out) 

1/2 
(short) 

455 

2/1 
(short) 

39 

2/2 
(with short) 

88(In) 
49(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

721(In) 
687(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

34 

4/1 736 

5/1 62 

6/1 1229 

6/2 455 

7/1 1684 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 2.3 % 

1960 1960 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 97.7 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 

Scenario 2: '2024 PM DS2 75' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 75', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 42 926 968 

B 35 0 45 80 

C 971 33 0 1004 

Tot. 1006 75 971 2052 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 2: 

2024 PM DS2 75 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(with short) 

968(In) 
319(Out) 

1/2 
(short) 

649 

2/1 
(short) 

45 

2/2 
(with short) 

80(In) 
35(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

1004(In) 
971(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

33 

4/1 1006 

5/1 75 

6/1 322 

6/2 649 

7/1 971 

 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 13.2 % 

1939 1939 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 86.8 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Scenario 3: '2024 AM DS2 115' (FG3: '2024 AM DS2 115', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 30 1645 1675 

B 62 0 45 107 

C 687 39 0 726 

Tot. 749 69 1690 2508 

 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 3: 

2024 AM DS2 115 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(with short) 

1675(In) 
1219(Out) 

1/2 
(short) 

456 

2/1 
(short) 

45 

2/2 
(with short) 

107(In) 
62(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

726(In) 
687(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

39 

4/1 749 

5/1 69 

6/1 1234 

6/2 456 

7/1 1690 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 2.5 % 

1960 1960 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 97.5 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 

Scenario 4: '2024 PM DS2 115' (FG4: '2024 PM DS2 115', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 51 926 977 

B 39 0 51 90 

C 971 40 0 1011 

Tot. 1010 91 977 2078 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 4: 

2024 PM DS2 115 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(with short) 

977(In) 
328(Out) 

1/2 
(short) 

649 

2/1 
(short) 

51 

2/2 
(with short) 

90(In) 
39(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

1011(In) 
971(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

40 

4/1 1010 

5/1 91 

6/1 328 

6/2 649 

7/1 977 

 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 15.5 % 

1935 1935 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 84.5 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Scenario 5: '2024 AM DS2 190' (FG5: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 34 1645 1679 

B 84 0 56 140 

C 687 48 0 735 

Tot. 771 82 1701 2554 

 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 5: 

2024 AM DS2 190 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(with short) 

1679(In) 
1222(Out) 

1/2 
(short) 

457 

2/1 
(short) 

56 

2/2 
(with short) 

140(In) 
84(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

735(In) 
687(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

48 

4/1 771 

5/1 82 

6/1 1244 

6/2 457 

7/1 1701 

Page 1977



Full Input Data And Results 
 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 2.8 % 

1960 1960 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 97.2 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 

Scenario 6: '2024 PM DS2 190' (FG6: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 68 926 994 

B 46 0 63 109 

C 971 51 0 1022 

Tot. 1017 119 989 2125 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 6: 

2024 PM DS2 190 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(with short) 

994(In) 
345(Out) 

1/2 
(short) 

649 

2/1 
(short) 

63 

2/2 
(with short) 

109(In) 
46(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

1022(In) 
971(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

51 

4/1 1017 

5/1 119 

6/1 340 

6/2 649 

7/1 989 

 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 19.7 % 

1927 1927 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 80.3 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Scenario 1: '2024 AM DS2 75' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 75', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B

1 Min: 7

5 101s

C

3 Min: 7

7 7s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 3 

Duration 101 7 

Change Point 0 106 

 

Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 

P
age 1981



Full Input Data And Results 
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 89.4% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 89.4% 

1/1+1/2 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 101 - 1673 1960:1965 1363+509 

89.4 : 
89.4% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 88 1759:1720 117+96 
41.8 : 
40.8% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 103 0 721 2065:1786 1702+60 

40.4 : 
56.7% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 736  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 62  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 1229 1940 1940 63.4% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 455 1940 1940 23.5% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1684  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 34 3.1 5.7 0.5 9.4 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 34 3.1 5.7 0.5 9.4 - - - - 

1/1+1/2 1673 1673 - - - 1.4 4.0 - 5.5 11.8 15.9 4.0 19.9 

2/2+2/1 88 88 - - - 1.3 0.4 - 1.7 68.0 1.6 0.4 1.9 

3/1+3/2 721 721 0 0 34 0.3 0.3 0.5 1.2 6.0 4.4 0.3 4.7 

4/1 736 736 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 62 62 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 1229 1229 - - - 0.0 0.9 - 0.9 2.5 0.0 0.9 0.9 

6/2 455 455 - - - 0.0 0.2 - 0.2 1.2 0.0 0.2 0.2 

7/1 1684 1684 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  0.7  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  8.34 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  0.7  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  9.35   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 2: '2024 PM DS2 75' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 75', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B

1 Min: 7

5 100s

C

3 Min: 7

7 8s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 3 

Duration 100 8 

Change Point 0 105 

 

Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 56.8% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 56.8% 

1/1+1/2 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 100 - 968 1939:1965 631+1284 

50.6 : 
50.6% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 8 - 80 1759:1720 100+129 
34.9 : 
34.9% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 102 0 1004 2065:1786 1711+58 

56.8 : 
56.8% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1006  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 75  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 322 1940 1940 16.6% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 649 1940 1940 33.5% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 971  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 32 0 1 2.4 1.8 0.0 4.2 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 32 0 1 2.4 1.8 0.0 4.2 - - - - 

1/1+1/2 968 968 - - - 0.6 0.5 - 1.1 4.0 5.0 0.5 5.6 

2/2+2/1 80 80 - - - 1.2 0.3 - 1.4 64.6 1.4 0.3 1.7 

3/1+3/2 1004 1004 32 0 1 0.6 0.7 0.0 1.3 4.7 8.6 0.7 9.3 

4/1 1006 1006 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 75 75 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 322 322 - - - 0.0 0.1 - 0.1 1.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 

6/2 649 649 - - - 0.0 0.3 - 0.3 1.4 0.5 0.3 0.8 

7/1 971 971 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  58.5  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  3.81 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  58.5  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  4.16   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 3: '2024 AM DS2 115' (FG3: '2024 AM DS2 115', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B

1 Min: 7

5 101s

C

3 Min: 7

7 7s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 3 

Duration 101 7 

Change Point 0 106 

 

Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 89.5% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 89.5% 

1/1+1/2 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 101 - 1675 1960:1965 1363+510 

89.5 : 
89.5% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 107 1759:1720 117+85 
52.9 : 
52.9% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 103 0 726 2065:1786 1691+60 

40.6 : 
65.0% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 749  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 69  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 1234 1940 1940 63.6% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 456 1940 1940 23.5% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1690  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 39 3.4 6.0 0.6 10.0 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 39 3.4 6.0 0.6 10.0 - - - - 

1/1+1/2 1675 1675 - - - 1.4 4.1 - 5.5 11.8 15.9 4.1 20.0 

2/2+2/1 107 107 - - - 1.6 0.6 - 2.2 72.6 2.0 0.6 2.6 

3/1+3/2 726 726 0 0 39 0.3 0.4 0.6 1.3 6.5 4.4 0.4 4.7 

4/1 749 749 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 69 69 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 1234 1234 - - - 0.0 0.9 - 0.9 2.5 0.0 0.9 0.9 

6/2 456 456 - - - 0.0 0.2 - 0.2 1.2 0.0 0.2 0.2 

7/1 1690 1690 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  0.6  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  8.97 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  0.6  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  9.99   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 4: '2024 PM DS2 115' (FG4: '2024 PM DS2 115', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 
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5 100s

C
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Stage Timings 

Stage 1 3 

Duration 100 8 

Change Point 0 105 

 

Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.1% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.1% 

1/1+1/2 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 100 - 977 1935:1965 645+1276 

50.9 : 
50.9% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 8 - 90 1759:1720 99+129 
39.5 : 
39.5% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 102 0 1011 2065:1786 1699+70 

57.1 : 
57.1% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1010  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 91  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 328 1940 1940 16.9% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 649 1940 1940 33.5% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 977  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 39 0 1 2.5 1.9 0.0 4.4 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 39 0 1 2.5 1.9 0.0 4.4 - - - - 

1/1+1/2 977 977 - - - 0.6 0.5 - 1.1 4.0 5.0 0.5 5.6 

2/2+2/1 90 90 - - - 1.3 0.3 - 1.6 65.8 1.6 0.3 1.9 

3/1+3/2 1011 1011 39 0 1 0.6 0.7 0.0 1.3 4.7 8.6 0.7 9.3 

4/1 1010 1010 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 91 91 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 328 328 - - - 0.0 0.1 - 0.1 1.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 

6/2 649 649 - - - 0.0 0.3 - 0.3 1.4 0.5 0.3 0.8 

7/1 977 977 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  57.5  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  4.05 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  57.5  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  4.40   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 5: '2024 AM DS2 190' (FG5: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B

1 Min: 7

5 101s

C

3 Min: 7

7 7s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 3 

Duration 101 7 

Change Point 0 106 

 

Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

 

P
age 2002



Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 89.7% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 89.7% 

1/1+1/2 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 101 - 1679 1960:1965 1363+510 

89.7 : 
89.7% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 140 1759:1720 117+78 
71.6 : 
71.6% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 103 0 735 2065:1786 1671+60 

41.1 : 
80.0% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 771  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 82  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 1244 1940 1940 64.1% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 457 1940 1940 23.6% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1701  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 48 3.9 6.8 0.8 11.4 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 48 3.9 6.8 0.8 11.4 - - - - 

1/1+1/2 1679 1679 - - - 1.4 4.2 - 5.6 12.0 16.0 4.2 20.1 

2/2+2/1 140 140 - - - 2.1 1.2 - 3.3 85.7 2.7 1.2 3.9 

3/1+3/2 735 735 0 0 48 0.3 0.4 0.8 1.5 7.2 4.4 0.4 4.8 

4/1 771 771 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 82 82 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 1244 1244 - - - 0.0 0.9 - 0.9 2.6 0.0 0.9 0.9 

6/2 457 457 - - - 0.0 0.2 - 0.2 1.2 0.0 0.2 0.2 

7/1 1701 1701 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  0.4  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  10.40 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  0.4  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  11.45   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 6: '2024 PM DS2 190' (FG6: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B

1 Min: 7

5 100s

C

3 Min: 7

7 8s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 3 

Duration 100 8 

Change Point 0 105 

 

Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.7% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.7% 

1/1+1/2 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 100 - 994 1927:1965 671+1262 

51.4 : 
51.4% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 8 - 109 1759:1720 94+129 
48.8 : 
48.8% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 102 0 1022 2065:1786 1681+88 

57.7 : 
57.7% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1017  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 119  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 340 1940 1940 17.5% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 649 1940 1940 33.5% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 989  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 50 0 1 2.8 2.0 0.0 4.9 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 50 0 1 2.8 2.0 0.0 4.9 - - - - 

1/1+1/2 994 994 - - - 0.6 0.5 - 1.1 4.0 5.0 0.5 5.6 

2/2+2/1 109 109 - - - 1.6 0.5 - 2.1 68.7 2.0 0.5 2.5 

3/1+3/2 1022 1022 50 0 1 0.6 0.7 0.0 1.3 4.7 8.6 0.7 9.3 

4/1 1017 1017 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 119 119 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 340 340 - - - 0.0 0.1 - 0.1 1.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 

6/2 649 649 - - - 0.0 0.3 - 0.3 1.4 0.5 0.3 0.8 

7/1 989 989 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  55.8  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  4.54 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  55.8  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  4.89   
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Full Input Data And Results 

Full Input Data And Results 
 
User and Project Details 

Project:  

Title:  

Location:  

Additional detail:  

File name: Woodcote Lane Newgate Lane crossing model.lsg3x 

Author:  

Company:  

Address:  

 
Network Layout Diagram 

Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
Phase Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

A

B

C
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Phase Input Data 

Phase Name Phase Type Assoc. Phase Street Min Cont Min 

A Traffic  7 7 

B Traffic  7 7 

C Pedestrian  6 6 

 

Phase Intergreens Matrix 

  Starting Phase 

Terminating 
Phase 

 A B C 

A - - 6 

B - - 6 

C 6 6 - 

 

Phases in Stage 

Stage No. Phases in Stage 

1 A B  

2 C  

 

Stage Diagram 

A

B

C

1 Min >= 7

A

B

C

2 Min >= 6

 
 
 
Phase Delays 

Term. Stage Start Stage Phase Type Value Cont value 

There are no Phase Delays defined 

 
 

Prohibited Stage Change 

  To Stage 

From 
Stage 

 1 2 

1  6 

2 6  
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Full Input Data And Results 

Give-Way Lane Input Data 

Junction: Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing 

There are no Opposed Lanes in this Junction 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Lane Input Data 

Junction: Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing 

Lane 
Lane 
Type 

Phases 
Start 
Disp. 

End 
Disp. 

Physical 
Length 
(PCU) 

Sat 
Flow 
Type 

Def User 
Saturation 

Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Turns 
Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

1/1 
(NLE 

Northbound) 
U B 2 3 60.0 Geom - 3.25 0.00 Y 

Arm 3 
Ahead 

Inf 

2/1 
(NLE 

Southbound) 
U A 2 3 60.0 Geom - 3.25 0.00 Y 

Arm 4 
Ahead 

Inf 

3/1 
(NLE Nb Exit) 

U  2 3 60.0 Inf - - - - - - 

4/1 
(NLE Sb Exit) 

U  2 3 60.0 Inf - - - - - - 

 

Traffic Flow Groups 

Flow Group Start Time End Time Duration Formula 

1: '2018 AM Peak Hr (27 Sept 2018 survey)' 08:00 09:00 01:00  

2: '2018 PM Peak Hr (27 Sept 2018 survey)' 17:00 18:00 01:00  

3: '2018 OFF Peak Hr (27 Sept 2018 survey)' 13:00 14:00 01:00  

 
 
 

Scenario 1: '2018 AM Peak' (FG1: '2018 AM Peak Hr (27 Sept 2018 survey)', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B Tot. 

A 0 814 814 

B 1421 0 1421 

Tot. 1421 814 2235 

 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 1: 

2018 AM Peak 

Junction: Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing 

1/1 1421 

2/1 814 

3/1 1421 

4/1 814 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NLE Northbound) 

3.25 0.00 Y Arm 3 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

2/1 
(NLE Southbound) 

3.25 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

3/1 
(NLE Nb Exit Lane 1) 

Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

4/1 
(NLE Sb Exit Lane 1) 

Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 

Scenario 2: '2018 PM Peak' (FG2: '2018 PM Peak Hr (27 Sept 2018 survey)', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B Tot. 

A 0 1736 1736 

B 956 0 956 

Tot. 956 1736 2692 

 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 2: 

2018 PM Peak 

Junction: Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing 

1/1 956 

2/1 1736 

3/1 956 

4/1 1736 

 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NLE Northbound) 

3.25 0.00 Y Arm 3 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

2/1 
(NLE Southbound) 

3.25 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

3/1 
(NLE Nb Exit Lane 1) 

Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

4/1 
(NLE Sb Exit Lane 1) 

Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Scenario 3: '2018 OFF Peak' (FG3: '2018 OFF Peak Hr (27 Sept 2018 survey)', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B Tot. 

A 0 1100 1100 

B 877 0 877 

Tot. 877 1100 1977 

 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 3: 

2018 OFF Peak 

Junction: Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing 

1/1 877 

2/1 1100 

3/1 877 

4/1 1100 

 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NLE Northbound) 

3.25 0.00 Y Arm 3 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

2/1 
(NLE Southbound) 

3.25 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

3/1 
(NLE Nb Exit Lane 1) 

Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

4/1 
(NLE Sb Exit Lane 1) 

Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 

Scenario 1: '2018 AM Peak' (FG1: '2018 AM Peak Hr (27 Sept 2018 survey)', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B

1 Min: 7

6 102s

C

2 Min: 6

6 6s
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 2 

Duration 102 6 

Change Point 0 108 

 

Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing
PRC: 5.5 %

Total Traffic Delay: 5.6 pcuHr

Ave. Route Delay Per Ped: 55.7 s/Ped
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 85.3% 

Newgate Lane 
Woodcote Lane 
crossing 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 85.3% 

1/1 
NLE 

Northbound 
Ahead 

U N/A N/A B  1 102 - 1421 1940 1665 85.3% 

2/1 
NLE 

Southbound 
Ahead 

U N/A N/A A  1 102 - 814 1940 1665 48.9% 

3/1 NLE Nb Exit U N/A N/A -  - - - 1421  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

4/1 NLE Sb Exit U N/A N/A -  - - - 814  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

Ped Link: P1 
Unnamed Ped 

Link 
- N/A - C  1 6 - 61 - 3600 3.4% 

Item Arriving (pcu) 
Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay (pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 0 2.2 3.3 0.0 5.6 - - - - 

Newgate Lane 
Woodcote Lane 
crossing 

- - 0 0 0 2.2 3.3 0.0 5.6 - - - - 

1/1 1421 1421 - - - 1.8 2.8 - 4.6 11.7 24.9 2.8 27.7 

2/1 814 814 - - - 0.5 0.5 - 0.9 4.2 6.6 0.5 7.0 

3/1 1421 1421 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

4/1 814 814 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Ped Link: P1 61 61 - - - - - - 0.9 55.7 - - 1.9 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  5.5  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  5.57 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  5.5  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  5.57   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 2: '2018 PM Peak' (FG2: '2018 PM Peak Hr (27 Sept 2018 survey)', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B

1 Min: 7

6 102s

C

2 Min: 6

6 6s
 

 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 2 

Duration 102 6 

Change Point 0 108 

 

Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing
PRC: -15.8 %

Total Traffic Delay: 54.0 pcuHr

Ave. Route Delay Per Ped: 55.7 s/Ped

A
rm

 1
 - N

L
E

 N
o
rth

b
o
u
n
d

1
B

A
rm

 2
 -
 N

L
E

 S
o
u
th

b
o
u
n
d

1
A

A
rm

 3
 - N

L
E

 N
b
 E

x
it

1

A
rm

 4
 -
 N

L
E

 S
b
 E

x
it

1

A

B

A B

 

P
age 2025



Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 104.3% 

Newgate Lane 
Woodcote Lane 
crossing 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 104.3% 

1/1 
NLE 

Northbound 
Ahead 

U N/A N/A B  1 102 - 956 1940 1665 57.4% 

2/1 
NLE 

Southbound 
Ahead 

U N/A N/A A  1 102 - 1736 1940 1665 104.3% 

3/1 NLE Nb Exit U N/A N/A -  - - - 956  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

4/1 NLE Sb Exit U N/A N/A -  - - - 1736  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

Ped Link: P1 
Unnamed Ped 

Link 
- N/A - C  1 6 - 52 - 3600 0.0% 

Item Arriving (pcu) 
Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay (pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 0 8.3 45.7 0.0 54.0 - - - - 

Newgate Lane 
Woodcote Lane 
crossing 

- - 0 0 0 8.3 45.7 0.0 54.0 - - - - 

1/1 956 956 - - - 0.6 0.7 - 1.3 4.9 8.8 0.7 9.4 

2/1 1736 1665 - - - 7.7 45.1 - 52.7 109.3 60.2 45.1 105.3 

3/1 956 956 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

4/1 1665 1665 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Ped Link: P1 52 52 - - - - - - 0.8 55.7 - - 1.7 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  -15.8  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  54.01 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  -15.8  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  54.01   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 3: '2018 OFF Peak' (FG3: '2018 OFF Peak Hr (27 Sept 2018 survey)', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B

1 Min: 7

6 102s

C

2 Min: 6

6 6s
 

 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 2 

Duration 102 6 

Change Point 0 108 

 

Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing
PRC: 36.2 %

Total Traffic Delay: 2.9 pcuHr

Ave. Route Delay Per Ped: 0.0 s/Ped
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 66.1% 

Newgate Lane 
Woodcote Lane 
crossing 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 66.1% 

1/1 
NLE 

Northbound 
Ahead 

U N/A N/A B  1 102 - 877 1940 1665 52.7% 

2/1 
NLE 

Southbound 
Ahead 

U N/A N/A A  1 102 - 1100 1940 1665 66.1% 

3/1 NLE Nb Exit U N/A N/A -  - - - 877  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

4/1 NLE Sb Exit U N/A N/A -  - - - 1100  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

Ped Link: P1 
Unnamed Ped 

Link 
- N/A - C  1 6 - 0 - 3600 0.0% 

Item Arriving (pcu) 
Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay (pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 0 1.4 1.5 0.0 2.9 - - - - 

Newgate Lane 
Woodcote Lane 
crossing 

- - 0 0 0 1.4 1.5 0.0 2.9 - - - - 

1/1 877 877 - - - 0.5 0.6 - 1.1 4.5 7.6 0.6 8.1 

2/1 1100 1100 - - - 0.8 1.0 - 1.8 6.0 11.9 1.0 12.9 

3/1 877 877 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

4/1 1100 1100 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Ped Link: P1 0 0 - - - - - - 0.0 0.0 - - 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  36.2  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  2.91 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  36.2  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  2.91   
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1. Qualifications and Experience  
 

 

1.1 My name is Jonathan Mundy. I hold a Transport Planning and Engineering MSc and am an 

Incorporated Engineer member of the Institution of Civil Engineers. 

 

1.2 I am a Principle Engineer in the Intelligent Transport Systems (ITS) Group at Hampshire County 

Council.  

 

1.3 I have been engaged in the practice of traffic signal design for 29 years. This period has been 

spent exclusively working in the ITS Group at Hampshire County Council. I have extensive 

experience in the design of traffic signal junctions including traffic modelling using Linsig software. 

I also have extensive in the operation and maintenance of traffic signal junctions. My experience 

also covers auditing developer’s traffic signal schemes. My experience ranges from concept 

design through to implementation on street of traffic signal junctions and pedestrian crossings.  

 

1.4 I am familiar with the local transport network and surrounding area.  

 

1.5 I have been requested by Fareham Borough Council (FBC) to provide expert witness services 

for the Inquiry. 
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2. Scope of Evidence 

 
2.1 The planning applications were subject to an officer recommendation for refusal as 

detailed in the Officer Recommendations (CDC.1 and CDC.2).  The Planning Committee 

resolved to refuse planning permission for both applications at the planning committee on 

01/07/2020.  The highway reasons for refusal relate to:  

Northern application (P/18/1118/OA):  

d) The application site is not sustainably located adjacent to, well related to or well-

integrated with the existing urban settlement boundaries; 

f) Insufficient information has been submitted to adequately assess the highways impacts 

arising from the proposed development; 

g) The proposed access is inadequate to accommodate the development safely; 

h) The proposed development would have an unacceptable impact on the junction of old 

Newgate Lane / Newgate Lane East resulting in a severe impact on the road safety and 

operation of the local transport network; 

i) The proposed development provides insufficient support for sustainable transport options; 

o) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure the submission and implementation of a full 

Travel Plan, payment of the Travel Plan approval and monitoring fees and the provision of a 

surety mechanism to ensure implementation of the Travel Plan, the proposed development 

would not make the necessary provision to ensure measures are in place to assist in 

reducing the dependency on the use of the private motorcar. 

  

Southern Application (P/19/0460/OA): 

d) The application site is not sustainably located adjacent to, well related to or well-

integrated with the existing urban settlement boundaries; 

e) Insufficient information has been submitted to adequately assess the highways impacts 

arising from the proposed development; 

f) The proposed access is inadequate to accommodate the development safely; 

g) The proposed development would have an unacceptable impact on the junction of old 

Newgate Lane / Newgate Lane East resulting in a severe impact on the road safety and 

operation of the local transport network; 

h) The proposed development provides insufficient support for sustainable transport 

options; 

o) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure the submission and implementation of a full 

Travel Plan, payment of the Travel Plan approval and monitoring fees and the provision of a 

surety mechanism to ensure implementation of the Travel Plan, the proposed development 
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would not make the necessary provision to ensure measures are in place to assist in 

reducing the dependency on the use of the private motorcar. 

  

2.2 Those reasons related to insufficient information, access, contributions and Travel Plans 

were capable of being addressed through liaison with the appellant and they have been. 

However, Reason for Refusal h for the northern site which corresponds to Reason g for the 

southern site cannot be resolved. This is:  

• The proposed development would have an unacceptable impact on the junction of old 

Newgate Lane / Newgate Lane East resulting in a severe impact on the road safety and 

operation of the local transport network. 

 

2.3 My evidence considers the traffic signal junction matters which are the subject of this 

Inquiry.  My evidence considers the following: 

• Signalling of the right turn movement from Newgate Lane East north towards Old 

Newgate Lane 

• Traffic distribution across the approach lanes on Newgate Lane East northbound  

 

2.4 At Section 3 of my evidence I address relevant design guidance.  

 

2.5 At Section 4 of my evidence I will deal with the signalling of right turn movement from Newgate 

Lane East north into Old Newgate Lane. I shall demonstrate that the development will introduce 

a predictable and unacceptable road safety hazard. I shall base my assessment on road safety 

records at similar nearby traffic signal junctions, review of other signal junctions, design practice 

adopted by other Local Authorities and the Stage 1 Road Safety Audit. The Appellant has based 

the design on national design guidance without consideration for local conditions.     

 

 

2.6 In Section 5 of my evidence I will deal with the traffic distribution across the approach lanes on 

Newgate Lane East northbound. I will demonstrate that the traffic distribution used in the traffic 

signal model is incorrect and underestimates the resultant queuing and delays on Newgate Lane 

East northbound. I shall base my assessment on observed site data collected from similar sites 

and published papers. 

 

2.7 My summary and conclusions are provided in Section 6.  

 

2.8 My evidence should be read alongside that of Ms Parker (Planning), Mr Sibbett (Ecology), Mr 

Dudley (Landscape) and Mr Gammer (Transportation). 
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2.9 The evidence that I have prepared and provide for this appeal reference is true and I confirm 

that the opinions expressed are my true and professional opinions. 

 

 

 

 

Page 2036



 

6 

 

3 Relevant Design Guidance   
 

3.1 I consider below the design guidance applicable to the signalling of right turn traffic 

movements.  

 

3.2 Newgate Lane East is subject to a 40mph speed limit while Old Newgate Lane has a 30mph 

speed limit. The design guidance for traffic signal junction on roads subject to a speed limit of 

40 mph and under is contained in Traffic Signs Manual Chapter 6 – Traffic Control 

(Department for Transport 2019).  

 

3.3 Section 1.1.1 of the Traffic Signs Manual Chapter 6 states  

 

“The Traffic Signs Manual (the Manual) offers advice to traffic authorities and their 

contractors, designers and managing agents in the United Kingdom, on the correct use of 

traffic signs and road markings on the highway network. Mandatory requirements are set 

out in the Traffic Signs Regulations and General Directions 2016 (as amended) 

(TSRGD)…. …..Whilst the Manual can assist with complying with the mandatory 

requirements, it cannot provide a definitive legal interpretation, nor can it override them. 

This remains the prerogative of the courts or parking adjudicators in relation to the 

appearance and use of specific traffic signs, road markings etc. at specific locations.”  

 

3.4 Section 1.1.2 of the Traffic Signs Manual Chapter 6 states  

 

“The advice is given to assist authorities in the discharge of their duties under section 122 

of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984 and Part 2 of the Traffic Management Act 2004 

in England and under Part 1 of the Roads (Scotland) Act 1984. Subject to compliance with 

the Directions, which are mandatory (see 1.4.2 and 1.4.3), it is for traffic authorities to 

determine what signing is necessary to meet those duties.”  

 

3.5 Section 1.1.6 of the Traffic Signs Manual Chapter 6 states  

 

“Engineers who design and maintain the road network must be able to offer consistent 

standards that can satisfy road users’ needs. Traffic authorities depend on signing and 

signalling for the efficient control and movement of traffic, for enforcement of traffic 

regulations and, most importantly, as an aid to road safety” 

 

3.6 Section 8.4.1of the Traffic Signs Manual Chapter 6 states  

 

“Separately signalled right turns should be considered in circumstances where opposed right 

turns may be unsafe, for example on roads where the 85th percentile speed is above 45 

mph on the relevant approaches. They may also be considered if it is necessary to separate 

control between right turning traffic and adjacent ahead movements, for example, when 

trying to accommodate parallel pedestrians or when both right turns from opposite arms 

are heavy.” 
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4 Signalling of the Right Turn Movement from Newgate Lane 

East towards Old Newgate Lane 

 
4.1 Currently Newgate Lane East and Old Newgate Lane form a 3 arm priority junction. 

Newgate Lane East comprises of a single lane in both directions through the junction. There 

is a separate centre lane for vehicles turning right from Newgate Lane East into Old 

Newgate Lane. Drivers making this right turn movement cross a single lane of on-coming 

traffic. Old Newgate Lane is a single lane which widens out on the immediate approach to 

the junction. 

 

 

Figure 1: Development Location 

Source: Extracted from Illustrative Framework Masterplan – Southern Parcel (August 2019), 

CDA.73 
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Figure 2: Proposed Newgate Lane/Old Newgate Lane traffic signal junction 

 

4.2 The Appellant’s proposal would introduce traffic signals at the junction. Newgate Lane 

East northbound would be widened on the approach from a single lane to two lanes through 

the junction. The nearside lane would be used by traffic travelling ahead and turning left and 

the offside lane by traffic travelling ahead only. Beyond the junction Newgate Lane East 

northbound would return to a single lane. Old Newgate Lane would be widened shortly 

before the junction from a single lane to two lanes. The nearside lane would be for left 

turning traffic and the offside lane for right turning traffic.   

 

4.3 The traffic signal junction is proposed to operate in the following 3 stages 

 

Stage 1 – Newgate Lane southbound ahead and right turn during gaps and Newgate 

Lane East northbound ahead and left turn (phases A and B)  

Stage 2 – Newgate Lane East southbound ahead and right turn under indicative 

arrow signal (phases B and D) 

 Stage 3 – Old Newgate Lane (phase C) 
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Staging Diagram 

A

B

C

D

1 Min >= 7

A

B

C

D

2 Min >= 4

A

B

C

D

3 Min >= 7

 
 

4.4 The proposed staging would allow drivers to turn right from Newgate Lane East into 

Old Newgate Lane during stage 1. This would result in drivers turning right across two lanes 

of oncoming traffic. Poor driver judgement in finding a safe gap across two lanes of traffic 

travelling ahead within a traffic signal junction is considered to present an unacceptable 

safety hazard.  

4.5 To eliminate this safety hazard would require the full signalisation of the right turn traffic 

movement from Newgate Lane East into Old Newgate Lane. Under this arrangement right 

turning drivers would be prevented from turning during gaps in the oncoming traffic flow. 

Right turning drivers would be held at a red signal and could only turn when the oncoming 

traffic was stopped at a red signal. This is the only acceptable method of allowing the right 

turning movement across 2 lanes of ahead traffic. The staging arrangement be  

 

Stage 1 – Newgate Lane southbound ahead and Newgate Lane East 

northbound ahead and left turn (phases A and B)  

Stage 2 – Newgate Lane East southbound ahead and right turn under 

indicative arrow (phases B and D) 

  Stage 3 – Old Newgate Lane (phase C) 

 

 Staging Diagram 

 
A

B

C

D

1 Min >= 7

A

B

C

D

2 Min >= 7

A

B

C

D

3 Min >= 7

 
 

 

 

4.6 Under the Appellant’s proposed staging the right turn movement from Newgate Lane 

north into Old Newgate Lane could at occur three points during the cycle of the signals  
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• during stage 1 with drivers turning right between gaps in the oncoming 

traffic flow 

• during the interstage period between stages 1 and 2 

• during stage 2 when they would have right of way with the right turn 

indicative arrow 

 

4.7 Drivers arriving during stage 1 would have to make judgement to find a safe and 

acceptable gap in the oncoming traffic flow in which to complete their turn. The oncoming 

traffic may pass through the junction in two lanes. The presence of a vehicle approaching in 

the lane nearest to the waiting driver may obstruct the visibility to a vehicle in the furthest 

lane. When making a decision on when it is safe to turn the driver may have limited or no 

awareness of a vehicle in the furthest lane. The driver would make their decision on when to 

turn based on the gaps in the traffic flow in the traffic lane they can see. The safety risk 

occurs as the right turning driver who has started to make their turn and is partially across 

the oncoming traffic lanes comes into conflict with an unsighted vehicle travelling through 

the junction in the furthest lane.  

 

4.8 The majority of drivers in the furthest lane would be travelling straight ahead through 

the junction. This means that they would not be slowing down or be expecting to slow as 

they would have a green signal and be so close to the junction. The speed differential would 

contribute to the severity of a collision. The most expected form of collision would be a side 

impact to the right turning vehicle and driver.  

 

4.9 Stage 1 would run for the majority of the signal cycle and the majority of drivers wishing 

to turn right would be faced with having to judge a safe gap to turn across the 2 lanes of 

oncoming traffic.  

 

4.10 The Appellant’s proposal would introduce an unacceptable yet avoidable safety risk to 

the junction.  

 

Safety implications of the proposed method of signalling the right turn 

movement 
 

4.11 There are 246 traffic signal junctions in Hampshire as recorded on Hampshire County 

Council’s Inview Fault Management System. Of these there are 40 junctions where right turn 

movements cross two or more opposing lanes of ahead traffic. These are listed in the 

Appendix A. The overriding majority (36 junctions) use a fully signalised phase to control the 

right turn movement. The fully signalised phase only permits drivers to turn right when they 
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receive a green signal and appears when all conflicting traffic movements are stopped at red. 

It eliminates the give way right turn movement. Of these 26 junctions have included this 

safety feature since their implementation. This consistent approach has been taken at 

junctions located in 30mph, 40mph and 50mph speed limits. The remaining 10 junctions have 

required the right turn movement to be changed to fully signalled to address a proven safety 

record. These junctions will be covered in detail later in section 4.18. This demonstrates a 

well-established and widespread approach to the design and control of right turning 

movements across 2 lanes of ahead traffic.  

 

4.12 There remain just 4 junctions in Hampshire where the right turn movement may cross 

two opposing ahead lanes of traffic under a give way arrangement either with or without a 

right turn indicative arrow phase. It should be noted that none of these 4 junctions have 

been implemented in the past 20 years. These are listed in Appendix B. To date the personal 

injury rates at these junctions have not required the intervention of safety remedial 

measures. This is attributed to a range of factors as detailed below for each junction. 

 

London Road/Vicarage Rd, Blackwater  

• located within a 30mph speed limit 

• right turn prohibition which operates on a part time basis and has been in place for 

over 30 years. At this junction drivers use well-established diversion routes which 

may be more convenient. 

Botley Rd / Nutburn Rd, North Baddesley 

• located within a 30mph speed limit 

• short flare (30 metres) and merge distances (50 metres) lowers vehicle speeds 

through the conflict point at the junction.  

Woodside Avenue/Judds Close, Eastleigh 

• located within a 30mph speed limit 

Premier Inn, A335 Leigh Road, Eastleigh 

• located within a 30mph speed limit  

• close proximity to another signal junction (Leigh Road/M3 Junction 11 southbound 

off slip) which is within 100 metres. The adjacent provides regulated gaps in the 

oncoming traffic flow in which to turn right. 

 

4.13 The above factors are not applicable to the proposed Newgate Lane East/Old Newgate 

Lane traffic signal junction. This junction sits within a 40mph speed limit on Newgate Lane 

East. The flare and merge distances are far greater being 100 and 150 metres respectively. 
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This provides the opportunity for drivers to increase their speed through the junction on 

the approach to the conflict point. The proposed traffic signal junction at Newgate Lane 

East/Old Newgate Lane is located around 800 metres north of the adjacent traffic signals at 

Peel Common roundabout. At such a distance any gaps created by the Peel Common 

roundabout traffic signals would be closed by the time the traffic approached the Old 

Newgate Lane junction. A right turn prohibition is not proposed at the junction and would 

not be viable. The junction forms the only access to Old Newgate Lane and the diversion 

route would require traffic to turn around at Peel Common roundabout. This would 

introduce a diversion length of over 1.6 kilometres for the residents of Old Newgate Lane.  

 

4.14 The use of a fully signalised phase for controlling right turn movements across two or 

more opposing lanes of ahead traffic at new traffic signal junctions has been adopted for over 

20 years in Hampshire. The Appellant’s proposal is contrary to this established practice. 

 

Design Approach Adopted by Other Local Authorities 

 

4.15 It is useful to understand the design approach adopted by other local authorities where 

right turn movements cross two or more opposing lanes of ahead traffic. None have a 

formal written policy for the treatment of right turning traffic across 2 or more lanes of 

traffic. There is often an informal policy or design preference in how the right turn 

movement should be signalled controlled and what would be acceptable to that local 

authority. 

 

The position of Southampton City Council is  

“preference is always to fully control the movement when cars have to cross two lanes or 

more” (Daniel Ward, ITS Team Leader) 

 

 

In Portsmouth City Council the view is  

“would always push for a separate right turn lane where that movement is crossing 2 or 

more lanes.” (Steve Flynn, Principal Traffic & Development Management Engineer) 

 

West Sussex County Council’s position is 

“would be not to accept a design that would require right turning traffic to look for gaps 

across two lanes of normal traffic.” (Barry Edmunds, Asset Manager – Traffic Signals 

and Street Lighting) 
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East Sussex County Council’s view is   

“Fully signalised stages, in my opinion offer the most flexibility and are certainly more 

familiar to drivers.” (Nick Killick, Project & Maintenance Manager - Traffic Signals – 

ITS) 

 

Kent County Council has the view that the give way arrangement where vehicles cross two 

or more lane of opposing traffic is 

 

“it is not something we would permit as it is a safety issue… Crossing two lanes of traffic 

is problematic due to poor driver behaviour.”  (Toby Butler, Traffic & Network 

Solutions Asset Manager) 

 

 

4.16 In the investigation it is evident that local authorities exercise a strong and consistent 

design approach to the treatment of right turning movements across 2 opposing traffic lanes 

with the use of a fully signalised phase.   

 

4.17 The Appellant’s proposal is contrary to that expected by other local authorities. 

 
Safety records of right turning movements across 2 ahead lanes at traffic 

signal junctions 

 
4.18 Until the mid 1990’s in Hampshire it was common place that right turning traffic would 

gap seek across 2 or more lanes of opposing traffic. This occurred at junctions where the 

85th percentile vehicle speeds did not require the right turn to be fully signalised.  

 

4.19 From the mid 1990’s a safety collision trend was identified at a growing number of 

traffic signal junctions. This started to highlight a deterioration in safety where right turning 

drivers were giving way across 2 lanes of opposing traffic. The results were side impact 

collisions between right turning and oncoming vehicles. Since 1998 there have been 10 traffic 

signal junctions where the right turn movement has been changed from a gap seeking 

arrangement to a fully signalised phase. These junctions are listed below. This remedial 

action was taken to resolve and eliminate the cross over collisions between right turning 

vehicles and opposing vehicles travelling ahead. This change of signalling occurred at the 

following junctions. 

 

 

Portchester Road/Downend Road in Fareham (junction A)  

The Avenue/Gudge Heath Lane in Fareham (junction B) 

The Avenue/Bishopsfield Road/Veryan in Fareham (junction C) 
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Park Road South/Solent Road in Havant (junction D) 

Park Road South/Elm Lane in Havant (junction E) 

London Road/Rosemary Lane/Green Lane in Blackwater (junction F) 

Forton Road/The Crossways/Lees Lane North in Gosport (junction G) 

Southampton Road/Castle Trading Estate in Portchester (junction H) 

Wellington Avenue/Hospital Hill/Princes Way in Aldershot (junction I) 

A325/Kingsley Road at Sleaford (junction J) 

 

4.20 A summary of the safety record at a number of these junctions is outlined below. 

Details of the collisions taken from Hampshire Constabulary’s road safety collision database 

is detailed in Appendix C. The safety record shows the number of personal injury accidents 

which involved a vehicle turning right across 2 lanes of opposing traffic. The records cover 

10 year periods before and after the right turn movements were fully signalised.  

 

Portchester Road/Downend Road (right turn indicative arrow replaced with fully signalised 

phase on 20 August 2004) - Junction A  

11 collisions in 10 years before signal change 

0 collisions in 10 years after signal change 

 

The Avenue/Gudge Heath Lane (right turn indicative arrow replaced with fully signalised 

phase on 1 February 1998) - Junction B  

8 collisions in 8 years before signal change (no access to data pre-1990) 

2 collisions in 10 years after signal change 

 

The Avenue/Bishopsfield Road/Veryan (right turn indicative arrow replaced with fully 

signalised phase on 26 August 1998) - Junction C  

4 collisions in 8 years before signal change (no access to data pre-1990) 

0 collisions in 10 years after signal change 

 

Park Road South/Solent Road (right turn indicative arrow replaced with fully signalised phase 

on 4 February 2008) - Junction D  

13 collisions in 10 years before signal change 

0 collisions in 10 years after signal change 

 

Park Road South/Elm Lane (right turn indicative arrow replaced with fully signalised phase on 

1 May 2007) - Junction E  

22 collisions in 10 years before signal change  

1collision in 10 years after signal change 
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London Road/Rosemary Lane/Green Lane, Blackwater (right turn indicative arrow replaced 

with fully signalised phase on 8 October 2003) - Junction F  

24 collisions in 10 years before signal change 

2 collisions in 10 years after signal change 

 

4.21 It should be noted that 5 of the 10 junctions (junctions A to E) where safety remedial 

action was taken are within a 5 kilometre radius of the proposed junction. This may suggest 

a particular problem in this area. 

 

4.22 All these junctions were located on roads where the speed limit was either 40mph or 

30mph. Newgate Lane East has a speed limit of 40mph. All these junctions required right 

turning drivers to cross 2 lanes of oncoming traffic of which both lanes travelled ahead. This 

mirrors the junction arrangement at Newgate Lane East/Old Newgate Lane. There are no 

other known factors which indicate that the right turn movements should have been fully 

signalled at the time the junction was opened. This indicates that the Appellant’s proposal 

mirrors the signal junctions which developed the collisions involving right turning vehicles.  

 

4.23 The national design guidance contained in Traffic Signs Manual Chapter 6 (Traffic 

Control) section 8.4.1 states that a fully signalled right turn should be considered where an 

opposed movement would be unsafe.  One example of when a fully signalled right turn 

should be considered is where   the 85th percentile speed of oncoming vehicles exceed 45 

mph. Others include where separate control between right turning traffic and adjacent 

ahead movements is required, for example, when trying to accommodate parallel 

pedestrians or when both right turns from opposite arms are heavy. While examples are 

provided in Chapter 6 section 8.4.1 they are not exhaustive. It should be noted that it is 

national guidance and that in the case of the right turn movement the local authority has 

found it necessary to apply a specific requirement to address a safety problem.  

 

4.24 There are multiple similarities between the proposed junction arrangement and that of 

other traffic signal junctions in Hampshire which have suffered a proven collision record 

involving right turning vehicles. These junctions were deemed unsafe and required 

Hampshire County Council to implement safety remedial measures by changing to fully 

signalled signal arrangements. To proactively address a previously demonstrated safety 

problem at similar traffic signal junctions the right turn movement would be fully signalled.   
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4.25 It is demonstrated by the evidence from similar traffic signal junctions that the 

Appellant’s proposal would introduce an unacceptable safety problem. 

 

Road Safety Audit  
 

4.26 A Road Safety Audit (Stage 1) for the traffic signal junction was commissioned by 

Pegasus Group. The audit was completed by Andy Paul on 23rd February 2020. Only one 

item was identified in the Road Safety Audit which highlighted the right turn movement. An 

extract from the Audit is shown below 

 

“Location – Junction right-turn lane  

Summary: Potential collisions between northbound vehicles on Gosport Road and vehicles 

turning right into Newgate Lane  

The traffic signal staging diagram doesn’t appear to show the Gosport Road southbound 

right-turn phase operating within a signal stage. DMRB CD123 states that, where the 

85th percentile approach speed is greater than 72 kph (45 mph), there is an increased 

risk of collisions between right-turning vehicles seeking gaps and on-coming vehicles 

travelling at speed. DMRB also states that where the 85th percentile approach speed is 

greater than 72 kph (45 mph), right-turns should be separately signalled.  

Higher northbound vehicle speeds on Gosport Road (particularly in off-peak traffic 

conditions) may mean that gap acceptance by the drivers of right turning vehicles could 

lead to right-turn collisions or to sudden braking and shunt type collisions.  

RECOMMENDATION  

At detailed design stage, signal staging / phasing should incorporate a separately signalled 

right-turn into Newgate Lane. It would be appropriate to measure northbound vehicle 

speeds to design signal staging and phasing arrangements accordingly.”  

 

4.27 The Audit identified a road safety concern with the proposed give way right turn 

movement at the junction. The recommendation was that the right turn movement should 

be fully signal controlled.  

 

4.28 The Appellant’s proposal is contrary to the recommendation of their own independent 

Road Safety Audit. 
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5 Traffic Distribution Across Approach Lanes 

 
5.1 The Newgate Lane East/Old Newgate Lane junction has been modelled using Linsig3 

which is a nationally accepted traffic signal modelling software. The use of this modelling 

software is accepted. The modelling software informs of the junction performance including 

maximum queue lengths, average vehicle delays and total junction delay. The Appellant’s 

model incorrectly models the Newgate Lane East northbound approach in the AM peak. 

This relates to the distribution of traffic across the two lanes on the Newgate Lane East 

northbound approach. Critically this underestimates the maximum queue length, average 

delay per vehicle and total delay on this arm.  

 

5.2 Newgate Lane East is currently a single lane through the junction in both directions. The 

proposed junction would introduce a 2 lane approach on the southern arm. The single lane 

would widen to 2 lanes over a distance of approximately 100 metres from the junction. The 

2 lanes would continue through the junction reducing back a single lane around 180 metres 

to the north. This results in a flare on the junction approach and merge after the junction. 

 

5.3 The 2 lane northbound flared approach would be required for capacity. Drivers would 

be able to choose which lane to use on the approach to the junction. The traffic use of the 

flared lane would have an impact on the junction capacity.  

 

5.4 The Appellant’s Linsig model has been based on a traffic distribution of 70% of ahead 

traffic using the main lane (offside) and 30% of ahead traffic using the flared lane (nearside) 

on the Newgate Lane East northbound approach. This distribution has been applied to both 

the AM and PM peak models. This traffic distribution has not been agreed for the AM peak 

and has a direct impact on the queue lengths, average vehicle delay and total delay on the 

Newgate Lane East northbound arm during this period.   

 

5.5 It is unclear where the Appellant’s use of the 70% and 30% traffic distribution has 

originated. 

 

5.6 A technical paper was published called ‘Modelling Merges at Traffic Signal Junctions’ 

(Chris Kennett 2012). The paper produced a methodology for modelling merging 

movements beyond signal junctions using Linsig software. Three traffic signal junctions were 

included in the paper of which two included a flare and merge layout similar to the proposed 

Newgate Lane junction. One of the findings was the traffic distribution across the flared 

lanes on the approach to the junction. An extract is shown below; 
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“It is clear from these results that not only is there a direct relationship between the 

nearside lane flow and total flow but that there is an unequal balance of flow between 

nearside and offside lanes, corresponding to the total flow of traffic. Simply put, as traffic 

flow increases, there will always be a greater number of vehicles using the nearside lane to 

the offside, where the lanes merge on exit. As the Y intercept is close to zero, traffic 

distribution can be expressed as a percentage of total traffic, (73.4% of PCU using nearside 

lane) or even as a direct ratio of approximately 3:1” 

 
5.7 The findings indicate that 73.4% of vehicles on the two lanes approaches used the 

nearside lane. The remaining 26.6% of vehicles used the offside lane.  

 

5.8 A further technical paper was published called ‘Merging Traffic at Signal Junction’ (Chris 

Kennett 2015) which expanded on the previous 2012 work. Data from another seven were 

included in the paper. The conclusion from the paper is below. 

 

“The new data collected reinforces the findings of the earlier paper; that traffic flow in 

lanes approaching a merge is predictable and can be modelled. Furthermore, there is a 

consistent bias towards the nearside lane.  

This gives us confidence that traffic flow in the nearside lane can be reasonably predicted 

by the expression:  

Fn = 0.735*FT   

 

 Where Fn is the nearside lane flow and FT is the total flow.” 

 

The enhanced findings re-enforced the work from the original study. This showed that 

73.5% of traffic used the nearside lane and 26.5% used the offside lane on a two lane 

approach. The Appellant’s traffic model has used a lane distribution split of 70% and 30% for 

the Newgate Lane East northbound traffic flow which is shown by the lane connector flows 

on the Linsig network layout view.  Using the 70%/30% distribution assigns a lower number 

of vehicles to the nearside lane than indicated by the above findings. As a result the 

maximum queue lengths, average delays per vehicle and total delay on Newgate Lane East 

northbound are under reported by the Appellant’s model in the AM peak. 

 

5.9 Of the 246 traffic signal junctions in Hampshire there are 6 junctions which include a 

flare and merge lane arrangement in their layout which is used by the main traffic movement. 

These junctions with the flare and merge movements are; 

 

Wellington Avenue/Hospital Hill/Princes Way at Aldershot (junction K) 

(Wellington Avenue eastbound – 100 metre flare length and 60 metre merge)  

 

A326/Jacobs Gutter Lane at Totton (junction L) 

(A326 southbound – 160 metre flare length and 120 metre merge) 
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Park Road South/Elm Lane/Parkway at Havant (junction M) 

(Park Road South northbound – 55 metre flare and 100 metre merge) 

 

Bridge Road/Swanwick Lane at Bursledon (junction N)  

(Bridge Road eastbound – 80 metre flare and 100 metre merge) 

(Bridge Road westbound – 110 metre flare and 90 metre merge) 

 

Rownhams Road/Nutburn Road/Rownhams Lane at North Baddesley (junction O) 

(Rownhams Road westbound – 30 metre flare and 50 metre merge) 

 

A327/A3011/Summit Avenue Fleet (junction P) 

(A327 westbound – 35 metre flare and 75 metre merge) 

A3011 eastbound – 75 metre flare and 90 metre merge) 

 

5.10 All of the named movements flare out from a single lane to two lanes at the signal 

junction. The movements continue as two lanes through the junction before merging back 

into a single lane beyond the junction. These arrangements match that proposed on 

Newgate Lane East northbound.    

 

5.11 Site observations on the lane distribution on the flared approaches at four of the above 

junctions were conducted in October 2020. This data is contained in Appendix D. The 

observations recorded the queue lengths in the nearside and offside lanes at the traffic 

signals at the start of green. The data was collected during the peak traffic periods (08:00-

09:00 and 17:00-18:00). This periods mirror the peak hours modelled. 

 

5.12 The findings indicated the following  

 

AM peak 

72.8% of vehicles queued in the nearside lane and 27.2% queued in the offside lane 

 

 

PM peak  

69.9% of vehicles queued in the nearside lane and 30.1% queued in the offside lane 

 

5.13 The findings indicate that in the AM peak the lane distribution used in the Appellant’s 

model differs from that obtained from the site measurements. The lane distribution of ahead 

traffic in the Appellant’s model is shown by the lane connector flows displayed in the 

network layout view in the Linsig model. The Appellant has assigned 30% of ahead traffic to 

the nearside lane and 70% of traffic to the offside lane. This imbalance towards the use of 
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the offside lane is contrary to both the findings of Chris Kennett and Hampshire County 

Council’s on street observations. The proposed junction layout does not preclude the use of 

either lane to travel ahead but the Appellant’s assumption that the offside lane will carry 70% 

of ahead traffic is incorrect. The Appellant’s model based on their 30%/70% traffic 

distribution underestimates the maximum queue length, average delay per vehicle and total 

delay on Newgate Lane East northbound in the AM peak. 

 

5.14 The Linsig model has been re-run to test the sensitivity of the lane distribution in the 

AM peak. The model has used the lane distribution values obtained by Hampshire County 

Council (72.8% in the nearside lane; 27.2% in the offside lane). These values have a lower 

differential between the lanes than those derived by Chris Kennett’s work (73.5% and 

26.5%) but have a greater differential than those used by the Appellant’s model (30%/70%) 

for the AM peak. It is unclear where the Appellant’s use of the 30%/70% distribution has 

originated. The use of the 72.8% and 27.2% traffic distribution in the re-run models is based 

on up-to-date observed lane usage for signalised approaches with the same road layout as 

the proposed. The re-run models provide an accurate and robust lane use distribution. The 

results from the re-run model are considered to provide the true indication of maximum 

queue lengths, average delays per vehicle and total delay in the AM peak on Newgate Lane 

East northbound. 

 

5.15 The results for the model with the fully signalised right turn phase are compared with 

the Appellant’s model below. These use the 72.8%/27.2% lane distribution split which is the 

correct ratio.   

 

Right turn fully signalised phase 

 

30/70 represents 30% of Newgate Lane East northbound ahead traffic in the nearside lane 

and 70% of ahead traffic in the offside lane 

72.8/27.2 represents 72.8% of Newgate Lane East northbound traffic in the nearside lane 

(left and ahead traffic) and 27.2% in the offside lane (ahead traffic) 
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5.16 Maximum queue lengths 

 

AM peak – Maximum queue lengths 

 75 dwellings 115 dwellings 190 dwellings 

 30/70 72.8/27.2 30/70 72.8/27.2 30/70 72.8/27.2 

Newgate 

Lane East 

northbound 

57.1 79.1 57.3 81.2 58.3 82.9 

Newgate 

Lane East 

southbound 

5.3 5.3 5.3 5.3 5.3 5.3 

Old 

Newgate 

Lane 

1.9 1.9 2.6 2.6 3.9 3.9 

Table 1: Fully signalised right turn Maximum Queue Length (PCUs) AM peak 

Source 30/70 results: RWA Linsig modelling support note, October 2020 

Source 72.8/27.2 results: Hampshire County Council sensitivity modelling, October 2020 

 

 

5.17 The above results in table 1 indicate that using the measured lane distribution (72.8% 

and 27.2%) the maximum queue length on Newgate Lane East northbound would increase 

for every scenario. The results indicate that the Appellant’s traffic model underestimates the 

queues lengths on Newgate Lane East northbound by around 27% to 29% in the AM peak.  

  

5.18 Delay per vehicle 

 

AM peak – Delay per vehicle 

 75 dwellings 115 dwellings 190 dwellings 

 30/70 72.8/27.2 30/70 72.8/27.2 30/70 72.8/27.2 

Newgate 

Lane East 

northbound 

41.1 64.3 41.5 66.0 42.4 68.5 

Newgate 

Lane East 

southbound 

6.2  6.2 6.5 6.5 7.2 7.2 

Old 

Newgate 

Lane 

68.0 68.0 72.6 72.6 85.7 85.7 

Table 2: Fully signalised right turn - Delay per Vehicle (seconds) AM peak 

Source 30/70 results: RWA Linsig modelling support note, October 2020 

Source 72.8/27.2 results: Hampshire County Council sensitivity modelling, October 2020 

 
5.19 The results for the delay per vehicle above show that using the measured lane 

distribution (72.8% and 27.2%) the times increase by 23 to 26 seconds on Newgate Lane 

East northbound. This indicates that the Appellant’s traffic model underestimates the delay 

per vehicle by around 36% to 38% in the AM peak. 
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5.20 Total delay 

 
AM peak – Total delay 

 75 dwellings 115 dwellings 190 dwellings 

 30/70 72.8/27.2 30/70 72.8/27.2 30/70 72.8/27.2 

Newgate 

Lane East 

northbound 

19.77 29.88 19.97 30.7 20.40 31.94 

Newgate 

Lane East 

southbound 

1.28 1.2 1.35 1.3 1.53 1.5 

Table 3: Fully signalised right turn - Additional peak hour delay on Newgate Lane East 

(hours) 

Source 30/70 results: RWA Linsig modelling support note, October 2020 

Source 72.8/27.2 results: Hampshire County Council sensitivity modelling, October 2020 

 
5.21 The above results (table 3) for the total delay show that using the measured lane 

distribution (72.8% and 27.2%) the total delay for Newgate Lane East northbound traffic 

increases by 10 to 12 hours. This shows that the Appellant’s traffic model prediction for 

total delay on Newgate Lane East northbound is underestimated by around 34% to 36% in 

the AM peak. 

 

5.22 The results indicate that they Appellant’s traffic model incorrectly predicts the queue 

lengths, delay per vehicle and total delay for Newgate Lane East northbound in the AM peak. 

This is because the incorrect traffic distribution has been applied. 

 

5.23 The 72.8%/27.2% traffic distribution values derived from on street observations are the 

correct values that should be used in the AM peak model. When compared with the 

Appellant’ traffic distribution split the results for the correct (72.8%/27.2%) split indicate a 

significant increase in queue lengths, average delays per vehicle and total delay on Newgate 

Lane East northbound in the AM peak. This indicates that the approach is highly sensitive to 

relatively small changes in lane usage which demonstrates that the traffic signal junction 

would operate over capacity with an exponential impact in queuing and delay.  
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6 Summary and Conclusions 
 

6.1 My evidence considers the transport related matters which are the subject of this 

Inquiry.  I have been instructed by FBC to provide expert witness services for the 

Inquiry.  My evidence considers the following:  

 

• Signalling of the right turn movement from Newgate Lane East north towards Old 

Newgate Lane 

 

• Traffic distribution across the approach lanes on Newgate Lane East northbound  

 

6.2 I explain how under the Appellant’s proposal drivers would give way across 2 lanes of 

ahead traffic when turning right and the safety hazards associated with this arrangement. 

I then continue to detail the fully signalled right turn movement which would eliminate 

this safety hazard. This would remove the give way arrangement and only allow the right 

turn movement when the ahead traffic lanes are stopped. The fully signalled right turn is 

the safe and therefore acceptable method of control.    

 

6.3 I outline the design approach taken by other local authorities to the signalling of the 

right turn movement across 2 lanes of ahead traffic. Their design requirements would 

expect a fully signalled right turn movement. 

 

 

6.4 Using personal injury collision records from other traffic signal junctions in Hampshire 

where drivers were able to turn right across 2 lanes of ahead traffic I demonstrate that a 

safety problem occurred. These resulted in safety remedial action being taken which 

changed the right turn give way arrangement to a fully signalled arrangement. The 

Appellant’s proposal mirrors the signal junctions which developed the collisions involving 

right turning vehicles. 

 

6.5 A Road Safety Audit was produced by the Appellant for their proposal. The Audit 

identified a road safety concern with the proposed give way right turn movement at the 

junction. The recommendation was that the right turn movement should be fully signal 

controlled.  

 

 

6.6 In terms of the traffic signal modelling the Appellant’s has used a lane distribution of 70% 

(main lane) and 30% (flared lane) on the Newgate Lane East northbound approach in 

both the AM and PM peaks. With reference to published papers and data collected from 
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other sites I demonstrate that this incorrectly reflects the traffic distribution across the 

lanes. The imbalance of traffic between the lanes should be greater than that used by the 

Appellant. As a consequence the Appellant’s model underestimates the level of queuing 

and delay on the Newgate Lane East northbound arm in the AM peak. The site data 

collected from similar traffic signal junctions in Hampshire indicates that a traffic 

distribution of 72.8% (nearside lane) and 27.2% (offside lane) is correct for the AM peak.   

The lane distribution of 70% and 30% is agreed for the PM peak as it matches the site 

data collected.  

 

6.7 The AM peak traffic signal models with the fully signalled right turn has been run with 

the correct 72.8% (nearside lane) and 27.2% (offside lane) traffic distributions. This 

demonstrates that the Appellant’s model underestimates the maximum queue length on 

Newgate Lane East northbound by 21 to 24 PCU’s across the three development 

scenarios. This equates to an underestimation of the queue length by 125 to 140 metres 

across the three scenarios which represents a shortfall of 27%. The average delay per 

vehicle is underestimated by between 23 and 26 seconds across the three development 

scenarios which represents a 35% shortfall. The total delay on Newgate Lane East 

northbound in the AM peak is undercalculated by around 12 hours which is a shortfall of 

36%. 

 

 

6.8 I demonstrate through traffic signal model that when the correct lane distribution is 

applied to Newgate Lane East northbound in the AM peak that the Appellant’s model 

markedly underestimates the queuing, average delay and total delay on that arm of the 

junction.  

 

 

Conclusions  

 

6.9 It is concluded that the Appellant’s proposal for the right turn movement to give way 

across 2 lanes of ahead traffic at the traffic signal junction would introduce a serious 

safety hazard. It is a hazard that would be unacceptable and can be eliminated with the 

use of a fully signalled right turn movement. 

 

6.10  The Appellant’s has incorrectly distributed traffic across the 2 lanes on the Newgate 

Lane East northbound arm in the AM peak traffic signal model. Applying the correct 

traffic distribution across the lanes indicates that the Appellant’s model significantly 
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underestimates the level of queuing, average delay per vehicle and the total delay on 

Newgate Lane East northbound in the AM peak. 

 

 

6.11 In my opinion, the unacceptable impact on highway safety and the severe impact on the 

operation of the highway network justifies FBC’s decision to refuse the application in 

accordance with paragraph 109 of the NPPF. 
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Appendix A 

 

List of traffic signal junctions in Hampshire where right turn movements are fully 

signalled across 2 or more lanes of ahead traffic 

 

SCN No. Site location 

SIG004 Wellington Ave / Hospital Hill, Aldershot * 

SIG005 Farnborough Rd / Boundary Rd, Farnborough 

SIG014 London Road/Rosemary Lane/Green Lane, Blackwater * 

SIG021 Aldermaston Rd / Priestley Rd, Basingstoke 

SIG023 A325 Farnborough Road / Prospect Avenue, Farnborough 

SIG027 Winchester Road/Brighton Hill, Basingstoke 

SIG035 A325/B3004 Kingsley Rd, Sleaford * 

SIG036 A30/Beggarwood Lane, Basingstoke 

SIG039 Reading Rd / Whitmarsh Lane, Chineham 

SIG040 Reading Rd/Long Lane, Chineham 

SIG046 Reading Road / Popley Way, Basingstoke 

SIG049 Ash Road / North Lane, Aldershot 

SIG066 Forton Road / The Crossways, Gosport * 

SIG079 A32 / Forest Way, Gosport 

SIG083 Park Road / Solent Road, Havant * 

SIG084 Park Road Nth/Sth / Elm Lane, Havant * 

SIG086 Maurepas Way / St Georges Walk, Waterlooville 

SIG087 Petersfield Rd/Crossland Drive, Havant 

SIG092 Hulbert Rd / Curzon Rd, Waterlooville 

SIG093 Hambledon Rd / Aston Road, Waterlooville 

SIG099 Downend Road / Portchester Road, Fareham * 

SIG102 A27 Peak Lane, Fareham 

SIG103 East Street /  Castle Trading Estate, Portchester * 

SIG104 The Avenue / Bishopsfield Rd, Fareham * 

SIG111 A27 Cams Hall Access, Fareham 

SIG112 The Avenue/Gudge Heath Lane, Fareham * 

SIG119 Southampton Rd/Mill Lane, Titchfield 

SIG147 A343 Riverway, Andover 

SIG180 Churchill Way West / Sinclair Drive, Basingstoke 

SIG189 Government House Road, Farnborough 

SIG205 Wellington Avenue / The Westgate, Aldershot 

SIG210 Churchill Way/Tesco, Andover 

SIG216 Newgate Lane/HMS Collingwood, Fareham 

SIG225 A327 Summit Avenue/A303 Cove Road, Fleet 

SIG232 A340 Aldermaston Rd/Park Prewett, Basingstoke 

SIG234 A30 Winchester Road/Kennel Farm, Basingstoke 

SIG242  Oakhanger Road/Inner Relief Road, Bordon 

* junctions where right turn was fully signalled as a safety remedial measure 
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Appendix B 

 

List of traffic signal junctions in Hampshire where right turn movements can give 

way across 2 or more lanes of ahead traffic 

 

 

Site No. Site location 

SIG014 London Road/Vicarage Rd, Blackwater 

SIG126 Botley Rd / Nutburn Rd, North Baddesley  

SIG134 Woodside Avenue/Judds Close, Eastleigh 

SIG156 Premier  Inn, A335 Leigh Road, Eastleigh 
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A27/ Downend Rd Portchester (21-Aug-1994 and 20-Aug-2014) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

Right turns 

fully signalled 

on 20/8/2004

No right 

turn 

accidents 

after this 

date 

Police Ref 94HF0429 96HF0335 97HF0150 97HF0641 98HF0496 98HF0752 01HF0011 02HF0563 03HF0128 03HF0624 03HF0641

Date 05/10/94 20/07/96 14/03/97 22/12/97 29/08/98 24/12/98 06/01/01 27/10/02 14/03/03 05/11/03 15/11/03

Time 21.48 14.20 20.05 20.15 21.35 20.00 20.00 0.15 21.30 19.30 11.54

Day/Night Night Day Night Night Night Night Night Night Night Night Day

Road Condition ( wet/ dry) Dry Dry Dry Wet Dry Wet Wet Wet Dry Dry Dry

No of PIA'S ( Personal Injury Accidents) 1 1 1 2 2 3 1 1 1 2 1

Slight 1 1 0 2 1 3 1 1 1 2 1

Severe 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

Fatal 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Stick Diagram 2 Cars Car/ Mini bus 2 Cars

2 Cars - TRO 

contravention 2 Cars 2 Cars Car/ Taxi Car/ Taxi Car/ Moterbike 2 cars Car/ Motorbike

1 CAR TRAVELLING EAST TOWARDS PORTCHESTER FROM FAREHAM ALONG A27 AT JUNCTION OF DOWNEND ROAD TRAFFIC LIGHTS ON GREEN CAR 1 COLLIDED WITH CAR TRAVELLING TOWARDS FAREHAM TURNING RIGHT INTO DOWNEND ROAD

2 CAR1 (MINIBUS ?) TRAV EAST ALONG PORTCHESTER RD FROM FAREHAM THROUGH GREEN LIGHT DRIVER FORCED TO BRAKE HEAVILY AND SWERVE TO AVOID BUT COLLIDED WITH REAR N/S OF UNKNOWN CAR2 TURNING RIGHT INTO DOWNEND RD TO TRAV NORTH

3 CAR2 TRAV EAST ALONG PORTCHESTER RD TOWARDS PAULSGROVE COLLIDED WITH CAR1 TURNING RIGHT TO TRAV NORTH TOWARDS DOWNEND

4 CAR1 TURNING RIGHT AGAINST NO RIGHT TURN SIGN TO TRAV SOUTH INTO SHEARWATER AVE COLLIDED WITH CAR2 TRAV WEST ALONG PORTCHESTER RD TOWARDS FAREHAM

5 CAR2 TRAV EAST ALONG PORTCHESTER RD FROM FAREHAM COLLIDED WITH CAR1 TURNING RIGHT TO TRAV NORTH INTO DOWNEND RD

6 CAR2 TRAV EAST ALONG PORTCHESTER RD FROM FAREHAM COLLIDED WITH N/S OF CAR1 TURNING RIGHT TO TRAV NORTH INTO DOWN END RD DRIVER OF CAR1 CLAIMED THAT GREEN FILTER ARROW WAS ON

7 CAR2 (TAXI ?) TRAV EAST ALONG A27 PORTCHESTER RD FROM FAREHAM THROUGH GREEN LIGHT COLLIDED WITH CAR1 TURNING RIGHT INTO DOWNEND RD TO TRAV NORTH

8 CAR1 TRAV EAST A27 PORTCHESTER RD FROM FAREHAM COLLIDED WITH CAR2 (TAXI ?) TURNING RIGHT INTO DOWNEND RD TO TRAV NORTH

9 CAR TRAV EAST A27 PORTCHESTER RD FROM FAREHAM THROUGH GREEN LIGHT COLLIDED WITH M/C TURNING RIGHT TO TRAV NORTH INTO DOWNEND RD

10 CAR2 TRAV EAST FROM FAREHAM COLLIDED WITH CAR1 TURNING RIGHT INTO DOWNEND RD TO TRAV NORTH

11 M/C TRAV EAST FROM FAREHAM TOWARDS PORTCHESTER COLLIDED WITH CAR TURNING RIGHT TO TRAV NORTH INTO DOWNEND RD

A27 The Avenue/Gudge Heath Lane Fareham (01-Jan-1990 and 01-Feb-2008) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Right turns fully 

signalled on 

1/2/1998

9 10

Police Ref 90HF0381 91HF0135 92HF0525 93HF0253 94HF0258 94HF0313 95HF0035 95HF0199 01HF0346 05HF0001

Date 06/08/90 29/03/91 12/12/92 03/07/93 13/06/94 21/07/94 25/01/95 16/05/95 29/06/01 01/01/05

Time 16.30 6.20 10.45 23.40 13.30 18.00 8.20 22.35 11:55 19:40

Day/Night Day Night Day Night Day Night Day Night Day Night

Road Condition ( wet/ dry) Dry Dry Dry Dry Dry Dry Wet Wet Dry Wet

No of PIA'S ( Personal Injury Accidents) 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 1 1

Slight 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0

Severe 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1

Fatal 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Stick Diagram Moped/ Car Moped/ Car Pedal Cycle Car/ Motorbike Bicycle/ Car Bicycle/ Car 2 Cars 2 Cars 3

Motorcycle/car 

Right turner 

failed to comply 

with red signal

1 VAN TRAV NORTH TURNED RIGHT ONTO THE AVENUE FROM REDLANDS LANE INTO PATH OF MOTOR CYCLE TRAV WEST ALONG THE AVENUE COLLISON OCCURRED

2 UNKNOWN CAR TURNED RIGHT AT JUNCT ACROSS PATH OF MOPED TRAV EAST COLLIDED AND FAILED TO STOP

3 VEHICLE 1 CAR TURNING RIGTH FROM A 27 INTO GUDGHEATH LANE COLLIDES WITH VEHICLE 2 PEDAL CYCLE TRAVELLING A27 TOWARDS FAREHAM

4 VEHICLE 1 CAR TRAVELLING WEST THE AVENUE TO TURN RIGHT INTO GUDGEHEATH LANE TURNED ACROSS PATH OF VEHICLE 2 MOTOR CYCLE EASTBOUND

5 CAR1 FACING WEST WAITING FOR E/BOUND TRAFFIC TO CLEAR THEN TURNED RIGHT TO TRAV NORTH AS LIGHTS CHANGED TO AMBER AND COLLIDED WITH P/C TRAV EAST

6 M/C TRAV EAST APPROACHING GREEN TRAFFIC LIGHTS COLLIDED WITH CAR TRAV WEST TURNING RIGHT TO TRAV NORTH

7 CAR1 TRAV WEST TURNING RIGHT INTO GUDGE HEATH LN COLLIDED WITH CAR2 TRAV EAST FROM TITCHFIELD

8 CAR1 TRAV EAST TOWARDS FAREHAM COLLIDED WITH CAR2 TURNING RIGHT FROM THE AVENUE INTO GUDGE HEATH LN TO TRAV NORTH

9 VAN TRAV EAST ALONG THE AVENUE TOWARDS FAREHAM COLLIDED WITH CAR TURNING RIGHT INTO GUDGE HEATH LN TO TRAV NORTH

10 M/C TRAV EAST TOWARDS FAREHAM COLLIDED WITH CAR TURNING RIGHT THROUGH RED LIGHT TO TRAV NORTH INTO GUDGE HEATH LN
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A27/ Bishopsfield Road Fareham (01-Jan-1990 and 20-Aug-2014) 1 2 3 4

Right turns fully 

signalled on 

26/8/1998

No right turn 

accidents after 

this date 

Police Ref 95HF0393 96HF0531 97HF0502 97HF0561

Date 28/09/95 13/11/96 22/10/97 19/11/97

Time 12.25 17.20 8.54 17.25

Day/Night Day Dark Day Dark

Road Condition ( wet/ dry) Dry Dry Dry Dry

No of PIA'S ( Personal Injury Accidents) 5 2 2 1

Slight 4 2 2 1

Severe 1 0 0 0

Fatal 0 0 0 0

Stick Diagram 2 Cars 2 Cars 2 Cars Cycle/car

1 CAR1 TURNING RIGHT FROM PARK GATE INTO BISHOPSFIELD RD TO TRAV SOUTH COLLIDED WITH CAR2 TRAV WEST ALONG THE AVENUE FROM FAREHAM

2 CAR1 TURNING RIGHT FROM PARK GATE INTO BISHOPSFIELD RD TO TRAV SOUTH COLLIDED WITH CAR2 TRAV WEST ALONG THE AVENUE FROM FAREHAM

3 CAR1 TURNING RIGHT FROM PARK GATE INTO BISHOPSFIELD RD TO TRAV SOUTH COLLIDED WITH CAR2 TRAV WEST ALONG THE AVENUE FROM FAREHAM

4 CAR TURNING RIGHT FROM FAREHAM INTO VERYAN TO TRAV NORTH DRIVER'S VIEW OBSCURED BY VEH TURNING RIGHT INTO BISHOPSFIELD RD TO TRAV SOUTH CAR THEN COLLIDED WITH P/C TRAV EAST ALONG THE AVENUE FROM TITCHFIELD

Sig14 A30 Blackwater (09-Oct-1993 and 08-Oct-2013) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Police Ref 94AF0019 94AF0348 94AF0678 95AF0112 97AA0168 97AA0286 97AA0364 97AA0488 97AA0576 98AA0274 99AA1897 99AA2090

Date 08/01/94 25/05/94 15/10/94 09/02/95 12/02/97 05/03/97 24/03/97 22/04/97 05/04/97 03/03/98 30/11/99 24/12/99

Time 21.20 22.20 18.55 20.10 20.35 9.40 23.00 19.02 01.00 22.40 20.25 18.50

Day/Night Dark Dark Dark Dark Dark Day Dark Day Dark Dark Dark Dark

Road Condition ( wet/ dry) Wet Wet Dry Wet Wet Dry Dry Dry Dry Wet Dry Wet

No of PIA'S ( Personal Injury Accidents) 1 2 1 3 5 1 1 1 2 2 1 2

Slight 1 2 1 3 4 1 1 1 2 2 1 2

Severe 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Fatal 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Stick Diagram

13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 Right 

turns fully 

signalled 

on 

8/10/200

3

25 26

00AA0518 00AA0600 00AA1102 00AA1113 00AA1918 01AA0118 01AA1356 02AA0226 02AA0274 02AA0809 03AA0228 03AA1221 60325572 70189857

31/03/00 13/04/00 14/07/00 15/07/00 28/11/00 19/01/01 08/09/01 11/02/02 20/02/02 28/05/02 17/02/03 13/09/03 17/08/06 24/04/07

23.10 15.15 13.00 21.55 17.55 17.45 22.05 20.20 19.45 9.35 20.21 11.00 17:40 20:43

Night Day Day Dark Dark Dark Dark Dark Dark Day Dark Day Day Dark

Dry Wet Dry Dry Dry Wet Dry Wet Wet Wet Dry Dry Dry Dry

1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 1

1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 2 0 0 1 1

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3

1 CAR1 TRAV WEST FROM CAMBERLEY TURNED RIGHT TOWARDS ROSEMARY LN AND COLLIDED WITH CAR2 TRAV EAST TOWARDS CAMBERLEY

2 CAR1 TRAV WEST TURNED RIGHT INTO ROSEMARY LN ACROSS PATH OF CAR2 TRAV EAST

3 M/C TRAV NORTHEAST ALONG LONDON RD TOWARDS CAMBERLEY COLLIDED WITH CAR TURNING RIGHT INTO ROSEMARY LN TO TRAV NORTHWEST

4 CAR1 TRAV WEST FROM CAMBERLEY TURNING RIGHT INTO ROSEMARY LN COLLIDED WITH CAR2 TRAV EAST FROM HAWLEY TOWARDS CAMBERLEY

5 CAR1 TURNING RIGHT FROM CAMBERLEY INTO ROSEMARY LN TO TRAV NORTH COLLIDED WITH CAR2 TRAV EAST ALONG LONDON RD FROM HARTLEY WINTNEY CAR1 THEN STRUCK PARKED VAN3

6 CAR1 TURNING RIGHT FROM CAMBERLEY INTO ROSEMARY LN TO TRAV NORTH COLLIDED WITH CAR2 TRAV EAST ALONG LONDON RD FROM HARTLEY WINTNEY CAR1 THEN STRUCK PARKED VAN3

7 CAR2 TURNING RIGHT INTO ROSEMARY LN TO TRAV NORTH TOWARDS YATELEY COLLIDED WITH CAR1 TRAV EAST ALONG LONDON RD TOWARDS CAMBERLEY

8 CAR1 TRAV EAST ALONG LONDON RD FROM HARTLEY WINTNEY TOWARDS CAMBERLEY THROUGH GREEN LIGHT COLLIDED WITH CAR2 TURNING RIGHT INTO ROSEMARY LN TO TRAV NORTH TOWARDS YATELEY

9 CAR1 TRAV EAST ALONG LONDON RD TOWARDS CAMBERLEY COLLIDED WITH CAR2 TURNING RIGHT INTO ROSEMARY LN TO TRAV NORTH TOWARDS YATELEY

10 CAR1 TURNING RIGHT INTO ROSEMARY LN TO TRAV NORTH COLLIDED WITH CAR2 TRAV EAST ALONG LONDON RD FROM BLACKBUSHE TOWARDS CAMBERLEY

11 CAR2 TRAV WEST ALONG LONDON RD FROM CAMBERLEY TOWARDS HARTLEY WINTNEY COLLIDED WITH CAR1 TURNING RIGHT TO TRAV SOUTH INTO GREEN LN

12 CAR2 TRAV EAST ALONG LONDON RD TOWARDS CAMBERLEY COLLIDED WITH CAR1 TURNING RIGHT INTO ROSEMARY LN TO TRAV NORTH CAR2 THEN STRUCK CCTV CAMERA POST ON N/S

13 CAR1 TRAV EAST ALONG LONDON RD FROM BLACKWATER TOWARDS CAMBERLEY COLLIDED WITH CAR2 TURNING RIGHT INTO ROSEMARY LN TO TRAV NORTH

14 CAR2 TRAV EAST ALONG LONDON RD TOWARDS CAMBERLEY COLLIDED WITH CAR1 TURNING RIGHT INTO ROSEMARY LN TO TRAV NORTH

15 CAR TRAV WEST ALONG LONDON RD FROM CAMBERLEY COLLIDED WITH HGV (VAN ?) TURNING RIGHT INTO GREEN LN TO TRAV SOUTH

16 CAR1 TRAV WEST ALONG LONDON RD FROM CAMBERLEY COLLIDED WITH CAR2 TURNING RIGHT INTO GREEN LN TO TRAV SOUTH STAT CAR3 FACING NORTH AT JUNCTION THEN STRUCK BY CAR2

17 CAR1 TRAV EAST ALONG LONDON RD TOWARDS CAMBERLEY COLLIDED WITH UNKNOWN CAR2 TURNING RIGHT INTO ROSEMARY LN TO TRAV NORTH

18 CAR1 TURNING RIGHT INTO GREEN LN TO TRAV SOUTH COLLIDED WITH CAR2 TRAV WEST ALONG LONDON RD FROM CAMBERLEY TOWARDS HARTLEY WINTNEY

19 CAR2 TRAV EAST ALONG LONDON RD CROSSING JUNCTION TOWARDS CAMBERLEY COLLIDED WITH CAR1 TURNING RIGHT INTO ROSEMARY LN TO TRAV NORTH

20 CAR TRAV EAST ALONG LONDON RD TOWARDS CAMBERLEY COLLIDED WITH VAN TURNING RIGHT TO TRAV NORTH INTO ROSEMARY LN

21 CAR2 TRAV WEST ALONG LONDON RD FROM CAMBERLY COLLIDED WITH CAR1 TURNING RIGHT INTO GREEN LN TO TRAV SOUTH

22 VAN TRAV EAST ALONG LONDON RD TOWARDS CAMBERLEY COLLIDED WITH CAR TURNING RIGHT INTO ROSEMARY LN TO TRAV NORTH

23 CAR2 TRAV WEST ALONG LONDON RD FROM CAMBERLEY (IN O/S LANE OVERTAKING STAT VEHS IN N/S LANE ?) COLLIDED WITH CAR1 TURNING RIGHT INTO GREEN LN TO TRAV SOUTH

24 M/C2 TRAV WEST ALONG LONDON RD FROM CAMBERLEY IN N/S LANE PASSING UNKNOWN TRANSIT3 IN O/S LANE WAITING TO TURN RIGHT INTO ROSEMARY LN M/C2 THEN COLLIDED WITH CAR1 TURNING RIGHT TO TRAV SOUTH INTO GREEN LN

25 CAR1 TRAV SOUTHWEST A30 THROUGH ATS XRDS ON GREEN LIGHT CAR2 TRAV NORTHEAST A30 THROUGH RED LIGHT TO TURN RIGHT INTO GREEN LANE COLLIDES WITH FRONT O/SIDE CAR1

26 CAR1 TRAVELLNG NORTHEAST A30 TURNED RIGHT INTO GREEN LANE INTO PATH OF CAR2 TRAV SOUTHWEST A30 CAR2 LEFT CARRIAGEWAY NEARSIDE AND COLLIDED WITH TRAFFIC SIGNAL.
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Elm Lane/Park Road South ( 01-May-1997 to 30-Apr-2017) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Police Ref 97JH0254 97JH0340 98JH0153 99JH0215 99JH0627 00JH0174 00JH0598 00JH0605 01JH0054 01JH0275 01JH0585 01JH0679

Date 22/06/97 15/08/97 04/04/98 07/05/99 05/12/99 31/03/00 06/11/00 10/11/00 22/01/01 09/05/01 02/10/01 14/11/01

Time 15:30 07:50 20:25 09:11 15:48 23:25 22:15 21:15 06:56 22:40 06:30 18:24

Day/Night Day Day Night Day Day Night Night Night Night Night Night Night 

Road Condition ( wet/ dry) Wet Dry Dry Wet Dry Wet Wet Wet Wet Dry Wet Dry

No of PIA'S ( Personal Injury Accidents) 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 2 1 3 2 1

Slight 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 2 1 3 2 0

Severe 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Fatal 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Stick Diagram

13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 Right turn fully 

signalled on 

1/5/2007

23

01JH0720 02JH0436 02JH0683 02JH0715 04JH0329 04JH0477 50778784 05JH0112 60134776 6+B2:W100523033 100218522

02/12/01 29/08/02 09/12/02 21/12/02 30/06/04 18/09/04 20/11/05 10/03/05 10/04/06 20/12/06 28/05/10

17:10 20:49 19:28 00:17 06:50 08:01 20:02 06:15 21:51 11:10 17:32

Night Night Night Night Day Day Night Day Night Day Day

Wet Dry Dry Wet Dry Wet Dry Dry Dry Dry Dry

2 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1

2 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1 CAR2 TRAV SOUTH ALONG PARK RD NORTH FROM HAVANT COLLIDED WITH CAR1 TURNING RIGHT INTO ELM LN TO TRAV EAST

2 CAR1 TRAV SOUTH ALONG PARK RD NORTH FROM HAVANT COLLIDED WITH CAR2 TURNING RIGHT INTO ELM LN TO TRAV EAST

3 CAR1 TURNING RIGHT INTO ELM LN TO TRAV EAST COLLIDED WITH CAR2 TRAV SOUTH ALONG PARK RD NORTH FROM HAVANT

4 CAR1 TRAV SOUTH ALONG PARK RD NORTH FROM HAVANT TOWARDS LANGSTONE COLLIDED WITH CAR2 TURNING RIGHT INTO ELM LN TO TRAV EAST

5 CAR2 TURNING RIGHT INTO ELM LN TO TRAV EAST ON FILTER LIGHT COLLIDED WITH CAR1 TRAV SOUTH ALONG PARK RD NORTH FROM HAVANT TOWARDS LANGSTONE

5 CAR2 TURNING RIGHT INTO ELM LN TO TRAV EAST ON FILTER LIGHT COLLIDED WITH CAR1 TRAV SOUTH ALONG PARK RD NORTH FROM HAVANT TOWARDS LANGSTONE

6 CAR1 TRAV SOUTH ALONG PARK RD NORTH FROM HAVANT THROUGH GREEN LIGHT COLLIDED WITH STOLEN CAR2 TURNING RIGHT INTO ELM LN TO TRAV EAST

7 CAR1 TURNING RIGHT INTO ELM LN TO TRAV EAST WHEN RIGHT TURN FILTER ARROW WAS NOT GREEN COLLIDED WITH TAXI2 TRAV SOUTH ALONG PARK RD NORTH FROM HAVANT TOWARDS LANGSTON

8 CAR1 TURNING RIGHT INTO ELM LN TO TRAV EAST THROUGH GREEN LIGHT COLLIDED WITH CAR2 TRAV SOUTH ALONG PARK RD NORTH FROM HAVANT TOWARDS LANGSTONE ALSO THROUGH GREEN LIGHT

9 CAR2 TRAV SOUTH ALONG PARK RD NORTH CROSSING JUNCTION FROM HAVANT COLLIDED WITH CAR1 TURNING RIGHT INTO ELM LN TO TRAV EAST

10 CAR2 TRAV SOUTH ALONG PARK RD NORTH CROSSING JUNCTION FROM HAVANT COLLIDED WITH CAR1 TURNING RIGHT INTO ELM LN TO TRAV EAST

11 CAR2 TRAV SOUTH ALONG PARK RD NORTH FROM HAVANT COLLIDED WITH CAR1 (PSV ?) TURNING RIGHT TO TRAV EAST INTO ELM LN

12 M/C TRAV SOUTH CROSSING JUNCTION FROM HAVANT COLLIDED WITH CAR TURNING RIGHT TO TRAV EAST INTO ELM LN

13 CAR2 TRAV SOUTH CROSSING JUNCTION FROM HAVANT COLLIDED WITH CAR1 TURNING RIGHT TO TRAV EAST INTO ELM LN

14 CAR TRAV SOUTH ALONG PARK RD NORTH FROM HAVANT COLLIDED WITH VAN TURNING RIGHT INTO ELM LN TO TRAV EAST

15 CAR2 TRAV SOUTH ALONG PARK RD NORTH FROM HAVANT COLLIDED WITH CAR1 TURNING RIGHT INTO ELM LN TO TRAV EAST

16 CAR TURNING RIGHT TO TRAV EAST INTO ELM LN COLLIDED WITH VAN TRAV SOUTH ALONG PARK RD NORTH FROM HAVANT

17 CAR TURNING RIGHT TO TRAV EAST INTO ELM LN COLLIDED WITH VAN TRAV SOUTH ALONG PARK RD NORTH FROM HAVANT

18 CAR1 TRAV SOUTH ALONG PARK RD NORTH COLLIDED WITH CAR2 TURNING RIGHT TO TRAV EAST INTO ELM LN

19 CAR2 TRAV SOUTH CAR1 TRAV NORTH TURNED RIGHT COLLIDED WITH CAR2

20 VEH 1 CAR TRAVELLING SOUTH ALONG PARK ROAD NORTH AND COLLIDED WITH VEH 2 CAR TURNING RIGHT INTO ELM LANE FROM PARK ROAD NORT

21 CAR1 TRAV NORTH ON B2149 TURNED RIGHT INTO ELM LANE AND COLLIDED WITH CAR2 TRAV SOUTH ON B2149 BOTH DRIVERS STATE THAT THEY WERE TRAVELLING THROUGH AN AMBER TRAFFIC LIGHT

22 CAR1 TRAV NORTH ALONG B2149 PARK ROAD NORTH TURNED RIGHT INTO ELM LANE INTO THE PATH OF TAXI2 TRAV SOUTH ALONG B2149 PARK ROAD NORTH VEHICLES COLLIDED
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Solent Road/Park Road South (04 Feb 1998 to 03 Feb 2018 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 Right turn 

fully signalled 

on 4/2/2008

No right turn 

accidents 

after this 

date 

Police Ref 98JH0241 98JH0491 99JH0132 02JH0340 02JH0451 03JH0256 50810772 05JH0004 05JH0033 05JH0069 60165649 70175424 70210082

Date  22/05/1998 09/10/98 11/03/99 09/07/02 01/09/02 13/05/03 12/12/05 04/01/05 22/01/05 10/02/05 03/05/06 16/04/07 06/05/07

Time 21:30 20:10 20:08 19:25 20:55 17:09 22:11 20:27 18:55 13:48 21:35 19:18 14:20

Day/Night Dark Dark Dark Day Dark Day Dark Dark Dark Day Dark Day Day

Road Condition ( wet/ dry) Dry Wet Dry Dry Dry Dry Dry Wet Wet Dry Dry Dry Dry 

No of PIA'S ( Personal Injury Accidents) 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 3 6 1 1

Slight 2 1 1 1 1 0 1 2 1 3 5 1 1

Severe 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

Fatal 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Stick Diagram

1 STAT CAR2 AND CAR3 AT LIGHTS FACING NORTH TOWARDS HAVANT LIGHTS CHANGED TO GREEN CAR1 TURNING RIGHT INTO SOLENT RD TO TRAV TRAV WEST THEN COLLIDED WITH CAR2 AND CAR3 AS THEY PULLED AWAY

2 CAR2 TRAV NORTH ALONG PARK RD SOUTH TOWARDS HAVANT COLLIDED WITH CAR1 TURNING RIGHT INTO SOLENT RD TO TRAV WEST

3 CAR2 TRAV NORTH ALONG PARK RD SOUTH TOWARDS HAVANT COLLIDED WITH CAR1 TURNING RIGHT INTO SOLENT RD TO TRAV WEST

4 CAR2 TRAV NORTH ALONG PARK RD SOUTH TOWARDS HAVANT COLLIDED WITH CAR1 TURNING RIGHT INTO SOLENT RD TO TRAV WEST

5 CAR2 TRAV NORTH ALONG PARK RD SOUTH TOWARDS HAVANT COLLIDED WITH CAR1 TURNING RIGHT INTO SOLENT RD TO TRAV WEST

6 M/C TRAV NORTH ALONG PARK RD SOUTH FROM LANGSTONE COLLIDED WITH CAR TURNING RIGHT INTO SOLENT RD TO TRAV WEST

7 CAR1 TURNING RIGHT TO TRAV SOUTHWEST INTO SOLENT RD BEFORE RIGHT TURN FILTER COLLIDED WITH CAR2 TRAV NORTHWEST TOWARDS HAVANT

8 CAR2 TURNED RIGHT INTO SOLENT ROAD FROM B2149 COLLIDING WITH VEH 1 CAR TRAV NORTHWEST

9 CAR1 TURNING RIGHT INTO SOLENT RD CROSSING THE PATH OF CAR2 TRAV NORTH (JUNCTION CONTROLLED BY TRAFFIC LIGHTS.

10 CAR1 TRAV SOUTHEAST PARK RD SOUTH AT TRAFFIC LIGHT JUNC LIGHTS ON GREEN BUT NOT FILTER LIGHT SHOWING CAR1 TURNS RIGHT COLLIDING WITH CAR2 TRAV NORTHWEST PARK ROAD SOUTH

11 CAR1 TRAV SOUTHEAST PARK RD SOUTH INTENDING TO TURN RIGHT INTO SOLENT RD AT TRAFFIC LIGHTS CAR2 TRAV NORTHWEST PARK RD SOUTH CAR2 TURNED RIGHT ACROSS PATH OF CAR1

12 CAR1 TRAV SOUTHEAST ALONG PARK ROAD SOUTH STOPPED AT TRAFFIC LIGHTS TO TURN RIGHT INTO SOLENT ROAD WHEN LIGHTS TURN GREEN CAR1 FAILS TO GIVE WAY TO CAR2 TRAV NORTHWEST ALONG PARK ROAD SOUTH

13 MC2 TRAV NORTHWEST ON THE B2149 CAR1 TRAV SOUTHEAST AND IS INTENDING TO TURN RIGHT INTO SOLENT WAY ONCE MC2 HAS PASSED DRIVER OF CAR1 FAILED TO CONTROL VEHICLE AND COLLIDED WITH CAR2 AS IT PAST CAUSING INJURY TO RIDER OF MC2
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Monday 19th October A27 Swanwick Lane AM Peak % % % %

Eastbound Westbound

No. of vehicles queued at start of green Nearside Offside Nearside % Offside % Nearside Offside Nearside % Offside %

1 6 1 85.71 14.29 2 1 66.67 33.33

2 1 0 100 0 3 1 75 25

3 7 1 87.5 12.5 8 4 66.66 33.34

4 4 0 100 0 2 1 66.67 33.33

5 12 1 92.3 7.69 5 1 83.33 16.67

6 13 1 92.85 7.15 2 4 33.33 66.66

7 17 1 94.44 5.55 7 2 77.78 22.22

8 14 4 77.77 22.22 3 1 75 25

9 6 0 100 0 2 1 66.67 33.33

10 4 0 100 0 5 1 83.33 16.67

11 5 1 83.33 16.67 2 0 100 0

12 10 2 83.33 16.67 0 0 50 50

13 3 1 75 25 6 5 54.55 45.45

14 10 2 83.33 16.67 3 0 100 0

15 7 3 70 30 1 0 100 0

16 6 1 85.71 14.29 5 3 62.5 37.5

17 2 1 66.67 33.33 5 2 71.43 28.57

18 3 0 100 0 7 0 100 0

19 3 0 100 0 2 0 100 0

20 5 1 83.33 16.67 6 1 85.71 14.29

21 11 4 73.33 26.67 4 0 100 0

22 9 2 81.81 18.19 1 0 100 0

23 9 2 81.81 18.19 5 1 83.33 16.67

24 2 1 66.67 33.33 15 0 100 0

25 8 3 72.73 27.27 6 1 85.71 14.29

26 7 5 58.33 41.67 6 2 75 25

27 5 3 62.5 37.5 3 1 75 25

Total 189 41 116 33

As % 82.17 17.82 83.6462963 16.35259259 77.85 22.15 79.17296296 20.82666667

Grand Total of cars 230 Grand Total of cars 149

Monday 19th October A27 Swanwick Lane PM Peak 

Eastbound Westbound

No. of vehicles queued at start of green Nearside Offside Nearside % Offside % Nearside Offside Nearside % Offside %

1 26 3 89.66 10.34 4 4 50 50

2 17 7 70.83 29.17 7 6 53.85 46.15

3 12 5 70.59 29.41 10 4 72.73 28.57

4 13 6 68.42 31.58 10 3 76.92 23.07

5 15 0 100 0 0 0 50 50

6 7 3 70 30 3 0 100 0

7 8 4 66.67 33.33 4 1 80 20

8 7 4 63.64 36.36 3 0 100 0

9 9 1 90 10 7 0 100 0

10 8 1 88.89 11.11 6 4 60 40

11 13 4 76.47 23.53 6 1 85.71 14.29

12 10 5 66.67 33.33 11 6 64.7 35.3

13 16 7 69.57 30.43 4 1 80 20

14 4 1 80 20 2 0 100 0

15 9 0 100 0 3 1 75 25

16 17 4 80.95 20.05 5 1 83.33 16.67

17 3 1 75 25 2 1 66.67 33.33

18 14 5 73.68 26.32 1 0 100 0

Total 208 61 88 33

As % 77.32 22.68 77.8355556 22.22 72.73 27.27 77.71722222 22.35444444

Grand Total of cars 269 Grand Total of cars 121

Night: Less readings taken and phase time incresed
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Thursday 22/10/2020 Havant Road South/ Elm Lane/ A27 Westbound  AM

No of Stops ( at green) Nearside Offside Nearside % Offsite %

1 0 0 50 50

2 4 1 75 25

3 1 1 50 50

4 4 2 66.67 33.33

5 3 3 50 50

6 6 0 100 0

7 2 0 100 0

8 3 1 75 25

9 1 0 100 0

10 2 1 66.67 33.33

11 7 3 70 30

12 2 1 66.67 33.33

13 3 0 100 0

14 1 1 50 50

15 2 2 50 50

16 6 3 66.67 33.33

17 4 4 50 50

18 6 2 75 25

19 4 1 80 20

20 5 3 62.5 37.5

21 8 5 61.54 38.46

22 9 0 100 0

23 7 1 87.5 12.5

24 2 2 50 50

25 2 0 100 0

26 4 3 57.14 42.86

27 5 2 71.43 28.57

28 2 1 66.66 33.33

Total 105 43

% 70.95 30.05 71.37321 28.62643

Grand Total 148

Thursday 22/10/2020 Havant Road South/ Elm Lane/ A27 Westbound  PM

No of Stops ( at green) Nearside Offside Nearside % Offsite %

1 4 2 66.67 33.33

2 4 1 80 20

3 6 4 60 40

4 5 3 62.5 37.5

5 8 5 61.54 38.46

6 7 4 63.64 36.36

7 3 4 42.86 57.14

8 6 2 75 25

9 6 3 66.66 33.34

10 15 4 78.95 21.05

11 12 10 54.55 45.45

12 13 7 65 35

13 10 6 62.5 37.5

14 16 4 80 20

15 15 3 83.33 16.67

16 17 12 58.62 41.38

17 15 12 55.55 44.44

18 14 12 53.85 46.15

19 15 11 57.69 42.31

20 16 4 80 20

21 6 1 85.71 14.29

22 5 3 62.5 37.5

23 9 2 81.82 18.18

24 12 7 63.16 36.84

25 11 9 55 45

26 14 3 82.35 17.65

27 13 6 68.42 31.58

28 5 2 71.43 28.57

Total 282 146

% 65.89 34.11 67.11786 32.88179

Grand Total 428
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Friday 16th October 2020 A326 Jacobs Gutter Lane Totton AM Peak 0800-0900

A326 southbound

No. queued at start of green Nearside Offside % %

1 3 25 75

3 3 50 50

9 8 53 47

6 2 75 25

8 4 66 34

7 3 70 30

14 7 66 34

9 3 75 25

4 2 66 34

4 2 66 34

5 4 55 45

3 0 100 0

3 1 75 25

6 0 100 0

7 3 70 30

7 6 54 46

4 3 57 43

9 2 82 18

5 7 42 58

14 8 64 36

7 3 70 30

12 5 71 29

5 4 55 45

4 2 66 34

4 2 66 34

Sum 160 87

Ave 12.30769 6.692308

% lane split 64.77% 35.23% 68 32

Tuesday 20th October 2020 A326 Jacobs Gutter Lane Totton PM Peak 1700-1800

A326 southbound

No. queued at start of green Nearside Offside % %

9 2 82 18

6 0 100 0

11 7 61 39

11 8 58 42

2 1 66 34

10 4 72 28

5 3 62 38

15 8 65 35

14 10 58 42

9 9 50 50

8 4 66 34

7 3 70 30

10 4 72 28

6 1 86 14

5 1 83 17

5 6 45 55

8 1 89 11

2 1 66 34

12 9 57 43

10 2 83 17

5 6 45 55

8 4 66 34

10 6 63 37

5 5 50 50

9 1 90 10

12 6 66 34

5 3 62 38

1 2 34 66

8 4 66 34

2 1 66 34

4 1 80 20

3 1 75 25

1 0 100 0

12 4 75 25

Sum 249 126

Ave 14.64706 7.411765

% lane split 66.40% 33.60% 67.09375 32.90625
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Eastbound Eastbound

08:00 - 09:00 17:00 - 18:00

Lane 1 Lane 2 % Lane 1 % Lane 2 Lane 1 Lane 2 % Lane 1 % Lane 2

3 2 60 40 8 6 57 43

4 3 57 43 4 4 50 50

9 5 64 36 5 3 63 38

4 0 100 0 10 7 59 41

3 1 75 25 5 4 56 44

5 4 56 44 4 3 57 43

3 1 75 25 7 2 78 22

3 3 50 50 7 4 64 36

1 0 100 0 3 2 60 40

1 2 33 67 7 3 70 30

5 3 63 38 8 5 62 38

3 2 60 40 6 3 67 33

4 1 80 20 2 2 50 50

4 4 50 50 6 4 60 40

5 4 56 44 8 3 73 27

4 2 67 33 2 4 33 67

4 1 80 20 2 4 33 67

6 4 60 40 7 5 58 42

11 5 69 31 5 5 50 50

4 4 50 50 8 5 62 38

4 4 50 50 5 3 63 38

9 6 60 40 6 5 55 45

4 2 67 33 2 0 100 0

4 0 100 0 16 6 73 27

1 0 100 0 7 4 64 36

9 3 75 25 0 1 0 100

6 4 60 40 0 0 50 50

4 4 50 50 4 8 33 67

3 5 38 63 5 4 56 44

4 1 80 20 7 4 64 36

7 4 64 36 7 6 54 46

8 7 53 47 2 3 40 60

6 5 55 45 6 2 75 25

7 4 64 36 5 4 56 44

8 8 50 50 6 5 55 45

4 4 50 50 4 2 67 33

5 4 56 44 4 1 80 20

5 3 63 38 4 2 67 33

8 2 80 20 7 5 58 42

2 0 100 0 7 3 70 30

2 1 67 33 Total 218 146 60 40

Total 196 122 62 38

QUEUE LENGTH SURVEY  

WELLINGTON AVENUE / HOSPITAL HILL / PRINCES WAY

ALDERSHOT
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Full Input Data And Results 

Full Input Data And Results 
 
User and Project Details 

Project:  

Title:  

Location:  

Model Assumptions: 

Newgate Lane northbound flare lane usage run with HCC measured splits (site 
survey data obtained at 4 signal junctions in Hampshire all with flares and 
merges through junctions  
Wellington Ave 
Swanwick Lane 
Jacobs Gutter Lane 
Elm Lane 
 
AM peak A-C movement 72.8% main lane; 27.2% flared lane 
PM peak A-C movement 70% main lane; 30% flared lane 

Additional detail:  

File name: Option 2 HCC flare lane swapped and flare lane measurements.lsg3x 

Author:  

Company:  

Address:  
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
Network Layout Diagram 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
Phase Diagram 

A

B

C

D

 
 
 
Phase Input Data 

Phase Name Phase Type Assoc. Phase Street Min Cont Min 

A Traffic  7 7 

B Traffic  7 7 

C Traffic  7 7 

D Traffic  7 7 

Page 2073



Full Input Data And Results 
 

Phase Intergreens Matrix 

  Starting Phase 

Terminating 
Phase 

 A B C D 

A - - 6 6 

B - - 6 - 

C 6 6 - 6 

D 6 - 6 - 

 

Phases in Stage 

Stage No. Phases in Stage 

1 A B  

2 B D  

3 C  

 

Stage Diagram 

A

B

C

D

1 Min >= 7

A

B

C

D

2 Min >= 7

A

B

C

D

3 Min >= 7

 
 
 
Phase Delays 

Term. Stage Start Stage Phase Type Value Cont value 

1 3 B Losing 2 2 

 
 

Prohibited Stage Change 

  To Stage 

From 
Stage 

 1 2 3 

1  6 8 

2 6  6 

3 6 X  
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Full Input Data And Results 

Give-Way Lane Input Data 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

There are no Opposed Lanes in this Junction 

 
 

P
age 2075



Full Input Data And Results 

Lane Input Data 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Type 

Phases 
Start 
Disp. 

End 
Disp. 

Physical 
Length 
(PCU) 

Sat 
Flow 
Type 

Def User 
Saturation 

Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Turns 
Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

U A 2 3 60.0 Geom - 3.50 0.00 Y 

Arm 5 Left 15.00 

Arm 6 
Ahead 

Inf 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

U A 2 3 17.4 Geom - 3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 6 
Ahead 

Inf 

2/1 
(Old 
NGL) 

U C 2 3 4.9 Geom - 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 

2/2 
(Old 
NGL) 

U C 2 3 60.0 Geom - 3.20 0.00 Y 
Arm 4 
Right 

15.00 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

U B 2 3 60.0 Geom - 4.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 4 
Ahead 

Inf 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

U D 2 3 9.0 Geom - 3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 
Right 

15.00 

4/1 U  2 3 60.0 Inf - - - - - - 

5/1 U  2 3 60.0 Inf - - - - - - 

6/1 U  2 3 40.0 Geom - 3.25 0.00 Y 
Arm 7 
Ahead 

Inf 

6/2 U  2 3 40.0 Geom - 3.25 0.00 Y 
Arm 7 
Ahead 

Inf 

7/1 U  2 3 60.0 Inf - - - - - - 

 

Traffic Flow Groups 

Flow Group Start Time End Time Duration Formula 

1: '2024 AM DS2 75' 08:00 09:00 01:00  

2: '2024 PM DS2 75' 17:00 18:00 01:00  

3: '2024 AM DS2 115' 08:00 09:00 01:00  

4: '2024 PM DS2 115' 17:00 18:00 01:00  

5: '2024 AM DS2 190' 08:00 09:00 01:00  

6: '2024 PM DS2 190' 17:00 18:00 01:00  
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Scenario 1: '2024 AM DS2 75' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 75', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 28 1645 1673 

B 49 0 39 88 

C 687 34 0 721 

Tot. 736 62 1684 2482 

 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 1: 

2024 AM DS2 75 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(with short) 

1673(In) 
1218(Out) 

1/2 
(short) 

455 

2/1 
(short) 

39 

2/2 
(with short) 

88(In) 
49(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

721(In) 
687(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

34 

4/1 736 

5/1 62 

6/1 1229 

6/2 455 

7/1 1684 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 2.3 % 

1960 1960 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 97.7 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 

Scenario 2: '2024 PM DS2 75' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 75', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 42 926 968 

B 35 0 45 80 

C 971 33 0 1004 

Tot. 1006 75 971 2052 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 2: 

2024 PM DS2 75 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(with short) 

968(In) 
319(Out) 

1/2 
(short) 

649 

2/1 
(short) 

45 

2/2 
(with short) 

80(In) 
35(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

1004(In) 
971(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

33 

4/1 1006 

5/1 75 

6/1 322 

6/2 649 

7/1 971 

 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 13.2 % 

1939 1939 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 86.8 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Scenario 3: '2024 AM DS2 115' (FG3: '2024 AM DS2 115', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 30 1645 1675 

B 62 0 45 107 

C 687 39 0 726 

Tot. 749 69 1690 2508 

 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 3: 

2024 AM DS2 115 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(with short) 

1675(In) 
1220(Out) 

1/2 
(short) 

455 

2/1 
(short) 

45 

2/2 
(with short) 

107(In) 
62(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

726(In) 
687(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

39 

4/1 749 

5/1 69 

6/1 1235 

6/2 455 

7/1 1690 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 2.5 % 

1960 1960 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 97.5 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 

Scenario 4: '2024 PM DS2 115' (FG4: '2024 PM DS2 115', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 51 926 977 

B 39 0 51 90 

C 971 40 0 1011 

Tot. 1010 91 977 2078 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 4: 

2024 PM DS2 115 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(with short) 

977(In) 
328(Out) 

1/2 
(short) 

649 

2/1 
(short) 

51 

2/2 
(with short) 

90(In) 
39(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

1011(In) 
971(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

40 

4/1 1010 

5/1 91 

6/1 328 

6/2 649 

7/1 977 

 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 15.5 % 

1935 1935 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 84.5 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Scenario 5: '2024 AM DS2 190' (FG5: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 34 1645 1679 

B 84 0 56 140 

C 687 48 0 735 

Tot. 771 82 1701 2554 

 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 5: 

2024 AM DS2 190 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(with short) 

1679(In) 
1222(Out) 

1/2 
(short) 

457 

2/1 
(short) 

56 

2/2 
(with short) 

140(In) 
84(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

735(In) 
687(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

48 

4/1 771 

5/1 82 

6/1 1244 

6/2 457 

7/1 1701 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 2.8 % 

1960 1960 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 97.2 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 

Scenario 6: '2024 PM DS2 190' (FG6: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 68 926 994 

B 46 0 63 109 

C 971 51 0 1022 

Tot. 1017 119 989 2125 

 

Page 2084



Full Input Data And Results 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 6: 

2024 PM DS2 190 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(with short) 

994(In) 
345(Out) 

1/2 
(short) 

649 

2/1 
(short) 

63 

2/2 
(with short) 

109(In) 
46(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

1022(In) 
971(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

51 

4/1 1017 

5/1 119 

6/1 340 

6/2 649 

7/1 989 

 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 19.7 % 

1927 1927 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 80.3 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Scenario 1: '2024 AM DS2 75' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 75', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B

1 Min: 7

6 88s

BD

2 Min: 7

6 7s

C

3 Min: 7

6 7s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 2 3 

Duration 88 7 7 

Change Point 0 94 107 

 

Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: -12.0 %

Total Traffic Delay: 33.8 pcuHr
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Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 100.8% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 100.8% 

1/1+1/2 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 88 - 1673 1960:1965 1208+451 

100.8 : 
100.8% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 88 1759:1720 117+96 
41.8 : 
40.8% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U N/A N/A B D  1 101:7 - 721 2065:1786 1670+83 

41.1 : 
41.1% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 736  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 62  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 1229 1940 1940 62.9% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 455 1940 1940 23.3% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1684  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 0 8.0 25.8 0.0 33.8 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 0 8.0 25.8 0.0 33.8 - - - - 

1/1+1/2 1673 1660 - - - 5.8 24.1 - 29.9 64.3 55.0 24.1 79.1 

2/2+2/1 88 88 - - - 1.3 0.4 - 1.7 68.0 1.6 0.4 1.9 

3/1+3/2 721 721 - - - 0.9 0.3 - 1.2 6.2 5.0 0.3 5.3 

4/1 736 736 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 62 62 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 1220 1220 - - - 0.0 0.8 - 0.8 2.5 0.0 0.8 0.8 

6/2 451 451 - - - 0.0 0.2 - 0.2 1.2 0.5 0.2 0.7 

7/1 1671 1671 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  -12.0  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  32.78 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  -12.0  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  33.78   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 2: '2024 PM DS2 75' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 75', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B

1 Min: 7

6 88s

BD

2 Min: 7

6 7s

C

3 Min: 7

6 7s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 2 3 

Duration 88 7 7 

Change Point 0 94 107 

 

Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: 57.0 %

Total Traffic Delay: 5.9 pcuHr

C1

0

1

94

2

107

3

120
A

rm
 1

 - N
G

L
 s

1 2

A A
Arm 2 - Old NGL

1

2

C

C

A
rm

 3
 -

 N
G

L
 N

12

BD

A
rm

 4
 -

 

1

Arm 5 - 

1

A
rm

 6
 - 

1 2

A
rm

 7
 - 

1

A

B

C

 

P
age 2093



Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.3% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.3% 

1/1+1/2 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 88 - 968 1939:1965 567+1153 

56.3 : 
56.3% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 80 1759:1720 89+115 
39.2 : 
39.2% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U N/A N/A B D  1 101:7 - 1004 2065:1786 1694+58 

57.3 : 
57.3% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1006  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 75  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 322 1940 1940 16.6% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 649 1940 1940 33.5% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 971  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 0 3.9 2.0 0.0 5.9 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 0 3.9 2.0 0.0 5.9 - - - - 

1/1+1/2 968 968 - - - 1.5 0.6 - 2.1 8.0 8.3 0.6 8.9 

2/2+2/1 80 80 - - - 1.2 0.3 - 1.5 68.0 1.4 0.3 1.8 

3/1+3/2 1004 1004 - - - 1.2 0.7 - 1.8 6.6 9.3 0.7 9.9 

4/1 1006 1006 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 75 75 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 322 322 - - - 0.0 0.1 - 0.1 1.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 

6/2 649 649 - - - 0.0 0.3 - 0.3 1.4 3.8 0.3 4.1 

7/1 971 971 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  57.0  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  5.50 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  57.0  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  5.86   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 3: '2024 AM DS2 115' (FG3: '2024 AM DS2 115', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B

1 Min: 7

6 88s

BD

2 Min: 7

6 7s

C

3 Min: 7

6 7s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 2 3 

Duration 88 7 7 

Change Point 0 94 107 

 

Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 

P
age 2097



Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: -12.2 %

Total Traffic Delay: 35.2 pcuHr
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 100.9% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 100.9% 

1/1+1/2 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 88 - 1675 1960:1965 1209+451 

100.9 : 
100.9% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 107 1759:1720 117+85 
52.9 : 
52.9% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U N/A N/A B D  1 101:7 - 726 2065:1786 1659+94 

41.4 : 
41.4% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 749  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 69  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 1235 1940 1940 63.1% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 455 1940 1940 23.2% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1690  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 0 8.5 26.7 0.0 35.2 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 0 8.5 26.7 0.0 35.2 - - - - 

1/1+1/2 1675 1660 - - - 5.9 24.8 - 30.7 66.0 56.5 24.8 81.2 

2/2+2/1 107 107 - - - 1.6 0.6 - 2.2 72.6 2.0 0.6 2.6 

3/1+3/2 726 726 - - - 1.0 0.4 - 1.3 6.5 5.0 0.4 5.3 

4/1 749 749 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 69 69 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 1224 1224 - - - 0.0 0.9 - 0.9 2.5 0.0 0.9 0.9 

6/2 451 451 - - - 0.0 0.2 - 0.2 1.2 0.5 0.2 0.7 

7/1 1675 1675 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  -12.2  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  34.18 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  -12.2  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  35.18   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 4: '2024 PM DS2 115' (FG4: '2024 PM DS2 115', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B

1 Min: 7

6 88s

BD

2 Min: 7

6 7s

C

3 Min: 7

6 7s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 2 3 

Duration 88 7 7 

Change Point 0 94 107 

 

Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: 56.0 %

Total Traffic Delay: 6.2 pcuHr
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.7% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.7% 

1/1+1/2 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 88 - 977 1935:1965 579+1146 

56.6 : 
56.6% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 90 1759:1720 88+115 
44.5 : 
44.5% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U N/A N/A B D  1 101:7 - 1011 2065:1786 1683+69 

57.7 : 
57.7% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1010  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 91  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 328 1940 1940 16.9% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 649 1940 1940 33.5% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 977  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 0 4.1 2.1 0.0 6.2 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 0 4.1 2.1 0.0 6.2 - - - - 

1/1+1/2 977 977 - - - 1.5 0.7 - 2.2 8.0 8.3 0.7 8.9 

2/2+2/1 90 90 - - - 1.3 0.4 - 1.7 69.6 1.6 0.4 2.0 

3/1+3/2 1011 1011 - - - 1.3 0.7 - 2.0 7.0 9.3 0.7 10.0 

4/1 1010 1010 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 91 91 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 328 328 - - - 0.0 0.1 - 0.1 1.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 

6/2 649 649 - - - 0.0 0.3 - 0.3 1.4 3.8 0.3 4.1 

7/1 977 977 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  56.0  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  5.87 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  56.0  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  6.23   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 5: '2024 AM DS2 190' (FG5: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B

1 Min: 7

6 88s

BD

2 Min: 7

6 7s

C

3 Min: 7

6 7s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 2 3 

Duration 88 7 7 

Change Point 0 94 107 

 

Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: -12.4 %

Total Traffic Delay: 37.8 pcuHr
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 101.2% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 101.2% 

1/1+1/2 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 88 - 1679 1960:1965 1208+452 

101.2 : 
101.2% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 140 1759:1720 117+78 
71.6 : 
71.6% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U N/A N/A B D  1 101:7 - 735 2065:1786 1639+115 

41.9 : 
41.9% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 771  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 82  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 1244 1940 1940 63.4% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 457 1940 1940 23.3% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1701  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 0 9.4 28.4 0.0 37.8 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 0 9.4 28.4 0.0 37.8 - - - - 

1/1+1/2 1679 1660 - - - 6.1 25.8 - 32.0 68.5 57.0 25.8 82.9 

2/2+2/1 140 140 - - - 2.1 1.2 - 3.3 85.7 2.7 1.2 3.9 

3/1+3/2 735 735 - - - 1.1 0.4 - 1.5 7.2 5.0 0.4 5.3 

4/1 771 771 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 82 82 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 1230 1230 - - - 0.0 0.9 - 0.9 2.5 0.0 0.9 0.9 

6/2 452 452 - - - 0.0 0.2 - 0.2 1.2 0.5 0.2 0.7 

7/1 1682 1682 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  -12.4  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  36.76 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  -12.4  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  37.77   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 6: '2024 PM DS2 190' (FG6: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B

1 Min: 7

6 88s

BD

2 Min: 7

6 7s

C

3 Min: 7

6 7s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 2 3 

Duration 88 7 7 

Change Point 0 94 107 

 

Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane
PRC: 54.3 %

Total Traffic Delay: 7.0 pcuHr
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 58.3% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 58.3% 

1/1+1/2 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 88 - 994 1927:1965 603+1135 

57.2 : 
57.2% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 109 1759:1720 84+115 
54.9 : 
54.9% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U N/A N/A B D  1 101:7 - 1022 2065:1786 1665+87 

58.3 : 
58.3% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1017  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 119  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 340 1940 1940 17.5% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 649 1940 1940 33.5% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 989  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 0 4.6 2.3 0.0 7.0 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 0 4.6 2.3 0.0 7.0 - - - - 

1/1+1/2 994 994 - - - 1.5 0.7 - 2.2 8.0 8.3 0.7 9.0 

2/2+2/1 109 109 - - - 1.6 0.6 - 2.2 73.9 2.0 0.6 2.6 

3/1+3/2 1022 1022 - - - 1.5 0.7 - 2.1 7.6 9.3 0.7 10.0 

4/1 1017 1017 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 119 119 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 340 340 - - - 0.0 0.1 - 0.1 1.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 

6/2 649 649 - - - 0.0 0.3 - 0.3 1.4 3.8 0.3 4.1 

7/1 989 989 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  54.3  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  6.60 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  54.3  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  6.96   
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Modelling Merges at Signalled Junctions

Introduction

One particular highway design feature that does not appear to have been well
researched in the UK, is the common design of two ahead lanes merging into a single lane
on the exit of a junction. At the time of this publication, neither Transyt or Linsig has a
defined software model for modelling this type of merge. Instead, based on the guidance
of designing merges on the exits of junctions in the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges,
TD 50/04 Geometric Layout of Signal Controlled Junctions and Signalised Roundabouts,
DfT, 2004, general good practice is to consider a merge of 100 metres or more in length to
act as two infinitely long exit lanes, with infinite saturation flow. This model assumes that
drivers make their choice of approach lane based solely on delay and that the merge has
no impact on approach lane choice. This is significant as approach lane choice defines the
flow of each lane and therefore the saturation of that lane. Theoretically, an offside lane to
the same destination as a nearside lane, with infinitely long lanes on the exit will have a
higher saturation flow than the nearside (RR67 The Prediction of Saturation Flows for
Road Junctions Controlled by Traffic Signals, Webster and Cobbe, TRL, 1966). In a
situation where traffic flow on the approach is at or above available capacity, the flow in
the offside lane would be greater than the nearside and the saturation flow of the entire
approach (both lanes combined) would be more than double the actual calculated
saturation flow of the single lane that both are discharging into. In reality, this can be seen
to be mathematically absurd, however it can be explained as the signalled approaches do
not constantly receive green and so any resultant sliver queue should theoretically
dissipate when the approach is at red. No account of any exit blocking from the merge is
taken into account for any of the approaches in the model.

This approach to modelling merges on the exit of junctions has been questioned by
some. Based on their experience, the Traffic Signals Team at Cambridgeshire County
Council stopped accepting it as reliable some years ago. From anecdotal evidence, some
merges appear to function ‘well’ in that they take a substantial amount of traffic and appear
to increase capacity beyond that of a single lane. At other locations though, use of the
offside lane appears low and does not appear to give any significant benefit. Whilst it can
be argued that in capacity terms, it cannot be harming the operation of the junction, the
local Highways Authority is still responsible for maintaining the under-used carriageway
and detection with the associated costs. Over-estimation of capacity at proposed junctions
using this feature may lead to transport planning decisions being made on inaccurate
information and inappropriate development being allowed. Furthermore, lightly used
offside lanes have been linked in Cambridgeshire and Peterborough to significantly
increased offside lane speeds with a corresponding increase in speed differential between
merging traffic. In Peterborough at the junction of Bretton Gate and Cavell Close, this has
led to the redesign of the junction and the removal of the exit merge on safety grounds,
again at the cost of the local Highway Authority. This makes it highly desirable to only build
this type of feature where it will be of use and to predict the actual traffic flow and capacity
with a reasonable degree of accuracy.

Page 2117



Modelling Merges at Signalled Junctions Chris Kennett

Scope

This paper examines the traffic lane flows on the approaches to junctions in
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough, where the lanes merge on the exit. As this feature is
not widely used in these areas, this research focuses on a small number of sites from
which data is readily available in the form of automatic traffic count data from junction
detection. These sites reflect a range of designs of merge, including radii and differences
in length of merge. Although only a small sample number of sites is available, a sufficient
quantity of data shall be collected from each to make a quantitative assessment of lane
flows at each site.

Beyond patterns in lane flow, this paper explores if and how the results could be
incorporated into a Linsig model.

This paper will not consider the impact of variations in the design of merges, other
than to note deviations from good practice where the wider application of the results could
be called into question. Neither will it consider micro-simulation modelling of merges.

Hypothesis

Driver lane choice on the approach to a junction can be influenced by the lanes
merging on the exit of the junction. Some drivers will naturally remain cautious and will
always take the nearside lane, while some will normally take the offside lane. Others will
make a decision based on their perception of risk, delay and their experience.

If the above statement is true, then the statements below may follow:

• The majority of drivers will err towards caution for any given situation and so the traffic
flow in the nearside lane will normally be greater than the offside.

• The effect of risk, experience and delay on driver choice can be modelled statistically
and therefore be represented in a traffic signal macro-simulation package such as
Linsig.

• Traffic flow in each lane is directly related to the total flow and can be expressed as a
linear equation. This can be modelled in Linsig using the existing give-way model with
appropriate values for Y-intercept and co-efficient.

Methodology

Three sites have been identified across Cambridgeshire and Peterborough, at which
there are a total of four approaches with two lanes merging on the exit and traffic flows for
each lane are available. Vehicles in each lane have been counted at two of the sites (three
approaches) from loop detection at the stop lines by way of a remote monitoring system.
At the third site, a classified turning count survey was being carried out from which the
data has been used. Because classified count data was not available from the remotely
monitored sites, only the vehicle counts from the classified survey have been included in
the initial data analysis. While this could add a degree of error, an assumption has been
made that the traffic composition of the three sites is largely similar (predominantly cars
and light traffic, <10% HGV or bus) and so any correlation should remain broadly true for
classified results. Some adjustment needs to be made though as it is unlikely that any
HGV or bus traffic would use the offside lane and so the classified turning counts,
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converted to passenger car units (PCU) for the nearside lane may be higher than the
offside. Assuming HGV and Bus traffic equals ten percent of all traffic in the nearside lane;
the likely flow is approximately 1.2 times the vehicle count for the lane. This has been
tested by comparing the vehicle and classified counts at Site 3 and is broadly accurate.

To compare the lane flows against the total flow, count data is collated at 15 minute
intervals for 48 hours at sites 1 and 2. At site 3, as the survey is a manual survey, no
overnight data is available, so 24 hours of data over 2 days (7.00 - 19.00) has been used.
The lane flows for each site are compared against each other and against the total flow on
the approach with the results plotted graphically. A trend line is fitted against the data and
the equation of the best fitting trend line and the coefficient of determination (R2) is
calculated. This gives an indication of the quality of fit of the trend line to the data and the
likelihood of the trend line reflecting future results for the same conditions. All of the data is
then collated and a trend line, equation and coefficient of determination calculated to give
a standardised result that could be used to create a model for traffic flow at any junction
with a merge on the exit.

The linear equation for the standardised trend line, modified to reflect PCU, is
imported into a simple Linsig model with two lanes giving way to each other after a
signalled ‘junction’. Benchmark flows of 100 pcu and increasing increments are applied to
the model and Linsig is allowed to automatically allocate traffic to routes based on delay
and the give way model. Although the give way model in Linsig can easily model any linear
equation with positive Y-intercept, data entry of the coefficient is restricted to negative
values only (the negative value is applied after data entry), as typical right and left turn
give way models show decreasing flow with increasing opposing flow, thus negative
coefficient. JCT Consultancy have assisted in this research by providing an adapted
version of Linsig 3.1 for testing this Hypothesis. In this version, the restriction on data entry
has been lifted, allowing the model to be used.

The Simple Model has two infinitely long lanes on a single approach. These are
configured as signal controlled, with the lanes configured as per the approach lanes at Site
3 and saturation flows calculated to RR67 by Linsig. They exit into two lanes, initially
configured as infinitely long but with equal saturation flow to the approach. These two
lanes then exit into a single infinitely long lane with infinite saturation flow. A second arm
and lane, with notional saturation flow, uncontrolled exits into the same final lane. Both the
nearside and offside exit lanes are configured as giving way, opposed by the second arm.
Give way characteristics are as defined in the results from Data Analysis, below, for each
lane. Two entry zones are created, one for each approach arm, and a single exit zone.
The total benchmarked flow is allocated to both entry zones, all exiting to the same exit
zone and the model allowed to allocate traffic to routes.

The above model is then used in a full Linsig model of Site 3, based on the classified
turning count data, with correction to the give-way equation and comparing the modelled
lane flows to observed lane flows to ensure that the principles and technique remain true
in a wider model.
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Sites

Site 1 - Hauxton Road / Addenbrookes Road, Cambridge

The junction is a large, four arm junction on the outskirts of Cambridge and is the first
junction after Junction 11 of the M11 when travelling into the City. Speed limit is 40mph
and the road is wide with multiple lane approaches on all arms. Data from two approaches
on a single arm have been collected. The arm is the inbound Hauxton Road approach, five
lanes, with a left turn lane; two ahead lanes, merging on exit and two right turn lanes,
merging on exit. Both merges are DMRB designed (100m+) and the right turn has an
approximate inside radius of 50m. All approaches (left turn, ahead and right turn) are
separately signalled. Approaches flare from single lanes for each approach approximately
100m in advance of the junction.

Site 2 - Bretton Gate / Cavell Close, Peterborough

The junction is a T-junction with separately signalled right turn on one main road
approach and two ahead lanes on the other. The nearside of the two lanes also has left
turning traffic into the side road for the Peterborough City Hospital. Lane flow data includes
left turning traffic. The merge on the exit is below 100m but is typical of many merges at
80m. The two ahead lanes flare from a single lane 100m from the stop line. Since the data
was collected the nearside lane has been restricted to left turning traffic only and the
merge removed due to the safety concerns highlighted in the introduction.

Site 3 - Churchill Road / Weasenham Lane / Ramnoth Road, Wisbech

The junction is a four arm junction with the two minor arms staggered by
approximately 40m. The junction is at the end of a 40mph dual carriageway into the town
centre. Outbound on Churchill Road, there are two lanes of the dual carriageway which
merge into one on the exit (ahead). A right turn lane is flared off 60m in advance of the
outbound stop line and left turning traffic into Ramnoth Road shares the nearside lane.
The merge is technically below DMRB guidance at 60m, however, due to the distance
between staggered side roads, drivers effectively begin merging much earlier through the
junction, allowing 100m. Towards the end of the merge there is also a give way slip onto
the road from the uncontrolled left turn out of Ramnoth Road, although it has very low flow.

Results of Data Analysis

All four of the approaches analysed show a clear linear relationship between the flow
in each lane to the total flow, as predicted by the Hypothesis. To improve on the accuracy
of the linear equation to be used in modelling, converting it to PCU, the nearside lane flows
and total flows have been modified to take into account an estimated 10% HGV / Bus flow
in the nearside lane. Nearside lane flows have been modified by multiplying them by 1.1
times the original.

Graphical representation of the data and trend lines for the four approaches are shown
in Graphs 1 - 4 below. A graph of the aggregated data is shown in Graph 5.
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Graph 1 - Site 1, Hauxton Road / Addenbrookes Road, Approach 1, Nearside Lane
Flow against Total Approach Flow.
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Graph 2 - Site 1, Hauxton Road / Addenbrookes Road, Approach 2, Nearside Lane
Flow against Total Approach Flow.

Site 1, Hauxton Road, Inbound Right Turn

y = 0.6616x + 0.6739

R2 = 0.9852

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

160

0 50 100 150 200 250

Total Flow

L
a
n

e
F

lo
w

Lane 1 (Nearside)

Linear (Lane 1 (Nearside))

Page 2121



Modelling Merges at Signalled Junctions Chris Kennett

Graph 3 - Site 2, Bretton Gate / Cavell Close, Nearside Lane Flow against Total
Approach Flow.

Site 2, Edith Cavell Hospital, Ahead and Left
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Graph 4 - Site 3, Churchill Road / Weasenham Lane, Nearside Lane Flow against
Total Approach Flow.

Site 3, Weasenham Lane Outbound
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The correlation between the offside lane flow and total flow is not shown for simplicity.
As the only two factors of Total Flow are the nearside and offside lane flows, the
relationship between offside lane flow and total flow is simply 1 minus the equation for the
nearside lane. It is not of as much use however, as due to the lower flows, the result
cannot be determined to be as accurate.

Graph 5 - Aggregated Flows, Nearside Lane Flow against Total Approach Flow
(Standardised)
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It is clear from these results that not only is there a direct relationship between the
nearside lane flow and total flow but that there is an unequal balance of flow between
nearside and offside lanes, corresponding to the total flow of traffic. Simply put, as traffic
flow increases, there will always be a greater number of vehicles using the nearside lane
to the offside, where the lanes merge on exit. As the Y intercept is close to zero, traffic
distribution can be expressed as a percentage of total traffic, (73.4% of PCU using
nearside lane) or even as a direct ratio of approximately 3:1; this is shown in the
standardised model in Graph 5 above, where the Y intercept has been omitted.
Furthermore, the coefficient of determination is high enough for the trend line describing
the aggregated data that it can reliably be used as a model to predict lane usage at these
junctions in the future. Although there are only a limited number of sample junctions,
considering the diversity of the junctions sampled and the closeness of the fit to the trend,
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it suggests that the results are likely to be accurate for other sites, although a larger
sample size would be needed to prove this conclusively.

Site, Approach Coefficient Y-Intercept Coefficient of
Determination

Site 1, Ahead 0.78 -4.4 0.99

Site 1, Right Turn 0.66 0.67 0.99

Site 2 0.67 2.91 0.99

Site 3 0.69 7.93 0.89

Aggregated 0.73 -0.22 0.99

Standardised 0.73 0 0.99

Table 1 – Linear Regression for Corrected Data

The results do clearly demonstrate however that the standard model of assuming that
the merge acts as two infinitely long lanes is likely to be inaccurate at many, if not most
sites to the point of being misleading, regardless of the length of the merge.

Results of Linsig Analysis - Simple Model

Results of the Simple Model show that Linsig can be used to distribute traffic through
the model in accordance with the demonstrated trend. Although the traffic flows are only
notional, the results of the simple model show that the desired percentage split of traffic
across lanes can be achieved using the give way model to influence the delay based
distribution of traffic. This technique alone could therefore be used on it’s own to provide a
reasonably accurate model of lane flows which could be used to manually allocate traffic in
other models for example.

A second version of the Simple Model was also tested, opposing each lane with the
other. This did not yield the desired percentage distribution of traffic with the appropriate
values entered for the give way model. It is not clear at this stage why this was not
successful and a deeper analysis of the Linsig give Way model is required to understand
the reason.
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Diagram 1 - Simple Model

Results of Linsig Analysis - Complex Model

A full Linsig model was created for the Weasenham Lane junction, with the technique
described and demonstrated by the Simple Model applied to the outbound lanes at the
point at which they merge. Traffic flows were entered for five hours from the recorded 12
hour classified turning count, using a single zone for each arm. All possible routes were
enabled and the traffic flows were automatically distributed between routes by Linsig,
using delay based allocation with preferences set to default values.

ORIGIN DESTINATION

Churchill Road Ramnoth Road Elm High Road Weasenham Lane

HOUR 1 A B C D

A 24 338 209

B 33 144 153

C 380 137 289

D 229 67 180

HOUR 2 A B C D

A 13 450 164

B 15 107 54

C 459 65 202

D 185 65 225

HOUR 3 A B C D

A 21 429 148

B 6 117 76

C 419 83 204

D 169 85 216

HOUR 4 A B C D
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A 15 471 160

B 23 168 87

C 452 120 180

D 250 100 221

HOUR 5 A B C D

A 34 435 159

B 20 136 65

C 413 138 163

D 228 134 179

Table 2 - Traffic Flow Matrix

Table 2, above, shows the classified turning count data for 5 hours through the day of
the turning count at the Churchill Road / Weasenham Lane junction (Site 3).

Diagram 2 - Base Model Diagram 3 - Test Model

Diagram 2 and 3 show how the Southbound exit from Churchill Road is configured
with the Base Model reflecting the practice of configuring both exit lanes as infinitely long.
In the Test Model by contrast, both exit lanes are opposed by a ‘Dummy’ Lane. The
nearside lane has a coefficient of (+)73 and Y-Intercept of 1, as Linsig requires an integer
above 0. The offside lane has a coefficient of (+)27 and Y-Intercept of 1. Flow in the
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offside exit lane still remains higher than the nearside as a result of the double-right turn
exit from Weasenham Lane, which directs traffic into the nearside. The effect of traffic
distribution on the approach though is in keeping with the prediction of the simple model
and a comparison of lane flows are shown in Table 3 below.

Lane 1 (Churchill Road) Flow Comparison Against Measured Flow

Base Model Forecast Test Model
Forecast

Actual Base v Actual Test v Actual

Hour 1 181 261 296 61% 88%

Hour 2 233 334 397 59% 84%

Hour 3 226 327 367 62% 89%

Hour 4 244 347 379 64% 92%

Hour 5 234 341 343 68% 99%

Table 3 - Lane Flow Comparison

It is clear from the comparison between the base and test models, that the Test Model
is significantly more accurate than the Base Model. Although the test results only predict
an average 90% of the actual flow in the nearside lane, this is in keeping with the original
analysis of lane flows, which suggested a similar difference between this site and the
standardised trend. This can be seen in Graph 6, where the actual results, standardised
model and Linsig results for Weasenham Lane are overlaid for comparison. The Linsig
model results are higher as they are hour flows. Actual Results are shown as 15 minute
counts.

Graph 6 - Site 3, Weasenham Lane Results and Standardised Model
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Although this value is below ideal, it is within an acceptable margin of error for traffic
modelling. This demonstrates that the simple model can be expanded and incorporated
into a full Linsig model to provide a reasonable estimate of lane flows and therefore
capacity, although further work is required to prove that accuracy is acceptable across a
wider range of sites. This may be achievable through manipulation of the existing Linsig
give way model factors.

Limitations

Although the data gathered so far appears statistically significant and therefore
presents a good model for those sites included in the study, there are a number of limiting
factors:

• Small junction sample size

• Relatively close geographic proximity

• All sample sites were ‘suburban’ rather than urban.

The small sample size and relatively close proximity of all the sites, does lead to the
possibility that the effect demonstrated is regional. While it is likely that there is a linear
relationship between traffic flow in each lane at sites across the country, it is possible that
the co-efficient of the relationship may be different. This may also be true of urban sites,
where increased traffic flows, congestion and differences in driver behaviour may lead to
an increased use of offside lanes and therefore a lower coefficient.

Although the Linsig model appears reasonably accurate for the model of Site 3, further
junction modelling is required to demonstrate that the range of margin of error for the
model is acceptable to apply across other sites without detailed validation.

Conclusions

The initial Hypothesis is correct in the statements set out above, at least in
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough. The majority of drivers at the sample sites did favour
the nearside lane over the offside. Furthermore, traffic flow in each lane does have a linear
relationship with the total flow, to some extent regardless of physical design features. This
can be modelled statistically and can be modelled in Linsig, either by adaption of the give
way model to influence traffic flow distribution, or potentially by the introduction of a
‘throttle’ on merging lanes to influence the route allocation, where there is a choice.

The adapted Linsig Test model used did not provide the level of accuracy that the
strength of the relationship suggests could be achieved. While Site 3 did have a slight
variation in the trend, it does not account for the 10% average difference. This shows that
there are still other factors within the current Linsig model that are not optimal and are
having an undesired effect. Exploration of the available variables could reduce this error
margin further.

The relationship between each lane and the total flow is not equal and traffic flow
favours the nearside lane. This directly contradicts the established methodology for
modelling merges in macro-simulation packages. While having an offside lane merging on
the exit does increase capacity, it does not provide the benefit of a second lane, and the
perceived problem of differential speeds between nearside and offside lanes may be more
acute and occur at higher total flows than previously thought. At some locations this may
mean that a flared lane and merge is not of sufficient value for the increased risk; at others
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it may mean that a proposed junction that previously modelled as having acceptable
capacity no longer performs acceptably.

Further Areas for Research

The testing undertaken so far, although demonstrating the relationship and that it can
be modelled, does not identify any factors that could influence traffic flows, other than the
common factor between all sites, namely the merge. Further detailed research of a greater
number of sites is required to conclusively prove that the observed statistical model is
accurate across other regions. Analysis of other variables such as length of approach lane
or merge is also needed to establish the parameters within which the model applies and
how to best optimise the design of merges at junctions for capacity and safety.

Comparison of the above model with micro-simulation packages could allow iterative
development of further research and examination of variables without the need for as
many real sample sites.
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Introduction 
Back in 2012, at the JCT Symposium, I presented a paper ‘Modelling Merges at Signalled Junctions’. In that paper I 

showed that lanes merging after a junction affects driver lane choice approaching the junction. Using data from three 

different sites, I showed that the share of traffic between merging lanes was biased towards the nearside lane, was 

predictable and results were statistically significant. This in turn, made it possible to model the effect using Linsig, 

although some changes were needed; in particular, a modified version of the Linsig give-way model was used. 

This approach provided a breakthrough in predicting and modelling traffic flows where lanes merge after a junction, 

however the paper did not explore the details of the sites, or try to understand the driver behaviour. 

Scope 
This paper looks into the detail behind the original statistical observations and predictions; we try to explain how and 

why drivers are reacting to merging lanes. We will also examine the differences between the data from the sites, using 

a subjective analysis to explore differences and similarities, to build on confidence in the original paper. Finally, more 

data, from a wider range of sites is presented in addition to the original results. 

Methodologies 
To discover and explore potential differences between data from sites, and to examine the reliability of the original 

data, a wide range of data collection methods have been used. Video surveys and on site observations have provided 

key qualitative information, while MOVA flows have been collected to provide raw data. From MOVA flow logs, both 

the cumulative lane flows and the X detector flows have been collected. Although this does not provide a firm base 

for statistical analysis between sites, it does allow us to confirm the same trends can be seen, regardless of the method 

of data collection. This is helpful in establishing that a single methodology does not overly influence the result. 

In total, data was collected from seven new sites not originally included in the original paper. Amongst these seven 

sites, there were 12 approaches that merged. All were examined and appeared to follow similar trends, consistent 

with the original findings. Eight of the approaches were discounted from the study though, as the count data could 

not be verified to relate to a specific merge on an exit, as opposed to other exit lanes. 

Key Questions 
Several key questions arose as a result of the original paper. These predominantly relate to driver behaviour in differing 

circumstances, and therefore the general application and relevance of the results. Broken down into simple questions, 

they are: 

1. Why do drivers appear to prefer the nearside lane, when lanes merge after a junction? 

2. Although all sites show a statistically consistent trend, there are small differences between datasets collected 

by different methodologies. What explains these differences? 

3. How do different geometries and interventions affect driver behaviour? 
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Why do driver prefer the nearside lane? 
The original paper hypothesised that some drivers will be willing to take higher risks and use the offside lane. As the 

perceived benefit of the offside lane increases (I.e. delay increases in the nearside lane), proportionally more people 

will accept the higher risks and use the offside lane. 

 

Figure 1. A5/A47 Longshoot Junction, Nuneaton 

This does seem to support and be borne out by the results established, however there is little evidence to demonstrate 

that drivers do perceive an increased risk in the offside lane. Standard methods for testing this hypothesis would 

include interviewing drivers, however that is beyond the resources available for this research. Instead, clues as to the 

perceived risk can be inferred from watching driver behaviour. 

Using a video survey of a site in Plymouth, driver behaviour could be examined in detail. Observing the video over 

several time periods and several days, the site was first of all confirmed to follow the originally established trend. A 

difficulty in measurement became apparent though. 

The video showed the approach to the signals and the exit, looking forward in the direction of travel. All drivers using 

the offside lane to go ahead clearly must merge, however it is clear that drivers change lanes from Lane 2 to Lane 1 at 

many different points. Focusing on drivers in Lane 2, during quiet periods, many drivers tend to merge to Lane 1 earlier, 

often before the stop line. In some cases, vehicles are even moving between lanes as they come into the frame, some 

50 metres before the stop line. 

At busier times though, drivers tend to stay in Lane 2 longer, crossing the stop 

line and either merging in the junction, or using the merge on the exit to re-

join Lane 1. In mid and high flow situations, several drivers can even be seen 

moving out of Lane 1 late, or starting to change lanes before moving back. This 

late-weaving behaviour can be seen to be attributable to perceived delay – 

drivers in a free flowing Lane 1 rarely move across late. Likewise, drivers in Lane 

2 rarely join Lane 1 early if Lane 1 is not free-flowing.  
Figure 2. A46/A607, Hobby Horse 

Roundabout, Leicester 
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Figure 3. A1101 / Weasenham Lane, Wisbech 

It is quite clear therefore that delay is one of the factors affecting driver choice, as Lane choice can be seen to be 

influenced by perception of delay in both lanes. Inferring perception of risk is more difficult. Despite this however, 

there is clearly a bias towards Lane 1 – drivers sometimes weave from Lane 1 towards 2 and back to Lane 1, but the 

opposite is never true. Drivers using Lane 2 also appear to tend to drive slightly faster and during low traffic conditions, 

the later they merge, the faster they tend to drive. This does not prove that risk perception is a second primary factor, 

but it does support the idea. 

 

Figure 4. A46/A607, Hobby Horse Roundabout, Leicester. 

What explains the differences in the data? 
The unexpected behaviour observed above, quickly became apparent as a likely cause of differences between 

recording methodologies. 

When modelling traffic using a program such as Linsig, we do not tend to consider the location of vehicles in a lane; 

they are either in one lane, or another. Sometimes an allowance may be made to allow flows to be automatically 

balanced by allowing traffic to ‘move’ between lanes in between junctions, however the exact location of this is never 

considered in detail. 

What appears to be happening in practice though, is that the measured lane flow changes depending on three factors: 

overall flow, the longitudinal position on the carriageway at which flow is being measured, and the geometry of the 

road itself. 

Leaving the geometry for the last ‘question’, the flow and point of measurement together pose a significant problem 

for standardised data collection. If drivers do tend to change lanes (both to Lane 2 and back to Lane 1) later as flow 

increases, the measured flow in each lane will vary depending on where the measurement is taken. Measurements 
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taken 40 - 50 metres away from the stop line (MOVA X loops for example) may under-represent the number of vehicles 

actually crossing the stop line in Lane 2 in busy periods.  

Measuring at the stop line though, (such as in a typical manual survey) may be likely to miss the drivers who merge 

into Lane 1 in advance of the stop line, particularly during mid – low flow periods. This may also depend on the exact 

methods and consistency of each individual person conducting a manual survey – some may choose to count vehicles 

merging shortly before the stop line, whereas others may not. Both count positions are therefore likely to give slightly 

varying trends. 

The alternative to a manual survey of course is an automatic vehicle count. Automated surveys, collecting data 

constantly will collect a much larger sample of low-flow data. They may be affected by loop-clipping though, as vehicles 

straddling or changing lanes may be counted in both. Manual counts may be more accurate (subject to caveats above) 

but due to cost, tend to under-sample low flow conditions. This may exacerbate discrepancies and errors in the trend 

during low flow conditions. 

As a result, there is no clear “best method” for taking a representative measurement of lane flow. Generally speaking 

though, there is no clear benefit (or loss) to capacity from a vehicle changing lanes shortly before the stop line, 

compared to after it. An automated lane flow measurement between 12m and 50m from the stop line over a 24 hour 

period is likely to give the most reliable measurement. 

On balance, it may be necessary to tacitly accept these differences between methodologies. By compiling data from 

these different sources, the trend will be an aggregate of both and results of modelling based upon it should be suitable 

for all circumstances, within reasonable error bands. 

How does the geometry effect the result? 
At first glance, the results obtained from a wide range of sites, with substantial differences in geometry, follow a 

remarkably consistent trend. The following geometric traits are all included within the cumulative data samples: 

 T-Junction, cross-roads and gyratory layouts 

 Rural minor, inter-urban strategic and urban road networks 

 Geographic spread of sites including Plymouth, Cambridgeshire, Norfolk, Peterborough, Nottingham, 

Leicestershire and Derbyshire. 

 Lane 2 approach lane lengths from infinite (i.e. dual carriageway) to 60m flared lane 

 Merge lengths between 60m and 100m beyond junction 

 Various signage and road markings to indicate drivers should merge. 

 Various radii (ahead and right turns) through junction. 

There is insufficient sample data available to specifically analyse the wide range of differing geometric traits. Since all 

the sites fit with the general trend, it is fair to assume that no one of these traits makes a significance difference to 

the lane flows. What does seem more likely from the observations made, is that they do play an important part in 

establishing the point at which drivers are likely to merge. 

A short flared approach lane will only allow a late movement to Lane 2, whereas a short merge on the exit is likely to 

encourage drivers to merge earlier. This may have an effect on the measurable traffic flow, depending on how the 

data is collected.  
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From this it could be expected that a site with short flare and short merge would not fit the general trend of lane use. 

The short distance available would minimise the benefit in delay but increase the risk. If all this holds true, then fewer 

drivers should use Lane 2 in almost all circumstances. Unfortunately no data from sites of this design was available. 

Other traits that may have an effect could include signage of various types. From the observations made, primarily of 

a site in Norfolk, signage appears to be potentially effective in encouraging drivers to merge slightly later. 

 

Figure 5. Dereham Road / Longwater Road, Norwich. 

Theoretical Capacity of Merges 
Drivers merging later is not the same as an increase in capacity. As was mentioned in the introduction of my original 

paper, any exit lane after the merge has a finite capacity – which can be calculated by well established methods. The 

maximum capacity achieved by the two merging lanes logically cannot be higher than the capacity of the exit lane. 

Of course the traffic flow at the point of merge is not constant, as the traffic signals disrupt the flow between Stages. 

Even if both merging lanes are saturated at the point of the merge, lost time in the junction may provide sufficient 

time for the traffic to merge and dissipate, without the resulting queue from the slowing/merging traffic impacting 

upon the junction. In this sense, with traffic at or near capacity, and a relatively high amount of lost time, a merge may 

be effective in creating an increase in capacity from a dual carriageway or flared approach. 

Where the flow exceeds the capacity of the exit lane, the result is each vehicle slowing down, with (normally) the 

nearside lane allowing the offside to merge by leaving larger gaps between vehicles. This initially sacrifices nearside 

lane capacity due to the increase in headway between vehicles. From this point of view, regardless of where traffic 

merges, once the exit lanes become saturated, there is no longer a capacity benefit from the merge - flare. Encouraging 

late merging may initially help to keep a queue clear of the junction, but it gains little or no capacity advantage in these 

conditions. 
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Figure 6. Dereham Road / Longwater Road, Norwich.  Traffic merging shortly after start of green. 

In the above photo, traffic can be seen merging shortly after the start of green. At this point, there is a much higher 

number of drivers in the offside lane than the nearside, and drivers in the nearside can be seen to be leaving large 

gaps. From this viewpoint, for a short while after the start of the stage, the flow in the offside lane exceeds the 

nearside.  

As we have already established though, regardless of the point at which traffic actually merges, the proportion of 

vehicles in each lane remains the same. Looking at the same lanes of traffic, but as the lanes approach the signals, a 

different flow composition can be seen. 

 

Figure 7. Dereham Road / Longwater Road, Norwich. Queue shortly after start of green. 

From this viewpoint, it is clear that the demand for the offside lane is much lower than the view at the merge would 

suggest.  

Accuracy and Variations in Trend 
Using the ideas and theories above, we can go back and look again at the data we collected from various sites. As 

previously discussed above, there are differences in the trend lines between different sites. Looking at the data 

presented in graphs, on some, the trend line does not fit as well. There is no polynomial trend line that fits consistently 

across all sites. Instead, the data points appear to be linear (with a higher coefficient) up to a point, after which 

variation increases and coefficient decreases. 
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In this example, from The Long Shoot Junction 

near Nuneaton, nearside lane flow can clearly 

be seen to drop compared to total flow after 

about 700 vehicles (in a one hour period). 

During periods of lower flow though, the trend 

appears very consistent and slightly higher. One 

immediate reaction would be to assume that 

the trend line is a cubic curve, arcing as flow 

increases. This does not fit though, and no cubic 

trend line can be found that describes the flow 

better than the linear expression. 

Instead, if we hypothesise that the maximum 

saturation flow of the exit merge may be reached between 600 and 700 vehicles, the pattern becomes easier to 

understand. As the exit becomes saturated, traffic in the nearside lane slows down, to allow the offside lane to merge. 

The effect of this slowing is to create a longer, 

slower queue in the nearside lane. At this point 

though, the offside lane may still be relatively 

free-flowing, as was seen in the Norfolk videos. 

The important point to note is that the data above 

only shows vehicles that were able to pass over 

the relevant detector – it does not represent the 

demand in each lane, once a queue has formed. 

If we exclude the data relating to flows at or near 

our assumed exit saturation, the trend line 

becomes a very close fit. 

Correcting the data as I did in the original paper, 

we can once again aggregate the data to compare, 

and to look at the overall fit of our trend as a 

general predictor of traffic distribution between lanes. This does not exclude any high-flow data points, however the 

significance of the highest flow data points reduces, as there are comparatively fewer of them.  

y = 0.7435x
R² = 0.9935

0

50

100

150

200

250

300

350

400

450

500

0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700

A47 The Long Shoot
Nearside Right Turn Lane Flow v Total

y = 0.7199x
R² = 0.9868

0

100

200

300

400

500

600

700

0 200 400 600 800 1000

A47 The Long Shoot
Nearside Right Turn Lane Flow v Total

Figure 8. A5/A47 Longshoot Junction, All Data 

Figure 9. A5/A47 Longshoot Junction, Excluding saturated flows 
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Figure 10. Corrected and Standardised Data, All Sites 

Previously, we have simply examined the data to check for a trend and to measure the fit of the trend line to the data 

points. With this amount of data, we can look in more detail to establish the level of precision, and therefore how 

good the trend may be for prediction through modelling. Using basic statistical analysis techniques, the trend line (the 

“linear regression”), can be examined. 

Input 

The data series above contains aggregated data from 8 different merging approaches, sampled from 6 sites across 

Cambridgeshire, Peterborough, Norfolk, Nottinghamshire and Plymouth. There is variation in the number of samples 

from each site. There are a total of 1696 measurements. 

Data Analysis 

The measured coefficient is 0.7370 with an intercept of -0.6658, which is close to the original findings. The flow can 

obviously never be below 0 in practice, although there could be a number of different reasons that explain this small 

difference. The R Square value of the linear regression (how well the trend matches the data) is 0.9939. The standard 

deviation of the error of the regression is 8.4935 and the “t Statistic” value is 528.1711. The “P-value”, is 0.0000. This 

indicates that the linear regression (the trend) is a very strong fit, with a very high probability of predicting the traffic 

distribution in the nearside lane. The actual confidence boundaries of the regression are: Lower 99.0%, 0.7343; Upper 

99.0%, 0.7398; Lower 95.0%, 0.7343; Upper 95.0%, 0.7398. For the Intercept, the t-Stat value of -2.63 and P-value of 

0.00859 indicate that there is less certainty in the result, although it is likely to be close (possibly 0, as hypothesised). 

If we set the Y-intercept at 0, there is a slight variation in the coefficient to 0.735, with no appreciable decrease in any 

of the above indicators of consistency for the regression. 

Limitations 
Although the fundamental premise is supported with a significant amount of data (old and new), this paper has 

deliberately concentrated on discussing and analysing the theory as to why this may be true. Although this feature is 

reasonably widespread, there is simply insufficient data for the wide range of geometric variables to prove the impact 
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of each feature, and therefore explain the slight differences between sites. That does not cast any doubt on the 

underlying findings though, which have remained strongly consistent, regardless of the variables. 

The original paper did note that even with the merge modelled, the results did not follow the measured flows 

accurately. This now appears likely to be the result of the point of merge not being accurately reflected. It is possible 

that this can be improved on, but more work will be needed with Linsig to incorporate a model and refine it. 

Although the ultimate capacity of the exit is constrained by the saturation flow of the lane after the merge, the junction 

still benefits from an increase in capacity from the dual lane approach or flared lanes. The capacity can only be 

modelled with reasonable accuracy if the proportional division of flow between the two lanes is accurately reflected. 

We must remember in interpreting the result, that there are many other factors influencing the results of a traffic 

count at any given time. Short sample periods will always tend to have a greater divergence from any model of the 

same period, however long sample periods may become less relevant. This is true of all modelling. All other features 

such as bus stops, lane alignment and the upstream road network should be taken fully into account, as well as 

considering any merge. 

Conclusion 
The new data collected reinforces the findings of the earlier paper; that traffic flow in lanes approaching a merge is 

predictable and can be modelled. Furthermore, there is a consistent bias towards the nearside lane. 

This gives us confidence that traffic flow in the nearside lane can be reasonably predicted by the expression: 

Fn = 0.735*FT  

 Where Fn is the nearside lane flow and FT is the total flow. 

The new observations and analysis go some way to explaining why this happens and how it works in practice. Although 

the bias in the proportions of traffic flows between lanes is consistent, the point at which drivers choose to use a lane, 

or merge back is widely variable, depending on conditions and geometry. Indeed many of the features previously 

considered to ‘increase capacity’ actually just change the point of merge, with little or no difference to actual capacity. 

Some sites do still seem to show trends of slightly different proportional flows in the nearside lane. These tend to be 

sites from which a smaller sample size was gathered and have a higher variance, indicating these results are less sound. 

Acknowledgements  
With thanks to the many people who have helped by providing data or access to sites, including colleagues at Norfolk 

and Cambridgeshire County Councils, Peterborough and Plymouth City Councils, the Highways Agency, A-One+ and 

Amey. 

Photos and video from Google Street View and from CCTV and direct recording on sites. 

 

Page 2139

http://www.greensignals.co.uk/




 

 

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 

1990 

SECTION 78 APPEAL 

 

Section 78 appeals against failure to give notice within the prescribed 

period of decisions on applications for:  
 

Appeal Ref: APP/A1720/W/20/3252180 (Appeal A) 
Outline planning permission for the demolition of existing buildings and 

development of up to 75 dwellings, open space, vehicular access point 
from Newgate Lane and associated and ancillary infrastructure, with all 

matters except access reserved 

at  
Land at Newgate Lane (North) 

 
and 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/A1720/W/20/3252185 (Appeal B) 
Outline planning permission for the demolition of existing buildings and 

development of up to 115 dwellings, open space, vehicular access 
point from Newgate Lane and associated and ancillary infrastructure, 

with all matters except access reserved 

at 
Land at Newgate Lane (South) 

--------------------------------------------------------------

---------- 

ECOLOGY PROOF OF EVIDENCE  

OF NICHOLAS SIBBETT CEcol CMLI CEnv MCIEEM 

ON BEHALF OF FAREHAM BOROUGH COUNCIL 

 

  

Page 2141



2  

CONTENTS 

 

1 SUMMARY 3 

2 QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 5 

3 INTRODUCTION AND SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 7 

4 PLANNING POLICIES, LEGISLATION AND OTHER GUIDANCE

 8 

5 IMPACTS ON EUROPEAN SITES 11 

6 IMPACTS ON CHAMOMILE 15 

 

 

 

APPENDICES 

 

1. Conservation objectives and citations for Solent SPAs 

2. Natural England email 22nd October 2020 

 

 

 

Page 2142



 

3  

 

1 SUMMARY 

1.1 My name is Nicholas Sibbett and I have been appointed by 

Fareham Borough Council as ecology witness for the Public 

Inquiry. 

1.2 The Council resolved in its committee meeting of 24th June 

2020 (Core Documents CDC.1 and CDC.2) that both 

planning applications were unacceptable because they 

failed to provide mitigation for recreational impacts upon 

Solent SPAs, and they both failed to provide mitigation for 

the loss of a Low Use site in the Brent Goose and Wader 

Strategy thus causing harm to land functionally linked with 

the SPA.  The application for land at Newgate Lane (South) 

was also unacceptable because insufficient information was 

provided to protect and enhance a substantial population 

of chamomile. 

1.3 A range of other ecological matters are present at both 

sites and have been resolved to the satisfaction of the Local 

Planning Authority.  The scope of my evidence is therefore 

restricted to addressing the three reasons for 

unacceptability, above. 

1.4 The appellant has offered for each appeal site to pay the 

requisite amount of money towards the Solent Recreation 

Mitigation Strategy.  This payment was not secured by 

S106 agreement and so the mitigation has not been 

secured.  If a S106 agreement is entered into to secure the 

payment the Council would no longer find the development 

unacceptable in respect of this reason for refusal. 

1.5 The appellant has offered to pay the requisite amount of 

money to the Solent Waders and Brent Goose Strategy to 
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be used in mitigation for loss of the Low Use land.  However 

there is no existing mechanism for the money to be spent 

and so the mitigation is not deliverable.  If the appellant is 

able to provide a mitigation scheme which meets the 

Strategy requirement to increase the capacity of existing 

sites to support those species, or to provide new sites to 

provide these species, the development may become 

acceptable.  

1.6 A Chamomile Management Plan prepared by WYG was 

received in October 2020 (CDA.136.  This answers the 

majority of the previous queries by the LPA.  Outstanding 

information required is a more refined design of areas 

managed for chamomile and areas managed as a meadow 

habitat, together with details of monitoring to ensure long-

term continuity of the chamomile.  If this information is 

received and is satisfactory, the LPA expects to be able to 

withdraw this reason for the development being 

unacceptable.  
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2 QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 

2.1 My name is Mr Nicholas Edwin Sibbett.  I hold an Honours 

degree in Ecology from the University of East Anglia and a 

Master of Science degree in Landscape Ecology, Design and 

Maintenance from Wye College, University of London.   

2.2 I have been in practice with The Landscape Partnership 

since March 2008 and have almost 30 years’ professional 

experience as an ecologist, 12 of which have been spent in 

consultancy. I was promoted to the position of Principal 

Ecologist in 2013 and to Associate in 2017.  I jointly lead 

the company’s ecology team across the practice, with 

particular responsibility for the Woodbridge and Bedford 

offices.   

2.3 I have a wide range of experience in the field of ecology, 

and in particular in habitat survey and the conservation and 

management of designated sites; and my background is in 

protected species, designated site management and 

Habitats Regulations Assessment.  For many years I taught 

Phase 1 Habitat Survey for the Chartered Institute of 

Ecology and Environmental Management national 

workshops programme.  I hold Level 3 certification in the 

Botanical Society of the British Isles’ Field Identification 

Skills Certification scheme. 

2.4 I have been involved in providing ecological services for a 

wide range of developments, from major housing and 

infrastructure projects to minerals and waste schemes, 

across the UK; and have coordinated and undertaken 

vegetation surveys in a number of habitats, including 

woodland, parkland, heathland, and grassland, and for a 
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number of rare and protected species including bats, great 

crested newts, badgers and reptiles. 

2.5 I am a Chartered Ecologist (CEcol), a Chartered 

Environmentalist (CEnv), Chartered Landscape Architect 

(CMLI) and a founder member of the Chartered Institute of 

Ecology and Environmental Management (MCIEEM).  I hold 

various licences from Natural England, including for bat 

survey (level 2, CL18), trainer for bat roost visitors (CL16), 

great crested newt survey (CL08), and I have held 

mitigation licences for development projects where 

mitigation measures were required for bats and great 

crested newts. 

2.6 Before joining The Landscape Partnership I worked for 

Natural England in its Suffolk office for seventeen years.  I 

was responsible for providing evidence to support 

notification of new SSSIs, advising landowners on SSSI 

management, advising regulators such as Local Planning 

authorities on applications made to them, and managing 

three National Nature Reserves. 

2.7 My work with The Landscape Partnership has involved 

undertaking projects for both private and public sector 

clients.  I have made representations at Examinations in 

Public and Appeal Hearings from 2008 to the present day, 

including a case in which proposed housing development 

within a Local Plan was considered likely to adversely 

impact a Special Protection Area / SSSI. 

2.8 The evidence I have prepared for this Inquiry is true and 

has been prepared, and is given in accordance with, the 

guidance of my professional institutions, and I confirm that 

the opinions expressed are my own professional opinions.  
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3 INTRODUCTION AND SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

3.1 I am appointed by Fareham Borough Council to act as its 

ecology witness and provide evidence at this Inquiry.   

3.2 The Council resolved in its committee meeting of 24th June 

2020 (Core Documents CDC.1 and CDC.2) that both 

planning applications were unacceptable because  

j) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure such, 
the proposal fails to appropriately secure mitigation of 

the likely adverse effects on the integrity of European 
Protected Sites which, in combination with other 

developments, would arise due to the impacts of 

recreational disturbance 

k) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure such, 
the proposal fails to appropriately secure mitigation of 

the likely adverse effects on the integrity of European 

Protected Sites which, in combination with other 
developments, would arise as a result of the loss of a 

Low Use site for Brent geese and waders 

3.3 In addition, The Committee also resolved that the planning 

application for Land at Newgate Lane (South) was 

unacceptable because 

i) The proposal provides insufficient information to 

protect and enhance the biodiversity interests of the site 

which includes a substantial population of Chamomile 

3.4 A range of other ecological constraints and related issues 

pertain to both sites and have been resolved to the 

satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority.  The scope of 

my evidence is therefore restricted to addressing impacts 

upon the three reasons for unacceptability, above. 

3.5 I visited the sites on 28th October 2020 to become familiar 

with them.  I entered the grassland containing chamomile 

in Land at Newgate Lane (South) and viewed the arable 

land and other habitats from adjacent roads.  
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4 PLANNING POLICIES, LEGISLATION AND OTHER 

GUIDANCE 

Local Planning Policy 

4.1 Fareham Borough Council’s Core Strategy of August 2011 

(CDE.1) Policy CS4 provides protection for designated 

sites, including European designated sites, and recognises 

that a strategy to mitigate recreational impacts arising 

from residential development on European sites is 

required. 

4.2 Fareham Borough Council’s Development and Sites Policies 

Local Plan document (2015) (CDE.2) Policy DSP13 offers 

protection to European sites such as SPAs.  Policy DSP14 

sets out the necessity for developments to provide 

mitigation for development on site supporting Brent Geese 

and / or waders, and Policy DSP 15 introduces a 

requirement for mitigation of recreational impacts of 

development in combination with other development in the 

vicinity of European sites.  

4.3 Fareham Borough Council’s Publication Local Plan October 

2020 (CDF.6) Policy NE1 gives protection to designated 

sites. Local Plan Policy NE2 requires 10% net gain in 

biodiversity. Policy NE3 requires a contribution to the 

Solent Recreation Mitigation Strategy. Policy NE4 requires 

nutrient neutrality on water entering the Solent SPA, and 

Policy NE5 requires sites of ‘low’ use by Brent Geese and 

Waders to provide on-site mitigation or a contribution to 

off-site mitigation to prevent harm to the SPA.  The 

accompanying Policies Map shows both sites as part of a 

Brent Goose and Waders ‘Low Use’ area in respect of 

Policy 5. 
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4.4 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) dated 

February 2019, paragraphs 171 and 172 relate to policy for 

designated sites of biodiversity or landscape importance. 

Proposals for any development on or affecting protected 

wildlife or geodiversity sites or landscape areas will be 

judged against Local Plans policies which will distinguish 

between the hierarchy of international, national and locally 

designated sites and allocate land with the least 

environmental or amenity value and maintain and enhance 

networks of habitats and green infrastructure.  Paragraph 

175 states that when determining planning applications 

Local Planning Authorities should apply the following 

principles: 

a) If significant harm resulting from a development 

cannot be avoided (through locating it on an 
alternative site with less harmful impacts), 

adequately mitigated, or, as a last resort, 

compensated for, then planning permission should 

be refused, 

b) development on land within or outside a Site of 
Special Scientific Interest, and which is likely to 

have an adverse effect on it (either individually or 
in combination with other developments), should 

not normally be permitted. The only exception is 
where the benefits of the development in the 

location proposed clearly outweigh both its likely 
impact on the features of the site that make it of 

special scientific interest, and any broader impacts 
on the national network of Sites of Special Scientific 

Interest; 

c) development resulting in the loss or deterioration 

of irreplaceable habitats (such as ancient woodland 

and ancient or veteran trees) should be refused, 
unless there are wholly exceptional reasons and a 

suitable compensation strategy exists; and  

d) development whose primary objective is to 

conserve or enhance biodiversity should be 
supported; while opportunities to incorporate 
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biodiversity improvements in and around 
developments should be encouraged, especially 

where this can secure measurable net gains for 

biodiversity. 

4.5 Paragraph 177 states that the presumption in favour of 

sustainable development does not apply where the plan or 

project is likely to have a significant effect on a ‘habitats 

site’ (either alone or in combination with other plans or 

projects), unless an appropriate assessment has concluded 

that the plan or project will not adversely affect the 

integrity of the ‘habitats site’. 

Legislation 

4.6 The Council must, under Section 40 of the Natural 

Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006, in 

exercising its functions, have regard, so far as is consistent 

with the proper exercise of those functions, to the purpose 

of conserving biodiversity. 

4.7 The Council has a duty under Section 28G of the Wildlife 

and Countryside Act 1981 to take reasonable steps, 

consistent with the proper exercise of the authority’s 

functions, to further the conservation and enhancement of 

the flora, fauna or geological or physiographical features 

by reason of which the site is of special scientific interest. 
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5 IMPACTS UPON EUROPEAN SITES 

Introduction 

5.1 A shadow Habitats Regulations Assessment dated May 

2020 (CDA.64 -north; CDA.135 - south) has been provided 

by the appellant for both appeal sites.  It identifies four 

potential impacts upon the Solent SPAs.  ‘Solent SPAs’ is a 

coverall name for several European designated sites 

including Solent and Southampton Water SPA, Solent and 

Southampton Water Ramsar, Portsmouth Harbour SPA, 

Portsmouth Harbour Ramsar, and Chichester and 

Langstone Harbour SPA.  I agree with the conclusions in 

the shadow HRA that air quality effects and the effects of 

nutrient nitrogen in waste water would not have an adverse 

affect upon the integrity of any European site.  The impact 

of recreation upon European sites, and the impact of the 

development on the displacement of Brent Geese and 

Waders are described below. 

The impact of recreation on European sites 

5.2 The appellant’s shadow HRA correctly identifies that there 

would be an increase in public recreation at Solent SPAs as 

a result of both developments and other development 

within 5.6km of the SPAs.  The increase in recreation may 

result in increased disturbance of birds and trampling of 

habitat which supports the birds, leading to harm to the 

SPAs.  Fareham Borough Council is a partner in the Solent 

Recreation Mitigation Strategy (CDE.7).  There is a team of 

rangers to help coastal visitors and communities 

understand the importance of the different bird species and 

the impact of disturbance, and encouraging responsible 

dog walking and visits to less sensitive parts of the coast.  
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Implementation of the strategy is funded by developer 

contributions. 

5.3 The appellant’s shadow HRA states that each appeal site 

would contribute towards the Solent Recreation Mitigation 

Strategy through a S106 agreement in accordance with the 

latest tariff.  However, this aspiration has not been followed 

by a signed S106 agreement.  The Council determined that 

the developments were each unacceptable because there 

was no mitigation in place to prevent harm through 

recreational impacts.  In my professional opinion, if a S106 

agreement is entered into, so that the correct payment can 

be made for each appeal site, then the developments would 

no longer be unacceptable on the basis of this issue.  

The impact of the developments on Brent geese and 

waders 

5.4 The shadow HRA provided by the appellant correctly 

identified that the appeal sites were functionally linked to 

the Solent SPAs as a Low use site.  The Publication Local 

Plan (CDF.6) identifies both appeal sites as of Low use for 

Brent Geese and Waders.  These birds, which are qualifying 

features of the SPA may at times use the appeal sites as 

part of their lifecycle, and so the appeal sites contribute 

towards the survival of the birds.  They also provide 

alternative options and resilience for the future. 

5.5 Fareham Council and others initiated the Solent Waders 

and Brent Goose Strategy Guidance on Off-setting and 

Mitigation Requirements in October 2018 (CDE.6) which 

requires developers to provide mitigation for the loss of 

Low Use sites by means of on-site mitigation, increasing 

the capacity of existing sites used by these birds elsewhere, 
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or by providing new sites which can be used by the birds.  

According to the Strategy Guidance, developers may 

provide the capacity increases or the new sites, or 

alternatively may pay into a fund managed by the Local 

Authority to achieve the same result. 

5.6 The appellants in their Shadow HRA agreed to pay the 

appropriate sum into a fund for the mitigation works to be 

provided.  Unfortunately, the fund for providing mitigation 

works has not yet been set up in Fareham Borough, and so 

there is no reasonable likelihood of the payment actually 

providing the mitigation requirement.  The development is 

therefore unacceptable because there is a demonstrable 

harm to the Solent SPAs for which no achievable mitigation 

has been proposed.  The development therefore fails 

Adopted Local Plan policies CS4, DSP13 and DSP14.  It also 

fails Publication Local Plan NE1 and NE5. 

5.7 I advise the Inspector that for each development I conclude 

that it cannot be ascertained that there would be no 

adverse affect of the integrity of Solent and Southampton 

Water SPA, Solent and Southampton Water Ramsar, 

Portsmouth Harbour SPA and Portsmouth Harbour Ramsar, 

and Chichester and Langstone Harbours SPA in the light of 

the Conservation Objectives for these sites (CDH.10). 

5.8 Natural England has consolidated its comments on the 

planning applications and updated its views in light of the 

appeals.  Its comments, dated 22nd October 2020 (CD 

B.8c), advises that the appellant may provide its own 

mitigation scheme in place of a contribution to a Local 

Authority managed scheme provided that it addresses all 

requirements.  If the appellant does provide its own 
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mitigation scheme, which satisfactorily provides an 

alternative site for the appropriate species of birds with 

management secured for the long term, I will be able to 

advise the Inspector that the development would be found 

to have satisfied the relevant policies and met the 

requirements of an Appropriate Assessment.   

5.9 The mitigation scheme should describe: 

• Provision and/or enhancement of suitably sized areas 

with habitats and features for waders and/or brent geese. 

Enhancement features can include the provision of scrapes 

for loafing and as freshwater sources; 

• Consideration of recreational or other disturbance. Access 

management and screening measures may be necessary; 

• The provision and ongoing management of the scheme 

specifically for the waders and / or geese, delivered and 

managed by a suitable third party (such as LPA or NGO 

partner (or similar stable management body such as Land 

Trust) in perpetuity); 

• A protocol for long term monitoring and how any adaptive 

measures will be secured. 

5.10 Such measures should be supported by an agreed and 

costed habitat management plan with appropriate level of 

funding secured in perpetuity. 

5.11 A mitigation scheme would also need to demonstrate how 

it performs against other policies such as the nutrient 

neutrality (policies CS4, NE4) and 10% biodiversity net 

gain (policy NE2).  
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6 Impacts on Chamomile 

6.1 A Chamomile Management Plan by WYG was received in 

October 2020 (CDA.136).  This answers the majority of the 

previous queries raised by the LPA and leaves very little in 

doubt as to the effectiveness of the proposals developed by 

the appellant in order to fully protect and enhance the 

biodiversity interests of the chamomile and the grassland 

within which it is found.  My site visit on 28th October was 

also helpful in my understanding of the Chamomile 

Management Plan. 

6.2 Outstanding information required is a more refined design 

of areas managed for chamomile and areas managed as a 

meadow habitat, together with details of monitoring to 

ensure long-term continuity of the chamomile.  If this 

information is received and is satisfactory, the LPA expects 

to be able to withdraw this reason for the development 

being unacceptable.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Personal Details 

1.1. My name is Ian Dudley and I am a Director of Lockhart Garratt Ltd, an environmental 

consultancy and Landscape Institute Registered Practice with its headquarters in 

Northamptonshire. 

1.2. I hold a Bachelor of Science honours degree in Forestry from Bangor University.  I am a 

Chartered Member of the Landscape Institute, a Chartered Member of the Institute of 

Chartered Foresters, and a Chartered Member of the Society for the Environment. 

1.3. I am the Director and Principal Consultant of the Landscape and Green Infrastructure Business 

Unit within Lockhart Garratt, which provides professional advice in the areas of landscape 

architecture, green infrastructure and environmental planning. 

1.4. My professional experience over the last 20 years has included land management, management 

planning, green infrastructure planning and assessment, landscape and visual impact 

assessment, landscape character assessment, landscape design and landscape planning. 

1.5. I am an experienced landscape witness and I am familiar with the landscape in question, having 

reviewed all relevant background information and undertaken a field survey in October 2020. 

Project Involvement 

1.6. Lockhart Garratt Ltd was appointed by Fareham Borough Council in October 2020 to prepare 

landscape and visual evidence in relation to two adjacent residential developments, and to 

present this evidence at a conjoined Public Inquiry scheduled to open on 1st December 2020. 
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2. SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

Recent Planning Context 

2.1. This Proof of Evidence is prepared to inform a conjoined Appeal relating to two separate 

planning applications on adjacent land parcels. 

2.2. For the purpose of this document, the application relating to the land to the north will be 

referred to as the ‘Northern Application’ and the land that it relates to will be referred to as the 

‘Northern Site’.  The application relating to the land to the south will be referred to as the 

‘Southern Application’ and the land that it relates to will be referred to as the ‘Southern Site’. 

2.3. Where both the Northern Site and Southern Site are being referred to collectively, the term ‘the 

Site’ will be used for brevity. 

The Northern Application 

2.4. The planning application for the Northern Site was received by the Council on the 28th 

September 2018.  The application was for outline planning permission for the demolition of 

existing buildings and development of up to 75 dwellings and associated infrastructure, with all 

matters reserved except for access, therefore all submitted information in relation to layout, 

architectural design, and open space design is illustrative with no commitment made at this 

stage. 

2.5. An Appeal was lodged by the Appellant against the non-determination of this application on 2nd 

June 2020, and the Council subsequently resolved to refuse planning permission on 1st July 2020 

on the following grounds: 

The development is contrary to Policies CS2, CS4, CS5, CS6, CS14, CS15, CS16, CS17, CS18, 

CS20, CS21 and CS22 of the Adopted Fareham Borough Core Strategy 2011 and Policies 

DSP6, DSP13, DSP14, DSP15 and DSP40 of the Adopted Local Plan Part 2: Development Site 

and Policies Plan, paragraphs 103, 109, 110 and 175 of the NPPF and is unacceptable in 

that: 

a) The provision of residential development in this location would be contrary to adopted 

Local Plan policies which seek to prevent additional residential development in the 

countryside; 

b) The proposed development fails to respond positively to and be respectful of the key 

characteristics of the area and would be harmful to the character and appearance of the 

countryside; 

c) The provision of development in this location would significantly affect the integrity of 

the strategic gap and the physical and visual separation of settlements; 

d) The application site is not sustainably located adjacent to, well related to or well-

integrated with the existing urban settlement boundaries; 

e) The proposal would result in the loss of best and most versatile agricultural land; 

f) Insufficient information has been submitted to adequately assess the highways impacts 

arising from the proposed development; 

g) The proposed access is inadequate to accommodate the development safely; 

h) The proposed development would have an unacceptable impact on the junction of old 

Newgate Lane / Newgate Lane East resulting in a severe impact on the road safety and 

operation of the local transport network; 
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i) The proposed development provides insufficient support for sustainable transport 

options; 

j) In the absence of appropriate mitigation for the loss of a low use Brent geese and wader 

site and in the absence of a legal agreement to appropriately secure such mitigation, the 

proposal would have a likely adverse effect on the integrity of European Protected Sites; 

k) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure such, the proposal fails to appropriately 

secure mitigation of the likely adverse effects on the integrity of European Protected Sites 

which, in combination with other developments, would arise due to the impacts of 

recreational disturbance; 

l) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure contributions to open space and facilities 

and their associated management and maintenance, the recreational needs of residents 

of the proposed development would not be met; 

m) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure contributions to education, the needs of 

residents of the proposed development would not be met; 

n) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure the on-site provision of affordable 

housing, the housing needs of the local population would not be met; and 

o) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure the submission and implementation of a 

full Travel Plan, payment of the Travel Plan approval and monitoring fees and the 

provision of a surety mechanism to ensure implementation of the Travel Plan, the 

proposed development would not make the necessary provision to ensure measures are in 

place to assist in reducing the dependency on the use of the private motorcar. 

The Southern Application 

2.6. The planning application for the Southern Site was received by the Council on the 29th April 

2019.  The application was for outline planning permission for the demolition of existing 

buildings and development of up to 115 dwellings and associated infrastructure, with all 

matters reserved except for access, therefore all submitted information in relation to layout, 

architectural design, and open space design is illustrative with no commitment made at this 

stage. 

2.7. An Appeal was lodged by the Appellant against the non-determination of this application on 2nd 

June 2020, and the Council subsequently resolved to refuse planning permission on 1st July 2020 

on the following grounds: 

The development is contrary to Policies CS2, CS4, CS5, CS6, CS14, CS15, CS17, CS18, CS20, 

CS21 and CS22 of the Adopted Fareham Borough Core Strategy 2011 and Policies DSP6, 

DSP13, DSP14, DSP15 & DSP40 of the Adopted Local Plan Part 2: Development Site and 

Policies Plan, paragraphs 103, 109, 110 and 175 of the NPPF and is unacceptable in that: 

a) The provision of residential development in this location would be contrary to adopted 

Local Plan policies which seek to prevent additional residential development in the 

countryside; 

b) The proposed development fails to respond positively to and be respectful of the key 

characteristics of the area and would be harmful to the character and appearance of the 

countryside; 

c) The provision of development in this location would significantly affect the integrity of 

the strategic gap and the physical and visual separation of settlements; 
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d) The application site is not sustainably located adjacent to, well related to or well-

integrated with the existing urban settlement boundaries; 

e) Insufficient information has been submitted to adequately assess the highways impacts 

arising from the proposed development; 

f) The proposed access is inadequate to accommodate the development safely; 

g) The proposed development would have an unacceptable impact on the junction of old 

Newgate Lane / Newgate Lane East resulting in a severe impact on the road safety and 

operation of the local transport network; 

h) The proposed development provides insufficient support for sustainable transport 

options; 

i) The proposal provides insufficient information to protect and enhance the biodiversity 

interests of the site which includes a substantial population of Chamomile; 

j) In the absence of appropriate mitigation for the loss of a low use Brent geese and wader 

site and in the absence of a legal agreement to appropriately secure such mitigation, the 

proposal would have a likely adverse effect on the integrity of European Protected Sites; 

k) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure such, the proposal fails to appropriately 

secure mitigation of the likely adverse effects on the integrity of European Protected Sites 

which, in combination with other developments, would arise due to the impacts of 

recreational disturbance; 

l) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure contributions to open space and facilities 

and their associated management and maintenance, the recreational needs of residents of 

the proposed development would not be met; 

m) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure contributions to education, the needs of 

residents of the proposed development would not be met; 

n) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure the on-site provision of affordable housing, 

the housing needs of the local population would not be met; and 

o) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure the submission and implementation of a 

full Travel Plan, payment of the Travel Plan approval and monitoring fees and the provision 

of a surety mechanism to ensure implementation of the Travel Plan, the proposed 

development would not make the necessary provision to ensure measures are in place to 

assist in reducing the dependency on the use of the private motorcar. 

Relevant Planning Policy: Core Strategy 2011 

2.8. Of those Core Strategy policies listed above for the two applications, the following policies are 

considered to be of relevance to landscape and visual matters. 

Policy CS14: Development Outside Settlements 

Built development on land outside the defined settlements will be strictly controlled to 

protect the countryside and coastline from development which would adversely affect its 

landscape character, appearance and function.  Acceptable forms of development will 

include that essential for agriculture, forestry, horticulture and required infrastructure.  The 

conversion of existing buildings will be favoured.  Replacement buildings must reduce the 

impact of development and be grouped with other existing buildings, where possible.  In 

coastal locations, development should not have an adverse impact on the special character 

of the coast when viewed from the land or water. 
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Policy CS22: Development in Strategic Gaps 

Land within a Strategic Gap will be treated as countryside.  Development proposals will not 

be permitted either individually or cumulatively where it significantly affects the integrity 

of the gap and the physical and visual separation of settlements. 

 

Strategic Gaps have been identified between Fareham/Stubbington and Western 

Wards/Whiteley (the Meon gap); and Stubbington/Lee on the Solent and 

Fareham/Gosport. 

 

Their boundaries will be reviewed in accordance with the following criteria: 

a) The open nature/sense of separation between settlements cannot be retained by other 

policy designations; 

b) The land to be included within the gap performs an important role in defining the 

settlement character of the area and separating settlements at risk of coalescence; 

c) In defining the extent of a gap, no more land than is necessary to prevent the coalescence 

of settlements should be included having regard to maintaining their physical and visual 

separation. 

Relevant Planning Policy: Development Sites and Policies 2015 

Policy DSP6: New Residential Development Outside of the Defined Urban Settlement 

Boundaries 

There will be a presumption against new residential development outside of the defined 

urban settlement boundaries (as identified on the Policies Map).  New residential 

development will be permitted in instances where one or more of the following apply: 

 

i. It has been demonstrated that there is an essential need for a rural worker to live 

permanently at or near his/her place of work; or 

 

ii. It involves a conversion of an existing non-residential building where; 

a) the buildings proposed for conversion are of permanent and substantial 

construction and do not require major or complete reconstruction; and 

b) evidence has been provided to demonstrate that no other suitable alternative uses 

can be found and conversion would lead to an enhancement to the building’s 

immediate setting. 

 

iii. It comprises one or two new dwellings which infill an existing and continuous built-up 

residential frontage, where: 

a) The new dwellings and plots are consistent in terms of size and character to the 

adjoining properties and would not harm the character of the area; and 

b) It does not result in the extension of an existing frontage or the consolidation of an 

isolated group of dwellings; and 

c) It does not involve the siting of dwellings at the rear of the new or existing dwellings. 
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A change of use of land outside of the defined urban settlement boundary to residential 

garden will only be permitted where: 

i. It is in keeping with the character, scale and appearance of the surrounding area; and 

ii. It will not detract from the existing landscape; and 

iii. It respects views into and out of the site. 

 

New buildings should be well-designed to respect the character of the area and, where 

possible, should be grouped with existing buildings. 

 

Proposals should have particular regard to the requirements of Core Strategy Policy CS14: 

Development Outside Settlements, and Core Strategy Policy CS6: The Development 

Strategy.  They should avoid the loss of significant trees, should not have an unacceptable 

impact on the amenity of residents, and should not result in unacceptable environmental 

or ecological impacts, or detrimental impact on the character or landscape of the 

surrounding area. 

 

Policy DSP40: Housing Allocations 

The sites set out in Appendix C, Table 8 and shown on the Policies Map are allocated for 

residential development and should be developed in line with the principles set out in their 

respective Development Site Briefs. 

 

Sites listed in Appendix C, Table 9 and shown on the Policies Map have extant planning 

permission for residential development and are allocated for residential development.  In 

instances where the planning permission for a site listed in Appendix C, Table 9 lapses, the 

Council will consider similar proposals and/or the preparation of an additional development 

site brief to set out the parameters for an alternative form of residential development. 

 

All sites listed in Appendix C will be safeguarded from any other form of permanent 

development that would prejudice their future uses as housing sites to ensure that they are 

available for implementation during the plan period. 

 

Where it can be demonstrated that the Council does not have a five year supply of land for 

housing against the requirements of the Core Strategy (excluding Welborne) additional 

housing sites, outside the urban area boundary, may be permitted where they meet all of 

the following criteria: 

 

i. The proposal is relative in scale to the demonstrated 5 year housing land supply shortfall; 

ii. The proposal is sustainably located adjacent to, and well related to, the existing urban 

settlement boundaries, and can be well integrated with the neighbouring settlement; 

iii. The proposal is sensitively designed to reflect the character of the neighbouring 

settlement and to minimise any adverse impact on the Countryside and, if relevant, the 

Strategic Gaps; 

iv. It can be demonstrated that the proposal is deliverable in the short term; and 

v. The proposal would not have any unacceptable environmental, amenity 
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or traffic implications. 

Site Location and Context 

2.9. The Site is located in an area of agricultural land located between the towns of Fareham to the 

east and Stubbington to the west, bounded to the west and north by Newgate Lane, to the east 

by the recently constructed Newgate Lane East, and to the south by Woodcote Lane. 

2.10. The Site’s position in relation to the existing urban areas, highways, local designations and 

Public Rights of Way, is shown on Plan Ref. 20-4132 at Appendix 1. 

Scope of Evidence 

2.11. This Proof of Evidence covers matters relating to the anticipated landscape and visual impacts 

of the two proposed residential developments upon the Site and its setting. 

2.12. It will set out my independent appraisal of the Site and its landscape and visual characteristics, 

and the anticipated impacts of the proposed development, based upon the assessment 

framework within the Lockhart Garratt Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment Methodology 

presented at Appendix 2.  This has been prepared in line with the nationally accepted guidance 

presented within Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment Third Edition 

(Landscape Institute and Institute of Environmental Management & Assessment, 2013) (Core 

Document CDH.16). 

2.13. I will also comment upon the submitted planning applications, and assist the Inspector in 

identifying the key areas where my evidence differs from that submitted by the Appellant. 

2.14. This evidence has been found to support the Borough Council’s first four reasons for refusal for 

each application. 
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3. REVIEW OF SUBMITTED DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS 

Introduction 

3.1. This section will present my general commentary upon the documents submitted as part of the 

planning application that are relevant to landscape and visual matters, based upon my own 

research and fieldwork. 

The Northern Application Development Framework 

3.2. The only committed elements submitted as part of the Northern Application are the application 

boundary, the maximum number of dwellings and the access from Newgate Lane. 

3.3. An Illustrative Framework Masterplan has been submitted as part of the planning application 

for this parcel, showing a potential development scenario that seeks to demonstrate the 

capacity of the Northern Site, and a response to the identified constraints. 

3.4. The Illustrative Framework Masterplan shows the proposed residences arranged in five 

perimeter blocks, arranged around a central space and surrounded by an area of public open 

space.  This is partly a response to the land to the west of the River Alver being in Flood Zone 3, 

but in my opinion, it creates an incongruous island of development sat in the middle of the Site, 

with no clear relationship to the surrounding settlement and highways. 

3.5. A treed avenue is shown through the centre of the scheme, although species are not indicated 

and when compared with the crowns of the existing trees shown, the proposed trees are small 

and therefore likely to be urban in appearance.  A LEAP is shown adjacent to the eastern 

boundary of the scheme, which is in my opinion too close to the traffic noise and air pollution 

of Newgate Lane East. 

3.6. Whilst the central public space is commendable in its provision of a space for community 

cohesion, it accentuates the insular layout of the scheme, risking a lack of integration with the 

surrounding communities. 

The Southern Application Development Framework 

3.7. The only committed elements submitted as part of the Southern Application are the application 

boundary, the maximum number of dwellings and the access from Newgate Lane. 

3.8. As with the Northern Application, an Illustrative Framework Masterplan has been submitted as 

part of the planning application for this parcel, showing a potential development scenario that 

seeks to demonstrate the capacity of the Southern Site, and a response to the identified 

constraints. 

3.9. The principal constraint within the Southern Site appears to be the area of land to the west of 

the River Alver, which is located in Flood Zone 3.  This has therefore been proposed as an area 

of public open space, with the built development concentrated to the east, in seven perimeter 

blocks.  When viewed in the context of the single strip of ribbon development at Peel Common, 

the mass of development, at a proposed 35 dwellings per hectare, is likely to appear 

asymmetrical against the central belt of open space. 

3.10. A particular merit of this design in comparison to the Northern Application is the lack of a central 

space within this scheme, which is likely to focus the community activity on the open land to 

the west, which may in turn assist with integration with the existing community at Peel 
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Common.  This is particularly the case given the proposed LEAP within this common space, 

although flooding is a concern to its year-round use. 

3.11. The Illustrative Framework Masterplan includes the retention of the distinctive row of mature 

oak trees that runs through this area in an east-west direction, although it shows development 

parcels tight against one side of the trees.  I am concerned that this would lead to the long-term 

decline of these valuable trees, through changes to their rooting environment, as well as direct 

impacts from the construction and operation of the adjacent dwellings. 

Design and Access Statements 

3.12. The Design and Access Statements for the two applications have the appearance of generic, 

template-based documents with very few differences between them, and therefore I will 

comment upon them together in this section.  This is particularly evident in the reference to 

Charminster on page 28 of both documents, presumably left over in error from a previous 

population of the template.  It is also notable that the same photographs are used in both 

documents, irrespective of the site being addressed. 

3.13. In particular, the Design Principles presented within Section 3 of both documents are entirely 

generic without reference to local context, and could apply to any residential development in 

the UK. 

3.14. A notable omission within both documents is any recognition of the Strategic Gap as a 

constraint to development, despite it having been enshrined within the Adopted Local Plan 

since its inception, and being perpetuated in the new emerging Local Plan. 

3.15. Under the heading of ‘Landscape and Ecological Context’, paragraph 2.11 of both documents 

states that the ‘treatment of the site’s boundary has been considered carefully to ensure the 

most appropriate transition into the rural landscape beyond’.  No further detail is given to 

support this assertion, and in my opinion it is misleading, since the proposed designs within 

both documents site the tallest buildings on the outer edge of the developments (facing the 

agricultural land to the east) for noise attenuation purposes, and I fail to see how this will 

achieve any form of appropriate transition. 

3.16. Within the same section, under the sub-heading of ‘Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment’, 

paragraph 2.15 makes two assertions that I disagree with.  The first is that the ‘green 

infrastructure and open space strategy informs the location of a large area of public open space 

to be provided along Newgate Lane’.  I contend that this is in fact not the case, and that this 

layout has been informed by the fact that the land in question is within Flood Zone 3, and 

therefore cannot be used for any other purpose.  Secondly, the paragraph ends with the 

statement that setting the development back from Newgate Lane ‘strengthens the strategic 

gap’.  I strongly disagree with this point, on the basis that it is simply not logical that any form 

of development within a Strategic Gap can strengthen it, given that its strength lies in its 

undeveloped nature. 

3.17. As a general comment, the map on page 14 of both documents is incorrect, in that all of the 

services are shown in the wrong locations, approximately 500m east of where they should be. 

3.18. The constraints and opportunities of the two development sites are addressed in the maps on 

page 24 of both documents, although the map presented for the Northern Site omits the Flood 
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Zone information that is shown for the Southern Site.  The following discussion of constraints 

and opportunities on page 25 of both documents fails to recognise the Strategic Gap as a 

constraint, despite the strong policy context for the avoidance of development within this area. 

3.19. The design principles for both schemes are set out in Section 3 of both documents, and as noted 

above these are highly generic.  Under the heading of ‘Visually Attractive Design’, there is a 

commitment to ‘respect the grain of the area and acknowledge local character’.  In my opinion, 

this has not been achieved, because the Local Planning Authority’s published evidence base 

clearly states that the key character in this landscape is its openness, which provides a valuable 

separation function.  This is also reflected within the SHELAA entries for the Northern and 

Southern Sites, which discounts them because their development would not be in keeping with 

the settlement pattern, and would change the settlement character of Peel Common. 

3.20. Section 4 of both documents, entitled ‘Involvement and Evolution’ makes reference to the ‘HA2 

Allocation’ within the emerging Local Plan.  It is of importance to this Appeal that this allocation 

is no longer being proposed by the Local Planning Authority, as per the Publication Local Plan, 

which was approved for consultation on 22nd October 2020. 

3.21. The illustrative design proposals are covered in Section 5 of both documents.  In both cases, 

paragraph 5.1 states that the proposed average density of 35 dwellings per hectare will ‘allow 

for variation in density across the development including higher density towards the existing 

urban areas and lower density towards the rural edge’.  When compared with the building 

heights parameter plans further on in the documents, the Appellant has taken an approach 

entirely contrary to this, siting the lowest density of development closest to the existing urban 

edge of Peel Common and the highest density on the eastern edge, facing the remaining rural 

land between the Site and Bridgemary.  The stated approach is also contradicted by paragraph 

5.31 of the Northern Application document and paragraph 5.33 and 5.34 of the Southern 

Application document, which both make reference to the deliberate location of the tallest 

buildings on the edge for noise mitigation, and state that this is ‘in line with a generally accepted 

urban design strategy’. 

Strategic Landscape and Visual Appraisal 

3.22. A Strategic Landscape and Visual Appraisal (SLVA) has been submitted with both applications.  

Its stated purpose is to broadly consider the appropriateness and constraints in relation to 

potential development within the Stubbington and Fareham Strategic Gap, and to identify a 

number of Priority Areas that form the core of the Strategic Gap, outside of which further 

growth can be considered. 

3.23. The SLVA has been prepared in March 2020, after the preparation of the Design and Access 

Statements and Landscape and Visual Impact Assessments for the two applications and it has 

been instructed by the companies promoting these land parcels for development, and prepared 

by the authors of the aforementioned documents. 

3.24. It is also a relevant consideration that the Technical Review of Areas of Special Landscape 

Quality and Strategic Gaps undertaken by Hampshire County Council for Fareham Borough 

Council and published in September 2020 (Core Document CDG.7), post-dates the SLVIA and I 

therefore consider this to be a more relevant and up-to-date document.  The Hampshire County 

Council Technical Review found the Strategic Gap to be generally worthy of retention in its 
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current form within the emerging Local Plan, subject to small amendments that do not relate 

to the Site. 

3.25. The SLVIA also makes reference in a number of places to the ‘HA2 Allocation’, covering land to 

the west of and adjoining Bridgemary.  As noted above, a decision was made by the Council on 

22nd October 2020 to not include this allocation within the emerging Local Plan.  The references 

within paragraphs 3.8, 3.20 and 4.20 of the SLVIA are therefore now out of date. 

3.26. The SLVIA divides the Strategic Gap into twelve discrete sub-areas, with the Site located in Sub-

Area SLVA 11, along with the settlement of Peel Common.  For each sub-area, consideration 

was made of a range of environmental factors relating to landscape character and the visual 

environment. 

3.27. In a general discussion of the green infrastructure baseline of the Strategic Gap, paragraph 3.14 

of the SLVIA notes that in the countryside close to Woodcot and Bridgemary the smaller scale 

field patterns include a variety of vegetated boundaries that more strongly enclose the 

landscape.  This point is again raised in paragraph 3.30 when discussing visibility.  In my opinion, 

this points to a more intact rural landscape that is worthy of protection in policy. 

3.28. Paragraph 3.21 of the SLVIA makes reference to the 2017 Fareham Landscape Assessment (Core 

Document CDG.15) (which incidentally also recommends that the Strategic Gap be kept largely 

in its current form).  In describing this document, the SLVIA misleadingly implies that because 

the Landscape Assessment predates the construction of Newgate Lane East, that it has not 

taken account of this.  In fact, the Landscape Assessment was prepared in the knowledge that 

a bypass was being consented, and therefore gave commentary in its text on the potential 

character and sensitivity implications of this new route, for example on pages 153, 155, 157 and 

159 of the Sensitivity Assessment. 

3.29. Figure 8 of the SLVIA proposes the Priority Areas for the Strategic Gap, which broadly follow the 

alignment of the new Stubbington Bypass, and which omit the Sub-Area in which the Site is 

located.  In my opinion, this omission is incorrect, and the most logical approach, supported by 

evidence, would be for the boundary of the Priority Area to extend to the western edge of 

Newgate Lane East, in recognition of the important role that the Site performs in maintaining 

the individuality of Peel Common. 

3.30. The area in which the Site is located is discussed in paragraphs 4.19 to 4.21 of the SLVIA.  

Paragraph 4.19 states that the smaller field pattern and greater level of enclosure in this area is 

justification that it has good capacity for development.  In my opinion, this approach is incorrect, 

because it is illogical to suggest that a more intact landscape justifies its loss to built 

development.  My approach is compliant with the Local Planning Authority’s evidence base in 

recent years, with both the 2017 Fareham Landscape Assessment and the 2020 Technical 

Review both recommending that this area be kept free of built development and that instead it 

should be the focus of green infrastructure improvements. 

3.31. In my opinion, paragraph 4.20 of the SLVIA deliberately seeks to downplay the role of Peel 

Common, describing it as ‘indistinct wayside and ribbon development’.  This is at odds with both 

my own findings and those of the Local Planning Authority, which have defined it as a 

characteristic linear settlement located in the centre of the gap whose sense of separation from 

the surrounding larger settlements is of critical importance and must be maintained.  The SLVIA 
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approach would likely result in all of the land between Peel Common and Bridgemary being 

released for development, eroding any sense of identity of this village and significantly reducing 

the integrity of the Strategic Gap.  The Local Planning Authority has clearly indicated its 

opposition to this approach through its withdrawal of the HA2 housing allocation from the 

Publication Local Plan. 

Landscape and Visual Impact Assessments 

3.32. The two Landscape and Visual Impact Assessments submitted by the Appellant are largely 

identical in terms of their structure, description and findings.  I will therefore address the key 

differences between these and the approach that I have taken in my own appraisal collectively 

in the following paragraphs. 

3.33. One difference between the Appellant’s approach and mine is that in spite of the same practice 

undertaking both assessments in tandem, the Appellant has not considered the cumulative 

effect of both schemes being permitted.  In my opinion, whilst the Inspector must consider each 

scheme separately, it is also important to understand the likely implications of both schemes 

being granted permission.  I have therefore sought to assist the Inspector by including a 

commentary within my appraisal of the likely cumulative effect of both schemes upon each 

receptor. 

3.34. Throughout the Appellant’s assessments, they repeatedly rely upon the proposed HA2 housing 

allocation, spanning the area between Newgate Lane East and the western edge of Bridgemary, 

to justify the proposed change in the landscape, and this appears to have been included within 

the baseline of both applications.  As noted above, this allocation has been deleted from the 

latest consultation version of the emerging Local Plan, following a decision made by the Council 

on 22nd October 2020.  It is therefore my opinion that this fundamentally alters the baseline 

situation considered in both the Appellant’s landscape and visual assessments, and brings the 

results into question. 

3.35. In a similar manner, the two Landscape and Visual Impact Assessments appear to rely upon the 

other site being consented as part of their baseline, for example in the third bullet of paragraph 

4.59 of the assessment accompanying the Northern Application. 

3.36. I also consider the baseline section of both assessments to be misleading in that they have 

selectively quoted the Fareham Landscape Assessment (Core Document CDG.15) in paragraph 

4.42 of both documents.  Both of these reports should also have included the paragraph that 

follows the one that they have quoted, which completes the Landscape Assessment’s discussion 

regarding the potential impact of Newgate Lane East upon Area 8.1a.  This omitted paragraph 

reads as follows: 

‘However, the road corridor is relatively narrow and unaffected land within the rest of the  

area should be of a sufficient scale to remain viable as farmland and to maintain its 

essentially rural character.  Mitigation proposals include new hedgerow and tree planting 

along the route to reduce its visibility and impact on the landscape and, if this is effective, 

the road itself may not have an overwhelming urbanising effect across the area as a whole 

in the longer term.  However, significant further development in addition to the road 

scheme would almost certainly have this effect, potentially tipping the balance towards a 

predominantly urban character.’ 
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3.37. With regard to Newgate Lane East, I am also of the opinion that the Appellant’s assessments 

overstate the character and effect of this highway, describing it in several places as ‘major 

infrastructure’ and a ‘large relief road’.  In reality, it is a single carriageway B-road that serves a 

local use.  It is worth noting, however, that the junction improvements that the local highways 

authority determine necessary to make the Site safely accessible would increase the urban 

character of this route, as illustrated on the graphic reproduced at Appendix 4. 

3.38. With regard to the approaches taken to landscape assessment by myself and the Appellant, in 

my opinion the Appellant has undertaken an excessively coarse grain of assessment, 

considering only the wider Landscape Character Area as a receptor and not the specific 

character of the Site itself.  In comparison, I have considered the effects upon a range of 

individual characteristics of the Site and its setting, and then the effects upon the combined 

character of the Site and its setting.  In my opinion, this finer grain of assessment is more 

accurate and assists in explaining the notable difference in our results. 

3.39. With regard to the visual assessment, the findings of the Appellant within their assessment 

tables align broadly with my own results below, but it is unclear why these findings have not 

translated into the subsequent summary and overview of visual effects.  For example, the 

receptor at Viewpoint 2 for the Southern Application has been found by the Appellant’s assessor 

to experience a Major adverse effect upon completion of the development, diminishing to 

Moderate at year 15.  In contrast to this, paragraph 7.15 concludes the statement regarding the 

users of the adjacent public highways by stating that views are not considered to be significant, 

with no clear explanation as to how this new result has been arrived at.  Indeed, none of the 

discussions of the various visual receptors from paragraph 7.7 onwards make any reference to 

the actual findings of the visual assessment, but rather disregard these in favour of a general 

discussion. 
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4. LANDSCAPE BASELINE APPRAISAL 

Introduction 

4.1. This section will present the results of my independent analysis of the landscape characteristics 

of the Site. 

4.2. It will set out the baseline context against which I have reviewed the illustrative development 

designs as presented within the Appellant’s Design and Access Statement, and will conclude 

with a list of those characteristics of the Site and its setting that I consider to be relevant 

landscape receptors of the proposed developments. 

Study Area 

4.3. Based upon my analysis of the Zone of Theoretical Visibility Map (Ref. 20-4117) at Appendix 1 

and the type of development proposed, I consider a 2.5km study area to be appropriate.  

Beyond this distance, the Site is likely to be either screened by topography or viewed at such a 

distance that significant effects are unlikely. 

4.4. In comparison, the Appellant has not undertaken a Zone of Theoretical Visibility exercise and it 

is unclear how their study area was derived. 

National Character Assessment 

4.5. Natural England’s National Character Assessment places the Site within the South Coast Plain 

National Character Area (NCA).  This is broadly described as a flat, coastal landscape with an 

intricately indented shoreline lying between the dip slope of the South Downs and South 

Hampshire Lowlands and the waters of the English Channel, Solent and part of Southampton 

Water. 

4.6. The key characteristics of this NCA are as follows, with those characteristics I consider to be 

relevant to the Site and its setting highlighted in bold text: 

 The plain slopes gently southwards towards the coast.  From the coastal plain edge there 

are long views towards the sea and the Isle of Wight beyond; 

 The underlying geology of flinty marine and valley gravels extends several miles inland 

to the dip slope of the South Downs and the South Hampshire Lowlands.  This gives rise 

to deep and well-drained high quality soils; 

 In places, streams and rivers flow south from the higher land of the Downs to the sea; 

 Coastal inlets and ‘harbours’ contain a diverse landscape of narrow tidal creeks, mudflats, 

shingle beaches, dunes, grazing marshes and paddocks.  These include the internationally 

important Chichester, Langstone, Portsmouth and Pagham harbours, the Hamble Estuary 

and the recent coastal realignment site at Medmerry between Chichester Harbour and 

Selsey; 

 There are stretches of farmed land between developed areas, often with large arable 

fields defined by low hedges or ditches; 

 There are isolated remnants of coastal heath in the west; 
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 Sand dune grasses and intertidal marsh communities are characteristic of the coastline, 

while small areas of species-rich meadow remain inland; 

 The coastline provides feeding grounds for internationally protected populations of 

overwintering waders and wildfowl and is also extensively used for recreation; 

 Along the exposed, open coastal plain and shoreline, tree cover is limited to isolated 

wind-sculpted woodlands and shelterbelts; 

 The area has significant urban development, with settlements along the coastline 

dominated by the Portsmouth conurbation, suburban villages and seaside towns 

including Bognor Regis, Littlehampton and Worthing linked by major road and rail 

systems; and 

 Historic fortifications along the coast include the Roman fort at Portchester and 19th-

century defences and later naval installations built to protect the Portsmouth naval 

dockyard. 

4.7. Based upon the above analysis, I conclude that the Site and its landscape setting are moderately 

representative of the South Coast Plain National Character Area, in particular in relation to the 

Site’s presence as an area of farmed land separating developed areas. 

County Landscape Character Assessment 

Hampshire Integrated Character Assessment (2012) 

4.8. The Hampshire Integrated Character Assessment (Core Document CDG.14) includes an 

assessment of the county’s landscape character.  It divided the county into a number of 

geographically discrete Landscape Character Areas, and also identified the presence of a 

number of Landscape Types spanning the county, often occurring in a number of Landscape 

Character Areas. 

4.9. This places the Site within the 9F: Gosport and Fareham Coastal Plain Landscape Character Area, 

the key characteristics of which are as follows, with those representative of the Site and its 

setting highlighted in bold text: 

 A low lying landscape which physically forms part of the coastal plain but is isolated 

from the coastline by the development; 

 Drained by shallow valleys of the River Alver and Wallington in the east and by small 

streams running into the Meon to the west; 

 Predominantly light soils which are of high agricultural quality with heathier soils in the 

extreme south and shingle on the foreshore; 

 In the south, grassland pasture dominates while to the north there are large arable fields 

with no significant boundary vegetation; 

 The area is strongly influenced by the adjoining urban areas of Gosport, Stubbington 

and Fareham, and by defence infrastructure; 

 The Solent coast draws visitors, particularly local residents for various leisure activities 

including angling, sailing and walking; 
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 Numerous small parks and allotments; 

 Varied coastal views including across Portsmouth harbour and the city skyline which 

contrast with views across busy stretch of the Solent; and 

 A landscape rich in historic naval defences particularly forts which ring Portsmouth 

harbour and protect her entrance. 

4.10. Based upon the above analysis, the Site is considered to be moderately representative of this 

landscape character area. 

4.11. The assessment also places the Site within land associated with the Coastal Plain Open 

Landscape Type1.  The key identifying characteristics and boundary definitions of this landscape 

are listed as follows, with those considered to be representative of the Site and its setting 

highlighted in bold text: 

 Extensive and flat or gently sloping plain; 

 Nationally important high grade agricultural soils, often supporting intensive 

horticulture and historically market gardening crops; 

 Tree shelter belts and low hedgerows with windswept trees near the coast; 

 Often associated with early more piecemeal enclosure – but the fields have often been 

enlarged and reorganised creating an open character; 

 Includes area where there has been historically greater levels of market gardening; 

 Often associated with arable land uses; 

 Less semi natural habitats than coastal plain enclosed; 

 Lack of bridleways, open access sites restricted to remnant seaside commons; 

 History of gravel quarrying – restored sites can sometimes be obvious by the fact that 

they are at a lower level than the surrounding landscape; 

 Some of the most densely developed areas in Hampshire have occurred in this 

landscape; 

 Some areas are particularly exposed to coastal weather where trees have been moulded 

by the prevailing winds; and 

 Big skies and flat horizon to the south, sometimes with distant grey outline of the hills of 

the Isle of Wight, engender sense of exposure and anticipation of the coast to the south. 

4.12. Based upon the above analysis, the Site and its setting are considered to be strongly 

representative of this Landscape Type. 

Local Landscape Character Assessment 

Fareham Borough Landscape Assessment (1996) 

4.13. In 1996, Scott Wilson Resource Consultants undertook an assessment of the character of the 

whole of Fareham Borough, including its urban areas.  This assessment (Core Document 

                                                             
1 The Appellant has incorrectly associated the Site with the Open Coastal Shore Landscape Type. 
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CDG.13) divided the borough into a number of geographically discrete Landscape Character 

Areas, and also identified the presence of a range of Landscape Types, both rural and urban. 

4.14. The assessment placed the Site within the Woodcot/Alver Valley (Area 8) Landscape Character 

Area, close to the boundary with the Fareham/Stubbington Gap (Area 7) Landscape Character 

Area, which laid to the west. 

4.15. The summary description of the Woodcot/Alver Valley (Area 8) Landscape Character Area is 

as follows: 

“The Alver Valley also forms part of the strategic gap separating Fareham and Gosport but 

it is very different in character and scale from the open farmed landscape to the west.  It 

comprises a mixed pattern of wooded common, small-scale pasture and ribbon 

development along the corridors of the River Alver and Newgate Lane and is bounded to 

the east by the urban edge of Gosport and to the north by the outskirts of Fareham.” 

4.16. The essential characteristics of the Alver Valley are listed as follows, with those elements 

reflected by the Site and its setting highlighted in bold text: 

 A mosaic of small and medium scale fields at Woodcot, forming a mixture of small 

horse-grazed pasture and larger arable fields divided by fences, ditches and gappy 

hedgerows; 

 Although this area forms the upper part of the Alver Valley it lacks a distinct valley 

character; 

 The hedgerow pattern is gradually replaced by scrubby woodland to the south, enclosing 

Chark Common and the golf course; and 

 The character is influenced by the busy road corridor and the urban characteristics of 

Peel Common and HMS Daedalus on one side and the urban edge of Bridgemary on the 

other. 

4.17. The Site and its setting are therefore considered to be strongly representative of the prevailing 

landscape character. 

4.18. In terms of priorities for the enhancement of this landscape, the assessment states: “the priority 

must be to maintain separation between settlements but also to improve the quality of the 

landscape through management and new planting”. 

4.19. With regard to Landscape Types, the assessment placed the Northern Site within the ‘Open 

coastal plain farmland: fringe character’ Landscape Type and the Southern Site within the ‘Open 

coastal plain farmland: strong structure’ Landscape Type. 

Fareham Landscape Assessment (2017): Landscape Character Assessment 

4.20. A more up to date assessment of the borough’s landscape was undertaken by LDA Design in 

2017 (Core Document CDG.15).  This not only considered the character of the landscape, but 

also its sensitivity to development and it reviewed the relevance of the local landscape 

designations and strategic gaps, including the one in which the Site is located. 
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4.21. In a similar manner to the previous assessment, this assessment divided the borough into a 

number of geographically discrete Landscape Character Areas, and also identified the presence 

of a range of Landscape Types. 

4.22. This assessment places the Site within the Woodcot/Alver Valley Landscape Character Area 

(LCA8), adjacent to the Fareham/Stubbington Gap Landscape Character Area (LCA7).  These 

findings correspond with the previous assessment and therefore validate its results. 

4.23. The Woodcot/Alver Valley Landscape Character Area is described as follows: 

“The Alver Valley also forms part of the strategic gap separating Fareham and Gosport but 

it is very different in character and scale from the open farmed landscape to the west.  It 

comprises a mixed pattern of wooded common, small-scale pasture and ribbon 

development along the corridors of the River Alver and Newgate Lane and is bounded to 

the east by the urban edge of Gosport and to the north by the outskirts of Fareham.” 

4.24. The essential characteristics of this area are listed as follows, with those representative of the 

Site and its setting highlighted in bold text: 

 A mosaic of small and medium fields at Woodcot, forming a mixture of small horse-

grazed pasture and larger arable fields divided by fences, ditches and gappy hedgerows; 

 Although this area forms the upper part of the Alver Valley it lacks a distinct valley 

character; 

 The hedgerow pattern is gradually replaced by scrubby woodland to the south, enclosing 

Chark Common and the golf course; and 

 The character is influenced by the busy road corridor and the urban characteristics of 

Peel Common and Solent Enterprise Zone at HMS Daedalus on one side and the urban 

edge of Bridgemary on the other. 

4.25. The Site and its setting are therefore considered to be strongly representative of the prevailing 

landscape character. 

4.26. In terms of Landscape Types, the assessment associated the Southern Site with the ‘Open 

Coastal Plain: Strong Structure’ Landscape Type and the Northern Site with the ‘Open Coastal 

Plain: Weak Structure’ Landscape Type. 

Fareham Landscape Assessment (2017): Sensitivity Assessment 

4.27. The second section of this document presents a sensitivity assessment of each of the Landscape 

Character Areas, dividing them into a number of Local Landscape Character Areas (LLCAs).  The 

assessment placed all of the Northern Site and the majority of the Southern Site within LLCA 8.1 

(Woodcot), but the south-western corner of the Site within LLCA 8.2 (Peel Common and Alver 

Valley). 

4.28. For each LLCA, the assessment examined the baseline context and then presented an 

assessment of the following factors: 

 Landscape character and value; 

 Views, visual features and viewers; 
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 Contribution to setting and settlement character; and 

 Contribution to green infrastructure network. 

4.29. For all of the above factors, the sensitivity and development potential has been assessed. 

LLCA 8.1: Landscape character and value 

4.30. With regard to LLCA 8.1a, which encompasses all of the Northern Site and the majority of the 

Southern Site, this comprises the land between Woodcote Lane in the south and Springfield 

Park Playing Fields in the north.  It is noted as expressing the typically flat topography of the 

coastal plain, but with a smaller scale field pattern.  Fields are described as being medium-scale 

and regular-shaped, mostly under arable cultivation, bounded by a network of drainage ditches 

and a relatively intact structure of hedgerows, albeit gappy with few hedgerow trees.  The 

internal area is described as being open but with tree belts on the periphery lending a sense of 

enclosure, particularly from the surrounding urban areas.  The western part of this LLCA is 

described as being less subject to urban influences, with a predominantly unspoilt, rural and 

agricultural character. 

4.31. The assessment of sensitivity and development potential notes that the distinctive character of 

this area relies upon its openness and rural agricultural character and the absence of prominent 

urban features, and therefore it would be difficult to accommodate significant new 

development. 

4.32. Overall, the assessment judges LLCA 8.1a to be of high landscape sensitivity. 

4.33. The assessment was conducted prior to the construction of Newgate Lane East, but it notes that 

whilst the new road would introduce additional disturbance to this area, its corridor is relatively 

narrow and it includes new hedgerow and tree planting along its route to reduce its visibility 

and impact upon the landscape when established. 

LLCA 8.1: Views, Visual Features and Viewers 

4.34. The assessment generally acknowledges that the flat and low-lying nature of much of the 

borough does not naturally give rise to long views, due to the screening effect of boundary 

vegetation and built form.  It notes that shorter-distance views into area are largely filtered 

views from built-up areas, particularly to the east, as well as highway views in the southern part.  

It also identifies views from Woodcote Lane and the properties along this route, particularly 

from upper storey windows. 

4.35. The assessment recognises the presence of Newgate Lane East, noting that this will increase 

visibility from the public highway in the short to medium term, but that this will diminish when 

the new roadside planting matures. 

4.36. The assessment of sensitivity and development potential notes that whilst screened from longer 

distance views, LLCA 8.1a is highly visible from the adjacent public highways, and overlooked by 

a number of properties. 

4.37. Overall, the assessment judges LLCA 8.1a to be of moderate to high visual sensitivity. 

  

Page 2180



 

20-4079 NEWGATE LN LANDSCAPE  VISUAL PROOF V1 IJD 291020 

Page 25 of 76 

LLCA 8.1: Contribution to Setting and Settlement Character 

4.38. The assessment recognises the role of this area, as well as LCA7 to the west, in forming a swathe 

of largely undeveloped land between Fareham, Stubbington and Gosport, providing clear visual 

and physical separation of these settlements.  It further notes that the visual separation 

between settlements is apparent in all short distance views into the area. 

4.39. With regard to the urban-rural interface, the assessment comments that the substantial 

vegetation along the eastern boundary of this area provides a strong definition of the edges of 

the urban areas and marks a clear distinction between town and country.  It further states that 

this vegetation helps to reinforce the separate identity of each settlement, and provides the 

urban areas with a rural setting. 

4.40. With regard to the recently constructed Newgate Lane East, the assessment states that whilst 

it encroaches within the gap, is should not fundamentally alter the sense of separation, and 

indeed may strengthen it in some ways. 

4.41. The assessment of sensitivity and development potential summarises this factor as follows (with 

my emphasis): 

“Overall, therefore, there is very limited scope to accommodate development without a 

significant impact on the integrity of the area’s rural, agricultural character and the role it 

performs in maintaining the separate identity and character of the settlements and their 

landscape settings.” 

 

LLCA 8.1: Contribution to Green Infrastructure Network 

4.42. The assessment comments that the area does not support a wide range of green infrastructure 

assets, but that the area as a whole makes a contribution to the local network as an extensive 

area of undeveloped greenspace between the urban areas of Fareham and Gosport, albeit with 

limited public access. 

4.43. It further notes that the South Hampshire Green Infrastructure Strategy 2017-2034 identifies a 

sub-regional blue corridor following the drainage network that runs southwards through the 

western part of the area (including the Site) to join the River Alver. 

4.44. The assessment of sensitivity and development potential found that the area’s green 

infrastructure value lies in its largely open, undeveloped nature.  It also found the east-west 

linkage formed by Woodcote Lane and Brookers Lane was of value, and likely to be affected by 

Newgate Lane East, but that mitigation proposals would offset much of this impact. 

4.45. The assessment therefore concluded that this area was of moderate green infrastructure 

sensitivity. 

LLCA 8.2: Landscape Character, Quality and Value 

4.46. The assessment notes that this LLCA is variable across its area, but largely characterised by a 

mixed pattern of wooded common, small-scale pasture and ribbon development. 

4.47. Area 8.2a, in which a small part of the south-western corner of the Southern Site is located, is 

represented by a strip of land along Newgate Lane, from Peel Farm in the north to the Peel 

Common roundabout in the south.  Its combination of elements, including the horse pastures 
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and associated ramshackle structures within the Southern Site, is described as giving rise to a 

distinct fringe character.  This landscape is therefore described as being substantially degraded, 

although some value was attributed to the strong structure of vegetation that encloses this 

area. 

4.48. The assessment of sensitivity and development potential recognised this ‘fringe’ character, 

which reduces the sensitivity to change of this landscape. 

4.49. The assessment therefore concludes that Area 8.2a is of low landscape sensitivity, 

notwithstanding its value as part of a strategic gap or other roles. 

LLCA 8.2: Views, Visual Features and Viewers 

4.50. The assessment recognises that large parts of Area 8.2a are visible from roads, adjacent 

dwellings, lanes, Public Rights of Way and open spaces within the area itself.  It notes, however, 

that the character and quality of the available views is heavily influenced by urban 

characteristics and that it would not be fundamentally altered by additional built development. 

4.51. The assessment of sensitivity and development potential therefore found that whilst Area 8.2a 

is highly visible, the character of the view is such that the area is of low visual sensitivity.  It 

noted, however, that any development should be small-scale (i.e. individual buildings) and 

located within less visible, well-contained pockets of land. 

LLCA 8.2: Contribution to Setting and Settlement Character 

4.52. The assessment notes the role of this area as part of the wider strategic gap between Fareham, 

Stubbington and Gosport.  With regard to Area 8.2a, it notes that this role is evident in the part 

to the east of Newgate Lane, which is the part located within the Southern Site.  It identifies this 

as a strip of roadside paddocks forming part of a wider corridor of undeveloped landscape 

between Newgate Lane and the western edge of Bridgemary. 

4.53. The assessment also considers the context and role of Peel Common, as follows: 

“…Peel Common is an isolated small settlement that lies within the wider gap, rather than 

defining its western boundary or connecting to a larger urban area.  It will be vital to 

maintain this ‘isolation’ of development at Peel Common if the physical and visual integrity 

of the wider gap is to be maintained.” 

4.54. The assessment of sensitivity and development potential recognised the area’s role as part of 

the wider strategic gap and therefore judged it to be highly sensitive to change.  It further noted 

that any development that reduced the separation between the settlements would have an 

adverse impact upon the integrity of the gap and on the area’s contribution to the distinct 

identity and settings of the surrounding urban areas. 

LLCA 8.2: Contribution to Green Infrastructure Network 

4.55. The assessment comments that the area’s main contribution to the green infrastructure 

network is as an extensive area of undeveloped land between the urban areas of Fareham and 

Gosport, but it identified the ‘sub-regional scale blue corridor’ that flows through this area from 

Area 8.1.  It notes that the area does not support a wide range of green infrastructure assets, 

but that Woodcote Lane provides a valuable access link as part of a wider connection between 

Stubbington and Bridgemary. 
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4.56. The assessment of sensitivity and development potential notes that the primary value of Area 

8.2 lies within its undeveloped nature, and judges its natural assets to be very sensitive to 

change.  It further notes that any new development would need to maintain the largely 

‘undeveloped’ character of the area, but there is very limited scope for this to be achieved. 

Fareham Landscape Assessment (2017): Designations Review 

4.57. The assessment concludes with a review of both the local landscape designations (Areas of 

Special Landscape Character), and the two Strategic Gaps present within local planning policy. 

4.58. Areas 8.1 (Woodcot) and 8.2 (Alver Valley) were included in this review, which considered the 

areas under the same headings as the Sensitivity Assessment, with similar findings. 

4.59. With regard to Area 8.1 (Woodcot), the report drew the following conclusion: 

“This is a cohesive area of undeveloped landscape which performs an important role in 

respect of the primary purposes of the Strategic Gap, i.e. in defining the edges, separate 

identity and settings of Fareham and Gosport, preventing their coalescence.  Even minor 

encroachment beyond existing settlement boundaries could have an adverse effect on 

these functions and the overall integrity of the landscape and Strategic Gap.  It is 

recommended that the Gap boundaries remain unchanged.” 

4.60. With regard to Area 8.2 (Alver Valley), the conclusion of the review was as follows: 

“As a whole, this area performs a critical role in preventing the coalescence of the built 

areas of Bridgemary, Peel Common, Lee-on-the-Solent and, to a lesser extent, Stubbington, 

and in defining the edges, setting and separate identity of these settlements.  The 

narrowness of the gap between Peel Common and the edge of Bridgemary means that this 

area has a particularly vital role in maintaining physical, visual and perceived separation 

and even a limited amount of development in the ‘wrong’ place, particularly to the east of 

Peel Common and along the main roads that enclose the southern part of the area, could 

threaten the integrity of the gap.  The situation is further complicated by the proposed new 

bypass which will inevitably have some effect upon the integrity and character of the 

landscape resource and undeveloped gap and further ‘squeeze’ the gap at its narrowest 

point.  It is recommended that the Gap boundaries remain unchanged and existing well-

defined settlement edges be maintained.” 

Technical Review of Areas of Special Landscape Quality and Strategic Gaps (2020) 

4.61. This document (Core Document CDG.7) was prepared on behalf of Fareham Borough Council by 

Hampshire County Council as part of the evidence base for the emerging Fareham Local Plan 

2036.  Its purpose in relation to Strategic Gaps was to review and give specific recommendations 

for each Gap to inform the plan-making process. 

4.62. The review includes the Fareham-Stubbington Gap, in which the Site is located.  It stated the 

Key Features of this Gap to be as follows: 

 Open, predominantly arable farmland and horticulture with some glasshouses, a weak 

hedgerow structure and few trees; 

 The settlement edges are for the most part well screened by mature tree canopy, but 

there is some minor visual intrusion from Fareham, Stubbington and HMS Collingwood; a 
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few scattered farmsteads/horticultural holdings and a mosaic of small fragments of open 

farmland and horse-grazed pastures sandwiched between: 

 large-scale non-agricultural uses of business and airfield development at Solent Airport in 

Daedalus to the south and the utilities of: 

o Peel Common Water Treatment Works enclosed from views by an earth bund and 

mature tree belt; 

o Peel Common Solar Farm; 

 Construction site of Stubbington bypass, which will provide an east-west and south route 

through the Gap that has not previously existed; 

 Urban fringe character of Peel Common residential area; 

 Recently completed highway works to Newgate Lane, and Peel Common Roundabout, 

with associated noise attenuation fencing and bus and cycle infrastructure. 

4.63. The Review then breaks the two Strategic Gaps within the borough into a number of Study 

Areas.  The Site is located within the ‘Newgate Lane and Peel Common Area’ (Strategic Gap 

Study Area 8c).  This area is bounded by Newgate Lane to the west, the edge of Bridgemary to 

the east, the commercial area to the north and the B3334 to the south. 

4.64. The review notes that this gap is currently still effective in providing a ‘sense of separation’, with 

vegetated urban boundaries preventing visual coalescence, but that it is at risk.  The recently 

completed Newgate Lane East is recognised for its negative effects on tranquillity and bringing 

more urbanising features into this part of the Gap.  The review goes on to state that any further 

development within the Gap is likely to cause visual, or even physical coalescence of 

settlements on either side of the new road corridor. 

4.65. In terms of specific recommendations for the wider Fareham-Stubbington Gap, the review 

recommends that this area should remain designated as a Strategic Gap, with minor 

adjustments west of HMS Collingwood and north-west of Stubbington.  With regard to the area 

in which the Site is located, the report states that it would be inappropriate to develop in the 

Woodcot-Alver Valley Landscape Character Area, because it would result in coalescence 

between Gosport and Fareham.  It further recommends that Study Area 8c should be subject to 

a Green Infrastructure Strategy to enhance its value and ameliorate the existing creep of urban 

fringe characteristics.  In particular, the strategy should seek to retain long north-south views, 

a sense of space and ‘big skies’, and the east to west ‘sense of separation’ with Peel Common. 

Appraisal of Site and Context Character 

Overview of the Northern Site 

4.66. The Northern Site extends to an approximate area of 4 hectares, and its central grid reference 

is SU 57154 03346.  It is roughly trapezoidal in shape, and its boundary is shown on Plan Ref. 

20-4132 at Appendix 1. 

4.67. It largely comprises arable farmland, with a strip of rough pasture on its western boundary.  It 

is divided into three discrete fields by vegetated watercourses.  The eastern field is arable, 

occupying approximately 80% of the overall area.  The north-western and south-western fields 

are pastoral, but were not grazed at the time of inspection. 
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4.68. A watercourse flowing north to south in a curvilinear alignment is the main dividing feature 

within the area, separating the arable and pastoral uses.  A significantly shorter watercourse 

flows into the western boundary to join this, bisecting the western pastoral strip.  Both 

watercourses are tributaries of the River Alver. 

4.69. Notable internal features are a dilapidated farm building associated with Peel Farm adjacent to 

the southern boundary, and an area of rough grassland at the confluence of the two 

watercourses to the west of this building.  The land is crossed by low voltage power lines 

supported by timber pylons, running in a north-west to south-east direction. 

4.70. The northern boundary is formed by a small agricultural access track, with an intermittent 

trimmed hedgerow on its southern side. 

4.71. The eastern boundary is largely formed by the B3385 Newgate Lane East public highway.  The 

highway boundary is demarcated by a post and rail fence with a recently planted hedgerow with 

native hedgerow trees.  This currently permits clear intervisibility with the highway, although 

this is anticipated to diminish as the vegetation matures.  The southern part of the eastern 

boundary comprises a trimmed hedgerow that branches south-westwards from the public 

highway. 

4.72. The southern boundary consists of a private access track that connects Newgate Lane to 

Newgate Lane East, as well as serving Hambrook Lodge.  The northern side of this track to the 

east of Hambrook Lodge is defined by a largely intact hedgerow, and a partial avenue of mature 

oak trees is present at the western end. 

4.73. The western boundary is formed by Newgate Lane, a minor public highway.  The highway 

boundary is demarcated by an intermittent trimmed hedgerow with post and wire fencing, 

permitting clear intervisibility. 

Overview of the Southern Site 

4.74. The Southern Site extends to an approximate area of 6.5 hectares, and its central grid reference 

is SU 57169 03143.  It is roughly rectangular in shape, and its boundary is shown on Plan Ref. 

20-4132 at Appendix 1. 

4.75. This area is divided into four discrete fields by hedgerows, all associated with drainage ditches.  

The three eastern fields that comprise approximately three quarters of the total area are under 

arable cultivation, and the western field was in use as grazed pony paddocks at the time of 

inspection. 

4.76. The field boundary hedgerows in this area are notably more intact in comparison to the 

Northern Site, and contain a greater proportion of hedgerow trees.  In particular, the east-west 

hedgerow that follows a ditch line through the centre of the arable area contains a strong line 

of mature oak trees.  The pony paddocks in the west of the area are separated by post and wire 

fencing, some electrified, although these boundaries have more of a temporary appearance. 

4.77. The Southern Site is largely devoid of internal features, with the exception of a number of 

temporary structures located adjacent to the eastern boundary of the paddocks.  The low 

voltage power lines that pass through the Northern Site also cross this land, from the centre of 

the northern boundary to the south-eastern corner, and two sets of timber pylons are located 
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within this area.  A patch of scrubby vegetation is present close to the south-western corner of 

this area, possibly indicating the presence of seasonally wet ground. 

4.78. The northern boundary of the Southern Site largely comprises the southern side of the private 

access track that separates the two sites.  This is less vegetated than the northern side of the 

track, with only a few scattered shrubs present.  Part of this boundary, however, is indented to 

accommodate the garden boundary of Hambrook Lodge, which is vegetated to the west but 

fenced to the south and east, permitting clear views.  Hambrook Lodge is a substantial brick and 

tile dwelling, set between the Northern and Southern Sites and accessed via Newgate Lane to 

the west. 

4.79. The eastern boundary is formed by Newgate Lane East and its associated infrastructure.  The 

majority of the boundary is demarked by a post and rail fence with a new treed hedgerow, 

although the southern section consists of acoustic fencing.  There are two locations where this 

boundary is indented, to provide space for storm water attenuation ponds serving the public 

highway. 

4.80. The southern boundary is entirely formed by Woodcote Lane.  This minor public highway is 

truncated by Newgate Lane East at the south-eastern corner of the Southern Site, but a crossing 

point provides a pedestrian and cycle connection onwards to Bridgemary via Brookers Lane.  

The boundary with Woodcote Lane is delineated by a mostly intact trimmed hedgerow, 

although some gaps are present. 

4.81. The western boundary of the Southern Site adjoins Newgate Lane, a minor public highway.  The 

boundary is delineated by post and wire fencing with scattered shrubs and trees, and therefore 

there is a strong relationship between this area and the adjacent public highway. 

Overview of the Landscape Context of the Site 

4.82. The Northern and Southern Sites are directly adjacent to each other, and therefore their 

landscape context will be considered collectively. 

4.83. The greatest influences upon the landscape context of the Site are its position within an area of 

open rural land between settlements, the containment offered by mature trees in most 

directions, the presence of the busy Newgate Lane East and Solent Airport, and the adjacent 

presence of the ribbon settlement of Peel Common. 

4.84. The Site is located within an area of open land that is contained between Stubbington to the 

west and Bridgemary to the east, forming a key separation between the two settlements that 

is valued in the Local Plan as set out above.  In terms of specific relationships with the Site, there 

is no perceptual relationship with Stubbington because of the intervening combined presence 

of the wastewater treatment works to the north, with its wooded bunds, and Peel Corner to 

the south.  This further reinforces the sense of the Site being in a discrete pocket of rural land. 

4.85. To the east, however, the settlement of Bridgemary exerts a stronger influence upon the Site’s 

setting, although the settlement edge is marked by a strong belt of oak trees, meaning that the 

direct relationship with the urban edge is reduced.  This naturalistic feature serves to define 

and contain the edge of the settlement, again reinforcing the importance of the Site and its 

immediate setting as an important open area.  Lying between the Site and Newgate Lane East 

is a belt of retained arable land that is perceived with the Site as a combined arable unit, 
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particularly for the users of Newgate Lane East.  This transition between the urban edge, its 

filtering vegetation and the open rural land of the upper valley of the River Alver is an important 

characteristic within this landscape. 

4.86. The corridor of Newgate Lane East is a detracting influence within this landscape, reducing 

tranquillity and integrity of the open land, although the mitigation planting that flanks this route 

is anticipated to diminish this effect with time and reinforce the presence of linear tree features 

within this landscape. 

4.87. To the south and west, the settlement of Peel Common is an isolated area of ribbon 

development within the centre of the gap between settlements.  The majority of this settlement 

was developed in the early 20th Century, although Carriston Cottage is a Grade II Listed Building 

dating back to the 18th Century located directly to the west of the Site, on Newgate Lane, and 

there is some more modern infill development. 

4.88. The dwellings closest to the Site are of brick and tile construction, as is Hambrook Lodge located 

between the two Site areas.  Those dwellings close to the Site’s south-eastern corner express a 

greater unity of architectural character with a number of original decorative features, whilst 

those further north are more varied and generally more modern.  Equally, the development 

along Woodcote Lane is more architecturally variable, representing piecemeal development 

throughout the 20th Century, although the unifying feature here is the line of mature oak trees 

that has been preserved on the frontages of the individual plots. 

4.89. North of Peel Common, the landscape is dominated by the presence of the wastewater 

treatment works, although the tall earth bunds supporting mature woodland prevent this from 

being perceptible.  Rather, it forms a green backdrop to outward views in this direction, 

reflecting the presence of trees to the east. 

4.90. The landscape to the north of the Site is variable in character, although its relationship with the 

Site is limited by the presence of mature trees along the western edge of Newgate Lane and the 

southern edge of the sports pitches on the eastern side of the highway. 

4.91. North-west of the Site lies a substantial solar array, which is separated from the Site by roadside 

vegetation, and which whilst urbanising in character, is a temporary use that preserves the 

generally open character of the area. 

4.92. To the north of the solar array is HMS Collingwood, a substantial naval training academy.  This 

expresses the typical character of a military base, with perimeter security fencing, substantial 

accommodation blocks and the sports fields to the east. 

4.93. An additional influence upon the character of the setting of the Site is the Solent Airport to the 

south.  Whilst this is not visible from the Site, the runway is aligned towards the Site and there 

is a frequent presence of light aircraft taking off over the Site, reducing the tranquillity of this 

rural area. 

Relevant Landscape Receptors 

4.94. Based upon the above analysis, I propose that the characteristics of the Site and its setting, 

which have the potential to be affected by the proposed development, and therefore form 

landscape receptors, are as follows: 

 Mixed agricultural land use; 
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 Open character of the Site and wider setting; 

 Strong field pattern defined by treed hedgerows, watercourses and ditches; 

 Relationship with wider settlements; 

 Busy transport infrastructure; 

 Setting of Carriston Cottage Grade II Listed Building; 

 Overall character of the Site; and 

 Overall character of the setting of the Site. 
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5. APPRAISAL OF LANDSCAPE EFFECTS 

Introduction 

5.1. This section will present my appraisal of the anticipated effects of the proposed developments 

upon the defining characteristics of the Site and its setting, based upon the design information 

submitted by the Appellant and the assessment framework presented at Appendix 2. 

5.2. Each identified receptor will be considered in turn, with assessments made of their 

susceptibility to change, value and overall sensitivity.  The magnitude of change upon each 

receptor will then be appraised based upon the submitted design information, and this will be 

compared with the sensitivity score to derive an overall level of impact significance. 

5.3. Given the conjoined nature of the appeal, and to assist the Inspector in understanding the 

landscape implications of the various development scenarios, assessments will be made of the 

Northern Application and Southern Application separately, and then commentary will be made 

regarding the cumulative effect of two applications delivered together. 

Appraisal of Landscape Effects in Relation to Identified Receptors 

Mixed agricultural land use 

5.4. This receptor is representative of the Site’s mixed agricultural land use, with pastoral land to 

the west of the River Alver corridor and arable land to the east. 

5.5. This land use is fundamental to the character of the Woodcot – Alver Valley Landscape 

Character Area, forming the first of its essential characteristics.  It also plays an important role 

in maintaining the integrity of the Strategic Gap between Stubbington and Gosport, providing a 

belt of rural land along the core of the Alver Valley.  It is also notable that part of the arable land 

within the Northern Site is classified as best and most versatile agricultural land. 

5.6. The type of change proposed would lead to the complete loss of the arable and pastoral 

character within the Site or its two parts, and exert an urbanising influence upon the remaining 

land if only one area was developed.  It is also possible that the agricultural character of an 

undeveloped part could also be affected, through the reduction in the viability of the overall 

agricultural enterprise.  The Fareham Landscape Assessment (Core Document CDG.15) 

determined the parcel in which the majority of the Site sits to be highly sensitive to 

development with ‘very limited capacity to accommodate development without a significant 

impact upon the area’s rural, agricultural character’.  The susceptibility of this receptor to the 

type of change proposed is therefore judged to be High. 

5.7. With regard to the value of this characteristic, this is not a designated landscape within the Local 

Development Framework, but this characteristic is an essential characteristic of the prevailing 

landscape character.  Taking these factors into account, the value of this receptor is judged to 

be Medium. 

5.8. Based on the above analysis, the overall sensitivity of this receptor is judged to be 

Medium/High. 

Northern Application 

5.9. The development of the Northern Site is anticipated to lead to the complete loss of this 

characteristic, through the conversion of this area to residential and associated uses.  It is also 
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likely to place greater pressure upon the Southern Site through unauthorised recreational use 

of the land between the Northern Site and Woodcote Lane, or the use of the land as a short cut 

to bypass Newgate Lane. 

5.10. Taking these factors into account, the magnitude of change upon this receptor is judged to be 

High. 

5.11. The proposed development is therefore judged to result in an adverse impact of Major to 

Major/Moderate significance upon this receptor. 

Southern Application 

5.12. The development of the Southern Site is anticipated to lead to the complete loss of this 

characteristic, through the conversion of the land to residential and informal recreational uses.  

Whilst the retention of the open space west of the River Alver is likely to bring about social 

benefits, the prevailing rural character would be lost.  The magnitude of change upon this 

receptor is therefore judged to be High. 

5.13. The proposed development is therefore judged to result in an adverse impact of Major to 

Major/Moderate significance upon this receptor. 

Both Applications 

5.14. Should the whole Site be developed, then this characteristic is anticipated to be fundamentally 

altered across the whole area, with greater influence upon the wider area.  As above, whilst the 

illustrative landscape design shows how a proportion of open space could be retained, this 

would nonetheless lose its current rural character, functioning instead as a public park. 

Open Character of the Site and Wider Setting 

5.15. This receptor represents the contribution that the Site makes to the Strategic Gap, by virtue of 

its open character, the only built form being that of Hambrook Lodge and its associated 

outbuildings. 

5.16. This openness facilitates relatively uninterrupted views across much of the Site, or filtered views 

through the mature oak trees that announce the presence of field boundaries within this 

landscape.  This in turn gives a sense of separation within the Strategic Gap, in particular to Peel 

Common, and the mature trees that line the boundary of Bridgemary serve to naturally separate 

this settlement from the open area. 

5.17. The development of any part of the Site would significantly erode this open character, reducing 

the integrity of the Strategic Gap and introducing a much greater level of activity.  This is 

expressed within the 2017 Fareham Landscape Assessment (Core Document CDG.15), which 

states that further development activity following the construction of Newgate Lane East would 

almost certainly have an overwhelming urbanising effect, potentially tipping the balance 

towards a predominantly urban character.  This document further states that further 

development is likely to have a ‘significant impact upon the character and quality of existing 

predominantly rural views, unless it can be successfully integrated within a substantial 

framework of new vegetation’. 

5.18. Based upon this previous analysis and my own fieldwork, the susceptibility of this receptor to 

the type of change proposed is therefore judged to be High. 
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5.19. With regard to the value this receptor, the local development strategy places great value in the 

function of this landscape, representing one of the more intact and representative areas of the 

designated Strategic Gap, in spite of the presence of Newgate Lane East.  In spite of the presence 

of the new road, it is nonetheless valued for its openness and rural character and is described 

in the Fareham Landscape Assessment (Core Document CDG.15) as being ‘highly sensitive to 

change’.  The value of this receptor is therefore judged to be High. 

5.20. Based on the above analysis, the overall sensitivity of this receptor is judged to be High. 

Northern Application 

5.21. The Northern Site is relatively isolated from any existing settlement, and therefore the 

development of it in isolation is likely to appear highly incongruous within this open landscape, 

as an island of development.  It would significantly reduce the sense of openness within this 

landscape, irrespective of the allocation of a proportion of the area to open space, because 

there would nonetheless be up to 75 dwellings in a formerly open area, inhibiting the open 

views that are currently available from east to west and north to south.  This is particularly the 

case with the proposed perimeter block design, which would encase private gardens within 

blocks of up to 3-storey dwellings. 

5.22. The increased traffic generated by the Northern Application has been determined to require 

junction improvements to the junction of Newgate Lane and Newgate Lane East.  A visualisation 

of the new junction has been prepared by the local Highways Authority, and this is reproduced 

at Appendix 4.  As the visualisation shows, this would introduce a further urbanising feature 

within the highway corridor, further eroding the character of the Strategic Gap. 

5.23. Takin these factors into account, the magnitude of change upon this receptor is judged to be 

High. 

5.24. The proposed development is therefore judged to result in an adverse impact of Major 

significance upon this receptor. 

Southern Application 

5.25. The Southern Site is more associated with the existing settlement of Peel Common, although as 

recognised within the Fareham Landscape Assessment, this area performs an important 

function in maintaining a sense of ‘isolation’ at Peel Common, which is vital to be maintained.  

In particular, the openness of this area serves to separate the parallel belts of development 

along Newgate Lane and the western edge of Bridgemary, which in turn frame a discrete parcel 

of open countryside. 

5.26. The introduction of up to 115 dwellings into this area would lead to the complete loss of this 

character, with the existing settlement at Peel Common coalescing with the newly developed 

area to create a greater urban mass.  Whilst it is noted that the western part of this area is not 

developable because of an elevated flood risk, it is not considered sufficiently large to form a 

gap in itself to prevent the sense of coalescence, and the use of this space for public recreation 

would also reduce this effect. 

5.27. In a similar manner to the Northern Application, the increased traffic generated by the Southern 

Application has been determined to require junction improvements to the junction of Newgate 

Lane and Newgate Lane East.  A visualisation of the new junction has been prepared by the local 
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Highways Authority, and this is reproduced at Appendix 4.  As the visualisation shows, this 

would introduce a further urbanising feature within the highway corridor, further eroding the 

character of the Strategic Gap. 

5.28. Takin these factors into account, the magnitude of change upon this receptor is judged to be 

High. 

5.29. The proposed development is therefore judged to result in an adverse impact of Major 

significance upon this receptor. 

Both Applications 

5.30. Should the entire Site be developed, then the integrity of the Strategic Gap is likely to be entirely 

lost, with the new development coalescing with Peel Common to form a substantial settlement 

area within the centre of the Gap.  The remaining narrow belt of agricultural land between 

Newgate Lane East and Bridgemary is not considered sufficiently wide to perform this function, 

and its rural character would be lost, particularly given the proposal to locate the tallest and 

therefore most dominant buildings on the eastern edge of the scheme. 

5.31. This enlarged settlement would therefore fundamentally change the character of the landscape 

between Stubbington and Gosport, and the required highway improvements would increase 

the urbanising effect of Newgate Lane East. 

Strong field pattern defined by treed hedgerows, watercourses and ditches 

5.32. The strong field pattern is a defining feature of the Site, underlying its rural character and 

conferring a sense of intactness where hedgerows are in good condition.  In particular, the 

hedgerow that follows the alignment of the River Alver is largely intact with a number of 

hedgerow trees, and it separates the two agricultural land uses within the Site. 

5.33. The Southern Site in particular is divided into a number of smaller arable parcels, and the east-

west aligned hedgerow that accompanies a ditch through the centre of this area, with its 

distinctive row of mature oak trees, is a characterising feature within the Site and wider 

landscape setting. 

5.34. The development of the Site for residential and associated uses has the potential to preserve 

the original field pattern to some extent, although the change in land use is such that the 

context would still be lost, with the hedgerows and ditches providing suburban connections as 

opposed to the definition of areas of farmland.  The susceptibility of this receptor to the type 

of change proposed is therefore judged to be Medium. 

5.35. With regard to the value of this receptor, the network of hedgerows and watercourses 

contributes a range of benefits to the Site, adding structure and character, filtering views, 

draining the land and providing ecological habitat and connections, as well as reinforcing the 

wider landscape character.  It is therefore judged to be of Medium value. 

5.36. Based on the above analysis, the overall sensitivity of this receptor is judged to be Medium. 
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Northern Application 

5.37. The Northern Site differs slightly from the Southern Site in that it largely comprises a continuous 

arable area without the internal divisions of the latter, and with its boundary features 

concentrated at the periphery.  The strongest and most intact of these is the River Alver 

corridor, whilst most other hedgerows are gappy and heavily trimmed. 

5.38. The illustrative design for this application presents a potential scenario in which the majority of 

the hedgerows are retained within areas of public open space, with only minor gaps created for 

access.  Based upon this illustrative scenario, the magnitude of change upon this receptor is 

judged to be Low. 

5.39. The proposed development is therefore considered to result in an adverse impact of 

Moderate/Minor significance upon this receptor. 

Southern Application 

5.40. The Southern Site is more strongly divided than the Northern Site, with its arable area divided 

into three parcels, and the hedgerow along the River Alver separating the arable areas in the 

east from the pony paddocks in the west.  The hedgerows in this area are also generally in better 

condition, in particular the east-west boundary described above. 

5.41. The submitted application includes an illustrative scenario in which the north-south internal 

hedgerow that currently divides the arable area is lost, and the east-west hedgerow is encased 

within a narrow belt of public open space, with development parcels closely adjoining one side 

and a gap created for access.  The hedgerow along the River Alver is proposed to be left largely 

intact within an area of public open space, with two gaps created for access.  Based upon this 

illustrative scenario, the magnitude of change upon this receptor is judged to be Medium. 

5.42. The proposed development is therefore considered to result in an adverse impact of Moderate 

significance upon this receptor. 

Both Applications 

5.43. The development of the entire Site is anticipated to result in a slight increase in the overall level 

of impact over and above the individual applications, through the creation of connections 

between the two areas through the boundaries flanking the track that divides them. 

Relationship with wider settlements 

5.44. The Fareham Landscape Assessment (Core Document CDG.15) correctly identifies Peel 

Common as an ‘isolated small settlement that lies within the wider gap’, and it states that the 

maintenance of this isolation is vital to the integrity of the overall Strategic Gap. 

5.45. Peel Common is a small area of 20th Century ribbon development, focussed on the western side 

of Newgate Lane, but with small spurs eastwards along Woodcote Lane and westwards along 

Albert Road.  It retains a strong relationship with its surrounding countryside, with the dwellings 

to the west of the Site fronting onto it and experiencing clear outward views. 

5.46. The Site also experiences a relationship with Bridgemary, which forms the eastern edge of the 

Strategic Gap in this location.  The urban edge of this settlement comprises a largely continuous 

belt of residential dwelling that face outwards towards the Site, although this relationship is 

softened by the presence of a row of mature oak trees along the settlement edge.  The Fareham 
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Landscape Assessment (Core Document CDG.15) places value upon this row of trees, stating 

that it ‘provides strong definition of the edges of the urban areas’, ‘marks a clear distinction 

between town and country’ and ‘helps to reinforce the separate identity of each settlement and 

also provides the urban areas with an attractive, essentially rural setting’. 

5.47. Taking these factors into account, the susceptibility to change of this receptor is judged to be 

Medium. 

5.48. With regard to the value of this receptor, the function of the Site as part of the separation 

between the settlements is a key characteristic of the local landscape and the Fareham 

Landscape Assessment (Core Document CDG.15) places significant value on this function.  This 

assists in preserving the condition and integrity of the Alver Valley landscape and the relative 

tranquillity of the areas between settlements.  The value of this receptor is therefore judged to 

be Medium. 

5.49. Based on the above analysis, the overall sensitivity of this receptor is judged to be Medium. 

Northern Application 

5.50. The development of the Northern Site in isolation is likely to significantly erode the established 

settlement pattern, by introducing an island of new development within the core of the 

Strategic Gap.  The proposed perimeter block design would be urban in character and would 

present hard faces to the surrounding countryside without the softening effect of existing 

vegetation that the edge of Bridgemary enjoys. 

5.51. Whilst it could be argued that new planting could be established on the edge of the 

development, the proposed height of the dwellings is such that it is likely to be several decades 

before any new trees (especially since this planting should be oak, given its slow growth rate) 

would begin to perform this function effectively.  The magnitude of change upon this receptor 

is therefore judged to be High. 

5.52. The proposed development is therefore considered to result in an adverse impact of 

Major/Moderate significance upon this receptor. 

Southern Application 

5.53. The Southern Site is closely associated with Peel Common, with the existing ribbon 

development located along its western and southern boundaries, and with open countryside to 

the north and east providing the separation with Fareham and Bridgemary respectively. 

5.54. The development of this Site is likely to entirely erode the ribbon development character of Peel 

Common, as well as its character as an isolated small settlement within the Strategic Gap.  The 

illustrative development framework shows parcels of perimeter block development occupying 

the eastern part of the Site, with the tallest buildings on the eastern edge facing the open 

countryside towards Bridgemary.  The western pony paddocks are not developable due to high 

flood risk, and therefore these have been shown as a strip of open space between Newgate 

Lane and the new development, further confusing the legibility of the settlement and reducing 

the integrity of the Strategic Gap.  Taking these factors into account, the magnitude of change 

upon this receptor is judged to be High. 

5.55. The proposed development is therefore considered to result in an adverse impact of 

Major/Moderate significance upon this receptor. 
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Both Applications 

5.56. Should both applications be permitted, then the effects described above would occur in unison, 

with the settlement character of Peel Common and the character and integrity of the Strategic 

Gap likely to be entirely lost through the creation of a large and prominent new settlement.  

Busy transport infrastructure 

5.57. This receptor represents the disruptive influences of the road traffic on Newgate Lane East and 

the air traffic at Solent Airport upon the rural landscape of the Strategic Gap.  These combined 

transport functions create both visual and audible disruption within the Site and its setting, 

reducing its tranquillity. 

5.58. The introduction of further development into this landscape is likely to result in greater traffic 

generation, which would amplify this existing effect.  Given the current level of disturbance, 

susceptibility of this receptor to the type of change proposed is therefore judged to be Low. 

5.59. With regard to the value of this receptor, this is a negative influence upon the landscape and 

therefore its value is judged to be Low. 

5.60. Based on the above analysis, the overall sensitivity of this receptor is judged to be Low. 

Northern Application 

5.61. The Northern Application comprises the construction of up to 75 dwellings, which would 

generate an associated number of car journeys, particularly at peak times, resulting in an 

increase in traffic on the roads, particularly on Newgate Lane.  The magnitude of change of this 

receptor is therefore judged to be Low. 

5.62. The proposed development is therefore considered to result in an adverse impact of Minor 

significance upon this receptor. 

Southern Application 

5.63. The Southern Application comprises up to 115 residential dwellings, with a correspondingly 

greater traffic level than the Northern Application.  It is also notable that the proposed access 

for the Southern Site is further to the south, meaning that the increased volume of traffic would 

traverse a greater distance along Newgate Lane, which is currently a relatively quiet public 

highway following the completion of Newgate Lane East.  The magnitude of change upon this 

receptor is therefore judged to be Medium. 

5.64. The proposed development is therefore considered to result in an adverse impact of 

Moderate/Minor significance upon this receptor. 

Both Applications 

5.65. The construction of up to 190 dwellings on the Site is likely to generate a significant number of 

new car journeys.  This is in turn likely to notably erode the current quiet character of Newgate 

Lane through the use of the proposed southern access and also to increase the volume of traffic 

on Newgate Lane East.   
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Setting of Carriston Cottage Grade II Listed Building 

5.66. Carriston Cottage is a Grade II Listed farmhouse located on the western side of Newgate Lane, 

with its frontage facing north-eastwards toward the Northern Site, as illustrated by Viewpoint 

13 at Appendix 3.  The landscape character of its setting is primarily influenced by the woodland 

associated with the bunding surrounding the wastewater treatment works to the west and the 

open agricultural land of the Site to the east, which includes the presence of Hambrook Lodge. 

5.67. The conversion of the land use of the Site to residential uses is likely to notably change the 

character of the landscape setting to the east of the cottage from rural to urban, through the 

introduction of an area of public open space in the area of Flood Zone 3, and development in 

the main body of this area.  The susceptibility of this receptor to the type of change proposed 

is therefore judged to be Medium. 

5.68. With regard to the value of this receptor, this is a statutory designation, albeit at the lower end 

of the classification of these features, and therefore this is judged to be Medium. 

5.69. Based on the above analysis, the overall sensitivity of this receptor is judged to be Medium. 

Northern Application 

5.70. As Viewpoint 13 at Appendix 3 shows, the cottage directly fronts on to the Northern Site, 

permitting views across from Newgate Lane East.  The illustrative development framework 

submitted with the application shows a scenario in which an area of public open space with a 

junction of five footpaths is set within the part of the Site closest to the cottage, with a number 

of residential parcels set behind this.  Taking these factors into account, the magnitude of 

change upon this receptor is judged to be Low. 

5.71. The proposed development is therefore considered to result in an adverse impact of 

Moderate/Minor significance upon this receptor. 

Southern Application 

5.72. The Southern Site is located at an oblique angle to the frontage of the Listed Building, and the 

part of this area is within Flood Zone 3, so built development within it is considered to be 

unlikely.  It is considered more likely that this area will be given over to public open space, with 

residential development located to the east of the River Alver.  Given this separation, the 

magnitude of change upon this receptor is judged to be Negligible. 

5.73. The proposed development is therefore considered to result in an adverse impact of Minor 

significance upon this receptor. 

Both Applications 

5.74. Should both applications be permitted, then the impact upon the landscape character of the 

setting of this Listed Building is considered to be limited to those effects arising from the 

Northern Site, because of the limited relationship with the Southern Site.   

  

Page 2196



 

20-4079 NEWGATE LN LANDSCAPE  VISUAL PROOF V1 IJD 291020 

Page 41 of 76 

Overall character of the Site 

5.75. The overall character of the Site is that of an area of open agricultural land, comprising pastoral 

land to the west of the River Alver and arable land to the east.  The single large dwelling of 

Hambrook Lodge is located within the Site, and it lies adjacent to the ribbon development of 

Peel Common to the west and south.  The land is subdivided into several smaller parcels by 

hedgerows with watercourses at their base, which drain into the River Alver.  These hedgerows 

are intermittent, particularly to the north, but most contain a number of mature hedgerow oak 

trees, most notably an east-west hedgerow running through the southern part of the Site.  The 

Site is bound to the west and indirectly to the north by Newgate Lane, to the south by Woodcote 

Lane and to the east by Newgate Lane East.  The volume and current prominence of traffic on 

Newgate Lane East combines with frequent air traffic from Solent Airport to the south to reduce 

the audible and visual tranquillity of this rural area. 

5.76. The conversion of the Site to a residential development is anticipated to fundamentally alter its 

character, from that of an area of farmland to urban uses.  Whilst some of the characteristic 

features such as hedgerows could be retained, these are likely to be encased within an urban 

environment and therefore subject to the pressures associated with it.  The western part of the 

Site is subject to a high risk of flooding and is unlikely to be developed, but this poses a challenge 

to achieve a suitable development layout, as the built elements would need to be concentrated 

towards the more exposed and sensitive eastern edge.  Taking these factors into account, the 

susceptibility to change of this receptor is judged to be High. 

5.77. With regard to the value of this receptor, the Site makes a clear contribution to the character 

of the Woodcot – Alver Valley Landscape Character Area, reflecting a number of its essential 

characteristics.  It is therefore judged to be of Medium value. 

5.78. Based on the above analysis, the overall sensitivity of this receptor is judged to be 

Medium/High. 

Northern Application 

5.79. The development of just the Northern Site would fundamentally alter the character of this area 

to residential development whilst retaining the Southern Site as an area of open agricultural 

land.  This is likely to give the new development the appearance of an incongruous island of 

modern residential development, accentuated by its set-back from Newgate Lane and its 

perimeter block layout, which encloses private gardens and presents frontages to the 

surrounding area.  This is also likely to result in adverse effects upon the undeveloped Southern 

Site, through additional recreational pressure and the inclination of residents to ‘short cut’ to 

the link to Bridgemary via Woodcote Lane.  Taking these factors into account, the magnitude of 

change upon this receptor is judged to be High. 

5.80. The proposed development is therefore considered to result in an adverse impact of Major to 

Major/Moderate significance upon this receptor. 

Southern Application 

5.81. The development of just the Southern Site would fundamentally change the agricultural 

character of this area to an urban character.  A number of the hedgerows that add value to this 

area are likely to be lost, and the remainder are likely to be subject to direct and indirect urban 
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influences.  This area also performs an important role in providing a rural setting to the small 

adjacent settlement of Peel Common, and the result of this development would be to instead 

significantly expand this settlement, altering its form and character.  The necessity to retain the 

western part of the Southern Site as open space due to flood risk would result in the 

concentration of development in the east, creating an illogical development layout and 

intensifying the urban influences to the outer edge of the development.  The magnitude of 

change upon this receptor is therefore judged to be High. 

5.82. The proposed development is therefore considered to result in an adverse impact of Major to 

Major/Moderate significance upon this receptor. 

Both Applications 

5.83. Should both applications be permitted, then a substantial new settlement would be created 

within the open agricultural land of the Site, which would be partially connected to Peel 

Common, but separated by the corridor of the River Alver and its associated flood plain.  This 

would fundamentally alter the character of the Site and it is likely to lead to the loss or decline 

of a number of its key elements as set out above.  The proposed perimeter block layout would 

exert a suburban character upon the traditional ribbon development of Peel Common, with its 

proposed layout of enclosed parcels with parkland corridors between them, and the proposed 

irregular layout would be at odds with the geometric patterns of Peel Common.  

Overall character of the setting of the Site 

5.84. The Fareham Landscape Assessment (Core Document CDG.15), supported by earlier studies and 

my own fieldwork, identifies the setting of the Site to be an area of predominantly open 

countryside forming an important gap between the expanding settlements of Fareham, 

Stubbington and Gosport.  It is identified as being a discrete landscape, framed by settlement 

edges softened by vegetation, with the flat topography preventing long views in most 

directions.  Peel Common is identified as being a small settlement of ribbon development 

isolated within the middle of the gap, and a high level of importance has been placed upon this 

sense of separation, in maintaining the integrity of the gap.  The recently constructed Newgate 

Lane East has been identified as a source of disruption within this rural landscape, and it has 

been stated that no further development activity should occur in this area. 

5.85. Taking these factors into account, the susceptibility of this receptor to the type of change 

proposed is judged to be High. 

5.86. With regard to the value of this receptor, the landscape setting of the Site provides a strong 

strategic function in separating settlements, but it is also acknowledged that there are a number 

of factors that affect the condition and tranquillity of this landscape, most notably Newgate 

Lane East.  The value of this receptor is therefore judged to be Medium. 

5.87. Based on the above analysis, the overall sensitivity of this receptor is judged to be 

Medium/High. 

Northern Application 

5.88. The development of the Northern Site in isolation would introduce an incongruous island of 

residential development into the effective centre of the Strategic Gap in this location, with no 

clear connection to any other settlement area.  This would significantly erode the function and 
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integrity of the gap, as well as the prevailing rural landscape character.  As noted above, the 

increased traffic resulting from this development would require improvements to the junction 

of Newgate Lane with Newgate Lane East, amplifying the urbanising effect of this new public 

highway.  The proposed layout of the development would expose tall buildings to the open 

countryside to the east, which would adversely affect the Site’s relationship with the edge of 

Bridgemary, by creating a ‘raw’ urban edge in the countryside.  Taking these factors into 

account, the magnitude of change upon this receptor is judged to be High. 

5.89. The proposed development is therefore considered to result in an adverse impact of Major to 

Major/Moderate significance upon this receptor. 

Southern Application 

5.90. The development of the Southern Site in isolation is anticipated to erode the function of the 

wider strategic gap by the creation of a new settlement area connected to the existing 

settlement of Peel Common.  Whilst this would be slightly less exposed than the Northern Site, 

this would nonetheless fundamentally alter the settlement form of Peel Common, which is 

otherwise formed of ribbon development almost exclusively on one side of its component 

highways.  The acoustic fencing that is present to the east of this area is likely to reduce the 

exposure somewhat, although the proposal to locate the tallest buildings on the eastern edge 

of the development would mean that the built elements would still be prominent.  As with the 

Northern Application, junction improvements would also be required on the junction between 

Newgate Lane and Newgate Lane East, increasing the prominence of the highways 

infrastructure.  The magnitude of change upon this receptor is therefore judged to be Medium. 

5.91. The proposed development is therefore considered to result in an adverse impact of Moderate 

significance upon this receptor. 

Both Applications 

5.92. The delivery of the proposed developments on both Sites is anticipated to entirely neutralise 

the function of the Strategic Gap, by developing a significant proportion of the land between 

Newgate Lane and Bridgemary.  The sense of separation of Peel Common, which is valued by 

the Fareham Landscape Assessment, would also be entirely lost.  The character of Newgate 

Lane would be altered by a significant increase in the level of traffic along this highway, and 

junction improvements on Newgate Lane East to accommodate this would again exert a greater 

urbanising influence. 

Summary of Landscape Impacts 

5.93. The landscape impacts anticipated to arise from the proposed development are summarised as 

follows: 

Northern Application 

 Mixed agricultural land use: Major to Major/Moderate Adverse. 

 Open character of the Site and wider setting: Major Adverse. 

 Strong field pattern defined by treed hedgerows, watercourses and ditches: 

Moderate/Minor Adverse. 

 Relationship with wider settlements: Major/Moderate Adverse. 
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 Busy transport infrastructure: Minor Adverse. 

 Setting of Carriston Cottage Grade II Listed Building: Moderate/Minor Adverse. 

 Overall character of the Site Major to Major/Moderate Adverse. 

 Overall character of the setting of the Site: Major to Major/Moderate Adverse. 

Southern Application 

 Mixed agricultural land use: Major to Major/Moderate Adverse. 

 Open character of the Site and wider setting: Major Adverse. 

 Strong field pattern defined by treed hedgerows, watercourses and ditches: Moderate 

Adverse. 

 Relationship with wider settlements: Major/Moderate Adverse. 

 Busy transport infrastructure: Moderate/Minor Adverse. 

 Setting of Carriston Cottage Grade II Listed Building: Minor Adverse. 

 Overall character of the Site Major to Major/Moderate Adverse. 

 Overall character of the setting of the Site: Moderate Adverse. 
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6. VISUAL BASELINE APPRAISAL 

Introduction 

6.1. This section will present the results of my independent visual appraisal of the Site and its visual 

envelope. 

6.2. This is based upon my field assessment of the Site and surrounding landscape, as well as desktop 

visibility modelling.  Field surveys were undertaken in October 2020. 

6.3. Photographs were taken using a Canon Eos 700D digital SLR camera with a 50mm focal length 

in line with the guidance published by the Landscape Institute to accurately represent the 

experience of the human eye. 

6.4. The representative viewpoints for the proposed development are presented at Appendix 3, 

along with a plan showing the viewpoint locations. 

Visual Envelope 

6.5. The ‘bare earth’ Zone of Theoretical Visibility of the Site has been calculated using LSS Elite 3D 

digital terrain modelling software.  This has generated a visibility model based upon a 1.5m 

receptor eye height and a dwelling ridge height of 8m.  For the purposes of the model, it has 

been assumed that beyond 2.5km distance visibility reduces to the extent that visibility reduces 

to a non-significant level.  The Zone of Theoretical Visibility is presented on Plan Ref. 20-4117 

at Appendix 1. 

6.6. The digital model was used to generate a list of candidate visual receptors, which were then 

scoped out as part of the field survey, with representative or illustrative viewpoints taken of 

those that are considered to be relevant to this appraisal. 

Summary of Visual Environment 

6.7. As the Zone of Theoretical Visibility plan at Appendix 1 shows, the visual environment of the 

Site is constrained by the presence of the surrounding settlement areas, located on the 

(topographically imperceptible) sides of the Alver Valley. 

6.8. The field survey has shown the actual visual environment to be even more restricted, with the 

vegetated bunds and ribbon development to the west of the Site limiting views to its immediate 

context. 

6.9. In this respect, the Site represents an area of open rural land between the edge of Bridgemary 

to the east and these features within the centre of the valley.  Views across the Site from east 

to west are generally unimpeded whilst lines of mature oak trees associated with east-west 

aligned field boundaries filter some views from north to south.  In addition to this, lines of oak 

trees soften the presence of the existing residences on the western edge of Bridgemary and the 

southern edge of Woodcote Lane. 

6.10. The Site boundaries are generally free of tall vegetation, and hedgerows are intermittent, often 

supplemented or replaced by fencing.  This permits clear views into the Site from the 

surrounding landscape, and in particular the adjacent public highways, although it is noted that 

views from Newgate Lane East are likely to diminish with time as new roadside vegetation 

matures. 
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Description of Representative Viewpoints 

Introduction 

6.11. This section will describe series of views (Viewpoints 1-20), starting at the south-western corner 

of the Southern Site and moving clockwise around the perimeter of the Site, followed by three 

views (Viewpoints 21-23) taken further afield and one on the eastern approach to the Southern 

Site (Viewpoint 24). 

6.12. For each viewpoint, the relevant receptors will be identified and their sensitivity to change will 

be assessed based upon their activity and visual experience in each location. 

Viewpoint 1: View towards Southern Site from Newgate Lane- 

Grid reference: SU 57046 03017 

Distance from Site: 1m 

Nature of receptor: Users of Newgate Lane, residents along Newgate Lane 

6.13. This view was taken from Newgate Lane, close to the junction with Woodcote Lane.  It illustrates 

the character of the western part of the Southern Site, as well as representing the experience 

of the users of the public highway, and the residents of the ribbon development on the western 

side of the road. 

6.14. As the view shows, the western part of the Southern Site is clearly visible from the highway, and 

comprises a series of pony paddocks separated by post and wire fencing.  In the centre of the 

view, glimpsed views of the large individual dwelling named Hambrook Lodge are available, 

through substantial vegetation located within the south-western corner of its garden.  To the 

right of the view, an assortment of sheds can be seen, associated with the equestrian uses, with 

mature oak trees rising behind them. 

6.15. With regard to the users of Newgate Lane, vehicular users are only using this route for local 

access because it is blocked to vehicular traffic at its southern end.  Pedestrian and cycle users 

are likely to be travelling along this route either for local access or to use the link to Bridgemary 

via Woodcote Lane and Brookers Lane.  These are all therefore likely to be travelling slowly and 

able to gain an appreciation of the rural area to the immediate east.  The sensitivity of this 

receptor is therefore judged to be Medium. 

6.16. With regard to the residents of the existing ribbon development along Newgate Lane, many 

properties experience clear views across the pastoral area of the Southern Site from their 

frontages, albeit with Newgate Lane and parked cars in the foreground and the traffic on 

Newgate Lane East likely to disturb the tranquillity of the view where this is visible.  Taking these 

factors into account, the sensitivity of this receptor is judged to be Medium. 

Viewpoint 2: View southwards along Newgate Lane 

Grid reference: SU 57035 03050 

Distance from Site: 1m 

Nature of receptor: Users of Newgate Lane, residents along Newgate Lane 

6.17. This view was taken from the eastern side of Newgate Lane, looking southwards to illustrate 

the character of Peel Common in this location, and the relationship between the existing 
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dwellings and the Southern Site.  The junction of Woodcote Lane and Newgate Lane is also 

present towards the centre of this view, with signage indicating the link to Bridgemary. 

6.18. The dwellings to the right of the view are examples of the original phase of ribbon development 

along this route, with distinctive early 20th Century architectural features.  The level of 

intervisibility between the properties and the Southern Site can be clearly seen, with 

uninterrupted views through the post and wire fencing boundary from ground and upper floor 

windows. 

6.19. With regard to the users of Newgate Lane, this receptor has been judged above to be of 

Medium sensitivity, and this judgement also applies to this view. 

6.20. With regard to the residents of the existing dwellings along Newgate Lane, this receptor has 

been judged above to be of Medium sensitivity, and this judgement also applies to this view. 

Viewpoint 3: View north-east across Southern Site from Newgate Lane 

Grid reference: SU 57023 03082 

Distance from Site: 1m 

Nature of receptor: Users of Newgate Lane, residents along Newgate Lane 

6.21. This view was taken from the western side of Newgate Lane, and it further illustrates the rural 

character of the Southern Site. 

6.22. In the foreground, the pony paddocks that comprise the western part of the Site are divided by 

a line of electrified post and wire fencing, with a shed located to the left of the view.  In the 

centre ground of the view is the strong hedgerow that divides the Southern Site, under which 

the River Alver runs.  Beyond this hedgerow is the arable eastern part of the Southern Site, and 

a distinctive row of mature oak trees can be seen to the right of the view, associated with an 

internal field boundary. 

6.23. With regard to the users of Newgate Lane, this receptor has been judged above to be of 

Medium sensitivity, and this judgement also applies to this view. 

6.24. With regard to the residents of the existing dwellings along Newgate Lane, this receptor has 

been judged above to be of Medium sensitivity, and this judgement also applies to this view. 

Viewpoint 4: View south-west across Southern Site from Newgate Lane 

Grid reference: SU 57005 03128 

Distance from Site: 1m 

Nature of receptor: Users of Newgate Lane, residents along Newgate Lane 

6.25. This view was taken approximately halfway along the western boundary of the Southern Site, 

looking south-westwards towards Woodcote Lane. 

6.26. The main body of the view is occupied by the existing pony paddocks, with a cluster of sheds 

present in the centre of the view associated with this use and a length of electrified post and 

wire fencing providing internal division. 

6.27. To the left of the view lies the strong hedgerow that separates the arable and pastoral elements 

of the Southern Site, and below which the River Alver runs.  Glimpsed views of the arable 
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portion of the Southern Site are available above this hedgerow, and are likely to be clearer in 

winter months. 

6.28. In the rear of the view is a residential care home that is located on the corner of Newgate Lane 

and Woodcote Lane, and a line of parked cars on Woodcote Lane can be seen to the right of 

this. 

6.29. With regard to the users of Newgate Lane, this receptor has been judged above to be of 

Medium sensitivity, and this judgement also applies to this view. 

6.30. With regard to the residents of the existing dwellings along Newgate Lane, this receptor has 

been judged above to be of Medium sensitivity, and this judgement also applies to this view. 

Viewpoint 5: View north-east towards Hambrook Lodge from Newgate Lane 

Grid reference: SU 56981 03168 

Distance from Site: 10m 

Nature of receptor: Users of Newgate Lane, residents along Newgate Lane, residents of 

Hambrook Lodge 

6.31. This view was taken from the eastern footway of Newgate Lane, to the south of the access point 

to Hambrook Lodge. 

6.32. Hambrook Lodge is clearly visible in the centre of the view, as a substantial 2.5 storey detached 

brick and tile dwelling with numerous windows that experience clear views across both the 

Northern and Southern Sites.  The only direction in which views are largely screened by 

vegetation is to the south-west, as illustrated by Viewpoint 1 above.  To the left of the view, the 

dilapidated barn within the Northern Site can be clearly seen, whilst to the right of the view, 

glimpsed views of ancillary buildings to Hambrook Lodge can be obtained.  In the foreground, 

the visual permeability of the post and wire fencing that forms the western boundary of the 

Southern Site can be clearly appreciated. 

6.33. With regard to the users of Newgate Lane, this receptor has been judged above to be of 

Medium sensitivity, and this judgement also applies to this view. 

6.34. With regard to the residents of Hambrook Lodge, these experience clear, uninterrupted views 

from the property over the open arable and pastoral land of the Northern and Southern Sites, 

with most surrounding urban areas filtered by the presence of mature trees.  This receptor is 

therefore judged to be of High sensitivity. 

Viewpoint 6: View east across Northern Site from Newgate Lane 

Grid reference: SU 57005 03288 

Distance from Site: 10m 

Nature of receptor: Users of Newgate Lane 

6.35. This view was taken from Newgate Lane at the south-western corner of the Northern Site, 

looking eastwards across this area. 

6.36. In the foreground of the view is a series of hedgerows and rough grassland associated with the 

confluence of a tributary into the River Alver, which runs from north to south through the 

western part of the Site. 
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6.37. To the right of the view, the dilapidated barn within the Northern Site can be clearly seen. 

6.38. To the left of the view, filtered views of the existing dwellings on the western side of Bridgemary 

are available, behind a line of mature oak trees that is a characteristic feature of this landscape.  

In front of this, traffic on the newly completed Newgate Lane East can be seen, reducing the 

tranquillity of an otherwise rural view. 

6.39. With regard to the users of Newgate Lane, this receptor has been judged above to be of 

Medium sensitivity, and this judgement also applies to this view. 

Viewpoint 7: View north-east across Northern Site from Newgate Lane 

Grid reference: SU 57083 03407 

Distance from Site: 10m 

Nature of receptor: Users of Newgate Lane, residents on western edge of Bridgemary 

6.40. This view was taken from the eastern footway of Newgate Lane looking north-eastwards across 

the northern part of Northern Site, illustrating the character of this area and the experience of 

users of Newgate Lane as they approach the junction with Newgate Lane East. 

6.41. At the left hand edge in the centre ground of the view is the entrance to the agricultural track 

that marks the northern boundary of the Northern Site, and the intermittent hedgerow that 

follows the boundary is visible to the right of this. 

6.42. The foreground of the view is occupied by Newgate Lane, with the visually permeable post and 

wire fencing permitting clear views into the western part of the Northern Site, but the strong 

hedge line that follows the River Alver filtering views further east, with a mature oak tree 

located within the hedge line. 

6.43. The backdrop of the view is formed by the urban edge of Bridgemary, with views heavily filtered 

by mature oak trees.  Immediately in front of this in the view is traffic on Newgate Lane East, 

with signage indicating the junction with Newgate Lane. 

6.44. With regard to the users of Newgate Lane, this receptor has been judged above to be of 

Medium sensitivity, and this judgement also applies to this view. 

6.45. With regard to the residents of the dwellings on the western edge of Bridgemary, these are 

anticipated to experience mostly filtered views across the Strategic Gap on account of the 

intervening row of trees, although these would be clearer in winter months, and some 

properties are likely to experience uninterrupted views.  The outlook from these dwellings is 

likely to include the traffic on Newgate Lane East, or acoustic fencing along this route, but the 

view is nonetheless open and predominantly rural.  Taking these factors into account, the 

sensitivity of this receptor is judged to be Medium. 

Viewpoint 8: View south-west across Northern Site from Newgate Lane 

Grid reference: SU 57110 03427 

Distance from Site: 1m 

Nature of receptor: Users of Newgate Lane 

6.46. This view was taken from the eastern side of Newgate Land, looking south-west along the 

northern boundary of the Northern Site. 

Page 2205



 

20-4079 NEWGATE LN LANDSCAPE  VISUAL PROOF V1 IJD 291020 

Page 50 of 76 

6.47. The intermittent hedgerow that marks the Northern Site boundary is visible in the centre of the 

view, with the hedgerow associated with the River Alver intersecting it to the right and with 

glimpsed views of the arable land within the Northern Site visible through the hedgerow.  To 

the left of the view is the agricultural track that runs between Newgate Lane and Newgate Lane 

East, to the north of the Northern Site. 

6.48. The background of the view is formed by the western boundary of Bridgemary, with views 

characteristically filtered by mature oak trees.  Glimpsed views of the traffic and acoustic 

fencing associated with Newgate Lane East are also available in front of this to the right of the 

view. 

6.49. With regard to the users of Newgate Lane, this receptor has been judged above to be of 

Medium sensitivity, and this judgement also applies to this view. 

Viewpoint 9: View south towards Northern Site from Newgate Lane 

Grid reference: SU 57157 03463 

Distance from Site: 38m 

Nature of receptor: Users of Newgate Lane, residents of Hambrook Lodge 

6.50. This view was taken from Newgate Lane as it bears eastwards towards the junction with 

Newgate Lane East, looking southwards across the Site towards Woodcote Lane. 

6.51. In the immediate foreground of the view is new post and rail fencing constructed along the 

realigned highway, with young hedgerow planting in front of it. 

6.52. The course of the River Alver can be seen in the centre of the view, before running underneath 

a culvert on the track immediately north of the Northern Site before turning towards the right 

of the view, its alignment marked by the hedgerow and mature oak hedgerow trees.  Behind 

this track, the intermittent hedgerow that forms the Northern Site boundary can be seen, with 

clear views through a gap across the arable land of the Northern Site, and the Southern Site 

beyond this. 

6.53. Hambrook Lodge is prominent in the centre of the view, with a number of windows experiencing 

uninterrupted views across the Northern Site.  To the left of this, the residential dwellings on 

Woodcote Lane are partially visible, whilst to the right clearer views can be gained of the 

residential care home on the junction of Newgate Lane and Woodcote Lane. 

6.54. With regard to the users of Newgate Lane, this receptor has been judged above to be of 

Medium sensitivity, and this judgement also applies to this view. 

6.55. With regard to the users of Hambrook Lodge, this receptor has been judged above to be of High 

sensitivity, and this judgement also applies to this view. 
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Viewpoint 10: View south towards Northern Site from junction of Newgate Lane and 

Newgate Lane East 

Grid reference: SU 57203 03463 

Distance from Site: 54m 

Nature of receptor: Users of Newgate Lane, users of Newgate Lane East, residents of 

Hambrook Lodge 

6.56. This view was taken from the junction of Newgate Lane and Newgate Lane East, looking 

southwards across the Site. 

6.57. In the immediate foreground lies the verge on the western side of Newgate Lane East, with post 

and rail fencing and a new treed hedgerow marking the highway boundary.  Beyond this and 

across a small area of arable land, the intermittent hedgerow that marks the northern boundary 

of the Northern Site is present.  Through and above this hedgerow, views can be gained of the 

arable eastern parts of the Northern Site, and beyond this the Southern Site. 

6.58. The backdrop is largely formed of views of the properties on the southern side of Woodcote 

Lane, filtered by mature oak trees within the Site, and Hambrook Lodge is present at the right 

hand side of the view. 

6.59. With regard to the users of Newgate Lane, this receptor has been judged above to be of 

Medium sensitivity, and this judgement also applies to this view. 

6.60. With regard to the users of Newgate Lane East, this new public highway travels along the Alver 

Valley, flanked by the open farmland of the Strategic Gap.  As the viewpoint demonstrates, clear 

views can be gained of the Site due to its elevated position relative to the Site, although the 

southernmost section of the Southern Site is screened by acoustic fencing.  Taking these factors 

into account, the sensitivity of this receptor is judged to be Medium. 

Viewpoint 11: View east towards edge of Bridgemary from Newgate Lane East 

Grid reference: SU 57213 03442 

Distance from Site: 25m 

Nature of receptor: Residents on western edge of Bridgemary 

6.61. This view was taken from the western side of Newgate Lane East, close to the north-eastern 

corner of the Northern Site, looking outwards towards the Western edge of Bridgemary.  It 

illustrates the character of the edge of this settlement, and represents the intervisibility of these 

properties with the Site. 

6.62. As the view shows, open arable land separates the Site from Bridgemary, although a row of 

mature oak trees on the urban edge filters many outward views, but not all.  Ground floor views 

are likely to be filtered by the intervening hedgerow, but upper floor views appear to be clearer, 

particularly in winter months when leaves are absent. 

6.63. With regard to the residents of the dwellings on the western edge of Bridgemary, this receptor 

has been judged above to be of Medium sensitivity, and this judgement also applies to this 

view. 
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Viewpoint 12: View south across Northern Site from Newgate Lane East 

Grid reference: 57231 03401 

Distance from Site: 1m 

Nature of receptor: Users of Newgate Lane East, residents along Woodcote Lane, residents of 

Hambrook Lodge 

6.64. This view was taken from the highway verge of Newgate Lane East, adjacent to the north-

eastern corner of the Northern Site, looking southwards towards Woodcote Lane. 

6.65. In the immediate foreground lies the verge on the western side of Newgate Lane East, with post 

and rail fencing and a new treed hedgerow marking the highway boundary.  Beyond this lies the 

open arable land of the eastern part of the Northern Site. 

6.66. In the middle ground of the view is a track flanked with mature oak trees that largely delineates 

the boundary between the Northern and Southern Sites, with glimpsed views of the Southern 

Site beyond this. 

6.67. The backdrop of the view is formed by the existing residential dwellings on the southern side of 

Woodcote Lane, which are partially filtered by the mature oak trees, but with views available 

of both ground and upper floor windows.  Hambrook Lodge is present at the far right of the 

view, with a number of windows facing out across the Site. 

6.68. With regard to the users of Newgate Lane East, this receptor has been judged above to be of 

Medium sensitivity, and this judgement also applies to this view. 

6.69. With regard to the residents of the dwellings on Woodcote Lane, these currently experience an 

open rural outlook across the Site across Woodcote Lane, which is largely free of vehicular 

traffic except for access.  As the view shows, these views are available from both upper and 

ground floor windows, and therefore represent primary views.  This receptor is therefore 

judged to be of High sensitivity to change. 

6.70. With regard to the users of Hambrook Lodge, this receptor has been judged above to be of High 

sensitivity, and this judgement also applies to this view. 

Viewpoint 13: View west across Northern Site from Newgate Lane East 

Grid reference: 57231 03401 

Distance from Site: 1m 

Nature of receptor: Users of Newgate Lane East, residents along Newgate Lane 

6.71. This view was taken from the same location as Viewpoint 12, but looking west towards Newgate 

Lane. 

6.72. To the right of the view, the trimmed hedgerow that forms the northern boundary of the 

Northern Site can be seen, with the open arable land of the Northern Site lying to the left of 

this. 

6.73. The backdrop of the view is largely formed by tall vegetation to the west of Newgate Lane, but 

at the left hand side of the view, the Grade II Listed Building called Carriston Cottage can be 

clearly seen with first and second floor windows facing the Northern Site.  To the right of the 

view, glimpsed views are available of the large solar farm to the north-west of the Site against 

a backdrop of tall field boundary vegetation. 
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6.74. With regard to the users of Newgate Lane East, this receptor has been judged above to be of 

Medium sensitivity, and this judgement also applies to this view. 

6.75. With regard to the residents along Newgate Lane, this receptor has been judged above to be of 

Medium sensitivity, and this judgement also applies to this view. 

Viewpoint 14: View south towards boundary between Northern and Southern Sites from 

Newgate Lane East 

Grid reference: SU 57293 03288 

Distance from Site: 3m 

Nature of receptor: Users of Newgate Lane East, residents along Woodcote Lane, residents 

along Newgate Lane 

6.76. This view was taken from the western verge of Newgate Lane East, looking along the hedgerow 

that separates the Northern and Southern Sites at their eastern end, before turning sharply 

westwards along the treed track that is visible in the centre of the view. 

6.77. Either side of these boundary features, the open arable land of the Site is visible, permitting 

views across to the existing dwellings on Woodcote Lane, which form the majority of the 

backdrop of the view.  To the right of the view, however, glimpsed views of the existing 

dwellings on Newgate Lane are available. 

6.78. With regard to the users of Newgate Lane East, this receptor has been judged above to be of 

Medium sensitivity, and this judgement also applies to this view. 

6.79. With regard to the residents of the existing properties along Woodcote Lane, this receptor has 

been judged above to be of High sensitivity, and this judgement also applies to this view. 

6.80. With regard to the residents of the existing dwellings along Newgate Lane, this receptor has 

been judged above to be of Medium sensitivity, and this judgement also applies to this view. 

Viewpoint 15: View west across Northern Site from Newgate Lane East 

Grid reference: SU 57293 03288 

Distance from Site: 5m 

Nature of receptor: Users of Newgate Lane East, residents of Hambrook Lodge 

6.81. This view was taken from the same location as Viewpoint 14, but looking west across the 

Northern Site towards Newgate Lane. 

6.82. In the immediate foreground of the view is the new highway boundary of Newgate Lane East, 

comprising a post and rail fence with newly planted hedgerow. 

6.83. The centre of the view is occupied by the open arable land of the Northern Site, against the 

backdrop of tall vegetation to the west of Newgate Lane, with a lorry marking the location of 

this public highway. 

6.84. Hambrook Lodge is present at the left hand side of the view, alongside the dilapidated barn that 

is located within the Northern Site.  At the right hand edge of the view, glimpsed views of the 

solar farm to the north-west of the Site are available. 

6.85. With regard to the users of Newgate Lane East, this receptor has been judged above to be of 

Medium sensitivity, and this judgement also applies to this view. 
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6.86. With regard to the residents of Hambrook Lodge, this receptor has been judged above to be of 

High sensitivity, and this judgement also applies to this view. 

Viewpoint 16: View south-west across Southern Site towards Woodcote Lane from Newgate 

Lane East 

Grid reference: SU 57312 03227 

Distance from Site: 5m 

Nature of receptor: Users of Newgate Lane East, residents along Woodcote Lane 

6.87. This view was taken from the western verge of Newgate Lane East, looking across the Southern 

Site towards Woodcote Lane. 

6.88. The highway verge is present in the immediate foreground of the view, with the new post and 

rail fencing and treed hedgerow marking the highway boundary.  Beyond this, a highway 

drainage feature that is indented into the Southern Site is visible, again surrounded by fencing 

and a new hedgerow, and another of these features is partially visible beyond it.  Rising above 

this feature are two timber pylons carrying low voltage overhead power lines across the Site to 

connect with the solar farm. 

6.89. The backdrop of the view is largely formed by the existing dwellings on Woodcote Lane, with 

tall vegetation behind them preventing longer views, whilst to the right of the view the 

backdrop is formed by the dwellings along Newgate Lane.  In the centre right of the view can 

be seen the line of mature oak trees that is visible in Viewpoint 3 above, along an internal 

boundary within the Southern Site. 

6.90. With regard to the users of Newgate Lane East, this receptor has been judged above to be of 

Medium sensitivity, and this judgement also applies to this view. 

6.91. With regard to the residents of the existing dwellings along Woodcote Lane, this receptor has 

been judged above to be of High sensitivity, and this judgement also applies to this view. 

Viewpoint 17: View south-west across Southern Site towards Woodcote Lane from Newgate 

Lane East 

Grid reference: SU 57320 03123 

Distance from Site: 5m 

Nature of receptor: Users of Newgate Lane East, residents along Woodcote Lane 

6.92. This view was taken from an agricultural entrance from the western side of Newgate Lane East 

into the Southern Site, to the south of the drainage feature that is visible in Viewpoint 16. 

6.93. This view clearly shows the level of intervisibility between the dwellings on Woodcote Lane and 

the Southern Site, with both ground and first floor windows visible, albeit with some views 

filtered by the mature oak trees along the lane.  To the right of the view, the existing dwellings 

on Newgate Lane, shown on Viewpoint 2 above, are also clearly visible. 

6.94. At the far left hand side of the view, the northern end of the acoustic fencing on the western 

side of Newgate Lane East can be seen. 

6.95. With regard to the users of Newgate Lane East, this receptor has been judged above to be of 

Medium sensitivity, and this judgement also applies to this view. 
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6.96. With regard to the residents of the existing dwellings along Woodcote Lane, this receptor has 

been judged above to be of High sensitivity, and this judgement also applies to this view. 

Viewpoint 18: View east towards edge of Bridgemary from Newgate Lane East 

Grid reference: SU 57320 03123 

Distance from Site: 5m 

Nature of receptor: Residents on western edge of Bridgemary 

6.97. This view was taken from the same location as Viewpoint 17, but looking west towards the edge 

of Bridgemary through a gap in the acoustic fencing on the eastern side of the highway. 

6.98. As the view shows, a lack of the mature tree belt on the urban edge in this location means that 

there is a higher degree of exposure between these properties and the Southern Site, although 

a dense hedgerow largely prevents views from ground level windows, with clear views limited 

to upper floor windows. 

6.99. With regard to the residents of the dwellings on the western edge of Bridgemary, this receptor 

has been judged above to be of Medium sensitivity, and this judgement also applies to this 

view. 

Viewpoint 19: View north across Southern Site from Woodcote Lane 

Grid reference: SU 57175 03022 

Distance from Site: 1m 

Nature of receptor: Users of Woodcote Lane, residents along Woodcote Lane, residents of 

Hambrook Lodge 

6.100. This view was taken from approximately half way along Woodcote Lane, where a gap in the 

Southern Site boundary hedgerow permits clear views into the Southern Site.  It therefore 

represents the outlook from the adjacent properties, as well as those using the pedestrian and 

cycle connection between Peel Common and Bridgemary. 

6.101. As the view shows, the Southern Site has an open, arable character in this location, with views 

towards the Northern Site filtered by the line of mature oak trees indicated in Viewpoint 3 

above, on an internal boundary within the Southern Site.  Hambrook Lodge is present to the left 

of the view, with a number of windows experiencing clear views across the Southern Site. 

6.102. With regard to the users of Woodcote Lane, this is a relatively tranquil route providing a non-

vehicular connection between Peel Common and Bridgemary, and therefore this receptor is 

judged to be of Medium sensitivity. 

6.103. With regard to the residents of the existing dwellings along Woodcote Lane, this receptor has 

been judged above to be of High sensitivity, and this judgement also applies to this view. 

6.104. With regard to the residents of Hambrook Lodge, this receptor has been judged above to be of 

High sensitivity, and this judgement also applies to this view. 
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Viewpoint 20: View north across Southern Site from Woodcote Lane 

Grid reference: SU 57095 03017 

Distance from Site: 1m 

Nature of receptor: Users of Woodcote Lane, residents along Woodcote Lane 

6.105. This view was taken from Woodcote Lane, directly to the west of the point at which the River 

Alver passes under the highway, looking northwards across the western part of the Southern 

Site. 

6.106. As the viewpoint shows, the boundary hedgerow is not present in this location, and therefore 

clear views can be gained into the Southern Site. 

6.107. The main body of the view is occupied by the pony paddocks that form the western part of the 

Southern Site, with strong vegetation to the west of Newgate Lane forming a naturalistic 

backdrop. 

6.108. To the left of the view, an existing dwelling on Newgate Lane can be seen, with clear views 

across the Southern Site, whilst sheds associated with the equestrian use are present to the 

right of the view. 

6.109. With regard to the users of Woodcote Lane, this receptor has been judged above to be of 

Medium sensitivity, and this judgement also applies to this view. 

6.110. With regard to the residents of the existing dwellings along Woodcote Lane, this receptor has 

been judged above to be of High sensitivity, and this judgement also applies to this view. 

Viewpoint 21: View south-east towards Site from Public Footpath Fareham 74 

Grid reference: SU 56756 03716 

Distance from Site: 467m 

Nature of receptor: Users of Public Footpath Fareham 74 

6.111. This view was taken from Public Footpath Fareham 74 as it passes through the solar farm to the 

north-west of the Site.  In this location, a gap in the banks of solar panels allows views towards 

the Site along the corridor of the low-voltage power lines that eventually cross the Site. 

6.112. The Site is largely screened from view by tall vegetation, although views to dwellings on the 

western side of Bridgemary are available through a gap, via the Southern Site.  It is also likely 

that the Site would be more visible in winter months when leaves are absent. 

6.113. With regard to the users of Public Footpath 74, whilst these are likely to be seeking a 

recreational experience in the countryside, the presence of the solar farm diminishes this 

experience.  The sensitivity of this receptor is therefore judged to be Medium. 

Viewpoint 22: View north-west towards Site from recreation ground south of Brookers Lane 

Grid reference: SU 57382 02993 

Distance from Site: 83m 

Nature of receptor: Users of recreation ground 

6.114. This view was taken from the recreational ground to the south of Brookers Lane, looking 

approximately along the corridor of low voltage power lines towards the Site. 
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6.115. The Site is currently not visible in this view, although glimpsed views may be available in winter 

months when leaves are absent. 

6.116. With regard to the users of the recreation ground, these are likely to be more focussed on their 

activity than the setting of the ground, and Newgate Lane East is located between this receptor 

and the Site.  The sensitivity of this receptor is therefore judged to be Low. 

Viewpoint 23: View west towards Site from Heron Way on western edge of Bridgemary 

Grid reference: SU 57478 03241 

Distance from Site: 155m 

Nature of receptor: Residents on western edge of Bridgemary 

6.117. This view was taken from the pedestrian walkway along the frontages of the existing dwellings 

on Heron Way, where a gap in the intervening vegetation permits clear views towards the Site, 

illustrating the open character of the Strategic Gap. 

6.118. As the view shows, the views of the Site in the left of the view are partially screened by acoustic 

fencing along Newgate Lane East, whilst clearer views of the Northern Site are available to the 

right.  To the left of the view, the trees that line the track separating the Northern and Southern 

Sites are visible above the acoustic fence. 

6.119. The backdrop to this view is formed by the tall vegetation to the west of Newgate Lane. 

6.120. With regard to the residents of the existing dwellings on the western edge of Bridgemary, this 

receptor has been judged above to be of Medium sensitivity, and this judgement also applies 

to this view. 

Viewpoint 24: View north-west across Southern Site from junction of Brookers Lane and 

Newgate Lane East 

Grid reference: SU 57337 03042 

Distance from Site: 20m 

Nature of receptor: Users of Brookers Lane 

6.121. This view was taken from the western end of Brookers Lane, as users cross Newgate Lane East 

to join Woodcote Lane. 

6.122. As the view shows, the foreground of the view is occupied by highways infrastructure, including 

Newgate Lane East itself and bollards and signage associated with the crossing point, as well as 

acoustic fencing to the right of the view and a drainage feature indented into the Southern Site. 

6.123. Behind these features, the open arable area of the Southern Site is visible, with the line of 

mature oak trees shown in Viewpoint 3 above forming a distinctive feature to the right, behind 

which filtered views of Hambrook Lodge are available.  To the left of the view, the existing 

dwellings along Newgate Lane form the backdrop. 

6.124. With regard to the users of Brookers Lane, the Site is only visible at the crossing point of the 

public highway, and as the view shows, this is dominated by urbanising features.  The sensitivity 

of this receptor is therefore judged to be Low. 

Page 2213



 

20-4079 NEWGATE LN LANDSCAPE  VISUAL PROOF V1 IJD 291020 

Page 58 of 76 

7. APPRAISAL OF VISUAL EFFECTS 

Introduction 

7.1. This section will present my appraisal of the anticipated effects of the proposed development 

upon specific groups of people identified as visual receptors, taking into account the illustrative 

design information submitted by the Appellant and the assessment framework presented at 

Appendix 2. 

7.2. Whilst it is recognised that the consideration of private views from residential properties is 

optional, as set out in paragraphs 6.13 and 6.17 of the Guidelines for Landscape and Visual 

Impact Assessment Third Edition (Core Document CDH.16), I have considered them in this 

appraisal.  This is due to the extent to which the Site is overlooked by properties fronting onto 

it, and to assist the Inspector in considering the full scope of the wider impact upon residential 

amenity. 

7.3. Each identified receptor will be considered in turn, with assessments made of the anticipated 

magnitude of change arising from the proposed development as it is currently presented.  This 

will then be compared with the established sensitivity score to derive an overall level of impact 

significance. 

7.4. Given the conjoined nature of the appeal, and to assist the Inspector in understanding the visual 

implications of the various development scenarios, assessments will be made of the Northern 

Application and Southern Application separately, and then commentary will be made upon the 

two applications delivered together. 

Summary of Visual Receptors 

7.5. Based upon the viewpoint analysis presented in Section 6 above, the list of confirmed visual 

receptors is as follows: 

 Residents along Newgate Lane; 

 Residents of Hambrook Lodge; 

 Residents on western edge of Bridgemary; 

 Residents along Woodcote Lane; 

 Users of Newgate Lane; 

 Users of Newgate Lane East; 

 Users of Woodcote Lane; 

 Users of Brookers Lane; 

 Users of Public Footpath Fareham 74; and 

 Users of recreation ground. 
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Appraisal of Visual Effects in Relation to Identified Receptors 

Residents along Newgate Lane: Viewpoints 1-5, 13-14 

7.6. The baseline assessment in Section 6 above has identified this receptor to be of Medium 

sensitivity to change in all locations assessed. 

Northern Application 

7.7. The only notable dwelling along Newgate Lane that is likely to experience views of the proposed 

development in the Northern Site are the residents of Carrington Cottage Grade II Listed 

Building.  These are anticipated to experience clear views of the upper parts of the frontages of 

the proposed dwellings, particularly from the dormer windows in the roof of the property, via 

an area of public open space.  The magnitude of change upon this receptor is therefore judged 

to be Medium. 

7.8. It is therefore my opinion that the proposed development will result in an adverse impact of 

Moderate significance upon this receptor. 

Southern Application 

7.9. There are a significant number of dwellings with clear views of the Southern Site from both 

ground floor and upper storey windows.  The occupants of these dwellings are anticipated to 

see the upper parts of the frontages of the proposed dwellings over the hedgerow that follows 

the River Alver, with public open space in the foreground.  The magnitude of change upon this 

receptor is therefore judged to be Medium. 

7.10. It is therefore my opinion that the proposed development will result in an adverse impact of 

Moderate significance upon this receptor. 

Both Applications 

7.11. The combined scheme is not anticipated to increase the overall visibility of the development 

above that for the two individual schemes. 

Residents of Hambrook Lodge: Viewpoints 5, 9-10, 12, 15, 19 

7.12. The baseline assessment in Section 6 above has identified this receptor to be of High sensitivity 

to change in all locations assessed. 

Northern Application 

7.13. The residents of Hambrook Lodge experience clear views across the arable parts of the Northern 

Site, from a number of windows within their property. 

7.14. The proposed development is anticipated to introduce clear views of the frontages of new 

residential dwellings into this view, via a narrow belt of public open space that is likely to be a 

primary pedestrian and cycle route through the development.  These are anticipated to be 

prominent elements that would notably reduce the tranquillity of the view, and therefore the 

magnitude of change upon this receptor is judged to be High. 

7.15. It is therefore my opinion that the proposed development will result in an adverse impact of 

Major significance upon this receptor. 
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Southern Application 

7.16. The residents of Hambrook Lodge currently experience clear views across the arable parts of 

the Southern Site, from a number of windows on the eastern aspect of their property. 

7.17. The proposed development layout places a residential parcel directly adjacent to this boundary, 

and therefore new dwellings would be dominant elements in this view, in spite of the new 

hedgerow proposed on the garden boundary.  The magnitude of change upon this receptor is 

therefore judged to be High. 

7.18. It is therefore my opinion that the proposed development will result in an adverse impact of 

Major significance upon this receptor. 

Both Applications 

7.19. The development of both parcels would result in both of the impacts outlined above upon 

current views with no additional mitigation, and therefore most outward views from this 

property would include residential dwellings to some degree. 

Residents on western edge of Bridgemary: Viewpoints 7, 11, 18, 23 

7.20. The baseline assessment in Section 6 above has identified this receptor to be of Medium 

sensitivity to change in all locations assessed. 

Northern Application 

7.21. The residents of Bridgemary experience filtered distant views across the northern part of the 

Northern Site, which are predominantly rural in nature, albeit with Newgate Lane East in the 

foreground.  The southern part of the Northern Site is screened at ground floor level by the 

acoustic fencing along the intervening public highway. 

7.22. The proposed development would therefore introduce relatively clear views of the dwellings in 

the northern part of the Northern Site, and the upper floors of the dwellings in the southern 

part.  Given that the tallest buildings are proposed to be located along this edge, including 

apartment blocks and buildings up to three storeys, the prominence of these buildings, as well 

as the required junction improvements on Newgate Lane East, leads to a Medium magnitude 

of change. 

7.23. It is therefore my opinion that the proposed development will result in an adverse impact of 

Moderate significance upon this receptor. 

Southern Application 

7.24. Residents who face the Southern Site experience views towards the Site that are almost entirely 

screened at ground level by acoustic fencing along the public highway, although Viewpoint 18 

demonstrates that some gaps do exist. 

7.25. As with the Northern Site, the submitted development proposals have located the tallest 

buildings on the eastern edge of the development, up to three storeys.  These are likely to 

redefine the skyline above the acoustic fencing and prevent any existing views to the vegetation 

in the surrounding landscape, and therefore the magnitude of change upon this receptor is 

judged to be Medium. 
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7.26. It is therefore my opinion that the proposed development will result in an adverse impact of 

Moderate significance upon this receptor. 

Both Applications 

7.27. The delivery of both developments is anticipated to result in a continuous belt of development 

in the outlook from Bridgemary, albeit filtered by the intervening row of mature trees and the 

acoustic fencing along Newgate Lane East.  The tall dwellings proposed on the eastern edge of 

the schemes would form a new residential skyline to outward views, replacing that of trees that 

currently exists in most places. 

Residents along Woodcote Lane: Viewpoints 12, 14, 16-17, 19-20 

7.28. The baseline assessment in Section 6 above has identified this receptor to be of High sensitivity 

to change in all locations assessed. 

Northern Application 

7.29. As Viewpoint 19 demonstrates, the residents of these dwellings experience filtered views of the 

Northern Site, and therefore the proposed dwellings in this area would only be partially visible.  

The magnitude of change upon this receptor is therefore judged to be Low. 

7.30. It is therefore my opinion that the proposed development will result in an adverse impact of 

Moderate significance upon this receptor. 

Southern Site 

7.31. The residents of these dwellings currently experience relatively clear views of the Southern Site, 

with the field boundary hedgerow forming the only intervening feature, and views terminating 

at Hambrook Lodge and the boundary between the two sites.  The proposed development 

would introduce new residential parcels into this view, set back behind access roads, with no 

additional planting shown on the illustrative landscape design.  These would fundamentally 

alter the current rural character of this view, and therefore the magnitude of change upon this 

receptor is judged to be High. 

7.32. It is therefore my opinion that the proposed development will result in an adverse impact of 

Major significance upon this receptor. 

Both Applications 

7.33. Should both sites be developed, then the new dwellings in the Southern Site would be visible 

as outlined above, and would entirely screen the Northern Site from view. 

Users of Newgate Lane: Viewpoints 1-10 

7.34. The baseline assessment in Section 6 above has identified this receptor to be of Medium 

sensitivity to change in all locations assessed. 

Northern Site 

7.35. Users of this route currently experience clear views across the Northern Site as they pass 

between Hambrook Lodge and the junction with Newgate Lane East.  This view currently 

comprises open agricultural land, viewed over the hedgerow along the River Alver, towards the 

edge of Bridgemary with Newgate Lane East providing movement and noise in the middle 

ground. 
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7.36. The proposed development would significantly shorten these views, with the upper part of the 

frontages of new dwellings likely to be visible immediately beyond the River Alver.  This would 

therefore fundamentally alter the character of this view from a long rural view to a short 

suburban view.  The increase in traffic on this route as a result of the proposed development 

would also alter the experience along this highway, from a quiet road to a busy one, particularly 

at peak times.  The magnitude of change upon this receptor is therefore judged to be High. 

7.37. It is therefore my opinion that the proposed development will result in an adverse impact of 

Major/Moderate significance upon this receptor. 

Southern Application 

7.38. As Viewpoint 3 demonstrates, users of this route currently experience clear views of the pony 

paddocks in the west of this area against the backdrop of the hedgerow along the River Alver, 

with partial views of the arable land in the eastern part above this hedgerow. 

7.39. The proposed development is anticipated to introduce features associated with the use of the 

western part as public open space, including an equipped play area, into the foreground of the 

view.  The view above the hedgerow would then terminate in the frontages of properties set 

back beyond the hedgerow.  As with the Northern Application, the part of this route north of 

the proposed access to the Southern Site is anticipated to experience an increase in traffic.  

Taking these factors into account, the magnitude of change upon this receptor is judged to be 

Medium. 

7.40. It is therefore my opinion that the proposed development will result in an adverse impact of 

Moderate significance upon this receptor. 

Both Applications 

7.41. Should both areas be developed, then the outlook from this currently quiet public highway is 

anticipated to be fundamentally changed, with all views terminating relatively abruptly in new 

residential dwellings, and with a significant increase in the volume of traffic. 

Users of Newgate Lane East: Viewpoints 10, 12-17 

7.42. The baseline assessment in Section 6 above has identified this receptor to be of Medium 

sensitivity to change in all locations assessed. 

Northern Application 

7.43. As Viewpoints 10 and 12 demonstrate, users of this newly constructed route currently 

experience clear views across the open arable land of the Northern Site, as part of their 

experience of the wider Strategic Gap. 

7.44. The proposed development would introduce tall residential buildings into this view, altering its 

character from rural to urban, and the required junction improvements would also affect views 

towards the Northern Site on the approach to it.  Whilst a belt of new vegetation is shown on 

the illustrative landscape design, it is unlikely to effectively soften the appearance of the tallest 

buildings within the scheme for at least 15-20 years, and therefore the magnitude of change 

upon this receptor is judged to be Medium. 

7.45. It is therefore my opinion that the proposed development will result in an adverse impact of 

Moderate significance upon this receptor. 
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Southern Application 

7.46. As Viewpoint 16 shows, the character of views across the Southern Site from this public highway 

are less rural, with timber pylons and drainage features in the foreground and the dwellings on 

Woodcote Lane in the background.  The southern part of the route as it passes the Southern 

Site is also screened by acoustic fencing. 

7.47. The proposed development would introduce tall new residential buildings into the foreground 

of this view, further urbanising its character, although the lower parts would be screened in the 

southern part by the existing acoustic fencing.  As such, the magnitude of change upon this 

receptor is judged to be Low. 

7.48. It is therefore my opinion that the proposed development will result in an adverse impact of 

Moderate/Minor significance upon this receptor. 

Both Applications 

7.49. Should both applications come forward, then users would experience prominent views to new 

residential structures for the entire length of the Site, eliminating any sense of passing through 

a Strategic Gap between settlements. 

Users of Woodcote Lane: Viewpoints 19-20 

7.50. The baseline assessment in Section 6 above has identified this receptor to be of Medium 

sensitivity to change in all locations assessed. 

Northern Application 

7.51. Users of this public highway experience filtered, distant views of the Northern Site as shown on 

Viewpoint 19, and generally only where gaps in the roadside hedgerow exist.  It is therefore 

likely that the proposed dwellings in this area would only form a minor element within this view 

and as such, the magnitude of change upon this receptor is judged to be Low. 

7.52. It is therefore my opinion that the proposed development will result in an adverse impact of 

Moderate/Minor significance upon this receptor. 

Southern Application 

7.53. The proposed development in the Southern Site would fundamentally alter the outlook for 

users of this route, replacing long rural views across the eastern area with short views to the 

upper parts of residential dwellings, and imparting a suburban character.  It is also likely that 

the proposed secondary access routes directly adjacent to the lane would be lit, introducing 

lighting columns as an additional urbanising feature.  The western part would be retained as 

public open space, with an equipped play area present within the view.  The magnitude of 

change upon this receptor is therefore judged to be High. 

7.54. It is therefore my opinion that the proposed development will result in an adverse impact of 

Major/Moderate significance upon this receptor. 

Both Applications 

7.55. Should both sites be developed, then the new dwellings in the Southern Site would entirely 

screen the Northern Site from view, and so there would be no additional impact. 
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Users of Brookers Lane: Viewpoint 24 

7.56. The baseline assessment in Section 6 above has identified this receptor to be of Low sensitivity 

to change in all locations assessed. 

Northern Application 

7.57. As Viewpoint 24 shows, views towards the Northern Site are partially screened by the acoustic 

fencing located along Newgate Lane East.  It is therefore anticipated that views of the 

development in the Northern Site would only be available at the point of crossing Newgate Lane 

East, and limited to the upper parts of dwellings.  The magnitude of change upon this receptor 

is therefore judged to be Low. 

7.58. It is therefore my opinion that the proposed development will result in an adverse impact of 

Minor significance upon this receptor. 

Southern Application 

7.59. Users of this route currently experience clear views across the arable eastern part of the 

Southern Site as they approach Newgate Lane East, towards the existing ribbon development 

along Newgate Lane.  The proposed development would introduce new dwellings beyond the 

post and rail fencing that is visible in the centre ground of this view, and it is likely that views to 

the mature oak trees that characterise this part of the Site would be lost.  The magnitude of 

change upon this receptor is therefore judged to be Medium. 

7.60. It is therefore my opinion that the proposed development will result in an adverse impact of 

Moderate/Minor significance upon this receptor. 

Both Applications 

7.61. Should both sites be developed, then the new dwellings in the Southern Site would entirely 

screen the Northern Site from view, and so there would be no additional impact. 

Users of Public Footpath Fareham 74 

7.62. The baseline assessment in Section 6 above has identified this receptor to be of Medium 

sensitivity to change in all locations assessed. 

Northern Application 

7.63. Users of this route do not currently view the Site because of the intervening presence of the 

solar panels and the tall vegetation to the west of Newgate Lane, other than a glimpsed view of 

dwellings on the western side of Bridgemary. 

7.64. The proposed development has the potential to introduce glimpsed views of new dwellings into 

this view, particularly in winter months when leaves are absent, but these are likely to be limited 

to the uppermost parts of dwellings.  The magnitude of change upon this receptor is therefore 

judged to be Negligible. 

7.65. It is therefore my opinion that the proposed development will result in an adverse impact of 

Minor significance upon this receptor. 

Southern Application 
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7.66. In a similar manner to the Northern Application, if the Southern Site were to be developed then 

it is possible that glimpsed views of the proposed dwellings may be possible, particularly in the 

foreground of the dwellings on the edge of Bridgemary.  The magnitude of change upon this 

receptor is therefore judged to be Negligible. 

7.67. It is therefore my opinion that the proposed development will result in an adverse impact of 

Minor significance upon this receptor. 

Both Applications 

7.68. Should both sites be developed, then the new dwellings in the Northern Site would entirely 

screen the Southern Site from view, and so there would be no additional impact. 

Users of Recreation Ground: Viewpoint 22 

7.69. The baseline assessment in Section 6 above has identified this receptor to be of Low sensitivity 

to change in all locations assessed. 

Northern Application 

7.70. Users of this recreation ground currently experience heavily filtered views towards the Site, 

through strong boundary vegetation, to the extent that the Site is not visible at ground level. 

7.71. The proposed development is anticipated to introduce distant views of the uppermost parts of 

tall residential buildings on the eastern edge of the development into this view.  The magnitude 

of change upon this receptor is therefore judged to be Low. 

7.72. It is therefore my opinion that the proposed development will result in an adverse impact of 

Minor significance upon this receptor. 

Southern Application 

7.73. The Southern Site is significantly closer to this receptor than the Northern Site, and therefore it 

is likely that the proposed tall residential buildings on the eastern edge of the scheme would be 

prominent in these views in winter months when leaves are absent.  The magnitude of change 

upon this receptor is therefore judged to be Medium. 

7.74. It is therefore my opinion that the proposed development will result in an adverse impact of 

Moderate/Minor significance upon this receptor. 

Both Applications 

7.75. Should both sites be developed, then the new dwellings in the Southern Site would entirely 

screen the Northern Site from view, and as such there would be no additional impact. 
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Summary of Visual Impacts 

7.76. The visual impacts anticipated to arise from the proposed development are summarised as 

follows: 

Northern Application 

 Residents along Newgate Lane: Moderate Adverse. 

 Residents of Hambrook Lodge: Major Adverse. 

 Residents on western edge of Bridgemary: Moderate Adverse. 

 Residents along Woodcote Lane: Moderate Adverse. 

 Users of Newgate Lane: Major/Moderate Adverse. 

 Users of Newgate Lane East: Moderate Adverse. 

 Users of Woodcote Lane: Moderate/Minor Adverse. 

 Users of Brookers Lane: Minor Adverse. 

 Users of Public Footpath Fareham 74: Minor Adverse. 

 Users of recreation ground: Minor Adverse. 

Southern Application 

 Residents along Newgate Lane: Moderate Adverse. 

 Residents of Hambrook Lodge: Major Adverse. 

 Residents on western edge of Bridgemary: Moderate Adverse. 

 Residents along Woodcote Lane: Major Adverse. 

 Users of Newgate Lane: Moderate Adverse. 

 Users of Newgate Lane East: Moderate/Minor Adverse. 

 Users of Woodcote Lane: Major/Moderate Adverse. 

 Users of Brookers Lane: Moderate/Minor Adverse. 

 Users of Public Footpath Fareham 74: Minor Adverse. 

 Users of recreation ground: Moderate/Minor Adverse. 
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8. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

Baseline Context 

8.1. The Site consists of two connected areas of mixed agricultural land located within the Strategic 

Gap between the settlements of Stubbington to the west, Fareham to the north and Gosport to 

the east.  In particular, it is located between the ribbon settlement of Peel Common and the 

urban edge of Bridgemary, and is recognised as performing a vital role in the separation of these 

and in the maintenance of Peel Common as a small, isolated settlement within the gap.  The 

urban edge of Bridgemary is softened by a row of characteristic mature oak trees, which serve 

to contain the settlement by providing a natural and logical boundary. 

8.2. The Site is divided into eastern and western components by the River Alver, a main river whose 

corridor is defined in the landscape by a strong hedgerow with mature trees.  To the east of the 

river, the land use is arable, with some of this land being classed as best and most versatile 

agricultural land.  To the west of the river, the land use is pastoral, used predominantly as pony 

paddocks and coinciding with an area of elevated flood risk.  The Site is further sub-divided in 

places, particularly within the Southern Site, by ditches with accompanying hedgerows, some 

of which are treed. 

8.3. The Site is located within a parcel of land contained by three public highways.  Newgate Lane to 

the west and north is a relatively quiet route that used to be a main connection through the 

area, but is now truncated to the south of Peel Common so that it is only used for local access.  

Woodcote Lane to the south is a tranquil public highway that is truncated at the Site’s eastern 

boundary, but which forms part of a pedestrian and cycle link between Peel Common and 

Bridgemary.  Ribbon development lines the western side of Newgate Lane and the southern 

side of Woodcote Lane, facing the Site. 

8.4. The eastern boundary of the Site is defined by Newgate Lane East, a busy public highway that 

is recently constructed, and which combines with the nearby Solent Airport to reduce the 

tranquillity of the area. 

8.5. The wider setting of the Site is defined by the surrounding settlement areas, and the other open 

uses within the Strategic Gap, including arable land, a wastewater treatment works and a solar 

farm. 

8.6. The Site is located within a Strategic Gap that has been established within local planning policy 

to prevent the coalescence of the surrounding settlements of Stubbington, Fareham and 

Gosport.  The purpose and function of the gap has recently been subject to two technical 

reviews commissioned by the Local Planning Authority in recent years, and both have found it 

to be sound, and only requiring minor amendments. 

8.7. The Local Planning Authority has also recently commissioned a landscape sensitivity 

assessment, which has considered the countryside in which the Site is located and has found it 

to a strategically important area of countryside that is highly sensitive to development, in spite 

of the presence of Newgate Lane East. 

8.8. The Local Planning Authority is in the process of preparing a new Local Plan.  Previous iterations 

of this Plan have included a housing allocation covering the land between Newgate Lane East 
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and the urban edge of Bridgemary (referred to as the ‘HA2 allocation’, although this has recently 

been withdrawn. 

Proposed Developments 

8.9. The Appellant has submitted two planning applications across adjacent parcels of land.  The 

Northern Application comprises up to 75 dwellings and associated infrastructure, and the 

Southern Application 115 dwellings.  Both applications have been submitted in outline with all 

matters reserved except for access. 

8.10. Illustrative layout and landscape design information has been submitted within the Design and 

Access Statement for each application.  These show the built components concentrated within 

the eastern part of both areas, with the parts to the west of the River Alver that are in Flood 

Zone 3 shown as public open space.  In my opinion, this environmental constraint gives rise to 

an illogical layout, with islands of development stranded in the open countryside beyond the 

river corridor. 

8.11. In both cases, the residential parcels are shown clustered in the centre of each area, in a 

perimeter block layout, which in my opinion is not reflective of the prevailing urban form.  

Illustrative building height information shows the tallest buildings located on the eastern edge 

of the development, which is stated to be for noise attenuation purposes.  In my opinion this is 

again illogical, presenting the greatest mass of the development to the open countryside. 

8.12. The Appellant has submitted a Strategic Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, which seeks 

to argue that the Strategic Gap should be retrenched to a belt of ‘Priority Areas’ running through 

the centre of the gap, which do not include the Site.  In my view, this is an unnecessary exercise 

given the frequent review of the gap in recent years, and it is over-reliant upon the delivery of 

the HA2 allocation, which is no longer being taken forward. 

8.13. The Appellant has also submitted a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment for each 

application.  I have identified a number of concerns with these documents, which bring their 

results into question, which can be briefly summarised as follows: 

 Reliance upon the HA2 allocation, which has now been removed from the emerging Local 

Plan; 

 Reliance upon the corresponding other application being permitted; 

 Overestimating the effects of Newgate Lane East prior to its construction, treating a 

single carriageway B-road as ‘major infrastructure’, combined with selective quotation of 

the Fareham Landscape Assessment that overstates the anticipated harm; 

 Applying too coarse a scale of landscape assessment, considering Local Landscape 

Character Areas as receptors that extend beyond the Site boundaries and not the specific 

development areas in isolation or their key characteristics; and 

 Inconsistency between the results of the Appellant’s visual impact assessment and the 

subsequent overview and discussion of these results. 
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Landscape Appraisal Results 

8.14. To assist the Inspector in understanding the full scale of impact of the proposed development, 

I have undertaken my own landscape appraisal.  In this, I have considered a number of defining 

physical and perceptual characteristics of the Site and its setting as receptors, as well as the 

combined character of the Site and its setting.  In my opinion, this is the correct scale of 

assessment for a site and development of this size. 

8.15. For each of my identified receptors, I have considered the impacts of the two individual 

applications, and I have given commentary on the likely cumulative impact of the two schemes 

if both were permitted.  For the purposes of my appraisal, I have taken into account the 

illustrative landscape and urban design information, although given that these are matters held 

in reserve in spite of the small size of the developments, these designs carry limited weight. 

8.16. The results of my landscape appraisal for the two schemes are as follows: 

Northern Application 

 Mixed agricultural land use: Major to Major/Moderate Adverse. 

 Open character of the Site and wider setting: Major Adverse. 

 Strong field pattern defined by treed hedgerows, watercourses and ditches: 

Moderate/Minor Adverse. 

 Relationship with wider settlements: Major/Moderate Adverse. 

 Busy transport infrastructure: Minor Adverse. 

 Setting of Carriston Cottage Grade II Listed Building: Moderate/Minor Adverse. 

 Overall character of the Site Major to Major/Moderate Adverse. 

 Overall character of the setting of the Site: Major to Major/Moderate Adverse. 

Southern Application 

 Mixed agricultural land use: Major to Major/Moderate Adverse. 

 Open character of the Site and wider setting: Major Adverse. 

 Strong field pattern defined by treed hedgerows, watercourses and ditches: Moderate 

Adverse. 

 Relationship with wider settlements: Major/Moderate Adverse. 

 Busy transport infrastructure: Moderate/Minor Adverse. 

 Setting of Carriston Cottage Grade II Listed Building: Minor Adverse. 

 Overall character of the Site Major to Major/Moderate Adverse. 

 Overall character of the setting of the Site: Moderate Adverse. 
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Landscape Appraisal Conclusion 

8.17. It is the conclusion of my landscape appraisal that the proposed developments represent 

inappropriate development within an established Strategic Gap, and that individually or 

collectively, they would lead to the loss of rural land that performs an important local function. 

8.18. My appraisal found that even when the illustrative landscape strategy is taken into account, 

multiple adverse impacts would occur upon characteristic features and perceptual qualities of 

the Site and its setting, and their combined character. 

8.19. The Local Planning Authority has commissioned two external reviews of the landscape 

surrounding the Site in recent years, and both have concluded that the Strategic Gap should be 

kept intact in this location, with the Fareham Landscape Assessment (Core Document CDG.15) 

finding this landscape to be highly sensitive to development.  My findings therefore support this 

consistent evidence base. 

8.20. I therefore conclude that the proposed developments are inappropriate on landscape grounds, 

and that my evidence supports the Council’s first four reasons for refusal for each application. 

Visual Appraisal Results 

8.21. In addition to the landscape appraisal outlined above, I have also undertaken my own appraisal 

of the visual impacts of the proposed developments. 

8.22. My fieldwork indicated that the visual environment of the Site is restricted by the combination 

of the flat topography of the Alver Valley, and the effects of vertical elements such as the 

surrounding settlement edges and tall vegetation.  All visual receptors are therefore in relatively 

close proximity to the Site. 

8.23. The Site itself, however, is relatively open, and therefore views across it are largely 

uninterrupted, with the exception of some views filtered by rows of mature oak trees and also 

the presence of Hambrook Lodge between the two development areas. 

8.24. The principal visual receptors were therefore found to be the residents of properties that 

directly face the Site and the users of the public highways on its boundaries.  Additional 

receptors identified were the users of a local public footpath and recreation ground. 

8.25. The results of my visual appraisal for the two schemes are as follows: 

Northern Application 

 Residents along Newgate Lane: Moderate Adverse. 

 Residents of Hambrook Lodge: Major Adverse. 

 Residents on western edge of Bridgemary: Moderate Adverse. 

 Residents along Woodcote Lane: Moderate Adverse. 

 Users of Newgate Lane: Major/Moderate Adverse. 

 Users of Newgate Lane East: Moderate Adverse. 

 Users of Woodcote Lane: Moderate/Minor Adverse. 

 Users of Brookers Lane: Minor Adverse. 
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 Users of Public Footpath Fareham 74: Minor Adverse. 

 Users of recreation ground: Minor Adverse. 

Southern Application 

 Residents along Newgate Lane: Moderate Adverse. 

 Residents of Hambrook Lodge: Major Adverse. 

 Residents on western edge of Bridgemary: Moderate Adverse. 

 Residents along Woodcote Lane: Major Adverse. 

 Users of Newgate Lane: Moderate Adverse. 

 Users of Newgate Lane East: Moderate/Minor Adverse. 

 Users of Woodcote Lane: Major/Moderate Adverse. 

 Users of Brookers Lane: Moderate/Minor Adverse. 

 Users of Public Footpath Fareham 74: Minor Adverse. 

 Users of recreation ground: Moderate/Minor Adverse. 

Visual Appraisal Conclusion 

8.26. My appraisal of the effects of the proposed development broadly aligns with that of the 

Appellant’s assessor, in finding a number of adverse impacts of Moderate and greater 

significance upon residents and public highway users in the vicinity of the Site, but limited 

impacts upon receptors beyond the discrete visual envelope in which the Site is located. 

8.27. I therefore conclude that the proposed developments are inappropriate on visual grounds, and 

that my evidence supports the Council’s second reason for refusal for each application. 
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9. APPENDICES 

Appendix 1: Plans 

Baseline Study Plan Ref: 20-4132 

Zone of Theoretical Visibility Plan Ref: 20-4117 
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Appendix 2: Lockhart Garratt Methodology 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1. This methodology is derived from the Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment 

Third Edition (2013) (GLVIA 3), jointly published by the Landscape Institute and the Institute of 

Environmental Management and Assessment.  This publication gives guidance on carrying out 

a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA), either as a standalone appraisal or part of an 

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA).   

1.2. In the context of this methodology, the term “landscape” should be taken to include townscape 

and seascape considerations where relevant. 
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2. DEFINING THE STUDY AREA 

2.1. Prior to any assessment being undertaken, it is important to consider the scope and extent of 

the study area. Typically the study area will be defined through the preparation and assessment 

of a Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV) and/ or desk based study and site assessment. This 

process will allow the identification of a delimited visual envelope, one which is defined by the 

prevailing topography, vegetation and built form.  

2.2. A landscape study may extend beyond a relatively confined visual envelope, where there is clear 

evidence that the site is part of, or intrinsically linked to a wider character area. The detail of 

such studies will be appropriate to the scale of the development, for instance where tall 

structures such as wind turbines may have an influence over a larger distance, the assessment 

will take this into account. 
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3. DESCRIPTION OF EFFECTS 

3.1. The level of effect on both landscape and visual receptors should be identified in respect of the 

different components of the proposed development. In order to assess the significance of the 

effect upon a receiving environment, it is necessary to consider the effect magnitude, i.e. the 

degree of change, together with the sensitivity of the receptor. 

3.2. This assessment will identify whether the effects are: 

 Adverse, Beneficial or Neutral - Adverse effects would typically occur where there is loss of 

landscape elements, or the proposal detracts from the recognised landscape quality and 

character of an area or view. Neutral effects would include changes that neither add to nor 

detract from the quality and character of an area or view, but which nonetheless result in 

an identifiable change. Beneficial effects would typically occur where a development could 

positively contribute to the landscape character or view, for example through the 

replacement of incongruous elements with more appropriate uses. 

 Direct or Indirect – A direct effect will be one where a development will affect a view or 

the character of an area, either beneficially or adversely. An indirect effect will occur as a 

result of associated development i.e. a development may result in an increase of traffic on 

a particular route. 

 Short, Medium or Long Term – this relates to the expected duration and magnitude of a 

development. Within this assessment the potential effects are assessed during the 

Construction Phase, then at Years 1 and 15, of the Operational Phase. 

 Reversible or Irreversible – this is the assessment of whether the resulting effect of a 

development can be mitigated or not, and the effectiveness of the proposed mitigation at 

reducing the effect. 

 

Significance of Effects (EIA only) 

3.3. A final judgment is then made as to whether the identified effect is likely to be significant, as 

required by the Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations 2011. In summarising the effects 

consideration should be given to the key issues, and an identification of the scope for reducing 

any negative/adverse effects will be undertaken. Mitigation measures should be identified in 

order to reduce, where possible, the final judgement on the significance of any residual adverse 

effects in the long term. 
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4. METHODOLOGY FOR ASSESSING LANDSCAPE EFFECTS 

Identifying and Assessing the Landscape Baseline 

4.1. In order to accurately define the quality and character of the receiving landscaping it is 

important to identify and assess those landscape receptors and/or features that form part of 

the landscape and help to characterise it. 

4.2. The identification of these features will be informed through: 

 Review of Ordnance Survey mapping, historical map data and aerial and other remote 

sensing imagery where appropriate; 

 Review of relevant published landscape character assessment at national, regional and 

local levels as appropriate; 

 Identification of landscape-based designations; 

 Identification and description of individual elements, features, aesthetic and perceptual 

aspects of the landscape which contribute to its character; 

 Assessment of the general condition of the receiving landscape; 

 Assessment of the relative value of the receiving landscape (see below); 

 Judgement of the susceptibility of the receiving landscape to a change of the type 

proposed (see below). 

4.3. Where appropriate, and where the published character assessments do not reflect the specific 

characteristics of the receiving environment at a relevant scale, the LVIA will identify local 

landscape character areas for assessment. These character areas are determined through the 

site assessment, and will make reference to published landscape character assessments and the 

application of sound professional judgement based upon the evidence at hand. 

4.4. Criteria for the selection of local landscape character areas within the likely study area include: 

 Proximity and influence on the site; 

 Physical connections with the site (for example public rights of way, roads, vegetation 

and vegetation belts); and 

 Visual connection with the site (particularly where the view is a key characteristic of the 

local area). 

Assessing Landscape Sensitivity 

4.5. The sensitivity of the landscape is determined by combining the value of the landscape with its 

susceptibility to change. 

4.6. Susceptibility is defined as the inherent sensitivity of the landscape and its ability to 

accommodate a particular change, and can apply to specific landscape features, the character 

of the site as a whole, or the character of the surrounding landscape, and other Landscape 

Character Areas defined within the published assessments or similar. 
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Table 1: Landscape Susceptibility to Change  

Susceptibility Assessment Criteria 

Very High  

 No or few detracting features; 

 Townscapes may include a high proportion of historic assets; 

 Typical examples may be nationally designated e.g. World 

Heritage Sites, National Parks, Heritage Coasts, AONB’s etc. 

High  

Landscape resource where there is a high susceptibility to change. 

 Landscapes would be considered of high value, have a high 

degree of intimacy, generally strong landscape structure, 

relatively intact and contain features worthy of protection; 

 Few detracting features; 

 Townscapes may include a high proportion of historic assets;  

 Typical examples may be of Regional or County importance 

e.g. within the setting of National Parks, AONB’s, 

Conservation Areas etc. 

Medium 

Landscape resource where there is a medium susceptibility to change. 

 Landscapes would be considered of medium value, good 

landscape structure, with some detracting features or 

evidence of recent change. 

 Townscapes may include a proportion of historic assets or of 

cultural value locally.  

 Typical examples may be designated for their value at District 

level. 

Low  

Landscape resource where there is a low susceptibility to change. 

 Landscapes would be considered of low value, and contain 

evidence of previous landscape change; 

 Degraded landscape structure, characteristic patterns and 

combinations of landform and land cover are compromised 

by land use. 

Negligible  

Landscape resource where there is little or no susceptibility to change. 

 Typical landscapes are likely to be heavily degraded, of weak 

landscape structure, support intensive land uses, and require 

landscape restoration. 
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Landscape Value  

4.7. The value of a landscape is derived from the value or importance given to the area by society, 

statutory bodies, local and national government, local communities and society at large. 

National designations include National Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. At a local 

level Local Authorities are likely to have local landscape designations in their Local Plans. 

However, GLVIA 3 notes that the fact that an area is not covered by such a designation does not 

mean that it is not valued and in this case reference should be made to published character 

assessments, local planning policies and guidance. GLVIA 3 also notes that there should not be 

an over-reliance on designations, favouring a process of assessment and the application of 

sound, evidence-based professional judgement. 

4.8. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) however, places greater weight on the 

importance of National level designations such as AONB’s and National Parks. At a local level, 

any assessment of local value should be supported by a prescriptive, criteria based, NPPF 

compliant assessment (NPPF para 170). In the absence of such an assessment it is the role of 

the professional as part of the LVIA process to objectively assess the value of the receiving 

landscape in relation to box 5.1 of GLVIA 3. 

 

Table 2: Landscape Value 

Susceptibility Typical Criteria Typical Scale Examples 

Very High  Landscape is recognised as 

an area of great importance 

or quality and rarity. 

Demonstrates limited 

capacity to accommodate 

change. 

International  

National 

World Heritage Sites 

National Parks 

Areas of Outstanding 

Natural Beauty 

High  Landscape is recognised as 

being of high quality or 

importance and rarity. 

Has some potential to 

accommodate change which 

is in keeping with the 

character of the area. 

Regional 

Local 

Often identified through 

Local Landscape 

Designations 

May be undesignated but 

value may be expressed 

through published 

assessments or cultural 

celebration, e.g. art or 

literature 

Medium Landscape is recognised as 

being of medium quality or 

importance or rarity. 

Demonstrates some 

potential to accommodate 

change through appropriate 

mitigation. 

Regional  

Local 

Typically undesignated but 

value may be expressed 

through published 

assessment 
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Low  Landscape is of low quality 

or importance or rarity. 

Typically degraded with 

detracting feature and in 

poor condition. 

Local Typically identified as having 

some redeeming features 

and demonstrating potential 

for restoration or 

improvement 

Negligible  Landscape is of very low 

quality or importance or 

rarity. 

Typically degraded with 

many detracting features, 

and poorly managed. 

Local Typically an area identified 

for improvement through 

development and/or 

management of existing 

features 

 

Table 3: Overall Landscape Sensitivity 

Vs. Identified Landscape Value 

Sen
sitivity 

Id
e
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u
sc

e
p
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b

ili
ty

 

 Very High 

Value 
High Value 

Medium 

Value 
Low Value 

Very Low 

Value 

Very High 

Susceptibility  
Very High High 

High / 

Medium 
X X 

High 

Susceptibility 
High High 

Medium / 

High 

Medium / 

Low 
X 

Medium 

Susceptibility 

High / 

Medium 

Medium / 

High 
Medium 

Low / 

Medium 
Low 

Low 

Susceptibility 
X 

Medium / 

Low 

Low / 

Medium 
Low 

Low / 

Negligible 

Negligible 

Susceptibility 
X X Low 

Low / 

Negligible 
Negligible 

Sensitivity 
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Landscape Magnitude of Change 

4.9. The magnitude of change relates to the degree in which proposed development alters the fabric 

of the receiving landscape. This change is characterised as high, medium, low, negligible or 

none. 

Table 4: Magnitude to Change to Landscape Receptors 

Magnitude Definition 

High 

Change resulting in a high degree of deterioration or improvement, or 

introduction of prominent new elements that are considered to 

fundamentally change the character of a landscape. 

Medium 
Change resulting in a moderate degree of deterioration or improvement, 

or constitutes a perceptible change within a landscape. 

Low 

Change resulting in a low degree of deterioration or improvement to a 

landscape or view, or constitutes only a minor component within a 

landscape. 

Negligible 
Change resulting in a barely perceptible degree of deterioration or 

improvement to a landscape. 

4.10. When assessing the magnitude of change consideration will be given to: 

 The size or scale of the development: the extent of the change to existing landscape 

receptors is considered, with weight given to the proportion of the total extent of the site 

that this represents and the contribution that the receptor makes to the overall character 

of the landscape; 

 The extent of the development – consideration is given to the geographical area within 

which the landscape effects may be perceived. This is assessed at: 

 Site level; 

 Immediate setting;  

 At the scale of the local landscape character area; and 

 On a larger scale affecting a number of local landscape areas or National Character 

Areas (if required). 

 The permanency of the development: consideration is given to whether the proposals will 

result in a long term or short term effect; whether the development is reversible or changes 

the status of the site (for example to previously developed land); and whether for example 

restoration to baseline conditions is envisaged at the end of this term; 

 The change to the key characteristics of the receiving landscape: taking into account: 

 Changes to the appearance of the site; 

 Changes to identified landscape features; 

 Changes to key or special qualities or characteristics of the landscape; and  

 Changes in the landscape setting of heritage assets and landscape-related 

designations. 
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 The proposed mitigation: consideration should be given to the extent to which the 

development effects can be mitigated, through positive design, the provision of 

replacement or enhanced landscape features, or limiting effects on the wider landscape. 

Significance of Landscape Effect 

4.11. The level of effect upon the receptor should be identified in respect of the different components 

of the proposed development. In order to assess the significance of the effect on the receiving 

environment, it is necessary to consider the magnitude, i.e. the degree of change, together with 

the sensitivity of each identified receptor. 

4.12. This will identify whether the effects are: 

 Adverse or Beneficial - beneficial effects would typically occur where a development could 

positively contribute to the landscape character. Neutral effects would include changes 

that neither add nor detract from the quality and character of an area or view. Adverse 

effects would typically occur where there is loss of characteristic landscape elements, or 

the proposal detracts from the landscape quality and character of an area or view; 

 Direct or Indirect – A direct effect is where a development will affect the character of an 

area either beneficially or adversely. An indirect effect would be associated with a 

development, i.e. an increase of traffic on a particular route. 

 Short, Medium or Long Term – this relates to the expected duration and magnitude of a 

development. Within this assessment the potential effects are assessed during the 

construction phase, then at years 1 and 10 following completion of the development. 

 Reversible or Irreversible – This is the judgement of whether the resulting effect of a 

development can be mitigated or not, and whether the result of the mitigation is beneficial. 

4.13. The significance of landscape effect is determined by cross-referencing the sensitivity of the 

receptor with the magnitude of change expected as a result of the development. Table 5 below 

outlines how the assessment of significance is undertaken. 

Table 5: Landscape Significance of Effect* 

Vs. Sensitivity of Landscape Receptor 

M
ag

n
it

u
d

e 
o

f 
C

h
an

ge
 

 Very High  High  Medium Low Negligible 

High Substantial Major 
Major / 

Moderate  
Moderate 

Moderate / 

Minor 

Medium Major 
Major / 

Moderate  
Moderate 

Moderate / 

Minor 
Minor 

Low 
Major / 

Moderate 
Moderate 

Moderate / 

Minor 
Minor  Negligible 

Negligible Moderate 
Moderate / 

Minor 
Minor Negligible 

Negligible / 

None 

 Significance of Landscape Effect 

* To be read in conjunction with Table 9 below. 
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5. METHODOLOGY FOR THE ASSESSMENT OF VISUAL EFFECTS 

5.1. As set out within section 2 above, the visual baseline is identified through a process of desk 

study, Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV), the extent of the visual envelope is then defined and 

tested through field assessment. 

5.2. On the basis of the baseline assessment and field survey analysis, visual receptors are identified 

and classified as to their sensitivity to change. This will involve the identification of the visual 

receptors through: 

 Identification of the area in which the development may be visible (the visual envelope; 

 Identification of publicly accessible, representative, viewpoints where views will be 

affected and the nature of those views; 

 Identification of any recognised viewpoints (i.e. known viewpoints from a key landmark 

or local feature); 

 Identification of those views which can be considered characteristic of the landscape 

character area; 

 Identification of the different groups of people who may experience views of the 

development. 

Sensitivity of Visual Receptors 

5.3. The sensitivity of a visual receptor should be established. This sensitivity will be dependent on 

the value attached to the view and the susceptibility of the visual receptor(s) to a change of the 

type proposed.  This may be linked to the type of activity that the person is engaged in – for 

example someone walking in the countryside would be more sensitive to a change to the view 

than a person working in an office. 
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Table 6: Visual Sensitivity Thresholds  

Visual Sensitivity Threshold Definition 

Very High 

Viewers on public rights of way or accessible land whose prime focus is 

on the high quality of the surrounding landscape, and who are often very 

aware of its value. Examples include viewers within nationally 

designated landscapes such as National Parks or AONB’s and users of 

National Trails. 

High 

Viewers on public rights of way whose prime focus is on the landscape 

around, or occupiers of residential properties with primary views 

affected by the development. Examples include viewers within 

regional/local landscape designations, users of Long Distance Routes or 

Sustrans cycle routes, or the setting of a listed building. 

Medium 

Viewers engaged in outdoor recreation with some appreciation of the 

landscape, occupiers of residential properties with oblique views 

affected by the development, and users of rural lanes and roads. 

Examples include viewers within moderate quality landscapes, local 

recreation grounds, and outdoor pursuits. 

Low 

Viewers engaged in outdoor sport or recreation whose prime focus is on 

their activity, or people passing through the area on main transport 

routes whose attention is focused away from an appreciation of the 

landscape. 

Negligible 
Viewers whose attention is focused on their work or activity and not 

susceptible to changes in the surrounding landscape. 

 

Magnitude of Change of Visual Receptors 

5.4. The following definitions are used to assess the magnitude of change to visual receptors. As 

with the assessment of the magnitude of change for landscape receptors, consideration is given 

to: 

 The size or scale of the development: taking into account: 

 The mass and scale of the development visible and the change experienced from an 

identified location; and 

 The loss or addition of features within the view and the changes to the view’s 

composition (including the proportion of the view occupied by the proposed 

development and the degree of contrast or integration of the proposed development 

within the context of the existing landscape elements) and the nature of the view in 

terms of duration and degree of visibility. 

 The extent of the development – the extent of the development will vary between each 

identified viewpoint and will likely reflect the extent of the development visible in the 

view alongside the distance of the viewpoint from the proposed development. 

 The permanency of the development: considering whether: 
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 The proposals will result in a long term or short term effect;  

 The development is reversible or changes the status of the site (for example to 

previously developed land); and  

 Restoration to baseline conditions is envisaged at the end of this term. 

 The proposed mitigation: Judging the extent to which the landscape proposals will be 

able to mitigate the visual effects of the development by screening, or through design of 

the development (e.g. siting, use of visually recessive colours and materials and location 

of open space). 

 

Table 7: Magnitude of Change to Visual Receptors 

Magnitude Definition 

High 

Change resulting in a high degree of deterioration or improvement, or 

introduction of prominent new elements that are considered to make a 

major alteration to a view. 

Medium 
Change resulting in a moderate degree of deterioration or improvement, 

or constitutes a perceptible change within a view. 

Low 

Change resulting in a low degree of deterioration or improvement to a 

landscape or view, or constitutes only a minor component within a 

landscape. 

Negligible 
Change resulting in a barely perceptible degree of deterioration or 

improvement to a view. 

No Change 

It is also possible for a view to experience no change due to it being 

totally compatible with the character of the visual environment or not 

visible due to intervening structures or vegetation. 
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Significance of Visual Effect 

5.5. The significance of visual effect is determined by cross referencing the sensitivity of the receptor 

with the magnitude of change expected as a result of the development. Table 8 below outlines 

how the assessment of significance is undertaken. 

Table 8: Visual Significance of Effect* 

Vs. Sensitivity of Visual Receptor 

M
ag

n
it

u
d

e
 o

f 
C

h
an

ge
 

 Very High  High  Medium Low Negligible 

High Substantial Major 
Major / 

Moderate  
Moderate 

Moderate / 

Minor 

Medium Major 
Major / 

Moderate  
Moderate 

Moderate / 

Minor 
Minor 

Low 
Major / 

Moderate 
Moderate 

Moderate / 

Minor 
Minor  Negligible 

Negligible Moderate 
Moderate / 

Minor 
Minor Negligible 

Negligible / 

None 

 No Change None None None None None 

 Significance of Landscape Effect 

* To be read in conjunction with Table 9 below. 
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6. UNDERSTANDING SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS 

6.1. For the purposes of the impact assessment beneficial or adverse effects of substantial, major 

and major/moderate effects are considered to be significant and to be of key importance in 

decision making.  Moderate adverse effects should also be taken into account when considering 

the overall effects of the development in decision making. 

6.2. It is important to consider that change does not necessarily result in an adverse effect or harm 

to a particular landscape or visual environment.  

6.3. The landscape assessor, in determining the significance of effect, will apply a defined 

assessment methodology, in combination with sound professional judgement upon which the 

identification of significant effects should be based.  

 

Definition of Significance Thresholds 

Table 9: Significance Thresholds 

Significance Threshold Definition 

Substantial 

A very high magnitude of change that materially affects a landscape or view 

of national / international importance that has little or no ability to 

accommodate change. 

Major 
A high magnitude of change that materially affects a landscape or view that 

has limited ability to accommodate change. 

Moderate 

A medium magnitude of change that materially affects a landscape or view 

that may have the ability to accommodate change. Positive effects will 

typically occur in a lower quality landscape. 

Minor 

A low magnitude of change that materially affects a landscape that has the 

ability to accommodate change. Positive effects will typically occur in a 

lower quality landscape or view. 

Negligible 
A negligible magnitude of change that has little effect on a landscape that 

has the ability to accommodate change. 

None 

It is also possible for a magnitude of change to occur that results in an effect 

of neutral significance due to the change being compatible with local 

character or not visible. 
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Appendix 3: Visual Assessment 

Viewpoint Location Plan Ref: 20-4178 

Photographic Viewpoints Ref: 20-4137 
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Appendix 4: Graphic illustrating the required junction layout on Newgate Lane/Newgate 

Lane East 
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The Junction between the old Newgate Lane and the new bypass, looking east.  

The proposed junction with traffic lights and widened carriageway.  

P
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The existing Newgate Lane bypass looking South.  

The proposed junction with traffic lights and widened carriageway.  
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FAREHAM BOROUGH COUNCIL 

 

LAND AT NEWGATE LANE (NORTH) AND LAND AT NEWGATE LANE (SOUTH), FAREHAM, 

HAMPSHIRE 

 

PINS Ref: APP/A1720/W/20/3252180 and APP/A1720/W/20/3252185 

 

LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL PROOF OF EVIDENCE ERRATUM 

 

 

Paragraph 3.11 of my Proof of Evidence (Ref. 20-4079) made reference to my concern as to the impact 

of the appeal schemes upon the distinctive row of oak trees running through the Southern Site. 

 

It has since been brought to my attention that it is common ground between the parties that there is 

no arboricultural objection to the proposed developments. 

 

Paragraph 3.11 of my Proof should therefore be substituted with the following text: 

 

3.11 The Illustrative Framework Masterplan includes the retention of the distinctive row of mature 

oak trees that runs through this area in an east-west direction, although it shows development 

parcels tight against one side of the trees.  Whilst this would facilitate the retention of these 

trees, I am concerned that the rural context of this characteristic feature would be 

fundamentally altered. 

 

 

Ian Dudley BSc(Hons) MICFor CEnv CMLI 

13th November 2020 
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FAREHAM BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 
 

Town and Country Planning Act 1990 – Section 78 
 

Town and Country Planning Appeals (Determination by Inspectors) (Inquiries 
Procedure) (England) Rules 2000 

 
PROOF OF EVIDENCE 

 
Of 
 

Ms Jane Parker BA (Hons), MA, MRTPI 
 

On behalf of the Local Planning Authority 
 

CO-JOINED INQUIRY 
 
 

Outline application with all matters reserved (except for access) for the 
demolition of existing buildings and development of up to 75 dwellings, open 

space, vehicular access point from Newgate Lane and associated and ancillary 
infrastructure 

 
LAND AT NEWGATE LANE NORTH, FAREHAM 

Appeal by Fareham Land LP 
 

Planning Inspectorate Reference: APP/A1720/W/20/3252180 
 

Fareham Borough Council Reference: P/18/1118/OA 
 
 

AND 
 

 
Outline Planning Permission For The Demolition Of Existing Buildings And 
Development Of Up To 115 Dwellings, Open Space, Vehicular Access Point 
From Newgate Lane And Associated And Ancillary Infrastructure, With All 

Matters Except Access To Be Reserved. 
 

LAND AT NEWGATE LANE SOUTH, FAREHAM 
Appeal by Bargate Homes Ltd 

  
Planning Inspectorate Reference: APP/A1720/W/20/3252185 

 
Fareham Borough Council Reference Ref: P/19/0460/OA 
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1 QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 

1.1. My name is Jane Parker and I am an Associate at Adams Hendry Consulting 

Limited. I hold a Bachelor of Arts Degree in Geography (BA Hons) from the 

University of Durham and a Masters of Arts (MA) in Town and Regional Planning 

from the University of Sheffield. I have been a member of the Royal Town 

Planning Institute since April 1995. I have worked for Adams Hendry since 

January 2006 and prior to that have been employed as a Planning Officer in 

various positions in the public sector. 

1.2. I have over 25 years of planning experience spanning the full range of planning 

work, including advice to public and private sector clients on planning strategy 

and the planning consent process. I have worked on a variety of complex 

schemes including mixed-use development and housing schemes, transport 

schemes, water and wastewater schemes and waste projects.  

1.3. I have worked as a planning consultant for Fareham Borough Council since May 

2020 acting as development management case officer for P/18/1118/OA, Land 

at Newgate (North) and P/19/0460/OA Land at Newgate (South); the Appeal 

Developments that are now before the Inspector (APP/A1720/W/20/3252185 and 

APP/A1720/W/20/3252185).  

1.4. Adams Hendry has also worked as a consultant for Fareham Borough Council on 

the preparation of the Coldeast ‘Lot 2’ Development Brief, and on projects relating 

to the Daedalus Airfield site and Portchester Local Centre. Adams Hendry were 

appointed and presented evidence as the Council’s Planning Witness at the 2006 

and 2017 Planning Inquiries on the Cranleigh Road site. They also appeared on 

behalf of the Council at the Land East of Brook Lane, Warsash Hearing in April 

2018, the Posbrook Lane Inquiry in November 2018, the Old Street, Stubbington 

Inquiry in December 2018 and Land East of Down End Road Inquiry in August 

2019.  

1.5. I am familiar with the local and national policies and guidance relevant to this 

Inquiry, have visited the Appeal Sites, and I am familiar with the Fareham area. 

1.6. I am instructed by Fareham Borough Council to act on their behalf as the planning 

expert witness for two appeals. I can confirm that the evidence which I will give 

is true, and in accordance with the guidance of my professional institute (the 
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Royal Town Planning Institute). Any opinions expressed are my own true and 

professional opinions.    
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2 SCOPE OF MY EVIDENCE 

2.1. I will provide evidence on the planning related issues in respect of these two 

appeals. My evidence to the inquiry is structured as follows: 

• Section 3 provides a description of the Appeal Developments and their 

surroundings. 

• Section 4 outlines the reasons for refusal for the Appeal Developments. 

• Section 5 outlines the relevant planning policy framework. 

• Section 6 considers the degree of development plan consistency with the 

NPPF. 

• Section 7 sets out the proper approach to determining the Appeals. 

• Section 8 outlines the housing land supply position 

• Section 9 explains how the Appeal Developments conflicts with the adopted 

Development Plan policies on ecological matters. 

• Section 10 explains how the Appeal Developments conflicts with the 

adopted Development Plan policies on the countryside, landscape character 

and strategic gap. 

• Section 11 explains how the Appeal Developments conflicts with the 

adopted Development Plan policies on sustainability issues. 

• Section 12 explains how the Appeal Developments conflicts with the 

adopted Development Plan policies on highway issues. 

• Section 13 provides evidence on the weight which should be afforded to the 

adopted Development Plan policies and concludes on the planning balance 

to be applied 

• Section 14 provides a summary of my evidence. 
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3 DESCRIPTION OF APPEAL DEVELOPMENTS AND THE SURROUNDINGS 

Newgate Lane North 

3.1. The Appeal Development at Newgate Lane North is described in the SoCG 

dated July 2020 at paragraph 1.3. 

“Outline Planning Permission for the demolition of existing buildings and 

development of up to 75 dwellings, open space, vehicular access point from 

Newgate Lane and associated and ancillary infrastructure, with all matters 

except access to be reserved.” 

3.2. A full list of the application drawings and documents are listed at Appendix 1 

of the SoCG.  

3.3. The appeal site and surroundings are described in Section 3.0 of the SoCG. 

Newgate Lane South 

3.4. The Appeal Development at Newgate Lane South is described in the SoCG 

dated July 2020 for the south site at paragraph 1.3.  

“Outline Planning Permission for the demolition of existing buildings and 

development of up to 115 dwellings, open space, vehicular access point from 

Newgate Lane and associated and ancillary infrastructure, with all matters 

except access to be reserved”. 

3.5. A full list of the application drawings and documents are listed at Appendix 1 

of the SoCG. 

3.6. The appeal site and surroundings are described in Section 3.0 of the SoCG. 
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4 APPEAL BACKGROUND AND REASONS FOR REFUSAL 

4.1 The applicant submitted the respective appeals to the Planning Inspectorate 

against non-determination of both applications.  The Inspectorate notified the 

Council on 2nd June 2020 that the appeals were valid and advised that the 

appeals will proceed by way of a co-joined inquiry. 

 

4.2 The Council is therefore no longer able to determine the two applications, 

however for the purposes of clarity for this co-joined inquiry, separate reports 

were presented to the Council’s Planning Committee on 24th June 2020 in 

respect of each the applications [CDC.1 and CDC.2]. These reports were 

supplemented by an update report [CDC.3].  The purpose of the reports was to 

identify the relevant material planning considerations and for the Council to 

confirm the decision they would have made if they had been able to determine 

the planning applications. 

 

4.3 Both planning applications were subject to an officer recommendation for 

refusal for reasons set out in Supplementary Update Report to Committee on 

24th June 2020.   

 

4.4 In both cases, if the likely significant effects of the development on habitats 

sites had been addressed and an Appropriate Assessment had concluded no 

adverse effects on the integrity of the habitats sites, the presumption in favour 

of sustainable development, as set out in NPPF paragraph 11, would apply.  

However, as it stands, the proposals do not accord with the development plan 

and are contrary to the NPPF. Both appeal developments fail to appropriately 

secure mitigation for the likely adverse effects on the integrity of European 

Protected Sites arising as a result of the loss of a Low Use site for Brent geese 

and waders which provide a clear reason for refusing each of the 

developments.   

 

4.5 Officers concluded that even if this reason for refusal were not in place, the 

adverse impacts of granting planning permission would significantly and 

demonstrably outweigh the benefits of each of the appeal developments when 

assessed against the policies of the NPPF taken as a whole.  Therefore, had 

the LPA had the opportunity to determine the applications, planning permission 

would have been refused for the following reasons: 

Page 2287



Jane Parker Proof of Evidence                 
APP/A1720/W/18/3252180 8 

 
 

NEWGATE LANE NORTH REASONS FOR REFUSAL 
 
The development is contrary to Policies CS2, CS4, CS5, CS6, CS14, CS15, 

CS16, CS17, CDS18, CS20, CS21 and CS22 of the Adopted Fareham 

Borough Core Strategy 2011 and Policies DSP6, DSP13, DSP14, DSP15 & 

DSP40 of the Adopted Local Plan Part 2: Development Site and Policies Plan, 

paragraphs 103, 109, 110 and 175 of the NPPF and is unacceptable in that: 

  

a) The provision of residential development in this location would be contrary 

to adopted Local Plan policies which seek to prevent additional residential 

development in the countryside;  

 

b) The proposed development fails to respond positively to and be respectful 

of the key characteristics of the area and would be harmful to the character and 

appearance of the countryside;  

 

c) The provision of development in this location would significantly affect the 

integrity of the strategic gap and the physical and visual separation of 

settlements;  

 

d) The application site is not sustainably located adjacent to, well related to or 

well-integrated with the existing urban settlement boundaries;  

 

e) The proposal would result in the loss of best and most versatile agricultural 

land;  

 

f) Insufficient information has been submitted to adequately assess the 

highways impacts arising from the proposed development;  

 

g) The proposed access is inadequate to accommodate the development 

safely;  

 

h) The proposed development would have an unacceptable impact on the 

junction of old Newgate Lane / Newgate Lane East resulting in a severe impact 

on the road safety and operation of the local transport network;  

Page 2288



Jane Parker Proof of Evidence                 
APP/A1720/W/18/3252180 9 

 

i) The proposed development provides insufficient support for sustainable 

transport options  

 

j) In the absence of appropriate mitigation for the loss of low use Brent geese 

and wader site and in the absence of a legal agreement to appropriately secure 

such, the proposal would have a likely adverse effect on the integrity of 

European Protected Sites.  

 

k) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure such, the proposal fails to 

appropriately secure mitigation of the likely adverse effects on the integrity of 

European Protected Sites which, in combination with other developments, 

would arise due to impacts of recreational disturbance.  

 

l) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure contributions to open space 

and facilities and their associated management and maintenance, the 

recreational needs of residents of the proposed development would not be met;  

 

m) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure contributions to education, 

the needs of residents of the proposed development would not be met;  

 

n) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure on site provision of affordable 

housing, the housing needs of the local population would not be met;  

 

o) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure the submission and 

implementation of a full Travel Plan, payment of the Travel Plan approval and 

monitoring fees and the provision of a surety mechanism to ensure 

implementation of the Travel Plan, the proposed development would not make 

the necessary provision to ensure measures are in place to assist in reducing 

the dependency on the use of the private motorcar. 

 

4.6 An informative on the decision notice made it clear that had it not been for the 

overriding reasons for refusal, the Local Planning Authority would have sought 

to address points k) - o) above by inviting the applicant to enter into a legal 

agreement with Fareham Borough Council under Section 106 of the Town & 

Country Planning Act 1990. This remains the position with the Appeal 

Development. 
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NEWGATE LANE SOUTH: REASONS FOR THE REFUSAL 
 
The development is contrary to Policies CS2, CS4, CS5, CS6, CS14, CS15, 

CS17, CS18, CS20, CS21 and CS22 of the Adopted Fareham Borough Core 

Strategy 2011 and Policies DSP6, DSP13, DSP14, DSP15 & DSP40 of the 

Adopted Local Plan Part 2: Development Site and Policies Plan, paragraphs 

103, 109, 110 and 175 of the NPPF and is unacceptable in that: 

 

a) The provision of residential development in this location would be contrary 

to adopted Local Plan policies which seek to prevent additional residential 

development in the countryside; 

 

b) The proposed development fails to respond positively to and be respectful 

of the key characteristics of the area and would be harmful to the character 

and appearance of the countryside; 

 

c) The provision of development in this location would significantly affect the 

integrity of the strategic gap and the physical and visual separation of 

settlements; 

 

d) The application site is not sustainably located adjacent to, well related to or 

well-integrated with the existing urban settlement boundaries; 

 

e) Insufficient information has been submitted to adequately assess the 

highways impacts arising from the proposed development;  

 
f) The proposed access is inadequate to accommodate the development 

safely; 

 
g) The proposed development would have an unacceptable impact on the 

junction of old Newgate Lane / Newgate Lane East resulting in a severe 

impact on the road safety and operation of the local transport network; 

 
h) The proposed development provides insufficient support for sustainable 

transport options; 
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i) The proposal provides insufficient information to protect and enhance the 

biodiversity interests of the site which includes a substantial population of 

Chamomile; 

 
j) In the absence of appropriate mitigation for the loss of a low use Brent 

geese and wader site and in the absence of a legal agreement to 

appropriately secure such mitigation, the proposal would have a likely 

adverse effect on the integrity of European Protected Sites; 

 

k) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure such, the proposal fails to 

appropriately secure mitigation of the likely adverse effects on the integrity 

of European Protected Sites which, in combination with other 

developments, would arise due to the impacts of recreational disturbance; 

 
l) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure contributions to open space 

and facilities and their associated management and maintenance, the 

recreational needs of residents of the proposed development would not be 

met; 

 
m) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure contributions to education, 

the needs of residents of the proposed development would not be met; 

 
n) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure the on-site provision of 

affordable housing, the housing needs of the local population would not be 

met; 

 
o) In the absence of a legal agreement to secure the submission and 

implementation of a full Travel Plan, payment of the Travel Plan approval 

and monitoring fees and the provision of a surety mechanism to ensure 

implementation of the Travel Plan, the proposed development would not 

make the necessary provision to ensure measures are in place to assist in 

reducing the dependency on the use of the private motorcar. 

 
4.7 An informative on the decision notice made it clear that had it not been for the 

overriding reasons for refusal, the Local Planning Authority would have sought 

to address points k) - o) above by inviting the applicant to enter into a legal 

agreement with Fareham Borough Council under Section 106 of the Town & 

Country Planning Act 1990. This remains the position with the Appeal 

Development. 
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4.8 To clarify, the reasons for refusal are substantively the same for both Appeal 

Developments with the exception of  reason for refusal (e) in respect of the loss 

of best and most versatile agricultural land at Newgate Lane North which is not 

a relevant matter for consideration at this Inquiry in respect of the Newgate 

Lane South; and reason for refusal (i) in respect of biodiversity interests at 

Newgate Lane South, which includes a substantial population of Chamomile, 

which is not a relevant consideration at this Inquiry  in respect of Newgate Lane 

North. 

 

Matters that are resolved: 
 

4.9 Further to the Council’s decision on 24th June 2020, the following matters have 

been resolved with the Appellant: 

 

• Reason for Refusal (f) (Newgate Lane North) and Reason for 
Refusal (e) (Newgate Lane South); Insufficient information has been 

submitted to adequately assess the highways impacts arising from the 

proposed development; 

 

• Reason for Refusal (g) (New Gate Lane North) and Reason for 
Refusal (f) Newgate Lane South: The proposed access is inadequate 

to accommodate the development safely; 

 
• Reason for Refusal (i) (Newgate Lane North) and Reason for 

Refusal (h) Newgate Lane South. The proposed development 

provides insufficient support for sustainable transport options. 

 
• Reason for Refusal (k) – (o). This remains the position. As confirmed 

in the respective SoCGs a suitably worded legal agreement can be 

entered into and conditions agreed that would overcome these reasons 

for refusal, subject to the Inspector undertaking an Appropriate 

Assessment. 

 
Matters Still Outstanding 
 

4.10 The following matters remain outstanding at the time of writing and are dealt 

with in my evidence: 
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• Reason for Refusal (a) (as it relates to Newgate Lane North and 
South): The provision of residential development in this location would 

be contrary to adopted Local Plan policies which seek to prevent 

additional residential development in the countryside; 
 

• Reason for Refusal (b): The proposed development fails to respond 

positively to and be respectful of the key characteristics of the area and 

would be harmful to the character and appearance of the countryside; 

 
• Reason for Refusal (c): The provision of development in this location 

would significantly affect the integrity of the strategic gap and the 

physical and visual separation of settlements; 

 
• Reason for Refusal (d): The application site is not sustainably located 

adjacent to, well related to or well-integrated with the existing urban 

settlement boundaries; 

 
• Reason for Refusal (e) (as it relates only to Newgate Lane North): The 

proposal would result in the loss of best and most versatile agricultural 

land; 

 
• Reason for Refusal (h) (Newgate Lane North) and Reason for 

Refusal (g): The proposed development would have an unacceptable 

impact on the junction of old Newgate Lane / Newgate Lane East 

resulting in a severe impact on the road safety and operation of the local 

transport network; 

 
• Reason for Refusal (i) (as it relates only to Newgate Lane South): 

The proposal provides insufficient information to protect and enhance 

the biodiversity interests of the site which includes a substantial 

population of Chamomile. 
 
• Reason for refusal (j): In the absence of appropriate mitigation for the 

loss of a low use Brent geese and wader site and in the absence of a 

legal agreement to appropriately secure such mitigation, the proposal 

would have a likely adverse effect on the integrity of European 

Protected Sites. 
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5 RELEVANT PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK 

5.1 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires 

Local Planning Authorities to determine applications for planning permission in 

accordance with the provisions of the Development Plan unless material 

considerations indicate otherwise.  This Section of the Proof of Evidence sets 

out the relevant planning policy framework for the consideration of these two 

appeals. 

 

5.2 The relevant policies listed within the reasons for refusal are set out in detail in 

the Council’s respective Statements of Case as they relate to Newgate Lane 

North and Newgate Lane South. The policies which I consider to be the most 

important in considering these two appeals are considered in more detail 

below.  

The Development Plan  

5.3 The statutory Development Plan relevant to the consideration of these appeals 

comprises the following documents: 

• Local Plan Part 1: Fareham Borough Core Strategy – Adopted 4th August 

2011 (CDE.1); and 

• Local Plan Part 2: Development Sites and Policies– Adopted 8th June 

2015 (CDE.2). 

Local Plan Part 1: Fareham Borough Core Strategy – Adopted 4th August 
2011  

5.4 The Local Plan Part 1 (LPP1) was adopted on 4th August 2011. The following 

policies were listed in the Reasons for Refusal and are relevant to the 

determination of these appeals: 

• Policy CS2: Housing Provision 

• Policy CS4 - Green Infrastructure, Biodiversity and Geological 

Conservation 

• Policy CS5 - Transport Strategy and Infrastructure 

• Policy CS6 – the Development Strategy 

• Policy CS14 - Development Outside Settlements 
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• Policy CS15: Sustainable Development and Climate Change  

• Policy CS16 - Natural Resources and Renewable Energy 

• Policy CS17 - High Quality Design 

• Policy CS18 - Provision of Affordable Housing 

• Policy CS20 - Infrastructure and Development Contributions 

• Policy CS21 - Protection and Provision of Open Space 

• Policy CS22- Development in Strategic Gaps 

5.5 Given the reasons for refusal, the following policies are particularly relevant to 

the issues at this appeal. 

 

5.6 Policy CS2 (Housing Provision) states: 

 
‘3,729 dwellings will be provided within the Borough to meet the South 
Hampshire sub-regional strategy housing target between 2006 and 2026, 
excluding the SDA. Priority will be given to the reuse of previously developed 
land within the existing urban area. 

 
Housing will be provided through; 
i) Completions between April 2006 and March 2010 (1,637 units); 
ii) Sites that already have planning permission (1,434 units); 
iii) Dwellings on previously developed land; 
iv) Sites allocated in earlier local plans; 
v) The Strategic Development Allocation at the former Coldeast Hospital; 
vi) The Strategic Development Location at Fareham Town Centre; and 
vii) New allocations and redesignations to be identified through the Site 

Allocations and Development Management DPD 
 

The supply of sites will be kept up-to-date through a regular review of the 
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment which will identify sites. Those 
that are allocated will be done so through the Site Allocations and 
Development Management Development Plan Document. The Annual 
Monitoring Report will inform the pace of housing delivery and update the 
housing trajectory. 
 
Development will achieve a mix of different housing sizes, types and tenures 
informed by the Housing Market Assessment and the Council’s Housing 
Strategy.’ 

 

5.7 Policy CS4 (Green Infrastructure, Biodiversity and Geological 
Conservation) states in part: 

 

‘Habitats important to the biodiversity of the Borough, including Sites of Special 
Scientific Interest, Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation, areas of 
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woodland, the coast and trees will be protected in accordance with the 
hierarchy of nature conservation designations. 

In order to prevent adverse effects upon sensitive European sites in and 
around the Borough, the Council will work with other local authorities (including 
the Partnership for Urban South Hampshire) to develop and implement a 
strategic approach to protecting European sites from recreational pressure 
and development.  This will include a suite of mitigation measures, with 
adequate provision of alternative recreational space for access management 
measures within and around the European sites and mitigation for impacts on 
air quality due to road traffic, supported by developer contributions where 
appropriate.  Development likely to have an individual or cumulative 
adverse impact will not be permitted unless the necessary mitigation 
measures have been secured.’ (emphasis added) 

 

5.8 Policy CS5 (Transport Strategy and Infrastructure) states in part: 

 

‘The Council will, where necessary work with the Local Highways Authority, 
Highways Agency and transport operators to promote, permit, develop and/or 
safeguard a high quality and sustainable integrated transport system for the 
Borough. 
 
Development proposals which generate significant demand for travel and/or 
are of a high density, will be located in accessible* areas that are or will 
be well served by good quality public transport, walking and cycling 
facilities. 

The Council will permit development which: 

• Contributes towards and/or provides necessary and appropriate 
transport infrastructure including reduce and manage measures** 
and traffic management measures in a timely way; 

• Does not adversely affect the safety and operation of the 
strategic and local road network, public transport operations or 
pedestrian and cycle routes; 

• Is designed and implemented to prioritise and encourage safe 
and reliable journey’s by walking, cycling and public 
transport. 

•  
*Accessible includes access to shops, jobs, services and community facilities 
as well as public transport. 
** Reduce management includes policies and strategies that can lead to a 
reduction in vehicles, principally car, use or to redistribute use in space or 
time.’ (Emphasis added). 

 

5.9 Policy CS6 (The Development Strategy) states in part: 

 

‘Development will be focused in: 
i. Fareham (Policy CS7), the Western Wards & Whiteley (Policy CS9), 

Portchester, Stubbington & Hill Head and Titchfield (Policy CS11); 
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ii. Land at the Strategic Development Locations to the North of Fareham 
(Policy CS13) and Fareham Town Centre; (Policy CS8); 

iii. Land at the Strategic Development Allocations at the former Coldeast 
Hospital (Policy CS10) and Daedalus Airfield (Policy CS12). 

In identifying land for development, the priority will be for the reuse of 
previously developed land, within the defined urban settlement boundaries 
including their review through the Site Allocations and Development 
Management DPD, taking into consideration biodiversity / potential 
community value, the character, the accessibility, infrastructure and services 
of the settlement and impacts on both the historic and natural environment. 
Opportunities will be taken to achieve environmental enhancement where 
possible. 

 

Development which would have an adverse effect on the integrity of 
protected European conservation sites which cannot be avoided or 
adequately mitigated will not be permitted.’ (emphasis added) 

 

5.10 Policy CS14 (Development Outside Settlements) states that:  

‘Built development on land outside the defined settlements will be 
strictly controlled to protect the countryside and coastline from 
development which would adversely affect its landscape character, 
appearance and function. Acceptable forms of development will include 
that essential for agricultural, forestry, horticulture and required 
infrastructure. The conversion of existing buildings will be favoured. 
Replacement buildings must reduce the impact of development and be 
grouped with other existing buildings, where possible. In coastal locations, 
development should not have an adverse impact on the special character 
of the coast when viewed from the land or water.’ (emphasis added). 

5.11 Policy CS16 (Natural Resources and Renewable Energy) states in part: 

‘New development will be expected to safeguard the use of natural 
resources by preventing the loss of the best and most versatile 
agricultural land (Grades 1, 2 or 3a of the Natural England Agricultural 
Land Classifications System).’ 

5.12 Policy CS17 (High Quality Design) states in part:  

‘All development, buildings and spaces will be of a high quality of design 
and be safe and easily accessed by all members of the community. 
Proposals will need to demonstrate adherence to the principles of urban 
design and sustainability to help create quality places.  

5.13 Policy CS18 (Provision of Affordable Housing) states 

‘The Council will require the provision of affordable housing on all schemes 
that can deliver a net gain of 5 or more dwellings. 
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On sites that can accommodate between 5 and 9 dwellings developers will 
be expected to provide 30% affordable units or the equivalent financial 
contribution towards off-site provision. 

On sites that can accommodate between 10 and 14 dwellings developers 
will be expected to provide 30% affordable units. 

On sites that can accommodate 15 or more dwellings developers will be 
expected to provide 40% affordable units. 

Development proposals will be required to provide a mixture of dwelling 
types, sizes and tenures reflecting the identified housing needs of the local 
population. Where development viability is an issue, developers will be 
expected to produce a financial assessment in which it is clearly 
demonstrated at the maximum number of affordable dwellings which can 
be achieved on the site. 

Should a site fall below the above identified thresholds but it is 
demonstrably part of a potentially larger developer site, the Council will 
seek to achieve affordable housing on a pro rata basis. 

The level of affordable housing provision will also be subject to other 
planning objectives to be met from the development site.’ 

5.14 Policy CS20 (Infrastructure and Development Contributions) states in part: 

‘Development will be required to provide or contribute towards the 
provision of infrastructure through planning conditions, legal agreement or 
directly through the service provider. Contributions or provision may also 
be required to mitigate the impact of development upon infrastructure. 
Detailed guidance on provision or contributions is or will be set out in 
Supplementary Planning Document(s) including any standard charges 
introduced though the Community Infrastructure Levy.’ 

5.15 Policy CS21 (Protection and Provision of Open Spaces) states in part: 

‘The Borough Council will safeguard and enhance existing open spaces 
and establish networks of Green Infrastructure to add value to their wildlife 
and recreational functions Development which would result in the loss of 
or reduce the recreational value of open space, including public and private 
playing fields, allotments and informal open space will not be permitted, 
unless it is of poor quality, under-used, or has low potential for open space 
and a better quality replacement site is provided which is equivalent in 
terms of accessibility and size.’ 

5.16 Policy CS22 (Development in Strategic Gaps) states in full: 

 
‘Land within a Strategic Gap will be treated as countryside. Development 
proposals will not be permitted either individually or cumulatively where it 

Page 2298



Jane Parker Proof of Evidence                 
APP/A1720/W/18/3252180 19 

significantly affects the integrity of the gap and the physical and 
visual separation of settlements.  

Strategic Gaps have been identified between Fareham/Stubbington and 
Western Wards/Whiteley (the Meon gap); and Stubbington/Lee on the 
Solent and Fareham/Gosport.  

Their boundaries will be reviewed in accordance with the following criteria:  

a)  The open nature/sense of separation between settlements cannot be 
retained by other policy designations;  

b)  The land to be included within the gap performs an important role in 
defining the settlement character of the area and separating settlements at 
risk of coalescence;  

c)  In defining the extent of a gap, no more land than is necessary to 
prevent the coalescence of settlements should be included having regard 
to maintaining their physical and visual separation.’  (emphasis added) 

Local Plan Part 2: Development Sites and Policies – Adopted 8th June 
2015 

5.17 The Local Plan Part 2 (LPP2) was adopted on 8th June 2015. The following 

policies were listed in the reasons for refusal and are relevant to the 

determination of these Appeals: 

• DSP6 - New residential development outside of the defined urban 

settlement boundaries  

• DSP13 - Nature Conservation 

• DSP14 - Supporting Sites for Brent Geese and Waders 

• DSP15 - Recreational Disturbance on the Solent Special Protection 

Areas  

• DSP40 - Housing Allocations  

5.18 Given the reasons for refusal, the following policies are particularly relevant to 

the issues at this appeal. 

 

5.19 Policy DSP6 (New Residential Development Outside of the Defined Urban 
Settlement Boundaries) states in part: 

 
‘There will be a presumption against new residential development 
outside of the defined urban settlement boundaries (as identified on 

Page 2299



Jane Parker Proof of Evidence                 
APP/A1720/W/18/3252180 20 

the Policies Map). New residential development will be permitted in 
instances where one or more of the following apply:  

i) It has been demonstrated that there is an essential need for a rural 
worker to live permanently at or near his/her place of work; or 

ii) It involves a conversion of an existing non-residential building 
where; 
a) substantial construction and do not require major or complete 

reconstruction; and 
b) evidence has been provided to demonstrate that no other suitable 

alternative uses can be found and conversion would lead to an 
enhancement to the building’s immediate setting; 

iii) It comprises one or two new dwellings which infill an existing and 
continuous built-up residential frontage, where: 
a) The new dwellings and plots are consistent in terms of size and 

character to the adjoining properties and would not harm the 
character of the area; and 

b) It does not result in the extension of an existing frontage or the 
consolidation of an isolated group of dwellings; and 

c) It does not involve the siting of dwellings at the rear of the new 
existing dwellings. 

New buildings should be well-designed to respect the character of the area 
and, where possible, should be grouped with existing buildings.  

Proposals should have particular regard to the requirements of Core 
Strategy Policy CS14: Development Outside Settlements, and Core 
Strategy Policy CS6: The Development Strategy. They should avoid the 
loss of significant trees, should not have an unacceptable impact on the 
amenity of residents, and should not result in unacceptable environmental 
or ecological impacts, or detrimental impact on the character or landscape 
of the surrounding area.’ (Emphasis added) 

5.20 Policy DSP13 (Nature Conservation) states in part 

‘Development may be permitted where it can be demonstrated that; 
i) Designated sites and sites of nature conservation value are protected 

and where appropriate enhanced; 
ii) Protected and priority species populations and their associated habitats, 

breeding areas, foraging areas are protected and, where appropriate, 
enhanced; 

iii) Where appropriate, opportunities to provide a net gain in biodiversity 
have been explored and biodiversity enhancements incorporated; and 

iv) The proposal would not be prejudice or result in the fragmentation of the 
biodiversity network. 

 
Proposals resulting in detrimental impacts to the above shall only be granted 
where the planning authority is satisfied that (this should not be applied to 
impacts on SPA designated sites which are subject to stricter protection tests 
as set out in The Conservation of Species and Habitats Regulations (as 
amended) 2010): 
i) Impacts are outweighed by the need for, and benefits of, the 

development; and 
ii) Adverse impacts can be minimised and provision is made for mitigation 

and, where necessary, compensation for those impacts is provided.’ 
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5.21 Policy DSP14 (Supporting Sites for Brent Geese and Waders) states: 

 

Development on ‘uncertain’ sites for Brent Geese and/or Waders (as 
identified on the Policies Map or as updated or superseded by any revised 
plans, strategies or data) may be permitted where studies have been 
completed that clearly demonstrate that the site is not of ‘importance’. 

 
Development on ’important’ sites for Brent Geese and/or Waders, (as 
identified on the Policies Map or as updated or superseded by any revised 
plans, strategies or data) may be granted planning permission where: 

 
i. it can be demonstrated that there is no adverse impact on those sites; 

or 
ii. appropriate avoidance and/or mitigation measures to address the 

identified impacts, and a programme for the implementation of these 
measures, can be secured. 

 
Where an adverse impact on an ‘important’ site cannot be avoided or 
satisfactorily mitigated, an Appropriate Assessment will be required to 
determine whether or not the proposed development would have an adverse 
effect on the integrity of the Special Protection Areas supporting sites. Where 
an adverse effect on the integrity of a Solent Special Protection Area cannot 
be mitigated, planning permission is likely to be refused.’ 

 

5.22 Policy DSP15 (Recreational Disturbance on the Solent Special Protection 

Areas (SPA) states: 

 

‘In Combination Effects on SPA 
Planning permission for proposals resulting in a net increase in residential 
units may be permitted where ‘in combination’ effects of recreation on the 
Special Protection Areas are satisfactorily mitigated through the provision of 
a financial contribution that is consistent with the approach being taken 
through the Solent Recreation Mitigation Strategy. In the absence of a 
financial contribution toward mitigation, an Appropriate Assessment will be 
required to demonstrate that any ‘in combination’ negative effects can either 
be avoided or satisfactorily mitigated through a developer provided package 
of measures. 
 
Direct Effects on Special Protection Areas 
Any application for development that is of a scale, or in a location, such that 
it is unlikely to have a direct effect on a European-designated site, will be 
required to undergo an individual Appropriate Assessment.  This may result 
in the need for additional site-specific avoidance and/or mitigation measures 
to be maintained in perpetuity.  Where proposals will result in an adverse 
effect on the integrity of any Special Protection Areas, planning permission 
will be refused.’   
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5.23 Policy DSP40 (Housing Allocations) states in full: 

‘The sites set out in Appendix C, Table 8 and shown on the Policies Map 
are allocated for residential development and should be developed in line 
with the principles set out in their respective Development Site Briefs.  

Sites listed in Appendix C, Table 9 and shown on the Policies Map have 
extant planning permission for residential development and are allocated 
for residential development. In instances where the planning permission 
for a site is listed in Appendix C, Table 9 lapses, the Council will consider 
similar proposals and/or the preparation of an additional development site 
brief to set out the parameters for an alternative form of residential 
development.  

All sites listed in Appendix C will be safeguarded from any other form of 
permanent development that would prejudice their future uses as housing 
sites to ensure that they are available for implementation during the plan 
period.  

Where it can be demonstrated that the Council does not have a five-
year supply of land for housing against the requirements of the Core 
Strategy (excluding Welborne) additional housing sites, outside the 
urban area boundary, may be permitted where they meet all of the 
following criteria:  

i) The proposal is relative in scale to the demonstrated 5-year 
housing land supply shortfall;  

ii) The proposal is sustainably located adjacent to, and well related 
to, the existing urban settlement boundaries, and can be well 
integrated with the neighbouring settlement; 

iii) The proposal is sensitively designed to reflect the character of the 
neighbouring settlement and to minimise any adverse impact on 
the Countryside and, if relevant, the Strategic Gaps. 

iv) It can be demonstrated that the proposal is deliverable in the short 
term; and  

v) The proposal would not have any unacceptable environmental, 
amenity or traffic implications.’ (Emphasis added) 

Other Material Policy Considerations 

5.24 Other material policy considerations relevant to the determination of these 

appeals include the following documents: 

i) National Planning Policy Framework (2019) 

ii) Fareham Draft Local Plan 2036 (2017) 

iii) Fareham Draft Local Plan 2036 Supplement (2020) 

iv) Fareham Landscape Assessment (2017) 

v) Planning Obligations Supplementary Planning Document for the 

Borough of Fareham (excluding Welborne) (2016) 
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vi) Definitive Strategy - ‘Solent Recreation Mitigation Strategy’ (December 

2017)  

vii) Solent Waders and brent Goose Strategy Guidance on Mitigation and 

Off-setting Requirements (October 2018). 

 

5.25 The most relevant material policy considerations are outlined below.  

 

National Planning Policy Framework (2019) 

5.26 In February 2019 the Government published a revised version of the NPPF. All 

references made to the NPPF within my evidence relate to the 2019 publication 

unless otherwise stated.  The most relevant paragraphs of the NPPF are set 

out below. 

 

 
5.27 Paragraph 11 states that plans and decision should apply a presumption in 

favour of sustainable development. Where a five-year housing land supply 

cannot be demonstrated, and in the absence of any policies in the Framework 

that provide a clear reason for refusing the development with reference to 

footnote 6, the ‘tilted balance’ should apply and development proposals should 

be approved without delay unless when assessed against the policies of the 

Framework as whole, any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and 

demonstrably outweigh the benefits. 

 

5.28 To support the Government’s objective to significantly boost the supply of 

housing, Paragraph 59 of the NPPF states that it is important that a sufficient 

amount and variety of land can come forward where it is needed. 
 

5.29 NPPF Paragraph 72 states: 

 
‘The supply of large numbers of new homes can often be best achieved 
through planning for larger scale development, such as new 
settlements or significant extensions to existing villages and towns, 
provided they are well located and designed, and supported by the 
necessary infrastructure and facilities. Working with the support of their 
communities, and with other authorities if appropriate, strategic policy-
making authorities should identify suitable locations for such development 
where this can help to meet identified needs in a sustainable way.’ 
(emphasis added) 
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5.30 NPPF Paragraph 108 requires that new development ensures appropriate 

opportunities to promote sustainable transport modes can be provided. A safe 

and suitable access for users and any significant impacts from the development 

on the transport network or on highway safety can be cost effectively mitigated 

to an acceptable degree. Paragraph 109 states that development should only 

be refused on highway grounds if there would be an unacceptable impact on 

highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road network would 

be severe. 

 

5.31 NPPF paragraph 117 states that ‘strategic policies should set out a clear 

strategy for accommodating objectively assessed needs, in a way that makes 

as much use as possible of previously-developed or ‘brownfield’ land’. 
 

5.32 NPPF Paragraph 127 (c) requires planning policies to ensure that 

developments are ‘sympathetic to local character and history, including the 

surrounding built environment and landscape setting…’. 

 
5.33 NPPF Paragraph 170 (b) states that planning policies and decisions should 

contribute to enhancing the natural and local environment recognising the 

intrinsic character  and beauty of the countryside, and the wider benefits from 

natural capital and ecosystem services,- including the economic and other 

benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land. 

 
5.34 Paragraph 172 of NPPF states that Plans should distinguish between the 

hierarchy of international, national and locally designed sites.  Paragraph 173 

of NPPF advises that plans should protect and enhance areas identified by 

national and local partnerships for habitat management, enhancement, 

restoration or creation. Paragraph 177 states that the presumption in favour of 

sustainable development does not apply where a plans or project is likely to 

have a significant effect on a habitat site (either alone or in combination with 

other plans or projects) unless an appropriate assessment has concluded that 

the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitat site. 
 

5.35 NPPF Paragraph 213 states that due weight should be afforded to 

Development Plan policies according to their degree of consistency of the 

framework. I therefore consider the consistency of the most important 

Development Plan policies for the determination of this appeal with the NPPF 

below. 
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6 DEGREE OF DEVELOPMENT PLAN CONSISTENCY WITH THE NPPF  

The Development Strategy 
 

6.1 The strategic vision for Fareham Borough is set out within the Development 

Plan Core Strategy policies CS2, CS6 and CS14, which directs where 

development should go. In particular the Core Strategy contains strategic 

objectives SO1 and SO2: 

 

“SO1: To deliver the South Hampshire Strategy in a sustainable way, 
focusing development tin Fareham, the Strategic Development Area north 
of Fareham and the Western Wards. 
 
SO2: To promote and encourage the efficient re-use of previously 
developed land and buildings in accordance with the principles of high 
quality and sustainable design.” 

 
Local Plan Part 1: Core Strategy Policy CS2 (Housing Provision)   
 

6.2 To meet SO1 and SO2, Policy CS2 outlines that 3,729 dwellings will be 

provided within the Borough between 2006 and 2026 and states that: 

 

“Built Development outside of defined settlements will be strictly controlled 
to protect the countryside and coastline from development which would 
adversely affect its landscape character, appearance and function. 
Acceptable forms of development will include that essential for agriculture, 
forestry, horticulture and required infrastructure.”  

 

6.3 The supporting text notes at 5.146 that 

 
“The strategy concentrates development into the existing urban areas and 
strategic sites. To support this approach, development in the countryside, 
outside the settlement boundaries will be strictly controlled…” 
 

6.4 This development strategy is continued in the Local Plan Part 2.  Under Chapter 

3: existing settlements there is a section on “Defined Urban Settlement 

Boundaries” paragraph 3.7 of which provides that:  
“Development outside the DUSBs is generally subject to restrictive policies, 
which limit uses to those appropriate to these areas, such as purposes 
directly related to agriculture, forestry, horticulture or related infrastructure.” 

 

6.5 NPPF Paragraph 72 emphasises that the supply of new homes can often best 

be achieved through planning for larger scale development. Furthermore, the 
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focus on previously developed land is consistent with NPPF Paragraph 117. 

Whilst the level of housing provision is no longer up to date, Policy CS2 is 

generally consistent with the NPPF, therefore, and this increases the weight 

afforded to it when read alongside the other development plan policies which 

represent the development strategy for the Borough.  

 

Local Plan Part 1: Core Strategy Policy CS6 (The Development Strategy)  

6.6 Policy CS6 sets out the Development Strategy for the Borough and also aims 

to focus development in certain areas including strategic development 

locations. Similar to Policy CS2, it makes reference to (what was at the time) 

the forthcoming Site Allocations DPD (now the ‘LPP2’). This policy deals with 

all development types and sets out a focus for development rather than setting 

out a specific requirement for development to be located in certain areas.  

 

6.7 Policy CS6 should be read in conjunction with other DPD policies which relate 

to the development strategy. As noted above in relation to Policy CS2, NPPF 

Paragraph 72 supports a strategic approach to the provision of new homes. 

Furthermore, NPPF paragraph 117 supports a focus of development upon 

previously developed land. For these reasons, I consider that Policy CS6 is 

equally consistent with the NPPF.  

 

Local Plan Part 1: Core Strategy Policy CS14 (Development Outside 
Settlements) 

6.8 Policy CS14 seeks to protect the countryside and coastline from development 

that would adversely affect its landscape character, appearance and function. 

The policy lists acceptable forms of development, none of which apply to the 

Appeal Developments. This policy is consistent with NPPF Paragraph 170 (b). 

The policy does not contain a NPPF Paragraph 11 (was Para 14 in NPPF 

March 2012) type balancing exercise. However, it was established in the 

judgment of Lindblom J in Bloor Homes East Midlands Ltd v Secretary of 
State for Communities and Local Government, Hinckley and Bosworth 
Borough Council [2014] EWHC 754 (Admin) (CDK.6) that a policy does not 

require such a balancing exercise in order to be compliant with the NPPF.  
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6.9 The same logic can be applied in respect of Policy CS14 in relation to the 

NPPF. Policy CS14, in the light of the above authority, may properly be 

considered consistent with the NPPF.  

 
The Development Strategy where there is a shortfall in 5YHLS 

Local Plan Part 2: Developing Sites and Strategies Policy DSP40 (Housing 
Allocations) 

6.10 Policy DSP40 makes provision for a situation where there is a shortfall in HLS. 

This inherent flexibility ensures that the Policy maintains consistency with the 

emphasis at NPPF paragraph 59 on ‘significantly boosting the supply of 

homes’.  Furthermore, this policy was found sound by the Local Plan Inspector 

(subject to modifications) in his May 2015 report on the LPP2 (CDE.4 para 47). 

The Inspector recommended that the policy was modified to include criteria for 

residential development to be considered against in the context of a housing 

land supply shortfall.  

 

6.11 Policy DSP40 is consistent with the NPPF paragraph 11 which sets out how 

decisions are to be taken where a five-year supply of deliverable housing sites 

cannot be demonstrated. In such circumstances, paragraph 11 states that 

plans and decisions should apply a presumption in favour of sustainable 

development. Where a five-year housing land supply cannot be demonstrated, 

and in the absence of any policies in the Framework that provide a clear reason 

for refusing the development with reference to footnote 6, the ‘tilted balance’ 

should apply and development proposals should be approved without delay 

unless, when assessed against the policies of the Framework as whole, there 

are any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably 

outweigh the benefits. 

 
6.12 Policy DSP40 includes an assessment procedure whereby appropriate housing 

sites beyond the settlement boundary may be permitted in such circumstances. 

 

Local Plan Policy DSP6 New Residential Development Outside of the 
Defined Urban Settlement Boundaries  
 

6.13 Policy DSP6 outlines the circumstances under which new residential 

development may be permitted in areas outside of the defined urban settlement 

boundaries. It states that it should be read in conjunction with LPP1 Policies 
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CS6 and CS14. For the same reasons as those outlined above, this policy is 

consistent with the NPPF. Similarly, this policy does not require an NPPF type 

balancing exercise in order to be consistent with the NPPF (CDK.6 [Bloor]). 

Indeed, LPP2 post-dated the previous version of the NPPF and a Local Plan 

Inspector considered the Local Plan ‘sound’ (CDE.4). These factors increase 

the weight which may be afforded to Policy DSP6. 

 
Other relevant Development Plan Policies 
 
Natural Resources and Nature Conservation 

Local Plan Part 1: Core Strategy Policy CS4 (Green Infrastructure, 
Biodiversity and Geological Conservation) 
 

6.14 Policy CS4 protects habitats important to the biodiversity of the Borough in 

accordance with a hierarchy of nature conservation designations in which 

International designations (Special Protection Area (SPAs), Special Areas of 

Conservation (SAC) and Ramsar are given foremost priority followed by 

national and local designations. Development likely to have an individual or 

cumulative adverse impact on European sites will not be permitted unless the 

necessary mitigation measures have been secured. 

 

6.15 In order to prevent adverse effects upon sensitive European sites in and around 

the Borough, Policy CS4 states that the Council will work with other local 

authorities (including the Partnership for Urban South Hampshire now known 

as the Partnership for South Hampshire (PfSH)) to develop and implement a 

strategic approach to protecting European sites from recreational pressure and 

development. 

 
6.16 For these reasons I consider that Policy CS4 is equally consistent with the 

paragraph 172 of the NPPF 

 

Local Plan Policy DSP14 (Supporting Sites for Brent Geese and Waders) 

6.17 Policy DSP14 specifically supports sites for Brent Geese and waders that are 

functionally linked to Solent Special Protection Areas (SPA) and which form 

part of a network of habitats providing feeding and roosting areas.  

Development must demonstrate no adverse impact on ‘uncertain’ sites’ for 

Brent Geese and Waders or appropriate avoidance and/or mitigation measures 
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to address identified impacts should be secured to safeguard the integrity of 

the SPA. 

 

6.18 I consider that Policy DSP14 is equally consistent with paragraph 172.   

 

Local Plan Part 1 Core Strategy Policy CS5 (Transport Strategy and 
Infrastructure) 
 

6.19 CS5 requires development proposals that generate significant demand for 

travel and or are of a high density to be located in accessible areas that are or 

will be served well served by good quality public transport, walking and cycling 

facilities. The policy also requires new development not to adversely affect the 

safety and operation of the strategic and local road network, public transport 

operations or pedestrian and cycle routes.  

 

6.20 Policy CS5 is considered consistent with Paragraph 108 and 109 NPPF, and 

therefore this increases the weight afforded to it when read alongside the other 

development plan policies which represent the development strategy for the 

Borough.  

 

Local Plan Part 1: Core Strategy Policy CS16 Natural Resources and 
Renewable Energy 

 
6.21 Policy CS16 expects development to safeguard the use of natural resources 

by in part preventing the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land 

(Grades 1, 2 or 3a of the Natural England Agricultural Land Classifications 

System). Supporting text at Paragraph 6.12 explains that Fareham has areas 

which are made up of high-quality soil, which is an important finite resource that 

has helped to shape the character of the Borough's landscape. As well as being 

essential for agriculture, it also aids biodiversity habitats and stores a large 

quantity of carbon. The rising costs of buying food and the environmental 

impact of importing food over long distances, reinforces the need to protect 

land and soils for agricultural use, now and for future generations. 

 

6.22 For these reasons, I consider that Policy CS16 is equally consistent with the 

paragraph 170 (b) of the NPPF.  
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Transport 
 
Local Plan Part 1 Core Strategy Policy CS5 (Transport Strategy and 
Infrastructure) 
 

6.23 CS5 requires development proposals that generate significant demand for 

travel and / or are of a high density to be located in accessible areas that are 

or will be served well served by good quality public transport, walking and 

cycling facilities. The policy also requires new development not to adversely 

affect the safety and operation of the strategic and local road network, public 

transport operations or pedestrian and cycle routes.  

 

6.24 Policy CS5 is considered consistent with Paragraph 108 and 109 NPPF, and 

therefore this increases the weight afforded to it when read alongside the other 

development plan policies which represent the development strategy for the 

Borough.  

 

Strategic Gaps 

Local Plan Part 1: Core Strategy Policy CS22 (Development in Strategic 
Gaps) 

6.25 Policy CS22 outlines that development will be not permitted within identified 

Strategic Gaps where it would individually or cumulatively significantly affect 

the integrity of the gap and the physical and visual separation of settlements. 

This policy is consistent with NPPF Paragraph 127 (c) and NPPF Paragraph 

170.  

 

6.26 Policy CS22 also includes provision for a further review of the Strategic Gap 

boundaries. A review of the gap policy designations was undertaken in October 

2012 [CDG.1]. This review formed part of the evidence base for the LPP2. The 

Inspector’s report on the LPP2 concluded that the gap review was acceptable 

[CDE.4]. These factors add further weight to this policy.  
 
Draft Fareham Local Plan Review to 2036 
 

6.27 The Council is in the process of producing a new Local Plan. This will address 

the development requirements up until 2036 and, in due course, will replace 
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Local Plan Part 1 (Core Strategy) and Local Plan Part 2 (Development Sites & 

Policies).  

 

6.28 The work that the Council has completed to date to produce a draft Local Plan 

remains relevant and reflects the NPPF and PPG. A Regulation 19 draft Local 

Plan and is currently being consulted upon.   

 

6.29 Taking these factors into consideration and given the early stage of the Local 

Plan Review, I consider it cannot be afforded any significant weight in the 

determination of these appeals. I do note, however, that the Council has been 

making development management decisions on sites identified for 

development in the emerging Local Plan Review.  
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7 PROPER APPROACH TO DETERMINING THIS APPEAL 

The Section 38(6) Test 
7.1 In accordance with Sections 70(2) and 79(4) of the Town and Country Planning 

Act 1990 and Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 

2004, these appeals must be determined in accordance with the Development 

Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. The starting point in 

determining these appeals is, therefore, the extent to which the Appeal 

Developments accords with or conflicts with the adopted Development Plan 

policies. The decision maker must then turn to other material considerations, 

which in the case of the Appeal Developments include the NPPF and the 

emerging development plan policies. 

 

Proper Approach to Determining this Appeal 
7.2 The NPPF is an important material consideration under the section 38(6) test. 

However, as Lord Carnwath made clear in the Supreme Court judgment in 

Suffolk Coastal District Council v Hopkins Homes Ltd; Richborough Estates 

Partnership LLP v Cheshire East Borough Council [2017] UKSC 37 (CDK.5) 

(“the Suffolk Coastal case”) at [21], the NPPF: 

 

‘… cannot, and does not purport to, displace the primacy given by the 
statute and policy to the statutory development plan. It must be exercised 
consistently with, and not so as to displace or distort, the statutory 
scheme.’   

7.3 This is reiterated in NPPF Paragraph 12: “The presumption in favour of 

sustainable development does not change the statutory status of the 

development plan as the starting point for decision making”. 

 

7.4 The approach to considering the extent of the housing land supply shortfall is 

considered in Hallam Land Management Ltd v SSCLG [2018] EWCA Civ 

1808 (CDK.11). Paragraphs 51 and 52 below provide further clarification on the 

approach to be taken. 

 
“51. Secondly, the policies in paragraphs 14 and 49 of the NPPF do not 
specify the weight to be given to the benefit, in a particular proposal, of 
reducing or overcoming a shortfall against the requirement for a five-year 
supply of housing land. This is a matter for the decision-maker’s planning 
judgment, and the court will not interfere with that planning judgment 
except on public law grounds. But the weight given to the benefits of new 
housing development in an area where a shortfall in housing land supply 
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has arisen is likely to depend on factors such as the broad magnitude of 
the shortfall, how long it is likely to persist, what the local planning 
authority is doing to reduce it, and how much of it the development will 
meet.  

52.Thirdly, the NPPF does not stipulate the degree of precision required 
in calculating the supply of housing land when an application or appeal is 
being determined. This too is left to the decision-maker. It will not be the 
same in every case. The parties will sometimes be able to agree whether 
or not there is a five-year supply, and if there is a shortfall, what that 
shortfall actually is. Often there will be disagreement, which the decision-
maker will have to resolve with as much certainty as the decision requires.  

In some cases the parties will not be able to agree whether there is a 
shortfall. And in others it will be agreed that a shortfall exists, but its extent 
will be in dispute. Typically, however, the question for the decision-maker 
will not be simply whether or not a five-year supply of housing land has 
been demonstrated. If there is a shortfall, he will generally have to gauge, 
at least in broad terms, how large it is. No hard and fast rule applies. But 
it seems implicit in the policies in paragraphs 47, 49 and 14 of the NPPF 
that the decision-maker, doing the best he can with the material before 
him, must be able to judge what weight should be given both to the 
benefits of housing development that will reduce a shortfall in the five-year 
supply and to any conflict with relevant “non-housing policies” in the 
development plan that impede the supply. Otherwise, he will not be able 
to perform the task referred to by Lord Carnwath in Hopkins Homes Ltd.. 
It is for this reason that he will normally have to identify at least the broad 
magnitude of any shortfall in the supply of housing land.”  

Housing Land Supply   
 

7.5 At the time of drafting this proof, prior to the new guidance coming into force, 

the Council does not have a 5-year housing land supply.  There is dispute 

between the parties as to the extent of the shortfall however and housing land 

supply is addressed in detail in section 8. 

 

Is the presumption in favour of sustainable development disapplied by 
NPPF Paragraph 177? 
 

7.6 The tilted balance in favour of sustainable development does not apply, 

notwithstanding that the Local Planning Authority cannot demonstrate a five-

year supply of deliverable housing sites.  NPPF Paragraph 10 sets out that 

there is a presumption in favour of sustainable development at the heart of the 

framework.  NPPF Paragraph 11 explains what this means for plan-making and 

decision-taking.  However, NPPF Paragraph 177 is clear that this presumption 

does not apply where the plan or project is likely to have a significant effect on 
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a habitats site unless an appropriate assessment has concluded that the plan 

or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site.  

 

7.7 The presumption in favour of sustainable development should not apply to 

these appeals, due to the potential for the Appeal Developments to have likely 

significant effects on European habitats sites in the absence of appropriate 

mitigation for the loss of a low use Brent geese and wader site. 

 
7.8 It will be for the competent authority, to undertake an appropriate assessment 

to determine whether the projects will affect the integrity of the habitats sites.   

 
7.9 If the ecological issues to be assessed under the Habitats Regulations are still 

extant at the time of the inquiry, and the Appropriate Assessment concludes 

that the appeal proposals will adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site, 

then it is clear that the appeals should be refused on the basis of NPPF 

Paragraph 177. 

 
7.10 The Council’s position is that there is a sufficiently robust adopted policy basis 

upon which to weigh up the material planning considerations, with specific 

regard to Policy CS4, Policy DSP13, Policy DSP14 which would carry 

significant weight, and Policy DSP40 which would carry very significant weight, 

in the determination of these appeal applications.  

If the presumption in favour of sustainable development is not disapplied, 
then how should NPPF Paragraph 11(d) be applied? 

7.11 Should it be concluded that the project will not adversely affect the integrity of 

habitats sites, NPPF Paragraph 11 applies to the determination of these 

appeals. 

 

7.12 NPPF Footnote 7 explains that ‘the most important’ development plan policies 

in determining planning applications for housing are ‘out-of-date’ where the 

local planning authority cannot demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable 

housing sites.  
 

7.13 NPPF Paragraph 11(d) states that for decision-taking, the presumption in 

favour of sustainable development means as follows: 
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‘Where there are no relevant development plan policies, or the policies 
which are most important for determining the application are out-of-date, 
granting permission unless: 

i. The application of policies in this framework that protect areas or 
assets of particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing 
the development proposed; or 

ii. Any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and 
demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the 
policies in the Framework taken as a whole.’ 

7.14 It is the correct approach to apply the tests in NPPF 11(d) sequentially, the first 

test being whether there are policies within the framework which provide a clear 

reason for refusing the Appeal Developments. The Council considers that there 

are policies of this type in the Framework, as referenced at footnote 6 of 

paragraph 11(d) namely ‘habitats sites’. 

 

7.15  If having undertaken an Appropriate Assessment as required by Paragraph 

177, it is determined that that the appeal proposals will not affect the integrity 

of the habitats sites, the test in NPPF paragraph 11d (ii) would apply and the 

Inspector should weigh up, when assessed against the policies in NPPF as 

whole, whether the adverse impacts of the Appeal Developments would 

significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits.   

 
7.16 The tilted balance set out at NPPF Paragraph 11 would apply to the 

determination of these appeals as the Local Planning Authority cannot 

demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable housing sites. 
 

7.17 In circumstances where the tilted-balance is engaged, weight can still be 

afforded to the Development Plan policies in line with the Suffolk Coastal case 

referred to previously. 
 

7.18 Where the Development Plan expressly addresses the manner in which such 

applications should be decided in circumstances where a five-year supply 

cannot be demonstrated, the fact that the proposal is in breach of policy DSP40 

must be given very substantial weight in the planning balance. This is because 

the fact that policy DSP40 is breached puts the development squarely at odds 

with the Council’s development strategy and the core principle that planning for 

the future should be genuinely plan led.  
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7.19 It is by complying with the terms of policy DSP40 that proposed development 

for housing outside of the settlement boundary escapes the fundamental 

constraints of settlement boundary policy. Failure to give a breach of this policy 

anything less than very substantial weight would entail a failure to respect the 

primacy of the development plan and would distort or displace the statutory 

scheme (to use the words of Lord Carnwath above). 

 
The Local Plan Development Strategy 
 

7.20 The Council has a clear strategy for residential development within the 

Borough. The Development Strategy emphasised within the LPP1 and LPP2 

policies seeks to focus development in certain areas, with an emphasis on 

allocations and strategic allocations. LPP3 builds on this and is central to the 

Council’s strategy. The Welborne Garden Village will provide 6,000 new 

homes, completely consistent with the emphasis within the NPPF on a Plan-

led system.  

7.21 In particular, NPPF Paragraph 72 states as follows: 

‘The supply of large numbers of new homes can often be best 
achieved through planning for larger scale development, such as new 
settlements or significant extensions to existing villages and towns, 
provided they are well located and designed, and supported by the 
necessary infrastructure and facilities. Working with the support of their 
communities, and with other authorities if appropriate, strategic policy-
making authorities should identify suitable locations for such development 
where this can help to meet identified needs in a sustainable way.’ 
(emphasis added) 

7.22 This is exactly the approach that the Council has adopted, and I consider that 

the relevant Development Plan Policies are all consistent with this wider 

strategy. The strategic Development Plan policies all form part of this strategy 

and they cross-refer to each other in this regard. In addition Development Plan 

policies (and in particular the Strategic Gap policy), seek to protect the 

countryside from development which would adversely affect its landscape 

character, appearance and function; prevent development that would adversely 

affect the safety and operation of the strategic and local road network and that 

is poorly located; prevent an adverse effect on the integrity of protected 

European conservation sites; avoid the  loss of the best and most versatile 

agricultural land; and seek to avoid a detrimental impact to designated sites 

and sites of nature conservation value. This purpose is entirely consistent with 

the NPPF as outlined above.  
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7.23 I consider that Policy DSP40 can be afforded full and very substantial weight in 

the planning balance given that it is designed specifically to address a situation 

where there is a housing land supply shortfall. Furthermore, I have found Policy 

DSP40 to be wholly consistent with the NPPF.  

7.24 With regard to other relevant policies, whether the policies themselves are ‘out-

of-date’ is not the determinative factor. In the context of a housing land supply 

shortfall, the weight to be afforded to the relevant Development Plan policies is 

a matter of planning judgement for the decision-maker, as confirmed in the 

Supreme Court judgement in Suffolk Coastal.  

7.25 I have also considered the purpose of the policies which the Appeal Proposals 

breaches. All of those form part of a wider development strategy which seeks 

to protect the countryside, nature conservation interests and focus 

development on previously developed land and strategic sites, consistent with 

NPPF policies for the protection of the countryside.   

7.26 Should it be determined that there is no relevant policy which provides a clear 

reason for refusing the development (d(i)), then the Council will demonstrate 

that the adverse effects of the appeal proposals would significantly and 

demonstrably outweigh the benefits through the application of policy DSP40 

which has been found sound to use for this purpose. 
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8 HOUSING LAND SUPPLY 

8.1 Paragraph 73 of the NPPF requires local planning authorities to ‘identify and 

update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide a 

minimum of five-years’ worth of housing against their housing requirement set 

out in adopted strategic policies, or against their local housing need where the 

strategic policies are more than five-years old.’ Deliverable sites are sites which 

are available now, offer a suitable location for development now and must be 

achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on the site 

within 5 years.  

Summary of Council’s current five-year housing land supply position 

8.2 The Council’s housing land supply position was set out in the Supplementary 

Update report to Planning Committee on 24th June 2020 (CDC.3). Matters 

which were agreed were set out in the respective Statements of Common 

Ground (SoCG) [July 2020] at paragraph 7.3 – 7.16. Matters that were not 

agreed were set out at paragraph 7.17 of the respective SoCGs.  

8.3 At that time, the Council considered that it was able to demonstrate a 4.03 year 

land supply; a deliverable supply of 2,177 homes in the period 2020-2025. The 

Appellant considered that the Council was able to demonstrate a 1.11 year land 

supply; a deliverable supply of 599 homes in the period 2020-2025. 

8.4 However, in carrying out a review of the housing land supply position in 

preparing of this evidence, I have found no compelling evidence to demonstrate 

that four of the sites in the July 2020 will come forward within the 5 year period. 

I have therefore excluded these from the Council’s supply. 

8.5 An updated table of the Council’s position and that of the Appellant is set out 

below with the sites that I have excluded shown in red. 

Source of supply 
Position of the 
Council 

Position of the 
Appellant 

Sites which should be considered deliverable unless there is clear evidence to 
the contrary 

Small permitted sites 155 155 
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Source of supply 
Position of the 
Council 

Position of the 
Appellant 

Large permitted sites with detailed 
consent 371 356 

1 Station Industrial Park 0 0 

Other sites with detailed planning 
permission 356 356 

Site which should only be considered deliverable where there is clear evidence 
that completions will begin on the site within five-years 

Large permitted sites with outline 
planning permission 99 14 

Land east of Brook Lane, Warsash 85 0 

Other sites with outline planning 
permission 14 14 

Dwellings with a Resolution to Grant 
Planning Permission 709 0 

Allocations 624 0 

Wynton Way, Fareham 10 0 

335-337 Gosport Road, Fareham 0 0 

East of Raley Road 0 0 

33 Lodge Road, Locks Heath 0 0 

Land off Church Road 26 0 

Heath Road, Locks Heath 70 0 

Welborne 450 0 

Sites identified on a Brownfield 
Register 145 0 

Fareham Magistrates Court 45 0 
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Source of supply 
Position of the 
Council 

Position of the 
Appellant 

Warsash Maritime Academy 100 0 

Windfall allowance 74 74 

TOTAL 2,094 599 
 

8.6 On this basis, it is the Council’s revised position that it is able to demonstrate a 

3.9 year land supply; a deliverable supply of 2,094 homes in the period 2020-

2025. 

 The Deliverable Supply 

8.7 In order to be considered deliverable, it is agreed that all sites must as a 

minimum have offered a suitable location for development at the base-date, 

they must have been available at the base-date, and there must have been a 

realistic prospect of delivery within five-years from the base-date of the 

assessment, namely 1st April 2020.  

8.8 Additionally, permitted sites which do not involve major development and sites 

with detailed planning permission should be considered deliverable unless 

there is clear evidence that homes will not be delivered within five-years. Sites 

with outline planning permission for major development, sites allocated in the 

development plan, sites with a grant of permission in principle and sites 

identified on a brownfield register can only be considered deliverable where 

there is clear evidence that completions will begin on site within five-years. 

8.9 In preparing my evidence for this appeal, I have undertaken my own review, 

informed through the discussions with Planning Officers at the Council based 

on information directly received from developers and my own consideration of 

the progress of the sites and the likelihood of delivering housing within the next 

5 years. In undertaking this review, I have had regard to the content of the 

NPPF and PPG and relevant decisions and judgments in concluding on what I 

consider can be taken as being a deliverable part of the supply.   
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8.10 The outcomes of my review are set out below.  I have summarised my 

commentary on the supply, in the following sections. 

Outstanding Planning Permissions – Small 
 

Source of supply 
Position of the 
Council 

Position of the 
Appellant 

Small permitted sites 155 155 
 

8.11 The 155 dwellings are forecast to be built from outstanding planning 

permissions (small 1- 4 units) by 30th March 2025. The Council has applied a 

10% discount to allow for lapses in permission. I consider that this is a 

reasonable approach and that the supply can be relied upon. This position is a 

matter of agreement as set out in the Statement of Common Ground. 

Outstanding Planning Permissions – Large 
 

Source of supply 
Updated Position 
of the Council 

Position of the 
Appellant 

Large permitted sites with detailed 
consent 356 356 

1 Station Industrial Park 0 0 

Other sites with detailed planning 
permission 356 356 
 

8.12 It is the Council’s revised position that 1 Station Industrial Park previously 

forecast to deliver 15 units cannot be considered available as it currently in use 

by Foreman Homes as offices and the prior approval consent (P/17/1219/PC) 

expired on 31st October 2020.  

 

 

 

Page 2321



Jane Parker Proof of Evidence                 
APP/A1720/W/18/3252180 42 

Large permitted sites with outline planning permission  
 

Source of supply 
Position of the 
Council 

Position of the 
Appellant 

Large permitted sites with detailed 
consent 99 14 

Land east of Brook Lane, Warsash 85 0 

Other sites with outline planning 
permission 14 14 
 

8.13 The 99 dwellings are forecast to be built from outstanding planning permissions 

(large 5 or more units) by 30th March 2025. It is a matter of agreement as out 

in the Statement of Common Ground that 14 of these units are considered 

deliverable. It is a matter of dispute that 85 dwellings on Land east of Brook 

Lane, Warsash are deliverable with 5 years. 

Land east of Brook Lane, Warsash  

8.14 The Appellant’s position is that there is no evidence that progress has been 

made since the reserved matters application was submitted in March 2019 and 

that Natural England has raised the potential for significant impacts on 

European protected sites. Furthermore, that reserved matters applications will 

need to be prepared and conditions discharged once the consent is issued 

which is likely to delay a start on site.  

8.15 Pursuant to Outline Planning Permission P/16/1049/OA, granted consent on 

Appeal in May 2018 for up to 85 dwellings, a reserved matters application for 

approval of details relating to landscape, scale, appearance and landscaping 

(ref P/19/0313/RM) was submitted in March 2019.  Since that date, discussions 

between the applicant and the case officer have been active and are ongoing. 

8.16 I am advised by the case officer that on 16th September 2020 the agent 

requested an extension of time to 22nd December 2020 with a view to 

submitting amended plans to improve the overall quality of the scheme, as 

requested by the Council, and a nitrate budget as requested by Natural 
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England. The agent has also indicated that details of the SUDS required to 

discharge condition 18 attached to the OA are also to be submitted. 

8.17 An extension of time until the 22nd December 2020 has been agreed with 

applicant with the intention that the application is taken to planning committee 

on 16th December 2020.  

8.18 The housing trajectory estimates that 50 dwellings will be completed on the site 

by 2021/22 and 35 dwellings by 2002/23.  The planning conditions attached to 

the outline consent are in my opinion standard and not especially onerous and 

the number of pre-commencement conditions is limited. Condition 3 requires 

the development to be begun before the expiration of 12 months from the date 

of the approval of the last reserved matter application to be approved.  The 

current reserved matters application relates to the whole of the development 

up to 85 dwellings.  I consider that on this basis, that even if the determination 

of the reserved matters application was to be delayed until January 2021, it is 

realistic to anticipate that the site is capable of being delivered within the 5 year 

period.  

Dwellings with a Resolution to Grant Consent Planning Consent 

8.19 The Council has identified 709 dwellings with a resolution to grant planning 

permission as set out in the table below: 

 
Sites with a resolution to grant planning consent 

 
5 Year Supply (2020/21 – 
2024/25 

Councils Position 709 Appellant’s 
Position 

0 

Sites with Full Planning Permission  

East & West of 79 Greenaway Lane, Warsash 

(P/18/0884/FP) 

6 dwellings 

Land South West of Sovereign Crescent, Locks Heath 

(P/18/0484/FP) 

38 dwellings 

Moraunt Drive, Portchester (P/18/0654/FP) 48 dwellings 
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8.20 The Appellant’s position is that sites with a resolution to grant planning 

permission cannot be considered to be deliverable with reference to category 

A and B sites as defined in NPPF. The Appellant further contends that even if 

they were considered deliverable, the s106 agreements will take a considerable 

amount of time to negotiate and that reserved matters and conditions attached 

to the respective consents once issued means that there will be a long lead in 

time before a start on site can be made. 

8.21 The Council considers these sites are deliverable according to the High Court 

Consent Order (Claim No. CO/917/2020, 12th May 2020) in the case of East 

Northamptonshire Council (ENC) and the Secretary of State and Lourett 

Developments Ltd) (CDK.8). 

8.22 ENC commenced legal action against the SOS for allowing a planning appeal 

at Thrapston in Northamptonshire. The case related to the Planning Inspector’s 

decision to treat the definition of ‘deliverable’ within the Glossary of the NPPF 

as a ‘closed list’. 

8.23 The SOS conceded that he erred in his interpretation of the definition of 

deliverable within the glossary of the National Planning Policy Framework 

(“NPPF”) as a ‘closed list’. The proper interpretation of the definition is that any 

Sites with Outline Planning Permission  

Land at Brook Lane, Warsash - Foreman Homes 

(P/17/0845/OA) 

180 dwellings 

Land East of Brook Lane (South), Warsash – Bargate 

Homes (P/17/0752/OA) 

140 dwellings 

Land to the East of Brook Lane and West of Lockswood 

Road - Land & Partners (P/17/0998/OA) 

145 dwellings 

East & West of 79 Greenaway Lane, Warsash 

(P/18/0107/OA) 

30 dwellings 

Land South of Funtley Road, Funtley (P/18/0067/OA) 55 dwellings 

Southampton Road (Reside) (P/18/0068/OA) 105 dwellings 

Egmont Nurseries, Brook Avenue (P/18/0592/OA)  8 dwellings 
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site which can be shown to be ‘available now, offer a suitable location for 

development now, and be achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will 

be delivered on the site within five-years’ will meet the definition; and that the 

examples given in categories (a) and (b) are not exhaustive of all the categories 

of site which are capable of meeting that definition. Whether a site does or does 

not meet the definition is a matter of planning judgment on the evidence 

available. The SOS considered that it was appropriate for the Court to make an 

Order quashing the decisions and remitting the appeal to be determined anew. 

The Court duly issued an order to this effect. 

8.24 In light of the position taken by the SOS, the Council consider that it is 

reasonable to assume that Planning Inspectors will now follow the approach 

advocated in this case. On this basis, the Council’s position is that applications 

with a resolution to grant planning consent can be included in the 5YHLS where 

there is clear evidence that housing completions will begin on site within five-

years.  

8.25 Sites with a resolution to grant planning consent comprise 709 dwellings of the 

Council’s housing supply 2020-2025. I set out clear evidence below to 

demonstrate that these sites are deliverable and meet the definition as set out 

in the NPPF. 

Background context 

8.26 In February 2019, Natural England updated its advice to local councils to reflect 

recent European case law and now recommends an Appropriate Assessment 

is undertaken within the Borough of Fareham for every application for a net 

increase of one dwelling. 

8.27 Natural England has highlighted that increased levels of nitrates entering the 

Solent (because of increased amounts of wastewater from new dwellings) is 

likely to have a significant effect upon European Protected Sites (EPS). 

8.28 Sites with a resolution to grant planning consent have been ‘held back’ since 

February 2019 where developers have not been able to demonstrate that their 

proposals maintain or reduce the levels of nitrates leaving their site or 

developers are unable to provide the necessary mitigation. 
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8.29 However, on 30th September 2020 the Council entered into a legal agreement 

with the Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust and Isle of Wight Council to 

secure nitrate mitigation at Little Duxmore Farm in connection with residential 

planning permissions granted within the Borough of Fareham. 

8.30 The agreement provides a legal framework to facilitate the purchase of nitrate 

credits for applicants/ developers.  It also controls how the land at Little 

Duxmore Farm is managed and for what period of time and will ensure 

monitoring is undertaken to ensure compliance with the legal agreement. 

8.31 The legal agreement does not specify how many nitrate credits will need to be 

provided in mitigation for specific development sites. The amount of mitigation 

needed for each development proposal will need to be agreed on a case by 

case basis with the Council as part of the planning application process. Once 

the level of mitigation has been established, and the Council has concluded 

following an appropriate assessment that there will be no adverse effect on the 

integrity of protected sites as a result of the development, the applicant/ 

developer will then enter into arrangements with the HIOWWT to purchase the 

nitrate mitigation. The applicant/ developer will need to satisfy the Council that 

the mitigation has been secured at the time of granting planning permission, 

with proof of the purchase of credits to be provided before their development 

commences.  

8.32 Further, FBC and the Trust have agreed the format for a “Nitrogen Mitigation 

Proposals” pack which sets out an explanation and provides the evidence on a 

case by case basis for how the mitigation will work.  Applicants have been 

asked to submit such a pack of information for their applications which will be 

supplied by the Trust.  That will enable the Council to write Appropriate 

Assessments and progress to issuing permissions. As soon as this pack 

becomes public, a copy can be provided to the Inspector along with examples 

of decisions that have been issued under the terms of the agreement. 

8.33 With this agreement in place, I anticipate that the Council can start to issue 

permissions without delay.  
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Progress on Applications with resolution to grant Full Planning Consent 
 
 
Sites now with Planning permission 
 

8.34 Significant progress has already been made by the Council. The following 

developments have secured planning consent. 

 

 

East & West of 79 Greenaway Lane, Warsash (P/18/0884/FP): 6 Dwellings 

8.35 Full planning permission has been granted for 6 dwellings at East & West of 79 

Greenaway Lane, Warsash (P/18/0884/FP) on 11th August 2020 incorporating 

wetland creation. There is only one standard pre-commencement condition 

attached to the consent. For this reason, I consider that the Council’s projected 

housing delivery of 6 dwellings in 2021/22 is entirely deliverable within the 5 

year period. 

Land South of Funtley Road, Funtley (P/18/0067/OA: 55 dwellings and 

Southampton Road (Reside) (P/18/0068/OA: 105 dwellings 

8.36 The Land South of Funtley Road, Funtley (P/18/0067/OA) was granted outline 

permission on 2nd September 2020. The land at Southampton Road (Reside) 

(P/18/0068/OA) was granted outline permission on 12th July 2020. 

Sites with Full Planning Permission No of Dwellings Consent granted 

East & West of 79 Greenaway Lane, Warsash 

(P/18/0884/FP) 

6 dwellings 11th August 2020 

Sites with Outline Planning Permission   

Land South of Funtley Road, Funtley 

(P/18/0067/OA) 

55 dwellings 2nd September 

2020 

Southampton Road (Reside) (P/18/0068/OA) 105 dwellings 12th July 2020 

Egmont Nurseries, Brook Avenue (P/18/0592/OA)  8 dwellings 1st October 2020. 

Total number of dwellings 175 dwellings 
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8.37 Applications for the approval of reserved matters are to be submitted to the 

Council within 24 months. Works are then to commence within 12 months of 

the final reserved matter application. The conditions and obligations are 

standard and not onerous. For this reason, I consider that the Council's 

projected housing delivery of 55 dwellings at the Land South of Funtley Road, 

Funtley and 105 dwellings at Southampton Road (Reside) are entirely 

deliverable within the 5 year period. 

Egmont Nurseries, Brook Avenue (P/18/0592/OA): 8 dwellings 

8.38 The land at Egmont Nurseries, Brook Avenue (P/18/0592/OA) was granted 

outline permission on 1st October 2020. 

8.39 Applications for the submisson of reserved matters has been reduced to 12 

months. The conditions and obligations are standard and not onerous. For this 

reason, I consider that the Council’s projected housing delivery of 8 dwellings 

at Egmont Nurseries are entirely deliverable within the 5 year period. 

Applicants expressing an interest in nitrate credits under the HIWWT 
Scheme 
 

 

 

Sites with Full Planning Permission  

Land South West of Sovereign Crescent, Locks 

Heath (P/18/0484/FP) 

38 dwellings 

Moraunt Drive, Portchester (P/18/0654/FP) 48 dwellings 

Sites with Outline Planning Permission  

East & West of 79 Greenaway Lane, Warsash 

(P/18/0107/OA) 

30 dwellings 

Land East of Brook Lane (South), Warsash – 

Bargate Homes (P/17/0752/OA) 

140 dwelling 

Land to the East of Brook Lane and West of 

Lockswood 

145 dwellings 

Total number of dwellings 401 dwellings 
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Land South West of Sovereign Crescent, Locks Heath (P/18/0484/FP): 38 

dwellings,  and Moraunt Drive, Portchester (P/18/0654/FP): 48 dwellings 

8.40 Resolution to grant planning permission for 38 dwellings (P/18/0484/FP) at 

September 2018 and 48 dwellings (P/18/0654/FP) at December 2018.  

8.41 The legal agreements have been engrossed and are with the developer’s 

solicitors. The developer at Moraunt Drive has expressed an interest with 

HIWWT to purchase nitrate credits.   FBC has already contacted the applicants 

to set out the final steps required for them to demonstrate nitrate neutrality (by 

obtaining a Nitrogen Mitigation Proposals pack from HIWWT) and this 

information is expected imminently.  Once received FBC will carry out a 

HRA/AA, consult Natural England and then move to issue the decisions.  

8.42 The developer at Sovereign Crescent has indicated that alternative nitrate 

mitigation is being pursued under one of the two alternative nitrate mitigation 

schemes that the Council is in the process of negotiating.  Currently legal 

agreements are being drafted and these schemes will be bought forward in due 

course.   

8.43 The implementation period for both developments have been reduced to 12 

months. For this reason, I consider that the Council’s projected housing delivery 

of 38 dwellings at Sovereign Crescent and 49 dwellings at Moraunt drive are 

entirely deliverable within the 5 year period. 

East & West of 79 Greenaway Lane, Warsash (P/18/0107/OA): 30 dwellings, 

Land East of Brook Lane (South), Warsash – Bargate Homes (P/17/0752/OA): 

140 dwellings and Land to the East of Brook Lane and West of Lockswood 

Road, Warsash (P/17/0998/OA): 145 Dwellings 

8.44 Resolution to grant planning permission for 30 dwellings (P/18/0107/OA) at 

June 2018. Resolution to grant planning permission for 140 dwellings 

(P/17/0752/OA) at January 2018. Resolution to grant planning permission for 

157 dwellings (P/17/0998/OA) at May 2018 (145 dwellings in the 5YHLS).  

8.45 The s106’s at Greenaway Lane and the Land East of Brook Lane (South) are 

currently being finalised and are likely to be completed imminently. I am 

advised that the s106 at the Land to the East of Brook Lane and West of 

Lockswood Road is also almost concluded. All the developers have expressed 
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an interest with HIWWT to purchase nitrate credits.  FBC has already contacted 

the applicants to set out the final steps required for them to demonstrate nitrate 

neutrality (by obtaining a Nitrogen Mitigation Proposals pack from HIWWT) and 

this information is expected imminently.  Once received FBC will carry out an 

HRA/AA, consult Natural England and then move to issue the decisions.  

8.46 In respect of the Greenway Lane and East of Brook Lane developments 

(P/17/0752/OA) the submission of all reserved matters must be made to the 

local planning authority no later than 12 months from the date of the permission. 

In respect of the Land to the East of Brook Lane and West of Lockswood 

development the submission of all reserved matters is to made to the local 

planning authority no later than 18 months from the date of the permission.  The 

implementation period for all the above developments has been further reduced 

to 12 months from the submissions of the last reserved matters application. 

The conditions and obligations are standard and not onerous. For this reason, 

I consider that the Council’s projected housing delivery of 30 dwellings at East 

& West of 79 Greenaway Lane, Warsash, 140 dwellings at Land East of Brook 

Lane (South), Warsash and 145 dwellings at Land to the East of Brook Lane 

and West of Lockswood are entirely deliverable within the 5 year period. 

Land at Brook Lane, Warsash (P/17/0845/OA:) 180 dwellings  
 

 

8.47 Resolution to grant planning permission for 180 dwellings (P/18/0845/OA) at 

January 2018. 

8.48 I am advised that the s106 process is progressing well. The applicant has not 

expressed an interest in nitrate credits available under the HIWWT scheme and 

has, as yet, not advised what mitigation it is proposing. However, the Council 

has proactively engaged with the two other landowners to provide nitrate 

mitigation schemes which would be available for developers to use in a similar 

way to the HIWWT at Little Duxmore Farm.  Currently legal agreements are 

being drafted and these schemes may provide suitable nitrate mitigation should 

the applicant wish to express an interest in due course.   

Sites with Outline Planning Permission  

Land at Brook Lane, Warsash - Foreman Homes 

(P/17/0845/OA) 

180 dwellings 
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8.49 The submission of all reserved matters is to made to the local planning authority 

no later than 12 months from the date of the permission. The implementation 

period for the developments has been further reduced to 12 months from the 

approval of the last reserved matters application. The conditions and 

obligations are standard and not onerous. For this reason, I consider that the 

Council’s projected housing delivery of 180 dwellings at the Land at Brook Lane 

are entirely deliverable within the 5 year period. 

Allocations 
 

Source of supply 
Revised Position 
of the Council 

Position of the 
Appellant 

Allocations 624 0 

Wynton Way, Fareham 10 0 

335-337 Gosport Road, Fareham 8 0 

East of Raley Road 0 0 

33 Lodge Road, Locks Heath 10 0 

Land off Church Road 26 0 

Heath Road, Locks Heath 70 0 

Welborne 450 0 
 

8.50 The 624 dwellings on sites allocated in the adopted Local Plan (LLP2) that are 

forecast to be built by 30th March 2025 are a matter of dispute with the 

Appellant. 
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Land at Wynton Way, Fareham (LP2 site H3, and draft local Plan site 
HA22)  
 

Source of supply 
Position of the 
Council 

Position of the 
Appellant 

Wynton Way, Fareham 10 0 
 

8.51 The Appellant’s position is that no planning application has been submitted on 

this site since it was allocated in 2015 and that pre-application discussions and 

negotiations cannot be relied upon as evidence of delivery.    

8.52 The adopted Local Plan estimates that this site has a capacity of 10 dwellings. 

The site is identified in the Council’s adopted Affordable Housing Strategy 

(2019) for delivery within the next 5 years. This site is a top priority as it is in an 

area of high affordable need.  

8.53 The site is part owned by the Council and Hampshire County Council (HCC). 

Active and positive discussions are currently underway to bring the ownership 

entirely within the Council’s control. HCC has recently agreed to dispose of the 

adjacent Kershaw Centre and the Council are in active negotiations to also 

acquire this part of this site. I am advised that the larger site (including the 

Kershaw Centre) will provide in the region of 19 new affordable homes overall, 

a higher number of dwellings than anticipated by the adopted Local Plan. An 

architect has already been appointed and a planning application is expected in 

2021. A nitrate solution is also in place.  

8.54 I am advised by the Strategic Affordable Lead at the Council that recent 

Fareham housing projects typically see a start on site within approximately 12 

months of a planning consent. Construction works would be expected to take 

approximately 18 months and delivery is therefore expected within 5 years. The 

following examples of swift delivery have been provided to me: 

• P/19/0840/FP Former Merjen Engineering, Station Rd Portchester 

(16No. sheltered flats) 

Planning approved 17th April 2020. All technical drawings now 

complete. Pre-qualification process for contractor appointment 

complete. Full tender now out and closes on 13th November. Requires 

contractors to start on site on or before March 2021. 
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• P/17/0956/FP The former Hampshire Rose site (18No. flats) 

Planning approved 25th May 2018 . Start on site late summer 2019. 

 

• P/19/0915/FP Land at Stubbington Lane (11No. houses) 

Planning approved 15th April 2020Full tender pack including all 

technical details produced. Full tender will go out before the end of 

2020. Expecting start on site in March/April 2021. 

8.55 I anticipate therefore that the site may deliver a larger yield of up to 19 

affordable housing units compared to the 10 dwelling anticipated by the 

adopted Local Plan. I consider the Council estimated delivery of the site by 

2022/23 is reasonable given the small number of dwellings to be completed 

and expect the site to be delivered within 5 years. 

335-337 Gosport Road, Fareham (LP2 site H4, and draft Local Plan site  
HA24)  
 

Source of supply 
Revised Position 
of the Council 

Position of the 
Appellant 

335-337 Gosport Road, Fareham 0 0 
 

8.56 This site is owned by HCC and is allocated for 8 dwellings in the Regulation 19 

draft Local Plan. It is accepted that to date, no applications for planning 

permission have been submitted. On the basis of my discussions to date, I find 

no compelling evidence to demonstrate that this site will come forward within 

the 5 year period and therefore I have excluded it from the supply. 

East of Raley Road, Locks Heath (north) (LP2 H6)  
 

Source of supply 
Revised Position 
of the Council 

Position of the 
Appellant 

East of Raley Road 0 0 
 

8.57 It is the Council’s revised position that the Lane east of Raley Way previously 

forecast to deliver 50 units can no longer be considered to be available. I am 

advised that the site has been removed as a housing allocation from the 
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Regulation 19 consultation draft Local Plan. On the basis, I find no compelling 

evidence to demonstrate that this site will come forward within the 5 year period 

and therefore I have excluded it from the supply. 

 

33 Lodge Road, Locks Heath (LP2 H10)   

Source of supply 
Revised Position 
of the Council 

Position of the 
Appellant 

33 Lodge Road, Locks Heath 0 0 
 

8.58 The adopted Local Plan estimates a potential yield of 10 dwellings from this 

site.  

8.59 An outline application (P/20/0257/OA) for the erection of 9 dwellings was 

received in March 2020. The application was refused on 14th September 2020 

on the grounds that insufficient evidence had been submitted to demonstrate 

that the development would provide an appropriate level of compensatory 

habitats and biodiversity enhancements to support protected species; and in 

the absence of a legal agreement to secure such. 

8.60 Having spoken to the case officer, I am advised that the landowner is unwilling 

at present to deliver the required biodiversity and there is therefore no certainty 

that the site will be delivered within five-years. On the basis, I find no compelling 

evidence to demonstrate that this site will come forward within the 5 year period 

and therefore I have excluded it from the supply. 

Land off Church Road ( LP2 H8) and draft Local Plan site (HA29)   

Source of supply 
Revised Position 
of the Council 

Position of the 
Appellant 

Land off Church Road 26 0 
 

8.61 The adopted Local Plan indicates that site has an indicative capacity of 20 

dwellings however the landowner has indicated that the site is capacity of 
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delivering 26 dwellings. It is accepted that to date, no applications for planning 

permission have been submitted. However, information provided by the 

landowner in March 2020 stated that it anticipated delivery of the site in 2022/23 

subject to a solution for nitrate mitigation. The Council has proactively engaged 

with two further landowners to provide nitrate mitigation schemes which would 

be available for developers to use in a similar way to the HIWWT at Little 

Duxmore Farm.  Currently legal agreements are being drafted and these 

schemes may provide suitable nitrate mitigation should the applicant wish to 

express an interest in due course.  An alternative nitrate mitigation scheme may 

of course be bought forward by the landowner. 

I note that the Council has adopted a more precautionary approach and 

identifies the delivery of the site in 2023/24. On the basis of discussions with 

the landowners, and the small number of dwellings estimated to be completed, 

the Council is confident in the yield and delivery of the site within the 5 year 

period.  

Heath Road, Hampshire County Council (LP2 H11and Reg. 19 Local Plan 
HA9) 

Source of supply 
Revised Position 
of the Council 

Position of the 
Appellant 

Heath Road, Locks Heath 70 0 
 

8.62 The Council resolved to grant outline planning permission for 70 dwellings 

(P/17/1366/OA) subject to a Section 106 in February 2018. However, consent 

is likely to be delayed due to the need to carry out updated Phase II ecology 

surveys and a revised parameter plan/quantum of development accordingly 

given the time that has lapsed since the resolution to grant planning consent in 

February 2018.  No decision is therefore anticipated until before August 2021. 

8.63 I am advised that the landowner has not secured nitrate credits with the HIWWT 

scheme and has, as yet, not advised what mitigation it is proposing. The 

Council has proactively engaged with two further landowners to provide nitrate 

mitigation schemes which would be available for developers to use in a similar 

way to the HIWWT at Little Duxmore Farm.  Currently legal agreements are 

being drafted and these schemes may provide suitable nitrate mitigation should 
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the applicant wish to express an interest in due course.  An alternative nitrate 

mitigation scheme may of course be bought forward by the landowner. 

8.64 The conditions of the consent once issued require an application for approval 

of reserved matters applications is to be made to the local planning authority 

before the expiration of three years from the date of the permission. Work is be 

commenced no later than two years from the approval of the final reserved 

matters. The conditions and obligations are standard and not onerous. 

8.65 Whilst some dwellings could be delivered in 2023/24, I consider it likely the 

scheme will not be substantially completed until 2024/25.  

Welborne Garden Village (LP3) 6000 dwellings   
 

Source of supply 
Revised Position 
of the Council 

Position of the 
Appellant 

Welborne 450 0 
 

8.66 The Appellant’s position is that no reliance can be placed in the developer’s 

Infrastructure Delivery Plans. It further considers that the s106 agreement will 

take a considerable amount of time to negotiate and that reserved matters and 

conditions attached to the consent once issued means that there will be a long 

lead in time before a start on site can be made. It further identifies barriers that 

need to be overcome, including funding for improvements to Junction 10 of the 

A27. 

8.67 The Welborne Garden Village is the Council’s largest development proposal 

and will, when completed, deliver a new community of some 6,000 dwellings 

together with employment, education, community and other infrastructure. This 

is a long-standing development proposal to which the Council has devoted 

significant resources to secure its successful delivery.  

8.68 The Council resolved to grant outline planning permission (P/17/0266/OA) for 

the new community of up to 600 dwelling on 16th October 2019 subject to a 

s106.  I am advised that the negotiations are well advance with the s106 and 

the agreement is anticipated to be completed by the end of the year. 
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8.69 The applicant has provided evidence to support the deliverability of the site. 

The latest Infrastructure Development Pan (IDP) is dated March 2019. At that 

time it was envisaged that the development may commence in 2019/20 with 

690 dwellings predicted to be completed between 2019 – 2024. It is clear that 

this delivery trajectory has not been achieved. Notwithstanding this fact, the 

Council considers that there is now increased certainty over future delivery 

trajectories with approximately 96% of the land now in a single ownership. 

Whilst there are a few other third parties interests (not signatories to the s106), 

these do not impede the delivery of key infrastructure and residential 

development on the site, subject to meeting the conditions of the outline 

consent.  

8.70 I consider that the IDP 2019 is founded on a strong evidence base. It identifies 

the social, green and strategic infrastructure required to facilitate each 

sequence of development, including the requirement for a major upgrade to 

M27 Junction 10. I am advised that the IDP has strongly driven the s106 

process, acting as the starting point in identifying appropriate triggers for the 

delivery of community infrastructure.   I anticipate that the development will 

therefore proceed broadly in accordance with the IDP 2019 subject to the s106 

obligations. 

8.71 I accept that condition 52 prevents the commencement of development on site, 

with the exception of works related to the delivery of Junction 10, until details 

of the sources of funding is in place for those works. Condition 52 states: 

“No development shall take place other than that related to the delivery of 
Junction 10 until details of the sources of all the funding necessary to carry 
out the Junction 10 works has been submitted to and approved in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority. 

The development shall be undertaken in accordance with the approved details.” 

 

Junction 10 Delivery 

8.72 A report to Hampshire County Council’s Cabinet on 29th September 2020 

provides an update on the M27 Junction 10 improvement scheme. The County 

Council has been Scheme promoter, leading on all design, development, and 

business case work for the Scheme since January 2018. Significant progress 

has been made to advance the design and to progress the Strategic and 
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Economic Cases for the Full Business Case with the DfT and Highways 

England.  

8.73 The identified sources of funding for the Junction 10 works are kept under 

constant review by the County Council as is to be expected with the delivery of 

a major infrastructure project of this scale and complexity.  The report to 

Cabinet provides an update on the most recent changes in funding 

circumstances, including an offer from the Solent LEP Board on 15th September 

2020 to provide up to £900,000 to fund the completion of the development work 

up to Stage 3 of the Highways England Project Control Framework (PCF) 

process to be completed by the end of March 2021 (subject to the agreement 

of terms of conditions). 

8.74 I will be in position to provide the Inspector with an update on whether this 

funding has been secured either during the inquiry to shortly thereafter. 

However, at this stage, I fully expect the Stage 3 development works to be able 

to proceed on the basis of this funding.   

8.75 On completion of the Stage 3 works in March 2021, a break point is likely to be 

required to provide all parties with the opportunity to consider the approach to 

the delivery of the scheme thereafter. All strategic partners in the Scheme are 

continuously and actively pursuing funding solutions jointly, including the 

developer, with the intention of reaching agreement on the sources of funding 

available for the Stage 4 and Stage 5 development works during this break 

point. At that stage, it will be possible to provide the Council with the details of 

the sources of funding that have been secured to enable the discharge of 

Condition 52 and on which basis development (other than works related to 

Junction 10) can commence. As Hampshire County Council’s Junction 10 

Delivery Programme envisages that the Stage 4 development works will be 

able to complete by Autumn 2021, I would anticipate that an application to 

discharge condition 52 may be submitted by Summer 2021.  Stage 5 works are 

then expected to complete by Summer 2022.  

8.76 I consider therefore that there is very clear intent and a detailed programme of 

work in place to deliver the Junction 10 improvements. As Welborne is of sub-

regional importance and I have no doubt that all delivery partners, including the 

developer, are capable of reaching agreement to enable the development to 

commence as swiftly as possible.  
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8.77 In the meantime, I see no reason why the developer will not prepare and submit 

reserved matters applications and applications to discharge pre-

commencement conditions once the outline consent is granted by the end of 

2021 in readiness to commence development of the first neighbourhood area 

as soon as Condition 52 is discharged.  

Housing Trajectory 

8.78 I note that the Council’s latest assessment of its 5YHLS position (CDC.3), the 

Supplementary Report to June 2020 Planning Committee, identifies that the 

Welborne Garden Village is anticipated to deliver some 450 dwellings within 

the five-year period (30 dwellings in year 2022/23, 180 in year 2023/24, and 

240 in 2024/25) based on an updated trajectory provided by the developer in 

Summer 2020. The Appellant in the Statement of Case at paragraph 8.52 on 

page 37 helpfully identifies that it took on average 3 years and 2 months from 

the grant outline planning permission until the first housing completion was 

achieved on 6 strategic scale (more than 1000 home sites in Hampshire) as 

reported in the Start to Finish Report prepared by Lichfields, 2020. Even should 

the timescale slip with the s106 being finalised and the outline consent being 

permitted in January 2021, the Council’s trajectory does not predict the 

completion of a substantial number dwellings (180 in 2023/24) until after 

approximately 3 years and 2 months which is entirely consistent with the 

findings of the Start to Finish report that the Appellant refers to.  I consider 

therefore that the projected rate of completions towards the end of the plan 

period is a reasonable assumption on the basis that the s106 will be finalised, 

the consent issued by the end of the year and Condition 52 is capable of being 

discharged in summer 2021.  

Emerging Brownfield Sites 

Source of supply 
Position of the 
Council 

Position of the 
Appellant 

Sites identified on a Brownfield 
Register 145 0 

Fareham Magistrates Court 45 0 

Warsash Maritime Academy 100 0 
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8.79 In the Council’s latest HLS figures (CD F24) there are 145 dwellings forecast 

to be completed on emerging brownfield sites. The supply is made up of 2 sites, 

summarised as follows.  

Fareham Magistrates Court  

8.80 The Appellant’s position is that there is no evidence that progress has been 

made since the planning application was submitted in November 2018. 

Furthermore, that reserved matters applications will need to be prepared and 

conditions discharged once the consent is issued which is likely to delay a start 

on site.  

8.81 An outline application for 45 dwellings (P/18/1261/OA) from the landowner 

(Homes England) was submitted in November 2018.  A draft legal agreement 

to secure bespoke off-site nitrate mitigation land in Knowle (Winchester City 

Council) has been shared with the applicant and WCC.  Subject to this being 

agreed and then moving towards completion, the Council intends to take the 

application to the Planning Committee by the end of the year with a decision 

issued shortly afterwards.  

8.82 The reserved matters application is likely to come from Churchill Retirement 

Living who have already engaged the Council in pre-app discussions. 

8.83 I note that the Council has adopted a precautionary approach with the delivery 

of the site estimated in 2023/24. I consider that given the small number of 

dwellings on this site, this is reasonable and anticipate the delivery of the site 

within the 5 year period.  

Warsash Maritime Academy (Reg. 19 Local Plan HA7)  

8.84 The Appellant’s position is that an environmental statement will be required 

following a screening opinion issued by the Council in March 2019 and that as 

significant amount of work will be required, the site cannot be considered 

deliverable.     

8.85  No planning application has been submitted for development on this site which 

has since been allocated for 100 dwellings in the Regulation 19 version of the 

draft Local Plan 2026. I am however advised by the Council that the landowner, 

Solent University, is due to exchange contracts for the disposal of the land by 
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the end of November 2020 and that the purchaser plans to submit a pre-

application request by the end of the year. 

8.86 The latest information provided by site promoter in February 2020 confirmed 

the delivery of the site subject to nitrate mitigation as follows: 2021/22 – 50 

dwellings, 2022/23 – 50 dwellings, 2023/24 – 50 dwellings.  The site promoter 

has indicated that the site may be capable of delivering 150 dwellings which is 

more than the Council has projected over the five-years.  

8.87 The Council has proactively engaged with two further landowners to provide 

nitrate mitigation schemes which would be available for developers to use in a 

similar way to the HIWWT at Little Duxmore Farm.  Currently legal agreements 

are being drafted and these schemes may provide suitable nitrate mitigation 

should the applicant wish to express an interest in due course.  An alternative 

nitrate mitigation scheme may of course be bought forward by the developer. 

8.88  A screening opinion (EIA) (P/19/0202/EA) for the development of up to 100 

dwellings, a care home of up to 66 beds and employment space was issued by 

the Council on 29th March 2019 indicating that the application would need to 

be accompanied by an Environmental Statement.  Having regard to the 

consultation responses, I am not of the opinion that the requirements are 

unduly onerous. The requirement for a Transport Assessment is a fairly typical 

requirement for a major planning application, regardless of whether an 

environmental statement is required and should not lead to significant delay. 

Matters in relation to European Sites in Fareham Borough are well rehearsed 

and any necessary mitigation measure to off-set nitrates and/recreational 

pressures are well understood. I note that the environmental health officer has 

indicated that an assessment with regard to contaminated land is not required. 

In my experience, there is no reason why an environmental statement cannot 

be produced within 3 – 6 months.  

8.89 I note that a resolution was passed by the Council’s Planning Committee on 

11th October 2019 (P/19/0344/FP) to grant full consent for the redevelopment 

of the adjacent retained section of the academy campus and works are already 

underway on site. This further provides clear evidence that the wider site is 

deliverable and capable of being brought forward during the next five-years.  
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8.90 I note that the Council has adopted a precautionary approach with the delivery 

of the site in 2023/24 and 2024/25, the latter part of five-year period. On the 

basis of the information provided by the site promoter, I consider that the site 

is capable of being delivered within the five-year period.  

 

Windfall Allowance 

Source of supply 
Position of the 
Council 

Position of the 
Appellant 

Windfall allowance 74 74 
  

8.91 It is a matter of agreement with the Appellant that there are 74 dwellings 

forecast to be completed as part of a windfall allowance.  

Deliverable Sites: Housing Trajectories  

8.92 In the Statement of Case, the Appellant relies on the Second Edition of the 

Start to Finish report, Lichfields, February 2020 identifying that Figure 3 of that 

report indicates that it takes on average circa 3 years from the grant of outline 

planning permission until the first completion. On this basis, the Appellant 

argues that housing trajectories relied on by the Council are not realistic. The 

Start to Finish report provides evidence on the speed and rate of delivery of 

sites over 500 dwellings. 

8.93 With the exception of Welbourne, none of the sites that comprise the five-year 

housing land supply are over 500 homes so are not considered to be 

comparable with the national average lead-in times reported for significantly 

larger sites. The majority of the sites are under 100 dwellings. Only 5 sites are 

over 100 dwellings or more, the largest being 180 dwellings at Land at Brook 

Lane, Warsash (P/17/0845/OA). 

8.94 The conditions attached to the sites with a resolution to grant planning consent 

are standard and there is nothing especially onerous likely to impede a swift 

resolution of reserved matters applications or the discharge of planning 

conditions. Indeed the Appellant has not presented any site specific evidence 

(with the exception of reference to the delivery of Junction 10 at Welborne) to 
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demonstrate that there is no prospect of the site’s being delivered in line with 

the Councils’ projected rate of completion.  

8.95 In his decision in relation to the Land south of Mallards Road, Bursledon 

(APP/W1715/W/16/3156702), the Inspector concluded: 

“In this context, while the use of national housebuilders’ average annual 
completion rates and a national, high level report [reference to the Start to 
Finish Report]  may give broad brush indications of delivery, they are unlikely 
to directly reflect local circumstance. Indeed, the former are ‘just’ averages 
drawn from a range of sites across the country while the latter is a general study 
of a particular set of large sites.” 

 

Implications of Covid 19 on the Rate of Housing Delivery 

8.96 The Council maintains that whilst Covid-19 and the nationwide lockdown led to 

temporary construction site closures, there has been increasing activity since, 

including as a result of the Government’s changes to Stamp Duty and 

increased construction working hours. The Council does not consider it 

appropriate to apply a further discount to its housing land supply as a result of 

Covid-19. I note that this matter was specifically taken into consideration by the 

Inspector in the Tiptree decision (APP/A1530/W/20/3248038) [CDJ.23], with 

the Inspector concluding that it was not necessary to make any adjustment to 

the 5-year housing supply figures in response to the Covid -19 pandemic 

situation. 

8.97 I also note the Secretary of State reached similar conclusions in paragraph 24 

of his decision letter in Hawthorns (APP/R3650/W/18/3211033) [CDJ.22].  

Future Five-year Housing Supply 

8.98  I consider that the shortfall in the 5YHLS is material, and that the weight to be 

afforded to the countryside Development Plan Policies is reduced as a result. 

However, the shortfall is likely to be short-lived, and therefore the weight is not 

reduced to the extent that it might have been in the context of a more significant 

long-term shortfall.  

8.99 The Statement of Case prepared by the Appellant examines available evidence 

to determine whether the five-year land position is likely to improve in the short-

term. In this context, reference is made to paragraph 60 of the High Court 
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Judgement of Phides Estates (Overseas) Limited vs the Secretary of State for 

Communities and Local Government et al [2015] EWHC 827 (Admin) [CDK.1] 

which considered that the extent of the shortfall may be material to the weight 

afforded to policies and the housing supply, but so may the length of time this 

is likely to persist. 

8.100 I therefore examine those matters likely to influence the future five-year housing 

below. 

Actions taken to address the shortfall 

8.101 As set out previously, sites with a resolution to grant planning consent have 

been ‘held back’ since February 2019 where developers have not been able to 

demonstrate that their proposals maintain or reduce the levels of nitrates 

leaving their site or developers are unable to provide the necessary mitigation. 

This is affecting not just the Council but all Authorities in the Solent catchment 

area. 

8.102 The Council has taken significant actions and has already entered into a legal 

agreement with the Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust and Isle of Wight 

Council to secure nitrate mitigation at Little Duxmore Farm to enable residential 

planning permissions to be granted within the Borough of Fareham. Following 

further pro-active engagement by the Council, legal agreements are also 

currently drafted with other two landowners to bring forward nitrate mitigation 

schemes on two additional sites.  

8.103 The Council is also taking significant actions to address the shortfall with the 

allocation and progression of the Welborne Garden Village (LPP3), which is 

scheduled to deliver up to 6,000 dwellings. This strategic site is already an 

extant allocation within the LPP3. Negotiations are well advanced with the s106 

and the Council is confident that delivery of housing at Welborne will be able to 

commence through the determination of the Buckland Development planning 

application, enabling the delivery of the site to increase up to 250 dwellings per 

annum as a robust assessment, and likely higher numbers.  

8.104 The Council has furthermore taken a positive approach to determining planning 

applications for major residential development, even where there is conflict with 

the adopted Development Plan policies. The Council has granted consents for 
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major residential development outside of the existing urban settlement 

boundaries as defined on the adopted policies map.  

8.105 It is notable that a large number of these sites are proposed allocations in the 

Draft Local Plan Review.  In addition to decisions taken to date, the Council is 

in the process of determining additional planning applications on further draft 

Local Plan Review allocations. The precise extent of permissions from this 

source cannot be predetermined but could extend to many hundreds of 

additional dwellings.  

8.106 The Council has an express policy permitting development in the countryside 

if DSP40 is satisfied and have used that policy to grant permissions when 

appropriate to do so. Moreover, through the Plan-making work, they have 

publicly identified potential sites as being appropriate for development, thus 

encouraging applications to be made. Many of those have been permitted and 

I consider it reasonable for me to conclude that in the context of the 5 year 

housing land shortfall, doubtless others will also be approved.  

Buffer  

8.107 I am advised by the Council that it is not the case as stated by the Appellant 

that housing delivery is likely to have fallen below 75% of the housing 

requirement over the previous three years. The number of completions during 

2019/20 have been submitted to MHCLG over the summer and total 866 

dwellings. Over the period 2017 -2019, there were 581 completions. On this 

basis the calculations show that the Housing Delivery Test is not failed.  This is 

subject to confirmation when the results of the Test are published by 

government, anticipated in November 2020. 

8.108 In this basis, the presumption in favour of sustainable development will 

therefore not be automatically engaged regardless of the five-year housing 

supply position with reference to the results of the Housing Delivery Test in 

footnote 7 of the NPPF. 

8.109 I am however advised that the Council is likely to be required to apply a 20% 

buffer on the 5-year housing requirement between 2020/21 and 2024/25 from 

November 2020 onwards as housing delivery is likely to fall below 85%. 

However, this position is also yet to be confirmed by MHCLG and will not be 

known until the results of the Housing Delivery Test are published (anticipated 
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in November 2020). I have calculated that if the 20% buffer is required to be 

applied, then the five-year housing requirement would increase to 3,084 

dwellings (617 dwellings per annum).  Using the Council’s revised supply 

figures (2,094), the Council would have a 3.4 year 5YHLS (a shortfall of 991 

dwellings).  

8.110 Should a 20% buffer be required, I therefore accept that the extent of the 5 year 

housing land supply shortfall over the period 2020/21 – 204/25 will increase. 

However, I note that the Council has had regard to the Government’s proposed 

revised standard methodology set out in the Planning for the Future, White 

Paper (August 2020) in preparing the Regulation 19 draft Local Plan.  Applying 

this new standard methodology, the future housing requirement over the five-

year period 2021/22 – 2025/56 will substantially reduce. I consider that the 

implications of the Regulation 19 draft Local Plan for the future 5 year housing 

land supply is a material planning consideration that will need to be considered 

in the round with the likely implications of a possible requirement to apply a 

20% buffer.  I discuss this matter below.  

Reg 19 Consultation Draft Local Plan 

8.111 The Government’s new standard methodology released for consultation in 

August 2020 affords councils the option of using either a percentage of the 

Borough’s existing housing stock as the calculation’s starting point or the most 

up-to-date household projections, whichever is the higher, before an 

affordability uplift is applied. Having regard to the new standard methodology, 

the Council considers it appropriate for the Regulation 19 Publication Local 

Plan to plan for a scale of growth based on the proposed new methodology, 

and not one based on out-of-date household projections. This reduces the 

housing need figure from 514 dpa to 403 dpa (a 21.6% reduction in the housing 

requirement), from a base date of 2021 which would in a future 5YHLS require 

2,015 dwellings between 2021 – 2026 (set out in Appendix A of the Reg.19 

Local Plan). This figure is below the requirement of 2,570 dwellings for 2020 – 

2025 based on the current methodology. 

8.112 I have calculated that if a 5% buffer is required to the future housing land supply 

requirement 2021/22 – 2024/25, then the five-year housing requirement would 

be 2,116 (423 dwellings per annum).  As there are no projected housing 

completions beyond 2024/25, I have instead relied on the Council’s 5 year 
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estimated housing completions over the period 2021/22 – 2025/26 which is set 

out in Appendix B of Reg 19 Local Plan. This housing land supply includes 

dwellings forecast to come forward on additional housing sites allocated in the 

Regulation 19 draft Local Plan and includes an allowance for changes in 

windfall projections. I accept that this evidence is subject to examination but 

note that the latest Local Development Scheme adopted on 7th September 

2020 estimated the adoption of the Plan in Autumn/Winter 2021. Relying on 

this evidence, there is forecast to be 3,086 dwelling completions, over the next 

five-year period 2021/22 - 2025/56 and the Council is predicted to have a 7.3 
year 5YHLS (a 970 dwelling surplus).  

8.113 I have calculated that if a 20% buffer is required to the future housing land 

supply requirement 2021/22 – 2024/25 on the same basis as that described 

above, then the five-year housing requirement would be 2,418 (484 dwellings 

per annum).  Using the Council’s housing trajectory 2021/22 – 2025/26 (as set 

out in Appendix B of Reg 19 Local Plan) which forecasts 3,086 dwellings, the 

Council is predicted to have a 6.4 year 5YHLS (a 668 dwelling surplus). 

8.114 I acknowledge that the Government’s new standard methodology is currently 

out for consultation. However, I also consider that the Regulation 19 Draft Local 

Plan is a relevant material consideration, albeit that the weight that can be 

attached to the Plan is limited at this stage. Nevertheless, when considered in 

the round, having regard to the potential requirement to apply at 20% buffer to 

housing requirements from November 2020 and to the substantially lower 

housing requirements as set out in the Regulation 19 draft local plan, the 

current best evidence is that the current housing shortfall will be translated into 

a significant surplus in the near future.  

My conclusions on the Council’s current five-year housing land supply 
position 

8.115 On the basis of the preceding sections of this Appendix, my conclusions are as 

follows. 

Housing Requirement 

8.116 The Council’s latest (June 2020) calculation of its five-year housing 

requirement, on the latest ONS household project figures, and a 5% buffer, is 

2,699 dwellings (540 dwellings per annum). Should the Council be required to 
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apply a 20% buffer on the 5-year housing requirement from November 2020 

onwards having not met 85% of its housing requirements over the last three 

years, I have calculated that the five-year housing requirement increases to 

3,084 dwellings (617 dwellings per annum).  I am advised however that the 

Council has not delivered less than 75% of its housing requirement over the 

last three years and therefore presumption in favour of sustainable 

development does not automatically apply. 

8.117 Having regard to the Regulation 19 consultation draft Plan, the calculation of 

the five-year housing requirement, based on the Government’s new standard 

methodology released for consultation in August 2020 and a 5% buffer, is 2,116 

(423 dwellings per annum).  I consider that the Council may be required to 

apply a 20% buffer on the 5-year housing requirement from November 2020 

onwards.  On this basis, I have calculated that if the 20% buffer is applied, then 

the future five-year housing requirement increases to 2,418 (484 dwellings per 

annum).   

Housing Supply 

8.118 The Council’s revised five-year HLS as set out in this proof of evidence is 2,094 

dwellings. For the reasons identified above, this is on the basis of the existing 

published trajectory information and that the sites identified in the Council’s 

five-year housing supply are capable of being delivered within the five-year 

period with the exception of the sites at 1 Station Industrial Park,  Raley Road, 

335-337 Gosport Road and 33 Lodge Road, Locks Heath which I accept are 

not available now. In particular, I conclude that the 450 dwellings at Welborne 

are capable of being developed within the five-year period and that the sites 

with a resolution to grant planning grant (709 dwellings) can be considered to 

be deliverable as a category (b) sites in the definition of ‘deliverable’ in Annex 

2 to NNPF.  

5 Year Housing Land Supply Conclusion  

8.119 The Council's revised supply figures identify it as having a 3.9 year HLS (a 

shortfall of 605 dwellings), based on the latest ONS figures and a 5% buffer. 

8.120 In respect of the future supply, housing delivery has not fallen below 75% of 

the housing requirement over the previous three years and therefore the 

presumption in favour of sustainable development will not automatically apply 
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regardless of the 5 YHLS position. Should a 20% buffer be required, subject to 

the Housing Delivery Test results in November 2020, the Council is identified 

as having a 3.4 year 5YHLS (a shortfall of 991 dwellings).  

8.121 However, I consider that this shortfall will be short-lived. It is clear that the 

Council has taken significant steps to address the shortfall. Good progress is 

being made on the delivery of a significant number of dwellings through 

Welborne, a large-scale Garden Village development and on those sites with a 

resolution to grant planning permission. The Council has also taken a positive 

approach to determining planning applications for major residential 

development, even where there is conflict with the adopted Development Plan 

policies.  Furthermore, there is a substantially lower housing requirement as 

set out in the Regulation 19 draft local plan based on the Government’s new 

standard methodology that is currently being consulted on. Assuming a 5% 

buffer is required, the Council is predicted to have 7.3 year 5YHLS (a 970 

dwelling surplus). Applying a 20% buffer, the Council is predicted to have a 6.4 

year 5YHLS (a 668 dwelling surplus). The current best evidence is therefore 

that the current housing shortfall will be translated into a significant surplus in 

the near future.  
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9 DEVELOPMENT PLAN CONFLICT:  ECOLOGY ISSUES 

9.1 This section outlines the extent to which the Appeal Development conflicts with 

the relevant Development Plan policies on ecological matters.  Rather than 

consider the reasons for refusal in order, I have structured my evidence to 

reflect the decision-making sequence set out in the Framework and therefore I 

consider the impact on the integrity of habitats sites first.  

Reason for Refusal (J)  

In the absence of appropriate mitigation for the loss of a low use Brent 
geese and wader site and in the absence of a legal agreement to 
appropriately secure such mitigation, the proposal would have a likely 
adverse effect on the integrity of European Protected Sites. 

9.2 Core Strategy Policy CS4 sets out the strategic approach to Biodiversity in 

respect of sensitive European sites and mitigation impacts on air quality.  Policy 

DSP13: Nature Conservation of the Local Plan Part 2 confirms the requirement 

to ensure that designated sites, sites of nature conservation value, protected 

and priority species populations and associated habitats are protected and 

where appropriate enhanced. DSP14 specifically supports sites for Brent 

Geese and waders that are functionally linked to Solent Special Protection 

Areas (SPA) and which form part of a network of habitats providing feeding and 

roosting areas. Development must demonstrate no adverse impact on 

‘uncertain’ sites’ for Brent Geese and Waders or appropriate avoidance and/or 

mitigation measures to address identified impacts should be secured to 

safeguard the integrity of the SPA. 

9.3 The Solent is internationally important for its wildlife. Each winter, it hosts over 

90,000 waders and wildfowl including 10 per cent of the global population of 

Brent geese. These birds come from as far as Siberia to feed and roost before 

returning to their summer habitats to breed. There are also plants, habitats and 

other animals within the Solent which are of both national and international 

importance.  

9.4 In light of their importance, areas within the Solent have been specially 

designated under UK/ European law. Amongst the most significant 

designations are Special Protection Areas (SPA) and Special Areas of 
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Conservation (SAC). These are often referred to as ‘European Protected Sites’ 

(EPS).  

9.5 Regulation 63 of the Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 provides that 

planning permission can only be granted by a ‘competent authority’ if it can be 

shown that the proposed development will either not have a likely significant 

effect on designated European sites or, if it will have a likely significant effect, 

that effect can be mitigated so that it will not result in an adverse effect on the 

integrity of the designated European sites. This is done following a process 

known as an Appropriate Assessment. The competent authority is responsible 

for carrying out this process, although they must consult with Natural England 

and have regard to their representations. The competent authority is either the 

local planning authority or the Planning Inspectorate, depending on who is 

determining the application. In this case, because an appeal has been lodged, 

it is the Planning Inspectorate.  

9.6 The appeal developments will result in the loss of part of a Solent Waders and 

Brent Goose Strategy (SWBGS) Low Use site (F15). The level of mitigation and 

off-setting required is dependent on the importance of the site within the 

ecological network and how these non-designated sites support the wider 

designated Solent SPA network. All Low Use sites have the potential to be used 

by waders or brent geese and to support the existing network and provide 

alternative options and resilience for the future network.  

9.7 In accordance with the SWBGS guidance on off-setting and mitigation 

requirements (Final Report, October 2018), proportionate mitigation is required 

for the loss of Low Use sites. Where impacts to Low Use sites cannot be 

avoided or adequately mitigated on-site, mitigation would comprise off-setting 

or enhancement measures via payment of £35,610 per hectare towards the 

management and enhancement of the wider waders and Brent geese 

ecological network. Both Appellants have offered proportionate contributions in 

the line with the SWBG Strategy.   

9.8 However Natural England has made it clear its statement at CDB.8c: 

“Appropriate assessments cannot have lacunae and must contain complete, 

precise and definitive findings and conclusions capable of removing all 
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reasonable scientific doubt as to the effects of the works proposed on the 

protected site concerned.” 

9.9 Natural England advise that further detail is required to inform the Appropriate 

Assessment with regards to how the financial contribution will directly mitigate 

the impact from the partial loss of the Low Use site; i.e. how it will be used to 

maintain and enhance the wider network within the Borough in a timely manner.  

9.10 The Council does not at present have a strategic scheme in place that offers a 

suitable mitigation solution.  In the absence of an identified mitigation scheme 

managed by the Council, financial contributions secured via a s106 are not 

acceptable to Natural England.  This issue is considered in Mr Sibbett’s 

evidence who similarly concludes that the appeal developments are 

unacceptable because there is demonstrable harm to the Solent SPAs for 

which no achievable mitigation has been proposed.  The developments 

therefore fail adopted Local Plan policies CS4, DSP13 and DSP14.  They also 

fail emerging Local Plan NE1 and NE5. 

9.11 In such circumstances, Natural England advises: 

“Where no such strategic schemes are currently available, the onus falls to the 

applicant to provide a suitable mitigation solution.” 

9.12 A suitable mitigation scheme that can be secured in perpetuity has not been 

identified for either of the Appeal sites by the respective Appellants. In such a 

circumstance, the Inspector cannot reasonably conclude that the appeal 

proposals will not adversely affect the integrity of the European site and 

therefore he is not in a position to lawfully grant consent for the projects.  

9.13 In his evidence, Mr Sibbett makes it clear that as the fund for providing 

mitigation works has not yet been set up in Fareham Borough there is no 

reasonable likelihood of the payment actually providing the mitigation 

requirement.  He concludes that the developments are therefore unacceptable 

because there is demonstrable harm to the Solent SPAs for which no 

achievable mitigation has been proposed. 

9.14 For the above reason, the Appeal Developments are contrary to policies CS4, 

DSP13 and DSP14. 
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Reason for Refusal (I) Newgate Lane South 

The proposal provides insufficient information to protect and enhance 
the biodiversity interests of the site which includes a substantial 
population of Chamomile 

9.15 The impacts of the appeal proposal at Newgate Lane South are addressed in 

Mr Sibbett’s evidence at paragraph 1.6 as follows: 

A Chamomile Management Plan prepared by WYG was received in 
October 2020 (CDA.136).  This answers the majority of the previous 
queries by the LPA.  Outstanding information required is a more refined 
design of areas managed for chamomile and areas managed as a meadow 
habitat, together with details of monitoring to ensure long-term continuity of 
the chamomile.  If this information is received and is satisfactory, the LPA 
expects to be able to withdraw this reason for the development being 
unacceptable.  

9.16 I accept that the LPA may be able to withdraw this reason for refusal subject to 

the submitted information being acceptable.   At the time of writing, this 

information is still outstanding. 
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10 DEVELOPMENT PLAN CONFLICT:  COUNTRYSIDE, LANDSCAPE, 
STRATEGIC GAP AND AGRICULTURAL LAND 

10.1 This section outlines the extent to which the Appeal Development conflicts with 

the relevant Development Plan policies on development within the countryside 

as well as policies on landscape and the strategic gap.    

Reason for Refusal (A) (as it relates to Newgate Lane North and South) 

The provision of residential development in this location would be 
contrary to adopted Local Plan policies which seek to prevent additional 
residential development in the countryside (Inspector’s Issue 1) 

Principle of Development in the Countryside 

10.2 Reason for Refusal (a) relates to the principle of development in the 

countryside, beyond the defined urban settlement boundary. The Appeal Sites 

are located wholly within the countryside, beyond any defined settlement or 

development boundary. 

10.3 The following Development Plan policies, listed within the reason for refusal, 

are relevant to the principle of development in the countryside, outside of the 

defined settlement boundaries: 

• LPP1 Policy CS2 (Housing Provision) 

• LPP1 Policy CS6 (The Development Strategy) 

• LPP1 Policy CS14 (Development Outside Settlements) 

• LPP2: Policy DSP6 (New Residential Development Outside of the 

Defined Urban Settlement Boundaries) 

• LPP2 Policy DSP40 (Housing Allocations) 

10.4 LPP1 Policy CS14, on Development Outside Settlements, states that 

development on land outside of the defined settlements will be strictly 

controlled to protect the countryside and coastline from development which 

would adversely affect its landscape character, appearance and function. The 

policy lists acceptable forms of development, which include development for 

agriculture; forestry; horticulture; and required infrastructure. The Appeal 

Developments do not fall into any of these categories and are therefore 

contrary to Policy CS14. 
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10.5 The supporting text to the policy explains, at paragraph 5.146, that Policy CS14 

is part of the wider development strategy for the Borough to concentrate 

development in the existing urban areas and strategic sites. Given that the 

Appeal Developments would conflict with Policy CS14, it would clearly be at 

odds with this Plan-led strategy for the Borough. 

10.6 LPP2 Policy DSP6, on New Residential Development Outside of the Defined 

Urban Settlement Boundaries (DUSBs), addresses the principle of residential 

development outside of the settlement boundaries as defined on the adopted 

LP Proposals Map (CDE.2). This policy goes further than CS Policy CS14 as it 

refers specifically to ‘residential development’. Policy DSP6 includes a clear 

‘presumption against new residential development outside of the defined 

settlement boundaries’ unless it meets any of the criteria listed within the policy.  

10.7 These three criteria list certain types of development which may be permissible 

outside of the settlement boundaries. The Appeal Developments do not meet 

any of these criteria and are therefore in clear conflict with Policy DSP6. 

10.8 The text of Policy DSP6 makes it clear that this policy should be read together 

with LPP1 Policy CS14. The supporting text to Policy DSP6, at paragraph 4.6, 

explains that the Council will protect areas outside of the DUSB boundaries 

from development that would ‘adversely affect the landscape character, 

appearance, and function’. 

10.9 There is a clear conflict with LPP1 Policy CS14 and LPP2 Policy DSP6 given 

the location of the Appeal Sites outside of the DSUB.  

Policy DSP40 (Housing Allocations) 

10.10 Whilst there is a clear conflict with adopted Development Plan Policy relating 

to the principle of development, Policy DSP40 expressly deals with how 

applications such as these should be determined in circumstances where there 

is a five-year supply shortfall.  This a very significant Development Plan policy 

in respect of these two Appeals given that I have confirmed above that the 

Council cannot currently demonstrate a 5YHLS.  

10.11 All of the criteria set out in Policy DSP40 must be met for the Appeal 

Developments to comply with it.  
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10.12 As set out in the Committee Reports (CDC.1 and CDC.2), Members consider 

that the Appeal Developments comply with the following criteria and these are 

not further dealt with in my evidence: 

i) Criteria i)  as the appeal proposals for up to 75 dwellings at Newgate Lane 

North and up to 115 dwellings at Newgate Lane South is considered 

relative in scale to the current shortfall; and 

ii) Criteria iv) as it has been demonstrated that in respect of the appeal site 

at Newgate Lane north, 75 dwellings are capable of being delivered by 

2023 within the five-year housing land supply period up to April 2024. In 

respect of the appeal site at Newgate Lane South, 25 dwellings are 

capable of being delivered by June 2022, with 40 dwellings per year 

thereafter with the 115th dwelling completed by September 2024. 

10.13 However, the Appeal Developments do not comply with the following 
criteria and these matters are dealt with in my evidence as follows: 

i) Criteria ii): this is not met as the development is not sustainably located 

adjacent to, and well related to, the existing urban settlement boundaries, 

and cannot be well integrated with the neighbouring settlement. I deal with 

this matter below under Reason for Refusal D. 
ii) Criteria iii): this is not met as the development is not sensitively designed 

to reflect the character of the neighbouring settlement and to minimise any 

adverse impact on the Countryside and, if relevant, the Strategic Gaps. Mr 

Dudley deals with these matters as summarised below under Reason for 

Refusal B and C.  
iii) Criteria v): this is not met as there are unacceptable: 

• traffic implications related to highway safety and the operation of the 

highway network.  Mr Gammer deals with these matters in his evidence 

as summarised below under Reason for Refusal (H) as they relate to 

Newgate Lane North and Reason for Refusal (G) as they relate to 

Newgate Lane South.  
• environmental implications  

o related to loss of BMV agricultural land at Newgate Lane North. 

I deal with this matter below under Reason for Refusal (E) as it 

relates to Newgate Lane North.  
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o related to insufficient information being provided to protect and 

enhance the biodiversity interests of the site which includes a 

substantial population of Chamomile. Mr Sibbett deals with 

these matters in his evidence as summarised below under 

Reason for Refusal (I) as it relates to Newgate Lane South.  

10.14 Subject to the satisfactory completion of the s106 agreement and appropriately 

worded conditions, and the Appropriate Assessment that you will need to 

undertake, I accept that the conflict is limited to these points, and that there is 

no conflict in relation to amenity implications under criteria (v). 

Reason for Refusal B  

The proposed development fails to respond positively to and be 
respectful of the key characteristics of the area and would be harmful to 
the character and appearance of the countryside (Inspector’s Issue 2). 

10.15 As discussed, LPP1 Policy DSP40 sets out the Council’s approach where it 

cannot demonstrate a five-year supply of land for housing and is therefore 

particularly relevant to this appeal.  It includes a number of tests, all of which 

must be met for the Council to approve housing sites outside the urban area 

boundary.  I consider the third test of DSP40(iii) in relation to this particular 

reason for refusal.   

10.16 Policy DSP40(iii) requires that the proposal is ‘sensitively designed to reflect 

the character of the neighbouring settlement and to minimise any adverse 

impact on the countryside and, if relevant, the Strategic Gaps’. I deal with 

issues relating to impact on the Strategic Gap under reason for refusal C. 

10.17 Policy CS17 of the adopted Fareham Borough Core Strategy sets out a similar, 

but separate policy test that, amongst other things, ‘development will be 

designed to: respond positively to and be respectful of the key characteristics 

of the area, including heritage assets, landscape, scale, form, spaciousness 

and use of external materials’.  

10.18 I draw upon Mr Dudley’s evidence in considering whether the proposed 

developments would be harmful to the character and appearance of the 

countryside.   
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10.19 Mr Dudley considers the Illustrative Framework Masterplan for each site.  At 

paragraph 3.4 of his evidence he concludes that the Northern Site would create 

an incongruous island of development sat in the middle of the Site, with no clear 

relationship to the surrounding settlement and highways.   

10.20 In relation to the Southern Site, Mr Dudley concludes that when viewed in the 

context of the single strip of ribbon development at Peel Common, the mass of 

development at a proposed 35 dwellings per hectare, is likely to appear 

asymmetrical against the central belt of open space (see paragraph 3.9 of his 

evidence). 

10.21 In considering the Design and Access Statements, Mr Dudley disagrees with 

the Appellant’s statement that the ‘green infrastructure and open space 

strategy informs the location of a large area of public open space to be provided 

along Newgate Lane’.  Rather he concludes that this layout has been informed 

by the fact that the land in question is within Flood Zone 3 and therefore cannot 

be used for any other purpose, and not by and the green infrastructure and 

open space strategy.  He also finds against the Appellant’s statement that by 

setting the development back from Newgate Lane, it strengthens the strategic 

gap.  Mr Dudley strongly disagrees with this point, on the basis that it is simply 

not logical that any form of development within a Strategic Gap can strengthen 

it, given that its strength lies in its undeveloped nature (see paragraph 3.16 of 

his evidence). 

10.22 At paragraph 3.19, Mr Dudley notes that the Appellants commitment ‘to respect 

the grain of the area and acknowledge local character’ has not been achieved 

as the Local Planning Authority’s published evidence base clearly states that 

the key character in this landscape is its openness, which provides a valuable 

separation function. 

10.23 Mr Dudley also considers the illustrative design proposals and their relationship 

with the building heights parameter plans at paragraph 3.21 noting that the 

Appellant has taken an entirely inconsistent approach.  He concludes as 

follows: 

3.21 The illustrative design proposals are covered in Section 5 of both 
documents.  In both cases, paragraph 5.1 states that the proposed average 
density of 35 dwellings per hectare will ‘allow for variation in density across 
the development including higher density towards the existing urban areas 
and lower density towards the rural edge’.  When compared with the 
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building heights parameter plans further on in the documents, the Appellant 
has taken an approach entirely contrary to this, siting the lowest density of 
development closest to the existing urban edge of Peel Common and the 
highest density on the eastern edge, facing the remaining rural land 
between the Site and Bridgemary.  The stated approach is also 
contradicted by paragraph 5.31 of the Northern Application document and 
paragraph 5.33 and 5.34 of the Southern Application document, which both 
make reference to the deliberate location of the tallest buildings on the edge 
for noise mitigation, and state that this is ‘in line with a generally accepted 
urban design strategy’. 

10.24 In considering the relationship with wider settlements, Mr Dudley concludes in 

respect of each site individually and collectively as follows: 

Northern Application 

5.50 The development of the Northern Site in isolation is likely to 
significantly erode the established settlement pattern, by introducing an 
island of new development within the core of the Strategic Gap.  The 
proposed perimeter block design would be urban in character and would 
present hard faces to the surrounding countryside without the softening 
effect of existing vegetation that the edge of Bridgemary enjoys. 

10.25 He concludes that the proposed development would result in an adverse impact 

of Major/Moderate significance upon this receptor. 

Southern Application 

5.53 The Southern Site is closely associated with Peel Common, with the 
existing ribbon development located along its western and southern 
boundaries, and with open countryside to the north and east providing the 
separation with Fareham and Bridgemary respectively. 

5.54 The development of this Site is likely to entirely erode the ribbon 
development character of Peel Common, as well as its character as an 
isolated small settlement within the Strategic Gap.  The illustrative 
development framework shows parcels of perimeter block development 
occupying the eastern part of the Site, with the tallest buildings on the 
eastern edge facing the open countryside towards Bridgemary.  The 
western pony paddocks are not developable due to high flood risk, and 
therefore these have been shown as a strip of open space between 
Newgate Lane and the new development, further confusing the legibility of 
the settlement and reducing the integrity of the Strategic Gap.  Taking these 
factors into account, the magnitude of change upon this receptor is judged 
to be High. 

10.26 He concludes that the proposed development would result in an adverse impact 

of Major/Moderate significance upon this receptor. 
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Both Applications 

5.56 Should both applications be permitted, then the effects described 
above would occur in unison, with the settlement character of Peel 
Common and the character and integrity of the Strategic Gap likely to be 
entirely lost through the creation of a large and prominent new settlement. 

10.27 In considering impact on landscape character Mr Dudley concludes as follows: 

Northern Application 

5.88 The development of the Northern Site in isolation would introduce an 
incongruous island of residential development into the effective centre of 
the Strategic Gap in this location, with no clear connection to any other 
settlement area.  This would significantly erode the function and integrity of 
the gap, as well as the prevailing rural landscape character.  As noted 
above, the increased traffic resulting from this development would require 
improvements to the junction of Newgate Lane with Newgate Lane East, 
amplifying the urbanising effect of this new public highway.  The proposed 
layout of the development would expose tall buildings to the open 
countryside to the east, which would adversely affect the Site’s relationship 
with the edge of Bridgemary, by creating a ‘raw’ urban edge in the 
countryside.  Taking these factors into account, the magnitude of change 
upon this receptor is judged to be High. 

5.89 The proposed development is therefore considered to result in an 
adverse impact of Major to Major/Moderate significance upon this receptor. 

Southern Application 

5.90  The development of the Southern Site in isolation is anticipated to 
erode the function of the wider strategic gap by the creation of a new 
settlement area connected to the existing settlement of Peel Common.  
Whilst this would be slightly less exposed than the Northern Site, this would 
nonetheless fundamentally alter the settlement form of Peel Common, 
which is otherwise formed of ribbon development almost exclusively on one 
side of its component highways.  The acoustic fencing that is present to the 
east of this area is likely to reduce the exposure somewhat, although the 
proposal to locate the tallest buildings on the eastern edge of the 
development would mean that the built elements would still be prominent.  
As with the Northern Application, junction improvements would also be 
required on the junction between Newgate Lane and Newgate Lane East, 
increasing the prominence of the highways infrastructure.  The magnitude 
of change upon this receptor is therefore judged to be Medium. 

5.91 The proposed development is therefore considered to result in an 
adverse impact of Moderate significance upon this receptor. 

Both Applications 

5.92 The delivery of the proposed developments on both Sites is 
anticipated to entirely neutralise the function of the Strategic Gap, by 
developing a significant proportion of the land between Newgate Lane and 
Bridgemary.  The sense of separation of Peel Common, which is valued by 
the Fareham Landscape Assessment, would also be entirely lost.  The 
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character of Newgate Lane would be altered by a significant increase in the 
level of traffic along this highway, and junction improvements on Newgate 
Lane East to accommodate this would again exert a greater urbanising 
influence. 

10.28 Mr Dudley concludes at paragraph 5.93 of his evidence that the landscape 

impacts of the appeal developments would have an adverse impact on a whole 

range of receptors including in particular a major adverse impact on the open 

character of the site and wider setting and a major/moderate adverse impact 

on the relationship with wider settlements and mixed agricultural land use. They 

would also have a major to major/moderate adverse impact on the overall 

character of the site.  He reaches these conclusions in respect of both sites.  

Mr Dudley does draw a distinction between the impacts on the overall character 

of the setting of the site, with a major to major/moderate adverse impact 

predicted for the northern site and a moderate adverse impact for the southern 

site. 

10.29 It is clear from Mr Dudley’s evidence that the development of the appeal sites 

would have an unacceptable impact upon views.    

10.30 As summarised in his proof of evidence at page 66, Mr Dudley concludes that 

there would be adverse visual impacts on a range of receptors including in 

particular a major adverse impact on residents of Hambridge Lodge and a 

major/moderate adverse effect on users of Newgate Lane as a result of the 

appeal development at Newgate Lane North.  In relation to the appeal 

development at Newgate Lane South, adverse impacts include a major adverse 

impact on residents of Hambridge Lodge and residents along Woodcote Lane 

and a major/moderate adverse effect on users of Woodcote Lane. 

10.31 In conclusion, Mr Dudley states at paragraph 8.27: 

I therefore conclude that the proposed developments are inappropriate on 
visual grounds, and that my evidence supports the Council’s second reason 
for refusal for each application. 

10.32 On this basis, I conclude that the Appeal Developments do not meet the 

requirement of policy DSP40 criteria (iii) in relation to the impact on the 

character of the neighbouring settlement and countryside and are contrary to 

adopted Policy CS14 and CS17. Indeed it is demonstrated that harm to the 

countryside cannot be minimised as the Appeal Development will, on the basis 

of Mr Dudley’s evidence, appear an incongruous island of development within 
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the countryside, with no clear relationship to the surrounding settlement and 

highways.  I find that this harm cannot be mitigated as the location of the Appeal 

Developments fundamentally breaches criteria (ii) of Policy DSP40. This 

mandates that any development coming forward where there is a shortfall in 

housing land supply should be adjacent to or well related to an existing urban 

settlement boundary.  

Reason for Refusal C 

The provision of development in this location would significantly affect 
the integrity of the strategic gap and the physical and visual separation 
of settlements  

10.33 The remaining part of Policy DSP40(iii) relates to the Strategic Gaps and seeks 

to ensure that adverse impacts are minimised.  

10.34 The appeal sites are located within the Fareham/Stubbington Strategic Gap. 

10.35 Policy CS22 states that development proposals will not be permitted either 

individually or cumulatively where it significantly affects the integrity of the gap 

and the physical and visual separation of settlements.  

10.36 The role and purposes of strategic gaps is explained in paragraph 6.52 of the 

Core Strategy to maintain the separately identity of individual settlements 

particularly between Fareham and the Western Wards and Fareham. 

Paragraph 6.53 states that Fareham and Stubbington are located in a densely 

settled part of Hampshire where the countryside separating the settlements is 

narrow in places and under pressure from development.  Strategic gaps 

therefore perform a critical role in preventing coalescence which cannot be 

protected by other designations.  

10.37 Mr Dudley considers the role of the appeal sites and the contribution it makes 

to the strategic gap, by virtue of its open character in his proof of evidence at 

paragraph 5.15, noting that the only built form is that of Hambrook Lodge and 

its associated outbuildings.  This openness gives a sense of separation within 

the Strategic Gap, in particular to Peel Common, and the mature trees that line 

the boundary of Bridgemary serve to naturally separate this settlement from the 

open area.   

10.38 Mr Dudley states at paragraph 5.17 of his evidence: 
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‘The development of any part of the Site would significantly erode this open 
character, reducing the integrity of the Strategic Gap and introducing a 
much greater level of activity.  This is expressed within the 2017 Fareham 
Landscape Assessment, which states that further development activity 
following the construction of Newgate Lane East would almost certainly 
have an overwhelming urbanising effect, potentially tipping the balance 
towards a predominantly urban character.  This document further states 
that further development is likely to have a ‘significant impact upon the 
character and quality of existing predominantly rural views, unless it can be 
successfully integrated within a substantial framework of new vegetation’. 

10.39 In consider the value of this receptor, Mr Dudley notes at paragraph 5.19: 

‘With regard to the value this receptor, the local development strategy 
places great value in the function of this landscape, representing one of the 
more intact and representative areas of the designated Strategic Gap, in 
spite of the presence of Newgate Lane East.  In spite of the presence of the 
new road, it is nonetheless valued for its openness and rural character and 
is described in the Fareham Landscape Assessment as being ‘highly 
sensitive to change’.  The value of this receptor is therefore judged to be 
High.’ 

 

10.40 Mr Dudley goes onto consider the impact of each of the appeal proposals 

individually and also collectively.  He concludes as follows: 

Northern Application 

5.21 The Northern Site is relatively isolated from any existing settlement, 
and therefore the development of it in isolation is likely to appear highly 
incongruous within this open landscape, as an island of development.  It 
would significantly reduce the sense of openness within this landscape, 
irrespective of the allocation of a proportion of the area to open space, 
because there would nonetheless be up to 75 dwellings in a formerly open 
area, inhibiting the open views that are currently available from east to west 
and north to south.  This is particularly the case with the proposed perimeter 
block design, which would encase private gardens within blocks of up to 3-
storey dwellings. 

5.22 The increased traffic generated by the Northern Application has been 
determined to require junction improvements to the junction of Newgate 
Lane and Newgate Lane East.  A visualisation of the new junction has been 
prepared by the local Highways Authority, and this is reproduced at 
Appendix 4.  As the visualisation shows, this would introduce a further 
urbanising feature within the highway corridor, further eroding the character 
of the Strategic Gap. 

5.23 Taking these factors into account, the magnitude of change upon this 
receptor is judged to be High. 
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5.24 The proposed development is therefore judged to result in an adverse 
impact of Major significance upon this receptor. 

 
Southern Application 
 

5.25 The Southern Site is more associated with the existing settlement of 
Peel Common, although as recognised within the Fareham Landscape 
Assessment, this area performs an important function in maintaining a 
sense of ‘isolation’ at Peel Common, which is vital to be maintained.  In 
particular, the openness of this area serves to separate the parallel belts of 
development along Newgate Lane and the western edge of Bridgemary, 
which in turn frame a discrete parcel of open countryside. 

5.26 The introduction of up to 115 dwellings into this area would lead to 
the complete loss of this character, with the existing settlement at Peel 
Common coalescing with the newly developed area to create a greater 
urban mass.  Whilst it is noted that the western part of this area is not 
developable because of an elevated flood risk, it is not considered 
sufficiently large to form a gap in itself to prevent the sense of coalescence, 
and the use of this space for public recreation would also reduce this effect. 

5.27 In a similar manner to the Northern Application, the increased traffic 
generated by the Southern Application has been determined to require 
junction improvements to the junction of Newgate Lane and Newgate Lane 
East.  A visualisation of the new junction has been prepared by the local 
Highways Authority and this is reproduced at Appendix 4.  As the 
visualisation shows, this would introduce a further urbanising feature within 
the highway corridor, further eroding the character of the Strategic Gap. 

5.28 Taking these factors into account, the magnitude of change upon this 
receptor is judged to be High. 

5.29 The proposed development is therefore judged to result in an adverse 
impact of Major significance upon this receptor. 

 

Both Applications 

5.30  Should the entire Site be developed, then the integrity of the Strategic 
Gap is likely to be entirely lost, with the new development coalescing with 
Peel Common to form a substantial settlement area within the centre of the 
Gap.  The remaining narrow belt of agricultural land between Newgate Lane 
East and Bridgemary is not considered sufficiently wide to perform this 
function, and its rural character would be lost, particularly given the 
proposal to locate the tallest and therefore most dominant buildings on the 
eastern edge of the scheme. 

5.31  This enlarged settlement would therefore fundamentally change the 
character of the landscape between Stubbington and Gosport, and the 
required highway improvements would increase the urbanising effect of 
Newgate Lane East. 
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10.41 The relationship with wider settlements is considered at paragraphs 5.44-5.56 

of his evidence.  He considers the impact of the northern and southern sites as 

follows: 

Northern Site 

5.50 The development of the Northern Site in isolation is likely to 
significantly erode the established settlement pattern, by introducing an 
island of new development within the core of the Strategic Gap.  The 
proposed perimeter block design would be urban in character and would 
present hard faces to the surrounding countryside without the softening 
effect of existing vegetation that the edge of Bridgemary enjoys. 

10.42 He concludes that the proposed development is considered to result in an 

adverse impact of Major/Moderate significance. 

Southern Site 

5.53 The development of this Site is likely to entirely erode the ribbon 
development character of Peel Common, as well as its character as an 
isolated small settlement within the Strategic Gap.  The illustrative 
development framework shows parcels of perimeter block development 
occupying the eastern part of the Site, with the tallest buildings on the 
eastern edge facing the open countryside towards Bridgemary.  The 
western pony paddocks are not developable due to high flood risk, and 
therefore these have been shown as a strip of open space between 
Newgate Lane and the new development, further confusing the legibility of 
the settlement and reducing the integrity of the Strategic Gap.  Taking these 
factors into account, the magnitude of change upon this receptor is judged 
to be High. 

10.43 Again, Mr Dudley concludes that the proposed development is considered to 

result in an adverse impact of Major/Moderate significance. 

10.44 Should both applications be permitted, Mr Dudley concludes that the effects 

described above would occur in unison, with the settlement character of Peel 

Common and the character and integrity of the Strategic Gap likely to be 

entirely lost through the creation of a large and prominent new settlement 

(paragraph 5.56 of his evidence).  

10.45 In consideration of the overall character of the setting of the site, Mr Dudley 

concludes: 

Northern Application 

5.88 The development of the Northern Site in isolation would introduce an 
incongruous island of residential development into the effective centre of 

Page 2365



Jane Parker Proof of Evidence                 
APP/A1720/W/18/3252180 86 

the Strategic Gap in this location, with no clear connection to any other 
settlement area.  This would significantly erode the function and integrity of 
the gap, as well as the prevailing rural landscape character.  As noted 
above, the increased traffic resulting from this development would require 
improvements to the junction of Newgate Lane with Newgate Lane East, 
amplifying the urbanising effect of this new public highway.  The proposed 
layout of the development would expose tall buildings to the open 
countryside to the east, which would adversely affect the Site’s relationship 
with the edge of Bridgemary, by creating a ‘raw’ urban edge in the 
countryside.  Taking these factors into account, the magnitude of change 
upon this receptor is judged to be High. 

5.89 The proposed development is therefore considered to result in an 
adverse impact of Major to Major/Moderate significance upon this receptor. 

Southern Application 

5.90 The development of the Southern Site in isolation is anticipated to 
erode the function of the wider strategic gap by the creation of a new 
settlement area connected to the existing settlement of Peel Common.  
Whilst this would be slightly less exposed than the Northern Site, this would 
nonetheless fundamentally alter the settlement form of Peel Common, 
which is otherwise formed of ribbon development almost exclusively on one 
side of its component highways.  The acoustic fencing that is present to the 
east of this area is likely to reduce the exposure somewhat, although the 
proposal to locate the tallest buildings on the eastern edge of the 
development would mean that the built elements would still be prominent.  
As with the Northern Application, junction improvements would also be 
required on the junction between Newgate Lane and Newgate Lane East, 
increasing the prominence of the highways infrastructure.  The magnitude 
of change upon this receptor is therefore judged to be Medium. 

5.91 The proposed development is therefore considered to result in an 
adverse impact of Moderate significance upon this receptor. 

Both Applications 

5.92 The delivery of the proposed developments on both Sites is 
anticipated to entirely neutralise the function of the Strategic Gap, by 
developing a significant proportion of the land between Newgate Lane and 
Bridgemary.  The sense of separation of Peel Common, which is valued by 
the Fareham Landscape Assessment, would also be entirely lost.  The 
character of Newgate Lane would be altered by a significant increase in the 
level of traffic along this highway, and junction improvements on Newgate 
Lane East to accommodate this would again exert a greater urbanising 
influence. 

10.46 In setting out his conclusions of the landscape appraisal Mr Dudley concludes 

at paragraph 8.17-8.20 of this evidence:  

8.17 It is the conclusion of my landscape appraisal that the proposed 
developments represent inappropriate development within an established 
Strategic Gap, and that individually or collectively, they would lead to the 
loss of rural land that performs an important local function. 
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8.18 My appraisal found that even when the illustrative landscape strategy 
is taken into account, multiple adverse impacts would occur upon 
characteristic features and perceptual qualities of the Site and its setting, 
and their combined character. 

8.19 The Local Planning Authority has commissioned two external reviews 
of the landscape surrounding the Site in recent years, and both have 
concluded that the Strategic Gap should be kept intact in this location, with 
the Fareham Landscape Assessment finding this landscape to be highly 
sensitive to development.  My findings therefore support this consistent 
evidence base. 

8.20 I therefore conclude that the proposed developments are 
inappropriate on landscape grounds, and that my evidence supports the 
Council’s first four reasons for refusal for each application. 

 

10.47 I conclude on this basis of Mr Dudley’s detailed evidence, that criteria iii of 

Policy DSP40 is not met as the Appeal Developments fail to minimise adverse 

impacts on the countryside and strategic gap. I also conclude that the appeal 

developments are contrary to Policy CS22 as the integrity of the strategic gap 

will be significantly affected. 

10.48 Mr Dudley’s conclusions are consistent with a number of appeal decisions 

related to strategic gap policies locally that demonstrate the importance of the 

Strategic Gap as a spatial planning tool and as a means to direct development 

to appropriate locations.  

10.49 In determining the Bubb Lane, Hedge End appeal (3063753, [CDG.5]) 

Inspector Woolcock concluded on the long and respectable provenance of 

strategic gaps at paragraph 30 of his decision letter, as follows: 

‘The use of strategic gaps, as a planning instrument, has a long and 
respectable provenance in South Hampshire. There are clear indications 
that local planning authorities would like to continue to rely on such 
designations to assist in shaping future growth. What form these take is a 
matter for the development plan process, as an important planning policy 
tool, is a consideration which should not be dismissed in determining this 
appeal’ 

10.50 Inspector Ellison dismissed an appeal for residential development at the same 

site, in September 2017 (3153828, [CDG.7]). She found that the strategic gap 

policy was wholly consistent with the NPPF. Paragraph 52 of her decision letter 

states in full: 
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‘The main adverse impacts relate to the substantial erosion of the West End 
– Hedge End Gap; harm to the character of the landscape by virtue of the 
change from countryside to urban area; and the relatively weak degree of 
connection with Hedge End. These impacts would run counter to the core 
planning principle of recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the 
countryside, to the use of policies to identify land where development would 
not be appropriate because of its particular significance and to designing 
developments which add to the overall quality of an area. In my judgement, 
each of these harms carries significant weight’ 

10.51 In determining an appeal for 250 dwellings in the strategic gap at Grange Road, 

Southampton, Inspector Dignan concluded at paragraph 15 of his decision 

letter (3005761, [CDG.8]) that ‘protecting gaps between settlements is a long-

established spatial planning tool in Eastleigh Borough and Hampshire as a 

whole’. He also considered the weight to be afforded to the strategic gap policy 

within the context of a housing policy which only ran up to 2011. At paragraph 

21 he stated: 

‘Nor do I accept that the gap policies are out of date because they reflect 
housing policy intended to run only up to 2011’ 

10.52 Whilst I accept that every case should be considered on its own merits, I 

consider that the conclusions reached by these Inspectors all add weight to the 

importance of the Strategic Gap policies as a spatial planning tool in South 

Hampshire. All of these appeals were dismissed and two of the decisions were 

made in the context of a housing land supply shortfall.  

10.53 Mr Dudley’s evidence makes it clear that the development of the appeal sites 

would individually and cumulatively significantly affect the integrity of the gap 

and the physical and visual separation of settlements.  

10.54 On this basis, I conclude that the Appeal Developments do not meet the requirement of 

policy DSP40 criteria (iii) and are contrary to adopted Policy CS22. 

 

Reason for Refusal E (as it relates only to Newgate Lane North) (Inspector’s Issue 
6) 

The proposal would result in the loss of best and most versatile agricultural land 

10.55 The fifth test of Policy DSP40(v) is that the proposal must not have any unacceptable 

environmental implications. 
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10.56 Policy CS16 seeks to prevent the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land. 

The NPPF paragraph 170(b) recognises the economic and other benefits of the best 

and most versatile agricultural land. 

10.57 The site is classified as predominantly Grade 3a, i.e. best and most versatile (BMV) 

agricultural land, with a small area of Grade 3b land on the western edge of the site. The 

proposal would therefore be contrary to Policy CS16 and the permanent loss of BMV 

agricultural land weighs against granting planning permission in the balance of issues. 
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11 DEVELOPMENT PLAN CONFLICT:  SUSTAINABILITY ISSUES 

11.1 This section outlines the extent to which the Appeal Developments conflict with 

the relevant Development Plan policies on sustainability, specifically in relation 

to Policy DSP40(ii) and reason for refusal (d).  

Reason for Refusal D 

The application site is not sustainably located adjacent to, well related to 
or well-integrated with the existing urban settlement boundaries 
(Inspector’s Issue 8) 

11.2 Policy DSP40 criteria (ii) is relevant to the consideration of the above matters, 

that is, whether the Appeal Developments are sustainably located adjacent to 

and well related to the existing urban settlement boundaries and can be well-

integrated with the neighbouring settlement.  I set out below why I consider that 

the Appeal Development fails to meet this requirement. 

The site does not represent a sustainable location 
 

The Approach of the Appellant 
 
11.3 The respective Transport Assessments (TAs) submitted by the Appellant do 

not assess the appeal sites on their own merits but rather the accessibility of 

the sites to local services and facilities are assessed in combination on the 

assumption that there will be a north-south pedestrian link between the two 

sites.   

11.4 A range of services and facilities are described as within convenient walking 

and cycling distance from the appeal sites at paragraph 3.37 and 3.38 (page 

12) in the revised TA for Newgate Lane North [CDA.57] and at paragraph 6.2 

and 6.3 (page 22) of  the TA for Newgate Lane South [CDA.128].  The location 

of the services and facilities are shown on Figure 7 of the respective TAs.  

Figure 7 shows the location of those services and facilities within an 800m and 

2000m walk and within a 5km cycling distance from the centre of the Appeal 

sites combined. The Appellant has provided no justification for the walking and 

cycling distances selected with reference to recognised standards and the 

actual distance to each local service and facility is not recorded with the 

exception of those in Table 1 (page 13) in the revised TA for the Newgate Lane 

North. 
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The Council’s Approach 
 
 

11.5 I have taken a different approach to the Appellant in assessing the accessibility 

of the Appeal sites to local facilities and services.  

11.6 I have not assumed that the development proposed at Newgate Lane South 

will be approved, and even if it were to be approved, it is possible that the 

consent may not be implemented.  In terms of considering accessibility, I 

therefore have assessed both sites on their individual merits as stand-alone 

developments as this was the basis on which they were submitted.   It is 

relevant to note also that the applications for Newgate Lane North and Newgate 

Lane South were submitted seven months apart by two separate developers.   

I have therefore placed no reliance on a north-south cycle and pedestrian link 

between Newgate Lane North and Newgate Lane South. This is also in line 

with the Appellant’s statements at paragraph 1.6 (Newgate Lane South) and 

paragraph 1.7 (Newgate Lane North) of the respective Planning Statements 

which states that the two development proposals have been conceived to 

ensure that each is technically deliverable individually. I conclude from this that 

either site could come forward as a stand-alone development.  

11.7 I have carried out a more detailed analysis of the walking distances to the 

services and facilities within 2km of each of the appeal sites as identified on 

Figure 7 of the respective TAs in relation to the accessibility standards set out 

in background paper on Accessibility (2018) which forms part of the emerging 

evidence base for the Regulation 19 consultation draft Local Plan [CDF.6], the 

recommended guidance set out in the CIHT Planning for Walking (2015) 

[CDH.11] and the CIHT Guidelines for Providing for Journey on Foot (2000) 

[CDH.12]. As it relates to accessibility to bus stops, I have also had regard to 

Buses in Urban Developments (January 2018) [CDH.13]. I set out the 

recommended accessibility standards identified in each document below. 

Fareham Background Accessibility Background Paper (2018) 
 
 

11.8 Recommended accessibility standards are set out in Table 1 of the Background 

Paper: Fareham Accessibility Study 2018 [CDG.10] as follows.  
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Facilities and Associated Accessibility Standards, Fareham Accessibility Study 

2018 

 

11.9 The Accessibility Paper explains at paragraph 3.1 that “these facilities are often 

visited on a regular basis and so it therefore seemed prudent to identify 

accessibility standards for each of them”  Paragraph 3.2  states that “The list of 

potential facilities to have access to is not exhaustive, those chosen are 

deemed to be the most relevant and important to the residents of Fareham 

Borough.”  

11.10 Paragraph 4.2 of the background paper clarifies that: 

‘the community and leisure facilities used in this study are those facilities 
identified in the Community Infrastructure Background Paper. These are 
bullet pointed below:  
• Community Halls/ Centres  
• Libraries  
• Health and Social Care including Day Centres  
• Art and Cultural Facilities including museums and art centres  
• Adult Care Services  
• Youth Centres  
• Scout and Guide Centres/Huts  
• Places of Worship  
• Public Houses’ 

11.11 The background paper goes on to explain in paragraph 4.2 that: 

The accessibility distances and timings are based on an average time to 
walking distance ratio of 5 minutes = 400m. This ratio is what underpins 

Facilities  Accessibility Standard 
in Metres (m)  

Approximate 
Walking 

Time(minutes)  
GP Surgeries  1,200m  15  
Bus Stops  400m  5  
Train Station  1,600m  20  
Community and Leisure  800m  10  
Secondary Schools  1,600m  20  
Primary Schools  1,200m  15  
Newsagents /Convenience 
Store  

800m  10  

Town / District Centres / 
Parades  

1,600m  20  

Designated Employment Areas  1,600m  20  
Accessible Green Spaces 
(unrestricted and not including 
greenways or incidental 
spaces) or Play Space  

800m  10  
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time-distance calculations used in web mapping applications such as 
Google Maps.  

 
The Time-Distance standards are an indication of the maximum preferred 
distance for walking to facilities. It is felt that beyond these distances, the 
majority of able-bodied people would begin to consider taking 
alternative modes of transport in particular, the private car to make 
journeys. It is acknowledged however, that there will always be exceptions 
to the rule in both directions. As such, this study acts as a guide and tool to 
enable the creation and a judgement to be made on sustainable 
development in Fareham.” (emphasis added). 

 
CIHT Guidelines for Providing for Journey on Foot (2000) 
 

11.12 Table 3.32 of the CIHT 2000 guidance sets out suggested acceptable walking 

distances to town centres, commuting/school and elsewhere. The walking 

distances are defined as desirable, acceptable and preferred maximum but 

which standard should be applied depends on the circumstances of the route 

as explained at paragraph 3.31:  

“Acceptable” walking distances will obviously vary between individuals and 
circumstances. Acceptable walking distances will depend on various 
factors including: 
• An individual’s fitness and physical ability 
• Encumbrances, eg shopping, pushchair 
• Availability, cost and convenience of alternatives transport modes 
• Time savings 
• Journey purpose 
• Personal motivation 
• General deterrents to walking.” 

 

Suggested Acceptable Walking Distance, CIHT (2000) Planning for Journeys on 

Foot 

 Town centres (m) Commuting / School 
Sight-seeing (m) 

Elsewhere (m) 

Desirable 200 500 400 
Acceptable 400 1000 800 
Preferred maximum 800 2000 1200 

 

11.13 The CIHT guidance further advises at paragraph 3.40 that: 

‘if people are to choose to walk rather than drive, at least for more short 
trips, the pedestrian environment must be more than just functionally 
adequate. It needs to be of high quality, so that the walk is a pleasant 
experience.’ (emphasis added) 

 

Page 2373



Jane Parker Proof of Evidence                 
APP/A1720/W/18/3252180 94 

CIHT Planning for Walking (2015)  
 
11.14 More recent guidance on walking distances has been provided by the CIHT in 

a publication entitled ‘Planning for Walking April 2015, (CDH.11). Section 6.4 

of ‘Planning for Walking’ also emphasises the importance of the quality of the 

walking route and identifies that 800m is typically considered relevant for a 

‘walking neighbourhood’: 

‘Walking neighbourhoods are typically characterised as having a range 
of facilities within 10 minutes walking distance (around 800 metres). 
However, the propensity to walk and cycle is not only influenced by distance 
but also the quality of the experience; people may be willing to walk or cycle 
further where their surroundings are more attractive, safe and stimulating. 
Developers should consider the safety of the routes (adequacy of 
surveillance, sight lines and appropriate lighting) as well as landscaping 
factors (indigenous planting, habitat creation) in their design. 
 
The power of a destination determines how far people will walk to get to it. 
For bus stops in residential areas, 400 metres has traditionally been 
regarded as a cut-off point and in town centres, 200 metres (DOENI, 2000). 
People will walk up to 800 metres to get to a railway station, which reflects 
the greater perceived quality or importance of rail services.’ (emphasis 
added). 

 

Access to Bus stops 

11.15 The recommended walking distance to a bus stop in the FBC 2018 Accessibility 

Background Paper [CDG.10] is 400m. This is in accordance with the CIHT 

‘Planning for Walking’ (2015) (CDH.11). Section 6.4 (on page 30) states in part:  

‘The power of a destination determines how far people will walk to get to 
it. For bus stops in residential areas, 400 metres has traditionally been 
regarded as a cut-off point.’ 

11.16 Table 4 set out in ‘Buses in Urban Developments’ (2018) (CDH.13) further 

advises that the recommended walking distances to bus stops for less frequent 

bus services should be 300m not 400m which is only considered appropriate 

for single high-frequency routes (every 12 minutes or better). 

Buses in Urban Developments (2018) 
 

11.17 Section 4.5 (1) advises that: 

‘The 400 – metre criterion dates from a time when bus use was less 
challenged by competition from the private car, and it may not be consistent 
with the goal of shifting mode share from car to bus.’ 

11.18 The guidance goes on to advise at (2): 
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‘The acceptability of walking distance is not a stand-alone consideration. 
People take account of the total journey time, including the ‘in bus’ time as 
well as the walk at either end. Consequently, people will accept longer walks 
to reach bus services that are fast and direct, or more frequent, and to stops 
serving a wider range of destinations.’ 

11.19 At (5) it states that: 

‘The quality of the walking route itself may affect people’s judgement of an 
acceptable walking distance. Safe routes, well overlooked and with visual 
interest along the way will be perceived as less onerous than isolated, poorly 
lit and uninteresting routes.’  

 
11.20 Table 4 then sets out the recommended maximum walking distances to bus 

stops as follows: 

Recommended maximum walking distances to bus stops, CIHT (2018) Buses 
in Urban Developments 
 
Situation  Maximum walking 

distance  
Core bus corridors with two or more high-
frequency services  

500 metres  

Single high-frequency routes (every 12 minutes 
or better)  

400 metres  

Less frequent routes  300 metres  
Town/city centres  250 metres  
 

Analysis of Accessibility Guidance 

11.21 Having reviewed the above guidance, I conclude that the recommended 

walking distances set out the CIHT 2000 guidance and the Council’s 

accessibility standards 2018 vary depending on the type of local service and 

facilities that are to be accessed. Furthermore, that in applying those standards, 

regard must also be had not only to the walking distance to those facilities but 

also to the power of the destination and quality of walking route. It follows, for 

example, that if walking routes are unattractive, or bus services infrequent, then 

the maximum recommended distance may not be a reasonable basis on which 

to judge the likelihood of journeys being undertaken by foot. An acceptable 

walking distance might be less than the maximum recommended in such 

circumstances. This is clearly a matter of planning judgement for the decision 

maker having regard to the particular circumstances in each case and I place 

great weight on this as being highly relevant in assessing whether the appeal 

sites are sustainably located.  
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11.22 Notwithstanding the location of the development within the countryside, the 

scale of the developments (comprising nearly 200 dwellings in total) and their 

proximity to Newgate Road East suggest that the guidance set out in Buses in 

Urban Developments is appropriate. I therefore also place great weight on the 

importance of having good accessibility to a frequent bus service which can 

provide onwards links to other destinations, including access to the rail network. 

Analysis of Walking Distances  
 

11.23 Having regard to the above guidance, I have assessed the accessibility of both 

appeal sites to local services and facilities as 'stand-alone' developments which 

I consider is the proper approach to take and indeed the approach advocated 

by the Appellant in submitting two separate applications. Adopting a 

precautionary approach, I have also assessed the accessibility of the site to 

local services and facilities should a pedestrian and cycle link become available 

across land to the south connecting to Woodcote Lane to the west of Newgate 

Lane East at some time in the future.  

11.24 I have not only analysed the walking distances to those local facilities and 

services within 2km of the appeal sites as identified on Figure 7 of the 

Appellant's TA [CDA.128], which includes the nearest bus stop and railway 

station, but have also considered the quality of the walking route in assessing 

how sustainably located the Appeal sites are; the quality of the route will advise 

a planning judgement about the most appropriate walking distance in each 

circumstance. 

Quality of the Walking Routes 

Pedestrian Routes to the east 

11.25 The most direct route to the local facilities and services in Bridgemary is via 

Woodcote Lane, across Newgate Lane East and Brookers Lane. Woodcote 

Lane is relatively narrow and has a low level of lighting and poor natural 

surveillance. The mature trees and vegetation on either side of the lane lead to 

a feeling of being 'hemmed in'. The western extent of Brookers Lane is for 

pedestrians and cycles only (it is traffic free). There is no lighting. It has no 

natural surveillance from surrounding properties, and this also leads to a sense 

of being hemmed being enclosed by mature trees and vegetation along its 

length.  
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11.26 The existing pedestrian crossing on Newgate Lane East comprises a single 

informal, uncontrolled and narrow central refuge providing pedestrian and cycle 

access between Woodcote Lane and Bookers Lane. The road comprises a 

7.3m wide carriageway with a speed limit of 40mph, designed to reduce journey 

times and peak hour congestion between Fareham and Junction 11 of the M27 

and the Gosport peninsula. It is not designed for pedestrians. This particular 

section of the road is unlit and there are no pavements except a very short 

stretch providing access to a bus stop on the respective sides of the 

carriageway at the crossing point between Woodcote Lane and Bookers Lane.  

11.27 At no point along the walking and cycling route is there any clear separation 

between pedestrians and cyclists which may also lead to a potential conflict 

between those on foot and those on a bicycle. 

11.28 For these reasons, the pedestrian and cycle route to Bridgemary is not 

considered to be particularly attractive or stimulating. For the elderly, the young 

and the mobility impaired (including those with push chairs), there may be a 

perception of feeling unsafe particularly during hours of darkness and during 

the winter months. I note by contrast that there is a marked difference in the 

quality of the experience when walking through the residential neighbourhood 

in the vicinity of The Drive, within the existing settlement boundary of 

Bridgemary. 

Pedestrian routes to the north 

11.29 The walking route to the north would be along old Newgate Road. This route 

has a low level of lighting along its length and poor natural surveillance. The 

old road runs in parallel with Newgate Road East and the traffic noise from the 

very busy road detracts from the attractiveness of the route. The wide entrance 

to Peel Common Wastewater Treatment is frequently in use by heavy good 

vehicles entering and exiting the site which could be a potential safety hazards 

to pedestrians. On the day I walked the route, there was also a faint and 

unpleasant aroma from the site. 

Pedestrian route to the west 

11.30 The B334 to Stubbington is also not an attractive walking route. It is heavily 

dominated by road traffic, is unlit and has no natural surveillance. 
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Pedestrian route to the south 

11.31 The B3385 is a busy main road. Whilst it is lit, there is no natural surveillance 

and it is not an attractive pedestrian route. Furthermore, there are no local 

facilities and services shown on Figure 7 of the respective TAs that can be 

accessed on foot within 2km of the Appeal sites.  

11.32 I conclude that the walking routes are not particularly attractive and that the 

overall quality of the walking experience is poor. I am of the opinion therefore 

that the recommended walking distances set out in the FBC accessibility 

criteria and the CIHT 2000 preferred maximum walking distances are not 

appropriate in this case. I have therefore applied the ‘acceptable walking 

distance’ from the CIHT 2000 guidance which I consider is a more appropriate 

standard to assess whether journeys on foot are likely to be made from the 

Appeal sites.  

Bus Service and Bus Stop 

11.33 The closest bus stop is located on Newgate Lane East and accessed via 

Woodcote Lane. Bus route 21/21A serves the site running between Fareham 

and Stubbington/Hill Head. The First Bus timetable shows that buses run 

infrequently on Monday – Saturday only every 1 hour and 15 minutes with the 

last bus at 16.45 from Fareham and 17.23 from Hill Head Road. There is no 

service on a Sunday or in the evenings. I do not therefore consider that bus 

service 21/21A can be considered to be frequent.  

11.34 I observe that the location of the closest bus stop on Newgate Lane East is not 

well overlooked, is isolated and is unlit. There are no streetlights along this 

stretch of Newgate Lane East.  

11.35 Having regard to this local context and the guidance in Buses in Urban 

Developments 2018, I therefore consider that the most appropriate walking 

distance against which to assess the relative accessibility of the site to a bus 

stop is 300m.  

Analysis of Walking Distances 

11.36 The detailed results of my analysis of walking distances to local services and 

facilities are set out at Appendix 2 for Newgate Lane North as a standalone 

development, Appendix 3 for Newgate Lane South and Appendix 4 for Newgate 
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Lane with a pedestrian and cycling link. Whilst not shown on Figure 7 of the 

respective TAs, the Appellant has also referred to the Carisbrook Local Centre 

and Brookers Lane recreation ground within its Statement of Case. I have 

therefore also assessed the walking distance to these local facilities. Appendix 

2 contains a revised annotated map with these additional facilities added. 

11.37 Walking distances have been measured from the centre of the respective sites 

to the point of entry to each of the facility using the measuring tool on Google 

Map and selecting the most appropriate walking route. The measurements for 

Schools therefore not taken to the boundary but into the school grounds.  

Newgate Lane North (stand-alone) 

11.38 The vast majority of the 26 local facilities and services listed in Appendix 2 are 

outside of any acceptable measure of walking distance as recommended in the 

CIHT 2000 guidance.  Only 2 facilities and services meet this guidance. 

11.39 Appendix 2 shows that within a walking distance of 800m (around 10 minutes 

walk) as recommended by the CIHT guideline (2015), and within an acceptable 

walking distance in the CIHT 2000 guidance, there is only Peel Common 

Evangelical Church. There are no other local facilities and services within a 

800m walking distance or a desirable or acceptable walking distance as 

recommended by the CIHT guideline (2000). Peel Common Evangelical 

Church will only meet the needs of a narrow section of the local community and 

is not considered an essential service to meet the day to day needs of 

households. There are no other community facilities under the category of 

Community as defined in the FBC 2018 Accessibility background paper and I 

therefore place little weight on the accessibility to the Church. 

11.40 The Spar convenience store in Tukes Road at a distance of 1534m is only just 

within the FBC 1600m recommended walking distance (20 minutes walk) for a 

parade of shops. The FBC 2018 Accessibility background paper recommends 

a walking distance of 800m for a convenience store. Judged against this 

distance, Newgate Lane North would fail to meet this criteria. However as 

Tukes Road is designated as an ‘Existing Neighbourhood Shopping Centre’, a 

precautionary approach has been adopted and the facility has been assessed 

against the more generous 1600m recommended distance even though the 

destination does not offer anything more than the Spar store to attract journeys 
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on foot.   Having regard to paragraph 3.31 of the CIHT guidance, and the quality 

of the pedestrian route to Bridgemary it is unlikely that people will walk this 

distance for convenience shopping and I consider that 800m is a more 

appropriate indication of how far people will be prepared to walk to access this 

facility. On this basis, the Spar shop fails to meet this accessibility standard. 

11.41 Peel Common Infant and Junior School, Holbrook Primary School, Bridgemary 

Secondary school would meet the recommended maximum preferred walking 

distances set out the CIHT 2000 guidance. However, having regard to the 

walking route, I consider that the CIHT acceptable walking of 1000m is more 

appropriate in this case. The walking distance to all the closest schools fail to 

meet this standard with the exception of Peel Common Infant and Junior 

School.  

11.42 Peel Common Infant and Junior School and Holbrook Primary School are not 

however the local catchment schools. The local catchment school is Crofton 

Anne Primary School which at a distance of 3.6km is beyond a reasonable 

walking distance having regard to all the relevant guidance documents. 

11.43 Bridgemary Secondary School is not the local catchment school. The local 

catchment school is Crofton Secondary school which at a distance of 2.1km 

also exceeds the maximum preferred walking distances in CIHT 2000 and the 

FBC Accessibility Background Paper.  

11.44 A Lidl convenience store and McDonalds would also meet the 1200m maximum 

preferred distance in the CIHT 2000 guidance. The Lidl convenience store and 

the McDonalds are located on Speedsfield Park to the north of the site which 

is an out of town retail park that is car dominated. Both are approximately a 15-

20 minute walk from the site at Newgate Lane North. The quality of the walking 

route to the north, coupled with the nature of the destinations, is unlikely to 

encourage walking in preference to the car. For this reason, the acceptable 

walking distance of 800m as set out the CIHT 2000 guidance is considered to 

be more appropriate. On this basis, both of these facilities fail this test.   

11.45 I conclude therefore that Newgate Lane North is not sustainable located and 

would only meet one of the categories of local services and facilities set out the 

FBC’s background paper on accessibility having applied an acceptable walking 

distance of 1000m to Peel Common primary and junior school. I have excluded 
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the Spar shop having applied an acceptable walking distance of 800m and 

have excluded access to community facilities which only comprises the Peel 

Common Evangelical Church.  

Access to a bus stop 
 

11.46 The bus stop on Newgate Lane East is approximately 740m from the Appeal 

site which exceeds the 300m recommended distance by 440m. Furthermore, 

the closest railway station is Fareham Station which is approximately 4km away 

which exceeds the CHIT 2015 recommended walking distance of 800m to a 

railway. Whilst bus service number 9/9A provides a more frequent service into 

Gosport (approximately every 20 minutes, the bus stop is located in Tukes 

Avenue close to the junction with Brookers Lane which is even further away.  

11.47 I conclude therefore that whilst bus service 21/21A would provide a link to the 

railway station and Fareham town centre, given the poorly located environment 

of the bus stop, the infrequency of the bus service and its distance from the 

Appeal Site, the bus is unlikely to compete effectively with the car and to benefit 

a wide range of people with differing levels of motivation and walking ability as 

is the intention of the maxima set out in Table 4 of the 2018 'Buses in Urban 

Developments' and as referred to in Section 4.5 of that document.  

 
Newgate Lane South (stand-alone) 
 

11.48 The vast majority of the 26 local facilities and services listed in Appendix 3 are 

outside of any acceptable measure of walking distance as recommended in the 

CIHT 2000 guidance.  Only four facilities and services meet this guidance. 

11.49 Appendix 3 shows that within an 800m walking distance (10 minutes) there is 

only Peel Common Infant and Junior School, Brookers Field recreation ground, 

Peel Common Evangelical Church and the bus stop on Newgate Lane East. 

Having regard to the 2015 Planning for Walking guidance, an 800m walking 

distance has in my opinion the greatest potential to encourage journeys on foot.  

11.50 Services and facilities within the FBC 2018 recommended walking distance 

beyond 800m would only include a limited range of additional services and 

facilities extending to Holbrook Primary School, Bridgemary Secondary School, 

the Carisbrooke Local Centre and the Spar on Tukes Avenue. There are a few 

other facilities that would fall within the CIHT 1200m preferred maximum 
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walking distance including St Matthews Church, the Carisbrook Arms public 

house. Within the preferred maximum walking distance of 2000m 

(approximately, a 20 minute walk) is Woodcot Primary School.  

11.51 Peel Common Evangelical Church will only meet the needs of a narrow section 

of the local community and is not considered an essential service to meet the 

day to day needs of households. There are no other community facilities under 

the category of Community as defined in the FBC 2018 Accessibility 

background paper and I therefore place little weight on the accessibility to the 

Church. 

11.52 Having regard to the walking route to local schools, I consider that the CIHT 

acceptable walking of 1000m is more appropriate standard to apply in this case. 

The walking distance to all the closest schools fail to meet this standard except 

for Peel Common Infant and Junior School. Peel Common Infant and Junior 

school is not the local catchment schools. The local catchment school is 

Crofton Anne Primary School which at a distance of 3.6km is beyond a 

reasonable walking distance having regard to the above guidance documents. 

11.53 Bridgemary Secondary School is not the local catchment school. The local 

catchment school is Crofton Secondary school which at a distance of 2.1km 

also exceeds the maximum and acceptable preferred walking distances in 

CIHT 2000 and the FBC Accessibility Background Paper.  

11.54 In respect of the local centre on Carisbrook Road and the Spar store on Tukes 

Road, and having regard to paragraph 3.31 of the CIHT guidance and the 

quality of the pedestrian route to Bridgemary, it is unlikely that people will walk  

up to 1200m  (the maximum preferred distance set out in CIHT 2000) for 

convenience shopping. I consider that 800m is the acceptable walking distance 

that far people will be prepared to walk to access these local facilities and 

services. On this basis, the Carisbrooke Road local centre and the Spar shop 

on Tukes Road fails to meet this acceptable walking distance standard. 

11.55 In respect of St Matthew's church and the Carisbrooke Arms public house, I 

consider that as the quality of the walking route to Bridgemary is poor, an 

acceptable walking distance of 800m (10 minutes) as set out in the CHIT 2000 

guidance is likely to be more appropriate to encourage journeys on foot.   
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11.56 I conclude therefore that Newgate Lane South is accessible to up to three 

categories of local services and facilities as set out the FBC's background 

paper on accessibility; access to a bus stop, a primary and Junior School and 

the Brookers Lane recreation ground. I have excluded the other primary and 

junior schools,  the secondary school and local centres (at Carisbrooke Road 

and on Tukes Road), applying an acceptable walking of 1000m and 800m 

respectively given the quality of the walking route, having also excluded access 

to communities facilities which only comprises the Peel Common Evangelical 

Church. I therefore consider that the Appeal Development at Newgate Lane 

South is not sustainably located. 

Access to a bus stop 

 
11.57 The closest bus stop is approximately 250m from the Appeal site which is within 

the 300m recommended walking distance. The closest railway station is 

Fareham Station which is approximately 4km away which exceeds the CHIT 

2015 recommended walking distance of 800m to railway. Whilst bus service 

number 9/9A provides a more frequent service into Gosport (approximately 

every 20 minutes, the bus stop is located in Tukes Avenue close to the junction 

with Brookers Lane is located beyond the 300m or even 400m.  

11.58 I conclude therefore that whilst bus service 21/21A would provide a link to the 

railway station and Fareham town centre, given the poorly located environment 

of the bus stop and the infrequency of the bus service, the bus is unlikely to 

compete effectively with the car and to benefit a wide range of people with 

differing levels of motivation and walking ability as is the intention of the maxima 

set out in Table 4 of the 2018 'Buses in Urban Developments' and as referred 

to in Section 4.5 of that document. 

Newgate North with a pedestrian and cycle link 

11.59 The vast majority of the 26 local facilities and services listed in Appendix 4 are 

outside of any acceptable measure of walking distance as recommended in the 

CIHT 2000 guidance.  Only three facilities and services meet this guidance. 

11.60 I have concluded at that Newgate Lane North as standalone development is 

not sustainably located and would only meet one of the categories of local 

services and facilities set out the FBC's background paper on accessibility 

being accessible to Peel Common Infant and Junior schools if the acceptable 
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walking distance in CIHT 2000 is applied. I consider below whether a north 

south pedestrian and cycle link to Woodcote Lane would improve the 

accessibility of the site to local services and facilities.   

11.61 Appendix 4 shows that with a pedestrian and cycling link in place, the following 

facilities would be within the FBC accessibility standards: 

• Peel Common infant and junior schools (within 1200m); 

• Bridgemary School (within 1600m); 

• Brookers Lane Recreation Lane (within 800m); 

• Carisbrook Centre (within 1600m). 

11.62 Within the CIHT 2000 maximum preferred standard would also be Holbrook 

Primary School (within 2000m) and the Carisbrooke Arms (within 1200m). 

11.63 However, notwithstanding that these additional facilities meet either the FBC 

accessibility standard and/or CIHT 2000 preferred recommended walking 

distances, when the quality of the pedestrian route to Bridgemary is taken into  

account (as described at paragraphs 11.25 - 11.28), all of these facilities, with 

the exception of Peel Common Infant and Junior School and Brookers Lane 

recreation ground would fail to meet the acceptable walking distances set out 

the CIHT 2000 guidance which I consider is the most appropriate standard to 

apply in this circumstance. 

11.64 The acceptable walking distance in CIHT 2000 for a school is 1000m. The 

walking distance to Holbrook School and Bridgemary school is beyond this 

distance.  The acceptable walking distance in CIHT 2000 for a local centre and 

public house is 800m. The walking distance to the Carisbrooke Local Centre 

and the Carisbrooke Arms is beyond this distance.     

11.65  I conclude that Newgate Lane North with a pedestrian and cycling link in place 

is accessible to up to two categories of local services and facilities as set out 

the FBC's background paper on accessibility; Peel Common Infant and Junior 

School and  Brookers Lane recreation ground, having excluded access to 

communities facilities which only comprises the Peel Common Evangelical 

Church. I therefore consider that the Appeal Development at Newgate Lane 

North is not sustainably located even with a pedestrian and cycle link in place. 
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Access to a bus stop 

11.66 The bus stop on Newgate Lane East is approximately 362m from the appeal 

site, which exceeds the 300m recommended distance by 62m. The provision 

of a north-south pedestrian does not change the conclusion I have drawn in 

respect of the Newgate Lane north as a stand-alone development. My 

conclusions are the same as set out at paragraph 11.47. 

Improvements to Pedestrian Links 

11.67 Having regard to Mr Gammer's proof of evidence, a s106 contribution has been 

agreed towards the installation of a Toucan crossing at Woodcote Lane and 

Brookers Lane with the Appellant. In this respect Mr Gammer makes clear that: 

“without this crossing, safe and suitable access to the site for all users is 
not achieved and the increase in pedestrian and cycle movements due to 
the proposed developments, either in isolation or combined, leads to a 
severe impact under paragraph 109 of NPPF.” 

11.68 Notwithstanding that this improvement can be secured, this does not change 

my opinion that the overall quality of the walking route to Bridgemary will be 

unattractive such that journeys on foot will not be encouraged. 

Overall Concluding Comments 
 

11.69 On the basis of my evidence, I find that the Appeal Sites are not accessible as 

the appeal proposals would not create feasible opportunities to create a modal 

shift away from the use of a private motor vehicle that future residents of the 

developments are likely to be very reliant upon for most of their journeys. This 

is because of the distance to those facilities, taking into account the relative 

attractiveness of the pedestrian routes. I place significant weight on this factor. 

For this reason, I find that the Appeal Sites are not sustainably located. 

11.70 In reaching this conclusion I have had regard to the decision of an Inspector 

who dismissed an appeal on 25th August 2020 in respect of Land East of 

Finchampstead Road, in Wokingham having concluded that the site in that 

particular case would not provide a realistic choice in sustainable transport 

modes [CDJ.24].  
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11.71 The site in this case was similarly located in the countryside and the range of 

facilities within a 1.3 km walking distance was limited. In this respect, he notes 

that paragraph 101 of that: 

“The Framework at Section 9 also seeks to promote sustainable transport 
and opportunities to promote walking, cycling and public transport. Of 
relevance is the Framework’s distinction between opportunities in urban 
and rural areas. Whilst, the appeal site is in policy terms in the open 
countryside, it is not, in my view, in an isolated countryside setting. I 
consider that this is important when considering what opportunities are 
available to maximise sustainable transport options.” 

11.72 In considering whether the proposed development was sustainably located to 

create a modal shift away from the use of a private motor vehicle, the Inspector 

adopted a similar approach to the one that I have taken looking at the distances 

as well as other factors. At paragraph 104 he states: 

“Of particular relevance, is the IHTC guidance, which sets out that 
acceptability in terms of travel distance will depend on a range of 
considerations, including: the quality of the experience, the safety of the 
route; the mobility and fitness of the individual; the purpose of the journey; 
and the convenience of other options.” 

11.73 The inspector found that the walking environments of two pedestrian routes 

and the location of the bus stops were unattractive as summarised as 

paragraphs 110, 111, 114 and 125. Whilst I accept these walking routes not 

direct comparable with the Appeal Sites, some of the key characteristics that 

describe the quality of the route are. The Inspector concluded at paragraph 118 

that the proposed scheme was highly unlikely to encourage a model shift away 

from the use of a private car and walking. 

11.74 In respect of bus services, Inspector records that the frequency of the bus 

service did not constitute a good service (paragraph 125 and 126). 

Notwithstanding that the Appellant had offered a financial contribution to 

improve the frequency of the bus service (paragraph 130), which is not the case 

in respect of the Appeal Developments, the Inspector found that: 

“my concerns with regard to the nature of the walking environment to the 
bus stops and the nature of the bus stops themselves remain. I consider 
that these matters are significant deterrents to the use of the bus service 
by the future residents of the scheme.” 

11.75 In weighing up the planning balance and identifying the harm, the inspector 

concludes (at paragraph 158) that: 
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“I consider that the scheme would not create feasible opportunities to 
create a modal shift away from the use of a private motor vehicle that future 
residents of the scheme are likely to be very reliant upon for most of their 
journeys. This also weighs significantly against the scheme.” 

11.76 The Appeal was dismissed. I have reached a similar conclusion in respect of 

the Appeal sites on the basis of my evidence.  

 

The site is not considered to be adjacent to the existing urban settlement 
boundary 

11.77 The closest existing urban settlement boundary to the Appeal Sites is the urban 

area boundary of Bridgemary as defined on Policies Map (October 2015) 

Gosport Borough Local Plan 2011 – 2029.  Whilst Peel Common is a small 

linear settlement adjacent to the Appeal sites, it is in located in the countryside 

and does not have a defined urban settlement boundary. 

11.78 The Appellant's position is that the site is adjacent to the existing settlement 

boundary of Bridgemary. The Appellant relies on case law [CD6] to assert that 

the word 'adjacent' does not necessarily means [the fence has to be] abutting 

or touching. 

11.79 In that case, the 'adjacent' was considered in the context of  whether existing 

gates and piers could still be considered to be adjacent to the highway if they 

were moved further back from the highway by just 1m in to an appeal relating 

to a Certificate of Lawful Use or development (LDC). This not comparable with 

the Appeal Developments. 

11.80 The appeal sites are separated from the existing urban settlement boundary of 

Bridgemary by an intervening agricultural field which is itself adjacent to 

Bridgemary in addition to Newgate Lane East. This is not comparable to the 

distance of the fence from the highway in the above case. For this reason, there 

can be no doubt that that the Appeal sites are not located adjacent to the 

existing urban settlement boundary. The Committee Report (CDC.1) noted in 

relation to Criterion (ii) of Policy DSP40 that the development "would essentially 

appear as an island of development." I consider therefore that the appeal 

developments are most definitely in breach of DSP40 criteria (ii). 
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The site is not well related to the existing urban settlement boundary 

 
11.81 I have considered how well related the site is to the existing urban settlement 

boundary. In this context, I note that one of the objectives of the preferred 

development strategy, residential option 2F, as described in the SEA to the  

Regulation 18 consultation draft Local Plan [CDG.11] at Paragraph 4.4.10 and in 

the Regulation 19 Local Plan [CDG.12] at paragraph 4.5.8 is amongst other 

things: 

 

“A preference towards urban extension sites that provide a logical 
extension to the existing urban area and/or a defendable urban edge for 
the future.” 
 

11.82 This objective confirms my understanding of what 'well related' means.  

 

11.83 I note that additional housing sites are being identified by the Council in the 

emerging Local Plan. I therefore turn to consider whether the Appeal sites are 

consistent with this strategic objective. 

 

11.84 The Appeal Site at Newgate Lane South (ID 3129) was considered by the Council 

in the SEA 2017 and was rejected for site selection for the following reason: 
 

‘site does not provide a logical extension to the urban edge as it will sit on 
the west side of the Newgate Lane south relief road and will intrude into 
strategic gap’ 

 

11.85 The Appeal Site at Newgate Lane South (ID 3129) was further considered by the 

Council in the SEA 2020 and was rejected for site selection for the following 

reason: 

 

‘the development in this location would not be keeping with the 
settlement pattern…’ 

 

11.86 The Appeal Site at Newgate Lane North (ID 3161) was considered by the Council 

in the SEA 2020 and was rejected for site selection for the following reason: 

 

‘development of the scale promoted would not be in keeping with the 
settlement pattern.’ 

 

11.87 I consider that this provides a very clear indication that in the context of the 

emerging spatial development strategy that the Council does not consider that 
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the Appeal sites meet the objectives of the preferred development strategy. The 

appeal sites are not in keeping with the settlement pattern because they do not 

provide a logical extension to the urban edge given their location on the west side 

of the Newgate Lane East relief road and their intrusion into the strategic gap.  

 

11.88 The HA2 housing allocation, known as Land east of Newgate Lane and referred 

to by the Appellant, comprises the land to the east of Newgate Lane between the 

existing urban settlement boundary of Bridgemary and Newgate Lane East that 

was originally allocated in the Regulation 18 consultation draft plan (CDF.1).   

 

11.89 However, as the HA2 allocation is no longer part of the preferred development 

strategy in the Regulation 19 Local Plan (2020), the Appellant cannot rely on the 

existing urban settlement boundary of Bridgemary being extended westwards. 

The allocation was in any case subject to a significant number of objections, 

including from the Highway Authority.  

 

11.90 Furthermore, paragraph 4.7.4 of the SEA 2020 indicates that HA2 allocation has 

been removed from the draft Local Plan as the overall housing need for the Plan 

period has decreased. The SEA reports that the reason it has been removed is 

because it was one of the sites that ‘performed more adversely in sustainability 

terms compared to those retained for allocation.’  It follows that land to the west 

of Newgate Lane cannot be considered to be sustainably located, being located 

further away from the existing urban settlement boundary of Bridgemary and 

severed from it by Newgate Lane east. 

 

11.91 The HA2 allocation does not form part of the emerging Development Plan and it 

should therefore be disregarded in determining the acceptability or otherwise of 

the Appeal Sites.  

 

11.92 With reference to the spatial strategy in the adopted Development Plan. I note 

that the strategic objectives of the Core Strategy are to prioritise residential 

development in existing urban areas in Fareham and the western wards and on 

previously developed sites [paragraph. 3.12]. With the exception of Welborne, the 

majority of the housing allocations are of a small size (below 50 dwellings). Only 

four allocated sites are between 50 - 80 dwellings and all are in highly accessible 

locations within existing urban settlement boundaries. Only one large edge of 
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settlement site is allocated for 230 dwellings at St Peter Road, Sarisbury which 

is immediately adjacent to the existing urban settlement boundary.  

 

11.93 The location of the appeal sites does not therefore either accord with the adopted 

development plan strategy as it is not well related to the existing urban settlement 

boundary as required by Policy DPS 40.  

 
The development is not considered well-integrated with Bridgemary   
 

11.94 The Appellant considers that the proposals will be well-integrated with 

Bridgemary via Woodcote lane and with Peel Common.  

 

11.95 By Design (DETR 2000), page 15, states that a key objective of good urban 

design is the ease of movement. That is: 
 

“to promote accessibility and local permeability by making places that 
connect with each other and are easy to move through, putting people before 
traffic and integrating land use and transport.” 

 
11.96 By the Appellant’s own admission, most of the services and facilities available to 

the new community will be located in Bridgemary. The closest pedestrian and 

cycling link will be via Woodcote Lane, an existing crossing point on Newgate 

Lane East and then via Brookers Lane. 

 

11.97 As Mr Gammer makes clear in his evidence at paragraph [3.2], Newgate Road 

East has been realigned and upgraded as part of the ‘Improving Access to 

Fareham and Gosport’ strategy. The primary aim is to stimulate the provision of 

employment and investment in employment opportunities in Gosport. The road 

has been designed specifically to reduce peak hour journey times as set out a 

paragraph 5.5 of Mr Gammer’s proof of evidence. The severing effect of Newgate 

Lane East, including the erection of noise barriers along most of its length 

adjacent to the western boundary of the appeal sites, makes it very difficult to 

integrate the development with Bridgemary. Indeed, the road serves to obstruct 

connectivity and put people first.  In my opinion therefore, the Appeal Sites cannot 

be considered to be well-integrated with Bridgemary.  

 

11.98 In respect of Peel Common, the Appellant at paragraph 9.35 admits that Peel 

Common “contains no services or facilities with the exception of the Evangelical 
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church, and no discernible centre.” I see therefore that this has no bearing on the 

assessing the relative integration of the Appeal Sites in the context of Policy 

DSP40 criteria ii. It is irrelevant. 
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12 DEVELOPMENT PLAN CONFLICT:  HIGHWAY ISSUES 

12.1 This section outlines the extent to which the Appeal Development conflicts with 

the relevant Development Plan policies relating to highway issues.  

Reason for Refusal (H) (Newgate Lane North) and Reason for Refusal (G) 
(Newgate Lane South) (Inspector’s Issue 3) 

The proposed development would have an unacceptable impact on the 
junction of old Newgate Lane / Newgate Lane East resulting in a severe 
impact on the road safety and operation of the local transport network 

12.2 The third aspect of Policy DSP40(v) is that the proposal must not have any 

unacceptable transport implications. 

12.3 As set out in Mr Gammer’s evidence, the existing layout of old Newgate Lane / 

Newgate Lane East operates well under existing and future traffic conditions in 

the absence of the appeal proposals.  However, the future operation of the 

junction including traffic from the appeal proposals would be unacceptable.  

This is a matter agreed with the Appellant. 

12.4 The Appellant has suggested various options to address the unacceptable 

operation of the Newgate Lane / Newgate Lane East junction.  These include 

full signalisation and a signalisation scheme with an indicative right turn arrow 

arrangement.  It is the Highway Authority’s position that the indicative arrow 

signalisation scheme is unacceptable on safety grounds. 

12.5 Mr Mundy provides evidence on the proposed signalling of the right turn 

movement from Newgate Lane East into old Newgate Lane and the safety 

implications of the proposed method of signalling the right turn movement with 

reference to established practice within Hampshire and other local authorities.   

12.6 The personal injury safety record at other similar junctions in Hampshire has 

been considered by Mr Mundy in his evidence, leading him to conclude that the 

Appellant’s proposals would result in an inherent safety hazard.  He notes that 

the Appellant’s proposal is not only contrary to established practice in 

Hampshire, it is also contrary to the recommendations of their own independent 

Road Safety Audit.   
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12.7 Mr Gammer considers the impact of these mitigation options in his evidence 

and concludes that the proposed signalisation of old Newgate Lane/ Newgate 

Lane East junction, through either a fully signalised or indicative arrow 

arrangement, fails to mitigate the impact of the either development in isolation 

or both developments cumulatively with respect to capacity at the junction. The 

junction is forecast to operate over capacity, with significant resultant queuing 

and delay under the fully signalised proposals. Under both fully signalised and 

indicative arrow options, delay when egressing old Newgate Lane has not been 

mitigated and the introduction of new and substantial queuing and delay on the 

new and vital infrastructure of Newgate Lane East is unacceptable.  

12.8 Mr Gammer concludes that the cumulative impact on the road network resulting 

from the forecast queuing and delay caused by implementation of either 

signalisation scheme is considered to have a severe impact on the local 

highway network. This is particularly relevant as the forecast delay in the AM 

peak erodes a significant proportion of the journey time savings and therefore 

benefits of the newly constructed Newgate Lane East.  

12.9 Mr Gammer concludes that either of the developments in isolation, or the 

developments combined, would result in an unacceptable delay to users of the 

highway network.  This conclusion is the same for both the fully signalised and 

indicative arrow signalisation.  Inclusion of the toucan crossing adds further 

queuing and delay to Newgate Lane East.  It is Mr Gammer’s professional 

opinion therefore that the severe impact on the operation of the highway 

network justifies Fareham Borough Council’s decision to refuse the application 

in accordance with paragraph 109 of the NPPF.  Furthermore, the proposed 

signalisation of old Newgate Lane / Newgate Lane East alone, and when 

considering implementation of the toucan crossing, would result in 

unacceptable harm to the operation of the highway and would therefore not be 

in compliance with Development Plan policies CS5 and DSP40. 

12.10 In light of Mr Gammer’s and Mr Mundy’s conclusions, I therefore consider that 

the appeal proposals, both individually and collectively, are not compliant with 

Policy CS5(3) which seeks to ensure that development does not adversely 

affect the safety and operation of the strategic and local road network. 

12.11 Policy CS5 is entirely consistent with the Framework and should be given full 

weight. Furthermore, because there is an adverse effect on the safety and 
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operation of the strategic and local road network this would be unacceptable in 

Framework and CS5 terms and should in and of itself lead to the refusal of 

permission. It is submitted that the evidence clearly demonstrates that unless 

fully signalised the junction is unsafe and so permission should be refused. If 

fully signalised there are unacceptable impacts on the network through delay 

and congestion. Even if not fully signalised there are capacity issues in any 

event.  

12.12 The appeal proposals are also contrary to Policy DSP40(v), which as I have 

previously discussed should be given substantial weight, as they would have 

unacceptable transport implications.  
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13 PLANNING BALANCE 

13.1 The Appeal Developments must be determined in accordance with the 

Development Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise as set out 

in the Section 38(6) test. I have accepted that the Council cannot currently 

demonstrate a 5YHLS.  

13.2 Section 6 of this Proof of Evidence sets out two approaches to determining this 

appeal. They are as follows: 

1. The planning balance judgement to be applied where the presumption in 

favour of sustainable development at NPPF Paragraph 11 does not apply (NPPF 

Paragraph 177). 

 

2: The planning balance judgement to be applied where the tilted-balance at 

NPPF Paragraph 11(d)(ii) is engaged. 

 

13.3 In both of these scenarios the statutory test set out at Section 38(6) applies. The 

existence of a housing land supply shortfall and the application of the tilted-

balance at NPPF Paragraph 11 does not displace this test, as established in the 

Court of Appeal judgment in Suffolk Coastal (CDK.7).  The planning balance in 

each scenario is addressed in this Section of my Proof of Evidence.  

1: The planning balance judgement to be applied where the presumption in 
favour of sustainable development at NPPF Paragraph 11 does not apply, 
(NPPF Paragraph 177). 
 

Introduction 
 

13.4 NPPF Paragraph 177 directs that the presumption in favour of sustainable 

development does not apply where the plan or project is likely to have a 

significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans 

or projects) unless an appropriate assessment has concluded that the plan or 

project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site.  

13.5 It is the Council’s position, that the absence of an identified scheme to mitigate 

the adverse effects of the Project on the Brent geese and waders provides a clear 

reason for refusing the Appeal Developments.  
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13.6 As set out in Section 6, the Appeals are to be determined in accordance with the 

statutory test set out at Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase 

Act, and in accordance with the Development Plan unless material considerations 

indicate otherwise. Without the ‘presumption in favour of sustainable 

development’ the Council’s position is that there is a sufficiently robust adopted 

policy basis upon which to weigh up the material planning considerations, with 

specific regard to Policy CS4, Policy DSP13, Policy DSP14 which would carry 

significant weight, and Policy DSP40 which would carry very significant weight, 

in the determination of these appeal applications. On this basis, I invite the 

Inspector to dismiss the two Appeals.  

2: The planning balance judgement to be applied where the tilted-balance 
at NPPF Paragraph 11(d)(ii) is engaged 

Introduction 
 

13.7 Should the tilted-balance at NPPF Paragraph 11(d)(ii) be engaged, planning 

permission should be granted for the proposed developments unless any adverse 

effects of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of 

the developments when assessed against the NPPF.  

13.8 The weight to be afforded to all Development Plan policies, in the context of a 

HLS shortfall, is a matter for the decision maker and I have provided evidence on 

the relevant factors which must be considered in determining this weight in this 

Proof of Evidence. I have concluded that LPP2 Policy DSP40 (housing 

allocations) is the key policy in the determination of these appeals and that it can 

be afforded full and very substantial weight in the planning balance as it expressly 

addresses the manner in which such applications should be decided in 

circumstances where a five-year supply cannot be demonstrated.  

13.9 With regard to the remaining relevant Development Plan policies listed in the 

reasons for refusal, I have concluded that these can be afforded significant 

weight. I have also found that the most important Development Plan policies are 

all consistent with the NPPF, which in accordance with NPPF Paragraph 213, 

increases the weight which may be afforded to them.  
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Harm  

13.10 Section 8 of this Proof of Evidence sets out the conflict with the relevant 

Development Plan policies.  

The Appeal Sites location in the countryside 

13.11 The appeal sites are located outside the defined urban settlement boundary and 

as such are contrary to the development strategy set out in LPP1 Policies CS2, 

CS6 and CS14 and LPP2 Policy DSP6.   

13.12 Given the role of LPP1 Policy DSP40 in relation to areas outside the urban area 

boundary in the absence of a five-year supply of housing land, policies CS6, 

CS14 and DSP6 are applied through the prism of this policy. Policy DSP40 

provides (insofar as is material) that permission for development outside of the 

defined development boundaries of settlements will only be granted where: 

- a proposal is sustainably located adjacent to, well related to and integrated 

with, the existing urban settlement boundaries;  

- is sensitively designed to reflect the character of the neighbouring settlement 

and any adverse impact on the Countryside and the Strategic Gaps is capable 

of being acceptably minimised; and 

- the proposals will not have any unacceptable environmental, amenity or 

traffic implications (criteria (ii), (iii) and (v)) 

 

13.13 The supporting text provides at 5.163-4 that: 

“Therefore, further flexibility in the Council’s approach is provided in the final 
section of DSP40: Housing Allocations. This potentially allows for additional 
sites to come forward, over and above the allocations in the Plan, where it 
can be proven that the Council cannot demonstrate a five-year land supply 
against the Core Strategy housing targets… 

 

5.164 In order to accord with policy CS6 and CS14 of the Core Strategy, 
proposals for additional sites outside the urban area boundaries will be 
strictly controlled.” 

13.14 The Council has a clear development strategy, which seeks to focus development 

primarily on strategic allocations. The Council is taking very positive steps which 

will securely meet all housing needs in the medium-longer term. The imminence 

of Welborne Garden Village is a key consideration noting that a strategic 
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approach to residential development is specifically recognised and supported at 

NPPF Paragraph 72.  

13.15 I consider each test in DSP40 where harm has been identified below. 

The proposals are not sustainably located  

13.16 I find that the Appeal Sites are not highly accessible on foot to local services and 

facilities having regard to both the distance to those facilities and the relative 

attractiveness of the pedestrian routes.  Furthermore, I find that the Appeal Sites 

are not accessible to a frequent bus service which can provide onward links to 

other destinations, including access to the rail network. For this reason, I find that 

the appeal proposals are not sustainably located contrary to the first part of Policy 

DSP40(ii).  I attach very substantial weight to this harm in the planning balance. 

The proposals are not adjacent to the existing urban settlement boundary 

13.17 The appeal sites are separated from the existing urban settlement boundary of 

Bridgemary by a large agricultural field and the Newgate Lane East relief road. 

There can be no doubt therefore that the appeal proposals are not located 

adjacent to the existing urban settlement boundary contrary to the second part of 

Policy DSP40(ii).  I attach very substantial weight to this harm in the planning 

balance. 

The proposals are not well related to the existing urban settlement 
boundary 

13.18 The Appeal Proposals do to provide a logical extension to the existing urban area 

and/or a defendable urban edge for the future in accordance with the Council’s 

strategic objectives set out in the emerging Local Plan. I do not therefore consider 

that the proposals are well-related to Bridgemary. 

13.19 I have also considered whether the appeal sites are well related to the existing 

urban settlement boundary with reference to the strategic objectives of the Core 

Strategy which include the need to deliver the South Hampshire Strategy in a 

sustainable way, focussing development in Fareham, the Strategic Development 

Area north of Fareham and the Western Wards (SO1).  All of the allocated sites 

of the scale of the appeal proposals are within or adjoining the urban settlement 

boundary in the adopted Local Plan.  I attach very substantial weight to this harm 

in the planning balance. 
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The proposals are not well-integrated with the neighbouring settlement   

13.20 The Appellant considers that the proposals will be well integrated with 

Bridgemary.   

13.21 However, the severing effect of Newgate Lane East, makes it very difficult to 

integrate the development with Bridgemary. Indeed, the road serves to obstruct 

connectivity and put people first.   I do not consider it to be well integrated with 

Bridgemary. 

13.22 I therefore conclude that the proposals are not well-integrated with the 

neighbouring settlement contrary to the final part of Policy DSP40(ii).  I attach 

very substantial weight to this harm in the planning balance.  

13.23 I have attached very substantial weight to each of these elements of DSP40 

because they are all integral to the spatial strategy in the event of a 5-year 

housing land supply shortfall. 

The proposals are not sensitively designed to reflect the character of the 
neighbouring settlement 

13.24 The closest settlement to the appeal site is Peel Common.  It is not an urban 

settlement as it does not have a defined settlement boundary in the adopted Local 

Plan. 

13.25 As set out in Mr Dudley’s evidence, the development of the Northern Site in 

isolation is likely to significantly erode the established settlement pattern by 

introducing an island of new development within the Strategic Gap. The proposed 

perimeter block design would be urban in character and would present hard faces 

to the surrounding countryside. 

13.26 The development of the Southern Site is likely to entirely erode the ribbon 

development character of Peel Common, as well as its character as an isolated 

small settlement within the Strategic Gap.   

13.27 Should both applications be permitted, then the effects described above would 

occur in unison, with the settlement character of Peel Common and the character 

and integrity of the Strategic Gap likely to be entirely lost through the creation of 

a large and prominent new settlement. 
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13.28 I attach very substantial harm to this harm in the planning balance. 

Impact on the countryside and strategic gap 

13.29 As set out in Mr Dudley’s evidence, the development of the Northern Site in 

isolation is likely to appear highly incongruous within this open landscape.  The 

Southern Site is more associated with the existing settlement of Peel Common, 

although it performs an important function in maintaining a sense of isolation at 

Peel Common.  The introduction of up to 115 dwellings into this area would lead 

to the complete loss of this character, with the existing settlement at Peel 

Common coalescing with the newly develop area to create a greater urban mass. 

13.30 Should the entire Site be developed, then the integrity of the Strategic Gap is 

likely to be entirely lost, with the new development coalescing with Peel Common 

to form a substantial settlement area within the centre of the Gap.  Mr Dudley 

concludes that the remaining narrow belt of agricultural land between Newgate 

Lane East and Bridgemary would not be sufficiently wide to perform this function, 

and its rural character would be lost, particularly given the proposal to locate the 

tallest and therefore most dominant buildings on the eastern edge of the scheme 

13.31 Mr Dudley’s landscape appraisal included in his evidence concludes that the 

proposed developments represent inappropriate development within an 

established Strategic Gap and that individually or collectively, they would lead to 

the loss of rural land that performs an important local function.  

13.32 Even when the illustrative landscape strategy is taken into account, Mr Dudley 

concludes that multiple adverse impacts would occur upon characteristic features 

and perceptual qualities of the site and its setting, and their combined character.  

13.33 I therefore conclude that the appeal proposals are contrary to the second part of 

Policy DSP(iii). 

13.34 I attach very substantial weight to this harm in the planning balance. 

Loss of best and most versatile agricultural land 

13.35 The appeal site at Newgate Lane North is predominantly Grade 3a agricultural 

land.  The loss of this best and most versatile agricultural land would be contrary 

to Policy CS16 and Policy DSP40(v). 
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13.36 I attach limited weight to this loss in the planning balance. 

Unacceptable impact on the junction of old Newgate Lane / Newgate Lane 
East 

13.37 As set out in Mr Mundy’s and Mr Gammer’s evidence, the appeal proposals would 

have an adverse effect on the safety and operation of the strategic and local road 

network contrary to Policy CS5(3). 

13.38 Policy CS5 is entirely consistent with the Framework and should be given full 

weight. Furthermore, if you find that there would be an adverse effect on the 

safety and operation of the strategic and local road network this would be 

unacceptable in Framework and CS5 terms and should in and of itself lead to 

the refusal of permission. It is submitted that the evidence clearly demonstrates 

that unless fully signalised the junction is unsafe and so permission should be 

refused. If fully signalised there are unacceptable impacts on the network 

through delay and congestion. Even if not fully signalised there are capacity 

issues in any event.  

13.39 The appeal proposals are also contrary to Policy DSP40(v), which as I have 

previously discussed should be given substantial weight, as they would have 

unacceptable transport implications.  

Lack of information to protect and enhance biodiversity interests 
including a substantial population of Chamomile 

13.40 I accept that it is likely that subject to further information on the design of areas 

managed for chamomile and areas managed as meadow habitat, this reason for 

refusal can be withdrawn.  If this matter remains outstanding at the Inquiry, I place 

moderate weight ons this issue in the planning balance. 

Absence of appropriate mitigation for the loss of a low use Brent geese and 
wider site 

13.41 In the absence of an identified mitigation scheme managed by the Council, both 

Natural England and Mr Sibbett conclude that the appeal developments are 

unacceptable because there is demonstrable harm to the Solent SPAs for which 

no achievable mitigation has been proposed.  The development therefore fails 

adopted Local Plan policies CS4, DSP13 and DSP14.  
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13.42 It is acknowledged that this issue is capable of being resolved subject to the 

agreement of an appropriate mitigation strategy. Should the matter therefore be 

resolved prior to the Inquiry, the Council accepts that there is no harm and 

therefore I attach no weight to this issue in the planning balance. 

13.43 I have concluded that all of the relevant Development Plan policies are consistent 

with the NPPF and therefore significant weight should be afforded to them. 

Benefits 
 

13.44 The appeal proposals individually and collectively are relative in scale to the 

demonstrated five-year housing land supply shortfall and are deliverable in the 

short term.  I consider this is a benefit but one of limited weight because of the 

conflict with three of the tests set out in DSP40, against which the acceptability 

of such a proposal must be judged. 

13.45 The Appeal Development at Newgate Lane North would provide up 75 dwellings, 

40% of which would be affordable. The Appeal Development at Newgate Lane 

South would provide up 115 dwellings, 40% of which would be affordable.  In the 

absence of a 5YHLS I consider that these social benefits can be afforded 

significant weight.  

13.46 The (limited) economic benefits of the Appeal Developments include temporary 

construction jobs; the support to the local economy through the increase in local 

population; and the payment of the New Homes Bonus. NPPF Paragraph 80 

states that significant weight should be placed on the need to support economic 

growth. For this reason, I consider it logical to apply significant weight to these 

(limited) economic benefits associated with the Appeal Developments, albeit they 

could equally be achieved on other sites which are allocated within the Local 

Plan, or advanced as planning applications against Policy DSP40.  

13.47 I do not consider there to be any significant environmental benefits associated 

with the Appeal Developments.  

Balance 

13.48 Applying the NPPF Paragraph 11 tilted-balance under this scenario, I consider 

that the adverse impacts significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. I 

therefore conclude that the Appeal Developments should be dismissed and 
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planning permission refused even if the tilted balance does fall to be applied (and, 

presently the Council considers it does not).  

Overall Conclusion on Planning Balance 

13.49 I conclude that the Appeal Developments should be refused planning permission. 

I have set out two different approaches. I consider that my first approach, 

whereby the presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply, 

is the correct approach to determining this appeal and the Appeal Developments 

should be refused on this basis. 

13.50 Should it be concluded that the project will not adversely affect the integrity of 

habitats sites, NPPF Paragraph 11 applies to the determination of these appeals 

and the tilted balance is engaged, I consider that the harms are so great that they 

significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. Accordingly, I invite the 

Inspector to dismiss the two Appeals.  
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14 SUMMARY  

 
QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 
 

14.1 My name is Jane Parker and I am an Associate at Adams Hendry Consulting 

Limited.  I have over 25 years of planning experience spanning the full range of 

planning work. 

14.2 I am instructed to appear at this Inquiry on behalf of the Council. 

14.3 I am familiar with the local and national policies and guidance relevant to this 

Inquiry, have visited the Appeal Site, and I am familiar with the Fareham area. 

THE APPEAL DEVELOPMENTS 

14.4 The description of the appeal developments, and the site and surroundings are 

as set out in my evidence, and in the SOCG.  The appeals were submitted on 

the grounds of non-determination.   

 

14.5 Separate reports were presented to the Council’s Planning Committee on 24th 

June 2020 to enable the Council to confirm the decision they would have made 

if they had been able to determine the planning applications.  Both planning 

applications were subject to an officer recommendation for refusal.   

 
14.6 Reasons for refusal (f), (g), (i) have since been resolved with the Appellant in 

relation to Newgate Lane North and reasons for refusal (e), (f), (h) have since 

been resolved with the Appellant in relation to Newgate Lane South. 

 
14.7 It is common ground that a suitably worded legal agreement can be entered 

into and conditions agreed that would overcome reasons for refusal (k)-(o). 
 

14.8 Reasons for refusal (a), (b), (c), (d), (e), (h) and (j) remain in dispute between 

the parties in respect of Newgate Lane North. 

 
14.9 Reasons for refusal (a), (b), (c), (d), (g), (i) and (j) remain in dispute between 

the parties in respect of Newgate Lane South. 

 
 

 

 

Page 2404



Jane Parker Proof of Evidence                 
APP/A1720/W/18/3252180 125 

 
RELEVANT PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK 

 
14.10 My evidence identifies those policies most relevant to the appeal in Local Plan 

Part 1: Fareham Borough Core Strategy (Adopted August 2011) and Local Plan 

Part 2: Development Sites and Policies (Adopted June 2015). 

 

14.11 I have set out my assessment of the extent to which relevant development plan 

policies accord with the NPPF and concluded on the weight that can be 

afforded to them in the planning balance.  

 
14.12 I accept in evidence that the Council does not currently have a five-year 

housing land supply. LPP2 Policy DSP40 provides a framework for decision 

making in such circumstances, having regard to the Development Plan as a 

whole.  

 

PROPER APPROACH TO DETERMINING THIS APPEAL 
 

14.13 In accordance with Sections 70(2) and 79(4) of the Town and Country Planning 

Act 1990 and Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 

2004, this appeal must be determined in accordance with the development plan 

unless material considerations indicate otherwise. The starting point in 

determining these appeals is, therefore, the extent to which the Appeal 

Developments accord with or conflict with the adopted development plan 

policies. The decision maker must then turn to other material considerations, 

which in the case of the Appeal Developments include the NPPF. 

 

14.14 Notwithstanding that the Council does not currently have a five-year housing 

land supply, the tilted balance in favour of sustainable development does not 

apply. 
 

14.15 If the ecological issues to be assessed under the Habitats Regulations are still 

extant at the time of the inquiry, and the Appropriate Assessment concludes 

that the appeal proposals will adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site, 

then it is clear that the appeals should be refused on the basis of NPPF 

Paragraph 177. 
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14.16 If an Appropriate Assessment determines that the appeal proposals will not 

affect the integrity of the habitats sites, the test in NPPF paragraph 11d (ii) 

should be applied, and an assessment carried out against the policies in NPPF 

as whole, to determine whether the adverse impacts of the Appeal 

Developments would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits.   

 
14.17 The tilted balance set out at NPPF Paragraph 11 would apply to the 

determination of these appeals as the Local Planning Authority cannot 

demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable housing sites. 

 
14.18 In circumstances where the tilted-balance is engaged, weight can still be 

afforded to the Development Plan policies in line with Suffolk Coastal. The 

fact that the proposal is in breach of policy DSP40 must be given very 

substantial weight in the planning balance. 

 
HOUSING LAND SUPPLY 

14.19 It is the Council’s revised position that it is able to demonstrate a 3.9 year land 

supply; a deliverable supply of 2,094 homes in the period 2020-2025. However, 

having regard to the substantially lower housing requirement as set out in the 

Regulation 19 draft local plan based on the Government’s new standard 

methodology, assuming a 5% buffer is required, the Council is predicted to 

have 7.3 year 5YHLS (a 970 dwelling surplus). Applying a 20% buffer, the 

Council is predicted to have a 6.4 year 5YHLS (a 668 dwelling surplus). The 

current best evidence is therefore that the current housing shortfall will be 

translated into a significant surplus in the near future.  

 

DEVELOPMENT PLAN CONFLICT 
 
Reason for Refusal J – Loss of low use Brent geese and wader site 

 

14.20 Reason for Refusal J relates to loss of a low use Brent geese and wader site for 

both appeals.  In the absence of a legal agreement to secure appropriate 

mitigation the proposal would have an adverse effect on the integrity of European 

Protected Sites.  My evidence assesses the extent to which the appeal 

developments conflict with the relevant development plan policies and the 

Habitats Regulations, drawing upon the evidence from Mr Sibbett and the 
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statement from Natural England. As no achievable mitigation has been proposed, 

Mr Sibbett concludes that there would be demonstrable harm to the Solent SPAs.  

For this reason, I find the appeal developments to be contrary to policies CS4, 

DSP13 and DSP14. 

Reason for Refusal I – Impact on biodiversity interests (chamomile) 

14.21 Reason for Refusal I relates to the lack of information to protect and enhance the 

biodiversity interests of the site, which includes a substantial population of 

chamomile in respect of Newgate Lane South.  Subject to the submission of 

acceptable information on areas managed for chamomile and meadow habitat 

together with details of monitoring, the LPA expects to be able to withdraw this 

reason for refusal. 

Reason for Refusal A – Development in the countryside 

14.22 Reason for Refusal A relates to residential development in the countryside.  My 

evidence assesses the extent to which the appeal development conflicts with 

Policy CS14, DSP6 and DSP40.  I conclude that there is a clear conflict given the 

location of the Appeal Sites outside of the DSUB.  

14.23 Policy DSP40 in particular, provides a policy framework for the determination of 

planning applications in circumstances where there is a housing land supply 

shortfall. I have attached very substantial weight to each of these elements of 

DSP40 because they are all integral to the spatial strategy in the event of a five-

year housing land supply shortfall. All of the criteria of Policy DSP40 must be met, 

and my assessment is that whilst the appeal developments meet some of the 

criteria, there is significant conflict with remaining criteria such that the proposal 

conflicts with the policy as a whole.  

Reason for Refusal B – Impact on the character and appearance of the 

countryside 

14.24 Reason for Refusal B relates to the impact of the appeal developments on the 

character and appearance of the countryside.  I consider this issue with reference 

to compliance with Policies DSP40(iii), CS14 and CS17. I draw on the evidence 

of Mr Dudley who concludes that the appeal development proposed at Newgate 

Lane North would erode the established settlement pattern by introducing an 

island of new development within the core of the Strategic Gap resulting in a 
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major/moderate adverse impact.  The appeal development at Newgate Lane 

South would erode the character of Peel Common resulting in a major/moderate 

adverse impact.  Should both applications be permitted, the settlement character 

of Peel Common and the character and integrity of the Strategic Gap is likely to 

be entirely lost through the creation of a large and prominent new settlement. 

14.25 In respect of landscape character, Mr Dudley concludes that the development of 

the Northern Site in isolation would introduce an incongruous island of residential 

development into the effective centre of the Strategic Gap in this location, with no 

clear connection to any other settlement area.  This would significantly erode the 

function and integrity of the gap, as well as the prevailing rural landscape 

character.  The development of the Southern Site in isolation would 

fundamentally alter the settlement form of Peel Common, which is otherwise 

formed of ribbon development almost exclusively on one side of its component 

highways.  The delivery of the proposed developments on both sites is anticipated 

to entirely neutralise the function of the Strategic Gap and the sense of separation 

of Peel Common would also be entirely lost.   

14.26 Mr Dudley concludes that the appeal developments individually would have a 

major adverse impact on the open character of the site and wider setting, a 

major/moderate adverse impact on the relationship with wider settlements and 

on the overall character of the site.  In relation to impacts on the overall character 

of the setting of the site, Mr Dudley predicts a major to major/moderate adverse 

impact for the northern site and a moderate adverse impact for the southern site.   

14.27 Mr Dudley also concludes that there would be adverse visual impacts on a 

range of receptors including in particular a major adverse impact on residents 

of Hambridge Lodge and a major/moderate adverse effect on users of Newgate 

Lane as a result of the appeal development at Newgate Lane North.  In relation 

to the appeal development at Newgate Lane South, adverse impacts include a 

major adverse impact on residents of Hambridge Lodge and residents along 

Woodcote Lane and a major/moderate adverse effect on users of Woodcote 

Lane. 

14.28 I therefore conclude that the Appeal Developments do not meet the requirement 

of policy DSP40 criteria (iii) in relation to the impact on the character of the 

neighbouring settlement and countryside and are contrary to adopted Policy 

CS14 and CS17. 

Page 2408



Jane Parker Proof of Evidence                 
APP/A1720/W/18/3252180 129 

Reason for Refusal C – Impact on the integrity of the Strategic Gap 

14.29 Reason for Refusal C relates to the impact of the appeal developments on the 

integrity of the strategic gap.  I consider this issue with reference to compliance 

with the remaining part of Policy DSP40(iii) and Policy CS22.  Again, I draw upon 

the evidence of Mr Dudley who concludes that the proposed developments 

represent inappropriate development within an established Strategic Gap, and 

that individually or collectively, they would lead to the loss of rural land that 

performs an important local function. 

14.30 I conclude on this basis of Mr Dudley’s detailed evidence, that criteria (iii_ of 

Policy DSP40 is not met. I also conclude that the appeal developments are 

contrary to Policy CS22 as the integrity of the strategic gap will be significantly 

affected. 

Reason for Refusal D – Sustainability considerations 

14.31 Reason for Refusal D relates to the sustainability of the appeal sites.  I consider 

this issue with reference to compliance with Policy DSP40(ii).  I conclude that 

appeal proposals are not sustainably located contrary to the first part of Policy 

DSP40(ii) as the appeal proposals would not create feasible opportunities to 

create a modal shift away from the use of a private motor vehicle that future 

residents of the developments are likely to be very reliant upon for most of their 

journeys. This is because of the distance to those facilities, taking into account 

the relative attractiveness of the pedestrian routes. I furthermore conclude that 

the Appeal Sites are not accessible to a frequent bus service.  

14.32 On the second part of Policy DSP40(ii) I conclude that appeal sites are not 

adjacent to the existing urban settlement boundary as they are separated from 

Bridgemary by a large agricultural field and the Newgate Lane East relief road; 

and that are not well related to it as they are not an urban extension site that 

forms a logical extension to the existing urban area and/or a defendable urban 

edge for the future. I also conclude that the appeal sites are not well integrated 

with the neighbouring settlement due to the severing effect of Newgate Lane East 

which obstructs connectivity. 

14.33 I conclude on this basis that criteria (iii) of Policy DSP40 is not met.  
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Reason for Refusal H – Impact on the highway 

14.34 Reason for Refusal H (Newgate Lane North) and Reason for Refusal G (Newgate 

Lane South) relate to the unacceptable impact of the appeal development on the 

junction of old Newgate Lane / Newgate Lane East.  My evidence considers the 

extent to which the appeal development conflicts with Policies DSP40(v) and 

CS5.  I draw upon the evidence of Mr Mundy and Mr Gammer, who conclude that 

either of the developments in isolation, or the developments combined, would 

result in an unacceptable delay to users of the highway network.  This conclusion 

is the same for both the fully signalised and indicative arrow signalisation.  

Inclusion of the toucan crossing adds further queuing and delay to Newgate Lane 

East.  I therefore conclude that the appeal proposals are contrary to Policy CS5, 

and DSP40(v) as well as paragraph 109 of the Framework. 

PLANNING BALANCE 
 

14.35 The Appeal Development must be determined in accordance with the 

development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise as set out in 

the Section 38(6) test. I have set out different approaches to the planning balance 

judgement.   

14.36 The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply under the 

direction of NPPF Paragraph 177 as the Appeal Developments are likely to have 

a significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other 

plans or projects). It is the Council’s position that in the absence of an identified 

scheme to mitigate the adverse effects of the project on Brent geese and waders, 

there is a sufficiently robust adopted policy basis upon which to weigh up the 

material planning considerations, with specific regard to Policy CS4, Policy 

DSP13, Policy DSP14 which would carry significant weight, and Policy DSP40 

which would carry very significant weight, in the determination of these appeal 

applications. On this basis, I invite the Inspector to dismiss the two Appeals.  

14.37 Should the tilted-balance at NPPF Paragraph 11(d)(ii) be engaged, planning 

permission should be granted for the proposed development unless any adverse 

effects of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of 

the development when assessed against the NPPF.   
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14.38 In the context of a housing land supply shortfall, I have provided evidence on the 

relevant factors which must be considered in determining the weight to be 

afforded to all Development Plan policies, which is a matter for the decision 

maker. I have concluded that LPP2 Policy DSP40 (housing allocations) is the key 

policy in the determination of these appeals and that it can be afforded full and 

very substantial weight in the planning balance as it expressly addresses the 

manner in which such applications should be decided in circumstances where a 

five-year supply cannot be demonstrated.   

14.39 With regard to the remaining relevant Development Plan policies listed in the 

reasons for refusal, I have concluded that these can be afforded significant 

weight. I have also found that the most important Development Plan policies are 

all consistent with the NPPF Paragraph 213 and therefore significant weight 

should be afforded to them.  

14.40 I have considered the harms and the benefits of the Appeal Developments. 

Harms 

14.41 I have found that the appeal sites are located outside the defined urban 

settlement boundary and as such are contrary to the development strategy set 

out in LPP1 Policies CS2, CS6 and CS14 and LPP2 Policy DSP6.  I have also 

considered each test in Policy DSP40 where harm is identified. I find that: 

• The proposals are not sustainably located contrary to the first part of 

Policy DPS40 (ii) to which I attach very substantial weight in the planning 

balance. 

 

• The proposals are not adjacent to the existing urban settlement 
boundary,  the proposals are not  well related to the existing urban 
settlement boundary and the proposals are not  well-integrated with the 
neighbouring settlement boundary contrary to the second, third and final 

part of Policy DPS40 (iii) to which I also attach very substantial weight in the 

planning balance as they are all integral to the spatial strategy in the event of 

a 5 year housing land supply shortfall. 

 

• The proposals will have an impact on the countryside and the strategic gap 
contrary to the second part of Policy DSP (iii) to which I attach very substantial 

weight in the planning balance. 
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• The proposals will result in the loss of best and most versatile agricultural 
land contrary to Policy CS16 and Policy DSP40(v) to which I attached limited 

weight. 

• The proposals will result in an unacceptable impact on the junction of old 
Newgate Lane / Newgate Lane East contrary to Policy DSP40(v), to which I 

attached substantial weight, as they would have unacceptable transport 

implications.  

• There is a lack of information to protect and enhance biodiversity interests 
including a substantial population of Chamomile. If this matter remains 

outstanding at the Inquiry, I place moderate weight on this issue in the planning 

balance. 

• There is an absence of appropriate mitigation for the loss of a low use Brent 
geese and wider site. Should the matter therefore be resolved prior to the 

Inquiry, the Council accepts that there is no harm and therefore I attach no weight 

to this issue in the planning balance. 

Benefits 
14.42 The appeal proposals individually and collectively are relative in scale to the 

demonstrated five-year housing land supply shortfall and are deliverable in the 

short term.  I consider this benefit is one of limited weight because of the conflict 

with three of the tests set out in DSP40, against which the acceptability of such a 

proposal must be judged. 

14.43 In the absence of a five-year housing land supply shortfall, I consider that as 40% 

of the dwellings at Newgate Lane North and Newgate lane South would be 

affordable these social benefits can be afforded significant weight.  

14.44 I have applied significant weight to the (limited) economic benefits associated 

with the Appeal Developments, albeit they could equally be achieved on other 

sites which are allocated within the Local Plan, or advanced as planning 

applications against Policy DSP40.  

14.45 I do not consider there to be any significant environmental benefits associated 

with the Appeal Developments.  
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Balance 
14.46 Applying the NPPF Paragraph 11 tilted-balance under this scenario, I consider 

that the adverse impacts significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. I 

therefore conclude that the Appeal Developments should be dismissed, and 

planning permission refused even if the tilted balance does fall to be applied (and, 

presently the Council considers it does not). 

Overall Conclusions 
14.47 I conclude that the Appeal Developments should be refused planning permission. 

I have set out two different approaches. I consider that my first approach, 

whereby the presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply, 

is the correct approach to determining these appeals and the Appeal 

Developments should be refused on this basis. 

14.48 Should it be concluded that the projects will not adversely affect the integrity of 

habitats sites, NPPF Paragraph 11 applies to the determination of these appeals 

and the tilted balance is engaged, I consider that the harms are so great that they 

significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. Accordingly, I invite the 

Inspector to dismiss the two Appeals.  

Page 2413





FAREHAM BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 
 

Town and Country Planning Act 1990 – Section 78 
 

Town and Country Planning Appeals (Determination by Inspectors) (Inquiries 
Procedure) (England) Rules 2000 

 
 
 

APPENDICES TO PROOF OF EVIDENCE 
 

Of 
 

Ms Jane Parker BA (Hons), MA, MRTPI 
 

On behalf of the Local Planning Authority 
 

CO-JOINED INQUIRY 
 
 

Outline application with all matters reserved (except for access) for the demolition of 
existing buildings and development of up to 75 dwellings, open space, vehicular 

access point from Newgate Lane and associated and ancillary infrastructure 
 

LAND AT NEWGATE LANE NORTH, FAREHAM 
Appeal by Fareham Land LP 

 
Planning Inspectorate Reference: APP/A1720/W/20/3252180 

 
Fareham Borough Council Reference: P/18/1118/OA 

 
 

AND 
 

 
Outline Planning Permission For The Demolition Of Existing Buildings And 

Development Of Up To 115 Dwellings, Open Space, Vehicular Access Point From 
Newgate Lane And Associated And Ancillary Infrastructure, With All Matters Except 

Access To Be Reserved. 
 

LAND AT NEWGATE LANE SOUTH, FAREHAM 
Appeal by Bargate Homes Ltd 
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APPENDIX 1:  

Map of Local Facilities and Services as amended by the Council 

based on Figure 7 of respective Transport Assessments prepared by the 

Appellants 
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APPENDIX 2:  

Newgate Lane North  
 

(As a Stand Alone Development) 
 
 

Distance v Guidance Within 2000m Walking Distance  

with reference to Facilities and Services identified on the map at Appendix 1 
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2 

Facilities within 2000m of the site as shown on the Appellant’s TA 
 

Ref No. Facility 

Distance 
from 

Centre of 
Residential 

Site 

 
FBC Accessibility 

Background 
Paper (see Table 

1) 

 
Planning for 

Walking CIHT 
(2015) (see 
Section 6.4) 

Providing For 
Journeys on 

Foot IHT (2000)  
Desirable 
Walking 

Distance (see 
Table 3.2) 

Providing For 
Journeys on 

Foot IHT (2000) 
Acceptable 

Walking 
Distance 

(see Table 3.2) 

Providing For 
Journeys on Foot 

IHT (2000) 
Preferred 

Maximum Walking 
Distance 

(see Table 3.2) 

Buses in 
Urban 

Developments 
CIHT (2018) 

6* 

Crofton Anne 
Dale 
Infant/Junior 
School 
(Catchment 
School) 
Cuckoo Lane, 
Fareham, PO14 
3PH 

 

3603m 
1200m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

School 500m 
(Fail) 

School 1000m 
(Fail) 

School 2000m (Fail) N/A 

8 

Woodcot 
Primary 
School 
Tukes Ave, 
Gosport PO13 
0SG 
 

2007m 
1200m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

School 500m 
(Fail) 

School 1000m 
(Fail) 

School 2000m (Fail) N/A 
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9 

Peel Common 
Infant/Junior 
School 
The Dr, Gosport 
PO13 0RW 
 

1270m 
 

1200m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

School 500m 
(Fail) 

School 1000m 
(Pass) 

School 2000m 
(Pass) 

N/A 

10 

Holbrook 
Primary 
School 
Wych Lane, 
Bridgemary, 
Gosport, PO13 
0JN 
 

1654m 
1200m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

 
School 500m 

(Fail) 

 
School 1000m 

(Fail) 

 
School 2000m 

(Pass) 
N/A 

11* 

Bedenham 
Primary 
School 
Bridgemary 
Avenue, Gosport, 
Hampshire, PO13 
0XT 
 

2677m 
1200m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

School 500m 
(Fail) 

School 1000m 
(Fail) 

School 2000m (Fail) N/A 

17 

Bridgemary 
Secondary 
School 
Wych Ln, 
Gosport PO13 
0JN 
 

1877m 
1600m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

School 500m 
(Fail) 

School 1000m 
(Fail) 

School 2000m 
(Pass) 

N/A 
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18 

Crofton 
Secondary 
School 
Marks Rd, 
Stubbington, 
Fareham PO14 
2AT 
 

2113m 
1600m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

School 500m 
(Fail) 

School 1000m 
(Fail) 

School 2000m (Fail) N/A 

23 

Lidl 
Newgate Ln, 
Fareham PO14 
1TL 
 

1194m 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

Elsewhere 400m 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 800m 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 1200m 
(Pass) 

N/A 

24 

Asda 
Superstore 
Speedfields Park, 
Newgate  Lane, 
Fareham, PO14 
1TT 
 

1274m 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

Elsewhere 400m 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 800m 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 1200m 
(Fail) 

N/A 

27 

Spar 
4 The Parade, 
Tukes 
Avenue, Gosport,
 PO13 0SQ 
 

1534m 
1600m 

Recommended 
(Pass) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

Elsewhere 400m 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 800m 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 1200m 
(Fail) 

N/A 
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28 

Co-Operative 
Foods 
84 Gregson Ave, 
Bridgemary, 
Gosport PO13 
0UP 
 

2417m 
1600m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

Elsewhere 400m 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 800m 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 1200m 
(Fail) 

N/A 

35* 

Fareham 
Road Surgery 
333 Fareham Rd, 
Gosport PO13 
0AB 
 

2777m 
1200m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

Elsewhere 400m 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 800m 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 1200m 
(Fail) 

N/A 

39 

Bridgemary 
Medical 
Centre 
2 Gregson Ave, 
Bridgemary, 
Gosport PO13 
0HR 
 

1877m 
1200m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

Elsewhere 400m 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 800m 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 1200m 
(Fail) 

N/A 

39A* 

Rowner 
Medical 
Centre 
143 Rowner Ln, 
Gosport PO13 
9SP 

2547m 
1200m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

 

Elsewhere 400m 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 800m 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 1200m 
(Fail) 

N/A 
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40 

Peel Common 
Evangelical 
Church 
73-75 Newgate 
Ln, Fareham 
PO14 1BG 
 

590m 
800m 

Recommended 
(Pass) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Pass) 

Elsewhere 400m 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 800m 
(Pass) 

Elsewhere 1200m 
(Pass) 

N/A 

41* 

Holy Rood 
Church 
Gosport Rd, 
Stubbington, 
Fareham PO14 
2AS 
 

2623m 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

Elsewhere 400m 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 800m 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 1200m 
(Fail) 

N/A 

47 

St Matthews 
Church 
Wych Lane, 
Gosport PO13 
0NL 

1614m 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 400m 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 800m 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 1200m 
(Fail) 

N/A 

48 

St Columbas 
Church 
Fisher Rd, 
Gosport PO13 0JJ 
 

2137m 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 400m 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 800m 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 1200m 
(Fail) 

N/A 
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52 

Rowlands 
Pharmacy 
182 Nobes Ave, 
Bridgemary, 
Portsmouth, 
Gosport PO13 
0HY 
 

1847m 
1200m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

Elsewhere 400m 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 800m 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 1200m 
(Fail) 

N/A 

53* 

Boots 
Pharmacy 
147 Rowner Ln, 
Portsmouth, 
Gosport PO13 
9SP 
 

2617m 
1200m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

Elsewhere 400m 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 800m 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 1200m 
(Fail) 

N/A 

57 

Carisbrooke 
Arms 
75 Carisbrooke 
Rd, Gosport 
PO13 0QY 
 

1556m 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

Elsewhere 400m 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 800m 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 1200m 
(Fail) 

N/A 

60* 

Kiddi Caru Day 
Nursery and 
Preschool  
250 Gosport Rd, 
Fareham PO16 
0SX 
 

3017m 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

Elsewhere 400m 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 800m 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 1200m 
(Fail) 

N/A 
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74 McDonalds 
Apex Centre 
Speedfields Park, 
Newgate Ln, 
Fareham PO14 
1TZ 
 

 
 

1010m 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 400m 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 800m 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 1200m 
(Pass) 

N/A 

77* 

Cam Alders 
Recreation 
Ground 
Palmerston Dr, 
Fareham PO15 
7WQ 
 

2314m 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

Elsewhere 400m 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 800m 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 1200m 
(Fail) 

N/A 

 Nearest bus 
stop 
Newgate Lane 
East 

739m 
400m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

400m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 
   300m (Fail) 

 Fareham 
Railway 
Station 
Fareham, PO16 
OUT  

3844m 
1600m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

Commuting 
500m (Fail) 

Commuting 
1000m (Fail) 

Commuting 2000m 
(Fail) 

N/A 

Additional facilities identified within 2km by FBC 

 Carisbrooke 
Local Centre 
61 Carisbrooke 
Road, Gosport, 
PO13 0QY 

1685m 
1600m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

Elsewhere 400m 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 800m 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 1200m 
(Fail) 

N/A 
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 Brookers Lane 
Recreation 
Ground 
Rowner Road 
Gosport PO13 
0QE 
 

To centre 
of 

Recreation 
Ground: 

845m 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

Elsewhere 400m 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 800m 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 1200m 
(Pass) 

N/A 

 
 
Technical Note 
All measurements were taken from the central point of Newgate Lane North using Google map. The quickest walking route to the entrance of 
the facility was measured useless otherwise stated.  
 
The following inaccuracies were identified in Table 7 of the TA: 

• No. 27 – This is a ‘Spar’ and not a Co-Op Convenience Store.  
• No. 35 – Fareham Road Surgery is a dentists and not a doctors surgery. It is inaccurate by approx. 100m. The distance measured is 

from the actual location of the facility. 
• No. 39 – Bridgemary Medical Centre is inaccurate by approx. 100m. The distance measured is from the actual location of the facility. 
• No. 39A – Rowner Medical Centre is not identified. The location of this facility is shown as No. 39 on the key which is marked as 

Bridgemary Medical Centre. The facility has been assigned a different number (39A) and been correctly identified. 
• No. 47 – St Matthews Church is inaccurate by approx. 20m. The distance measured is from the actual location of the facility. 
• No. 53 – Boots Pharmacy is inaccurate by approx. 35m. The distance measured is from the actual location of the facility. 
• No. 60 – The Hoeford Inn  has closed and is now the ‘Kiddi Caru Day Nursery and Preschool’. The location is inaccurate by approx. 

40m. The distance measured is from the actual location of the facility. 
• No. 48 – St Columbas Church is inaccurate by approx. 200m. The distance measured is from the actual location of the facility. 
• No. 77 - Cam Alders Recreation Ground is inaccurate by approx. 300m. The distance measured is from the actual location of the facility. 

 
*These facilities appear to be just outside the 2000m isochrone. However, adopting a robust approach, the distances have been checked. For 
completeness all schools identified on Figure 7 have also been included. 
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APPENDIX 3:  

 
Newgate Lane South  

 
(As a Stand Alone Development) 

 
 
 

Distance v Guidance Within 2000m Walking Distance  

with reference to Facilities and Services identified on the map at Appendix 1 
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Facilities within 2000m of the site as shown on the Appellant’s TA 
 

Ref No. Facility 

Distance 
from 

Centre of 
Residential 

Site 

FBC 
Accessibility 
Background 
Paper (see 

Table 1) 

Planning for 
Walking CIHT 

(2015) (see 
Section 6.4) 

Providing 
For 

Journeys on 
Foot IHT 
(2000)  

Desirable 
Walking 
Distance 

(see Table 
3.2) 

Providing For 
Journeys on 

Foot IHT (2000) 
Acceptable 

Walking 
Distance 

(see Table 3.2) 

Providing For 
Journeys on 

Foot IHT (2000) 
Preferred 
Maximum 
Walking 
Distance 

(see Table 3.2) 

Buses in 
Urban 

Developments 
CIHT (2018) 

6* 

Crofton Anne 
Dale 
Infant/Junior 
School 
(Catchment 
School) 
Cuckoo Lane, 
Fareham, PO14 
3PH 

 

3459m 
1200m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

School 
500m (Fail) 

School 1000m 
(Fail) 

School 2000m 
(Fail) 

N/A 

8 

Woodcot 
Primary 
School 
Tukes Ave, 
Gosport PO13 
0SG 
 

1518m 

 
1200m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

School 
500m (Fail) 

School 1000m 
(Fail) 

School 2000m 
(Pass) 

N/A 

  9 

Peel Common 
Infant/Junior 
School 
The Dr, Gosport 
PO13 0RW 

780m 
 

1200m 
Recommended 

(Pass) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Pass) 

School 
500m (Fail) 

School 1000m 
(Pass) 

School 2000m 
(Pass) 

N/A 
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Holbrook 
Primary 
School 
Wych Lane, 
Bridgemary, 
Gosport, PO13 
0JN 
 

1165m 

 
1200m 

Recommended 
(Pass) 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

 
School 

500m (Fail) 

 
School 1000m 

(Fail) 

 
School 2000m 

(Pass) 
N/A 

11* 

Bedenham 
Primary 
School 
Bridgemary 
Avenue, Gosport, 
Hampshire, PO13 
0XT 
 

2188m 

 
1200m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

School 
500m (Fail) 

School 1000m 
(Fail) 

School 2000m 
(Fail) 

N/A 

17 

Bridgemary 
Secondary 
School 
Wych Ln, 
Gosport PO13 
0JN 
 

1388m 
1600m 

Recommended 
(Pass) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

School 
500m (Fail) 

School 1000m 
(Fail) 

School 2000m 
(Pass) 

N/A 

18 

Crofton 
Secondary 
School 
Marks Rd, 
Stubbington, 
Fareham PO14 
2AT 

1969m 

 
 

1600m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

School 
500m (Fail) 

School 1000m 
(Fail) 

School 2000m 
(Pass) 

N/A 
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23 

Lidl 
Newgate Ln, 
Fareham PO14 
1TL 
 

1561m 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 
400m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
800m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
1200m (Fail) 

N/A 

24 

Asda 
Superstore 
Speedfields Park, 
Newgate  Lane, 
Fareham, PO14 
1TT 
 

1641m 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

Elsewhere 
400m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
800m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
1200m (Fail) 

N/A 

27 

Spar 
4 The Parade, 
Tukes 
Avenue, Gosport,
 PO13 0SQ 
 

1045m 
1600m 

Recommended 
(Pass) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

Elsewhere 
400m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
800m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
1200m (Pass) 

N/A 

28 

Co-Operative 
Foods 
84 Gregson Ave, 
Bridgemary, 
Gosport PO13 
0UP 
 

1928m 

 
1600m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 
400m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
800m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
1200m (Fail) 

N/A 

35* 

Fareham 
Road Surgery 
333 Fareham Rd, 
Gosport PO13 
0AB 
 

2288m 

 
1200m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 
400m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
800m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
1200m (Fail) 

N/A 
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39 

Bridgemary 
Medical 
Centre 
2 Gregson Ave, 
Bridgemary, 
Gosport PO13 
0HR 
 

1388m 

 
1200m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 
400m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
800m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
1200m (Fail) 

N/A 

      39A* 

Rowner 
Medical 
Centre 
143 Rowner Ln, 
Gosport PO13 
9SP 

2058m 

 
1200m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

 

Elsewhere 
400m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
800m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
1200m (Fail) 

N/A 

40 

Peel Common 
Evangelical 
Church 
73-75 Newgate 
Ln, Fareham 
PO14 1BG 
 

446m 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Pass) 

 

800m 
Recommended 

(Pass) 

Elsewhere 
400m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
800m (Pass) 

Elsewhere 
1200m (Pass) 

N/A 

41* 

Holy Rood 
Church 
Gosport Rd, 
Stubbington, 
Fareham PO14 
2AS 
 

2489m 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 
400m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
800m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
1200m (Fail) 

N/A 
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47 

St Matthews 
Church 
Wych Lane, 
Gosport PO13 
0NL 
 

1125m 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 
400m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
800m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
1200m (Pass) 

N/A 

48 

St Columbas 
Church 
Fisher Rd, 
Gosport PO13 0JJ 
 

1648m 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 
400m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
800m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
1200m (Fail) 

N/A 

52 

Rowlands 
Pharmacy 
182 Nobes Ave, 
Bridgemary, 
Portsmouth, 
Gosport PO13 
0HY 
 

1358m 
1200m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

Elsewhere 
400m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
800m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
1200m (Fail) 

N/A 

53* 

Boots 
Pharmacy 
147 Rowner Ln, 
Portsmouth, 
Gosport PO13 
9SP 
 

2128m 

 
1200m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 
400m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
800m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
1200m (Fail) 

N/A 

57 

Carisbrooke 
Arms 
75 Carisbrooke 
Rd, Gosport 
PO13 0QY 

1067m 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 
400m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
800m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
1200m (Pass) 

N/A 
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60* 

Kiddi Caru Day 
Nursery and 
Preschool  
250 Gosport Rd, 
Fareham PO16 
0SX 
 

2528m 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

Elsewhere 
400m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
800m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
1200m (Fail) 

N/A 

74 

McDonalds 
Apex Centre 
Speedfields Park, 
Newgate Ln, 
Fareham PO14 
1TZ 
 

1377m 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 
400m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
800m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
1200m (Fail) 

N/A 

77* 

Cam Alders 
Recreation 
Ground 
Palmerston Dr, 
Fareham PO15 
7WQ 
 

2681m 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 
400m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
800m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
1200m (Fail) 

N/A 

 Nearest bus 
stop 
Newgate Lane 
East 
 

250m 

 
400m 

Recommended 
(Pass) 

400m 
Recommended 

(Pass) 
   300m (Pass) 

 Fareham 
Railway 
Station 

 
4211m 

1600m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 
 

800m  
Recommended 

(Fail) 

 
Commuting  
500m (Fail) 

 
Commuting 
1000m (Fail) 

 
Commuting 
2000m (Fail) 

 
 

N/A 
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Fareham, PO16 
OUT  

Additional facilities identified within 2km by FBC 

 Carisbrooke 
Local Centre 
61 Carisbrooke 
Road, Gosport, 
PO13 0QY 

1196m 

1600m 
Recommended 

(Pass) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 
 

Elsewhere 
400m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
800m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
1200m (Pass) 

N/A 

 Brooker’s 
Lane 
Recreation 
Ground 
Rowner Road 
Gosport PO13 
0QE 
 

To centre 
of 

Recreation 
Ground: 

356m 

800m 
Recommended 

(Pass) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Pass) 

Elsewhere 
400m (Pass) 

Elsewhere 
800m (Pass) 

Elsewhere 
1200m (Pass) 

N/A 
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Technical Note 
All measurements were taken from the central point of Newgate Lane North using Google map. The quickest walking route to the entrance of 
the facility was measured useless otherwise stated.  
 
The following inaccuracies were identified in Table 7 of the TA: 

• No. 27 – This is a ‘Spar’ and not a Co-Op Convenience Store.  
• No. 35 – Fareham Road Surgery is a dentists and not a doctors surgery. It is inaccurate by approx. 100m. The distance measured is 

from the actual location of the facility. 
• No. 39 – Bridgemary Medical Centre is inaccurate by approx. 100m. The distance measured is from the actual location of the facility. 
• No. 39A – Rowner Medical Centre is not identified. The location of this facility is shown as No. 39 on the key which is marked as 

Bridgemary Medical Centre. The facility has been assigned a different number (39A) and been correctly identified. 
• No. 47 – St Matthews Church is inaccurate by approx. 20m. The distance measured is from the actual location of the facility. 
• No. 53 – Boots Pharmacy is inaccurate by approx. 35m. The distance measured is from the actual location of the facility. 
• No. 60 – The Hoeford Inn  has closed and is now the ‘Kiddi Caru Day Nursery and Preschool’. The location is inaccurate by approx. 

40m. The distance measured is from the actual location of the facility. 
• No. 48 – St Columbas Church is inaccurate by approx. 200m. The distance measured is from the actual location of the facility. 
• No. 77 - Cam Alders Recreation Ground is inaccurate by approx. 300m. The distance measured is from the actual location of the facility. 

 
*These facilities appear to be just outside the 2000m isochrone. However, adopting a robust approach, the distances have been checked. For 
completeness all schools identified on Figure 7 have also been included. 
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APPENDIX 4:  

 
Newgate Lane North with  

Cycle/Pedestrian link to the South  
 
 

Distance v Guidance Within 2000m Walking Distance  

with reference to Facilities and Services identified on the map at Appendix 1 
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Facilities within 2000m of the site as shown on the Appellant’s TA 
 

 
 
 

Ref No. Facility 

Distance 
from 

Centre of 
Residential 

Site 

 
FBC 
Accessibility 
Background 
Paper (see 
Table 1) 

 
Planning for 
Walking CIHT 
(2015) (see 
Section 6.4) 

Providing For 
Journeys on 

Foot IHT 
(2000)  

Desirable 
Walking 

Distance (see 
Table 3.2) 

Providing For 
Journeys on 

Foot IHT 
(2000) 

Acceptable 
Walking 
Distance 

(see Table 3.2) 

Providing For 
Journeys on 

Foot IHT (2000) 
Preferred 
Maximum 
Walking 
Distance 

(see Table 3.2) 

Buses in Urban 
Developments 

CIHT (2018) 

6* 

Crofton Anne 
Dale 
Infant/Junior 
School 
(Catchment 
School) 
Cuckoo Lane, 
Fareham, PO14 3PH 
 

3603m 

 
 
 

1200m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

 
 
 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

School 500m 
(Fail) 

School 1000m 
(Fail) 

School 2000m 
(Fail) 

N/A 

8 

Woodcot 
Primary School 
Tukes Ave, Gosport 
PO13 0SG 
 

1630m 

 
1200m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

School 500m 
(Fail) 

School 1000m 
(Fail) 

School 2000m 
(Pass) 

N/A 

9 

Peel Common 
Infant/Junior 
School 
The Dr, Gosport 
PO13 0RW 
 

894m 

 
1200m 

Recommended 
(Pass) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

School 500m 
(Fail) 

School 1000m 
(Pass) 

School 2000m 
(Pass) 

N/A 
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10 

Holbrook 
Primary School 
Wych Lane, 
Bridgemary, 
Gosport, PO13 0JN 
 

1277m 
1200m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

School 500m 
(Fail) 

School 1000m 
(Fail) 

School 2000m 
(Pass) 

N/A 

11* 

Bedenham 
Primary School 
Bridgemary Avenue, 
Gosport, Hampshire, 
PO13 0XT 
 

2300m 

 
1200m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

School 500m 
(Fail) 

School 1000m 
(Fail) 

School 2000m 
(Fail) 

N/A 

17 

Bridgemary 
Secondary 
School 
Wych Ln, Gosport 
PO13 0JN 
 

1500m 
1600m 

Recommended 
(Pass) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

School 500m 
(Fail) 

School 1000m 
(Fail) 

School 2000m 
(Pass) 

N/A 

18 

Crofton 
Secondary 
School 
Marks Rd, 
Stubbington, 
Fareham PO14 2AT 
 

2113m 
1600m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

School 500m 
(Fail) 

School 1000m 
(Fail) 

School 2000m 
(Fail) 

N/A 

23 

Lidl 
Newgate Ln, 
Fareham PO14 1TL 
 

1194m 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

Elsewhere 
400m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
800m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
1200m (Pass) 

N/A 

24 

Asda Superstore 
Speedfields Park, 
Newgate  Lane, 
Fareham, PO14 1TT 

1274m 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 
400m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
800m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
1200m (Fail) 

N/A 
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27 

Spar 
4 The Parade, Tukes 
Avenue, Gosport, PO
13 0SQ 
 

1157m 

 
1600m 

Recommended 
(Pass) 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

 
Elsewhere 
400m (Fail) 

 
Elsewhere 
800m (Fail) 

 
Elsewhere 

1200m (Pass) 
N/A 

28 

Co-Operative 
Foods 
84 Gregson Ave, 
Bridgemary, Gosport 
PO13 0UP 
 

2040m 

 
1600m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 
400m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
800m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
1200m (Fail) 

N/A 

35* 

Fareham Road 
Surgery 
333 Fareham Rd, 
Gosport PO13 0AB 
 

2400m 

 
1200m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 
400m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
800m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
1200m (Fail) 

N/A 

39 

Bridgemary 
Medical Centre 
2 Gregson Ave, 
Bridgemary, Gosport 
PO13 0HR 
 

1500m 

 
1200m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 
400m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
800m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
1200m (Fail) 

N/A 

39A* 

Rowner Medical 
Centre 
143 Rowner Ln, 
Gosport PO13 9SP 

2170m 

 
1200m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 
400m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
800m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
1200m (Fail) 

N/A 

40 

Peel Common 
Evangelical 
Church 
73-75 Newgate Ln, 
Fareham PO14 1BG 
 

590m 
800m 

Recommended 
(Pass) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Pass) 

Elsewhere 
400m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
800m (Pass) 

Elsewhere 
1200m (Pass) 

N/A 
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41* 

Holy Rood 
Church 
Gosport Rd, 
Stubbington, 
Fareham PO14 2AS 
 

2623m 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

 
Elsewhere 
400m (Fail) 

 
Elsewhere 
800m (Fail) 

 
Elsewhere 

1200m (Fail) 
N/A 

47 

St Matthews 
Church 
Wych Lane, Gosport 
PO13 0NL 
 

1237m 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 
400m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
800m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
1200m (Fail) 

N/A 

48 

St Columbas 
Church 
Fisher Rd, Gosport 
PO13 0JJ 
 

1760m 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 
400m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
800m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
1200m (Fail) 

N/A 

52 

Rowlands 
Pharmacy 
182 Nobes Ave, 
Bridgemary, 
Portsmouth, Gosport 
PO13 0HY 
 

1470m 

 
 

1200m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

 
 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

Elsewhere 
400m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
800m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
1200m (Fail) 

N/A 

53* 

Boots Pharmacy 
147 Rowner Ln, 
Portsmouth, Gosport 
PO13 9SP 
 

2240m 
1200m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

Elsewhere 
400m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
800m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
1200m (Fail) 

N/A 

57 

Carisbrooke 
Arms 
75 Carisbrooke Rd, 
Gosport PO13 0QY 
 

1179m 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

Elsewhere 
400m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
800m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
1200m (Pass) 

N/A 
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60* 

Kiddi Caru Day 
Nursery and 
Preschool  
250 Gosport Rd, 
Fareham PO16 0SX 
 

2640m 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 
400m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
800m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
1200m (Fail) 

N/A 

74 

McDonalds 
Apex Centre 
Speedfields Park, 
Newgate Ln, 
Fareham PO14 1TZ 
 

1010m 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

Elsewhere 
400m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
800m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
1200m (Pass) 

N/A 

77* 

Cam Alders 
Recreation Ground 
Palmerston Dr, 
Fareham PO15 7WQ 
 

2314m 
800m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

Elsewhere 
400m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
800m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
1200m (Fail) 

N/A 

 
 

Nearest bus stop 
Newgate Lane 
East 

362m 
400m 

Recommended 
(Pass) 

400m 
Recommended 

(Pass) 
   300m (Fail) 

 
 Fareham Railway 

Station 
Fareham, PO16 
OUT 

3844m 

 
1,600m 

Recommended 
(Fail) 

 
800m  

Recommended 
(Fail) 

 

Commuting  
500m (Fail) 

Commuting 
1000m (Fail) 

Commuting 
2000m (Fail) 

N/A 

Additional facilities identified within 2km by FBC 

 Carisbrooke 
Local Centre 
61 Carisbrooke 
Road, Gosport, 
PO13 0QY 

1308m 

1600m 
Recommended 

(Pass) 
 

800m 
Recommended 

(Fail) 

Elsewhere 
400m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
800m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
1200m (Fail) 

N/A 
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 Brookers Lane 
Recreation 
Ground 
Rowner Road 
Gosport PO13 0QE 
 

To centre 
of 

Recreation 
Ground:  

468m 

800m 
Recommended 

(Pass) 

800m 
Recommended 

(Pass) 

Elsewhere 
400m (Fail) 

Elsewhere 
800m (Pass) 

Elsewhere 
1200m (Pass) 

N/A 

 
Technical Note 
All measurements were taken from the central point of Newgate Lane North using Google map. The quickest walking route to the entrance of 

the facility was measured useless otherwise stated.  

 

The following inaccuracies were identified in Table 7 of the TA: 

• No. 27 – This is a ‘Spar’ and not a Co-Op Convenience Store.  

• No. 35 – Fareham Road Surgery is a dentists and not a doctors surgery. It is inaccurate by approx. 100m. The distance measured is 

from the actual location of the facility. 

• No. 39 – Bridgemary Medical Centre is inaccurate by approx. 100m. The distance measured is from the actual location of the facility. 

• No. 39A – Rowner Medical Centre is not identified. The location of this facility is shown as No. 39 on the key which is marked as 

Bridgemary Medical Centre. The facility has been assigned a different number (39A) and been correctly identified. 

• No. 47 – St Matthews Church is inaccurate by approx. 20m. The distance measured is from the actual location of the facility. 

• No. 53 – Boots Pharmacy is inaccurate by approx. 35m. The distance measured is from the actual location of the facility. 

• No. 60 – The Hoeford Inn  has closed and is now the ‘Kiddi Caru Day Nursery and Preschool’. The location is inaccurate by approx. 

40m. The distance measured is from the actual location of the facility. 

• No. 48 – St Columbas Church is inaccurate by approx. 200m. The distance measured is from the actual location of the facility. 

• No. 77 - Cam Alders Recreation Ground is inaccurate by approx. 300m. The distance measured is from the actual location of the facility. 

 

*These facilities appear to be just outside the 2000m isochrone. However, adopting a robust approach, the distances have been checked. For 

completeness all schools identified on Figure 7 have also been included. 
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LOCAL HOUSING NEED: THE SIMPLE ALTERNATIVE 

Introduction 

The Government’s proposed new standard method for measuring housing need1 has two major 
weaknesses, which have given rise to much protest. Firstly, for many of the least affordable areas 
(typically in the south of England), the housing numbers it produces are far too high to be 
deliverable. For many authorities, including but not restricted to London boroughs, the new housing 
need is more than two or three times the annual number of homes built in the last three years. 

A second major weakness is that, for many of the more affordable areas (often in the north of 
England), the numbers are too low. For many such authorities, the new housing need is below the 
numbers of homes delivered in the last three years. This suggests that local authorities have been 
building more housing than they needed. This cannot be right: need can be more than actual 
delivery, but it cannot be less, because builders do not build homes for which there is no demand. 
Low numbers in the north also discourage growth ambition, which the government should 
encourage. 

Fortunately, these problems are easily fixed. Below, we propose an alternative standard method 
that removes them.  Our proposed formula is very similar to the to the government proposals, and 
based on the same principles, including the importance of price signals. But the housing numbers it 
produces are much more realistic for the south and much more positive for the north. Detailed 
results are in the Appendix below. 

Our proposed formula does not adjust for future jobs. Such adjustment would likely put housing in 
the wrong places. This is partly because many people do not work in the same local authority where 
they live. Also, a ‘future jobs’ adjustment would put even fewer homes in the north and even more 
in the south. That is because, for England as a whole, the total population to be planned for is fixed 
by the national population projection. The standard method does not aim to increase that number; 
it only impacts on its distribution within the country. 

An Alternative Formula 

Households live in homes so it is appropriate to base the housing need formula on an estimate of 
the number of households that will need homes.  There are, however, two problems with the official 
household projections: 

• They vary significantly from one set to the next, with dozens of authorities typically seeing the 
household growth estimates going up or down by 20% or more. 

• They don’t tell us how many households ought to be able to set up home but how many will 
set up home if past trends continue.  That would imply that hundreds of thousands of younger 
households would continue to be excluded from the housing market because they cannot 
afford their own home.  

The first problem can be dealt with by using the ONS’s alternative set of projections which uses a 
10-year trend period rather than the 2-year period used for migration flows within the UK in the 
latest principal projections.  These are readily available and should be much less susceptible to 
changes from one set to the next as only 2 out of 10 trend years change between consecutive sets 
of projections. 

The second problem can be dealt with by using housing affordability indices to uplift the number of 
households suggested by the official projections.  The Government’s proposal uses two means of 
doing this:  

• An absolute measure of affordability (the amount by which the index exceeds 4).  Whilst it may 
seem reasonable to add more homes where prices are highest this ignores the fact that there 
are some areas in which prices will always be higher because they are close to city centres and 
jobs or have attractive countryside or other amenities nearby.  No matter how many homes are 
built in these areas, house prices will remain high.  Asking authorities to pack more homes in 

 
1 MHCLG, Changes to the current planning system, consultation on changes to planning policy and regulations, 
August 2020. 

Page 2445



 

 

these areas is simply tilting at windmills.  A better approach is to focus on areas in which the 
affordability of housing has deteriorated most, which is what the second method does.  

• The change in the affordability index over the last 10 years for which data is available.  The 
formula uses the difference between the latest index and the index for 10 years earlier.  This is 
much better focussed than absolute level of affordability, but it treats an increase from prices 
being 4 times earnings to 6 times as the same as an increase from 10 to 12.  Whilst both are 
increases of 2 points, the first is a price increase of 50% relative to earnings whilst the second is 
an increase of only 20%.  The first is therefore a much more significant deterioration. The 
formula can reflect this if it uses the proportionate increase in the index rather than the 
difference i.e. if the uplift factor is the latest index divided by the index 10 years earlier.   

The Government’s formula recognises that for some areas the official projections produce very low 
household growth figures.  It seeks to correct for this by specifying that the baseline figure should 
be the higher of the projected annual household growth and 0.5% of the number of existing homes 
in the area.  However, the number of homes needed in an area bears little or no relation to the 
number of homes there at present: in the past household growth has varied between being 
negative and up to 3% a year of the number of existing homes.  A far better minimum baseline 
would be the number of homes built on average over a recent period (we have data up to 2019).  
Housebuilders only build where there is demand so the number of homes built over such period can 
be taken as an indication of minimum demand.  The number of homes built (or more strictly, the 
net additions to the housing stock) is published annually for all local authorities by MHCLG in Live 
Table 122. 

Making these simple changes gives the following formula: 

Baseline = higher of average household growth over next 10 years projected in the ONS’s 10-
year trend household projections or average net additions 2016-192 

Housing need = baseline x  
(1 + (local affordability ratiot=0/local affordability ratiot=-10)  x 0.3)) 

This produces virtually the same number of homes a year across England as a whole (337,000) as the 
MHCLG proposal but: 

• There is less of a concentration in London and the south east: London’s need is 67,000, 
compared with 94,000 in the MHCLG proposal. 

• Only 24 LAs have a requirement that is more than twice what they delivered in 2016-19, 
compared with 71 in the MHCLG proposal. 

• No LAs have a housing need below their delivery in 2016-19, compared with 71 in the MHCLG 
proposal.  (The MHCLG proposal in effect tells the 3 north most regions that they have been 
delivering more homes than needed.)  

With the formula we propose, the Duty to Cooperate will still be needed, as not all authorities will 
be able to deliver their housing need and will have to export some to other places. But the scale of 
the issue should be manageable. 

The Appendix table below shows summary results of our proposed formula, starting from the 
published source tables.  This also includes the result of the MHLCG formula for comparison. The 
table demonstrate that we are using either the same or readily available alternative published 
sources – and that our formula is both simpler and fairer! 

Cristina Howick   cristina.howick@stantec.com  

Neil McDonald    neilkmcdonald@googlemail.com  

Richard Pestell   richard.pestell@stantec.com  

30 September 2020 

 
2 A five-year period could be used instead, subject to testing. 
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APPENDIX: THE PROPOSED METHOD       APPENDIX 

LA name Region 

2018 SHNP 10-
year migration 
Annual 
average hhld 
growth 2020-
30 

Average net 
additions to 
housing stock 
2016-19 

Affordability 
uplift 

HOUSING 
NEED 

% above 
average 
delivery 
2016-19 

MCHLG 
proposal 

% above 
average 
delivery 
2016-19 

Adur South East 203 97 0.39 282 191% 326 236% 

Allerdale North West 39 356 0.33 474 33% 320 -10% 

Amber Valley East Midlands 330 604 0.35 818 35% 663 10% 

Arun South East 703 647 0.46 1024 58% 2063 219% 

Ashfield East Midlands 393 414 0.39 574 39% 813 97% 

Ashford South East 597 722 0.37 991 37% 1211 68% 

Aylesbury Vale South East 950 1498 0.41 2114 41% 2197 47% 

Babergh East of England 274 379 0.44 545 44% 789 108% 

Barking and Dagenham London 1211 638 0.63 1969 209% 1657 160% 

Barnet London 2130 2072 0.53 3265 58% 5744 177% 

Barnsley 
Yorkshire and The 
Humber 746 949 0.33 1261 33% 1013 7% 

Barrow-in-Furness North West -77 94 0.29 122 29% 159 69% 
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LA name Region 

2018 SHNP 10-
year migration 
Annual 
average hhld 
growth 2020-
30 

Average net 
additions to 
housing stock 
2016-19 

Affordability 
uplift 

HOUSING 
NEED 

% above 
average 
delivery 
2016-19 

MCHLG 
proposal 

% above 
average 
delivery 
2016-19 

Basildon East of England 555 364 0.42 787 116% 820 125% 

Basingstoke and Deane South East 533 861 0.40 1205 40% 684 -21% 

Bassetlaw East Midlands 231 482 0.37 659 37% 564 17% 

Bath and North East 
Somerset South West 435 1052 0.37 1443 37% 1216 16% 

Bedford East of England 771 1321 0.39 1835 39% 1153 -13% 

Bexley London 927 509 0.49 1379 171% 1797 253% 

Birmingham West Midlands 3026 3033 0.37 4141 37% 3056 1% 

Blaby East Midlands 327 618 0.46 900 46% 1148 86% 

Blackburn with Darwen North West 150 301 0.33 399 33% 346 15% 

Blackpool North West -31 166 0.26 209 26% 303 82% 

Bolsover East Midlands 200 278 0.37 380 37% 446 60% 

Bolton North West 554 488 0.31 728 49% 708 45% 
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LA name Region 

2018 SHNP 10-
year migration 
Annual 
average hhld 
growth 2020-
30 

Average net 
additions to 
housing stock 
2016-19 

Affordability 
uplift 

HOUSING 
NEED 

% above 
average 
delivery 
2016-19 

MCHLG 
proposal 

% above 
average 
delivery 
2016-19 

Boston East Midlands 193 391 0.36 533 36% 443 13% 

Bracknell Forest South East 397 536 0.50 806 50% 805 50% 

Bradford 
Yorkshire and The 
Humber 1049 1574 0.31 2063 31% 1211 -23% 

Braintree East of England 474 439 0.42 673 53% 776 77% 

Breckland East of England 472 692 0.37 949 37% 1070 55% 

Brent London 1051 1266 0.48 1874 48% 2695 113% 

Brentwood East of England 215 191 0.41 304 59% 393 106% 

Brighton and Hove South East 837 392 0.42 1192 204% 1520 287% 

Bristol, City of South West 1599 1757 0.43 2513 43% 2490 42% 

Broadland East of England 341 673 0.38 927 38% 922 37% 

Bromley London 1371 707 0.45 1989 182% 2487 252% 

Bromsgrove West Midlands 261 337 0.36 459 36% 694 106% 
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LA name Region 

2018 SHNP 10-
year migration 
Annual 
average hhld 
growth 2020-
30 

Average net 
additions to 
housing stock 
2016-19 

Affordability 
uplift 

HOUSING 
NEED 

% above 
average 
delivery 
2016-19 

MCHLG 
proposal 

% above 
average 
delivery 
2016-19 

Broxbourne East of England 240 337 0.41 477 41% 465 38% 

Broxtowe East Midlands 235 271 0.38 374 38% 490 81% 

Burnley North West 54 262 0.33 348 33% 224 -15% 

Bury North West 368 344 0.40 515 50% 673 96% 

Calderdale 
Yorkshire and The 
Humber 474 408 0.34 634 56% 587 44% 

Cambridge East of England 117 1069 0.47 1571 47% 745 -30% 

Camden London 1416 993 0.51 2139 115% 5604 464% 

Cannock Chase West Midlands 197 410 0.36 559 36% 575 40% 

Canterbury South East 561 662 0.43 949 43% 1125 70% 

Carlisle North West 65 546 0.30 708 30% 286 -48% 

Castle Point East of England 180 160 0.38 248 55% 386 141% 

Central Bedfordshire East of England 1364 1993 0.43 2850 43% 2752 38% 
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LA name Region 

2018 SHNP 10-
year migration 
Annual 
average hhld 
growth 2020-
30 

Average net 
additions to 
housing stock 
2016-19 

Affordability 
uplift 

HOUSING 
NEED 

% above 
average 
delivery 
2016-19 

MCHLG 
proposal 

% above 
average 
delivery 
2016-19 

Charnwood East Midlands 736 1002 0.42 1425 42% 1636 63% 

Chelmsford East of England 552 1089 0.46 1586 46% 1557 43% 

Cheltenham South West 302 524 0.41 740 41% 528 1% 

Cherwell South East 429 1326 0.43 1901 43% 1305 -2% 

Cheshire East North West 785 2332 0.35 3156 35% 1774 -24% 

Cheshire West and Chester North West 644 2240 0.34 3009 34% 1659 -26% 

Chesterfield East Midlands 134 151 0.35 203 35% 323 114% 

Chichester South East 438 630 0.39 874 39% 1120 78% 

Chiltern South East 150 291 0.42 412 42% 619 113% 

Chorley North West 402 584 0.35 788 35% 771 32% 

City of London London 15 67 0.61 107 61% 116 75% 

Colchester East of England 786 1045 0.43 1498 43% 1612 54% 
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LA name Region 

2018 SHNP 10-
year migration 
Annual 
average hhld 
growth 2020-
30 

Average net 
additions to 
housing stock 
2016-19 

Affordability 
uplift 

HOUSING 
NEED 

% above 
average 
delivery 
2016-19 

MCHLG 
proposal 

% above 
average 
delivery 
2016-19 

Copeland North West -74 134 0.30 174 30% 154 15% 

Corby East Midlands 404 535 0.40 750 40% 799 49% 

Cornwall South West 1911 3203 0.32 4239 32% 4054 27% 

Cotswold South West 301 824 0.35 1109 35% 1209 47% 

County Durham North East 874 1400 0.28 1787 28% 1140 -19% 

Coventry West Midlands 1765 1241 0.40 2466 99% 2676 116% 

Craven 
Yorkshire and The 
Humber 116 237 0.30 307 30% 224 -5% 

Crawley South East 382 492 0.45 716 45% 598 21% 

Croydon London 1472 2167 0.46 3158 46% 2205 2% 

Dacorum East of England 530 627 0.46 918 46% 922 47% 

Darlington North East 95 414 0.28 531 28% 253 -39% 

Dartford South East 545 1069 0.48 1582 48% 1441 35% 
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LA name Region 

2018 SHNP 10-
year migration 
Annual 
average hhld 
growth 2020-
30 

Average net 
additions to 
housing stock 
2016-19 

Affordability 
uplift 

HOUSING 
NEED 

% above 
average 
delivery 
2016-19 

MCHLG 
proposal 

% above 
average 
delivery 
2016-19 

Daventry East Midlands 309 738 0.38 1016 38% 970 32% 

Derby East Midlands 618 749 0.34 1000 34% 624 -17% 

Derbyshire Dales East Midlands 132 314 0.35 425 35% 343 9% 

Doncaster 
Yorkshire and The 
Humber 475 1195 0.31 1564 31% 961 -20% 

Dover South East 408 435 0.44 626 44% 1279 194% 

Dudley West Midlands 430 692 0.32 916 32% 880 27% 

Ealing London 959 1352 0.52 2054 52% 2247 66% 

East Cambridgeshire East of England 350 298 0.43 500 68% 554 86% 

East Devon South West 639 842 0.32 1115 32% 1614 92% 

East Hampshire South East 346 830 0.39 1155 39% 932 12% 

East Hertfordshire East of England 589 666 0.42 946 42% 1122 68% 

East Lindsey East Midlands 331 433 0.33 575 33% 819 89% 
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LA name Region 

2018 SHNP 10-
year migration 
Annual 
average hhld 
growth 2020-
30 

Average net 
additions to 
housing stock 
2016-19 

Affordability 
uplift 

HOUSING 
NEED 

% above 
average 
delivery 
2016-19 

MCHLG 
proposal 

% above 
average 
delivery 
2016-19 

East Northamptonshire East Midlands 359 462 0.36 629 36% 821 78% 

East Riding of Yorkshire 
Yorkshire and The 
Humber 579 1245 0.35 1675 35% 1221 -2% 

East Staffordshire West Midlands 315 660 0.34 885 34% 582 -12% 

Eastbourne South East 375 153 0.38 517 237% 486 217% 

Eastleigh South East 418 857 0.39 1190 39% 885 3% 

Eden North West 65 230 0.27 291 27% 133 -42% 

Elmbridge South East 338 272 0.39 471 73% 774 184% 

Enfield London 1431 595 0.54 2201 270% 2213 272% 

Epping Forest East of England 445 380 0.48 657 73% 868 129% 

Epsom and Ewell South East 255 211 0.57 400 90% 604 187% 

Erewash East Midlands 238 224 0.34 319 42% 344 53% 

Exeter South West 335 653 0.36 887 36% 694 6% 
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2018 SHNP 10-
year migration 
Annual 
average hhld 
growth 2020-
30 

Average net 
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housing stock 
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Affordability 
uplift 
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NEED 

% above 
average 
delivery 
2016-19 

MCHLG 
proposal 

% above 
average 
delivery 
2016-19 

Fareham South East 288 310 0.34 416 34% 403 30% 

Fenland East of England 326 418 0.44 603 44% 844 102% 

Forest of Dean South West 256 258 0.38 356 38% 608 136% 

Fylde North West 224 472 0.31 619 31% 488 3% 

Gateshead North East 255 275 0.29 355 29% 494 80% 

Gedling East Midlands 313 240 0.39 435 81% 534 122% 

Gloucester South West 438 486 0.38 673 38% 578 19% 

Gosport South East 182 145 0.39 251 73% 309 113% 

Gravesham South East 316 244 0.41 445 83% 405 66% 

Great Yarmouth East of England 227 248 0.36 337 36% 373 50% 

Greenwich London 1433 1932 0.57 3030 57% 4289 122% 

Guildford South East 286 384 0.44 554 44% 733 91% 
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LA name Region 

2018 SHNP 10-
year migration 
Annual 
average hhld 
growth 2020-
30 

Average net 
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housing stock 
2016-19 

Affordability 
uplift 

HOUSING 
NEED 

% above 
average 
delivery 
2016-19 

MCHLG 
proposal 

% above 
average 
delivery 
2016-19 

Hackney London 1526 1328 0.62 2469 86% 5031 279% 

Halton North West 217 555 0.31 729 31% 386 -30% 

Hambleton 
Yorkshire and The 
Humber 125 478 0.35 647 35% 349 -27% 

Hammersmith and Fulham London 497 1184 0.52 1797 52% 2289 93% 

Harborough East Midlands 387 592 0.47 874 47% 1238 109% 

Haringey London 1280 836 0.58 2024 142% 2786 233% 

Harlow East of England 225 432 0.53 662 53% 442 2% 

Harrogate 
Yorkshire and The 
Humber 252 531 0.34 712 34% 579 9% 

Harrow London 754 862 0.47 1265 47% 1336 55% 

Hart South East 178 596 0.42 845 42% 512 -14% 

Hartlepool North East 105 274 0.31 360 31% 246 -10% 
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LA name Region 

2018 SHNP 10-
year migration 
Annual 
average hhld 
growth 2020-
30 

Average net 
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housing stock 
2016-19 

Affordability 
uplift 

HOUSING 
NEED 

% above 
average 
delivery 
2016-19 

MCHLG 
proposal 

% above 
average 
delivery 
2016-19 

Hastings South East 270 193 0.43 385 100% 453 135% 

Havant South East 311 402 0.41 568 41% 963 139% 

Havering London 1089 395 0.48 1611 308% 1975 400% 

Herefordshire, County of West Midlands 574 568 0.32 759 34% 1166 105% 

Hertsmere East of England 351 524 0.50 784 50% 668 28% 

High Peak East Midlands 190 405 0.38 558 38% 420 4% 

Hillingdon London 1205 854 0.49 1789 109% 2026 137% 

Hinckley and Bosworth East Midlands 418 472 0.35 636 35% 889 88% 

Horsham South East 580 1107 0.38 1532 38% 1715 55% 

Hounslow London 1023 857 0.45 1483 73% 1338 56% 

Huntingdonshire East of England 541 823 0.43 1179 43% 1019 24% 

Hyndburn North West 29 132 0.27 169 27% 165 25% 
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2018 SHNP 10-
year migration 
Annual 
average hhld 
growth 2020-
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housing stock 
2016-19 

Affordability 
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NEED 

% above 
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MCHLG 
proposal 

% above 
average 
delivery 
2016-19 

Ipswich East of England 361 207 0.44 519 151% 552 167% 

Isle of Wight South East 390 348 0.37 535 54% 1045 200% 

Isles of Scilly South West -11 0 0.21 0 21% 0 4% 

Islington London 1112 652 0.48 1643 152% 2218 240% 

Kensington and Chelsea London 252 268 0.53 410 53% 3285 1124% 

Kettering East Midlands 404 615 0.39 854 39% 853 39% 

King's Lynn and West 
Norfolk East of England 334 404 0.33 538 33% 540 34% 

Kingston upon Hull, City of 
Yorkshire and The 
Humber 199 883 0.36 1197 36% 724 -18% 

Kingston upon Thames London 769 330 0.47 1135 243% 1526 362% 

Kirklees 
Yorkshire and The 
Humber 1009 1288 0.31 1689 31% 1107 -14% 

Knowsley North West 144 647 0.35 872 35% 415 -36% 
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2018 SHNP 10-
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MCHLG 
proposal 

% above 
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delivery 
2016-19 

Lambeth London 1109 1299 0.55 2013 55% 2341 80% 

Lancaster North West 173 485 0.33 644 33% 417 -14% 

Leeds 
Yorkshire and The 
Humber 1620 2845 0.35 3846 35% 2387 -16% 

Leicester East Midlands 922 1650 0.41 2325 41% 1119 -32% 

Lewes South East 423 290 0.41 594 105% 800 176% 

Lewisham London 1519 1253 0.58 2396 91% 3735 198% 

Lichfield West Midlands 186 538 0.39 748 39% 423 -21% 

Lincoln East Midlands 140 254 0.35 343 35% 294 16% 

Liverpool North West 1095 2817 0.28 3600 28% 1154 -59% 

Luton East of England 616 766 0.43 1092 43% 713 -7% 

Maidstone South East 724 1192 0.42 1693 42% 1569 32% 

Maldon East of England 188 250 0.46 365 46% 623 150% 
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2018 SHNP 10-
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growth 2020-
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% above 
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2016-19 

MCHLG 
proposal 

% above 
average 
delivery 
2016-19 

Malvern Hills West Midlands 237 465 0.46 677 46% 929 100% 

Manchester North West 1628 2370 0.39 3289 39% 1645 -31% 

Mansfield East Midlands 227 288 0.39 399 39% 554 93% 

Medway South East 875 660 0.47 1288 95% 1176 78% 

Melton East Midlands 115 169 0.39 234 39% 205 21% 

Mendip South West 383 528 0.41 744 41% 1064 102% 

Merton London 694 452 0.50 1040 130% 1333 195% 

Mid Devon South West 250 429 0.35 581 35% 641 49% 

Mid Suffolk East of England 378 474 0.35 641 35% 754 59% 

Mid Sussex South East 555 760 0.45 1100 45% 1305 72% 

Middlesbrough North East 77 495 0.31 650 31% 354 -28% 

Milton Keynes South East 1201 1498 0.43 2138 43% 1417 -5% 
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MCHLG 
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% above 
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delivery 
2016-19 

Mole Valley South East 223 306 0.49 455 49% 563 84% 

New Forest South East 468 346 0.36 636 84% 782 126% 

Newark and Sherwood East Midlands 349 572 0.40 799 40% 764 34% 

Newcastle upon Tyne North East 506 2282 0.32 3001 32% 774 -66% 

Newcastle-under-Lyme West Midlands 249 303 0.32 400 32% 395 30% 

Newham London 1634 2243 0.56 3498 56% 3644 62% 

North Devon South West 196 599 0.33 794 33% 650 8% 

North East Derbyshire East Midlands 167 289 0.37 397 37% 419 45% 

North East Lincolnshire 
Yorkshire and The 
Humber 94 257 0.35 346 35% 470 83% 

North Hertfordshire East of England 466 347 0.42 661 90% 625 80% 

North Kesteven East Midlands 321 587 0.32 775 32% 585 0% 
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MCHLG 
proposal 

% above 
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delivery 
2016-19 

North Lincolnshire 
Yorkshire and The 
Humber 318 317 0.31 416 31% 415 31% 

North Norfolk East of England 319 505 0.35 681 35% 730 45% 

North Somerset South West 877 815 0.42 1247 53% 1708 110% 

North Tyneside North East 500 930 0.33 1240 33% 884 -5% 

North Warwickshire West Midlands 141 297 0.35 399 35% 439 48% 

North West Leicestershire East Midlands 410 845 0.37 1154 37% 1153 36% 

Northampton East Midlands 778 798 0.41 1128 41% 811 2% 

Northumberland North East 457 1570 0.32 2076 32% 1172 -25% 

Norwich East of England 335 529 0.37 724 37% 502 -5% 

Nottingham East Midlands 654 1274 0.37 1747 37% 897 -30% 

Nuneaton and Bedworth West Midlands 314 515 0.42 731 42% 662 29% 

Oadby and Wigston East Midlands 56 125 0.40 175 40% 216 72% 
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MCHLG 
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% above 
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delivery 
2016-19 

Oldham North West 542 389 0.32 715 84% 805 107% 

Oxford South East 121 251 0.41 354 41% 656 161% 

Pendle North West 110 207 0.31 271 31% 213 3% 

Peterborough East of England 715 1004 0.39 1391 39% 1282 28% 

Plymouth South West 262 954 0.35 1286 35% 823 -14% 

Portsmouth South East 522 328 0.40 732 123% 730 123% 

Preston North West 91 776 0.33 1031 33% 385 -50% 

Reading South East 330 776 0.43 1107 43% 700 -10% 

Redbridge London 1526 660 0.60 2442 270% 3084 367% 

Redcar and Cleveland North East 67 486 0.34 651 34% 392 -19% 

Redditch West Midlands 110 319 0.45 462 45% 368 15% 

Reigate and Banstead South East 569 533 0.47 836 57% 1091 105% 
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MCHLG 
proposal 

% above 
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delivery 
2016-19 

Ribble Valley North West 125 398 0.30 516 30% 298 -25% 

Richmond upon Thames London 826 423 0.50 1238 192% 2247 431% 

Richmondshire 
Yorkshire and The 
Humber -25 246 0.27 313 27% 124 -50% 

Rochdale North West 450 649 0.35 876 35% 990 53% 

Rochford East of England 223 226 0.40 316 40% 586 160% 

Rossendale North West 168 149 0.30 218 46% 271 82% 

Rother South East 436 241 0.40 611 153% 1173 386% 

Rotherham 
Yorkshire and The 
Humber 451 500 0.33 664 33% 736 47% 

Rugby West Midlands 379 633 0.42 896 42% 705 12% 

Runnymede South East 224 454 0.40 635 40% 361 -20% 

Rushcliffe East Midlands 388 628 0.40 879 40% 1054 68% 
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MCHLG 
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% above 
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delivery 
2016-19 

Rushmoor South East 108 372 0.48 551 48% 401 8% 

Rutland East Midlands 112 240 0.35 324 35% 307 28% 

Ryedale 
Yorkshire and The 
Humber 148 291 0.32 384 32% 357 23% 

Salford North West 946 2390 0.35 3216 35% 1326 -45% 

Sandwell West Midlands 952 784 0.36 1293 65% 1141 46% 

Scarborough 
Yorkshire and The 
Humber 113 464 0.30 603 30% 339 -27% 

Sedgemoor South West 464 471 0.37 645 37% 824 75% 

Sefton North West 304 533 0.29 687 29% 695 30% 

Selby 
Yorkshire and The 
Humber 298 600 0.37 824 37% 589 -2% 

Sevenoaks South East 361 322 0.44 519 61% 820 154% 
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MCHLG 
proposal 

% above 
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delivery 
2016-19 

Sheffield 
Yorkshire and The 
Humber 1445 2176 0.33 2901 33% 1733 -20% 

Shepway South East 453 516 0.38 711 38% 1043 102% 

Shropshire West Midlands 1047 1867 0.30 2421 30% 2129 14% 

Slough South East 480 635 0.48 938 48% 597 -6% 

Solihull West Midlands 500 696 0.40 977 40% 1011 45% 

South Bucks South East 208 399 0.43 571 43% 433 8% 

South Cambridgeshire East of England 551 809 0.44 1165 44% 773 -5% 

South Derbyshire East Midlands 480 986 0.38 1366 38% 1209 23% 

South Gloucestershire South West 1039 1601 0.43 2297 43% 2544 59% 

South Hams South West 220 449 0.36 609 36% 769 71% 

South Holland East Midlands 316 463 0.37 633 37% 580 25% 

South Kesteven East Midlands 497 534 0.40 748 40% 839 57% 
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MCHLG 
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% above 
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delivery 
2016-19 

South Lakeland North West 100 329 0.32 433 32% 410 25% 

South Norfolk East of England 668 1164 0.42 1649 42% 1832 57% 

South Northamptonshire East Midlands 323 766 0.38 1056 38% 864 13% 

South Oxfordshire South East 325 995 0.37 1367 37% 723 -27% 

South Ribble North West 155 329 0.27 417 27% 238 -28% 

South Somerset South West 438 612 0.31 800 31% 612 0% 

South Staffordshire West Midlands 155 253 0.35 340 35% 364 44% 

South Tyneside North East 195 330 0.33 438 33% 435 32% 

Southampton South East 517 1146 0.38 1583 38% 832 -27% 

Southend-on-Sea East of England 607 498 0.43 865 74% 1324 166% 

Southwark London 1454 2146 0.50 3229 50% 3547 65% 

Spelthorne South East 243 295 0.44 424 44% 489 66% 
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MCHLG 
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St Albans East of England 412 450 0.48 666 48% 997 122% 

St. Helens North West 279 557 0.31 729 31% 456 -18% 

Stafford West Midlands 269 857 0.37 1173 37% 829 -3% 

Staffordshire Moorlands West Midlands 104 146 0.30 190 30% 255 74% 

Stevenage East of England 231 350 0.41 492 41% 322 -8% 

Stockport North West 623 709 0.39 988 39% 1098 55% 

Stockton-on-Tees North East 353 831 0.29 1072 29% 445 -46% 

Stoke-on-Trent West Midlands 376 810 0.34 1089 34% 684 -16% 

Stratford-on-Avon West Midlands 378 1321 0.40 1843 40% 1675 27% 

Stroud South West 414 472 0.37 646 37% 786 66% 

Sunderland North East 189 809 0.31 1059 31% 697 -14% 

Surrey Heath South East 148 271 0.42 385 42% 408 51% 
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year migration 
Annual 
average hhld 
growth 2020-
30 

Average net 
additions to 
housing stock 
2016-19 

Affordability 
uplift 

HOUSING 
NEED 

% above 
average 
delivery 
2016-19 

MCHLG 
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% above 
average 
delivery 
2016-19 

Sutton London 826 642 0.43 1179 84% 1233 92% 

Swale South East 685 605 0.47 1004 66% 1483 145% 

Swindon South West 758 1175 0.44 1695 44% 1466 25% 

Tameside North West 433 498 0.38 689 38% 763 53% 

Tamworth West Midlands 100 209 0.41 296 41% 305 46% 

Tandridge South East 301 250 0.41 423 69% 533 114% 

Teignbridge South West 497 696 0.38 957 38% 1532 120% 

Telford and Wrekin West Midlands 508 1184 a0.30 1544 30% 941 -20% 

Tendring East of England 597 713 0.35 962 35% 1141 60% 

Test Valley South East 340 834 0.36 1136 36% 813 -2% 

Tewkesbury South West 430 860 0.37 1178 37% 1037 21% 

Thanet South East 627 308 0.39 868 182% 1023 232% 
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MCHLG 
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% above 
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delivery 
2016-19 

Three Rivers East of England 305 186 0.54 469 152% 588 216% 

Thurrock East of England 742 623 0.44 1068 71% 1483 138% 

Tonbridge and Malling South East 504 806 0.45 1172 45% 1440 79% 

Torbay South West 357 424 0.29 545 29% 635 50% 

Torridge South West 259 284 0.29 367 29% 417 47% 

Tower Hamlets London 2450 2785 0.50 4179 50% 6121 120% 

Trafford North West 658 584 0.45 956 64% 1239 112% 

Tunbridge Wells South East 358 486 0.45 704 45% 893 84% 

Uttlesford East of England 439 892 0.42 1267 42% 1231 38% 

Vale of White Horse South East 467 1483 0.40 2069 40% 1447 -2% 

Wakefield 
Yorkshire and The 
Humber 911 1896 0.34 2544 34% 1982 5% 

Walsall West Midlands 609 663 0.30 861 30% 823 24% 
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Waltham Forest London 1173 786 0.57 1848 135% 2574 228% 

Wandsworth London 993 2165 0.53 3306 53% 3059 41% 

Warrington North West 534 451 0.39 740 64% 711 58% 

Warwick West Midlands 339 973 0.40 1358 40% 910 -6% 

Watford East of England 357 309 0.48 530 72% 533 73% 

Waverley South East 281 419 0.46 612 46% 835 99% 

Wealden South East 640 622 0.37 874 40% 1199 93% 

Wellingborough East Midlands 231 287 0.41 404 41% 535 87% 

Welwyn Hatfield East of England 457 347 0.42 651 88% 667 92% 

West Berkshire South East 368 513 0.42 727 42% 692 35% 

West Devon South West 186 170 0.28 239 41% 278 64% 

West Lancashire North West 78 278 0.29 358 29% 277 0% 
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West Lindsey East Midlands 254 324 0.32 427 32% 363 12% 

West Oxfordshire South East 287 625 0.38 861 38% 653 4% 

Westminster London 1134 1096 0.48 1684 54% 5750 425% 

Wigan North West 592 1038 0.35 1404 35% 996 -4% 

Wiltshire South West 1380 2647 0.38 3646 38% 2917 10% 

Winchester South East 371 643 0.46 936 46% 1025 59% 

Windsor and Maidenhead South East 377 584 0.46 854 46% 914 56% 

Wirral North West 382 558 0.31 733 31% 898 61% 

Woking South East 223 325 0.33 432 33% 348 7% 

Wokingham South East 531 1231 0.46 1801 46% 1635 33% 

Wolverhampton West Midlands 513 688 0.33 917 33% 844 23% 

Worcester West Midlands 204 319 0.31 419 31% 290 -9% 
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MCHLG 
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Worthing South East 484 374 0.44 694 86% 871 133% 

Wychavon West Midlands 456 1029 0.35 1393 35% 1396 36% 

Wycombe South East 280 718 0.45 1039 45% 889 24% 

Wyre North West 208 409 0.28 523 28% 383 -6% 

Wyre Forest West Midlands 177 193 0.29 249 29% 353 83% 

York 
Yorkshire and The 
Humber 443 708 0.38 977 38% 763 8% 

Bournemouth, 
Christchurch and Poole South West 1190 1240 0.39 1721 39% 1731 40% 

Dorset  South West 942 1290 0.32 1707 32% 2075 61% 

West Suffolk East of England 430 737 0.40 1029 40% 743 1% 

East Suffolk East of England 688 855 0.38 1176 38% 1660 94% 

Somerset West and 
Taunton South West 558 863 0.33 1149 33% 1231 43% 
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OFFICER REPORT FOR COMMITTEE  

DATE: 18/11/2020  

  

P/19/0183/FP TITCHFIELD COMMON WARD 

IMPERIAL HOMES SOUTHERN LTD AGENT: SENNITT PLANNING 

 

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT OF 16 HOUSES, TOGETHER WITH ACCESS 

ROAD, LANDSCAPING AND PARKING 

 

LAND REAR OF 403 HUNTS POND ROAD, LOCKS HEATH 

 

Report By 

Peter Kneen – direct dial: 01239 824363 

 

1.0 Introduction 

1.1 The application has received fifteen third party representations of objection. 

 

1.2 Members will note from the ‘Five Year Housing Land Supply Position’ report 

considered at the June 2020 Planning Committee that this Council currently 

has a housing land supply of 4.03 years.  The site is a Housing Allocation 

(Housing Site H9) within the Adopted Local Plan, and therefore the principle 

of the residential development of the site has already been established. 

 

1.3 To meet the Council’s duty as the Competent Authority under the 

Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (“the Habitat 

Regulations”), an Appropriate Assessment is required to consider the effect of 

the development on the protected sites around the Solent.  An Appropriate 

Assessment has been undertaken as part of the consideration of this 

application, and concluded that the development proposal will not have an 

adverse effect on the integrity of the protected sites around the Solent.  

Further details of this have been set out in the following report. 

 

2.0 Site Description 

2.1 The application site is located on the eastern side of Hunts Pond Road, 

towards its southern end, close to the roundabout with Warsash Road.  The 

site would be accessed via Noble Road, the modern housing development to 

the north of the site.  The site is bounded by residential development to the 

north, south and west, and forms the final element of an existing, adopted 

housing allocation from the Adopted Part 2 Local Plan.   

 

2.2 The site is currently used as paddocks for the grazing of horses and includes 

a manège.  To the east of the site lies The Wilderness Site of Importance for 

Nature Conservation (SINC), with runs north – south along the western side of 

Warsash Road.  The SINC also comprises significant electric pylons. 
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2.3 The site is located within the Western Wards.  The Western Wards comprise 

a wide range of services and facilities, including schools, employment, retail 

and leisure facilities.  The Western Wards are well connected to public 

transport with bus services along Warsash Road and Hunts Pond Road, 

connecting the site to the rest of the Western Wards and to Fareham. 

 

3.0 Description of Proposal 

3.1 The development proposes the construction of 16 dwellings, comprising a mix 

of two, three and four bedroom houses, all of which would be provided as 

affordable houses.  Since the original planning application was submitted, the 

scheme has been re-designed to address considerable Officer and third-party 

concerns with the original layout. 

 

3.2 The re-designed layout included the re-siting of the estate road, in order to 

address concerns of overlooking and the impact of an access road running 

immediately adjacent to neighbours’ gardens.  The revised layout includes a 

centrally located road, ensuring vehicle movements are kept away from 

neighbouring occupiers.  An area to the eastern end of the site, within the 

exclusion area of the electricity pylons, would be converted to a natural 

habitat to support the adjacent SINC, whilst also containing a balancing pond 

to address surface water disposal. 

 

3.3 Each of the properties comprises car parking spaces to accord with the 

adopted parking standards, together with a provision of visitors’ spaces.  The 

application has been supported with detailed ecological reports,a transport 

assessment, statement of community involvement, flood risk assessment and 

drainage strategy and an air quality ecological impact assessment, together 

with a detailed planning statement. 

 

4.0 Policies 

4.1 The following policies apply to this application: 
 

Adopted Fareham Borough Core Strategy 
 CS2:  Housing Provision; 

 CS4:  Green Infrastructure, Biodiversity and Geological Conservation; 

 CS5:  Transport Strategy and Infrastructure; 

 CS6:  The Development Strategy; 

CS9: Development in the Western Wards and Whiteley;  

CS15: Sustainable Development and Climate Change; 

CS17: High Quality Design; 

CS18: Provision of Affordable Housing; 

CS20: Infrastructure and Development Contributions; 

CS21: Protection and Provision of Open Space. 
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Adopted Development Sites and Policies  
 DSP1:  Sustainable Development; 

 DSP2:  Environmental Impact; 

 DSP3:  Impact on Living Conditions; 

 DSP5:  Protecting and Enhancing the Historic Environment; 

 DSP13: Nature Conservation; 

DSP15: Recreational Disturbance on the Solent Special Protection 

Areas; 

Housing Site H9:  Land to the rear of 399-417 Hunts Pond Road 

  

Other Documents: 
Fareham Borough Design Guidance: Supplementary Planning Document 

(excluding Welborne) December 2015 

Residential Car Parking Standards 2009 

 

5.0 Relevant Planning History 

5.1 No recent relevant planning history regarding the site.  It is important to 

highlight however that the site represents the final element of the allocated 

housing site (Housing Site H9) of the adopted Part 2 Local Plan.  The housing 

allocation identified the site as having a potential capacity of approximately 20 

dwellings.  Two earlier applications on land to the south of the site have 

already been built out and comprise 16 dwellings between them (6 dwellings 

on the southern part of the allocation, and 10 dwellings on the central part of 

the allocation).  The two earlier developments have separate access points 

directly onto Hunts Pond Road.   

 

6.0 Representations 

6.1 Fifteen third party representations of objection have been received to the 

planning application.  Of the 15 received, 12 related to the original planning 

application submission, and 3 further letters of objection were received to the 

revised layout.  The objections received raise the following concerns: 

 

 Disruption during the construction period; 

 Loss of a greenfield site; 

 Car parking issues would be exacerbated by the proposals; 

 Loss of privacy; 

 Removal of hedges within the boundaries to the site; 

 Light pollution to existing residential properties; 

 Poor layout and design; 

 Highway safety concerns; 

 Three storey houses would result in excessive overlooking; 

 Flood risk and drainage issues; 
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 Loss of habitat/ecology/biodiversity; 

 Overshadowing; 

 Noise pollution; 

 Pressure on local services and infrastructure; 

 No green spaces being provided; and, 

 Loss of protected trees in the site. 

 

7.0 Consultations 

 EXTERNAL 

 

 Hampshire County Council – Highway Authority 

7.1 No objection, subject to appropriate conditions. 

 

 Hampshire Country Council – Lead Local Flood Authority 

7.2 No objection, subject to conditions. 

 

 Hampshire County Archaeologist 

7.3 No objection. 

 

 Southern Water 

7.4 Proposed foul sewerage drainage is not acceptable as not designed to 

adoptable standards.  If the applicant or developer proposes to offer a new 

on-site foul sewerage pumping station for adoption as part of the public foul 

sewerage system, this would have to be designed and constructed to 

adoptable standards and specification of Southern Water Ltd.  Subject to this 

being provided, no objection.  Condition requiring the information to be 

provided, in consultation with Southern Water would need to be included. 

 

 Natural England 

7.5 Further information required to assess the impact of the development on the 

protected sites around the Solent.  No objection to recreational disturbance of 

the Solent, subject to mitigation.  Biodiversity enhancement – no objection 

subject to mitigation.  Appropriate buffers to the adjacent Kites Croft LNR and 

The Wilderness SINC would need to be secured. 

 

 Hampshire Fire and Rescue Services 

7.6 No objection.  Building must be undertaken in full compliance with the latest 

building regulations. 

 

 

 

 INTERNAL 
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 Ecology 

7.7 No objection, subject to appropriate conditions. 

 

 Refuse and Recycling 

7.8 No objection, subject to appropriate sweep path plan for refuse vehicles being 

provided. 

 

 Open Spaces Manager 

7.9 No objection.  FBC would not want to take on responsibility for any open 

spaces on the site however. 

 

 Environmental Health (Contaminated Land) 

7.10 No objection.  Recommend informative. 

 

 Environmental Health (Noise and Pollution) 

7.11 No objection. 

 

 Tree Officer 

7.12 No objection.  Detailed landscaping and tree planting scheme required. 

 

 Affordable Housing Officer 

7.13 No objection to suitably worded condition to ensure the supply of the policy 

compliant level of affordable housing. 

 

 Transport Planner 

7.14 No objection, subject to conditions. 

 

8.0 Planning Considerations 

8.1 The following matters represent the key material planning considerations 

which would need to be assessed to determine the suitability of the 

development proposal.  The key issues comprise: 

 

a) Principle of Development; 

b) Design and Layout; 

c) Impact on Living Conditions of Neighbours; 

d) Ecology and the Environment; 

e) Highways and Car Parking; 

f) Affordable Housing. 

 

 

 

 

a) Principle of Development 
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8.2 The application site forms part of the adopted Housing Allocation within the 

Adopted Part 2 Local Plan (Development Sites and Policies) 2015.  Therefore, 

the principle of residential development on the site has been considered and 

established through the last Local Plan review and was subsequently 

allocated as Housing Site H9.  The site, which formed part of a wider 

development area to the south has already been largely built out, with two 

earlier applications having already been constructed, providing 16 new 

dwellings within the H9 Allocation.  The remaining area of land is the largest 

parcel remaining of the allocation and is proposed to be developed with 16 

new dwellings. 

 

8.3 As the site is allocated within the Adopted Local Plan, the land is considered 

to be located within the designated Urban Area of the Western Wards.  The 

development of the site is therefore considered to accord with Policies CS2, 

CS6 and CS9 of the Core Strategy. 

 

b) Design and Layout 

 

8.4 Since the original planning application was submitted, the layout of the 

scheme has been completely redesigned in order to address a number of 

concerns raised by Officers.  The current scheme presented to the Planning 

Committee represents a scheme that follows detailed discussions with 

Officers and has sought to address a number of concerns raised by 

neighbours to the original layout.   

 

8.5 The original layout included the provision of an estate road skirting around the 

perimeter of the site, which resulted in an access road running the length of 

the neighbours’ garden to the south, and included three storey houses 

centrally within the site which would have led to significant loss of privacy to 

occupiers to both the north and south.  These elements have been removed 

from the current design and layout. 

 

8.6 The layout now ensures that private gardens are located adjacent to private 

gardens, reducing the impact of street lighting and vehicle movements 

impinging on the enjoyment of private rear garden spaces.  The three storey 

houses have also been removed, with the site limited to two storey and two 

and a half storey dwellings.  This results in a softer transition from the higher 

density developments along Bedford Drive (to the north) to the lower density 

dwellings along Willow Brook Close (to the south). 

 

8.7 Each of the proposed dwellings comprises private rear gardens of 11 metres 

or longer, in compliance with the adopted Design Guidance, and the site has 

been designed to accommodate private front gardens and areas of definable 

landscaped areas to soften the appearance of the development in the street 
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scene.  Backland parking courtyards have been avoided as they have been 

poorly utilised locally, with almost all the properties having direct access to the 

car parking outside their properties.  Where parking courtyards have been 

provided, they have been designed to incorporate sufficient areas of soft 

landscaping to ensure the level of hardstanding and blocks of car parking is 

minimised and softened.   

 

8.8 The design and appearance of the dwellings, all of which are semi-detached, 

incorporate a variety of design finishes ensuring a high level of overlooking 

and connectivity to the public domain and interest in the street scene.   

 

8.9 Overall, it is considered that the design and layout of the proposals represent 

an acceptable design solution to the final element of this Housing Allocation, 

whilst also making efficient use of the site, a good level of soft landscaping 

and private amenity space for the individual properties, many of which exceed 

the minimum standard required by the adopted Design Guidance.  The 

development is considered to represent good quality design, in accordance 

with the principles of Policy CS17. 

 

c) Impact on Living Conditions of Neighbours 

 

8.10 The Council’s Adopted Design Guidance sets out a requirement of a minimum 

of 11 metres for private rear gardens and a minimum of 22 metres from first 

floor windows to first floor windows to ensure adequate levels of separation 

and to protect the living conditions of existing and future occupiers.  The 

proposals incorporate these elements into the scheme. 

 

8.11 The development is located to the south of properties along Bedford Drive, 

with Plots 1, 7, 14 and 15 lying adjacent to the northern boundary.  Plot 1 

would be located over 4 metres from the boundary with 4 Noble Road (to the 

northwest), the siting of plot 1 would not result in an unacceptable adverse 

loss of sunlight to the adjoining garden.   

 

8.12 Plot 7 would be located a 1 metre from the party boundary with 3 Noble Road; 

the dwelling at 3 Noble Road is however located 6 metres away from its 

shared boundary to the site, and therefore it is considered that the level of 

overshadowing would diminish into the latter part of the day, ensuring no 

unacceptable adverse impact on the use of their garden area.   

 

8.13 The side elevation of Plot 14 would be located almost 15 metres from the rear 

of the property at 16 Bedford Drive, with the proposed dwelling itself set 

around 4 metres from the shared boundary.  It is therefore considered that 

any  level of overshadowing would not be unacceptable, and would not impact 
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the immediate rear elevation of 16 Bedford Drive, which is orientated to the 

south.   

 

8.14 Finally, Plot 15 would be located around 4 metres from the shared boundary 

with 24 Bedford Drive.  Number 24 Bedford Drive is a flat and the area 

immediately to the north of the planning application site is a parking courtyard.  

It is considered that the development would not have an unacceptable impact 

on the living conditions of occupiers of the neighbouring properties to the 

north.  

 

8.15 Representations of objection have also been received from the occupiers of 

properties on Lynn Crescent, to the northwest of the site, the closest of which, 

10 Lynn Crescent, would be located approximately 18 metres away.  They 

have raised concerns regarding overlooking and loss of sunlight into their 

gardens from Plots 1-6 of the development.  The properties on Lynn Crescent 

are oriented to the south, and none of the proposed dwellings would be 

directly behind these properties.  There would not therefore be any 

unacceptable adverse loss of light to these dwellings.  Further, whilst there 

would be some oblique overlooking due to the proposed development, no 

window on the proposed development would have a direct line of sight into 

these gardens, and the proposals therefore accord with the requirements of 

the Design Guidance.  The nearest direct line of sight window would be to the 

rear elevation of properties fronting Hunts Pond Road, the closest of which 

would be in excess of 55 metres away to the southwest of the site, far in 

excess of the minimum 22 metres sought in the Design Guidance. 

 

8.16 In terms of the impact on the living conditions of occupiers to the south, there 

would be no loss of light due to the orientation of the development.  

Additionally, there would be no windows serving habitable rooms with a direct 

line of sight into the private gardens (unlike the original scheme) of the 

neighbouring properties on Willow Brook Close.  It is therefore considered that 

the proposals would not have an unacceptable adverse impact on the living 

conditions of neighbouring occupiers, and the scheme represents a significant 

improvement to the original submission. 

 

8.17 Therefore, the proposed development is not considered to have an 

unacceptable adverse impact on the living conditions of neighbouring 

occupiers and accords with policies DSP2 and DSP3 of the Adopted Local 

Plan. 

 

d) Ecology and the Environment 

 

8.18 The application has been subject to detailed consultations with the Council’s 

Ecologist and has been supported by Ecological Appraisals that address the 
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initial concerns raised by the Council’s Ecologist regarding the effect of the 

development on protected species on and around the site. 

 

8.19 A number of third party comments received have raised concern that the 

development of this site will result in the loss of a valuable area of 

undeveloped land at the southern end of Hunts Pond Road, which has seen 

considerable levels of development over the past 20 years.  Additionally, 

many residents are concerned that the development of the site will 

significantly change their living environment from an edge of settlement 

location to a dense, contained suburban environment.  The site has long been 

established as an allocated housing site in the Adopted Local Plan, and where 

the Council has a significant shortage of housing, it is important to ensure that 

all new housing sites make the most efficient use of land, particularly where 

they are well contained by established residential development, subject to 

them creating attractive, well landscaped environments. 

 

8.20 It is considered that the proposals not only have the support of the Council’s 

Ecologist, but would also provide a lower density development than the 

neighbouring development along Bedford Drive, and represent a suitable 

transition towards the lower density developments to the south. 

 

8.21 The development is likely to have a significant effect on the following 

designated sites in respect of recreational disturbance, air quality and water 

quality: Solent and Southampton Waters Special Protection Area and Ramsar 

Site, Portsmouth Harbour Special Protection Area and Ramsar Site, Solent 

and Dorset Coast Special Protection Area, Chichester and Langstone 

Harbours Special Protection Area and Ramsar Site, Solent and Isle of Wight 

Lagoons Special Area of Conservation and the Solent Maritime Special Area 

of Conservation – collectively known as the European Protected Sites (EPS).  

Policy CS4 sets out the strategic approach to biodiversity in respect of 

sensitive European sites and mitigation impacts on air quality.  Policy DSP13 

confirms the requirement to ensure that designated sites, sites of nature 

conservation value, protected and priority species populations and associated 

habitats are protected and where appropriate enhanced. 

 

8.22 The Solent is internationally important for its wildlife.  Each winter, it hosts 

over 90,000 waders and wildfowl including 10 percent of the global population 

of Brent Geese.  These birds come from as far as Siberia to feed and roost 

before returning to their summer habitats to breed.  There are also plants, 

habitats and other animals within the Solent which are of both national and 

international importance.  

 

8.23 In light of their importance, areas within the Solent have been specially 

designated under UK/European law.  Amongst the most significant 
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designations are Special Protection Areas (SPA) and Special Areas of 

Conservation (SAC). 

 

8.24 Regulation 63 of the Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 provides that 

planning permission can only be granted by a ‘Competent Authority’ if it can 

be shown that the proposed development will either not have a likely 

significant effect on designated European sites or, if it will have a likely 

significant effect, that effect can be mitigated so that it will not result in an 

adverse effect on the integrity of the designated European sites.  This is done 

following a process known as an Appropriate Assessment.  The Competent 

Authority is responsible for carrying out this process, although they must 

consult with Natural England and have regard to their representations.  The 

Competent Authority is the Local Planning Authority. 

 

8.25 The Council has completed an Appropriate Assessment to assess the likely 

significant effects of the development on the EPS.  The key considerations for 

the assessment of the likely significant effects are set out below. 

 

8.26 Firstly, in respect of Recreational Disturbance, the development is within 

5.6km of the Solent SPAs and is therefore considered to contribute towards 

an impact on the integrity of the Solent SPAs as a result of increased 

recreational disturbance in combination with other development in the Solent 

area.  The applicants have made the appropriate financial contribution 

towards the Solent Recreational Mitigation Partnership Strategy (SRMP) and 

therefore, the Appropriate Assessment concludes that the proposals would 

not have an adverse effect on the integrity of the EPS as a result of 

recreational disturbance in combination with other plans or projects.   

 

8.27 Secondly, in respect of Air Quality, Natural England has advised that the 

effects of emissions from increased traffic along roads within 200 metres of 

EPS has the potential to cause a likely significant effect.  The applicant has 

submitted an Air Quality Ecological Impact Assessment to support the 

application to address this matter. 

 

8.28 The AQEIA concludes that the proposed development would not have a 

significant effect, in combination with other plans or projects, on the integrity of 

the EPS.  The Council is therefore content that the development would be 

acceptable in this respect. 

 

8.29 Finally, in respect of the impact of the development on water quality as a 

result of surface water and foul water drainage, Natural England has 

highlighted that there is existing evidence of high levels of nitrogen and 

phosphorus in parts of The Solent with evidence of eutrophication.  Natural 

England has further highlighted that increased levels of nitrates entering the 
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Solent (because of increased amounts of wastewater from new dwellings) will 

have a likely significant effect upon the EPS.  

 

8.30 A nitrogen budget has been calculated in accordance with Natural England’s 

‘Advice on Achieving Nutrient Neutrality for New Development in the Solent 

Region’ (June 2020) which confirms that the development will generate 

11.3556 kg/TN/year.  Due to the uncertainty of the effect of the nitrogen from 

the development on the EPS, adopting a precautionary approach, and having 

regard to NE advice, the Council will need to be certain that the output will be 

effectively mitigated to ensure at least nitrogen neutrality before it can grant 

planning permission.   

 

8.31 The applicant has entered into a contract (conditional on the grant of planning 

permission) to purchase 11.5kg of nitrate mitigation ‘credits’ from the 

Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust (HIWWT). Through the operation of 

a legal agreement between the HIWWT, Isle of Wight Council and Fareham 

Borough Council dated 30 September 2020, the purchase of the credits will 

result in a corresponding parcel of agricultural land at Little Duxmore Farm on 

the Isle of Wight being removed from intensive agricultural use, and therefore 

providing a corresponding reduction in nitrogen entering the Solent marine 

environment.  A condition will be imposed to ensure that the development 

does not commence on site until confirmation of the purchase of the credits 

from the HIWWT has been received by the Council. 

 

8.32 The Council has carried out an appropriate assessment and concluded that 

the proposed mitigation and condition will be adequate for the proposed 

development and ensure no adverse effect on the integrity of the EPS either 

alone or in combination with other plans or projects.  The difference between 

the credits and the output will result in a small annual net reduction of nitrogen 

entering the Solent. 

 

8.33 Natural England has been consulted on the Council’s Appropriate 

Assessment and agrees with its findings. 

 

8.34 It is therefore considered that the development accords with the Habitat 

Regulations and complies with Policies CS4 and DSP13 and DSP15 of the 

adopted Local Plan.   

 

e) Highways and Car Parking 

 

8.35 The application has been subject to consultation with the Highway Authority 

(Hampshire County Council), and the Council’s Transport Planner.  No 

objection has been raised, subject to appropriate conditions on the operation 

or safety of the local highway network.   
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8.36 It is acknowledged that many third party comments raised concerns regarding 

the lack of car parking provision within the development, the lack of car 

parking in the existing estate and the subsequent knock-on effects the 

provision of 16 additional houses would bring.  The current proposal meets 

adopted car parking standards, including the provision of visitors’ spaces.  It is 

acknowledged that the neighbouring residential streets do get congested at 

peak times in the evenings and weekends.  However, many of those 

properties include garage spaces to achieve parking standards and Members 

are aware that those facilities are rarely used for parking, which has the effect 

of displacing cars to the public highway.   

 

8.37 The current proposal does not incorporate garages, with only two properties 

including car ports, for which a proposed condition would restrict alterations to 

ensure it maintains an open frontage, ensuring its continued use for car 

parking.  Further, many of the parking spaces in the neighbouring 

development include parking courtyards, which result in an inconvenient use 

for residents who are required to then walk to their properties, and in many 

cases results in spaces out of view of their houses.  This results in them being 

poorly used.  The current proposal ensures car parking spaces adjacent to 

their property, ensuring security for future occupiers.  It is considered that 

these factors, together with a parking standard in accordance with adopted 

requirements and the provision of visitors’ parking spaces, mean that it is 

likely that the proposals would not result in the need to make use of on-street 

car parking and would not therefore result in an unacceptable impact on the 

adjoining residential streets. 

 

f) Affordable Housing 

 

8.38 The application proposal has been submitted by Imperial Homes Ltd, 

although, following early discussions with the applicant, it was identified that 

the development would ultimately be provided to Vivid Homes Ltd as a wholly 

affordable housing scheme.  The proposals are intended to be funded through 

grants by Homes England, for which no Section 106 Legal Agreement can be 

applied.  Therefore, in order to ensure that, in the event that the scheme fails 

to be transferred to Vivid Homes Ltd, the minimum provision of 40% of the 

units would be provided as affordable housing, an appropriately worded 

condition has been provided in order to ensure compliance with Policy CS18 

of the Local Plan. 

 

8.39 This approach has been considered by the Council’s Affordable Housing 

Strategic Lead who considers that the appropriately worded condition is 

robust enough in this instance to ensure the delivery of the minimum provision 
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of affordable housing, to meet the identified need in accordance with the 

NPPF and the adopted Local Plan Policy CS18. 

 

8.40 In summary, notwithstanding the objections received, Officers consider that 

the proposals to develop the last part of this allocated housing site are 

acceptable and in accordance with this Council’s relevant adopted planning 

policies. 

 

9.0 Recommendation 

9.1 GRANT PLANNING PERMISSION, subject to the following Conditions: 

 

1. The development hereby permitted shall be commenced within three years of 

the date of this decision. 

REASON: To allow a reasonable time period for work to start, to comply with 

Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, and to enable the 

Council to review the position if a fresh application is made after that time. 

 

2. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out strictly in accordance 

with the following drawings/documents: 

a) Location Plan (Drawing: 19011-2-PL-2-01); 

b) Site Layout (Drawing: 19011-2-PL-2-02 Rev B); 

c) Site Layout – Bedrooms (Drawing: 19011-2-PL-2-04 Rev B); 

d) Site Layout – Building Heights (Drawing: 19011-2-PL-2-05 Rev B); 

e) Figure Ground Diagram (Drawing: 19011-2-PL-2-07) 

f) Site Layout – Building Materials (Drawing: 19011-2-PL-2-08 Rev B); 

g) Site Layout – Parking/Bins (Drawing: 19011-2-PL-2-09 Rev B); 

h) 2 Bed House – Plans (Drawing: 19011-2-PL-3-01); 

i) 2 Bed House – Plans and Elevations (Drawing: 19011-2-PL-3-01); 

j) 3 Bed House – Type A – Plans (Drawing: 19011-2-PL-3-02); 

k) 3 Bed House – Type A – Elevations (Drawing: 19011-2-PL-3-03); 

l) 3 Bed House – Type B – Plans & Elevations (Drawing: 19011-2-PL-3-04); 

m) 3 Bed House – Type C – Plans & Elevations (Drawing: 19011-2-PL-3-05); 

n) 4 Bed House – Plans & Elevations (Drawing: 19011-2-PL-3-06); 

o) Car Port – Plans & Elevations (Drawing: 19011-2-PL-3-07); and, 

p) Indicative Street Scene Elevations (Drawing: 19011-2-PL-5-01). 

REASON: To avoid any doubt over what has been permitted. 

 

3. No development hereby permitted shall proceed beyond damp proof course 

level until details (including samples where requested by the Local Planning 

Authority) of all proposed external facing (and hardsurfacing) materials have 

been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority in writing. 

The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details. 

REASON:  To secure the satisfactory appearance of the development. 
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4. The first and second floor window(s) proposed to be inserted into the southern 

elevations of Plots 6, 10 and 11, and the northern elevations of Plots 1, 7, 14 

and 15 of the approved development shall be: 

a) Obscure-glazed; and 

b) Of a non-opening design and construction to a height of 1.7 metres above 

internal finished floor level; 

and shall thereafter be retained in that condition at all times. 

REASON:  To prevent overlooking and to protect the privacy of the occupiers 

of the adjacent property(ies). 

 

5. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General 

Permitted Development) Order 2015 (or any Order revoking and re-enacting 

or amending that Order) there shall be no alterations or amendments to the 

permitted car port, including the provision of garage doors to the front 

elevation, without the grant of a separate planning permission from the Local 

Planning Authority. 

REASON: To ensure adequate off-street car parking is retained on site. 

 

6. Prior to development commencing full details of the tenure of all homes/plots 

at the site, including the type of affordable tenure, shall be submitted and 

approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority, comprising a minimum of 

7no. of the homes shall be provided as Affordable Housing (as per the NPPF 

definition).  Of the affordable homes provided on the site, a minimum of 5no. 

shall be at Social or Affordable Rent and the Affordable homes provided at 

Social/Affordable Rent shall include at least 2no. 3-bed and 1no. 4-bed 

properties. 

 

All affordable homes provided on the site shall be provided and managed by a 

housing association, housing company or companies, or a trust registered as 

a registered social landlord pursuant to the Housing Act 1996, or a non-profit 

provider pursuant to section 80 of the Housing and Regeneration Act 2008.  

None of the properties shall be occupied until that party/provider have entered 

into a Nominations Agreement with Fareham Borough Council.  No Affordable 

homes for rent shall have a rent set in excess of the Local Housing Allowance 

relevant for the site and property size.   

 

All affordable homes provided on the site shall thereafter remain affordable 

unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.   

REASON: To ensure the affordable provision reflects the housing needs of 

the local population, in accordance with the requirements of Policy CS18 of 

the adopted Local Plan.  The details secured by this condition are considered 

essential to be agreed prior to the commencement of development on the site 

so that appropriate levels of affordable housing is provided and secured 

before works commence. 
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7. No development shall take place until details of the width, alignment, gradient 

and type of construction proposed for the roads, footways and access(es), 

including all relevant horizontal cross sections and longitudinal sections 

showing the existing and proposed levels, together with details of street 

lighting and the method of disposal of surface water, and details of a 

programme for the making up of roads and footways have been submitted to 

and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

REASON: To ensure that the roads are constructed to a satisfactory standard. 

 

8. No dwelling constructed on the site subject to this planning permission shall 

be first occupied until there is a direct connection from it, less the final 

carriageway and footway surfacing, to an existing highway.  The final 

carriageway and footway surfacing shall be commenced within three months 

and completed within six months from the date upon which construction is 

commenced of the penultimate building/dwelling for which permission is 

hereby granted.  The roads and footways shall be laid out and made up in 

accordance with the approved specification, programme and details. 

REASON: To ensure that the roads and footways are constructed in a 

satisfactory manner. 

 

9. The visitor parking spaces marked on the approved plans shall be kept 

available for visitors at all times and not be used for private purposed. 

REASON: To ensure adequate off-street parking provision on site is 

maintained. 

 

10. None of the dwellings hereby permitted shall be first occupied until the car 

parking area relating to them as shown on the approved plan have been laid 

out/constructed and made available.  These areas shall thereafter be retained 

and kept available for their respective purposes at all times. 

REASON: In the interests of highway safety. 

 

11. No dwelling shall be occupied until the bin and cycle stores have been made 

available in accordance with the approved plans.  These designated areas 

shall thereafter be kept available and retained at all times for the purpose of 

bin and cycle storage. 

REASON: In the interests of visual amenity and in order to facilitate modes of 

transport alternative to the private car. 

 

12. No development shall commence on site until a Construction Environment 

Management Plan (CEMP) has been submitted to and approved in writing by 

the local planning authority.  The development shall be carried out in 

accordance with the approved CEMP (unless otherwise agreed in writing by 
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the local planning authority) which shall include (but shall not necessarily be 

limited to): 

 

a) Details of how provision is to be made on site for the parking and turning of 

operatives/contractors’/sub-contractors’ vehicles and/or construction vehicles; 

 

b) The measures the developer will implement to ensure that 

operatives’/contractors/sub-contractors’ vehicles and/or construction vehicles 

are parked within the planning application site;  

 

c) Arrangements for the routing of lorries and details for construction traffic 

access to the site;  

 

d) The arrangements for deliveries associated with all construction works, 

loading/ unloading of plant & materials and restoration of any damage to the 

highway;  

 

e) The measures for cleaning the wheels and underside of all vehicles leaving 

the site;  

 

f) A scheme for the suppression of any dust arising during construction or 

clearance works;  

 

g) The measures for cleaning Noble Road and Bedford Place to ensure that 

they are kept clear of any mud or other debris falling from construction 

vehicles, and  

 

h) A programme and phasing of the demolition and construction work, 

including roads, footpaths, landscaping and open space;  

 

i) Location of temporary site buildings, compounds, construction material, and 

plant storage areas used during demolition and construction;  

 

j) Measures to control vibration in accordance with BS5228:2009 which 

prevent vibration above 0.3mms-1 at the boundary of the SPA;  

 

k) Provision for storage, collection, and disposal of rubbish from the 

development during construction period;  

 

l) The erection and maintenance of security hoarding including decorative 

displays and facilities for public viewing, where appropriate;  

 

m) Temporary lighting;  
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n) Protection of pedestrian routes during construction;  

 

o) No burning on-site;  

 

p) Scheme of work detailing the extent and type of piling proposed; 

 

q) A construction-phase drainage system which ensure all surface water 

passes through three stages of filtration to prevent pollutants from leaving the 

site;  

 

r) Safeguards for fuel and chemical storage and use, to ensure no pollution of 

the surface water leaving the site. 

REASON: In the interests of highway safety; To ensure that the occupiers of 

nearby residential properties are not subjected to unacceptable noise and 

disturbance during the construction period; In the interests of protecting 

protected species and their habitat; In the interests of protecting nearby sites 

of ecological importance from potentially adverse impacts of development.  

The details secured by this condition are considered essential to be agreed 

prior to the commencement of development on the site so that appropriate 

measures are in place to avoid the potential impacts described above. 

 

13. The development hereby permitted shall proceed in accordance with the 

measures set out in the ‘Mitigation, Compensation and Enhancement 

Recommendations’ section of the Ecological Appraisal report by Emma 

Pollard (June 2019).  Thereafter, the enhancements to include hedgehog 

homes, reptile hibernacula, Schwegler 1F bat tubes, dormouse boxes, swift 

next boxes and swallow eaves shall be permanently maintained and retained 

in accordance with the approved details. 

REASON: To ensure the protection of wildlife and a net gain in biodiversity. 

 

14. Prior to commencement of the development hereby permitted, a ten year 

management plan for the management of the retained, enhanced and new 

habitats in the eastern buffer area shall be submitted to and approved in 

writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

REASON: To protect biodiversity and the adjacent non-statutory designated 

sites.  The details secured by this condition are considered essential to be 

agreed prior to the commencement of the development on the site so that 

appropriate measures are in place to protect the local biodiversity of the area. 

 

15. No dwelling shall be occupied until the Building Regulations Optional 

requirement of a maximum water use of 110 litres per day has been complied 

with. 

REASON:  In the interests of preserving water quality and resources. 
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16. Not to commence development unless the council has received the Notice of 

Purchase in accordance with the legal agreement between FBC, IWC and 

HIWWT dated 30 September 2020 in respect of the Credits Linked Land 

identified in the Nitrates Mitigation Proposals Pack.  

REASON:  To demonstrate that suitable mitigation has been secured in 

relation to the effect that nitrates from the development has on European 

protected sites. 

 

17. No work on site relating to the construction of any of the development hereby 

permitted (Including works of demolition or preparation prior to operations) 

shall take place before the hours of 0800 or after 1800 Monday to Friday, 

before the hours of 0800 or after 1300 Saturdays or at all on Sundays or 

recognised bank and public holidays, unless otherwise first agreed in writing 

with the Local Planning Authority. 

REASON:  To protect the occupiers of nearby residential properties against 

noise and disturbance during the construction period. 

 

18. No development shall proceed beyond damp proof course level until a 

landscaping scheme identifying all existing trees, shrubs and hedges to be 

retained, together with the species, planting sizes, planting distances, 

density, numbers, surfacing materials and provisions for future maintenance 

of all new planting, including all areas to be grass seeded and turfed and 

hardsurfaced, has been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning 

Authority in writing. 

REASON:  In order to secure the satisfactory appearance of the 

development; in the interests of the visual amenities of the locality 

 

19. The landscaping scheme, submitted under Condition 18, shall be 

implemented and completed within the first planting season following the 

commencement of the development or as otherwise agreed in writing with the 

Local Planning Authority and shall be maintained in accordance with the 

agreed schedule.  Any trees or plants which, within a period of five years from 

first planting, are removed, die or, in the opinion of the Local Planning 

Authority, become seriously damaged or defective, shall be replaced, within 

the next available planting season, with others of the same species, size and 

number as originally approved. 

REASON:  To ensure the provision, establishment and maintenance of a 

standard of landscaping. 

 

20. None of the development hereby approved shall be occupied until a plan of 

the position, design, materials and type of boundary treatment to be erected 

to all boundaries has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 

Planning Authority and the approved boundary treatment has been fully 
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implemented.  It shall thereafter be retained at all times unless otherwise 

agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority.  

 

If boundary hedge planting is proposed details shall be provided of planting 

sizes, planting distances, density, and numbers and provisions for future 

maintenance. Any plants which, within a period of five years from first 

planting, are removed, die or, in the opinion of the Local Planning Authority, 

become seriously damaged or defective, shall be replaced, within the next 

available planting season, with others of the same species, size and number 

as originally approved. 

REASON: To protect the privacy of the occupiers of the neighbouring 

property, to prevent overlooking, and to ensure that the development 

harmonises well with its surroundings. 

 

21. The development hereby permitted shall be undertaken in accordance with 

the Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage Strategy (prepared by Paul 

Basham Associates 134.5003/FRA/4 19.08.19) and Road Alignment 

(prepared by Paul Basham Associates 134.5003.001 27.09.19).  The 

development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details 

unless otherwise agreed with the Local Planning Authority in writing. 

REASON:  In order to ensure satisfactory disposal of surface water.  The 

details secured by this condition are considered essential to be agreed prior 

to the commencement of development on the site so that appropriate 

measures are in place to avoid adverse impacts of inadequate drainage. 

 

22. No development hereby permitted shall commence until details of the means 

of foul water drainage from the site have been submitted to and approved by 

the local planning authority in writing.  The development shall be carried out 

in accordance with the approved details unless otherwise agreed with the 

local planning authority in writing.  

REASON: To ensure satisfactory disposal of foul water.  The details secured 

by this condition are considered essential to be agreed prior to the 

commencement of development on the site so that appropriate measures are 

in place to avoid adverse impacts of inadequate drainage. 

 

10.0 Background Papers 

 [P/19/0183/FP] 
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Jane Parker Rebuttal Proof of Evidence Appendices 
APP/A1720/W/20/3252180 and 3252185 

APPENDIX C: 

Hampshire & Isle of Wight letter (4 November 2020) 

Nitrate Mitigation Proposal - 403 Hunts Pond Road, Park Gate  

P/19/0183/FP 

 

Includes:  

Appendix C1:  

HIWWT Little Duxmore Land Allocation 

Issue Number - 201007 – 0003b  

Land Rear of 403 Hunts Pond Road (P/19/0183/FP) 

 

Appendix C2:  

HIWWT Little Duxmore Land Allocation 

Issue Number - 201007 – 0003a  

Land Rear of 403 Hunts Pond Road (P/19/0183/FP) 

 

Appendix C3:  

HIWWT Little Duxmore Farm 

Field use and Nitrates mitigation capacity statement 

 

Appendix C4: 

HIWWT Nitrate mitigation budget 

403 Hunts Pond Road, Park Gate (P/19/0183/FP) 
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Beechcroft House 

Vicarage Lane 
Curdridge 

Hampshire 
SO32 2DP 

 
e feedback@hiwwt.org.uk 

t 01489 774400 
www.hiwwt.org.uk 

 

Little Duxmore Farm 
 

Field use and Nitrates mitigation capacity statement. 
 

 
In considering the suitability and capacity of any site to mitigate for nitrogen inputs into the Solent, Natural 
England set out a series of criteria (reference: Natural England Document Advice on Achieving Nutrient 
Neutrality for New Development in the Solent Region Version 5 June 2020) against which a proposal can 
be met. 
 
Natural England’s Advice on Achieving Nutrient Neutrality for New Development in the Solent Region 
states that “Permanent land use change by converting agricultural land with higher nitrogen loading to 
alternative uses with lower nitrogen loading, such as for local communities, wildlife, and under schemes for 
flood management or to deliver the UK Government’s Net Zero greenhouse gas emissions target by 2050, 
is one way of neutralising nutrient burdens from development.” The Hampshire & Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust 
is proposing to take land with high nitrogen loading at Little Duxmore and convert it into a lower nitrogen 
loading management regime. 
 
To be able to demonstrate that the proposal will provide nitrogen mitigation, Natural England’s advice sets 
down a number of criteria which need to be fulfilled: 
 
The first criteria is that location of the mitigation site will ensure that discharges from that site fall into the 
same catchment as discharges from the Waste Water Treatment Works serving the development. Little 
Duxmore Farm sits on a tributary of the Wootten Creek and Natural England’s advice states that:   
 

5.39 For development that drains to Peel Common WwTW, mitigation is appropriate in the following 
catchments – River Meon, Portsmouth Harbour, Medina Estuary, Wootton Creek, Newtown 
Harbour, Langstone Harbour.  

 
5.40 For development that drains to Budds Farm WwTW, mitigation is appropriate in the following 
catchments – River Meon, Portsmouth Harbour, Langstone Harbour, Chichester Harbour, Wootton 
Creek, Medina Estuary (and the estuaries in between). 

 
Little Duxmore Farm is therefore an appropriate location to mitigate for discharges via the Budds Farm and 
Peel Common waste water treatment works. 
 
Once it has been established that the location of the mitigation site is appropriate the total capacity to 
provide mitigation for nitrates must be established. 
 
Establishing the total capacity of the mitigation site is a function of three variables: 
 
The total area of mitigation land available 
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The level of nitrogen discharged associated with the previous land use previous land use. 
The level of nitrogen discharged associated with the future land use 
 

The Total area of mitigation land available at Little Duxmore Farm. 
 
Using the mastermap mapping package the Wildlife Trust has mapped the Little Duxmore Farm excluding 
all areas of woodland, hard standing , tracks and other non eligible features. 
 
The total area of land under intensive cropping or poultry.  
 
This work has concluded that the Total eligible area at Little Duxmore farm is 36.42ha 
 

The level of nitrogen discharged associated with the previous land use previous land use. 
 
Below is the table of field ID numbers, names and areas at Little Duxmore accurately mapped using 
mastermap. Below the table is the crop rotation information provided by Andrew Kennerley the previous 
owner. 
 
Table of fields and sizes used for mitigation of nitrates-nitrogen 
 

RLR Field Number Field Name Area (ha) 

SZ5688 0742 North Ground 4.02 

SZ5587 9127 Copse Field 2.71 

SZ5677 2484 Debs Field 12.20 

SZ5587 8197 Courts Field 3.90 

SZ5527 9172 South Ground 5.42 

SZ5687 0386 East Ground 3.49 

SZ5688 0214 Sheep Wash 4.68 

 
Information Supplied by Andrew Kennerley Previous owner of Little Duxmore farm  
 
Subject: Field use 
 
Below are the last five years crop plans 
 

Field 
number 
and Year 

SZ5587 
8197 
 
Courts 
Field 
 

SZ5688 
0214 
 
Sheep 
wash 
 
 

SZ5688 
0742  
 
North 
Ground 
 

SZ5587 
9172 
 
South 
Ground 

SZ5687 
0386 
 
East 
Ground 

SZ5687 
2484 
 
Debs Field 

SZ5588 
9127 
 
Copse     
Field 

2019 Maize Maize  Triticale Rye Triticale Triticale Poultry 

2018 Wheat Maize wheat Wheat Maize Maize Poultry 

2017 Silage Silage Silage Wheat Wheat Wheat Poultry 

2016 Silage Silage Silage Silage Silage Silage Poultry 

2015 Silage Silage Silage Silage Silage Silage Poultry 

 
 
Appendix 1 of Natural England’s advice outlines the approach that should be used to calculate the outputs 

of each land use. It states that “The UK system is based on weighting the contributions of each enterprise 

in terms of their associated outputs. The weights used (known as ‘Standard Outputs’ or SOs) are calculated 

per hectare of crops and per head of livestock and used to calculate the total standard output associated 

with each part of the Farm Business.” 

As can been seen from the land uses outlined above Little Duxmore farm has been used for a mix of 
poultry, arable and maize over the past 5 years with none of these land uses covering more than 2/3 of the 
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land over the period. Given that the entire farm holding will be removed from agricultural use, a whole farm 
classification of mixed use is considered appropriate in this case, rather than attributing individual land uses 
to each field. The farm classification has been determined following a review of the evidence of existing 
farm type for the last 5 years and professional judgement as to how the farm holding would be managed in 
the absence of the need for nitrogen mitigation. This approach has been presented to and confirmed as 
acceptable by Natural England.   

The advice classifies mixed cropping as: 

Holdings for which none of the above categories (cereals, general cropping, horticulture, pigs, poultry, 
dairy, lowland grazing) accounts for more than 2/3 of total SO. This category includes mixed pigs and 
poultry farms as well as farms with a mixture of crops and livestock (where neither accounts for more than 
2/3 of SOs).   

Section 4.47 of Natural England’s advice draws on work by ADAS model and identifies the average nitrate-
nitrogen loss for mixed farms in the Solent catchment as 28.3kgs per year.  

The level of nitrogen discharged associated with the future land use 
 

The Trust will manage the mitigation land at Duxmore as a nature reserve and has entered into a Legal 
Agreement (the Legal Agreement) with Fareham Borough Council and Isle of Wight Council within which it 
is committed, amongst other things, not to add any nitrates, not to plough the land, not to add any organic 
or inorganic fertilisers, not to provide supplementary food to livestock (apart from mineral licks) and to 
ensure that average grazing densities do not exceed 0.25 grazing livestock units per ha (or 0.15 sheep per 
ha) (subject to the further detail contained within the Legal Agreement).”  

 
Despite the prohibitions on certain activities outline above and within the Legal Agreement Natural 
England’s advice (4.62) is that continued nitrogen leaching will continue on formerly intensively managed 
farmland at a level of 5kg/N per year . 
 
Appendix 3 of the Natural England advice note suggests a precautionary level of 4.66 kg/n per year would 
be released on publicly accessible SANG land. However Little Duxmore farm will not have public access on 
it so the impact of Dog waste which accounts for 34% of the overall residual discharge is not relevant. 
 
Despite the absence of pet waste inputs the Trust has taken a precautionary approach and has factored in 
5kg/N per year reduction in the mitigation capacity of the land at Little Duxmore Farm. 
 
Summary: 
 
The calculation below provides a summary of the three factors, outlined above and draws together the 
three variables to provide a calculation of the total mitigation capacity for the Little Duxmore Farm site 
 
Total eligible area: 36.42 ha 
Value of mixed copping following NE standard methodology 28.3 kg/ha 
Residual discharge rate 5 kg/ha 
 
Net mitigation capacity per hectare 28.3kg- 5kg = 23.3 kg/ha 
 
Total capacity of site = 23.3 x 36.42 = 848.5kgs/ha per year 
 
The Total nitrate-nitrogen mitigation capacity of Little Duxmore Farm is 848.5kg/N per year and this 
calculation for Little Duxmore Farm has been approved by Natural England 
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Beechcroft House 

Vicarage Lane 
Curdridge 

Hampshire 
SO32 2DP 

 
e feedback@hiwwt.org.uk 

t 01489 774400 
www.hiwwt.org.uk 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Nitrate mitigation budget  
 
Site: 403 Huntspond Road, Park Gate 
 
Developer: Imperial Homes South Ltd 
 

Planning application number: P/19/0183/FP 

 
Nitrate mitigation required: 11.5 kg/N per year 
 
 
Mitigation Calculation: 
 

A) Existing land use 0.496 ha of land at 28.3kg/N/yr = 14.04 kg/N/yr 
 

B) Proposed land use of 0.496 ha of land at 5/kg/N/yr = 2.48 kg/N/yr 
 

A - B = C Total nitrate mitigation = 14.04 – 2.48 = 11.56 kg/N/yr 
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Jane Parker Rebuttal Proof of Evidence Appendices 
APP/A1720/W/20/3252180 and 3252185 

APPENDIX D: 

Department for Transport statistics: National Travel Survey 

Table NTS0403 

 

Department for Transport statistics: National Travel Survey 

Table NTS0303 
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NTS0403

Department for Transport statistics
National Travel Survey

Table NTS0403

Select table from dropdown list (or scroll down to view static tables):

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21

Purpose 1995/97 1998/00 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Commuting 176 174 164 166 170 162 162 164 158 147 150 148 147 146 148 144 144 144 144 140
Business 38 37 36 34 35 38 35 34 31 30 29 28 30 30 32 31 33 27 30 28
Education 67 70 65 72 70 69 65 65 64 65 62 61 66 66 65 65 64 67 66 68
Escort education 50 52 47 52 51 52 47 47 46 48 52 50 56 51 53 50 54 54 60 58
Shopping 238 228 222 215 214 212 225 191 202 196 197 194 191 184 178 182 183 189 188 181
Other escort 85 84 105 96 93 96 98 87 97 93 92 93 88 87 86 84 84 87 89 83
Personal business 111 106 118 110 109 112 109 100 106 106 101 95 96 91 95 91 89 96 92 88
Visiting friends at private home 145 138 125 122 121 125 121 112 110 111 102 105 103 96 92 89 90 88 84 82
Visiting friends elsewhere 47 50 50 49 46 50 52 50 48 49 48 46 45 45 47 48 50 49 53 48
Entertainment / public activity 40 38 49 47 51 52 51 49 44 44 47 48 52 51 52 52 56 54 60 59
Sport: participate 23 25 19 20 19 17 16 18 20 20 18 17 15 14 13 13 14 14 14 13
Holiday: base 11 11 11 11 11 12 11 11 11 12 12 11 10 10 9 12 9 12 12 13
Day trip 21 18 23 24 24 28 27 28 29 28 28 30 27 28 29 28 29 35 33 32

Other including just walk 43 41 41 41 41 45 47 41 46 47 45 46 46 44 42 47 56 58 62 61

All purposes 1,094 1,073 1,074 1,060 1,054 1,070 1,067 998 1,014 997 982 972 971 943 942 934 954 975 986 953
Unweighted sample size:
   individuals 19,621 18,739 14,369 16,685 16,487 16,956 16,648 16,858 16,360 17,299 16,553 15,730 16,670 16,192 16,491 15,525 15,840 14,541 14,150 14,356
   trips ('000s) 398 371 279 318 314 324 317 303 295 312 292 273 291 274 280 259 276 256 256 250

Figures for trips/miles per person per year include short walks unless otherwise stated
Average trip duration is based on total journey time and therefore includes travelling and waiting time.

The figures in this table are National Statistics
The results presented in this table are weighted. The base (unweighted sample size) is shown in the table for information.

The survey results are subject to sampling error.

Source: National Travel Survey
national.travelsurvey@dft.gov.uk Last updated: 5 August 2020
Notes & definitions Next update: Summer 2021

Average number of trips (trip rates) per person per year by trip purpose: England, from 1995/97
Including short walks

Trips per person per year (including short walks)
Purpose 1995/97 1998/00 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Commuting 176 174 164 166 170 162 162 164 158 147 150 148 147 146 148 144 144 144 144 140
Business 38 37 36 34 35 38 35 34 31 30 29 28 30 30 32 31 33 27 30 28
Education 67 70 65 72 70 69 65 65 64 65 62 61 66 66 65 65 64 67 66 68
Escort education 50 52 47 52 51 52 47 47 46 48 52 50 56 51 53 50 54 54 60 58
Shopping 238 228 222 215 214 212 225 191 202 196 197 194 191 184 178 182 183 189 188 181
Other escort 85 84 105 96 93 96 98 87 97 93 92 93 88 87 86 84 84 87 89 83
Personal business 111 106 118 110 109 112 109 100 106 106 101 95 96 91 95 91 89 96 92 88
Visiting friends at private home 145 138 125 122 121 125 121 112 110 111 102 105 103 96 92 89 90 88 84 82
Visiting friends elsewhere 47 50 50 49 46 50 52 50 48 49 48 46 45 45 47 48 50 49 53 48
Entertainment / public activity 40 38 49 47 51 52 51 49 44 44 47 48 52 51 52 52 56 54 60 59
Sport: participate 23 25 19 20 19 17 16 18 20 20 18 17 15 14 13 13 14 14 14 13
Holiday: base 11 11 11 11 11 12 11 11 11 12 12 11 10 10 9 12 9 12 12 13
Day trip 21 18 23 24 24 28 27 28 29 28 28 30 27 28 29 28 29 35 33 32
Other including just walk 43 41 41 41 41 45 47 41 46 47 45 46 46 44 42 47 56 58 62 61
All purposes 1,094 1,073 1,074 1,060 1,054 1,070 1,067 998 1,014 997 982 972 971 943 942 934 954 975 986 953
Unweighted sample size:
   individuals 19,621 18,739 14,369 16,685 16,487 16,956 16,648 16,858 16,360 17,299 16,553 15,730 16,670 16,192 16,491 15,525 15,840 14,541 14,150 14,356
   trips ('000s) 398 371 279 318 314 324 317 303 295 312 292 273 291 274 280 259 276 256 256 250

Average number of trips (trip rates) per person per year by trip purpose: England, from 1995/97 (including short walks)

Average number of trips (trip rates) per person per year by trip purpose: England, from 1995/97 (including short walks)

There is an apparent under-recording of short walks in 2002 and 2003; and short trips in 2007 and 2008 compared to other years.

Weights are applied to adjust for non-response to ensure the characteristics of the achieved sample match the population of Great Britain (1995-2012) or England (2013 onwards) and for the drop off in trip recording in diary data.
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Average number of trips (trip rates) per person per year by trip purpose: England, from 2002
Excluding Short Walks

Trips per person per year (excluding short walks)
Purpose 1995/97 1998/00 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Commuting - - 155 157 157 151 150 153 148 138 140 139 136 138 140 134 135 134 133 131
Business - - 33 32 33 35 32 33 28 28 27 27 28 28 30 30 31 25 28 26
Education - - 46 51 48 45 44 45 47 46 44 44 46 47 45 46 43 45 45 45
Escort education - - 33 34 33 33 31 31 31 31 34 33 39 33 37 34 35 34 37 37
Shopping - - 176 170 169 167 177 156 164 158 161 154 157 153 145 150 145 147 145 143
Other escort - - 96 88 85 88 88 79 89 83 84 84 80 79 78 77 75 77 79 73
Personal business - - 90 85 83 90 85 81 85 84 82 76 80 77 78 76 72 76 75 71
Visiting friends at private home - - 106 103 101 106 102 96 97 94 88 89 89 84 81 78 79 76 72 71
Visiting friends elsewhere - - 39 37 36 39 40 41 40 39 39 37 37 38 39 40 41 40 41 40
Entertainment / public activity - - 44 41 45 47 45 44 40 40 41 42 46 45 47 47 49 48 53 51
Sport: participate - - 18 19 18 16 16 17 19 18 16 15 14 13 12 12 13 12 13 13
Holiday: base - - 9 10 9 10 9 10 10 11 10 11 9 9 8 11 8 11 11 12
Day trip - - 23 24 24 28 27 28 29 28 28 30 27 28 29 28 29 35 33 32
Other including just walk - - 17 16 18 19 19 18 18 18 17 18 17 19 18 19 20 23 23 24
All purposes - - 886 867 859 872 866 831 845 818 813 799 805 790 788 782 774 782 787 768
Unweighted sample size:
   individuals - - 14,369 16,685 16,487 16,956 16,648 16,858 16,360 17,299 16,553 15,730 16,670 16,192 16,491 15,525 15,840 14,541 14,150 14,356
   trips ('000s) - - 233 263 259 267 260 254 248 260 245 229 245 232 237 220 225 203 203 200

Average distance travelled by trip purpose: England, from 1995/97
Including short walks

Miles per person per year (including short walks)
Purpose 1995/97 1998/00 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Commuting 1,442 1,453 1,400 1,424 1,427 1,398 1,414 1,444 1,348 1,264 1,351 1,322 1,309 1,280 1,290 1,309 1,296 1,309 1,277 1,276
Business 736 724 702 706 720 713 672 724 628 543 574 535 581 621 644 623 632 510 567 555
Education 189 209 207 223 211 209 202 207 214 193 201 206 223 228 213 202 201 224 213 210
Escort education 91 103 107 111 113 96 105 113 106 104 120 111 129 107 118 121 121 122 128 130
Shopping 893 934 906 890 855 863 906 828 855 803 810 824 818 770 728 752 736 738 744 700
Other escort 396 435 505 493 470 483 475 470 502 467 495 501 477 473 433 438 431 447 458 438
Personal business 479 477 515 464 472 512 484 486 489 483 502 484 481 446 496 458 485 493 450 442
Visiting friends at private home 1,169 1,239 1,159 1,148 1,103 1,192 1,138 1,094 1,088 1,115 985 1,022 1,030 1,010 978 964 924 901 893 872
Visiting friends elsewhere 240 280 274 265 264 261 296 305 274 275 276 279 272 286 287 306 308 311 318 293
Entertainment / public activity 316 295 374 375 395 394 377 379 344 370 337 343 390 359 390 407 412 378 431 402
Sport: participate 142 154 126 124 122 101 108 104 121 118 108 117 96 84 84 95 86 86 96 97
Holiday: base 479 471 494 558 506 513 490 538 481 546 487 574 413 512 426 576 438 559 521 591
Day trip 365 336 380 389 356 399 392 395 390 392 407 398 342 368 367 358 381 446 378 435
Other including just walk 50 47 43 41 44 47 48 47 48 46 45 46 45 49 42 48 50 56 57 58
All purposes 6,985 7,157 7,193 7,211 7,060 7,182 7,109 7,133 6,888 6,716 6,698 6,764 6,607 6,592 6,496 6,657 6,499 6,580 6,530 6,500
Unweighted sample size:
   individuals 19,621 18,739 14,369 16,685 16,487 16,956 16,648 16,858 16,360 17,299 16,553 15,730 16,670 16,192 16,491 15,525 15,840 14,541 14,150 14,356
   trips ('000s) 398 371 279 318 314 324 317 303 295 312 292 273 291 274 280 259 276 256 256 250

Average distance travelled by trip purpose: England, from 2002
Excluding Short Walks

Miles per person per year (excluding short walks)
Purpose 1995/97 1998/00 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Commuting - - 1,396 1,420 1,422 1,394 1,408 1,439 1,344 1,260 1,346 1,318 1,305 1,276 1,286 1,305 1,292 1,304 1,271 1,272
Business - - 701 705 719 712 670 723 627 542 573 535 580 620 643 622 631 509 566 554
Education - - 200 214 202 200 194 199 207 185 194 199 215 220 205 194 192 215 203 200
Escort education - - 102 104 107 89 99 106 100 97 113 104 123 98 112 115 113 114 119 122
Shopping - - 890 873 838 846 888 814 840 788 796 809 805 758 716 739 720 721 727 685
Other escort - - 502 490 467 480 471 467 499 463 492 498 474 470 430 435 427 443 454 434
Personal business - - 505 455 463 503 476 478 481 475 494 478 475 441 489 452 478 485 443 436
Visiting friends at private home - - 1,153 1,142 1,096 1,186 1,131 1,088 1,083 1,108 981 1,017 1,024 1,006 973 960 919 896 888 867
Visiting friends elsewhere - - 270 261 260 257 292 302 271 271 273 275 269 284 283 303 304 308 313 290
Entertainment / public activity - - 372 373 392 392 375 377 342 368 335 341 388 356 388 405 409 375 427 399
Sport: participate - - 126 123 122 101 108 104 120 117 108 117 96 83 84 95 85 85 95 97
Holiday: base - - 494 557 505 512 490 537 481 545 486 574 412 511 425 575 437 559 520 591
Day trip - - 380 389 356 399 392 395 390 392 407 398 342 368 367 358 381 446 378 435
Other including just walk - - 31 30 34 35 35 35 35 32 32 33 32 37 30 35 33 39 39 41
All purposes - - 7,121 7,137 6,985 7,105 7,029 7,064 6,820 6,643 6,631 6,695 6,541 6,529 6,432 6,594 6,423 6,499 6,445 6,421
Unweighted sample size:
   individuals - - 14,369 16,685 16,487 16,956 16,648 16,858 16,360 17,299 16,553 15,730 16,670 16,192 16,491 15,525 15,840 14,541 14,150 14,356
   trips ('000s) - - 233 263 259 267 260 254 248 260 245 229 245 232 237 220 225 203 203 200
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Average trip length by trip purpose: England, from 1995/97

Average trip length (miles)
Purpose 1995/97 1998/00 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Commuting 8.2 8.4 8.5 8.6 8.4 8.6 8.7 8.8 8.5 8.6 9.0 8.9 8.9 8.8 8.7 9.1 9.0 9.1 8.8 9.1
Business 19.4 19.6 19.7 20.5 20.6 18.9 19.1 21.0 20.5 17.8 20.0 18.8 19.3 20.7 20.0 20.0 19.3 18.8 19.2 19.8
Education 2.8 3.0 3.2 3.1 3.0 3.0 3.1 3.2 3.3 3.0 3.2 3.4 3.4 3.5 3.3 3.1 3.2 3.3 3.2 3.1
Escort education 1.8 2.0 2.3 2.1 2.2 1.9 2.2 2.4 2.3 2.1 2.3 2.2 2.3 2.1 2.2 2.4 2.2 2.2 2.1 2.3
Shopping 3.8 4.1 4.1 4.1 4.0 4.1 4.0 4.3 4.2 4.1 4.1 4.3 4.3 4.2 4.1 4.1 4.0 3.9 4.0 3.9
Other escort 4.7 5.2 4.8 5.1 5.1 5.0 4.8 5.4 5.2 5.0 5.4 5.4 5.4 5.4 5.0 5.2 5.2 5.1 5.1 5.3
Personal business 4.3 4.5 4.4 4.2 4.3 4.6 4.5 4.8 4.6 4.6 5.0 5.1 5.0 4.9 5.2 5.0 5.4 5.1 4.9 5.0
Visiting friends at private home 8.1 9.0 9.3 9.4 9.1 9.6 9.4 9.8 9.9 10.1 9.6 9.8 10.0 10.5 10.7 10.9 10.2 10.2 10.6 10.7
Visiting friends elsewhere 5.1 5.5 5.5 5.4 5.8 5.3 5.7 6.1 5.7 5.6 5.8 6.0 6.1 6.4 6.1 6.4 6.2 6.3 6.0 6.1
Entertainment / public activity 7.8 7.7 7.7 8.0 7.8 7.6 7.4 7.7 7.8 8.3 7.2 7.2 7.5 7.1 7.5 7.8 7.4 7.0 7.2 6.9
Sport: participate 6.2 6.2 6.7 6.1 6.3 5.9 6.6 5.7 5.9 5.9 6.2 6.9 6.4 5.9 6.3 7.4 6.1 6.3 6.8 7.4
Holiday: base 44.4 42.6 45.8 51.0 48.1 42.9 44.5 47.4 42.6 43.7 41.8 51.6 41.3 48.9 45.5 49.2 48.0 47.5 43.5 45.4
Day trip 17.5 18.5 16.3 15.9 14.8 14.5 14.4 14.1 13.3 14.1 14.5 13.3 12.8 13.2 12.6 12.9 13.2 12.8 11.6 13.8
Other including just walk 1.2 1.1 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.0 1.0 0.9 1.0 0.9 0.9
All purposes 6.4 6.7 6.7 6.8 6.7 6.7 6.7 7.1 6.8 6.7 6.8 7.0 6.8 7.0 6.9 7.1 6.8 6.8 6.6 6.8
Unweighted sample size:
   individuals 19,621 18,739 14,369 16,685 16,487 16,956 16,648 16,858 16,360 17,299 16,553 15,730 16,670 16,192 16,491 15,525 15,840 14,541 14,150 14,356
   trips ('000s) 398 371 279 318 314 324 317 303 295 312 292 273 291 274 280 259 276 256 256 250

Average trip time by trip purpose: England, from 1995/97

Average trip duration (minutes)
Purpose 1995/97 1998/00 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Commuting 24 25 27 27 27 27 28 28 28 28 29 28 29 29 29 30 30 31 30 31
Business 37 39 38 40 40 38 39 42 41 38 41 39 39 42 42 42 40 40 41 42
Education 18 20 21 21 20 20 21 21 22 21 22 22 21 23 21 21 21 22 21 21
Escort education 11 12 13 13 13 12 13 14 13 13 13 13 13 14 14 14 13 14 13 14
Shopping 17 17 17 17 17 17 17 18 18 18 17 18 17 18 17 18 17 17 17 16
Other escort 15 16 16 16 16 16 16 17 17 17 17 17 17 17 17 18 17 17 17 17
Personal business 16 17 17 17 17 18 18 19 18 18 19 19 19 20 20 20 20 20 19 19
Visiting friends at private home 21 23 24 24 24 25 24 25 25 26 25 25 26 27 27 28 26 26 27 27
Visiting friends elsewhere 17 18 19 19 21 19 21 22 21 21 21 21 21 22 23 23 22 22 22 22
Entertainment / public activity 23 24 23 24 23 23 23 24 24 25 23 23 23 23 24 24 23 23 23 22
Sport: participate 18 18 20 19 19 19 20 18 19 19 19 21 19 19 20 21 20 19 20 21
Holiday: base 79 73 79 87 86 73 75 82 73 77 74 88 71 87 80 86 84 82 77 79
Day trip 42 44 38 38 37 36 35 36 34 37 36 33 34 35 33 34 33 33 32 35
Other including just walk 21 23 24 23 23 23 22 23 22 23 22 23 23 24 23 24 21 22 21 22
All purposes 20 21 22 22 22 22 22 23 23 23 23 23 23 23 23 24 23 23 23 23
Unweighted sample size:
   individuals 19,621 18,739 14,369 16,685 16,487 16,956 16,648 16,858 16,360 17,299 16,553 15,730 16,670 16,192 16,491 15,525 15,840 14,541 14,150 14,356
   trips ('000s) 393 371 279 318 314 324 317 303 295 312 292 273 291 274 280 259 276 256 256 250
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Department for Transport statistics
National Travel Survey

Table NTS0303
Select table from dropdown list (or scroll down to view static tables):

Main mode 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Private:
Walk1 264 269 273 272 275 240 242 250 234 242 233 223 220 219 243 255 262 250
Walks of over a mile 75 76 79 74 74 73 73 71 65 70 67 70 66 68 63 63 64 65
Bicycle 18 16 17 15 17 15 17 16 15 16 17 14 18 17 15 17 17 16
Car / van driver 438 427 421 434 432 409 410 393 402 392 396 380 384 381 389 390 395 380
Car / van passenger 240 233 228 234 227 219 226 218 212 209 213 210 206 204 202 204 207 200
Motorcycle 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 3 3 4 4 3 3 3 3 3 2 2
Other private transport2 8 8 8 8 7 8 9 9 7 6 7 7 6 7 6 6 7 7
Public:
Bus in London 17 17 18 19 18 20 21 22 25 21 19 21 19 20 16 17 15 18
Other local bus 46 47 45 43 46 44 44 45 42 42 41 42 40 41 35 37 33 32
Non-local bus 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 - -
London Underground 11 9 9 9 10 10 11 10 9 9 9 9 10 9 10 10 11 12
Surface Rail 13 14 17 16 17 18 18 17 19 17 20 20 21 20 21 21 22 21
Taxi / minicab 12 12 11 11 10 10 10 10 9 10 10 10 10 10 11 9 10 11
Other public transport3 2 3 2 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 3 3 4 3 3
All modes 1,074 1,060 1,054 1,070 1,067 998 1,014 997 982 972 971 943 942 934 954 975 986 953
Unweighted sample size:
   individuals 14,369 16,685 16,487 16,956 16,648 16,858 16,360 17,299 16,553 15,730 16,670 16,192 16,491 15,525 15,840 14,541 14,150 14,356
   trips ('000s) 279 318 314 324 317 303 295 312 292 273 291 274 280 259 276 256 256 250

1 There is an apparent under-recording of short walks in 2002 and 2003 and short trips in 2007 and 2008 compared to other years.
2 Mostly private hire bus (including school buses).
3 Air, ferries and light rail.
Trip times are based on total journey time, therefore includes travelling and waiting time.

The figures in this table are National Statistics

The survey results are subject to sampling error.

Source: National Travel Survey
national.travelsurvey@dft.gov.uk Last updated: 5th August 2020
Notes & definitions Next update: Summer 2021

Average number of trips (trip rates) by main mode: England, from 2002

Main mode 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Private:
Walk1 264 269 273 272 275 240 242 250 234 242 233 223 220 219 243 255 262 250

of which: walks of over a mile 75 76 79 74 74 73 73 71 65 70 67 70 66 68 63 63 64 65
Bicycle 18 16 17 15 17 15 17 16 15 16 17 14 18 17 15 17 17 16
Car / van driver 438 427 421 434 432 409 410 393 402 392 396 380 384 381 389 390 395 380
Car / van passenger 240 233 228 234 227 219 226 218 212 209 213 210 206 204 202 204 207 200
Motorcycle 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 3 3 4 4 3 3 3 3 3 2 2
Other private transport3 8 8 8 8 7 8 9 9 7 6 7 7 6 7 6 6 7 7
Public:
Bus in London 17 17 18 19 18 20 21 22 25 21 19 21 19 20 16 17 15 18
Other local bus 46 47 45 43 46 44 44 45 42 42 41 42 40 41 35 37 33 32
Non-local bus 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 - -
London Underground 11 9 9 9 10 10 11 10 9 9 9 9 10 9 10 10 11 12
Surface Rail 13 14 17 16 17 18 18 17 19 17 20 20 21 20 21 21 22 21
Taxi / minicab 12 12 11 11 10 10 10 10 9 10 10 10 10 10 11 9 10 11
Other public transport4 2 3 2 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 3 3 4 3 3
All modes 1,074 1,060 1,054 1,070 1,067 998 1,014 997 982 972 971 943 942 934 954 975 986 953
Unweighted sample size:
   individuals 14,369 16,685 16,487 16,956 16,648 16,858 16,360 17,299 16,553 15,730 16,670 16,192 16,491 15,525 15,840 14,541 14,150 14,356
   trips ('000s) 279 318 314 324 317 303 295 312 292 273 291 274 280 259 276 256 256 250

Average number of trips (trip rates) by main mode: England, from 2002

Trips per person per year

The results presented in this table are weighted. The base (unweighted sample size) is shown in the table for information.
Weights are applied to adjust for non-response to ensure the characteristics of the achieved sample match the population of Great Britain (1995-2012) or England (2013 onwards) and for the drop off in trip recording in diary data.

Trips per person per year
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Average number of stages travelled by mode: England, from 2002

Mode 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Private:
Walk1 328 334 341 342 350 312 315 327 312 316 310 303 296 300 332 343 347 332
Walks of over a mile 82 85 88 83 83 82 82 80 72 78 75 78 74 76 70 71 70 73
Bicycle 19 17 18 16 18 15 18 17 16 17 18 15 19 18 16 18 18 17
Car / van driver 442 430 425 438 435 413 414 396 405 396 400 384 388 384 393 394 399 384
Car / van passenger 244 236 232 239 231 223 231 223 217 213 217 214 210 208 206 208 212 205
Motorcycle 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 3 3 4 4 3 3 3 3 3 2 2
Other private transport3 9 8 9 9 8 8 9 9 7 7 7 7 6 7 7 6 8 7
Public:
Bus in London 22 21 22 24 23 25 26 26 31 25 23 27 25 26 21 22 21 24
Other local bus 49 50 48 45 49 47 48 48 45 45 44 44 43 44 38 40 36 34
Non-local bus 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 - -
London Underground 14 13 13 13 14 14 15 15 14 13 14 14 15 14 15 15 16 17
Surface Rail 15 16 18 18 18 19 20 18 21 19 21 22 22 21 22 23 24 23
Taxi / minicab 13 13 12 13 12 12 12 11 11 11 12 11 12 11 12 10 12 12
Other public transport4 3 5 3 5 5 4 3 3 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 5 5 4
All modes 1,161 1,147 1,145 1,165 1,168 1,095 1,114 1,098 1,087 1,069 1,074 1,049 1,044 1,041 1,069 1,089 1,100 1,063
Unweighted sample size:
   individuals 14,369 16,685 16,487 16,956 16,648 16,858 16,360 17,299 16,553 15,730 16,670 16,192 16,491 15,525 15,840 14,541 14,150 14,356
   stages ('000s) 300 342 338 351 344 331 322 342 322 299 319 302 308 287 309 287 284 278

Average distance travelled by mode: England, from 2002

Mode 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Private:
Walk1 206 211 215 209 214 201 201 208 193 197 190 195 190 192 198 206 210 205
Walks of over a mile 117 119 120 112 113 111 112 112 104 109 103 110 103 106 95 97 97 100
Bicycle 39 39 41 38 42 43 44 48 44 49 55 49 58 53 53 60 58 54
Car / van driver 3,694 3,692 3,660 3,646 3,657 3,658 3,487 3,280 3,388 3,386 3,305 3,235 3,276 3,266 3,289 3,276 3,253 3,198
Car / van passenger 2,115 2,092 1,993 2,065 1,990 2,003 1,953 1,984 1,836 1,960 1,833 1,865 1,791 1,893 1,790 1,827 1,783 1,812
Motorcycle 36 45 39 38 37 36 39 38 29 37 39 31 30 30 34 36 26 17
Other private transport3 145 152 147 153 110 106 111 141 121 125 93 123 106 98 93 97 108 108
Public:
Bus in London 65 69 69 78 73 78 80 82 94 81 77 82 77 86 61 78 62 73
Other local bus 211 207 194 188 215 215 216 210 201 206 217 200 199 202 179 180 173 158
Non-local bus 61 88 71 81 58 61 52 47 63 51 64 48 50 46 51 58 39 39
London Underground 93 79 79 78 86 82 86 90 84 77 83 83 94 90 97 102 102 109
Surface Rail 436 405 455 479 496 521 505 489 535 498 569 567 540 595 538 558 617 625
Taxi / minicab 58 55 50 59 53 54 53 54 52 55 53 54 56 55 58 55 62 59
Other public transport4 35 77 47 70 77 76 64 48 58 40 29 58 29 52 56 48 37 43
All modes 7,193 7,211 7,060 7,182 7,109 7,133 6,888 6,716 6,698 6,764 6,607 6,592 6,496 6,657 6,499 6,580 6,530 6,500
Unweighted sample size:
   individuals 14,369 16,685 16,487 16,956 16,648 16,858 16,360 17,299 16,553 15,730 16,670 16,192 16,491 15,525 15,840 14,541 14,150 14,356
   stages ('000s) 300 342 338 351 344 331 322 342 322 299 319 302 308 287 309 287 284 278

Average trip length by main mode: England, from 2002

Main mode 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Private:
Walk1 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7
Walks of over a mile 1.5 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.5 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4
Bicycle 2.1 2.3 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.9 2.5 2.9 2.8 2.9 3.1 3.3 3.1 3.0 3.5 3.4 3.3 3.3
Car / van driver 8.4 8.6 8.7 8.4 8.5 8.9 8.5 8.3 8.4 8.6 8.3 8.5 8.5 8.6 8.4 8.4 8.2 8.4
Car / van passenger 8.8 9.0 8.7 8.8 8.7 9.1 8.6 9.0 8.6 9.3 8.6 8.9 8.7 9.3 8.8 8.9 8.6 9.0
Motorcycle 9.4 11.0 11.0 9.8 11.4 10.6 9.7 12.1 9.9 10.2 10.9 10.3 9.2 11.1 11.1 11.2 13.4 8.0
Other private transport3 17.7 19.9 18.0 18.4 15.2 14.1 13.3 16.7 17.1 19.9 13.5 18.0 18.0 15.0 14.8 16.3 14.8 15.3
Public:
Bus in London 3.6 3.8 3.5 3.8 3.7 3.7 3.7 3.6 3.5 3.7 4.0 3.7 3.8 3.9 3.5 4.2 3.7 3.7
Other local bus 4.6 4.4 4.3 4.4 4.7 4.9 4.9 4.7 4.7 4.9 5.3 4.9 5.0 5.0 5.1 4.9 5.3 5.1
Non-local bus 82.2 90.9 95.7 97.0 96.3 67.0 82.0 89.0 107.0 101.8 93.0 99.7 69.3 78.9 91.1 77.6 103.1 86.2
London Underground 8.5 8.3 8.8 8.5 8.7 8.0 7.6 8.2 8.5 8.1 8.3 8.7 8.7 8.8 9.2 9.5 8.9 8.6
Surface Rail 35.8 31.5 29.6 32.7 32.3 32.6 30.4 31.5 30.6 31.5 32.3 30.8 28.5 32.7 28.6 29.3 30.9 32.3
Taxi / minicab 4.4 4.3 4.2 4.8 4.8 4.5 4.5 4.9 4.8 5.1 4.8 5.0 5.0 5.2 5.0 5.6 5.5 5.0
Other public transport4 20.6 27.4 21.7 22.9 24.5 37.0 32.6 25.5 25.4 17.3 11.9 21.5 12.9 19.5 23.1 13.5 10.9 16.2
All modes 6.7 6.8 6.7 6.7 6.7 7.1 6.8 6.7 6.8 7.0 6.8 7.0 6.9 7.1 6.8 6.8 6.6 6.8
Unweighted sample size:
   individuals 14,369 16,685 16,487 16,956 16,648 16,858 16,360 17,299 16,553 15,730 16,670 16,192 16,491 15,525 15,840 14,541 14,150 14,356
   trips ('000s) 279 318 314 324 317 303 295 312 292 273 291 274 280 259 276 256 256 250

Stages per person per year

Miles per person per year

Average trip length (miles)
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Average time spent travelling by main mode: England, from 2002

Main mode 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Private:
Walk1 72 69 72 71 72 66 66 69 63 67 64 64 62 65 66 70 72 70
Walks of over a mile 37 37 38 36 37 36 36 37 34 36 34 37 33 35 32 33 34 34
Bicycle 5 5 5 5 6 5 6 6 6 6 6 6 7 6 6 7 7 6
Car / van driver 149 150 149 151 150 148 143 137 140 136 135 134 137 139 140 140 141 136
Car / van passenger 86 85 83 85 82 82 81 81 77 77 75 77 75 78 75 76 76 75
Motorcycle 1 2 2 2 2 1 2 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 2 1 1
Other private transport3 6 7 6 7 5 5 6 6 5 5 5 6 5 5 4 5 5 5
Public
Bus in London 11 11 11 12 11 13 13 13 15 13 12 13 12 12 10 11 9 11
Other local bus 25 25 24 23 25 24 24 25 24 24 24 24 24 24 21 22 20 19
Non-local bus 2 3 2 3 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1
London Underground 9 8 7 7 8 8 9 9 8 7 8 8 9 8 8 9 9 10
Surface Rail 19 19 22 22 23 24 25 23 26 24 27 27 26 27 27 28 30 29
Taxi / minicab 3 4 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 4 4
Other public transport4 1 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 2
All modes 390 389 388 393 392 384 381 379 373 368 365 368 365 372 367 377 377 370
Unweighted sample size:
   individuals 14,369 16,685 16,487 16,956 16,648 16,858 16,360 17,299 16,553 15,730 16,670 16,192 16,491 15,525 15,840 14,541 14,150 14,356
   trips ('000s) 279 318 314 324 317 303 295 312 292 273 291 274 280 259 276 256 256 250

Average trip time by main mode: England, from 2002

Main mode 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Private:
Walk2 16 15 16 16 16 16 16 17 16 17 16 17 17 18 16 17 16 17
Walks of over a mile 30 29 29 29 30 29 30 31 31 31 30 32 30 31 31 32 32 31
Bicycle 18 20 19 20 19 21 20 23 22 22 23 24 23 22 24 23 23 23
Car / van driver 20 21 21 21 21 22 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 22 22 22 21 22
Car / van passenger 21 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 21 22 22 23 22 22 22 23
Motorcycle 22 25 27 24 28 26 24 27 25 26 28 24 27 27 28 31 31 24
Other private transport4 44 52 46 47 43 43 40 45 43 50 40 50 47 44 40 47 42 40
Public
Bus in London 38 39 37 37 37 38 37 37 37 38 38 38 38 37 36 39 35 37
Other local bus 32 32 32 32 33 33 33 34 34 34 35 35 35 35 36 35 37 36
Non-local bus 175 184 196 191 204 156 177 200 221 222 207 206 157 172 186 158 201 191
London Underground 50 51 50 52 51 50 49 50 55 49 52 51 51 49 51 54 50 50
Surface Rail 84 80 77 82 81 81 80 81 81 83 82 80 75 81 76 79 81 82
Taxi / minicab 17 18 18 19 19 19 18 19 18 19 18 19 19 20 20 21 20 20
Other public transport5 46 47 44 45 47 62 55 55 54 48 43 48 44 49 49 49 46 52
All modes 22 22 22 22 22 23 23 23 23 23 23 23 23 24 23 23 23 23
Unweighted sample size:
   individuals 14,369 16,685 16,487 16,956 16,648 16,858 16,360 17,299 16,553 15,730 16,670 16,192 16,491 15,525 15,840 14,541 14,150 14,356
trips ('000s)6 279 318 314 324 317 303 295 312 292 273 291 274 280 259 276 256 256 250

Total time spent travelling (hours per person per year)

Average trip duration (minutes)

P
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Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan: Walking Route Selection Tool
Walking Route Audit Tool

Audit Categories  2 (Green) 1 (Amber) 0 (Red) Score Comments Actions
1. ATTRACTIVENESS                   
-  maintenance

Footways well maintained, with no 
significant issues noted.

Minor littering. Overgrown vegetation. 
Street furniture falling into minor 
disrepair (for example, peeling paint).

Littering and/or dog mess prevalent. 
Seriously overgrown vegetation, 
including low branches. Street 
furniture falling into major disrepair.

2. ATTRACTIVENESS
- fear of crime

No evidence of vandalism with
appropriate natural surveillance.

Minor vandalism. Lack of active 
frontage and natural surveillance 
(e.g. houses set back or back onto 
street).

Major or prevalent vandalism. 
Evidence of criminal/antisocial
activity. Route is isolated, not subject 
to natural surveillance (including 
where sight lines are inadequate).

3. ATTRACTIVENESS
- traffic noise and pollution

Traffic noise and pollution do not 
affect the attractiveness

Levels of traffic noise and/or pollution 
could be improved

Severe traffic pollution and/or severe 
traffic noise

4. ATTRACTIVENESS
- other

ATTRACTIVENESS 0
5. COMFORT
- condition

Footways level and in good 
condition, with no trip hazards.

Some defects noted, typically isolated 
(such as trenching or patching) or 
minor (such as cracked, but level 
pavers). Defects unlikely to result in 
trips or difficulty for wheelchairs, 
prams etc. Some footway crossovers 
resulting in uneven surface.

Large number of footway crossovers 
resulting in uneven surface, subsided 
or fretted pavement, or significant 
uneven patching or trenching.

6. COMFORT
- footway width

Able to accommodate all users 
without ‘give and take’ between users 
or walking on roads.
Footway widths generally in excess 
of 2m.

Footway widths of between
approximately 1.5m and 2m.
Occasional need for ‘give and take’ 
between users and walking on roads.

Footway widths of less than 1.5m (i.e. 
standard wheelchair width). Limited 
footway width requires users to ‘give 
and take’ frequently, walk on roads 
and/or results in crowding/delay.

7. COMFORT
- width on staggered 
crossings/
pedestrian islands/refuges

Able to accommodate all users 
without ‘give and take’ between users 
or walking on roads. Widths generally 
in excess of 2m to accommodate 
wheel-chair users.

Widths of between approximately 
1.5m and 2m. Occasional need for 
‘give and take’ between users and 
walking on roads.

Widths of less than 1.5m (i.e. 
standard wheelchair width). Limited 
width requires users to ‘give and 
take’ frequently, walk on roads and/or 
results in crowding/delay.

8. COMFORT
- footway parking

No instances of vehicles parking on 
footways noted. Clearance widths 
generally in excess of 2m between 
permanent obstructions.

Clearance widths between
approximately 1.5m and 2m.
Occasional need for ‘give and take’ 
between users and walking on roads 
due to footway parking.
Footway parking causes some
deviation from desire lines.

Clearance widths less than 1.5m. 
Footway parking requires users to 
‘give and take’ frequently, walk on 
roads and/or results in 
crowding/delay. Footway parking 
causes significant deviation from 
desire lines.

9. COMFORT
- gradient

There are no slopes on footway. Slopes exist but gradients do not 
exceed 8 per cent (1 in 12).

Gradients exceed 8 per cent (1 in 12).

10.COMFORT
- other

COMFORT 0
11.DIRECTNESS
- footway provision

Footways are provided to cater for 
pedestrian desire lines (e.g. adjacent 
to road).

Footway provision could be improved 
to better cater for pedestrian desire 
lines.

Footways are not provided to cater for 
pedestrian desire lines.

12.DIRECTNESS
- location of crossings in 
relation to desire lines

Crossings follow desire lines. Crossings partially diverting 
pedestrians away from desire lines.

Crossings deviate significantly from 
desire lines.

13.DIRECTNESS
- gaps in traffic (where no 
controlled crossings 
present or if likely to cross 
outside of controlled 
crossing)

Crossing of road easy, direct, and 
comfortable and without delay (< 5s 
average).

Crossing of road direct, but 
associated with some delay (up to 
15s average).

Crossing of road associated indirect, 
or associated with significant delay 
(>15s average).

14.DIRECTNESS
- impact of controlled 
crossings on journey time

Crossings are single phase 
pelican/puffin or zebra crossings.

Crossings are staggered but do not 
add significantly to journey time. 
Unlikely to wait >5s in pedestrian 
island.

Staggered crossings add significantly 
to journey time. Likely to wait >10s in 
pedestrian island.

15. DIRECTNESS
- green man time

Green man time is of sufficient length 
to cross comfortably.

Pedestrians would benefit from 
extended green man time but current 
time unlikely to deter users.

Green man time would not give 
vulnerable users sufficient time to 
cross comfortably.

16.DIRECTNESS
- other

DIRECTNESS 0
17.SAFETY
- traffic volume

Traffic volume low, or pedestrians 
can keep distance from moderate 
traffic volumes.

Traffic volume moderate and 
pedestrians in close proximity.

High traffic volume, with pedestrians 
unable to keep their distance from 
traffic.

18.SAFETY
- traffic speed

Traffic speeds low, or pedestrians 
can keep distance from moderate 
traffic speeds.

Traffic speeds moderate and 
pedestrians in close proximity.

High traffic speeds, with pedestrians 
unable to keep their distance from 
traffic.

19.SAFETY
- visibility

Good visibility for all users. Visibility could be somewhat 
improved but unlikely to result in 
collisions.

Poor visibility, likely to result in 
collisions.

SAFETY 0
20. COHERENCE
- dropped kerbs and tactile 
paving

Adequate dropped kerb and tactile 
paving provision.

Dropped kerbs and tactile paving 
provided, albeit not to current 
standards.

Dropped kerbs and tactile paving 
absent or incorrect.

COHERENCE 0
0

ROUTE SUMMARY

Route Name
Length

Name of Assessor(s)
Date of Assessment

Performance Scores
0
0
0
0
0
0

Comments

Actions

Attractiveness 
Comfort

Criterion

Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include:
- Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient;
- Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. refuse sacks).
- Excessive use of guardrail or bollards

Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include:
- Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians (e.g. driveway gates opened into footway);
- Barriers/gates restricting access; and
- Bus shelters restricting clearance width.
- Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding issues/slippery surfaces

Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include:
- Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated;
- Steps restricting access for all users;
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users.

Total Score

Directness
Safety
Coherence
Total 
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1. Policy / Approach 
1.1. Hampshire County Council’s (HCC) stock of apparatus is maintained on a 

PFI contract running from 2010 to 2035. The PFI’s Operating Sub-
Contractor is SSE Enterprise Lighting Services (SSE). 

1.2. Hampshire County Council has no discretion for relaxation of the Accrual 
Required Standards of the PFI Output Specification. 

1.3. This Technical Guidance Note 13 summarises the Development Standard 
and ensures compliance with the Accrual Required Standards. 

1.4. Commuted Sums will apply to any non-standard apparatus.  Specification 
details of all such apparatus must be agreed in consultation with 
Hampshire County Council’s Street Lighting Section prior to installation. 

1.5. For further guidance on policy & practice on street lighting in Hampshire 
see the Street Lighting Maintenance Management Plan (SLMMP). 
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2. Definitions and Abbreviations 

Accrued 
 

When applied to any item of Apparatus, Apparatus 
which has become the responsibility of the Hampshire 
County Council under the terms of it’s PFI Street 
Lighting Maintenance Contract. 

Apparatus Street lighting and off-highway lighting installations and 
materials which, for the avoidance of doubt and without 
limitations includes:- lighting points, lighting columns, 
posts, straight posts (only to the extent used as an 
additional support for an illuminated traffic sign) 
together with their respective attachments, luminaires, 
lanterns, shields, control gear, control devices, 
switches, relays, meters, illuminated traffic signs, 
subway lighting, illuminated traffic bollards, Belisha 
beacons, variable message signs, illuminated 
pedestrian refuge beacons, school crossing patrol 
warning lights, flood lighting of monuments and 
buildings, surface car park lighting systems, wall 
mounted connection boxes, conduits, surface mounted 
wiring/cabling, feeder pillars, Authority owned Private 
Cable Networks and all associated components. 

Authority 
Attachment(s) 
 

Any Authority owned street or traffic signs or sign plate 
or notices or other equipment and items authorised by 
the Authority to be attached to Apparatus including 
(and in the case of illuminated items only) to other 
structures. 

De-Accrued When applied to any item of Apparatus, Apparatus 
which is no longer  the responsibility of the Hampshire 
County Council  under the terms of it’s PFI Street 
Lighting Maintenance Contract. 

DNO 
 

(a) a distribution network operator and/or 

(b) an independent distribution network operator 
within the meaning of Part 1 of the Electricity Act 1989 
as amended by the Utilities Act 2000. 

Excusing 
Cause 

Any event whereby equipment can be temporarily 
suspended from Hampshire County Council’s PFI 
Street Lighting Maintenance Contract. 
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3. Technical Requirements – Planning & Design 
3.1. Planning of Developments 
3.1.1 Developers and their Consultants need to consider street lighting at the 

earliest opportunity and should consider: 
a) Sustainability. Public realm lighting must minimise CO2 emissions and 

future maintenance costs. Efficient lighting is not incompatible with a 
pleasing street scene. Incorporating advice early in the planning of any 
development will enable the achieving of correct lighting levels whilst 
minimising the proliferation of structures. 

b) Design Codes. Development Design Codes should incorporate a site-
specific lighting design brief issued by the Highway Authority. All 
design briefs will be based on the advice contained in this TG13 
document. HCC’s Street Lighting Section is responsible for specifying 
lighting classes for every street, and should be consulted early in the 
process so that detailed advice can be incorporated in the design.  

c) Street Layout. If footpaths & cycle paths are routed separately from 
the road then they may require separate systems of lighting, with 
attendant increased energy & CO2 emissions; such layouts may also 
diminish ‘natural/passive’ surveillance which is discouraged by Manual 
for Streets (MfS). 

d) Highway Trees. Integration of street lighting, tree planting & 
landscaping; these aspects should be developed harmoniously by 
Developers, their Design Consultants, Local Planning Authorities and 
the Highway Authority. The height & spread of some trees may conflict 
with efficient lighting solutions. Combined arboriculture and lighting 
advice should be obtained at an early stage from the Highway 
Authority before tree positions are agreed [see Section 3.18]. 

e) Ecology & Lighting. Advice on the mitigation of lighting and its 
ecological impacts is included herein and should be incorporated in 
development planning briefs [see Section 3.19]. 

f) Non-standard apparatus. Any departure from standard materials will 
require specific approval by the HCC’s Street Lighting Section as part 
of the design approval process. Non-standard apparatus will always 
incur commuted sum charges and some may not be permitted within 
the Highway [see Section 3.20]. 

 

3.2. BS5489 & BS EN13201 
3.2.1 Lighting designs should be based on the advice given in the current BS 

5489-1 Code of Practice for the Design of Road Lighting (Part 1: Lighting 
of Roads and Public Amenity Areas) and the associated current BS EN 
13201 Standards. 

3.2.2 HCC’s Street Lighting Section will specify target lighting classes for each 
site – to obtain a site-specific design brief (see Section 4.2). 
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Design to Method 
Statement 2 is not 
acceptable for S278 
or changes to the 
existing highway 

A Hazard Elimination & 
Management List must be 
submitted with all detailed 
lighting designs. 

3.3. Institution of Lighting Professionals (ILP) Guidance  

3.3.1 Designs are to take guidance from the Institution of Lighting Professionals’ 
(ILP) technical reports, professional lighting guides and guidance notes. 

 

3.4. Environmental Zones and Light Intrusion  

3.4.1 Developments should be categorized by Environmental Zones in 
accordance with ILP Guidance Note for the Reduction of Obtrusive Light. 

3.4.2 Light intrusion (e.g. into windows) is to be avoided and any apparent 
issues are to be monitored by the Developer in accordance with ILP 
Guidance Note for the Reduction of Obtrusive Light.  Lighting designers 
should produce vertical illuminance calculations where appropriate. 

 

3.5. Construction, Design & Management Regulations (CDM) 

3.5.1 Lighting design must be carried out by appropriately qualified competent 
persons in accordance with current CDM regulations. See ILP guidance 
on competencies. 

3.5.2 A clear note must be appended to the street lighting layout drawings 
detailing which of the Highway Electrical Design Procedures was used by 
the designer – see the HEA Guidance Note “CDM 2015 Regulations / 
Applicability to Highway Lighting Design. 

3.5.3 If a site involves changes to the existing highway network a solely desktop 
indicative lighting design is not acceptable. If the lighting designer uses 
Design Method Statement 2 then the Principal Designer will need to 
produce a Hazard Elimination & Management List (HEML) for inclusion 

with the detailed design 
submission. Design to Method 
Statement 2 is not acceptable 
for S278 or changes to the 
existing highway.  

 

 

3.6. Hazard Elimination & Management List (HEML) 

3.6.1 As defined within current CDM regulations, all risks at construction, 
maintenance, decommissioning & replacement must be assessed as an 
integral part of the design process. Guidance on risk assessment and the 
use of risk matrices is provided by the Health & Safety Executive. Hazards 
may include, but not be limited to, highway features and users, 
underground services, overhead 
power & telecoms, fuel pipelines, 
mobile phone masts, waterways, 
aerodromes, rail infrastructure, etc. 
An HEML that considers all relevant 
factors must be submitted with all 
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detailed lighting designs.  
 

3.7. HSG47 
3.7.1 To ensure that designs are viable the Developer should ensure that 

underground service locations are identified to the Designer and that 
designs are based on up-to-date information. Designers are to “design-
out” risks where practicable and to ensure that any significant residual 
hazards are documented and noted on layout drawings - ref HSG47 
Avoiding Danger from Underground Services. 

 
3.8. G39/1 
3.8.1 Designers are to ensure compliance with relevant clearances & processes 

as detailed in G39/1 Model Code of Practice Covering Electrical Safety in 
Planning, Installation, Commissioning & Maintenance of Public Lighting 
and Other Street Furniture. 
 

3.9. General Approach to Lighting Design 
3.9.1 New designs need to be prepared in sympathy with the local environment. 

a) Site-specific design brief – designs should be based on a site-specific 
design brief issued by HCC’s Street Lighting Section - contact 
hsl@hants.gov.uk . 

b) New sites (e.g. S38) - these designs may be derived from solely desk-
top activity. 

c) Existing roads (e.g. S278) – where a site involves changes to the 
existing highway network a solely desktop indicative lighting design is 
not acceptable. 

d) Tying-in with existing highway lighting - the lighting design calculations 
should demonstrate compliance and consistency in the transition area 
from the old lighting to the new lighting.      

e) Efficacy of design – designers need to show that the optics chosen 
have the optimal distribution pattern and flux for the predominant road 
geometry, to light the target area with efficacy in mind, and to minimise 
unwanted spill light. 

f) ‘Legacy’ lighting - if proposals abut existing road lighting, designers 
may need to include the contribution of existing ‘legacy’ lights in their 
design calculations. Where subsidiary ‘P’ lighting classes are specified 
then S:P factors will need to be properly applied. If the CCT of existing 
light sources differ from the new LED luminaires then existing lanterns 
whose contribution is included in your calculations may need to be 
replaced by new LED luminaires (see ILP Guidance Note 6/17 
Retrofitting LED Luminaires on Existing Lighting Columns). 

g) Viability of design – designers should make every effort to ensure that 
designs are viable for construction. For example, with works on 
existing roads the availability of DNO LV mains supply cables for 
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proposed columns should be ascertained along with the identification 
of hazards and obstructions (utilities, services, trees, etc.). The digging 
of trial holes in advance of the works, to help inform the design and 
ensure buildability, may be appropriate. 

h) Street clutter – proliferation of street clutter is undesirable.  Where 
possible sign plates may be located on appropriately positioned 
lighting columns.  However, the designer MUST check that columns 

are designed to 
accommodate the loading 
from the additional weight 
& windage of any Authority 
Attachments AND that 
residual capacity for 
additional 0.3m2 signage 
remains. For sign fixing 
methods see Section 3.26 

 

3.10. Column Height Constraints 
3.10.1 Column heights should be considerate of the scale of the street scene 

whilst allowing energy-efficient design. Column height and luminaire tilt 
angles are constrained by the road type and environmental context – this 
table is a guide; HCC’s Street Lighting Section will advise on each site-
specific design brief. 

Road type 
Maximum height by 

environmental zone (1) 

Maximum luminaire 

tilt (2) 

Strategic route “A” class, 

dual carriageways 

10m (zones E1/E2) 

12m (zones E3/E4) 

0o (zones E1/E2)    

5o (zones E3/E4) 

Main distributor other “A” 

class 

10m (zones E1/E2) 0o (zones E1/E2)    

5o (zones E3/E4) 

Secondary distributor  8m (zones E1/E2) 0o (zones E1/E2) 

“B” & “C” class 10m (zones E3/E4) 5o (zones E3/E4) 

Road linking main roads  6m (zones E1/E2) 0o (zones E1/E2) 

 & secondary roads 8m (zones E3/E4) 5o (zones E3/E4) 

Subsidiary roads 6m (zones E1/E2) 0o (zones E1/E2) 

high traffic flow 8m (zones E3/E4) 5o (zones E3/E4) 

Subsidiary roads 6m 0o (zones E1/E2) 

normal or low traffic flow  5o (zones E3/E4) 

When positioning 
sign plates on 
lighting columns the 
Designer MUST check 
the column loading 
and residual capacity  
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Road type 
Maximum height by 

environmental zone (1) 

Maximum luminaire 

tilt (2) 

Footpaths, Cycle paths 6m 0o (zones E1/E2) 

  5o (zones E3/E4) 

City/Town Centre (zone E4) 10m 5o  

Village Centre  8m (zone E3) 

6m (zone E1/E2) 

5o (zone E3) 

0o (zone E1/E2) 

1. The Environmental Zones are defined in ILP ‘Guidance note for the reduction 
of obtrusive light’ 

2. Tilt angles are only a guide and optimal tilt to avoid upward light may vary 
between lanterns – see manufacturers’  luminaire polar curves/Cartesian 
diagrams 

Table 1:  Column Height & Luminaire Tilt Constraints 

 

3.11. Lighting Layout Drawing  

3.11.1 See the Street Lighting Section on the Technical Guidance web page 
(https://www.hants.gov.uk/transport/developers/technical-guidance) for an 
example lighting drawing showing typical information to be included. 

3.11.2 Design drawings are to be supplied at scale 1:500 & maximum size A1 – 
and are to include: 

a) Statement of the design procedure used (see Section 3.5 above) 

b) Summary of target lighting class(es).  

c) Boundary showing adoptable area & any easements required. 

d) Tree planting layout. 

e) Vehicular crossovers & driveways. 

f) Significant residual hazards. 

g) Clearance from columns to hazards to be highlighted where useful 

h) Environmental constraints relevant to lighting. 

i) Positions of highway electrical apparatus with lantern aiming. 

j) Key/legend – including materials specification with quantities. For each 
LED lantern these attributes need to be identified: luminaire body, 
CCT, optic, flux output, system wattage. Non-standard columns will 
require accompanying detail drawings. 

k) Existing & new unit ID numbers. 

l) A schedule of illuminated apparatus, summarising clearance from 
kerbs, supply cable service type. 
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m) Where ‘private’ (non-DNO/IDNO) cable systems are to be used all 
cable & duct routes are to be shown, along with schematic circuit 
diagrams (supporting calculations will also be required). 

n) Private lighting installed on housing developments in areas adjacent to 
highway lighting is to be indicated along with note of the responsible 
maintenance management companies 

3.11.3 As-built drawings should include a summary schedule of revisions. 

  
3.12. Maintenance Factors (new equipment) 
3.12.1 Overall maintenance factors are derived from BS5489 methodology. For 

an HCC PFI-approved IP65 luminaire, such as Philips Luma, the overall 
maintenance factor is derived thus: 

a) 48 month cleaning cycle = 0.94 (no allowance for <6m in E3/4 zones) 

b) LED lumen maintenance at 25 years = 0.90 

c) “lamp” survival factor (from failure fraction) = 0.99 

d) Overall maintenance factor = 0.85 

 

3.13. Maintenance Factors (‘legacy’ luminaires) 
3.13.1 If the contribution from existing ‘legacy’ luminaires is to be included within 

design calculations the following maintenance factors apply (existing optic 
settings used at specific sites will need to be obtained from HCC):  

a)  WRTL Libra 24w, 36w & 55w PLL = 0.85 
b)  WRTL Arc 45w & 60w CPO = 0.82; 90w CPO = 0.79 
c)  Philips SGS253/254 100w & 150w SONT = 0.88 

 

3.14. Lighting Design Calculations  

3.14.1 These should be from Lighting Reality with file names that clearly describe 
the location and should include: 

a) ‘User notes/title page notes’ – these should describe the target lighting 
class, include a commentary on the design constraints; explain any 
deviations from design standards (if necessary a separate ‘designer 
narrative’ document may be produced) 

b) ‘Roadway’ calculations – are required to demonstrate compliance, 
determine optimal spacing & to optimal optic choice for the site’s 
predominant road geometries; the original RTMR files are required.  

c) ‘Outdoor’ calculations – are also required for illuminance of irregular 
areas; multiple calculation grids should be provided, with grids 
confined to relevant discrete areas to minimise any distorting effects 
on average illuminance values. Luminaires should generally be aimed 
perpendicular to the adjacent kerb or road centre line. To demonstrate 
the correlation of design calculations & column positions the lighting 
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layout drawing with relevant topographic information is to be used as 
the base drawing within Lighting Reality [e.g. when the lighting 
calculations have been completed the subsequent layout drawing 
should be re-imported into the RTMA file]. 

d) PDF & ‘read-only’ files (if supplied additionally as a record) should 
exclude greyscale, points and unnecessary isolux contour lines. 
Masks should not be hidden and the results should be displayed. 

 

3.15. Design dimming / Variable Light Output 
3.15.1 Design work should achieve the target lighting classes (as specified in the 

site-specific design brief) without recourse to arbitrary dimming of any 
luminaire flux values on the lighting design calculations. Any requirements 
for non-standard or reduced driver current to achieve optimal flux values 
should be discussed with HCC’s Street Lighting Section. 

 

3.16. Conflict Areas, crossings, traffic calming, cycleways 
3.16.1 HCC’s Street Lighting Section’s approach to the guidance in ILP document 

PLG02 – Application of Conflict Areas is that context is paramount, with 
each site to be assessed on a case-by-case basis. A conflict area may be 
limited to the actual conflict and its immediate surroundings: 

a) Roundabouts or complex junctions - the design may be deconstructed 
into multiple calculation grids, with each conflict area limited to include 
the area of conflict ahead of the driver and the adjacent area where a 
conflicting body might approach from. 

b) Zebra crossings – supplementary lighting should generally be 
provided to give positive contrast of pedestrians on the crossing as 
delineated in ILP document TR12 Lighting of pedestrian crossings. 
See also HCC standard detail drawing HCC10/L/155. 

c) Signalised crossings are generally not considered to be in need of 
additional lighting if the existing road lighting is of an appropriate 
standard. Where crossings are situated within larger conflict areas 
designers should create an additional calculation grid in order to 
ensure that average illuminance levels at the crossing ‘carpet’ are not 
lower than the approaches.  

d) Uncontrolled/Informal crossings – for example new refuge islands – 
designers should create an additional calculation grid in order to 
ensure that average illuminance levels at the crossing ‘carpet’ are not 
lower than the approaches; it may be desirable to light these with 
some element of positive contrast through the standard road lighting, 
with columns placed equidistant from and in advance of the island (as 
viewed by the driver).  

e) Traffic calming – guidance on the lighting of traffic calming features is 
outlined in ILP document TR25 Lighting for traffic calming features. 
(see also TG11 - Traffic Calming) 
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f) Cycleways & shared surface paths – guidance on the lighting of 
shared surface cycleways is outlined in ILP document TR23 Lighting 
of cycle tracks. Designers should assess cycleways as routes and 
should aim for good uniformity (≥0.25); establishing adjacent visibility 
zones may not always be practicable. (see also TG10 - Footways, 
Cycleways, Shared Surfaces)  

 

3.17. Column Positioning & Clearances 
3.17.1 Apparatus positioning should be in accordance with good industry practice 

to avoid restricting pedestrian movement whilst ensuring the lighting unit 
can be safely maintained. 

a) Apparatus is to be sited within the highway – easements will be 
required where equipment is sited in private land (easement size 
suggested as minimum 1.0m radius of the column and connected to 
the highway). 

b) Clearance from carriageway – are to be not less than the minimum 
defined in Table 2. Greater clearances may be desirable. All 
clearances are to be itemised on detailed design layout drawings. 

Speed Limit (mph)1 Minimum horizontal clearance2 

20 0.8m 

30 0.8m 

40 1.0m 

50 1.0m 

60 1.5m 

70 1.5m 

1 - Table derived from BS5489-1:2013, 4.3.3.3 – Table 2 (please note that this 
TG13 table refers to “speed limit” not “design speed”) 

2 - Clearance is subject to other factors, e.g. passive safety risk assessment 

Table 2:  Horizontal Clearances 

c) Footways – columns should generally be sited at the rear of the 
footway.  

d) Verges – where verges are provided between carriageway and 
footway then columns may be sited in the verge, provided that 
minimum horizontal clearances are maintained (as Table 2) 

e) Clearance from crossovers/driveways – minimum lateral clearance of 
0.8m to the path of any vehicle crossover should be maintained. 

f) Kerbs <100mm - where footways are delineated by kerbs with 25mm 
upstand then columns should not be planted in such footways unless 
they are adjacent to permanent solid features behind (eg adjacent 
wall). 
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g) Shared surfaces - residential roads with shared surface arrangements 
will require careful consideration of column positions; there is currently 
no framework whereby HCC can adopt columns that are not protected 
by conventional kerb upstand and clearance from carriageway. 

h) Clearance from buildings – such clearance as necessary to avoid 
disturbance to foundations or structures. 

i) Hazards – columns are to be positioned to avoid conflict with hazards 
and to allow safe maintenance; working widths for barriers and road 
restraint systems should be noted. 

j) Door alignment – column doors should be ‘downstream’ from adjacent 
traffic flow (such that opening a door requires a person to face the 
oncoming traffic) 

k) Boundaries - ideally columns are to be sited on property boundaries. 

l) Trees – clearance to trees must be maintained (see Section 3.18). 

m) Sightlines – sightlines from vehicular access/gateways should not be 
blocked or obscured. 

n) Footpaths – raise & lower columns are to be used where access via 
MEWP cannot be guaranteed and to be positioned so that apparatus 
can be safely maintained in the future. 

o) Cyclepaths – columns should be set back a minimum 0.3m clear of 
cyclepaths such that they do not obstruct overhanging handlebars.  

p) Wall-mounted lanterns may be considered. Minimum vertical 
clearances above highway must be maintained. On new 
developments wall-mounted apparatus requires a Deed of Dedication, 
not a Wayleave Agreement. 

 

3.18. Highway Trees & Lighting 
3.18.1 At an early stage of development planning there should be detailed 

integration of tree planting layouts and lighting designs; the potential for 
foliage ‘blocking’ light distribution should be considered when deciding 
what species to plant.  

a) Energy efficacy of lighting requires that optimal design spacings are 
achieved and the development of planting plans should be 
coordinated with lighting design. 

b) Horizontal clearance - maximum growth of a tree canopy should be 
>5m from any lantern. 

c) Vertical clearance - in some cases (e.g. with mature trees) it may be 
possible to locate columns beneath the tree canopy provided that 
≥1.6m clearance is kept above the lantern. 

d) Base compartments and their access doors should not be encroached 
upon by undergrowth restricting maintenance access. 
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3.18.2 See standard detail drawing HCC10/L/170 for details of required 
clearances.  All standard detail drawings are available at 
https://www.hants.gov.uk/transport/developers/standard-details 
 

3.18.3 For further guidance regarding trees, see TG15 – Trees, Landscape and 
Ecology. 

 
3.19. Ecology & Lighting 
3.19.1 Lighting design of any previously unlit area must consider ecological 

impacts. Lighting proposals should avoid or minimise the potential for 
impacts on existing or created habitats. 

3.19.2 The ILP have resources that assist in ensuring best-practice and HCC’s 
Street Lighting Section can advise. Lighting designers shall summarise 
their decisions in relation to significant environmental constraints and in 
response to Environmental Impact Assessments.  

3.19.3 Lighting designers should choose apparatus that has the optimal light 
distribution pattern for the road geometry, thus to illuminate only the target 
area and minimising unwanted spill light in accordance with the ILP 
Guidance Note for the Reduction of Obtrusive Light. 

3.19.4 Detailed design drawings should show environmental constraints relevant 
to lighting (e.g. hedgerows frequented by bats); where constraints apply 
the detailed design drawings should show appropriate isolux contour lines 
(suggested 1.0 lux & 0.2 lux) to demonstrate the extent of spill light. 

3.19.5 It may be possible to mitigate lighting impacts, in consultation with HCC’s 
Street Lighting Section, through other measures such as: 

a) Lantern tilt may be adjusted (the optimal tilt to minimise spill light 
depends on the optical control characteristics of particular lanterns); 

b) Louvres may be specified; 

c) Light sources may be altered to different colour temperature and 
spectral distribution; 

d) Reducing the mounting height of lanterns sited near environmentally 
sensitive areas;  

e) Reducing target light levels in sensitive areas; where a development 
abuts open country (i.e. where two environmental zones meet) a 
boundary zone (c.15m) within the development may be considered to 
belong to the darker environmental zone and therefore within that strip 
the specification of target light levels, lantern tilt, light source and 
lighting times may differ from the rest of the site; 

f) Excluding lighting from areas separated from the road network, from 
areas at site periphery or from private communal areas; 

g) Positioning lights sensitively – eg by avoiding positions at intersecting 
hedges, bat flight paths etc 
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3.20. Non-Standard Apparatus & Commuted Sums 
3.20.1 In conservation areas non-standard apparatus may be deemed to be 

appropriate by local planning authorities. Departure from standard 
materials will require the specific technical approval by the HCC’s Street 
Lighting Section. Non-standard apparatus may incur commuted sum 
charges. It should be noted that non-standard “heritage” lighting may be 
less energy-efficient and may have inferior optics & light control than 
standard equipment. 

3.20.2 Power supplies should be provided via mains DNO or IDNO networks; 
with few exceptions private cable networks are considered to be non-
standard and will incur commuted sum charges (see Section 3.21)  

 

3.21. Power Supply 
3.21.1 The Developer is to procure unmetered low voltage electricity supplies for 

all apparatus (single-phase 230v earthed mains power supply) DNO - by 
preference the supply should be from the local/host DNO. Scottish & 
Southern Energy is the Distribution Network Operator within 
Hampshire. Developers are advised to allow sufficient time for liaison 
with the DNO in advance of works (email: connections@sse.com ). 

b) IDNO – some developments are served by an electricity supply cable 
network that is owned by an IDNO (Independent DNO). In this case 
HCC must be advised of the identity of the IDNO.   

c) Private cable networks – may be specified where mains supply cables 
cannot be provided – e.g. for apparatus such as illuminated signs sited 
on traffic islands (see Section 3.31) or for passively safe apparatus 
(see Section 3.30). Supporting calculations should be provided. 
Private cable networks proposed in other circumstances will be likely 
to incur commuted sum charges (see Section 3.20). 

3.21.2 In order to commission lighting units developers will first need to sign an 
Unmetered Connection Agreement (UmCA) with the host DNO (SSE) & 
sign-up with an electricity supplier – for more information see 
https://www.ssen.co.uk/ConnectionsYouHaveaChoice/ and also 
https://www.ssen.co.uk/UnmeteredConnectionsFlowchart/ 

 

3.22. Electrical Test Data 

3.22.1 The Developer shall carry out electrical testing of apparatus in accordance 
with the requirements of the current edition of BS 7671 (the IEE Wiring 
Regulations) which identifies the electrical testing required, suitable Test 
Certificate format for recording results & standard methods of testing. 

3.22.2 Notwithstanding the requirements of BS 7671, the test certificate for each 
lighting unit must be no more than 12 months old at the time of the 
initial pre-accrual inspection request.  
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3.22.3 All test results are to be recorded and presented to the Highway Authority 
before accrual. 

a) BS 7671 tests for apparatus shall include: 

 Continuity of protective conductors including main and 
supplementary equipotential bonding.  

 Insulation resistance at a test voltage of 500V to be not less than 
1.0 MΩ. 

 Insulation resistance at a test voltage of 500V to be not less than 
6.0 MΩ. 

 Insulation of the site-built assemblies. 

 Polarity, including the continuity of circuit conductors. 

 Earth fault loop impedance at every fuse junction unit. 

 Operation of residual current devices where necessary. 

b) BS 7671 tests for private cable networks shall additionally include: 

 Cable Sheath Insulation Test. 

 Earth electrode Resistance. 

3.22.4 Electrical test certificates should be referenced against a named As-Built 
drawing and the column/sign numbers should correlate. 

 

3.23. Passive Safety Risk Assessment 
3.23.1 For guidance on passive safety classifications and electrical safety 

standards Lighting Designers should use ILP TR30 ‘Guidance on the 
Implementation of Passively Safe Lighting Columns and Signposts’. 
Apparatus is to be selected in accordance ‘Step 19’ of the ‘Passive Safety 
Flowchart’ in TR30 and in accordance with the requirements of BS EN 
12767:2007 - Table NA1. (See also Section 3.30 of this TG13). 

3.23.2 For risk assessment Lighting Designers should not always use the 
“Passive Safety Flowchart” from ILP TR30 (nb: TR30 is not intended to 
provide the definitive answer to every scenario on local authority roads). 

3.23.3 For risk assessment of the need for protection of roadside features (and 
whether passively safe lighting equipment might be appropriate) HCC 
uses the UK Roads Liaison Group (UKRLG) document “Provision of Road 
Restraint Systems on Local Authority Roads” – this uses speed limit and 
traffic flow criteria to determine which risk assessment method to use. 

  

Test certificates must 
not be more than 12 
months old at the time 
of pre-accrual 
inspection.  
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Traffic Flow 

(AADT) 

Speed Limit 

(MPH) 

Guidance to 

use 

Risk assessment method 

>5000 ≥50 TD19  RRRAP / TR30 flowchart 

>5000 <50 UKRLG Relevant UKRLG method (A,B,C as 

appropriate) 

 

<5000 ≥50 UKRLG 

<5000 <50 UKRLG 

Table 3:  Applicable methods for determining when a RRS is required 
(table derived from UKRLG) 

 

See also: TG14 “Road Restraint Systems and Passive Street Furniture” 
for further guidance. 

 
 

3.23.4 For Highway improvement schemes, S38 & S278 schemes  – eg where 
lighting is one of many design disciplines involved - the Principal Designer 
will undertake appropriate risk assessment for the whole scheme. The 
Lighting Designer’s role is to develop designs iteratively with the guidance 
of the Principal Designer who will co-ordinate all design disciplines. 

3.23.5 For street lighting-only schemes on existing roads – eg where the 
Lighting Designer is the Principal Designer – risk assessment should be 
as follows: 

a. Where criteria indicate that TD19 applies - Lighting Designers may 
use the TR30 flowchart 

b. Where criteria show the URRLG framework applies - use ‘Method A 
– Accident Assessment’ from the UKRLG document. If the KSI return 
is above the value described in Table 3.1 of the UKRLG document 
then the designer may consider changes to the existing configuration 
so that columns/signs are not placed in areas with a high risk of 
strike. 

c. Other evidence for run-off accidents may also be considered – 
including site survey and examination of maintenance records for 
data of historic RTC damage to assets. 

d. the Lighting Designer’s risk assessment should list the appraisal 
factors considered and assumptions made and should include a 
narrative of decisions taken. 

see Link to HCC Safety Engineering for accident data request webform. 
 
 

3.23.6 In summary, the design approach should be: 

a. apparatus is not to be placed in areas with a high risk of strike; 

b. apparatus at high risk of strike that cannot be protected by a road 
restraint system (RRS) - or where it is advantageous - may be 
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specified as passively safe type (provided this does not create an 
additional hazard). 

3.24. Switching & Mayflower Remote Monitoring System 
3.24.1 New lighting will need to be fitted with nodes to enable their correct 

switching remotely. HCC specification requirements: 

a) Before accrual, all lanterns are to be commissioned with Mayflower 
CMS nodes which allow individual street lights to be monitored and 
switched and for light output to be dynamically controlled. 

b) Individual Mayflower CMS nodes fit into a patented 6-pin socket 
(S6000) built into each road lighting lantern. For some specialist 
lanterns (e.g. subway lighting units) internal nodes are fitted inside the 
lantern. For illuminated sign lights internal nodes are fitted inside the 
lantern. 

c) Each individual lighting scheme incorporates at least one Sub-Master 
unit to link with the back-office central control system. The Sub-Master 
Unit (which also fits into the 6-pin S6000 socket) should be fitted to a 
lantern which is in close proximity to the population of nodes that it 
controls. Once energised the Sub-Master will control any energised 
individual node on nearby lanterns. 

d) If required Mayflower can advise on the optimum location for the Sub-
Master unit. 

e) The 6-pin S6000 socket can accommodate a standard NEMA-type 
photo-cell, which could be fitted temporarily, allowing installation of the 
Nodes & Sub-Master at a later date (pre-Accrual); any conventional 
photo-cells fitted temporarily should be set to switch on at 35 lux & to 
switch off at 18 lux. 

f) Each Sub-Master and Node is identified by a unique sixteen digit 
barcode number. Mayflower provides barcode stickers with the 
apparatus: one sticker is to be mounted in the base of each column 
(suggested that the top of the supply cut-out should be wiped clean 
and the sticker affixed) and one sticker on a plan/column installation 
sheet which the Developer must present to Hampshire County Council 
prior to Accrual. 

3.24.2 For further details please contact:  Mayflower Complete Lighting Control, 
Solent Park, Walton Road, Portsmouth, Hampshire PO6 1UJ. Email: 
enquiries@mayflowercontrol.com  -  tel: 0345 076 7664 

 

3.25. Standard Detail Drawings  
3.25.1 Details of all current HCC standard detail drawings can be found at:  

https://www.hants.gov.uk/transport/developers/standard-details 
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3.26. Materials – Lighting Columns 
3.26.1 HCC specification for lighting columns is as follows (n.b. for passively safe 

column requirements see Section 3.30): 

a) See HCC standard detail drawings HCC10/L/015, 045 etc. 

b) Columns are to be manufactured in accordance with BS EN 40 & 

PD6547, and with a design life of 50 years. 

c) Columns shall be tubular steel hot-dip galvanised with planted root 

(see also 3.26.1.o).  

d) Columns will be “post-top” style; outreach brackets may only be 

specified in agreement with HCC’s Street Lighting Section. 

e) Column corrosion protection: root protection internal/external to be 

two-pack extended cure MIO; finish to be two-pack polysiloxane, 

(colour as specified). 

f) Column painting to be factory-finish. Finish colour to be “Lovat” green - 

BS4800 12 B 21 - unless otherwise specified. In some areas the use 

of “black” BS4800 00 E 53 columns may be specified by HCC. 

Columns and lanterns must colour-match. 

g) Standard columns shall be designed to be capable of accepting the 

loads indicated in this table (if greater loads are required then “heavy-

duty” column design will need to be confirmed with detail drawing & 

manufacturer’s design certificate at the design stage): 

 

Column 

height/type 

Lantern 

weight 

Lantern 

windage 

Sign 

area 

Sign 

weight 

Sign 

eccentricity 

Sign drag 

coefficient 

5/6m post-top 10kg 0.13m2 0.6m2 5.0kg 0.4m 1.8 

8m post-top 11.5kg 0.145m2 0.6m2 5.0kg 0.4m 1.8 

10m post-top 21kg 0.22m2 1.0m2 5.0kg 0.4m 1.8 

12m post-top 21kg 0.27m2 1.0m2 5.0kg 0.4m 1.8 

5/6m post-top 

“raise & lower” 
9.5kg 0.055m2 0.3m2 5.0kg 0.3m 1.8 

Table 4:  Wind Loading 

 

h) Door lock to be M8 bolt with anti-vandal hexagonal head with integral 

centre-pin. 

i) Column base-boards at least equivalent to the door size and made of 

treated hardwood of sufficient size to accommodate all control 

Page 2535



  TG13 - Street Lighting 

  Technical Guidance Note 

Revision 1 Page 21 of 37 

 

equipment and service cut-outs; boards shall be positively secured to 

the column by two flush fitting screws. 

j) Earthing terminal to be 8mm diameter brass terminal with brass 

washers & nuts. 

k) Columns to be supplied with manufacturer-applied ground-level / 

planting depth marker tape affixed to the root/base, and marker tape 

to be remain attached after installation. 

l) Any sign attachments agreed are to be centred up to 2.5m above 

ground level, maximum eccentricity as shown in Table 3.  No 

attachments shall be fitted to mid-hinged columns. 

m) Attachments to columns, where agreed, shall be fixed with 

circumferential clamps of stainless steel AISI Grade 201 with 

neoprene strips placed under the clamps to prevent damage to the 

column or its protective coating. 

n) Where access via MEWP is not guaranteed columns should be mid-

hinged. 

o) Where planted root columns are not viable a flange base with 

designed foundation may need to be specified. 

p) The column foundation details shown on drawings HCC10/L/025 & 

026 assume poor soil conditions; column manufacturers detail 

drawings should be cross-checked to ensure all requirements are met 

(PD6547). 

q) Column data sheets and manufacturer’s standard detail drawing to be 

provided before accrual. 

 

3.27. Materials – Illuminated Signs 
3.27.1 Signing requirements as per the current edition of TSRGD and BS EN 

12899-1. 

3.27.2 See also TG12 – Signs and Bollards 

3.27.3 HCC specification for illuminated road signs is as follows: 

a) Hot-dip galvanised steel wide base post (in Conservation Areas the 
finish should match the lighting columns). 

b) Door lock to be M8 bolt with anti-vandal hexagonal head with integral 
centre-pin. 

c) Base-boards at least equivalent to the door size and made of treated 
hardwood of sufficient size to accommodate all control equipment and 
service cut-outs; boards shall be positively secured to the column by 
two flush fitting screws. 
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d) Earthing terminal to be 8mm diameter brass terminal with brass 
washers & nuts. 

e) Illuminated sign plates to class RA2 BS EN 12899. 

f) Sign light units to be Simmonsigns integrated LED LUA/LUB with die-
cast aluminium body (or similar approved) 

g) Sign lighting units to be polyester powder-coated to finish Aircraft Grey 
(unless otherwise specified). 

h) Sign light output determined by size of sign plate, as follows: 600mm 
Ø sign plates 3x1w integrated LUA; 750mm Ø sign plates 6x1w 
integrated LUA; >750mm sign plates LUB 10x1w LED. 

i) Sign lighting units to be fitted with internal Mayflower node. 

j) Sign lighting units require an electronic non-dimmable ballast. 

 

3.28. Materials - Road Lighting Luminaires 
3.28.1 All new developments will use LED luminaires. These will generally be of 

neutral white colour temperature (4,000ok) though there may be 
applications where warm-white (3,000ok) is preferred. This table is a guide 
to the optimal configuration of lantern body, flux & total LEDs for optimal 
lifetime energy efficiency which is the principal factor in specification. 
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Luminaire model Flux  “lamp” CCT (5) 
Philips Micro Luma – BGP 615  1.4 – 2.4 klm 12 LED  Neutral white 

(4,000ok) 

[see note 5] 
 2.6 – 5.0 klm 20 LED  

Philips Mini Luma – BGP 621 5.2 – 7.2 klm 40 LED  

Philips Luma 1 – BGP 623 7.4 – 7.6 klm 60 LED  

 7.8 - 9.0 klm 68 LED 

 9.2 – 18 klm 80 LED 

Philips Luma 2 – BGP 625 19 klm + 120 LED 

Philips Luma 3 – BGP 627 23 klm + 200 LED 

Zebra asymmetric floods 

(Luma DPL1, DPLR1 optics) (6) 

Output determined by light 
levels achieved by the 
road lighting 

Cooler than 
adjacent road 
lighting 

Subway – Simmonsigns 

Safeway EcoSafelight (4) 
varies 

104 LED Cool white 
(5,700ok) 

Underpass - CREE Ledway 
Multi 

varies 
20-120 
LED 

Cool white 
(5,700ok) 

 Philips Luma – to be “D” series optics configured with “5S” generation 
LEDs – the superseded “R” optics are not to be used. 

Table 5:  Road Lighting Luminaires 

Notes: 

1. Lantern body & canopy to be powder-coated, paint colour to match 

columns. 

2. Standard colour is mineral/Lovat green [BS 4800 12 B 21] unless 
otherwise specified. In some areas the use of “black” [BS 4800 00 E 
53] may be specified. 

3. Ballast to be electronic & fully dimmable via DALI protocol. 

4. Switching – all lanterns to be fitted with Mayflower 6-pin S6000 
socket & external node (except Subway & Underpass lighting units 
and some specialist lanterns which are to be fitted with Mayflower 
internal node). 

5. LEDs on roadway lighting are generally to be 4,000ok neutral white 
LEDs – unless a different CCT is specified by HCC’s Street Lighting 
Section, or is required for compliance with ecological good practice – 
see Section 3.19). 

6. Where asymmetric luminaires are specified (e.g. at a Zebra crossing) 
these are to be of CCT a single step cooler than the adjacent 
roadway lighting (see HCC10/L/155). 
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3.29. Materials - Internal Wiring of Columns & Signs 
3.29.1 See standard detail drawing HCC10/L/080. 

3.29.2 DNO supply cables to be terminated in single-phase double pole isolator 
manufactured from semi-crystalline thermal plastic with improved heat 
resistance with HRC fuses to BS EN 60269 (e.g. Lucy Titan 2). Terminal 
shields will be fitted to prevent accidental contact with live conductors. 

3.29.3 Internal wiring to lantern to be multi-core PVC flexible (H05VV-F or 
H07RN-F) – for columns up to 10m height cores to be 1.5mm2 – for 
columns over 10m height cores to be 2.5mm2 

3.29.4 Earthing conductor to be 10mm2 PVC insulated coloured green/yellow; 
connections to be by bolted crimped terminations. 

3.29.5 Internal cabling to be neatly clipped to the base board; all fixing screws to 
be stainless steel. 

3.29.6 Base boards to be securely fixed to column base. 

 

3.30. Materials - Passively Safe Equipment 
3.30.1 For the risk assessment process to determine the need for passive safety 

see Section 3.23 above. 

3.30.2 Apparatus is to be selected in accordance with the requirements of BS EN 
12767:2007 (Table NA1) and as outlined in the ILP’s TR30 ‘Guidance on 
the Implementation of Passively Safe Lighting Columns and Signposts’. 

3.30.3 Columns are to be installed in retention sockets (such as NAL) with 
foundations in accordance with manufacturer’s instructions. 

3.30.4 Electrical disconnection system to be NAL SIS system. SIS impact sensor 
to be installed in each item of passively safe apparatus. SIS monitoring 
unit to be fitted in an above-ground location (lamp column, wide-base sign 
post or feeder pillar) located outside the clearance zone. 

3.30.5 Mains DNO/IDNO supply may not be provided with passively safe 
equipment. For private cable systems, see Section 3.31. 

 

3.31. Private Cable, Ducting, Feeder Pillars 
3.31.1 See HCC standard detail drawings HCC10/L065, 070, 075, 090. 

3.31.2 Pillars, ducts and cables are to be used exclusively for street lighting and 
illuminated signs. 

Passively safe 
equipment must be 
supplied by a private 
cable system. 
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3.31.3 Private cables to be laid in 100mm diameter orange PVC ducts (DNO 
cables only in black duct). 

3.31.4 Ducting systems to include necessary chambers/draw pits. 

3.31.5 Cable ducts below footways to be >450mm below finished level; ducts 
below carriageways to be >600mm below finished level. 

3.31.6 150mm-wide yellow heavy gauge PVC tape marked “street lighting” to be 
placed over private cables/ducts. 

3.31.7 Cable ducts to be installed with draw cords. 

3.31.8 Private cables to be XLPE\SWA\PVC. 

3.31.9 All cut outs shall have HRC fuse in pull-out carrier and provision for Live, 
Neutral & Earth cable connections including a PME link. 

3.31.10 All outgoing circuits are to be labelled by an encapsulated schematic 
drawing detailing the outgoing cable route & the population of lighting 
units on each circuit. 

3.31.11 Feeder pillars to be installed with a minimum of 1.0m2 hard-standing 
provided at ground-level in front of the pillar door. 

3.31.12 For electrical testing see Section 3.22. 
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4. Process – Design, Construction, Inspection & 
Accrual 

4.1. Preliminary Enquiry 
4.1.1 Developer to provide drawings showing site location, highway adoptable 

areas, development phasing, other relevant information including: site-
specific planning constraints/conditions; LPA design codes; environmental 
impact assessments (EIA); presence of amenities such as shops, schools, 
sports or medical facilities; existing or predicted traffic flow and speed 
limits, night-time accident data, presence of traffic calming features; 
confirmation of road surface materials (including reflectance 
characteristics), etc. 

 

4.2. Site-specific Design Brief 
4.2.1 On receipt of relevant information (4.1.1) HCC Street Lighting Section 

hsl@hants.gov.uk will issue a written site-specific design brief indicating a 
target lighting class and information relevant to achieving the Accrual 
Required Standard.  

4.2.2 Developers and their designers are encouraged to liaise with HCC Street 
Lighting Section to ensure designs are progressed in accordance with the 
site specific design brief and this design guidance.  

 

4.3. Lighting Design 
4.3.1 Developer is to arrange for the design to be undertaken using the 

guidance contained in this document & the site-specific design brief. 

4.3.2 The Institution of Lighting Professionals website lists accredited lighting 
designers. 

4.3.3 HCC’s Engineering Consultancy can provide a lighting design service if 
required see http://www.hants.gov.uk/sharedexpertise.htm. 

4.3.4 HCC’s Street Lighting PFI contractor SSE Enterprise Lighting Services 
can provide a lighting design service if required 
Lighting.design@ssecontracting.com. 

 

4.4. Detailed Design Submission 
4.4.1 The following information to be supplied to HCC with a document register; 

documents to be clearly named to identify their contents: 

a) Location plan – to show phases of development (can be included on 
layout drawing).  

b) Layout drawing – PDF format required, at scale 1:500 maximum size 
A1 (see Section 3.11). 

c) Hazard elimination & management list (see Section 3.6). 
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d) Lighting design calculations – full RTMA & RTMR files from Lighting 
Reality to be supplied complete with design commentary. (See Section 
3.14). 

e) Site clearance drawing – to show any apparatus (including ID 
numbers) affected by the works (can be incorporated into the main 
layout drawing). 

f) Network owner – statement confirming identity of LV supply network 
owner, whether DNO or IDNO. 

g) Private cable calculations if applicable, output from Amtech software, 
or similar. 

h) Illuminated sign details (if applicable) - details may be shown on the 
street lighting layout (to include a schedule of sign faces & 
dimensions, specification of sign light). 

i) Special column requirements (if applicable) 

j) Initial Inventory Information – See the Street Lighting section of the 
Technical Guidance web page 
https://www.hants.gov.uk/transport/developers/technical-guidance 

k) Written confirmation that the submission complies with the Accrual 
Required Standards e.g. that the materials meet the Development 
Standard current at the agreement date. (see Section 4.22) 

 

4.5. Ongoing Liaison 
4.5.1 The Developer will need to incorporate HCC’s comments from design 

appraisal into revisions, as required, resubmitting proposals for further 
scrutiny as necessary. If the proposed highway features are altered then 
lighting column positions may need to be reconsidered by the designer. 

 

4.6. Certificate of Technical Approval 
4.6.1 When the design documents meet the required standards a Certificate of 

Technical Approval will be issued by the HCC’s Street Lighting Section. 

 

4.7. Changes to the Design 
4.7.1 Any subsequent changes to the agreed design need to be agreed with 

HCC’s Street Lighting Section.  The Developer must supply revised design 
calculations and drawings.  

 

4.8. Customer Liaison 
4.8.1 The Developer shall ensure prospective purchasers are informed that a 

plan of the street lighting scheme is displayed in the sales office so that 
purchasers, and existing residents, can be made aware of the impact of 
lighting units on adjacent properties.   
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The Developer must 
inform HCC’s Street 
Lighting Section of 
equipment to be de-
accrued or suspended 
no less than 20 business 
days before the works 
start. 

4.9. HEA Contractors 
4.9.1 Following HCC’s certificated approval of the lighting design the Developer 

is to:Identify to HCC which accredited (HEA, NICEIC) contractor has been 
appointed for the street lighting and illuminated sign installation and 
maintenance works 

 

4.10. Existing Apparatus Within the Works – de-accrual & excusing clause 
4.10.1 Any existing apparatus due to be removed or altered will need to be de-

accrued from the PFI contract.  The Developer must inform HCC’s Street 
Lighting Section no less than 20 business 
days before the works programmed date 
by emailing hsl@hants.gov.uk. 

4.10.2 Any existing apparatus that is temporarily 
made inaccessible for maintenance (e.g. 
barriered-off) will need to be suspended 
from the PFI contract. The Developer must 
inform HCC’s Street Lighting Section no 
less than 20 business days before barriers 
are put in place so that an Excusing Clause can be issued to the PFI 
Service Provider. 

4.10.3 The Developer is responsible for maintenance of all apparatus (de-
accrued or suspended) within their works until it is formally inspected and 
handed over to HCC. Maintenance should be in accordance with industry 
good-practice (see Section 4.17 below) with full records to be kept of any 
works. 

 

4.11. Temporary Lighting/Signing 
4.11.1 Where alterations to the existing highway are proposed the sequencing of 

works should ensure that the highway remains appropriately illuminated, ie 
that existing lights shall be maintained correctly and that any new lights 
shall be commissioned before the disconnection & removal of existing 
lights. 

4.11.2 In the event that new road alignments are opened to traffic before the 
commissioning of the new approved lighting then temporary lighting shall 
be installed. 

4.11.3 Temporary lighting shall illuminate the road to the appropriate design class 
and should not cause adverse impacts to nearby residents or road users. 

4.11.4 Temporary signs may be fitted to existing lamp columns if the columns 
have the structural capacity – contact tpa@sse.com for permission (for 
fixing specification see Section 3.26) 
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4.12. Column Verification 
4.12.1 To ensure compliance with materials specification the Developer should 

present HCC with column data sheets and ID batch numbers of the 
columns installed. 

 

4.13. Labelling of Apparatus 
4.13.1 All apparatus should be numbered as agreed with HCC’s Street Lighting 

Section - sequentially by named road.  If works affect existing roads then 
sequential re-numbering of existing apparatus may be required. 
Numbering is to be by self-adhesive labels - oriented 90o to carriageway - 
running vertically down the post - numeral size to be 50mm - black 
numerals on white background for street lights fixed at 2.5m height - white 
numerals on black background for illuminated signs immediately under the 
sign plate. [After accrual numbers are re-applied by the PFI service 
provider]. See standard detail HCC10/L/160. 

4.13.2 Where appropriate (e.g. within the “vicinity zone” of overhead power 
cables) an “overhead warning” label should be applied to column shaft. 
See standard detail drawing HCC10/L/165 

4.13.3 Where a lighting column or illuminated sign holds the isolation point for an 
outgoing private sub-circuit then the column will be clearly marked 
externally to identify this, and also internally to identify the apparatus 
supplied via the private sub-circuit. 

 
4.14. Cable Schematics 
4.14.1 Isolation points for any private networks (e.g. - feeder pillars, or columns & 

signs with additional outgoing sub-circuits) must have enclosed in the 
base compartment an encapsulated schematic drawing detailing the 
outgoing cable route & the lighting units on each circuit. 

 

4.15. Electrical Testing 
4.15.1 As per the latest edition of BS7671, to include all items of highway 

apparatus i.e. road lighting, illuminated signs, feeder pillars, private supply 
cable networks. (See Section 3.22) 

 

4.16. Mayflower Switching 
4.16.1 Lanterns for accrual shall be controlled by the “Mayflower” remote 

monitoring system – the Developer shall liaise with Mayflower. (See 
Section 3.24). 
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4.17. Maintenance before Accrual 
4.17.1 The Developer’s duty of care includes maintenance of lights within the 

works in accordance with good industry practice and shall include: 

a) Periodic maintenance (cleaning, visual inspection, electrical test). 

b) Reactive repairs - prompt identification and repair of operational faults, 
emergency repairs as necessary, and maintaining records of these 
activities. 

General operational repairs 5 working days to repair 

Regulatory signs 2 working days to repair 

Door off apparatus 2 hours to make safe 

RTA/RTC to apparatus 2 hours to make safe 

Table 6:  Maintenance Repair Times 

c) Lamp change - lamps are to be replaced within 6 months of the 
proposed accrual date (not LEDs). 

 

 

d) Electrical testing – to the requirements of BS7671 all apparatus are to 
be tested every 8 years.  Notwithstanding the requirements of BS 
7671 the Developer will be asked to re-test if a test certificate is 
entering its’ last year of validity, the test certificate for each lighting unit 
must be no more than 12 months old at the time of the initial pre-
accrual inspection request.  (See Section 3.22) 

 

4.18. Records Required Before Pre-Accrual/Adoption Inspection 
4.18.1 The following information is to be supplied with a document register to 

HCC prior to inspection.  Documents to be clearly named to identify their 
contents: 

a) As-built layout drawing – revised to include agreed changes (See 
Section 3.11). 

The Developer is responsible for ensuring 
all temporary, suspended, de-accrued and 
new un-adopted lighting units are 
maintained in accordance with good 
industry practice until such time as the 
units are accrued.  
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b) HEML - Hazard Elimination & Management list in accordance with the 
requirements of CDM (see Section 3.5) 

c) Illuminated sign schedule - as appropriate. 

d) Electrical test results – tests to be compliant with BS7671 (See 
Section 3.22) 

e) Column data sheet or column batch number – including manufacturer, 
protective system, detail of any Authority attachments. 

f) Evidence of maintenance -  including date of last lamp change (not 
LEDs) 

g) Mayflower node schedule – the reference numbers of the Mayflower 
nodes and sub-master are to be detailed on a schedule of illuminated 
apparatus, listed by road & maintenance ID no – or this may be 
included on the layout drawing (See Section 3.24.1) 

h) Pre-accrual inventory information – See Street Lighting section of the 
Technical Guidance web page 
https://www.hants.gov.uk/transport/developers/technical-guidance 

i) Confirmation that the handover complies with the Accrual Required 
Standards (e.g. that the materials meet the Development Standard 
current at the agreement date & are in a satisfactory defect-free 
condition. (See Section 4.22) 

 

4.19. Pre-Accrual Inspection 
4.19.1 HCC will arrange a thorough initial inspection of apparatus to be offered 

for accrual.   Repeat inspections will be charged separately. Requests for 
inspection should be accompanied by the electrical test certificates and 
as-built drawings (PDF format).  

 
4.19.2 The following table summarises the inspection criteria, referenced against 

HCC standard detail drawings, the Developer’s As-Built drawing and other   
information provided by the Developer. 

 
 

 Item Description of Inspection Tolerances 

1 Planting depth Remove door and measure from the bottom of aperture to 
finished ground level 

Manufacturers 
specification 
+/- 50mm 

2 Reinstatement Check quality final reinstatement Visual 

4 Column alignment Is the pole upright and plumb? Spirit level 
bubble 
touching line 

5 Bracket alignment Is the bracket Installed as designed? Visual 

6 Bracket outreach Is the bracket outreach as designed? None 
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 Item Description of Inspection Tolerances 

7 Column protective 
system 

Is colour / finish correct and undamaged? Minor 
scratches not 
through to 
galvanising 

8 Numbering Is unit numbered correctly and in correct place with Logo? Height +/- 
25mm 

9 Location of unit Check for compliance with design +/- 500mm 
longitudinal  
+/- 50mm 
across 

10 Lighting column door Check for correct orientation None 

11 Locking device Check that the lock operates correctly, the door fits 
securely, and the door lock is greased. 

None 

12 Column root 
protection 

Check that correct root protection is evident None 

13 Lighting column 
height 

Check that the height complies with the Output 
Specification 

None 

14 Lighting columns Check that where vehicular access is restricted or where 
maintenance cannot be carried out by a purpose-built 
vehicle a raising and lowering column has been used. 

None 

15 Position of unit Check that the units have been Installed in Authority owned 
land or that wayleaves/easements have been obtained. 

None 

17 Statutory (Authority) 
attachments 

Check that statutory signs are where they need to be. None 

18 Sign light attached to 
lighting column 

Check that hole in column has been adequately sealed to 
prevent ingress of water. 

None 

19 Sign light wiring Check correct cables, sleeving, wiring is neat, insulation at 
terminals and terminals are tight. 

None 

20 Lighting column type Suitability for any proposed banners, hanging baskets, 
festive illuminations etc. 

None 

24 Redundant apparatus 
removed 

Check redundant units have been removed and that 
permanent reinstatement has been carried out. 

None 

25 Illuminated Traffic 
Signs 

Check the sign face type, post location, orientation and 
door position. 

None 

26 Illuminated Traffic 
Bollards 

Check the shell type, base to the correct depth and base 
opens in the correct direction. 
 

None 

27 Electrical test 
certificate 

Check that a test certificate is provided and complete 
 

None 

29 Luminaire alignment Is luminaire straight or twisted? Visual 
30 Luminaire bowl clean Is the Luminaire bowl clean and free from blemishes Visual 
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 Item Description of Inspection Tolerances 

31 Luminaire optic 
setting 

Is the optic setting as per design? None 

32 Correct lamp, 
Luminaire and 
Control Gear 

Check that the correct lamp, gear and Luminaire are as per 
the design 

None 

33 Switching device Is the correct switching device fitted and set? None 
34 Internal wiring Check the correct cable has been used, wiring is neat, 

insulation at terminals is maintained and that all 
terminations and earth bonds are tight.  Check that all 
electrical apparatus is securely attached to the backboard. 
Check that the backboard is securely fixed. 
 

None 

35 Double pole isolation Where relevant check if double pole isolation has been 
Installed 

None 

36 Protection device Check that the protection device is correctly Installed and 
rated. 

None 

37 Private supply cables Check that private supply cables are correctly sized, 
glanded and identified as to what they feed. 

None 

38 Feeder Pillars / 
locations 

Check for condensation, distribution board, rating of 
protection devices, wiring is neat, all terminations, 
glanding, insulation, cables sizes, cables are identified, 
earthing and schematic cable diagram. 

None 

43 Lighting design – 
trees & vegetation 

Check that the effect of trees and vegetation has been 
adequately accommodated in the design and positioning of 
columns. 

None 

47 General – Lamp 
operation 

Check that the lamp strikes. None 

48 General - Condition Check for any signs of damage to any item of Apparatus. None 
52 General - Reporting Issue Certificates of Compliance and Non-compliance and 

identify Snagging Items in accordance with the output 
specification. 

None 

Table 7:  Pre-Accrual Inspection Check List 

 

4.20. Energy 
4.20.1 Following Accrual/Adoption the Developer to inform their energy supplier 

that the development is now within the scope of the HCC energy contract. 

 

4.21. Document Submissions 
4.21.1 At each stage of the process Developers are to provide the appropriate 

information along with a document register (electronic documents should 
be clearly named to reveal their content), checklist as follows: 
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a) Before HCC issue an outline design brief  
 site location plan  
 draft layout drawings showing the highway adoptable areas, detail of adjoining 

schemes, site phasing plan 
 

 other relevant information – e.g.: ecology reports, design codes, planning 
conditions, predicted daily traffic flow, etc 

 

 

b) Detailed design submission  
 Location plan  
 Lighting layout drawing & specification (see 3.11)  
 Hazard Elimination & Management List (see 3.6)  
 Lighting design calculations with designer narrative/commentary (see 3.14)  
 Site clearance drawing (if applicable; may be in layout drawing)  
 Confirmation of LV supply network owner - host DNO / IDNO (see 3.20)  
 Private cable calculations (if applicable – see 3.21, 3.31)  
 Illuminated sign details (if applicable – see 3.27)  
 Special (“heavy-duty”) column requirements (if applicable – see 3.26)  
 Relevant contract documents, schedules & appendices  
 Initial inventory information (see 4.21)  
 Written confirmation that the design submission complies with the Accrual 

Required Standards  (see 4.22.1) 
 

 

c) Pre-construction  
 Confirmation of the identity of the HEA-approved subcontractor(s) engaged by the 

Developer to carry out street lighting / illuminated sign installation works (see 4.9) 
 

 Confirmation of commencement date of street lighting installation works (see 4.10)  
 

d) Pre-accrual inspection  
 “As-built” version of the lighting layout drawing (see 3.11)  
 Hazard Elimination & Management List (see 3.6)  
 Illuminated sign details  (if applicable – see 3.27)  
 Electrical test results (see 3.22)  
 Column data sheets/batch numbers (see 3.26)  
 Evidence / records of maintenance (see 4.17)  
 Mayflower node schedule (see 3.24)  
 Pre-accrual inventory information – See the Street Lighting section of the 

Technical Guidance web page 
https://www.hants.gov.uk/transport/developers/technical-guidance 

 

 Written confirmation that the installation complies with the Accrual Required 
Standards (see 4.22.2) 
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4.22. Confirmation of Accrual Required Standards 
4.22.1 Below is an example of a suitable form of words for inclusion within a letter 

of confirmation from the Developer that the design submission complies 
with the PFI Accrual Required Standards (required when the PFI 
contractor has not been used as designer for the street lighting or 
illuminated sign works): 

 

We write in relation to illuminated apparatus proposed for the above 
project. This letter confirms that the apparatus meets the requirements of 
the Street Lighting PFI in that: 
a) All apparatus has been designed in accordance with the Hampshire 

County Council standard development specification current when the 
agreement was signed. 

b) All apparatus shall be new at the time of installation and supported by 
relevant manufacturer’s guarantees. Such guarantees will be 
transferred to Tay Valley Lighting (Hampshire) Limited at the point of 
Accrual. All apparatus has been sited so as to minimise, in so far as is 
reasonable and practical, nuisance, danger and obstruction to all 
residents, businesses and users of the highway. 

c) All columns and sign posts shall be manufactured in accordance with 
BS EN 40 and have residual capacity for additional sign attachments 
of 0.3m2 in area. 

d) All illuminated apparatus shall be installed and tested in compliance 
with BS7671 with certificates which are no more than 12 months old at 
the time of the pre-Accrual inspection request. 

e) Lamps shall be no more than 6 months old at the  time of Accrual 
(where not LEDs). 

f) All installations shall be installed in such a way that trees or any other 
foliage on the site does not interfere with the level of lighting. 

 
These statements are based on the information contained within the 
specific documents listed below and this information only. Any other 
drawings and documentation will not be considered as approved and 
will only be considered as supporting information. 

Author Document ref Document title Revision 

    

    

    

 
4.22.2 Below is an example of a suitable form of words for inclusion within a letter 

of confirmation from the Developer that the installation complies with the 
PFI Accrual Required Standards (required when the PFI contractor has 
not been used as contractor for the street lighting or illuminated sign 
works): 
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We write in relation to illuminated apparatus installed in the above project. 
This letter confirms that the apparatus meets the requirements of the 
Street Lighting PFI in that: 
g) All apparatus has been installed in accordance with the documents 

listed below (including all notes & comments).  
h) All apparatus has been installed in accordance with the Hampshire 

County Council standard development specification current when the 
agreement was signed. 

i) All apparatus was new at the time of installation and supported by 
relevant manufacturer’s guarantees. Such guarantees will be 
transferred to Tay Valley Lighting (Hampshire) Limited at the point of 
Accrual. All apparatus has been sited so as to minimise, in so far as is 
reasonable and practical, nuisance, danger and obstruction to all 
residents, businesses and users of the highway. 

j) All columns and sign posts installed have been manufactured in 
accordance with BS EN 40 and have residual capacity for additional 
sign attachments of 0.3m2 in area. 

k) All illuminated apparatus has been installed and tested in compliance 
with BS7671 with certificates which are no more than 12 months old at 
the time of the pre-Accrual inspection request. 

l) Lamps are no more than 6 months old at the time of Accrual (where 
not LEDs). 

m) All installations have been installed in such a way that trees or any 
other foliage on the site does not interfere with the level of lighting. 

 
These statements are based on the information contained within the 
specific documents listed below and this information only. Any other 
drawings and documentation will not be considered as approved and 
will only be considered as supporting information. 

Author Document ref Document title Revision 
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5. Further Support 
5.1 Should you have a specific query or feedback about any of the content of 

this Technical Guidance Note, please send an email to 
technical.guidance@hants.gov.uk with the start of the email title as “TG13 
– “ . 

5.2 Should you have a query about applying this to your particular project, 
please contact: 

 the Design Audit Engineer dealing with your S278 or S38 application 
(if you are a Developer or Developer’s Consultant) 

 the Technical Guidance Note Specialist(s) (if you are a working within 
Hampshire County Council) 

5.3 Associated Technical Guidance Notes: 

 TG12 – Signs and Bollards 

 TG14 –Road Restraint Systems & Passive Street Furniture 
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LEGEND

Proposed permissive footpaths / cycleways.

Indicative route for internal road infrastructure - exact routing 
of internal infrastructure subject to agreement.

Proposed Access from Stubbington Bypass.

Proposed access to car park west of Peak Lane for visitors to 
the Country Park  

Proposed Primary Vehicular Access from Longfield Avenue 

Proposed Primary Access from Peak Lane.

FAREHAM

STUBBINGTON

HMS 
Collingwood

Daedalus Enterprise Zone

Oxleys Coppice

Residential Development in a mix of size and tenure. Circa 
29.8ha, 985 dwellings @ an average of 33 dwellings per hectare 
(dph).

Existing and proposed tree and hedgerow planting. Existing lengths 
of hedgerow and hedgerow trees are to be retained where practicable 
and used as the basis for the site’s Green Infrastructure network.

Proposed Country Park to the West of Peak Lane

Sustainable Drainage System (SuDS) including attenuation 
basins, wetland and swales.

Green Infrastructure - circa 72.5ha (excluding allotments)

Access and Circulation

Built Development - Total = 36.98ha

Equipped adventure play area catering for all ages (includes 1no. 
N.E.A.P and multiple L.E.A.Ps and L.A.Ps). Sited adjacent to a 
car park with changing facilities for playing fields etc.

Public open space, including grassland and meadow areas for 
informal recreation and bio-diversity enhancement, includes 
specimen tree planting and seating areas.

Streetscape Enhancements - circa 2.0ha

Enhancements to existing carriageways including surfacing, 
crossingpoints, and softworks. (in line with TPA 1301-63-SK18).

Proposed structural woodland planting comprising blocks of 
native deciduous broadleaved woodland.

Oxleys Coppice retained and brought under active 
management. the coppice is to include a minimum buffer of 
25m minimum to development.

Proposed Playing Fields for formal recreation.

Proposed noise attenuation bund alongside HMS 
Collingwood
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Land subject to an approved application for a new solar farm
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Demolition of the Piggeries within Newlands Farm.
11

Proposed new access to Newlands Farm.
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Potential bypass link between Titchfield Road and Peak Lane 
and between Peak Lane and the site - to be subject to a separate 
planning application at a later date.

9

Alignment of Proposed Stubbington Bypass.
8

Allotment gardens, including gated car parking area - circa 1ha - 
80 plots.

6

7

7

Public House / Family Restaurant - circa 0.5ha including car 
parking and outdoor seating area.

5

Care home - circa 0.6ha including car parking and private 
gardens.

4

Flexible retail space for up to 6no shops - circa 0.2ha.
3

Two and a half form entry primary school - circa 2.9ha 
including car parking, and outdoor play space.

2

Healthcare Facility providing for a GP surgery and flexible 
treatment rooms for visiting professionals such as physio therapists, 
Chiropodists etc - circa 0.5ha including dedicated car parking.

1

Existing footpaths are to be retained along their original 
alignment and enhanced with new surfacing and signage.

Existing field boundaries to be enhanced.

Historic field boundaries to be restored.
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Sustainable Drainage System (SuDS) including attenuation 
basins, wetland and swales.
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Access and Circulation

Built Development - Total = 32.9ha

Equipped play catering for all ages. Two L.E.A.P’s (shown pink); one Outdoor Gym (shown 
orange); one Skatepark (shown dark red); one M.U.G.A (shown brown) sited adjacent to a 
car park with changing facilities for playing fields etc.

Public open space, including grassland and meadow areas for 
informal recreation and bio-diversity enhancement, includes 
specimen tree planting and seating areas.

Streetscape Enhancements - circa 2.0ha

Enhancements to existing carriageways including surfacing, 
crossingpoints, and softworks. (in line with TPA 1301-63-SK18).

Proposed structural woodland planting comprising blocks of 
native deciduous broadleaved woodland.

Oxleys Coppice retained and brought under active 
management. the coppice is to include a minimum buffer of 
25m minimum to development.

Proposed Playing Fields for formal recreation.

Proposed noise attenuation bund alongside HMS 
Collingwood
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Demolition of the Piggeries within Newlands Farm.
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Potential bypass link between Titchfield Road and Peak Lane 
and between Peak Lane and the site - to be subject to a separate 
planning application at a later date.

9

Alignment of Proposed Stubbington Bypass.
8

Indicative internal road alignements. Roads in grey to standard 
construction and roads in brown to comprise block paved and / or shared 
surfaces.

Allotment gardens, including gated car parking area - circa 1ha - 
80 plots.

6

7

7

Public House / Family Restaurant - circa 0.5ha including car 
parking and outdoor seating area.

5

Care home - circa 0.6ha including car parking and private 
gardens.

4

Flexible retail space for up to 6no shops - circa 0.2ha.
3

Two and a half form entry primary school - circa 2.9ha including car parking, 
sports pitch and outdoor play space.

2

Healthcare Facility providing for a GP surgery and flexible 
treatment rooms for visiting professionals such as physio therapists, 
Chiropodists etc - circa 0.5ha including dedicated car parking.

1

Existing footpaths are to be retained along their original 
alignment and enhanced with new surfacing and signage.

Existing field boundaries to be enhanced.

Historic field boundaries to be restored.
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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 Following submission of a planning application in February 2016 by Hallam Land 

Management Ltd (HLM), Fareham Borough Council commissioned LDA Design to assist 

with consideration of the landscape and visual effects of the proposed residential-led 

development on land south of Longfield Avenue, Fareham, which lies within a designated 

Strategic Gap.   

1.2 The brief required us to appraise the landscape chapter of the Environmental Statement 

produced in support of the Application, challenge it where appropriate and then form a 

view as to whether the development would harm the Fareham/Stubbington Strategic Gap 

and the extent of the landscape harm.  The report of our review was produced in April 

2016. 

1.3 Since that time, the applicant has submitted supplementary information and amendments 

in order to address concerns/issues raised by consultees during the course of the 

application.  The submitted amendments are set out in the Supplementary Design 

Statement, Planning Statement Addendum and ES Addendum but the key changes are 

summarised as follows (as set out in the Council’s notification letter, dated 6/10/17): 

 The number of homes has reduced by 73 (from 1,100 to 1,027) and there is an increase 

in the amount of green space in the development; 

 Housing to the west of Peak Lane has been removed and replaced with a new ‘country 

park’ with public car park;  

 Increase in the density of housing on the south side of Longfield Avenue as a result of 

housing being removed from the west side of Peak Lane; 

 Roundabout entrance moved from the end of Bishopsfield Road west along Longfield 

Avenue; 

 The second vehicular entrance on Longfield Avenue is downgraded to a pedestrian and 

cycle link only; 

 Street scene improvements along Longfield Avenue; 

 The Peak Lane junction is moved further south; 

 Care home is relocated to sit with the health centre at the new Longfield Avenue site 

entrance; 

 The proposed shops are relocated close to the main roundabout entrance; 

 The pub/restaurant is relocated to the south east to front the new “sports hub”; 

 A noise bund is provided alongside HMS Collingwood to reduce noise pollution. 

1.4 In terms of landscape/strategic gap considerations, the most substantial and relevant 

change is the removal of housing from the west of Peak Lane and its replacement with 

additional open space in the form of a new ‘country park’.  Across the majority of the 

application site, the form, layout and character of the scheme remains essentially 

unchanged, apart from the relatively minor modifications to access arrangements, housing 

densities and the re-location of facilities listed above, and some minor changes in the 

extent and character of open space within and on the edges of the built area (e.g. the re-

location of sports pitches to a single ‘sports hub’).   
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1.5 We have re-examined our earlier findings and advice in the light of the changes outlined 

above and the conclusions presented within the supporting material for the amended 

scheme, specifically the amended Chapter 7A: Landscape and Visual Amenity of the 

Addendum ES (the alterations to this chapter are summarised in the box on the following 

page).  This document updates our previous report in response to the amended proposals, 

modifying our findings where appropriate.  As with the Addendum documents, we have 

highlighted the substantive modifications to our original report in bold, underlined text 

for ease of reference.  Minor modifications, e.g. document reference numbers etc. are not 

highlighted. 

1.6 As before, our findings and advice are set out under a series of headings that reflect the 

main topic areas of the amended ES landscape chapter and other relevant considerations.  

This is followed by a summary of the key points arising from the review, and our overall 

conclusions regarding effects on the landscape and the gap.   

 

2.0 Approach  

2.1 Key tasks in our review were as follows: 

 review of the scheme proposals as set out in the planning application and addendum 

documentation (notably the ES Addendum, the Supplementary Design Statement and 

Planning Statement Addendum); 

 review of the revised Landscape Chapter (Chapter 7A) and other sections of the ES 

Addendum relevant to landscape issues and the Strategic Gap; 

 review of planning policy background and relevant guidance to establish the key 

issues/criteria for assessing impacts on the strategic gap and landscape and visual 

resources; 

 formulation of views on appropriateness/effects of proposals in relation to current 

countryside protection and strategic gap policies and findings of the draft Landscape 

Sensitivity Assessment; 

 detailed examination of ES judgements and conclusions in relation to the above, 

identifying areas of common ground or disparity; 

 report on appraisal and conclusions regarding potential harm to the strategic gap and 

landscape/visual resources. 

2.2 Our findings have been informed by best practice guidance and other studies of particular 

relevance to this work, including: 

 best practice guidance on landscape and visual impact assessment1, landscape 

character assessment234 and landscape sensitivity and capacity studies5; 

                                                           
1 Guidelines for landscape and visual impact assessment, Third Edition – LI/IEMA (2013) – NB referred to as GLVIA3 in this report 
2 Landscape character assessment: Guidance for England and Scotland – SNH/Countryside Agency (2002) 
3 An approach to Landscape Character Assessment – Natural England (2014) 
4 Landscape Character Assessment Technical Information Note 08/2015 – Landscape Institute (February 2016) 
5 Topic Paper 6: Techniques and criteria for judging capacity and sensitivity – SNH/Countryside Agency (2004) 
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Summary of alterations within ES Addendum Chapter 7A: Landscape and Visual 

Amenity 

Paragraph 7.1 states that the chapter updates the ES with respect to the following: 

1 Updates to the accompanying Figures to account for changes in the extent of the 
Application Site boundary;  

2 Updates to the accompanying Appendices to account for changes to the 
Proposed Development; 

3 Updates to the assessment of effects to account for changes to the Proposed 
Development, including phasing, and minor factual alterations related to the 
baseline conditions of the Application Site and its surroundings; and 

4 Clarification of the Proposed Development parameters considered as part of the 
assessment of effects with respect to landscape and visual matters. 

The text of the chapter remains substantially unchanged and most of the alterations are 

relatively minor and factual in nature, relating to the following: 

 Amendments to Figure numbering for amended plans throughout chapter; 

 Alterations to the text relating to phasing of the proposed development, 
including insertion of text in para 7.11, and removal of text (para 7.116) and table 
7.2; 

 Alterations to text regarding ‘additional receptors’ (para 7.155) and Appendix 7.7: 
visual effects table for ‘additional receptors’; 

 Changes reflecting the presence of the solar photovoltaic farm which has since 
been constructed to the south of the application site (para 7.16, 7.65, 7.101, 7.219, 
7.225-228); 

 Alterations to the text to emphasise the temporary nature of the visual effects 
during the construction phase (para 7.124 – 7.153). 

More substantive alterations are almost entirely related to the replacement of housing 

and open space/sports pitches to the west of Peak Lane with an extended ‘country 

park’/SANG.   

Many of these alterations are simply factual corrections/additions reflecting this change 

of use (e.g. para 7.118, 7.124, 7.176).  However, some alterations describe changes in 

judgements regarding landscape and visual effects as a result of the amended proposals 

in this area (para 7.129, 7.134, 7.151, 7.167, 7.174, 7.175, 7.181, 7.211, 7.212) and assertions 

regarding the effects on the quality and enjoyment of the local GI network (para 7.163, 

7.208, 7.257).  Further alterations include a comment on the effects of the proposed 

Stubbington Relief Road on the perceived settlement edge of Fareham (para 7.165). 
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 relevant landscape character assessments for Fareham District and Hampshire6; 

 other relevant studies of the area and policy issues/guidance, notably the review of gap 

policy designations undertaken by David Hares Landscape Architects7, the PUSH 

policy framework for gaps8; and 

 the draft findings of the Borough-wide Landscape Sensitivity Assessment that we have 

undertaken for the Council as part of the update of the Fareham Landscape Character 

Assessment. 

 

3.0 Landscape planning policy context 

3.1 Appendix 7.2 of the ES (unamended) sets out the landscape planning policy context in 

detail and includes relevant policies of: 

 NPPF (and Planning Practice Guidance) 

 South Hampshire Strategy (2012) 

 Fareham Borough Local Plan: Part 1 Core Strategy (Adopted August 2011); Part 2 

Development Sites and Policies (Adopted June 2015) 

The selected policies within ES Appendix 7.2 also include relevant ‘Saved Policies from the 

Fareham Borough Local Plan Review’ (June 2000).  However, most of these now replaced by 

adopted Local Plan documents listed above. 

3.2 Relevant guidance cited includes the PUSH GI Strategy (2010) and the Fareham Borough 

Gap Review (2012).  It does not include the PUSH Policy Framework for Gaps (2008) which 

underpins the Local plan policies relating to Strategic Gaps and the Gap Review. 

3.3 Apart from the inclusion of the superseded Local Plan Review policies, the policies listed in 

the ES are comprehensive and include most of those that we would regard as key policies.  

However, there are a few that are not included that we consider are relevant, and 

conversely some that are included that we regard as of lesser relevance.  We have set out all 

of the policies and guidance either referred to within the ES or identified ourselves in Table 

1 and this forms the basis for testing the compliance of the development proposals in 

relation to landscape, as described in section 9 of this report.   

 

4.0 Assessment methodology used in the ES 

4.1 The assessment methodology is set out in detail in Appendix 7.3 of the ES (unamended).  

We are satisfied that it follows the key elements of best practice guidance set out in 

GLVIA3 with respect to the assessment process, the distinction between landscape and 

visual effects, the basis upon which magnitude and sensitivity are defined for landscape 

and visual receptors, the assessment criteria and significance thresholds adopted. 

                                                           
6 Fareham Landscape Assessment – FBC (1996), Hampshire Integrated Character Assessment – HCC (2012) 
7 A review of gap policy designations – David Hares Landscape Architects (2012) 
8 A policy framework for gaps - Partnership for South Hampshire (PUSH) (2008) 
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4.2 We have some comments to make, however, on how this process has been applied and the 

judgements on landscape and visual effects that have been made in some cases.  These are 

discussed in the following sections. 

4.3 Our main concern regarding methodology, however, is that the assessment framework 

does not adequately address two key issues relating to the value of the landscape within 

and around the Application Site and the effects of the proposed development upon it, 

namely: 

 the role of the landscape in defining the settlement character of the area, and in 

retaining the open nature and/or sense of separation between settlements at risk of 

coalescence (the purposes of the Strategic Gap designation); 

 and the role of the existing landscape as part of the Green Infrastructure resource 

available to local people, particularly in respect of opportunities for informal 

recreation and enjoyment of undeveloped countryside. 

4.4 The landscape and visual amenity chapter of the ES makes some reference to these aspects 

but the assessment framework deals purely with ‘effects on landscape character/features’ 

and ‘effects on visual receptors’ without explicit consideration of the potential effects of 

the proposed development upon these other important landscape functions.  These issues 

are not systematically analysed in any other section of the ES. 

4.5 In respect of the former role, the LVIA framework lists the ‘Fareham-Stubbington Gap LCA’ 

as a landscape receptor but only assesses the effects of the development upon the intrinsic 

landscape character and features of this area, not upon its role in shaping the character and 

identity of the neighbouring settlements and maintaining a sense of physical and visual 

separation between them.  Best practice LVIA guidance does not specifically address the 

role of landscape in preventing coalescence of settlements per se but it does emphasise the 

importance of understanding the inter-relationship between built areas and their 

landscape settings and how this contributes to local settlement and landscape character 

(GLVIA3, p.16 and 74).  As such, these are legitimate considerations for assessment, 

especially given the complex inter-relationship between urban and undeveloped areas that 

characterises much of Fareham Borough. 

4.6 In respect of the GI role, best practice LVIA guidance specifies ‘evidence that the landscape 

is valued for recreational activity where experience of the landscape is important’ as one of 

the factors influencing landscape value (GLVIA3, p.84).  It also states that ‘LVIA will often 

need to address the effects of proposed development on green infrastructure as well as the 

potential the development may offer to enhance it’, and that landscape is important 

because it provides (amongst other things) the setting for day to day lives – for living, 

working and recreation (GLVIA3, p.18).  Furthermore, the European Landscape 

Convention9 also acknowledges that the landscape is an ‘important part of the quality of 

life for people everywhere: in urban areas and in the countryside, in degraded areas as well 

as in areas of high quality, in areas recognised as being of outstanding beauty as well as 

everyday areas’ (ELC, p.3).   

                                                           
9 European Landscape Convention, Treaty Series No. 36 Cmd 8413 (2012) 
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4.7 While the methodology used in the applicant’s LVIA does identify the contribution of 

recreational activity as one of the important factors in assessing landscape value 

(Appendix 7.3, para 7.3.21), this is not explicitly reflected in the baseline description nor in 

the assessment of landscape effects.  The effects on the visual amenity of recreational users 

is assessed but this is a different issue from the effects on the landscape as part of a valued 

local GI resource.   

4.8 Given the emphasis placed upon Strategic Gap and Green Infrastructure issues within the 

policy framework, it is our view that these two specific functions of the landscape should 

be considered separately and systematically in addition to the assessment of the effects on 

the landscape resource and visual amenity.  This is the approach that we have adopted in 

the Fareham Landscape Sensitivity Assessment.   

4.9 These individual aspects are discussed in turn below comparing the assessment provided 

within the ES with our own assessment and identifying areas of common ground and 

disparity between judgements.  Relevant extracts from the draft report of the Landscape 

Sensitivity Assessment is included in Appendix 1 (note that this is a draft document and 

may be modified). 

5.0 Assessment of landscape effects  

5.1 This part of the assessment looks at the effects of the proposals on the landscape of the 

application site and the surrounding area as a resource in its own right.  The assessment 

process should involve three main components: 

 a clear description of landscape character and its defining characteristics (physical, 

aesthetic, perceptual and experiential); 

 a systematic appraisal of the factors influencing landscape sensitivity, involving the 

assessment of landscape value (i.e. the relevant value attached to landscape by society) 

and susceptibility (i.e. the ability of the landscape to accommodate change); and 

 an evaluation of the likely effects of development and their significance, based upon 

the combination of sensitivity with the magnitude of the effect (i.e. the degree of 

alteration to the existing landscape receptor and extent of the receptor affected).   

5.2 The description of landscape character and assessment of landscape sensitivity is 

contained within paragraphs 7.33 to 7.80 of Chapter 7A of the ES, and the assessment of 

likely significant landscape effects is contained within paragraphs 7.111 and 7.166, with 

residual effects (of the completed development after 25 years) contained within paragraphs 

7.203 to 7.208.  The findings are summarised within amended Table 7.4 and Appendix 7.5a 

of the Addendum ES.   

Landscape character  

5.3 In accordance with best practice, the landscape character baseline within the ES sets out 

the broad character context provided by national, county and Borough level assessments, 

picking out key characteristics that define landscape character.  The 1996 LCA provides the 

most detailed existing assessment of landscape character – the site lies wholly within LCA7 

Fareham-Stubbington Gap.  Key features of surrounding urban and rural LCAs are also 

described, then a summary of these assessments is given (ES para 7.59).  We consider that 
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the applicant has referred to the appropriate documents and most relevant sections in 

describing the landscape character context, although we have some concern that the 

concluding summary paragraph is not wholly representative of the assessment findings 

and places more emphasis on some aspects than others (e.g. the urbanising influence of 

neighbouring development). 

5.4 This contextual review is then supplemented by a more detailed appraisal of the landscape 

of the Application Site itself, structured mainly around descriptions of the landscape from 

a series of viewpoints around the Site (locations shown in ES Figure 7.4a).  We have 

amalgamated together the key characteristics identified within these descriptions as 

follows. 

Land to west of Peak Lane (fields 1, 2 and 3, photographs A, B, J, K, L) 

 Key characteristics: 

 the open character of the arable farmland 

 occasional tree, hedgerows and tree lines delineating field boundaries, resulting in a sense of 

localised enclosure 

 the gently undulating topography  

 the prominence of Oxleys Coppice as a landscape feature which restricts views beyond and 

partially screens views towards the settlement edge of Fareham 

 vegetation along Peak Lane and adjacent field boundaries limiting views into the eastern part of 

the Application Site 

 urbanising features, such as Peak Lane, residential development on the southern edge of 

Fareham and occasional scattered buildings creating an urban fringe character over the 

landscape and Application Site. 

Land to the east of Peak Lane and north of Newlands Farm (fields 4, 5, 6 and 7, photographs C - I)  

Key characteristics: 

 the open arable farmland which comprises much of the Application Site, with long views 

afforded across the area  

 containment of the land to the north by the prominent settlement edge of Fareham (e.g. high-rise 

flats of Mitre Court) which has a strong influence on the character of the Application Site 

 band of vegetation which forms the northern boundary of the Site and forms a buffer between 

residential development at Fareham and the site 

 dense vegetation along the northern boundary that screens most views from/of Longfield Road 

apart from limited glimpses through vegetation when not in leaf 

 hedgerow vegetation and trees along field boundaries and around Peak Lodge in the west of this 

area 

 glimpsed views of HMS Collingwood Barracks in the distance across the Site from the east 

 dense hedgerow vegetation, with some gaps, following the eastern boundary of the area which, 

together with woodland and buildings within HMS Collingwood, limit views outwards from 

the Site to the east 
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 backdrop of wooded edge of Stubbington and vegetation associated with the reservoir/fishing 

ponds in views from the NE, seen across flat, open arable farmland and filtering more distant 

views to the south 

 various glimpsed views of buildings and glass houses around Newlands Farm, HMS 

Collingwood, and built form in Fareham (e.g. Mitre Court) in views from the east 

 backdrop to views from the south formed by the settlement of Fareham, seen within a green 

context with vegetation interspersed between the built form and along the northern boundary of 

the Site, with prominent high-rise buildings on the skyline 

 prominent built forms evident in landscape to the east and south of Site, at Newlands Farm and 

HMS Collingwood, all of which contribute to the strong influence that built form has on the 

character of the Site 

Land to the east and south of Newlands Farm (field 8, photographs M and N) 

Key characteristics: 

 the open and flat landform  

 settlement edge of Fareham prominent feature in the view, limiting views further north and 

creating an urbanising influence over the character of the Site 

 further urbanising influences result from glimpses of the NE settlement edge of Stubbington and 

large-scale buildings to the south of the Site 

5.5 While parts of these descriptions are factually correct (e.g. open, flat landform, arable 

farmland), we do not consider that they adequately convey the range of physical, aesthetic, 

perceptual and experiential attributes that contribute to landscape character (and indeed 

sensitivity) within the Application Site.  For example, there is little or no reference to the 

particularly expansive scale of the field pattern; the exposed qualities of this extremely 

open, flat coastal plain landscape; the typically sparse pattern of vegetation cover, 

settlement and access routes within the landscape; the intensive nature of the 

agricultural/horticultural management of the land and relative lack of features and 

diversity; the quality and condition of the landscape; and its aesthetic qualities, its 

visual/topographic unity and sense of place, and so on. 

5.6 Instead, the description focuses predominantly on the visibility of built development 

around the Application Site and its perceived influence on the character of the landscape.  

In our professional opinion, the degree of influence of such features suggested within the 

description is considerably exaggerated.  While we accept that the area’s urban context is 

perceptible, and that some built form is evident in the (mostly distant) background of 

views across the Site, we do not consider that it has the dominating influence on landscape 

character that is suggested, nor that the area as a whole has an urban fringe or degraded 

character.  In our opinion, the area retains an overwhelmingly intact agricultural character 

and a sense of open countryside, albeit intensively managed and ‘captured’ by the urban 

areas that surround it.  The strong vegetation cover around the boundaries of the area, 

together with incidental hedgerows, trees and other vegetation within the Site, plays a 

significant part in reducing the influence of built form within Fareham, Stubbington and 

HMS Collingwood and in presenting a predominantly ‘green’ backdrop to the otherwise 

open farmed landscape.   
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5.7 Further details on our assessment of the landscape character of this area are given in the 

extract from the draft sensitivity assessment for LCA 7: Fareham/Stubbington Gap, 

contained in Appendix 1 of this report. 

Landscape sensitivity 

5.8 The landscape chapter of the ES does not set out a detailed analysis of landscape value, 

susceptibility and sensitivity.  However, these issues are touched upon in the Landscape 

Effects Table (Appendix 7.5a) and within the summary section of the landscape appraisal 

(paragraphs 7.78 – 7.80), which concludes that: 

“The Application Site is generally well-contained and is influenced by the adjoining urban 

development, with the scope to provide effective mitigation to successfully absorb and contain new 

development that would be in-keeping with the landscape setting.  Overall, the Application Site is 

considered to have a low to medium sensitivity as the landscape is of medium value and low to 

medium susceptibility to the type of development proposed”.   

5.9 In our opinion, this statement and the foregoing analysis does not adequately support or 

explain the judgements of value, susceptibility and overall sensitivity made in the ES.  The 

following is our own interpretation of these factors, drawn from the findings of our 

sensitivity assessment work (see Appendix 1 of this report). 

 Landscape value 

5.10 With reference to the criteria for defining landscape value within the ES methodology 

(Appendix 7.3, paragraph 7.3.19-22), we would concur that the landscape of the 

Application Site is of medium value, at least.  It is not covered by any current national or 

local landscape designation but it has a number of positive attributes.  It has rarity value as 

a relatively unspoilt and typical example of undeveloped coastal plain farmland, a 

dwindling landscape resource within the Borough and county context and one which is 

under significant pressure for change (Fareham’s coastal plain forms part of one of the 

most extensive remaining areas of undeveloped coastline in the whole of Hampshire).  

Although it lacks the sense of remoteness and stronger natural qualities that are found in 

other parts of the coastal plain to the west, it is nonetheless representative of the coastal 

plain landscape type, and many of its characteristic and distinctive features are intact, 

notably its flat, open character and expansive views, sparse settlement pattern and 

generally undeveloped character, with scattered woodland blocks, hedgerows and other 

boundary vegetation providing some containment of long distance views.  Although 

somewhat denuded by intensive farming practices, the landscape is nevertheless generally 

well-managed and in good condition, with limited evidence of ‘fringe’ uses or influences 

(e.g. horse paddocks, vacant land, unkempt fencing, fly tipping etc.).  Its character and 

quality is consistent across the area as a whole, giving it a strong sense of visual unity.   

5.11 Scenic quality is unexceptional and is affected by some localised intrusion of urban 

features around its periphery.  However the area does retain a predominantly rural, 

agricultural character and a strong sense of place, and the sheer scale of the landscape 

pattern, and the sense of ‘airiness’ and dominance of the sky, is striking.  Its aesthetic 

appeal is particularly strong when vegetation is in full leaf and there is a pleasing 
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combination of extensive rolling fields of arable crops set against a distant backdrop of 

substantial blocks of woodland or belts of trees, and interspersed by plump hedgerows and 

grassy verges along roadsides and field margins.  The area also provides valuable 

opportunities for quiet recreation in a countryside setting on the doorstep of the 

surrounding urban population, otherwise cut off from the wider countryside of the 

Borough to the north.  On these grounds, landscape value is judged (in our view) as 

medium to high within the context of the Borough as a whole.   

Susceptibility 

5.12 The ES judges that the Application Site is of medium to low susceptibility, meaning that 

the landscape is likely to have scope to accommodate the type of change proposed without 

‘undue’ effects, or with little or no effect, upon its overall integrity (Appendix 7.3, 

paragraph 7.3.25).  The main justification for this appears to be contained in paragraph 

7.79, which states: 

 “The landscape appraisal identifies that the Application Site is well contained due to the low-lying 

profile of the land in combination with the extent of vegetation along the northern, eastern and 

western boundaries and presence of built-forms providing enclosure. There are few distinctive 

components within the Application Site. The Application Site has a somewhat urbanised character 

due to the presence of built-forms within the immediate setting. This suggests that with effective 

mitigation in character with the adjoining landscape, the Application Site has the capacity to 

successfully absorb and contain new development.” 

5.13 The implication is that the changes brought about by the proposed development would 

not substantially alter (or have ‘undue negative effects’ upon) the overall character and 

integrity of the Application Site because it is already affected by the influence of urban 

features within its immediate setting.  Further built development is apparently, therefore, 

regarded as ‘in-keeping’ with existing landscape character.  The justification also implies 

that the landscape has a greater capacity to accommodate change (i.e. lower susceptibility) 

because of its visual containment by surrounding vegetation and built form.  We 

fundamentally disagree with these assertions and our analysis of susceptibility for LCA7 

within the sensitivity assessment reaches a quite different conclusion. 

5.14 In such an open, expansive and (in our view) essentially rural landscape, susceptibility to 

change brought about by the introduction of new built development of this scale must be 

high.  The distinctive character of the area relies on its openness, its agricultural character 

and the relative absence of built development, and the potential to contain development 

within the existing relatively sparse vegetation structure across the site itself is extremely 

limited.  Our conclusion is, therefore, that the landscape is likely to have little scope to 

accommodate the type and scale of change proposed without undue negative effects upon 

its overall character and integrity (i.e. the definition of ‘high susceptibility’ given in the ES 

methodology).   
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Overall landscape sensitivity 

5.15 Overall landscape sensitivity is judged as low to medium within the ES, reflecting the 

judgements that the landscape is of medium value and of low to medium susceptibility.  

Our judgement of high susceptibility combined with medium to high value would suggest 

a rating of ‘high’ overall sensitivity.  This level of sensitivity is defined in the ES 

methodology as follows (Appendix 7.3, para 7.3.26): 

“A landscape receptor of potentially international or national importance.  The landscape features 

and character are the basis for designation and are likely to be largely intact and in a good condition 

with little scope to accommodate the type of change proposed without undue effects upon its overall 

integrity.” 

5.16 The landscape of the Application Site is clearly not of international or national importance 

(there are no such landscapes within the Borough) but it is of at least Borough importance 

and potentially of county importance, due to the rarity value of the coastal plain landscape, 

and so might fit more comfortably within the definition for medium sensitivity.  However, 

the high susceptibility rating (i.e. little scope for change) only occurs within the definition 

of high sensitivity.  We, therefore, consider that the overall sensitivity of this area must lie 

somewhere between medium and high.   

Assessment of landscape effects 

5.17 The assessment of landscape effects, and their significance, involves consideration of the 

magnitude of the changes that will affect the landscape combined with the sensitivity of 

the landscape resource. 

5.18 The ES sets out the effects on a wide range of landscape receptors (features and landscape 

character areas) during construction (paragraphs 7.120 – 7.123) and for the completed 

development at Year 1 (paragraphs 7.158 – 7.166), in the absence of mitigation.  It then 

describes the mitigation measures that have been incorporated within the design of the 

scheme and the resultant ‘residual effects’ (i.e. those that remain after mitigation) during 

the construction phase (paragraphs 7.203) and at Year 25 (paragraph 7.207 – 7.208).  This 

leads to a quite complex picture of levels of magnitude of change and significance of 

effects.  The Landscape Effects Table in Appendix 7.5a provides a very helpful summary 

and simplification of these findings. The judgements on the significance of landscape 

effects in the Addendum ES remain unchanged as a result of the amended scheme, 

although the creation of the SANG in the western part of the site is referred to 

within the ‘effects on landscape character’ (para 7.162, Appendix 7.5a), and 

attributed with providing ‘enhanced opportunities to experience and enjoy the 

outdoors’.    

5.19 In terms of the various landscape receptors listed, we accept that the development is likely 

to have limited, if any, affect upon any landscape character areas (urban or rural) other 

than LCA7: Fareham/Stubbington Gap, because of the restricted intervisibility between the 

Application Site and these wider areas.  We also regard the potential effects on the national 

and county level landscape character areas to be less pertinent because of their larger scale.  

The focus of our attention is, therefore, primarily on the potential effects on landscape 
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character within the Application Site itself and the adjoining landscape within the rest of 

LCA7: Fareham/Stubbington Gap.   

Magnitude of change 

5.20 The ES judges that there will be a large magnitude of effect during the construction phase 

(paragraph 7.123) but that at Year 1“…the change in character from open farmland, enclosed by 

built residential development to the north and east, to urban as a result of the Proposed Development 

will result in a Medium magnitude of effect.” (paragraph 7.166).  This judgement appears to 

be based upon the premise that the character of the area is already influenced by its 

proximity to the existing settlement edges of Fareham and Stubbington, and that various 

landscape features within the area (e.g. hedgerows, woodland and ponds) will remain 

intact and will be enhanced by the development.  The same medium magnitude of effect is 

registered for year 25 when the built development and associated landscape infrastructure 

is completed. 

5.21 The relevant definitions of magnitude of effect in the ES assessment methodology are as 

follows: 

 Large – total alteration to the existing landscape receptor that may affect an extensive 

area; 

 Medium – partial alteration to the existing landscape receptor that may affect a wide 

area. 

5.22 It is clear to us that the character of the landscape within and immediately adjacent to the 

Application Site within LCA7 will be totally and fundamentally altered as a result of the 

change from open countryside dominated by arable farmland to built development, with 

its associated infrastructure and amenity areas.  All of the high quality farmland within the 

Application Site will be lost and, although the few landscape features that occur within the 

site (e.g. hedgerows, trees and ponds) are largely retained within the development layout, 

they will no longer form part of a farmed landscape but will be incorporated into housing 

areas and a network of playing fields, informal open spaces and green corridors with a 

suburban and distinctive amenity character.   

5.23 Critically, one of the most important defining characteristics of the coastal plain landscape 

– its large-scale, open and expansive character - will ultimately be lost as the land is 

progressively enclosed by built form and proposed planting.  There will be nowhere within 

the development from which that sense of openness and extensive views out across the 

landscape can be experienced, and the sense of being ‘in the countryside’ will also be 

fundamentally altered for those using the area for informal recreation.   
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5.24 The strategic landscape objectives that have informed the design of the development 

include the following (ES paragraph 7.195): 

 complement the existing landscape character, notably in terms of the contribution of vegetation 

to the local landscape and its related pattern or grain across the Application Site; 

 retain the quality and character of the local landscape, with reference to published landscape 

character assessments and with particular regard to the character of the Application Site and 

surrounding area. 

5.25 However, there is scant evidence that these objectives have been followed and the 

development layout does not appear to respond in any obvious way to the scale, pattern or 

other defining characteristics of the existing local landscape, other than to incorporate a 

few remnant hedgerows and other isolated features.  The simple, large-scale structure of 

the coastal plain landscape is completely over-ridden by the imposition of a new, intricate 

pattern of irregularly shaped open spaces, woodlands and lakes that do not reflect, let alone 

strengthen, local landscape character.  This is similarly the case with the design of the 

proposed ‘country park/SANG’ (as shown on the ‘Indicative Country Park Layout’ 

plan), which appears to make no reference to the characteristic features of the local 

coastal plain landscape.  Instead, the existing flat, open farmland in this area is 

replaced by an artificial and alien pattern of mounds, hollows, isolated waterbodies 

and new planting that does not apparently follow any existing or former landscape 

features (e.g. drainage features, former hedgelines or field structure, typical 

patterns of woodland/copses etc.).  The removal of built development and creation 

of additional habitats and access opportunities within this area is a positive 

improvement on the previous scheme in landscape character terms, but the 

indicated design is totally out of character within the local landscape and looks 

more akin to an amenity park or golf course than part of the typical countryside of 

the coastal plain.  A more responsive design would incorporate these benefits 

within a landscape structure that is properly related to ‘place’ and reinforces local 

landscape characteristics.  

5.26 Even with the removal of development from the western part of the site, an extensive area 

of land remains affected by the development proposals.  The permanent change from wide, 

open countryside to enclosed urban development and uncharacteristic amenity landscape, 

with the consequent alteration of most of its characteristic and valued attributes must, in 

our view, constitute a large magnitude of change throughout the completion of the 

development and on into perpetuity.   

Significance of effects 

5.27 Before mitigation measures are taken into account, the ES judges that there will be Major 

Adverse significance of effects during construction which reduces to Moderate Adverse 

significance during Year 1 and Year 25.  This decrease in significance is based upon the 

assumption that the magnitude of effect will reduce from large to medium during these 

periods.  Once mitigation is taken into account, the residual effects are judged to remain as 

Major Adverse significance during construction and Moderate Adverse at Year 1, on the 
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basis that mitigation planting will not have taken effect.   The significance of residual 

effects after 25 years, however, is reduced to Minor Adverse on the grounds that “the 

proposed development will have become established within an enhanced network of connected green 

space, contributing to improvements in the quality of the landscape and associated improvements in 

green infrastructure. Furthermore, the maturing of the structural planting along the southern part of 

the Application Site will in particular soften and assimilate built-forms into the landscape and create 

a strong landscape structure along an established settlement edge”.  

5.28 The different levels of significance of landscape effects are defined as follows in the ES 

methodology: 

 Minor Adverse - alterations that result in a slight deterioration of the existing 

landscape resource. Characteristic features would be partially lost. Landscape receptors 

may be of low sensitivity. 

 Moderate Adverse - alterations that result in a partial deterioration of the existing 

landscape resource.  Valued characteristic features would be largely lost. Landscape 

receptors may be of medium sensitivity. 

 Major Adverse - alterations that result in a considerable / total and distinct 

deterioration of the existing landscape resource. Valued characteristic features would 

be wholly lost. Landscape receptors may be of high sensitivity. 

5.29 The ES judgement of Minor Adverse as a long-term residual effect, in our view, 

substantially under-estimates the significance of the landscape changes that will result 

from the development proposals.  As argued above, in our view there will be a large 

magnitude of change to a landscape of medium to high sensitivity.  This will result in 

residual effects of at least Moderate Adverse significance and, arguably, of Major 

Adverse significance.  In either case, the level of effect upon the landscape resource of the 

Application Site and LCA7: Fareham/Stubbington Gap is considered significant in EIA 

terms according to the thresholds set out in the ES methodology (see Appendix 7.3, 

paragraph 7.3.41). 

 

6.0 Assessment of visual effects 

6.1 This part of the assessment looks at the effects of the proposals on the views available to 

people and their visual amenity.  In a similar way to the assessment of landscape effects, 

the assessment process involves three main components: 

 an appraisal of the visibility of the Site from surrounding areas and the identification 

and description of key views and visual receptors; 

 an appraisal of visual sensitivity, involving assessment of the value of key views and 

the susceptibility of receptors to changes in those views that may arise from the 

proposed development; and  

 an evaluation of the likely effects of development on key views and receptors and their 

significance, based upon the combination of sensitivity with the magnitude of the 

visual effect.   
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6.2 We are satisfied that the applicant has undertaken the visual assessment broadly in line 

with best practice guidance in LVIA, although there are some elements of ‘common’ 

practice that are missing, such as the production of a computer-generated ZTV in order to 

map the extent of theoretical visibility from surrounding areas, and the preparation of 

photomontages or other material to illustrate the potential effects of the proposals on key 

views.  However, the assessment appears thorough in terms of identifying and analysing a 

wide range of views and receptor locations, both public and private, and we are satisfied 

that the key views and receptors have been identified.  We also consider that the visual 

assessment process has been followed correctly in terms of the three components listed 

above, and also broadly agree with the criteria used and the judgments made regarding the 

overall assessment of the significance of visual effects (but see comments under 6.6 

below, relating to changes in judgements for the amended scheme). 

6.3 The findings of the visual assessment are generally in line with our own appraisal of the 

visual environment of LCA7: Fareham/Stubbington Gap undertaken for the Fareham 

Sensitivity Assessment, in terms of general visibility from the surrounding area and the 

key receptors likely to be most affected by changes within the area (see Appendix 1 of this 

report).  We concur that views into the area from the wider and immediate surrounding 

areas are generally restricted or filtered by established vegetation and built form around 

the edges of the Application Site.  We also concur with the findings of the ES that key 

receptors will therefore be local residents within properties that adjoin or lie within the 

area (including occupants of HMS Collingwood and other non-residential premises) and 

users of the road and PRoW network within the Site and immediate local area.   

6.4 The ES visual assessment examines a wide range of receptors and viewpoints, as shown on 

Figure 7.5 Visual Appraisal Plan, and the findings are set out in the Visual Effects Table in 

Appendix 7.6.  We have not had the opportunity to check every viewpoint on the ground 

but we have examined the ES findings against our knowledge of the visual characteristics 

of the area and, while we may quibble over some of the reasoning given in the ES and have 

the same concerns over the exaggeration of ‘urbanising influences’, we have not identified 

any areas of major disparity or concern regarding the overall conclusions.   

6.5 The assessment identifies a range of visual receptors that will experience residual effects of 

Moderate or Major Adverse significance during the construction phase, with a smaller 

number experiencing similar effects after 25 years.  The key receptors experiencing the 

most significant long-term (i.e. 25 years+) residual effects are identified as: 

 Residential receptors within private properties along Longfield Avenue (R5), and 

within various three-storey high rise flats on Bishopsfield Road (R8, R9) and at the 

north-east corner of the Site (R11); 

 People using the public rights of way network within and around the Application Site, 

notably the footpath and lane that runs along the eastern boundary of the Site (P1, P2), 

the track that links Tanners Lane and Peak Lane that runs across the southern edge of 

the development area (P2), the footpath crossing the LCA from the corner of HMS 

Collingwood to Stroud Green Lane further to the south (P4), the path linking Peak Lane 

with Ranvilles lane (P7) in the western part of the area, and the path extending 

northwards from Stroud Green Lane (P15).  
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6.6 These receptors are particularly sensitive to changes in their environment and will 

experience a high magnitude of alteration to the existing views.  These levels of effect are 

considered significant in EIA terms according to the thresholds set out in the ES 

methodology (see Appendix 7.3, paragraph 7.3.41).  The amendments to the scheme do 

not alter these significant adverse effects, with the exception of the effects from the 

footpath to the west of Peak Lane which have been changed to Moderate Beneficial 

effects as a result of removal of built development and creation of the new country 

park landscape through which it passes.  A number of other previously assessed 

Minor or Negligible adverse visual effects have also been ‘upgraded’ in the 

Addendum ES to Negligible, Minor or Moderate Beneficial effects as a result of the 

changes to the west of Peak Lane (Para 7.167, 7.175, 7.181, 7.212).  We acknowledge 

that the removal of built development will lessen the adverse impact on local views 

to the west of Peak Lane, but question whether the change from the existing 

agricultural landscape to the proposed country park will have a particularly 

beneficial effect on views. 

 

7.0 Assessment of effects on the Strategic Gap and setting/character of settlements 

7.1 In addition to the potential effects on the Borough’s landscape resource and the visual 

amenity of the local population, we have also considered how the proposed development 

might affect the role of this area of landscape in shaping settlement character within the 

Borough and maintaining the separate identities of Fareham and Stubbington, as part of 

the designated Strategic Gap 

7.2 The ES does not contain any separate detailed assessment of such potential effects but a 

number of brief references are made to the issue of maintaining the separation between the 

settlements within the landscape effects section of Chapter 7A, and the Strategic Gap 

policy is also referred to within the original and supplementary Design and Access 

Statements and the Planning Statements which support the application.   

7.3 The main thrust of the Applicant’s argument is that a physical gap will be maintained 

between the southern edge of the proposed development and the northern edge of 

Stubbington (albeit narrower than the existing gap) and that visual separation will be 

maintained through extensive new planting along this southern edge and the corridor of 

the proposed Stubbington Bypass.  The key paragraph in the amended ES (7.165) states: 

“In addition, substantial proposed woodland planting will reinforce the separation between the 

existing settlement at Stubbington and new development within parts of the Application Site, and 

maintain the separate distinct characters of the surrounding settlement areas of Stubbington and 

Fareham.  The retention and reinforcement of the existing pattern of vegetation including new areas 

of woodland and open space through the south and west, enhanced tree belts, scattered trees and 

hedgerows throughout and along the boundaries of the Application Site, will further ensure the 

existing landscape structure will be enhanced and be well integrated with its surroundings.   
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The Proposed Development will maintain a broad swathe of open farmland between Fareham and 

Stubbington, and reinforce the separate and distinct characters of each settlement, albeit the 

settlement edge will be slightly further south.” 

7.4 This paragraph has been amended to continue: 

“In any event, irrespective of the introduction of the Proposed Development, should the proposed 

Stubbington relief road be brought forward without the Proposed Development this will perceptibly 

bring the settlement edge of Fareham slightly further south.” 

7.5 The original Design and Access Statement also states:  

“Furthermore the Meon Gap will continue to perform its key function of physically separating 

Fareham and Stubbington. Through the sensitive introduction of structural woodland planting and 

areas of open space through the south of the Application Site, placed in trust and maintained as such 

in perpetuity by HLM, the visual and physical separation between Fareham and Stubbington can be 

maintained. By creating a permanent attractive settlement edge to Fareham the separate identities 

and character of Fareham and Stubbington will be enhanced and a robust definitive boundary will 

be formed that minimises the risk of future coalescence between the two settlements.” 

7.6 With the removal of development to the west of Peak Lane, the Supplementary Design 

Statement (para 3.1, point 4) asserts that: 

“Well planned green space will strengthen the physical and visual separation of Fareham and 

Stubbington, and in doing so help to preserve their respective identities in perpetuity…The overall 

quantum of Green Infrastructure has been increased with minor modifications to the layout east of 

Peak Lane and the inclusion of a new Country Park to the west of Peak Lane. In both cases 

additional open space seeks to reinforce the physical and visual separation of Fareham with 

Stubbington.” 

7.7 Strategic Gaps are established planning tools designed, primarily, to define and maintain 

the separate identity of settlements.  Guidance produced by the PUSH authorities (Policy 

Framework for Gaps 2008) sets out the following criteria for designation of gaps which are 

now enshrined in Local Plan policy (Policy CS22): 

 The open nature/sense of separation between settlements cannot be retained by other policy 

designations; 

 The land to be included within the gap performs an important role in defining the settlement 

character of the area and separating settlements at risk of coalescence. 

 In defining the extent of a gap, no more land than is necessary to prevent the coalescence of 

settlements should be included having regard to maintaining their physical and visual 

separation. 

7.8 In addition to these criteria, Policy CS22 also states that: 

“Land within a Strategic Gap will be treated as countryside.  Development proposals will not be 

permitted either individually or cumulatively where it significantly affects the integrity of the gap 

and the physical and visual separation of settlements.” 
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7.9 A review of Fareham’s gap policy designation was undertaken by David Hares Landscape 

Architecture in 2012 and this confirmed that the part of the Fareham/Stubbington Gap 

that corresponds with LCA7 (and within which the Application Site is located) met the 

PUSH criteria for designation and should be retained as a Strategic Gap within the Local 

Plan.   

7.10 The purpose of our comments is not to question the validity of the gap in planning terms, 

as a whole or individual parts of it, but to offer our view on how this area’s role in defining 

settlement character and separate identity might be affected by the proposed development 

at Newlands.  Our views are informed by the appraisal work recently undertaken as part of 

the Fareham Sensitivity Assessment (see extract in Appendix 1 of this report). 

Existing contribution to sense of separation 

7.11 It is important to understand what ‘gaps’ are for and what makes a gap effective in its 

intended purpose.  The gap designation is not a countryside protection or landscape 

designation, its primary purpose is to maintain the ‘separate identity’ of settlements and to 

prevent their individual character and sense of place from being subsumed beneath 

continuous and anonymous urban sprawl.  Importantly, this is not just about preventing 

physical coalescence, i.e. development within one settlement running continuously into 

the next with no physical space or barrier to separate them.  It is also not just about 

maintaining a visual gap between settlements - although this can often be a key factor in 

achieving separation, it is perfectly possible for two settlements to be in sight of one 

another (e.g. on either side of a valley) and still maintain their separate identities because 

of the nature of what lies between them.   For a gap to be effective, it is the perceived ‘sense 

of separation’ that is critical, the ability for anyone to ‘feel’ and to understand where one 

place ends and another different place begins, and to experience a clear sense of moving 

out of one and into the other. 

7.12 In our view, there can be no hard and fast rules about how big a gap needs to be to achieve 

that perception of separation.  This will be dependent entirely on the particular character 

of the settlements and the land that lies between them.  What is critical, however, is that 

there is a clear and distinctive experience of leaving one settlement behind, passing 

through another quite different area (the ‘gap’) before entering another separate 

settlement.  This experience of travelling from out of one place into another can be both 

physical and visual.  Importantly, the ‘bit in between’ needs to have integrity and distinct 

character as an entity or place in its own right, rather than simply be a physical space or 

feature, such as a field or a block of woodland etc., in order for the two settlements to feel 

distinct and separated. 

7.13 In all respects, the gap between Fareham and Stubbington is currently highly effective in 

maintaining the separate identity between the two settlements.  It clearly maintains their 

physical separation by some distance (approximately 1km north- south along Peak Lane 

and 400m at its narrowest point between the corner of HMS Collingwood and the eastern 

edge of Stubbington).  This distance, combined with the screening effects of vegetation 

along the edges of the urban areas, also provides effective visual separation, despite the 

essentially open, expansive character of the landscape.  Even at the narrowest part of the 
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gap where parts of the settlement edge are visible from one side to the other across a 

completely open landscape (i.e. between the SW corner of HMS Collingwood and the 

eastern edge of Stubbington), the distance is sufficient to maintain visual separation 

between the two.   

7.14 Most critically, however, the landscape within the gap performs a highly effective role in 

terms of providing the ‘sense’ of separation and the experience of moving between one 

settlement and the other.  The landscape within the gap forms a continuous tract of 

undeveloped countryside, with strong visual and topographic unity and a distinctive 

coastal plain character and sense of place.  This is a functioning, agricultural landscape, the 

integrity and condition of which is intact.  It lacks the characteristics of a degraded urban 

fringe landscape, e.g. straggling ribbon development, horsiculture, fly-tipping etc., that 

often typify the gaps between settlements, or transitional areas around their edges.  

Instead, there is a very sharp and clear distinction between ‘town and country’.  The edges 

of the urban areas of Fareham and Stubbington are clearly defined by strong boundary 

vegetation and, travelling along Peak Lane, there is a very strong sense of leaving one urban 

area behind, moving into and through a significant tract of open countryside, before re-

entering another urban environment of a different and separate character.  This experience 

is typical of all of the routes that cross the gap, including Ranvilles Lane, Titchfield Road 

and the PRoW that cross the gap from east to west. 

7.15 The scale of the gap reinforces this experience.  It takes some time to cross it, even by car, 

but especially when walking, and this allows time to fully appreciate the openness and 

expansive character of the landscape and the sense of being out in open countryside.  The 

fact that you can see so far across the gap, and identify its edges, also strengthens the sense 

of separation by emphasising the distance that exists between the settlements.   

Effects of proposed development on sense of separation 

7.16 There can be no question that this area of landscape has a crucial role in maintaining the 

separation of Fareham from Stubbington and that the gap is currently highly effective in 

providing a strong sense of separation and a distinctive countryside setting for both 

settlements, thus reinforcing their separate identity.  The key issue is whether the 

effectiveness and integrity of the gap in fulfilling these functions would be maintained or 

changed as a result of the proposed development at Newlands.   

7.17 We consider that the effectiveness and integrity of the gap in providing a sense of 

separation can only be maintained where: 

 there is no actual physical coalescence between the two settlements; 

 there is no perceived visual coalescence (this does not necessarily mean that there 

needs to be a visual barrier between them but that the appearance of one settlement 

coalescing with another is avoided); 

 measures designed to block views between built areas do not in themselves undermine 

the sense of visual separation that is reinforced by long-distance views between 

settlements; 

 there is a strong and well-defined boundary between the settlement and the gap, so 

that it is clear where the edge of the settlement lies and the gap begins; 
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 there is a clear and distinct experience of leaving one settlement behind, passing 

through another quite different and distinct area (the ‘gap’) before entering another 

separate settlement; 

 the gap has sufficient scale and coherence of character to be experienced as a place, or 

entity in its own right (in this case, an intact area of open farmed countryside) rather 

than simply a transitional space between urban areas. 

7.18 In terms of physical separation, the development proposals (built development and 

landscape) encroach substantially into the gap, occupying the majority of the land within 

the NE part of the gap area, but there is no actual physical coalescence of built form.  The 

distances between the edges of the urban area are, nonetheless, significantly reduced, 

especially at the north-east corner of Stubbington (at the northern end of Stroud Green 

Lane) where the gap between the built edges is narrowed from c. 1km to c. 450m and to 

only 200m between the defined settlement boundaries.  The distance between the 

settlements edges along Peak Lane is reduced by a lesser degree (from c. 1km to c.800m).  

This distance remains unchanged despite the removal of development to the west 

of Peak Lane because of the retention of development to the east of the road and the 

repositioning of the roundabout and entrance into the site further to the south 

than previously.  There is no effect on distances between urban edges to the east of 

Stubbington as there are no proposals for built development (other than the bypass) 

within this area. 

7.19 In terms of visual separation, the applicant places great reliance on the screening effects 

of the substantial areas of new woodland planting that are to be established within the 

network of public parks and formal amenity areas along the southern edge of the 

development.  This part of the gap is currently exceptionally open and, internally, is 

virtually devoid of any existing hedgerows or other mature vegetation cover that could 

form a natural edge or visual containment of the areas of new built development.  The 

successful establishment of the new landscape infrastructure will therefore be critical to 

the achievement of effective visual separation.   

7.20 Assuming that a reasonably effective visual barrier between built areas may eventually be 

achieved once this screen planting has matured, it seems unlikely that the proximity of the 

two built areas will be completely masked and go unnoticed, particularly by users of the 

PRoW network (Tanners Lane/Stroud Green Lane) and the new bypass route itself.  

Furthermore, perhaps perversely, this planting in itself will have the effect of narrowing 

the gap by truncating views across the wider area which currently reinforce the distance 

between the settlements.  In our view, the narrowness of the physical gap and the visual 

containment created in this area will have a significant effect upon the perceived sense of 

separation between the two urban areas. 

7.21 In terms of a strong, well-defined boundary between the settlement and the gap, the 

applicant claims that the development proposals will create a ‘permanent, attractive edge 

to Fareham’ and provide a ‘robust and definitive settlement boundary’.  Unlike the existing 

settlement boundary of Fareham, there is no obvious boundary feature which contains the 

edge of the development blocks within the Application Site, rather these ‘feather’ out into 

Page 2574



 

 
 5233_Newlands Review_171017 

21 

the open space network.  It must be assumed, therefore, that the ‘attractive edge’ will be 

formed by the landscape infrastructure itself, which extends up to and across the 

alignment of the bypass.  To all intents and purposes, and as confirmed by the Applicant, 

the bypass would become the new settlement boundary of Fareham, approximately 800m 

further to the south of the existing edge and only 200m from the settlement boundary of 

Stubbington.  We challenge the assertion in paragraph 7.165 of the Addendum ES 

that this would be the case if the bypass was built in isolation (i.e. irrespective of 

the Newlands development) for the reasons given under paragraph 7.38 below. 

7.22 Perhaps most critically in terms of the ‘sense of separation’, the experience of travelling 

from one settlement to the other across this part of the gap will be significantly altered.  

This will especially affect pedestrians and cyclists using access links between Longfield 

Avenue in Fareham and Stubbington.  At present, the experience involves moving from the 

built up area of Fareham through the very strongly defined, tree-lined settlement boundary 

along Longfield Road into the open countryside of the gap in its NE corner, then following 

the access network through the open agricultural landscape, with expansive views to the 

west and south, for approximately 1 kilometre before reaching the edge of Stubbington at 

Stroud Green Lane.  The experience of walking through the gap between urban areas may 

take around 12 minutes at a good walking pace, allowing ample opportunity to appreciate 

the sense of separation between the settlements and the character and quality of their 

countryside settings. 

7.23 The experience of crossing this area through the proposed development would be totally 

different.  After leaving the existing built area of Fareham and moving through the tree-

lined boundary on Longfield Road, the experience would be to enter another area of built 

development and to travel through an enclosed urban environment of residential 

development set within a framework of public parks, sports pitches, woodland and lakes 

with no outward views, for approximately 800m, before reaching the new bypass.  As there 

apparently is no clearly defined ‘edge’ between the built area and the landscape framework 

within the Newlands development, it is only at this point that there would be a sense of the 

‘edge’ of Fareham being reached.   

7.24 From the bypass to the existing settlement boundary of Stubbington is a distance of around 

200m, following the existing route of Stroud Green Lane around the buildings of Newlands 

Farm.  The character of the farm buildings and yard, plus their proximity to the edge of 

Stubbington, gives this area a semi-urbanised character.  Views outwards from Stroud Lane 

would be almost entirely blocked by the farm buildings, a new block of woodland on the 

southern side of the bypass, a belt of mature trees in front of the nearby glasshouses, and 

proposed off-site woodland planting to the south of the farm.  The entire route would be 

enclosed by built form or vegetation, with practically no opportunity to experience the 

character of the coastal plain landscape or to enjoy the characteristic expansive views 

across open countryside to the west and south.   

7.25 In essence, instead of a c.12 minute walk through open undeveloped countryside between 

two distinct settlement boundaries, the experience would comprise an entirely enclosed, 

short (c.5 minute) walk from the edge of the new housing through a heavily used park, 

across a busy road, around farm buildings and directly into Stubbington.  The scale and 
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the character of the area between the two settlement boundaries does not, in our view, 

constitute a proper ‘gap’ and is, rather, a transitional space between settlements.  There 

would be no real sense of leaving one settlement behind, passing through and experiencing 

another quite different and distinct area (the ‘gap’) before entering another separate 

settlement, as is currently the case.   

7.26 Furthermore, by effectively bringing the edges of the settlements so close together and 

using the bypass as the definitive settlement boundary for Fareham, the development 

proposals in our view increase rather than minimise (as claimed) the risk of future 

coalescence.  The bypass may present a physical barrier to coalescence but it may also 

establish a precedent for future development to the west of Peak Lane and on the 

Stubbington side, possibly around Newlands Farm or on the site of the existing 

glasshouses, which could ultimately lead to the effective connection of the settlements on 

either side of the road.   

7.27 The removal of development from land to the west of Peak Lane will retain the 

current physical extent of the gap in this particular location and, in this sense, is 

less damaging than the original proposals.  However, it will not affect perceptions 

of the reduced distance between the settlements edges of Fareham and Stubbington 

along Peak Lane (for the reasons given in paragraph 7.18 above) nor do anything to 

reduce the narrowing of the gap in the most critical location around Newlands 

Farm to the east.  We would therefore strongly challenge the assertion in the 

Supplementary Design Statement that this change will reinforce the physical and 

visual separation of the two settlements. 

7.28 For all the reasons given above, we also challenge the numerous statements 

contained within the Planning Statement Addendum (e.g. paras 3.12, 3.39, 3.83, 

4.58) which assert that the proposals will ‘positively redefine the existing 

settlement edge to Fareham’, ‘retain a clear gap’, help to ‘maintain the separational 

‘arc’ of countryside between Fareham and Stubbington and its function as a 

Strategic Gap’ and ‘strengthen the separate identity’ of these settlements.   

Effects of proposed development on settlement character and setting 

7.29 In addition to the sense of separation, the landscape of this area performs a role in defining 

the character and settings of the settlements that it separates.  It is a surviving remnant of a 

much more extensive swathe of open, undeveloped coastal plain landscape which is 

underlain by clays and clayey sands of the Bracklesham Beds and overlain by well-drained 

soils of high agricultural quality that have given rise to extensive arable cultivation, 

vegetable production, glass house and cereal crops.  As already stated, this area remains, 

fundamentally, a functioning, productive agricultural landscape and provides an intact 

countryside setting for both Fareham and Stubbington. 

7.30 Fareham grew slowly from its origins as a small port until the mid C20 when it underwent 

rapid expansion, particularly during the 1960s, coalescing with many other smaller 

settlements (e.g. Heathfield, West End, Catisfield and Wallington) which diluted its overall 

identity.  The outward sprawl has meant that it has now virtually merged with Portchester 
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and Gosport in the east and south-east, with the boundaries between settlements 

increasingly hard to define.  In contrast, the existing southern edge of Fareham bordered by 

Longfield Avenue/Rowan Way is very well-defined by the broad road corridor with 

substantial verges, hedgerows and belts of trees and woodland at Oxleys Coppice.  Beyond 

this lies the open countryside of the gap and, as stated earlier, there is a very clear 

distinction between town and country on either side of this boundary.   

7.31 It is notable that this settlement edge coincides with the geological boundary between a 

band of heavy London Clay to the north (which underlies most of the built area of modern 

day Fareham) and the tertiary sands and clays of the intensively farmed coastal plain, 

forming the ‘natural edge’ of the latter.  When crossing this boundary, there is a real sense 

of coming out into the wide open landscape of the coastal plain, which provides ‘breathing 

space’ after the enclosure of the continuous built-up area.  Although geologically slightly 

different, a similar settlement pattern is evident further to the west where the northern 

edge of the coastal plain broadly defines the limits of settlements (e.g. around Titchfield 

Common and the Western Wards).  The main anomalies to this pattern are the military 

bases (HMS Collingwood and Daedalus) which were developed on the coastal plain to take 

advantage of flat land suitable for airstrips, and Stubbington, which developed into an 

apparently nucleated, single settlement from the coalescence of a number of small 

scattered villages and hamlets.   

7.32 Stubbington engulfed the fishing village of Hill Head and Crofton in the C19 with further, 

more significant expansion during the C20.  Despite this growth, its edges are mostly well-

defined and it retains the sense of being contained by the sea and open countryside on all 

sides.  It has a sense of place as a ‘coastal plain’ settlement and does not currently feel part 

of a continuous urban sprawl, although there is the risk of coalescence with Lee on Solent 

on its south-eastern corner which may be exacerbated by the redevelopment of the 

Daedalus airfield.   

7.33 The development proposals will significantly alter the local settlement pattern, 

particularly with respect to Fareham.  It will bring development out onto the open coastal 

plain, beyond the existing well-defined settlement edge, thereby blurring the distinction 

between town and country, and the form of the urban extension does not relate to any 

existing ‘natural’ landscape boundaries or typical settlement form within the coastal plain 

landscape.    

7.34 The coherent countryside character of the landscape across the gap and its intact function 

as a working, agricultural landscape are vital characteristics of the settings of both 

settlements.  The proposals will fundamentally alter the character and integrity of these 

settings by introducing a new landscape infrastructure of public parks, playing fields, 

woodlands and waterbodies of a character which is alien to the coastal plain landscape and 

the primary function of the gap as a productive farmed landscape.  This will be the case 

even with the amended proposals for land to the west of Peak Lane, where intact 

agricultural land will be replaced by a new ‘country park’, the character of which is 

incongruous within the typical countryside of the coastal plain.   
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7.35 In particular, the ‘flow’ of agricultural land through the gap would be completely severed 

in the central area, leaving an isolated belt of farmland on the eastern side of Stubbington 

detached from the rest of the farmed countryside of the gap.  An intervention of this scale 

compromises the overall coherence and integrity of the gap as a swathe of open 

countryside and may ultimately reach the point where the gap becomes a corridor of 

greenspace between urban areas, or an ‘urban park’, rather than a functioning area of 

agricultural landscape with a distinct character and identity.   

7.36 For the above reasons, it is our view is that the development proposals, as they stand, 

would weaken rather than strengthen the integrity and effectiveness of the existing gap in 

maintaining the sense of separation between Fareham and Stubbington, and have a 

significant adverse effect upon the character of their settings and local settlement patterns. 

Consideration of the effects of the Stubbington Bypass 

7.37 It should be noted that consideration has been given to the changes that will result from 

the construction of the Stubbington Bypass in making judgements about the potential 

effects of the Newlands development proposals.  The original Planning Statement 

(paragraph 5.77) remarks that “…the consented bypass affects how the strategic gap can be 
considered given that it effectively severs the gap and introduces a new physical 
boundary”.  The Planning Statement Addendum re-emphasises the need to consider 

the proposals in the context of the consented bypass and puts forward the case that 

the new road, in itself, will have an urbanising influence (para 4.57).   

7.38 However, we consider that the bypass on its own would not significantly compromise the 

integrity of the gap or fundamentally alter its overall, agricultural character, although it 

would cause localised effects in the open landscape.  It is development in conjunction with 

the road, particularly where the road is regarded as a legitimate boundary up to which new 

development might extend (i.e. precisely what the applicant is proposing), which is 

the greater threat, as concluded within our recent sensitivity assessment findings as 

follows (see Appendix 1): 

“The proposed bypass already threatens to erode the integrity of the existing gap, particularly if it is 

regarded as forming a potential new edge for development.  If the rural, undeveloped and expansive 

character of this area is to be maintained, it will be crucial to keep the urban boundaries as tightly 

drawn as possible and avoid infilling the land between the existing urban edges and the new road.” 

and  

“It is acknowledged that the existing character of the area is likely to change with the construction of 

the recently consented Stubbington Bypass, the alignment of which will cut through the entire length 

of area 7a from Titchfield Road in the north west to Gosport Road in the south.  The degree of impact 

that this major road scheme will have on the rural character of the area is uncertain but it will 

inevitably introduce further activity, noise and urbanising features into the agricultural landscape, 

as well as resulting in physical disturbance to land and vegetation cover.  However, the 

carriageway will not be lit and mitigation proposals include new hedgerow and tree planting along  
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the route to reduce its visibility and impact on the landscape.  Once such mitigation has become 

effective, the road by itself, may not have an overwhelming urbanising effect.  However, significant 

further development in addition to the road scheme would almost certainly tip the balance towards 

this outcome.”  

7.39 For these reasons, we challenge the assertion in paragraph 7.165 of the Addendum 

ES that the construction of the bypass would in itself, and irrespective of any 

housing development, ‘perceptibly bring the settlement edge of Fareham slightly 

further south’.  We also challenge the assertions in the Planning Statement 

Addendum that ‘clear separation between Fareham and Stubbington, and their 

distinct and separate identities’ will be maintained with the bypass and the 

proposed development constructed (para 4.57), for the reasons we set out in 

paragraphs 7.21 onwards. 

7.40 A further assertion is that the proposed new landscape framework associated with 

the development at Newlands will actually help to assimilate the bypass into the 

landscape of the gap more effectively than what can be achieved from building the 

bypass alone (Planning Statement Addendum para 4.59).  We strongly challenge 

this: in our opinion, the ‘filling in’ of the gap with built development virtually 

right up to the edge of the new bypass can only serve to exacerbate, rather than 

lessen, the impact of the road.   

 

8.0 Assessment of effects on Green Infrastructure 

8.1 The application documentation makes considerable play of the improvements to Green 

Infrastructure (and landscape character and quality) that will be provided within the 

proposed development to “restore the landscape’s former grain and quality” (DAS p.45).  

We would concur with the view that the area is intensively farmed and does not support a 

wide range of GI assets in terms of biodiversity or landscape features, as set out in our 

recent sensitivity assessment (see Appendix 1).  We would also agree that the area would 

benefit from improvements and extension of the local GI network through investment in 

the reinstatement or creation of hedgerows, woods and other habitats that have been lost 

or damaged by agricultural intensification, and through the creation of additional public 

open space or access areas.  In this respect, we acknowledge that the development 

proposals offer positive benefits. 

8.2 However, despite the relative lack of diversity and extent of such assets, the area as a whole 

does make a significant contribution to the local GI network as an extensive area of 

undeveloped greenspace within easy reach of a highly urbanised area.  The area acts as a 

link between the Meon Valley to the west and the Alver Valley to the east and its network 

of public footpaths and lanes provide access links between the urban areas as well as an 

important resource allowing opportunities for local people to enjoy informal recreation 

within a rural and largely unspoilt rural setting.  The value of the area for quiet enjoyment 

of the countryside has been demonstrated by the many representations along these lines 

received in response to the Newlands planning application.   
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8.3 The draft Fareham Sensitivity Assessment concludes that: 

“The area’s GI value lies in its largely undeveloped nature and the significant public access afforded 

by PRoWs connecting the surrounding urban areas.  It is therefore highly sensitive to change.  Any 

development that compromised the PRoW network, through restricting access, damaging path 

quality or compromising the sense of openness and being ‘in the countryside’ would have an adverse 

effect on the GI network.”   

8.4 Our primary concern is that this sense of openness and of being in the countryside would 

be significantly compromised by the proposed development across a large proportion of 

the area.  Despite the omission of development on land to the west of Peak Lane, a 

significant area of open farmland will be built upon and the proposed new 

landscape infrastructure (including the proposed country park/SANG) will create 

an amenity landscape of an entirely different character to the characteristic farmed 

landscape of the coastal plain.  While many of the proposed features (woodland, 

grassland, wetlands etc.) may help to diversify the wildlife potential of the area, 

they do not reflect the typical and historic patterns of vegetation/habitats, drainage, 

fields, woodland etc. that characterise the coastal plain, and introduce incongruous 

and artificial elements such as lakes and mounding.  They do not, therefore 

necessarily constitute ‘improvements to the landscape fabric’ and it is unclear how 

the creation of the SANG will ‘further integrate the introduction of built 

development within the landscape’ (as stated in paragraph 7.257 of the Addendum 

ES and repeated in the Supplementary Planning Statement, para 3.40).   

8.5 The retention, enhancement and extension of the existing access network is commendable 

but it should be noted that the recreational experience of using this network will be 

significantly altered by the proposed development, and these effects on the existing GI 

value of the area require proper recognition within the balancing of positive and negative 

environmental effects.   

 

9.0 Summary and conclusions 

9.1 An abbreviated summary of the key points arising from our review is set out below, 

followed by our overall conclusions on the effects of the proposals and compliance with 

relevant planning policy.   

Summary of key points 

9.2 Landscape planning policy context 

 the list of policies is considered mostly relevant apart from inclusion of superseded 

Local Plan Review policies 

 no specific conclusion on compliance with planning policy in the ES although covered 

in Planning Statement 

 our own comments regarding compliance are set out in Table1 
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9.3 Assessment methodology 

 satisfied that assessment methodology generally in line with best practice guidance in 

terms of assessment process 

 some concerns about how the process has been applied and judgements made 

 main concerns are that assessment framework does not adequately address the effects 

of the proposals on the Strategic Gap designation and Green Infrastructure resource 

9.4 Assessment of landscape effects 

 landscape character is not fully analysed and described, the ES does not adequately 

describe the full range of physical, aesthetic, perceptual and experiential attributes that 

contribute to landscape character 

 ES description focuses on the visibility of built development around the Application 

Site and perceived influence on landscape character, the degree of which we consider 

to be considerably over-exaggerated 

 ES judgements concerning landscape sensitivity, value and susceptibility are not 

properly explained or supported and we disagree with the judgement of overall 

sensitivity and of the magnitude of change, both of which we consider are under 

estimated 

 overall, we consider that the importance of the landscape as a resource is undervalued 

and the significance of effects is under-estimated within the ES 

 we consider that this is a valuable landscape resource in the Borough context that will 

be altered completely as a result of the proposals and that there will  be Moderate or 

Major Adverse landscape effects (i.e. significant in EIA terms) 

 these judgements have not changed as a result of the amended proposals, as 

only a relatively small proportion of the proposed built development has been 

removed from the scheme and the proposed country park/SANG which replaces 

it is also out of keeping with local landscape character. 

9.5 Assessment of visual effects 

 we are satisfied that the visual assessment has been undertaken broadly in line with 

best practice guidance and is thorough in identifying key views and receptors  

 we generally agree with the criteria used and the judgements made regarding the 

overall assessment of the significance of effects  

 we concur with the conclusion that there will be certain specified residential receptors 

and users of the public rights of way network who will experience long term moderate 

or major adverse  residual effects, i.e. significant effects in EIA terms 

 these judgements have not changed as a result of the amended proposals  

9.6 Assessment of effects on the Strategic Gap and setting/character of settlements 

 no systematic assessment of these effects is provided in the ES but various assertions 

regarding how the proposals reinforce visual and physical separation of settlements 

are made within the ES and other planning documentation 
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 main thrust of Applicants argument is that substantial planting will provide a visual 

barrier between Fareham and Stubbington and thereby reinforce the gap, and that the 

bypass will provide permanent settlement boundary for Fareham and reduce risk of 

coalescence with Stubbington 

 purpose of gaps is to maintain the separate identity of settlements and prevent their 

coalescence, involving consideration of physical, visual and, importantly, the 

perceived ‘sense’ of separation (i.e. the ability for anyone to ‘feel’ and to understand 

where one place ends and another different place begins) 

 the existing gap between Fareham and Stubbington currently highly effective in all 

aspects of separation – scale of the gap reinforces physical and visual separation but 

also highly effective in providing the sense of separation and the experience of moving 

between one settlement and the other through a distinct and continuous tract of 

undeveloped countryside 

 the development proposals encroach substantially into the gap and reduce the physical 

separation between settlement boundaries from 1 km to 200m at its narrowest point 

(between Stroud Green Lane and bypass alignment) 

 visual separation will be reliant on the establishment of substantial blocks of new 

woodland and other planting and even when mature it is likely that users of roads and 

footpaths will have some awareness of the proximity of the settlement boundaries 

 narrowness of the gap, and truncation of long-distance views, will have significant 

effect on perceived sense of separation 

 the experience of travelling from one settlement to the other will be significantly 

altered from a 1 km walk through open countryside between two well-defined 

settlement edges with extensive views, to an enclosed 200m walk across a busy road, 

past farm buildings and into Stubbington, with no clear sense of moving from one 

clearly defined settlement edge across a coherent gap to another 

 landscape within the gap also important to settlement character and setting – 

underlying geology/soils and high agricultural value have influenced local settlement 

pattern within and around the coastal plain, with development typically extending up 

to but not beyond the northern, ‘natural’ edge of the coastal plain  

 southern edge of Fareham particularly well-defined, running along the boundary 

between heavy London Clay and high quality land of the plain 

 the gap remains a functioning, productive agricultural landscape that provides an 

intact countryside setting for both Fareham and Stubbington 

 development proposals will fundamentally alter the character and integrity of these 

settings by introducing a new landscape infrastructure which is alien to the coastal 

plain landscape and the primary function of the gap as a productive farmed landscape.  

 we conclude that the development proposals, as they stand, would weaken rather than 

strengthen the integrity and effectiveness of the existing gap in maintaining the sense 

of separation between Fareham and Stubbington, and also have an adverse effect upon 

the character of their settings and local settlement pattern. 

 the removal of development and creation of the country park/SANG to the west 

of Peak Lane does not result in any substantive change to these effects nor our 

conclusions 
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9.7 Assessment of effects on Green Infrastructure 

 agree with Applicant that the area does not support a wide range of GI assets and that 

the area would benefit from improvements and investment in GI network  

 however, area has significant GI value as an extensive area of undeveloped countryside 

with easy access from surrounding urban areas for the purposes of quiet, informal 

recreation 

 this resource is highly sensitive and any development that affects its sense of openness 

and countryside character would be damaging 

 consider that the proposed development will compromise these qualities and that the 

new landscape infrastructure to be provided in network of public parks and spaces, 

including the proposed country park/SANG, is not in keeping with local landscape 

character 

 the ES does not include a systematic appraisal of the effects of the proposals on the GI 

network and a proper balancing of positive and negative effects is required. 

Overall conclusions regarding landscape effects and compliance with relevant planning 
policy 

9.8 It is indisputable that the proposed development at Newlands encroaches well beyond the 

existing Defined Urban Settlement Boundary of Fareham into an area of open countryside 

that is designated as a Strategic Gap.  It would occupy a total area of 110ha of land, 

currently in agricultural use, of which approximately 38.5 ha was originally identified for 

built development.  The extent of built development has been reduced by the 

removal of housing to the west of Peak Lane (precise area not specified) but 

nevertheless, the application site as a whole still represents roughly one third of the 

currently undeveloped area of land within the strategic gap that lies between Titchfield 

Road in the west and Gosport Road in the south (excluding land now occupied by the 

Newlands Solar Farm and the waste water treatment plant).   

9.9 On this basis, it fails to comply with a range of planning policies and guidance at a 

national, sub-regional and local level (as set out in Table 1), that seek to direct development 

to the most sustainable locations, i.e. within existing settlement boundaries (e.g. CS6 and 

DSP6). 

9.10 The applicant acknowledges this non-compliance within the accompanying Planning 

Statement, but makes the assertion that there is a shortfall in the 5-year supply of housing 

that renders these policies ‘out of date’ and therefore superseded by the overarching 

presumption in favour of sustainable development, as defined in the NPPF.  The applicant 

also considers that the criteria set out in DSP40 (the Local Plan policy that allows for 

housing development outside of settlement boundaries in the event of a shortfall in 

housing supply) are fully met and that the development would have no unacceptable 

environmental implications ‘as detailed in the ES’ (although this does not entirely accord 

with the Statement of Significance).  Irrespective of the housing supply issue, the applicant 

also states that the proposals are compliant with principles of sustainable development 

and policies for high quality design, the protection of strategic gaps and provision of Green 

Infrastructure.   
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9.11 In our professional opinion the proposals would result in significant (in EIA terms) and 

permanent, adverse effects on landscape resources and visual amenity within the area.  We 

also conclude that they would substantially undermine the function and integrity of the 

strategic gap in maintaining a sense of separation between Fareham and Stubbington, and 

the role of the area in defining the character of the settlements and their landscape settings, 

as well as significantly altering the nature of the local green infrastructure resource and 

reducing opportunities to access open countryside for quiet informal recreation.  Our 

conclusions remain unchanged as a result of the amendments to the scheme which 

have relatively little bearing upon the most critical effects on landscape and visual 

resources and the integrity of the strategic gap.  The level of ‘harm’ involved in each of 

these considerations is discussed below. 

9.12 The landscape within the Fareham/Stubbington Gap represents a significant part of the 

Borough’s ever dwindling resource of undeveloped countryside, which has been 

progressively and rapidly eroded by the pressures of urban development (including, most 

recently, the proposed development at Welborne).  Furthermore, despite its isolation from 

the sea, it forms part of one of the largest remaining areas of undeveloped coastal plain 

landscape in Hampshire, and displays many of the characteristic features of this landscape 

type.  It is an intact, functioning and highly productive agricultural landscape that is 

generally well managed and in good condition despite its somewhat denuded character, 

and it has a strong and distinctive sense of place and visual cohesion associated with its 

coastal plain context.  Its intrinsic value as a landscape resource within the overall context 

of the Borough is therefore greater than might be expected for a landscape that is typically 

open and relatively featureless.  The exceptionally open character of this area also means it 

is very difficult to integrate development of any scale without having significant effects on 

the key things that characterise it and make it distinctive.   

9.13 The development proposals will fundamentally and permanently change the character of 

the application site from open farmland to enclosed urban development and amenity 

landscape, and will also have a major adverse effect on the integrity and character of the 

remaining farmland that surrounds it.  In our view, the large degree of change and extent 

of land affected, combined with the relatively high value and sensitivity of the landscape 

resource, constitutes a significant level of harm in EIA terms.   

9.14 In terms of harm to visual amenity, both the applicant’s assessment and our own have 

identified groups of people whose existing visual amenity will be affected to a significant 

extent by the proposals.  These include residents in high-rise or three-storey 

accommodation to the north and north-east of the Application Site and, in particular, users 

of the network of public rights of way that criss-cross the open farmland.  Their views will 

be permanently changed from expansive views out across open countryside to contained 

views of built development or wooded amenity land and farmland.  The level of harm is 

slightly lower than for the landscape resource (i.e. moderate as opposed to major residual 

adverse) and views from private properties may be judged as less significant under the 

criteria used for residential amenity assessments.  Nevertheless, the judgements set out in 

the ES meet the threshold for ‘significant effects’ in EIA terms and are essentially 

unaffected by the amendments to the scheme.   
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9.15 The effects on the strategic gap have not been systematically assessed through the EIA 

process but, in our opinion, the proposals will also cause significant harm to the function 

and integrity of the gap.  Despite the removal of a parcel of development to the west of 

Peak Lane, the remaining extensive area of built development encroaches substantially 

into the gap and reduces the physical separation between settlement boundaries from 

around 1km to a mere 200m at the narrowest point.  The narrowness of the gap, the 

truncation of long-distance views and the radically altered experience of moving from one 

clearly defined settlement to another through open countryside, will all significantly 

diminish the perceived sense of separation and the coherence of the gap.  Furthermore, by 

using the alignment of the proposed bypass as a ‘robust definitive boundary’ for Fareham 

(Planning Statement para 6.32), the proposals not only bring the two settlements almost to 

within touching distance, but also set a potentially dangerous precedent for future 

expansion of Fareham up to the bypass on land to the west of Peak Lane, furthering 

threatening the integrity of the gap.   

9.16 The gap not only maintains the separate identity of Fareham and Stubbington but it also 

forms a distinctive countryside setting, defines their ‘edges’ and reinforces the 

characteristic structure and form of urban development within the Borough as a whole and 

the way this has developed in response to underlying natural influences.  Like the chalk 

ridge of Portsdown Hill and the valleys of the rivers Hamble, Hook, Meon and Alver, the 

undeveloped coastal plain is a key structural and defining component of the Borough 

landscape which has had a major role to play in shaping patterns of settlement and land 

use.  The encroachment of development beyond the strongly defined existing edge of 

Fareham into the coastal plain farmland will disrupt these distinctions and contribute to 

the insidious process of attrition whereby the character of individual settlements and the 

‘natural’ boundaries between urban and rural areas are lost beneath amorphous urban 

sprawl.  The level of harm is difficult to define but the effect will certainly be detrimental 

to the maintenance of settlement character and identity, and local distinctiveness. 

9.17 Finally, the level of harm to GI resources is not as clear cut as some other effects, as the 

proposals do include some positive GI benefits in the form of habitat creation and 

diversification of recreational experience, which have been extended by the inclusion 

of the proposed country park/SANG in place of built development to the west of 

Peak Lane.  However, these benefits must be properly balanced against the negative 

effects of the loss of an extensive area of open countryside to built development, that 

currently offers opportunities for quiet informal recreation in a place that can be easily 

accessed by the surrounding urban population.  This harm may not be significant on its 

own, but it is another factor to be taken into consideration in the weighing up of negative 

effects against positive benefits of the development proposals. 

9.18 On this basis of our assessment, the proposals will result in a significant level of harm and 

are therefore not consistent with the Vision for Fareham, the strategic objectives or policies 

within the Local Plan relating to the protection and enhancement of the countryside and 

local landscape and settlement character, or those relating to the function of the strategic 

gap (in particular SO10, SO11, CS14, CS22, DSP1, DSP6 and DSP8).  The proposals are also 

partially inconsistent with Local Plan objectives and policies relating to Green 
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Infrastructure (e.g. SO11, CS4, CS21, DSP8) in that they will reduce opportunities for access 

to the countryside which these policies aim to protect and enhance. 

9.19 Moreover, in our view, the proposed development does not reflect Local Plan aspirations 

regarding high quality design, particularly in ensuring that development respects its 

context.  In our opinion, there is little evidence in the Illustrative Masterplan, 

Indicative Country Park Layout, DAS or Supplementary Design Statement of the 

development proposals ‘responding positively to, and being respectful of, the key 

characteristics of the area’, including landscape, scale, form and spaciousness.  The few 

existing landscape features that are present within the site have mostly been incorporated 

within the scheme but there is no evidence of a response to local landscape character 

within the development layout, character of the built areas and public realm (including 

the country park/SANG) as there is, for example, within the Welborne masterplan.  

There is no apparent ‘sense of identity’ or ‘local distinctiveness’ that relates to its coastal 

plain location, and we consider the scale and form of the development and many of its 

landscape features to be quite incongruous within this setting.  In this sense, the proposals 

are not consistent with the Vision for Fareham or policy CS17. 

9.20 Overall, it our firm view that this proposal would be very damaging to valued landscape 

and visual resources and the integrity and function of the strategic gap.  Our sensitivity 

assessment confirms this view and demonstrates that there are other parts of the Borough’s 

undeveloped landscape (albeit possibly no single area of equivalent scale) that are of lower 

sensitivity which may offer greater potential to accommodate development and could 

potentially be considered as alternatives to this area if deliverable.  If a 5 year supply of 

housing can be demonstrated, we believe that the level of harm and non-compliance with 

Local Plan landscape and gap policies should add considerable weight to the argument for 

refusal of the application in its present form. 

9.21 In the absence of a 5 year housing supply and where the relevant landscape and gap 

policies are deemed ‘out of date’, the proposals must be considered in the context of the 

criteria set out in Policy DSP40 and the overarching presumption in favour of sustainable 

development enshrined in the NPPF.  

9.22 In our view, the proposals do not meet all of the criteria set out in policy DSP40 for 

development that may be permitted outside of the DUSB should there be a shortfall in the 

5 year housing supply.  Specifically, the proposals are not consistent with the requirements 

that ‘the proposal is sensitively designed to…minimise any adverse impact on the 

Countryside, and if relevant, Strategic Gaps’ and ‘the proposal would not have any 

unacceptable environmental…implications’.  The proposals will have significant (in EIA 

terms) adverse impacts on the landscape, visual amenity and on the function and integrity 

of the strategic gap in maintaining the separate identity and character of Fareham and 

Stubbington and their countryside settings.  In the explanatory text for this policy (para 

5.166), it is stated that ‘protecting the character and beauty of the countryside is an 

important objective’ and that ‘proposals that minimise the impacts on the countryside and 

strategic gaps will be preferred’.  The significant effects of this development are considered 

to cause unacceptable harm to irreplaceable landscape resources and the proposals do not, 

in our view, meet the criteria for permissible development outside of the urban area. 
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9.23 In terms of the overarching presumption in favour of sustainable development, this means 

that permission should be granted unless either ‘any consequent adverse impact would 

significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits (assessed against the advice in the 

Framework as a whole) or specific policies in the Framework indicate that development 

should be restricted.  No specific policies in the Framework have been identified that 

would indicate that the scheme should be restricted.   

9.24 The Framework indicates there are three dimensions to the concept of ‘sustainable 

development’: economic, social and environmental.  It describes the environmental 

dimension as ‘contributing to protecting and enhancing our natural, built and historic 

environment’.  We have already rehearsed the significant damage to landscape resources 

(i.e. natural environment) and settlement form, character and identity (i.e. built 

environment) that we believe will arise from these proposals and it is our view that such 

harmful consequences must render the proposals unsustainable.   

9.25 It is not for us to decide whether these adverse impacts would ‘significantly and 

demonstrably outweigh the benefits’ of granting planning permission and we appreciate 

that there are a wide range of considerations that need to be involved in the planning 

balance.  Our view is, put crudely, that undeveloped countryside is a particularly scarce 

and precious resource within the context of Fareham and should not be squandered lightly.  

Once it is gone it cannot be replaced.  As indicated in our sensitivity assessment, we do not 

suggest that development is completely precluded from this area and there may some 

opportunity for some smaller-scale ‘rounding off’ around the edges of Stubbington which 

would not significantly affect the overall character of the gap or its role in maintaining 

separation of settlements.  The removal of built development from land to the west of 

Peak Lane, together with the creation of additional areas of wildlife habitat and 

accessible greenspace within the proposed country park/SANG, go some way to 

reducing the adverse effects of the previous scheme.  Nonetheless, development of 

such an extensive scale and in the location proposed within the amended scheme 

remains, in our view, highly damaging and undesirable.   

9.26 In the event that housing supply considerations are deemed to take precedence, we would 

strongly urge the Council to demand a much less damaging and higher quality scheme 

that responds properly to the sensitivity and character of its landscape context and 

genuinely maintains the integrity and function of the strategic gap.  Any sacrifice of open 

countryside warrants replacement with an environment that is very special, with a strong 

identity and sense of place that reflects its coastal plain setting, and makes a real 

contribution to local distinctiveness in terms of built form and its landscape framework.  

In our view, the present proposals demonstrate little or no response to local landscape 

context and fall woefully short of the quality that should be expected within this sensitive 

environment. 
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Table 1: Compliance with relevant policies and guidance 

 

Policy/Guidance Comments regarding compliance 

NPPF 

Para 17 

(principles 5 and 

7) 

In our view, the proposals do not properly recognise or reflect the intrinsic character and value of the landscape within the site and 
surrounding area (see Planning Statement p.36) or protect its existing roles in separating settlements and as a local resource for informal 
countryside recreation.  Areas of ‘lesser environmental value’ from a landscape perspective should be allocated in preference to this area.  

Para 58 We consider that the proposals do not properly ‘respond to local character and history, and reflect the identity of the local  surroundings’ in 
landscape terms.   

Para 61 We do not consider that the proposed development is well-integrated into the ‘natural environment’ in terms of the significant effects upon 
its value and integrity as a landscape resource. 

Para 69-78 Included in Appendix 7.2 of ES but not relevant to landscape issues. 

Para 109-125 The proposals do not ‘contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by protecting and enhancing valued landscapes’.  They 
will cause significant harm to a landscape resource of at least Borough-wide value.  The proposals will not ‘minimise adverse effects on the 
local and natural environment’ nor affect land ‘with the least environmental or amenity value’. 

Planning Practice Guidance: Natural Environment 

Para 001 The applicant makes reference to the existing landscape character context and notes the findings of these assessments with respect to the 
character and local distinctiveness of the landscape.  However, in our view, these characteristics are not properly reflected in the design of 
the development proposals.   

Para 007 and 17 Biodiversity guidance. 

Para 015 This definition confirms that GI includes multi-functional green space within rural, as well as urban, areas and is capable of delivering a wide 
range of environmental and quality of life benefits for local communities.  We do not consider that the role of the existing open countryside 
as a valued part of the local GI network, and the effects of the development upon this resource, has been recognised and adequately taken 
into account within the ES. 
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Para 30 Not included in Appendix 7.2 of ES but relevant to landscape aspects of GI.  The guidance states that ‘components of green infrastructure 
exist within the wider landscape context and should enhance local landscape character and contribute to place-making’.  It also states that 
‘green infrastructure helps create a sense of place by responding to and enhancing local landscape character’.  Although the proposals 
include new green infrastructure components (including the new country park/SANG), we do not consider that they either respond to, or 

enhance, the distinctive characteristics of the existing local landscape. 

South Hampshire Strategy (PUSH, 2012) 

Page 6: Spatial 

Planning 

Principles  

Not referred to in Appendix 7.2 of ES but these principles underpin policies of the strategy and are relevant to landscape issues. 

Spatial planning principles within the Strategy include: 

‘Conserve the unique natural features and man-made heritage of South Hampshire’s countryside, coast and built environment, as part of the 
area’s attractiveness to residents and entrepreneurs;  

Maintain local distinctiveness and sense of place by requiring development to be appropriately located, and to be of a high quality and design 
so that it creates quality places;  

Encourage and enable South Hampshire to become more sustainable and resilient to climate change, by balancing economic growth with 
social and environmental considerations, by more prudent use of natural resources, and by reducing human impact on the environment.’ 

We do not consider that the proposed development is wholly compliant with these principles, particularly in respect of conserving the 
features of South Hampshire’s countryside, maintaining local distinctiveness and sense of place, appropriateness of location and reducing 
human impact on the environment. 

Policy 2 This policy concerns urban regeneration in the existing cities, towns and urban areas of South Hampshire, rather than development within 
open countryside on greenfield sites and is therefore not relevant to consideration of landscape issues. 

Policy 5 This policy concerns the design of quality places within new development.  It is not relevant to consideration of the effects on the existing 
landscape of the application site. 

Policy 14 We do not consider that the existing GI value of the application site and surrounding area has been fully taken into account within the ES.  
Although the proposals include new green infrastructure components, we do not consider that they protect the value of the existing GI 
resource in terms of its open countryside character. 

P0licy 15 We consider that the development proposals will have an adverse effect upon the function and integrity of the Fareham/Stubbington 
Strategic Gap and in defining the character of local settlements and their settings, as explained in section 7 above. 
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Green Infrastructure Strategy (PUSH, 2010) 

Theme III This theme focuses on the contribution that the varied and distinct landscapes of the Borough make to the GI network, stating that ‘the 
combination of low-lying coastal plains and shorelines, high chalk downland, and wooded and farmed clay lowlands provides the 
opportunity for a varied and exciting network of green infrastructure’.  It stresses the benefits of landscape in providing cultural identity and 
enticing people to visit and stay in the countryside.  It states that GI ‘should promote the enhancement of those GI assets which have a strong 
landscape character association, and help support landscape sensitivity and provide tolerance to change’. 

We consider that the development proposals will not ‘protect the unique quality, diversity and distinctiveness of the sub-region’s landscape’ 
(objective 6) or maintain the identity and character of settlements, in urban and rural locations’ (objective 7). 

Theme IV This theme concerns ‘access to the countryside and green spaces, providing recreational opportunities and experiences’.  The development 
proposals will maintain (and extend) the existing network of public access routes across this area and will create a more diverse range of 
experiences.  In doing so, however, it will fundamentally change the experience of quiet enjoyment of accessible open countryside to a more 
formalised recreational experience within an urban park environment.  The loss of access to open countryside is not balanced against the 
benefits of new provision within the ES. 

Theme V Not relevant to landscape issues. 

Theme VI Not relevant to landscape issues. 

Theme VII This theme is not referred to in the ES but is relevant to landscape issues.  The Strategy states that productive management of land (through 
agriculture and forestry) can provide ‘multifunctional and cost effective delivery of Green Infrastructure Themes and Objectives’ and will be 
a ‘priority for PUSH partners to support’.  Productive landscapes can provide ‘important resources for communities such as food, energy, 
heat, timber, safe recreation destinations, and attractive landscapes’. 

The development proposals will take a substantial area of land out of productive use and provides limited compensation in the form of a 1 ha 
area of allotments.  This loss of productive landscape is not balanced against the benefits of new GI provision within the ES. 

Theme VIII This policy emphasises the health and well-being benefits of easily accessible and attractive green infrastructure and the need to ‘provide safe 
breathing spaces for residents and workers alike, to enjoy visually stimulating and mentally refreshing experiences’.  It specifically mentions 
the popularity and benefits of dog-walking to the health and quality of life of people.   

The existing landscape already caters for these needs and the development proposals will affect the character of the countryside experience 
enjoyed by dog-walkers and others using the existing network of access routes.  The overall extent of open land that can be enjoyed for 
informal countryside recreation will be reduced although it is acknowledged that the range of recreational activity will be increased with the 
introduction of formal sports pitches, the country park etc. 
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Fareham Borough Core Strategy (Local Plan Part 1, adopted 2011) 

Para 3.6: Vision 

for Fareham 

In our view, the development proposals do not comply with the overall Vision for Fareham which states that ‘the distinctive character and 
quality of the environment, including its coastal location which helps to create the character an identity of the Borough and its settlements, 
will continue to be protected and enhanced.  The countryside around the settlements will be protected thus avoiding further coalescence and 
ensuring that development respects its context’.   

SO1 This is included in Appendix 7.2 of the ES but is not a landscape-related issue as such.  In a strict sense, the application site does not fall 
within those areas identified for ‘sustainable delivery’ of the South Hampshire Strategy as it lies beyond the defined urban area boundary of 
Fareham in open countryside.   

SO10 The development proposals will not ‘manage, maintain and improve the built and natural environment…taking into account the character 
and setting of existing settlements…’  In our view, the encroachment into open countryside and the character of the proposed development 
and open spaces will have a significant adverse effect on the distinctive character of the landscape resource and the settings and character of 
Fareham and Stubbington. 

SO11 The development proposals will protect the existing access to green infrastructure and enhance the range of opportunities for formal 
recreation but they will reduce the opportunity to access ‘open countryside’ for the local people of Fareham and Stubbington and they will 
compromise the separate identity of these settlements through significant encroachment into and narrowing of the strategic gap, which will 
be virtually closed in the central area. 

CS4 The development proposals are compliant with this policy in that they provide investment in new green infrastructure resources, including 
parks, woodland and trees, and wildlife habitats.  However, the proposals compromise the integrity of the existing green infrastructure 
resources by significantly reducing the opportunities for the local community to gain easy access to open countryside. 

CS6 This policy is not landscape-specific and relates to the council’s spatial strategy for housing which gives priority to the reuse of previously 
developed land within the defined urban settlement boundaries.  The proposals clearly do not comply with the strategy but the applicant 
asserts that this policy is ‘out of date’ because of a lack of demonstrable 5 year housing supply and is therefore superseded by the overarching 
presumption in favour of sustainable development (see Planning Statement, para 6.51).  We are not in a position to comment on the 
assertion regarding housing supply but we would question the sustainability of development proposals that in our view do not comply with 
the NPPF principles and guidance with regard to the protection and enhancement of the natural environment.  The significant (in EIA terms) 
adverse impacts on landscape resources, visual amenity and the individual character and setting of settlements must be carefully weighed 
against the benefits of meeting housing needs.   

CS7 This policy refers to development within the Fareham settlement boundary and is therefore considered not relevant to landscape issues 
outside the boundary. 
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CS14 In our opinion, the development proposals would significantly adversely affect the landscape character, appearance and function of the 
application site and surrounding land within the Fareham/Stubbington gap.  The development proposals, therefore, do not comply with this 
policy. 

As for CS6, the applicant argues that this policy is ‘out of date’ because of the inadequate housing supply (Planning Statement para 6.51).  Our 
comments relating to lack of compliance with the definition and principles of ‘sustainable development’ for CS6 equally apply to CS14.   

CS17 In our opinion, there is little evidence in the illustrative masterplan and DAS of the development proposals ‘responding positively to, and 
being respectful of, the key characteristics of the area’, including landscape, scale, form and spaciousness.  The few existing landscape 
features have mostly been incorporated but there is no evidence of a response to local landscape character within the development layout, 
character of the built areas and public realm (as there is, for example, within the Welborne masterplan).  There is no apparent ‘sense of 
identity’ or ‘local distinctiveness’ that relates to its coastal plain location, and we consider the scale and form of the development and its 
landscape features to be quite incongruous within this setting.  In this sense, the proposals do not comply with policy CS17. 

CS21 The proposals are compliant with the requirement to provide open space of the required types and standards for the additional population.  
However, this needs to be balanced against the loss of existing accessible open countryside that will result from the conversion of farmland 
to urban development and amenity open spaces with an urbanised character.  

CS22 We consider that the development proposals will have an adverse effect upon the function and integrity of the Fareham/Stubbington 
Strategic Gap and in defining the character of local settlements and their settings, as explained in section 7 above.  The proposals are 
therefore not compliant with this policy. 

Fareham Borough Development Sites and Policies (Local Plan Part 2, adopted 2015) 

DSP1 As set out for policy CS6 above, we believe that the significant (in EIA terms) adverse impacts of the proposals on landscape resources, visual 
amenity and the individual character and setting of settlements mean that they do not comply with Local Plan policies (as indicated in this 
table) or the NPPF principles and guidance with regard to sustainable development, in particular the protection and enhancement of the 
natural environment.  These significant effects must be carefully weighed against the benefits of meeting housing needs.   

DSP4 Included in Appendix 7.2 of ES but not relevant to landscape issues. 

DSP5 Included in Appendix 7.2 of ES but relates to heritage assets and no specific comments regarding landscape issues. 
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DSP6 This policy states that there will be a presumption against new residential development outside of the Defined Urban Settlement Boundaries 
subject to certain exceptions.  It reflects the requirements of policy CS14 and CS6 and our comments on these policies (see above) apply 
equally to policy DSP6.  The development lies outside of the DUSB and does not comply with these policies nor, in our view, the principles 
laid down in the NPPF for sustainable development with regard to unacceptable environmental effects. 

DSP8 This policy requires that any leisure and recreation development should have particular regard to the requirements of CS14 and CS6 and 
should avoid the loss of significant trees, should not have an unacceptable impact on the amenity of residents, and should not result in 
unacceptable environmental or ecological impacts or detrimental impact on the character or landscape of the surrounding area.  The 
proposals for a new pub/restaurant and sports facilities form an integral part of the comprehensive development of a new community on a 
site which lies outside of the DUSB.  We consider that the proposals will result in unacceptable detrimental impacts on the character or 
landscape of the surrounding area and therefore do not comply with this policy (see comments on policies CS6, 14 and DSP6 above). 

DSP9 Not relevant to this application. 

DSP12 Not relevant to this application 

DSP 13 Nature conservation policy, not relevant to landscape issues. 

DSP40 In our view, the proposals do not meet all of the criteria set out in policy DSP40 for development that may be permitted outside of the DUSB 
should there be a shortfall in the 5 year housing supply.  The proposals will have significant (in EIA terms) adverse impacts on the landscape, 
visual amenity and on the function and integrity of the strategic gap in maintaining the separate identity and character of Fareham and 
Stubbington and their countryside settings.  In the explanatory text for this policy (para 5.166), it is stated that ‘protecting the character and 
beauty of the countryside is an important objective’ and that ‘proposals that minimise the impacts on the countryside and strategic gaps will 
be preferred’.  The significant effects of this development are considered to cause unacceptable harm to irreplaceable landscape resources and 
the proposals do not, therefore, comply with this policy or the principles of sustainable development.  
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Appendix 1: 

Extract from the Draft Fareham Landscape Sensitivity Assessment - LCA7: 

Fareham/Stubbington Gap 
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LANDSCAPE CHARACTER, QUALITY AND VALUE

The Fareham/Stubbington Gap comprises the major 
part of a strategic wedge of open landscape which 
separates the urban areas of Fareham to the north, 
Stubbington to the south and Gosport to the east.  It 
excludes the built area of HMS Collingwood and also 
the corridor of the Alver Valley to the east which 
has a different character (see LCA 8).  The area for 
assessment also excludes the Daedalus Airfield 
Strategic Development Allocation at the southern 
end of the area, which will effectively lie within 
the urban settlement boundary following proposed 
future redevelopment.  The landscape of the area is 
relatively homogenous and therefore is assessed as a 
single LLCA, but two sub-areas have been identified to 
distinguish the predominantly agricultural landscape 
(7.1a) from a part of the area where specific land uses (a 
sewage treatment works and solar farm) dominate and 
have created a distinct variation in character to the 
south of HMS Collingwood (7.1b).  

The area as a whole is characterised by low-lying, 
level or gently undulating landform which physically 
forms part of the coastal plain but which has 
become isolated from the coast by development at 
Stubbington.  The land is underlain by deep, silty and 
well-drained soils which have given rise to extensive 
arable cultivation, market gardening and horticultural 
production across the area.  Across area 7.1a, the 
landscape has a relatively homogenous character and 
is dominated by medium to very large sized fields 
(resulting from amalgamation), which are bounded by 
fences or open banks and ditches with a very sparse 
network of hedgerows, much of which is defunct or in 
poor condition. As a result, the landscape has a very 
expansive, open character allowing long-distance 
views over the level farmland. However, this large 
scale landscape is punctuated by scattered blocks of 
trees or woodland, notably Oxleys Coppice on the 
northern boundary, and other occasional belts of trees 
or mature vegetation along field boundaries, roadsides, 
tracks and stream courses.  These form important 
structural features that provide some visual 
containment and help to break up the expansiveness 
of the agricultural landscape.  They are also effective 
in limiting the influence of neighbouring urban 
development, with strong belts of woodland, trees 
or other vegetation concentrated around the edges of 
most of the adjoining settlements within the area (e.g. 
along the northern edge of the area on the boundary 
with Longfield Avenue and Rowan Way).

Within the area, settlement is very sparse 
and comprises a few scattered farmsteads and 
horticultural holdings, with associated large-scale 
farm buildings or glass houses, and a few individual 
dwellings or premises along Titchfield Road and 
Ranvilles Lane.  The road network is also relatively 
sparse, comprising two main roads (Titchfield 
Road and Peak Lane) providing north-south access 
across the ‘gap’ between Fareham and Stubbington.  
Ranvilles Lane also links Titchfield and Stubbington, 
running roughly parallel with Titchfield Road, but 
there is no through-access for vehicles.  The only 
other road access is the minor Oakcroft Lane and the 
unfenced single-lane tracks, Tanner Lane and Stroud 
Green Lane, which provide a low-key, route between 
Newlands Farm and Newgate Lane to the east. 

Despite its urbanised context, area 7.1a currently 
retains a predominantly rural, agricultural character 
with limited influence from surrounding urban 
areas.  Some larger structures associated with HMS 
Collingwood, or tall buildings within more distant 
areas, are visible across the flat, open landscape, but 
they do not intrude significantly on its intrinsic 
character or quality.  Mature vegetation cover along 
most of the northern boundary of the area and around 
the edges of Stubbington has a substantial effect in 
reducing and softening the visibility of surrounding 
built form, although the urban edge is visible between 
the tree cover in a few places (e.g. Harcourt Road, 
Stroud Green Lane and Marks Road).  Some strong 
hedgerows and tree cover along the road network also 
limit the impact of these features.  A few large-scale 
agricultural sheds and glasshouses are prominent 
features within the area (e.g. around Newlands Farm) 
but, while perhaps unsightly, these do not detract from 
the agricultural character of the area or substantially 
degrade its quality.  

In the southern part of area 7.1a, the recently 
constructed solar farm (within area 7.1b), and the 
pylons and poles supporting overhead transmission 
lines, do have some impact on the immediate 
surrounding landscape.  However, these effects 
are relatively localised, and the effects of distance, 
foreshortening, intervening hedgerows and strong 
vegetation cover around the sewage works and the 
periphery of HMS Collingwood and on the eastern 
boundary all help to soften and limit the impact on 
the wider landscape within area 7.1a.  

LLCA 7.1 - FAREHAM - STUBBINGTON GAP

LANDSCAPE RESOURCE - SENSITIVITY ASSESSMENT
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The character of Area 7.1b is dominated by the Peel 
Common Waste Water Treatment Works, which is 
contained within large, heavily vegetated earth bunds, 
and the recently built Newgate Lane solar farm which 
occupies the entire area of farmland sandwiched 
between HMS Collingwood, Newgate Lane and the 
treatment works.  Electricity transmission lines 
supported by pylons and substantial poles are also a 
feature of this area.  These utilities have introduced 
artificial features into the farmed landscape and 
completely altered the character of the immediate 
area.  The wooded bunds that surround the water 
treatment works are a positive, if somewhat 
incongruous, feature in the landscape, creating some 
visual enclosure and shelter.  The adjacent solar farm 
comprises rows of solar arrays, supported on steel 
frames, underlain by grassland and enclosed behind 
security fencing.  The arrays are relatively low in 
height and planting along the western edge of the 
development will, in time, reduce its visibility and 
influence on landscape character within wider parts 
of area 7.1a.  Within area 7.1b itself, the effects will 
remain for 25 years (the lifespan of the development) 
after which the land is to be restored to agriculture 
unless an extension of this use or another use is 
subsequently consented.  

In terms of its intrinsic quality and value as part 
of the Borough’s landscape resource, the landscape 
in area 7.1a is not covered by any current national 
or local landscape designation but it has a number 
of positive attributes.  It is representative of the 
coastal plain landscape type (an increasingly rare 
resource within the Borough) and many of its 
characteristic and distinctive features are intact, 
notably its flat, open character and expansive views, 
sparse settlement pattern and generally undeveloped 
character, woodland blocks and hedgerows and other 
boundary vegetation, which provide some shelter and 
containment of long distance views.  

Scenic quality is unexceptional and is affected by 
some localised intrusion of urban features around 
its periphery.  However the area does retain a 
predominantly rural, agricultural character and 
a strong sense of place, and the sheer scale of the 
landscape pattern is striking.  Its aesthetic appeal 
is particularly strong during the summer, when 
vegetation is in full leaf and there is a pleasing 
combination of extensive rolling fields of crops set 
against a distant backdrop of substantial blocks of 
woodland or belts of trees, and interspersed by plump 
hedgerows and grassy verges along roadsides and 
field margins.  At this time, the influence of the area’s 
urban context is much reduced and it has the sense of 
open countryside.  These qualities may be less evident 
in winter, when the fields are bare and boundary 
vegetation is less effective at screening or filtering 
views of surrounding urban areas and land uses.  

The landscape is generally well-managed as 
agricultural land and in good condition, with limited 
evidence of ‘fringe’ uses or influences (e.g. horse 
paddocks, vacant land, unkempt fencing, fly tipping 
etc.).  However, the highly intensive horticultural and 
arable farming practices have led to widespread field 
amalgamation and loss of landscape features, and 
some of the remnant internal hedgerows are heavily 
trimmed or gappy.  The rather denuded landscape does 
not contain many features of recognised conservation 
interest other than the remnant ancient woodlands 
and copses (notably Oxleys Wood, Tips Copse which 
are SINCs).  The area also lacks the sense of remoteness 
and natural qualities that are found in other parts of 
the coastal plain.  It has the sense of a ‘landlocked’ 
piece of countryside and the area’s urban context is 
perceptible even if not dominating.  Overall, landscape 
value in area 7.1a is judged as moderate to high while 
in area 7.1b it is low, although the wooded bunds and 
boundary trees are valuable landscape features.

LANDSCAPE RESOURCE - SENSITIVITY ASSESSMENT

LLCA 7.1 - FAREHAM - STUBBINGTON GAP
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LANDSCAPE RESOURCE - SENSITIVITY ASSESSMENT

LLCA 7.1 - FAREHAM - STUBBINGTON GAP

SENSITIVITY AND DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL

In such an open, expansive landscape, susceptibility 
to change is high.  The distinctive character of the area 
relies on its openness, its rural agricultural character 
and the absence of prominent urban features, and it 
would be difficult to accommodate significant new 
development without affecting these characteristics or 
altering the delicate balance between a predominantly 
rural or predominantly urban landscape.  The 
potential to contain development within the existing 
structure of woodland, hedgerows and trees is very 
limited and substantial new planting would be 
required to mitigate against the effects on landscape 
character, which would take many years to mature 
and become effective.  

The existing balance is likely to change with the 
construction of the recently consented Stubbington 
Bypass, the alignment of which will cut through the 
entire length of area 7.1a from Titchfield Road in the 
north west to Gosport Road in the south.  The degree 
of impact that this major road scheme will have on 
the rural character of the area is uncertain but it 
will inevitably introduce further activity, noise and 
urbanising features into the agricultural landscape, as 
well as resulting in physical disturbance to land and 
vegetation cover.  

However, the carriageway will not be lit and 
mitigation proposals include new hedgerow and tree 
planting along the route to reduce its visibility and 
impact on the landscape.  Once such mitigation has 
become effective, the road by itself, may not have an 
overwhelming urbanising effect.  However, significant 
further development in addition to the road scheme 
would almost certainly tip the balance towards  
this outcome.  

So, overall, the sensitivity of the landscape resource 
within area 7.1a is judged to be high (moderate to 
high value and high susceptibility to change), with 
very limited capacity to accommodate development 
without a significant impact on the integrity of the 
area’s rural, agricultural character.

There may be some limited scope for development in 
areas where there is an existing structure of vegetation 
to help integrate it into the landscape and where it is 
closely associated with existing built development 
around the fringes of the settlements (i.e. not out in 
open countryside) or character is already affected by 
urban influences, e.g. enclosed land on the northern 
edge of Stubbington or to the south of the treatment 
works between Marks Lane and Peel Common.  
However, any such development would need very 
sensitive siting, design and mitigation to avoid 
piecemeal attrition of the area’s overall  
rural character.
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VIEWS, VISUAL FEATURES AND VIEWERS

Long distance visibility towards the area is low due 
to the typically low-lying and flat topography of the 
Borough (including the area itself), and the screening 
effects of boundary vegetation and surrounding 
built form.  The area may be visible from some local 
elevated viewpoints (e.g. tall buildings in Fareham) 
and from higher ground at Portsdown, but from this 
distant location it forms an insignificant part of a wide 
panorama of the urban and coastal plain landscape.  

Views into the area from the immediate surrounding 
settlements are largely filtered through established 
vegetation (e.g. along the boundary with Longfield 
Avenue/Rowan Way to the north).  However, there 
will be views from some properties on the periphery 
of the area where vegetation cover is weaker or non-
existent (e.g. properties long the northern boundary 
at Harcourt Road and along the eastern edge of 
Stubbington at Stroud Green lane, Marks Road etc.)  
and there are open views into the southern part of the 
area from sections of the B334 Gosport Road where 
there is no intervening roadside vegetation.

The most significant views are from roads, PRoW and 
individual properties within the area itself.  Although 
roadside vegetation helps to restrict views from some 
sections of Titchfield Road and Peak Lane, there are 
other substantial sections with open and extensive 
views across the surrounding landscape within the 
northern part of the area.  Views from Oakcroft Lane 
are largely screened but there are uninterrupted and 
very extensive views from Tanners Lane and the 
network of unbounded lanes and PRoW that cross the 
farmland.  Intervisibility between areas is also very 
high within much of this very open,  
expansive landscape.  

Key receptors within area 7 will therefore be local 
residents within properties that adjoin or lie within 
the area (including occupants of HMS Collingwood) 
and users of the road and PRoW network within the 
area.  In future, the construction of the Stubbington 
Bypass will increase the extent of the views available 
to road users, opening up the entire area to potential 
views from the road.  Roadside planting will mitigate 
some of these effects but will take time to  
become effective.

SENSITIVITY AND DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL

Overall, visual sensitivity in area 7 is high.  Views 
from the roads and PRoW network within the area, 
and some short distance views from peripheral areas, 
are extensive and there is limited opportunity to 
mitigate these in such an open landscape and over 
a wide area.  The potential visibility of the area will 
be exacerbated, at least over the short term, by the 
introduction of the Stubbington Bypass.  While road 
users are only moderately susceptible to change, 
because of their focus on the road and fleeting nature 
of views, local residents and recreational users of 
the PRoW network are likely to be more focussed on 
the landscape and their surroundings and will be 
highly susceptible to change.  The introduction of 
development into the agricultural landscape is likely 
to have a significant impact on the character and 
quality of existing predominantly rural views, unless 
it can be successfully integrated within a substantial 
framework of existing or new vegetation.  

There may be some limited scope for development in 
areas where such an existing structure of vegetation 
exists and where views are already affected by urban 
influences.  However, any such development would 
need very sensitive siting, design and mitigation to 
avoid significant adverse effects on views and  
visual amenity.

VISUAL ENVIRONMENT – SENSITIVITY ASSESSMENT

LLCA 7.1 - FAREHAM - STUBBINGTON GAP
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SETTING OF URBAN AREA – SENSITIVITY ASSESSMENT

LLCA 7.1 - FAREHAM - STUBBINGTON GAP

CONTRIBUTION TO SETTING AND SETTLEMENT 
CHARACTER

The area lies within the lower-lying parts of the 
Borough, forming part of the coastal plain that 
slopes gently up to the foot of Portsdown Hill in the 
north of the Borough.  While the area does not play a 
significant role in the topographic setting of the urban 
area, it is notable for a general lack of development 
and for providing both physical and visual separation 
between the settlements of Stubbington to the south 
and Fareham to the north, and between Stubbington 
and Gosport to the east.  The significant role of the 
area in separating and preventing coalescence of 
these settlements is enshrined in policy, with the area 
designated a Strategic Gap in the Fareham Borough 
Local Plan. 

The visual separation is apparent in all short distance 
views into the site from the edge of Fareham to the 
north and east and Stubbington the south, and from 
the main roads and that cross the ‘gap’ between 
these settlements.  Where longer distance views are 
available from the north, the area’s role in separating 
the two settlements is less evident, though it is still 
perceived as a ‘green’ break in a predominantly 
urban landscape.  The edges to the urban areas at 
Fareham and Stubbington are clearly defined by 
strong boundary vegetation and there is a clear sense 
of coming out of one settlement and entering another, 
with a distinct rural character to the landscape of this 
area in between.  This helps to reinforce the separate 
identity of each settlement and also provides the 
urban areas with an attractive, essentially  
rural setting.

The role of the southern part of the gap in providing 
separation between Stubbington and the urban 
area of Woodcot (a northern suburb of Gosport), to 
the east of the Newgate Lane corridor, is less easily 
perceived because of intervening development and 
other features that interrupt views, and occupy land, 
between the two areas.  These include the Newlands 
Solar Farm, the waste water treatment plant and 
development along the Newgate Lane corridor at Peel 
Common.  These features in themselves reinforce the 
separation of the main urban areas by providing a 
physical constraint to permanent built development 
(for at least the foreseeable future) but they also 
reduce the importance of area 7.1a in providing visual 
separation between Stubbington and the edges of the 
Gosport urban area.  

The parcel of land to the south of the treatment works 
still performs a role in providing physical separation 
and a clearly-defined eastern edge to Stubbington 
but this may be compromised in future by the 
proposed redevelopment of land at Solent Enterprise 
Zone at HMS Daedalus, potentially extending built 
development across the existing gap to the south.  

Overall, area 7 plays an important role in defining 
the edges and separate identity of Fareham and 
Stubbington and a critical role in preventing 
their coalescence.  It also makes a contribution to 
the swathe of landscape that currently separates 
Stubbington from Gosport (which includes the 
adjacent Woodcot-Alver Valley LCA) but this role is 
less critical than areas to the north and may be further 
weakened by redevelopment of the Solent Enterprise 
Zone at HMS Daedalus site in future years.
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SENSITIVITY AND DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL

Given its designation as a Strategic Gap and the 
critical role that the area plays in preventing 
coalescence between the settlements of Fareham and 
Stubbington, the area is highly sensitive to change.  
The landscape lacks any strong landform feature (e.g. 
ridges or valleys) or a mature framework of woodland 
that could potentially contain and provide a strong 
landscape edge to any major extension of built form 
into this area.  Intrusive development within the 
area would inevitably erode the visual and physical 
separation that currently exists and potentially alter 
the character of the landscape settings of the two 
settlements from predominantly agricultural to 
predominantly urban.  Ultimately, the function and 
integrity of the area as farmland could be significantly 
eroded to the point where the gap becomes a corridor 
of greenspace between urban areas, or an ‘urban 
park’, rather than a functioning area of agricultural 
landscape with a distinct character and identity.  

The proposed bypass already threatens to erode 
the integrity of the existing gap, particularly if it 
is regarded as forming a potential new edge for 
development.  If the rural, undeveloped and expansive 
character of this area is to be maintained, it will be 
crucial to keep the urban boundaries as tightly drawn 
as possible and avoid infilling the land between the 
existing urban edges and the new road.  

In the area to the south, the weaving of the new road 
alignment through the tight gap between the water 
treatment works and the playing fields at Crofton 
School effectively severs the farmland to the south 
from the rest of the area, and will have an effect 
on both its function and character.  There may be 
some potential for development to infill areas of 
fragmented farmland up to the road in this area, 
and possibly in other small-scale parcels of land 
where there is an existing structure of vegetation to 
help integrate it into the landscape and where it is 
closely associated with existing built development 
around the immediate fringes of the settlements.  
Overall, however, there is very limited capacity to 
accommodate development without a significant 
impact on the integrity of the area’s rural, agricultural 
character and the role it performs in maintaining the 
separate identity and character of the settlements and 
their landscape settings.  

SETTING OF URBAN AREA – SENSITIVITY ASSESSMENT

LLCA 7.1 - FAREHAM - STUBBINGTON GAP
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GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE – SENSITIVITY ASSESSMENT 

LLCA 7.1 - FAREHAM - STUBBINGTON GAP

CONTRIBUTION TO  
GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE NETWORK

This intensively farmed area does not support a 
wide range of GI assets in terms of biodiversity or 
landscape features.  The only designated features are 
two areas of remnant ancient woodland at Oxleys 
Coppice and Tips Copse (SINC) but other features of 
local landscape and wildlife value include fragments 
of woodland, scrub, trees, grasslands and wetland 
habitats that occur along field margins, roadsides and 
stream courses within the area.  Despite the relative 
lack of diversity and extent of such assets, the area as 
a whole does make a significant contribution to the 
local GI network as an extensive area of undeveloped 
greenspace within the heart of a highly urbanised 
area.  The area acts as a link between the Meon Valley 
to the west and the Alver Valley to the east and its 
network of public footpaths and lanes provide access 
links between the urban areas as well as an important 
resource allowing opportunities for local people to 
enjoy informal recreation within a rural and largely 
unspoilt landscape setting.  

The value of the footpaths is enhanced by the 
ease of access from the surrounding urban areas.  
However, they are generally in a poor condition, 
with their use affected by a combination of poor/
absent signage, broken stiles, over planting of paths 
with agricultural crops and surface water flooding 
following periods of heavy rain.  The area does not 
contain any designated public access or common land, 
though a publically accessible fishing pond is located 
to the south west of Newgate Lane solar farm.  There 
are no specific areas of public open space within the 
heart of this area but there are few spaces around 
the fringes of Stubbington, including school playing 
fields, allotments, a recreation ground, cemetery and 
woodland at Tips Copse.

The PUSH GI strategy identifies a sub-regional scale 
blue corridor following the drainage network that 
runs around the eastern side of area 7.1a and through 
area 7.1b to join the corridor of open land on the 
eastern side of Newgate Lane and southwards to join 
the River Alver (within Gosport District).  The strategy 
includes a project to strengthen wildlife corridors 
connected to the River Alver but this is focused on the 
Alver Valley outside of the Borough.  The Fareham GI 
strategy does not identify any specific projects within 
the area.

SENSITIVITY AND DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL

The area’s GI value lies in its largely undeveloped 
nature and the significant public access afforded by 
PRoWs connecting the surrounding urban areas.  
It is therefore highly sensitive to change.  Any 
development that compromised the PRoW network, 
through restricting access, damaging path quality or 
compromising the sense of openness and being ‘in the 
countryside’ would have an adverse effect on the  
GI network.  

This area would benefit from improvements and 
extension of the local GI network, through major 
investment in the reinstatement or creation of 
hedgerows, woods and other habitats that have been 
lost or damaged by agricultural intensification, and 
through the creation of additional public open space 
or access areas.
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144 FAREHAM LANDSCAPE ASSESSMENT         Sensitivity Assessment 

LLCA 7.1 - FAREHAM - STUBBINGTON GAP

Overall, this area is considered to be of high 
sensitivity but this judgement has involved 
balancing a number of quite complex factors.  
On the one hand, the landscape of this area is 
not of exceptional scenic quality, it lacks some of 
the distinctive qualities that characterise other 
parts of the coastal plain further to the south (e.g. 
naturalness, remoteness, extensive conservation 
interests etc.) and its urban context does have 
some influence on its character.  Intensive farming 
practice has resulted in a somewhat denuded 
landscape that lacks diversity or many features of 
significant landscape, ecological or heritage value.

On the other hand, it does have a value as a 
relatively unspoilt and representative example of 
undeveloped coastal plain, a dwindling landscape 
resource within the Borough and county context 
and one which is under significant pressure for 
change.  Despite its urban context, it retains a 
predominantly rural character and a sense of 
open countryside, albeit ‘captured’ within the 
urban area. Its condition is generally good and 
its character and quality is intact and consistent 
across the area as a whole, giving it a strong sense 
of unity.  It provides opportunities for quiet 
recreation within a farmed landscape within 
easy reach of the urban areas, and provides an 
attractive visual amenity for local residents and 
setting for settlements in the area.  Its most critical 
role, however, is in preventing the coalescence of 
settlements and maintaining the separate identity 
and character of Fareham and Stubbington and, to 
a lesser degree, Stubbington and Gosport.  

The very open, expansive nature of the landscape 
means that it is difficult to integrate development 
without it being highly visible and potentially 
affecting the rural undeveloped character across 
a wide area, as well as eroding the physical, visual 
and perceived gap between settlements.  The 
situation is further complicated by the proposed 
bypass which will inevitably have some effect 
on the integrity and character of the landscape 
resource and undeveloped gap.  Even a small 
amount of encroachment of development within 
the area will exacerbate these effects to the point 
at which the character of the whole area may be 
fundamentally altered. 

There is therefore very limited potential for 
development within the area if it is to maintain 
its integrity as a valuable part of the Borough’s 
landscape and GI resource, and as a gap between 
settlements.  There may be some modest potential 
for infill development to the west of the new road 
at its far southern end and in small, enclosed 
pockets of landscape around the immediate edges 
of Stubbington, where it can be successfully 
integrated within the existing landscape structure.

DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA AND ENHANCEMENT OPPORTUNITIES

Page 2608



145FAREHAM LANDSCAPE ASSESSMENT         Sensitivity Assessment 

LLCA 7.1 - FAREHAM - STUBBINGTON GAP

In order to protect and enhance the character and 
quality of landscape resources, views and visual 
amenity, urban setting and green infrastructure, 
development proposals will need to: 

�� Protect the overall area’s open, predominantly 
rural and undeveloped character 
and other distinctive characteristics 
of the coastal plain landscape;
�� Avoid any major incursion of the urban 

area into the countryside beyond 
existing boundaries, or create significant 
new pockets of urban or urbanising 
development within open countryside;
�� Protect the area’s role in maintaining 

the separation of settlements and a clear 
distinction between urban and rural areas.  
In particular, avoid ribbon development 
strung out along road corridors and any 
development beyond the existing urban 
edge that cannot be successfully integrated 
within the existing landscape structure;
�� Be located ‘tightly’ around the edges of 

the existing urban areas (particularly 
Stubbington), within pockets of landscape 
where development can be integrated within 
a strong framework of vegetation to minimise 
its influence on surrounding landscape 
character and visual amenity (e.g. around 
the northern fringes of Stubbington);
�� Maintain significant distance and 

separation from the corridor of the new 
bypass to minimise the road’s urbanising 
effects upon the rural character of the 
area (apart from a small section at the far 
southern end where it runs very close to 
the urban edge and isolates a small area 
of farmland adjacent to Mark’s Road);
�� Avoid the introduction of tall buildings or 

structures that would be particularly visually 
prominent within the open, flat landscape;
�� Protect and manage important areas 

of woodland, particularly remnants of 
ancient semi-natural woodland at Oxleys 
Coppice and Tip Copse, as features of 
landscape and ecological significance;
�� Protect and enhance other landscape and 

ecological features of the area, including the 
remnant hedgerow structure, trees, woodland 
and other habitats of ecological value within 
the farmed landscape, to maximise its 
landscape and wildlife value and to minimise 
impacts on the rural character of the landscape;

�� Protect and enhance enjoyment of 
the landscape by maintaining and 
enhancing the existing PRoW network 
and making further provision for 
accessible greenspace within the area; 
�� Provide substantial new investment in the 

landscape through extensive tree, hedgerow 
and woodland planting using native 
broadleaved species appropriate to the locality 
and soil conditions and habitat creation to 
diversify the intensively farmed landscape;
�� Demonstrate design that has minimal 

impact on the surrounding landscape 
and is in keeping with the character 
of the local landscape context.

DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA AND ENHANCEMENT OPPORTUNITIES
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Jane Parker Rebuttal Proof of Evidence Appendices 
APP/A1720/W/20/3252180 and 3252185 

APPENDIX H: 

Includes: 

Appendix H1: Plan of Land at 125 and 79 Greenaway Lane, Warsash 

Appendix H2: Plan of Land north of Funtley 
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125 Green away Lan e 
P/18/0482/OA - Reso lutio n
to  Gran t Perm issio n  July 
2019 –  100 dwellin gs

79 Green away Lan e P/18/0107/OA 
Reso lutio n  to  Gran t Perm issio n  Jun e 
2018 & Octo ber 2018 –  30 dw ellin gs

Lan d East Of Bro o k Lan e 
P/17/0752/OA - Reso lutio n  to  
Gran t Perm issio n  Jan uary 2018 
& Octo ber 2018 –  140 dwellin gs

Lan d To  The East Of Bro o k Lan e 
An d W est Of Lo cksw o o d Ro ad 
P/17/0998/OA - Reso lutio n  to  
Gran t Perm issio n  May 2018 & 
Octo ber 2018 –  157 dwellin gs

Bro o k Lan e - Lan d To  The East 
Of P/17/0845/OA - Reso lutio n  to
Gran t Perm issio n  Jan uary 2018 
& Octo ber 2018 –  140 dwellin gs

Lan d To  The East o f Bro o k Lan e 
P/16/1049/OA Allo w ed On  

Appeal May 2018 –  85 dwellin gs

Appen dix H1: Lan d at 125 an d 79 Green way Lan e, W arsash

© Cro w n  co pyright an d database rights 2020 OS 100019110. Yo u are perm itted to  use this data so lely to
en able yo u to  respo n d to , o r in teract with, the o rgan isatio n  that pro vided yo u with the data. Yo u are n o t

perm itted to  co py, sub-licen ce, distribute o r sell an y o f this data to  third parties in  an y fo rm .±

Legend
Existin g urban  settlem en t bo un dary

1:4,000at A4 Page 2612



P/17/1135/OA

Appendix H2: Land north of Funtley

© Crown copyright and database rights 2020 OS 100019110. You are permitted to use this data solely to enable you to respond to, or interact with, the
organisation that provided you with the data. You are not permitted to copy, sub-licence, distribute or sell any of this data to third parties in any form.±

Legend
Existing urban settlement boundary

1:2,500 at A4
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FAREHAM BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 
 

Town and Country Planning Act 1990 – Section 78 
 

Town and Country Planning Appeals (Determination by Inspectors) (Inquiries 
Procedure) (England) Rules 2000 

 
 

REBUTTAL PROOF OF EVIDENCE 
 

Of 
 

Ms Jane Parker BA (Hons), MA, MRTPI 
 

On behalf of the Local Planning Authority 
 

CO-JOINED INQUIRY 
 
 

Outline application with all matters reserved (except for access) for the demolition of 
existing buildings and development of up to 75 dwellings, open space, vehicular 

access point from Newgate Lane and associated and ancillary infrastructure 
 

LAND AT NEWGATE LANE NORTH, FAREHAM 
Appeal by Fareham Land LP 

 
Planning Inspectorate Reference: APP/A1720/W/20/3252180 

 
Fareham Borough Council Reference: P/18/1118/OA 

 
 

AND 
 
 

Outline Planning Permission For The Demolition Of Existing Buildings And 
Development Of Up To 115 Dwellings, Open Space, Vehicular Access Point From 

Newgate Lane And Associated And Ancillary Infrastructure, With All Matters Except 
Access To Be Reserved. 

 
LAND AT NEWGATE LANE SOUTH, FAREHAM 

Appeal by Bargate Homes Ltd 
 

Planning Inspectorate Reference: APP/A1720/W/20/3252185 
 

Fareham Borough Council Reference Ref: P/19/0460/OA 
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Jane Parker Rebuttal Proof of Evidence 
APP/A1720/W/20/3252180 and 3252185 
 

3 

1 QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 

 
1.1. My name is Jane Parker and I am an Associate at Adams Hendry Consulting 

Limited. My Qualifications and experience are set out in section one of my main 

proof. In this rebuttal proof, I respond to issues raised by Mr Neil Tiley in the 

Housing Need and Supply Matters evidence for the Appellant and by Mr Anthony 

Jones Atkins in the Transport Evidence in respect of whether the appeal sites are 

accessibly located. I also respond to points made by Mr Daniel Weaver in the 

Planning evidence in relation to development in strategic gaps at paragraph 7.12 

– 7.14 and in respect of Issue 2, ‘adjacency’ at paragraph 12.40 – 12.43.  
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Jane Parker Rebuttal Proof of Evidence 
APP/A1720/W/20/3252180 and 3252185 
 

4 

2 ERRATA IN MY MAIN PROOF OF EVIDENCE 

 
2.1 In paragraph 11.74 where I discuss bus services please replace the text “which 

is not the case” in line four with “as is the case”.  

 
2.2 There is an error in the table that follows paragraph 8.18 of my main proof of 

evidence in relation to sites with a resolution to grant planning consent. This error 

is corrected in the table below with the changes highlighted in blue text. 

 
Sites with a resolution to grant planning consent 

 
5 Year Supply (2020/21 – 
2024/25 

Councils Position 709 Appellant’s 
Position 

0 

Sites with Full Planning Permission  

East & West of 79 Greenaway Lane, Warsash 

(P/18/0884/FP) 

6 dwellings 

Land South West of Sovereign Crescent, Locks Heath 

(P/18/0484/FP) 

38 dwellings 

Moraunt Drive, Portchester (P/18/0654/FP) 48 dwellings 

Sites with Outline Planning Permission  

Land at Brook Lane, Warsash - Foreman Homes 

(P/17/0845/OA) 

180 dwellings 

Land East of Brook Lane (South), Warsash – Bargate 

Homes (P/17/0752/OA) 

140  100 dwellings 

Land to the East of Brook Lane and West of Lockswood 

Road - Land & Partners (P/17/0998/OA) 

145 dwellings 

East & West of 79 Greenaway Lane, Warsash 

(P/18/0107/OA) 

30 24 dwellings 

Land South of Funtley Road, Funtley (P/18/0067/OA) 55 dwellings 
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Jane Parker Rebuttal Proof of Evidence 
APP/A1720/W/20/3252180 and 3252185 
 

5 

 

Completions in 2019/20 

 

2.3 There is a further error in paragraph 8.107 of my proof. The correct number of 

completions in 2019/20 is 285 dwellings. The number of completions 2017 – 2019 

was 581. The total number of completions 2017 – 2020 is 866. However this does 

not change my conclusion at paragraph 8.107. On the basis of the Council’s 

submission  to MHCLG over the summer 2020 I am advised by the Council that 

the Housing Delivery Test is not failed as housing delivery has not fallen below 

75% of the housing requirements over the previous three years. On this basis, as 

I state at paragraph 8.108 in my proof of evidence, the presumption in favour of 

sustainable development will not be automatically engaged regardless of the five-

year housing land supply position. 

 

  

Southampton Road (Reside) (P/18/0068/OA) 105 dwellings 

Egmont Nurseries, Brook Avenue (P/18/0592/OA)  8 dwellings 

Total 709 
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Jane Parker Rebuttal Proof of Evidence 
APP/A1720/W/20/3252180 and 3252185 
 

6 

 
3 HOUSING LAND SUPPLY  

 
Section 5: Substantial Under Delivery and Housing Delivery Test 
 

3.1 Mr Tiley considers there to be a miscalculation by the Council of information 

sent to MHCLG and on that basis the Housing Delivery Test results in 

November 2019 are incorrect (paragraph 5.3 of Mr Tiley’s proof of evidence).  

The Appellant argues that the Council currently should be applying 20% buffer 

and that on this same basis the predicted results of this year’s housing delivery 

test (to be confirmed) will be under 75%. 

 

3.2 The Council considers the assertion of a miscalculation to be erroneous. Much 

of the information submitted by the Council in the HDT Delta return is pre-

populated and the Council has discussed with MHCLG directly any figure that 

has been provided that did not immediately accord with its records.  This 

includes information relating to whether the Local Plan Part 2: Development 

Sites & Policies (DSP) plan is ‘within date’ or not.  

 
3.3 Notwithstanding the correct quote from the Inspector in the examination report 

that states ‘‘it is not the role of LP2 to consider strategic matters such as housing 

and employment needs, which are outside the scope of the submitted Plan’, 

(paragraph 9 of CDE.4) the Council consider that the DSP Plan did uplift the 

housing requirement from the Core Strategy.  This uplift was based on the 

Partnership for South Hampshire, South Hampshire Strategy.  Whilst the South 

Hampshire Strategy is not a statutory plan, it was based on up to date, sound 

evidence including demographic and economic projections.   
 

3.4 It would appear that this is also considered to be sufficient to qualify as ‘re-

testing’ by MHCLG and therefore the DSP plan is considered to be up to date 

and is used in the HDT calculation. The HDT is a Government test and MHCLG 

have now agreed and published two sets of HDT results that include housing 

requirements from the Council’s adopted plans.  The Council recognises that 

this will change now that the DSP is five years old which needs to be taken into 
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account and the standard methodology should be used instead (for the relevant 

financial year in HDT 2021).  

 
3.5 With regard to the argument made by Mr Tiley that the Housing Delivery Test 

results, based on the erroneous information provided by the Council, are 

incorrect, the Council again refutes this claim and notes errors in the appellants 

calculations. The data input for the 2016/17, 17/18 and 18/19 HDT returns is 

sourced direct from Table 1: Housing Delivery Overview (2006-2026) in the 

DSP Plan and Table 10.1: Housing Trajectory for Welborne in the Welborne 

Plan. These sources provide for a requirement of 147 homes per annum for the 

DSP Housing Requirement, 120, 180 and 200 homes for the three years from 

Welborne. This results in an overall total of 267, 327 and 347 homes per annum 

for the three years as opposed to the appellants claim of 423, 401 and 419 per 

annum. The Council notes that the appellant has applied an annual average of 

the Welborne Plan per annum which significantly increases the requirement. 

The Council recognises that the DSP is now out of date and the Standard 

Methodology should now be used for the financial year 2020/21 in the 2021 

HDT result, however this will not impact the 2020 HDT results which looks back 

at the period from April 2017-March 2020. The DSP became 5 years old in June 

2020 and so is entirely valid for year 19/20.  The appellant has erroneously 

suggested that the HDT for 2020 would include the financial year 20/21 and 

calculated the housing requirement by apportioning the year between April 

2020-June 2020 using the DSP Plan and the remainder of the year as using 

the standard methodology.  This is wholly inaccurate as the year 20/21 is not 

included in the HDT 2020, which again looks backward between April 2017 – 

March 2020.  Both these errors identified in Mr Tiley’s case show that the 

appellants position set out in table 5.2 in the Housing Need and Supply 

Evidence is incorrect. 

 

Section 15: The revised standard method 

3.6 Mr Tiley argues that under the transition arrangement in the Changes to the 

Current Planning System (CDD.3) paragraph 43 that the emerging Local Plan 

should be meeting the minimum local housing need identified by the standard 
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method i.e., that the current standard method will continue to apply for plan 

making purposes in the Borough.  

 

3.7 The current Standard Methodology takes account of population growth and 

housing affordability. However, through national policy, Local Authorities are 

instructed to use household projections based in 2014, rather than more up to 

date housing projections. The proposed amendments to the methodology 

change this and would introduce the option of using either a percentage of the 

Borough’s existing housing stock as the calculation’s starting point or the most 

up-to-date household projections, whichever is the higher, before an 

affordability uplift is applied.  

 

3.8 There is a clear intention on behalf of the Government to overhaul the planning 

system. Large scale changes are proposed through the White Paper Planning 

for the Future and the technical consultation ‘Changes to the Current Planning 

System’. These changes would result in amendments to the Planning Policy 

Guidance rather than legislation as set out in paragraph 44 of the consultation 

document, and as such could be implemented without the need for legislation. 

 
3.9 The Council anticipates that the Plan will not be submitted until the proposed 

new standard methodology as set out in the consultation ‘Changes to the 

Current Planning System’ is established in Planning Policy Guidance.  This is 

set out in the Local Development Scheme September 2020 and paragraph 4.2 

of the Publication Local Plan.  This approach will enable the Publication Local 

Plan to not only reflect the most up to date housing growth projections at the 

time of the Examination, but will also be in line with national policy, so that the 

draft Local Plan can be considered ‘sound’ at the time of examination. 

 
3.10 Paragraph 60 of the National Planning Policy Framework and paragraph 003 of 

the Housing and Economic Needs Assessment chapter of the National 

Planning Practice Guidance both cover the use of the standard methodology 

for determining the minimum number of homes needed in the Plan. Both the 

Framework and Policy Guidance focus on the requirement to plan for the most 

up to date, current and future demographic trends and market signals. It is 
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considered by the Council that at time of submission, the proposed standard 

methodology will not only be in national policy but will represent the most up to 

date picture of housing need for the borough, and so the Council will be 

supported by national policy in having the Plan examined against the revised 

numbers.  

 
3.11 The Council could also argue that the proposed revised methodology 

constitutes exceptional circumstances as identified by para 60 NPPF, in that 

the most recent and up to date population forecasts and trends used within the 

calculation represent a more up to date picture of housing requirements in the 

borough and therefore represent a reasonable and justifiable alternative 

approach to the existing Standard Methodology. 

 
3.12 Strategic Policy H1 of the Publication Local Plan which is out for consultation 

sets out the overall growth level for the Borough until 2037 of around 8,389 new 

dwellings.  This level of growth proposed across the Plan period seeks to 

respond to the Government's proposed changes to the Standard Methodology 

(using a base of 403 dwellings per annum) but includes a substantial ‘buffer’ of 

15% to address any potential slippages in delivery and contributes towards 

unmet need from neighbouring authorities. This approach has been pursued as 

it uses the most up to date approach for calculating housing need. 

 
3.13 Further clarity on the transition period will become apparent, however Fareham 

Borough Council anticipate that the new methodology will have been published 

before the Local Plan is submitted for examination so as to enable the new 

Local Plan to be assessed against what would be the current Standard 

Methodology at that time.   

 

3.14 Mr Tiley’s asserts at paragraph 15.5 of his proof with reference to Appendix 16 

and Turley’s consultation response that, in Fareham, the figure would be 554 

homes per annum under the alternative approach it recommends; the Council 

considers this point to be irrelevant. Commentary on the proposed methodology 

is wide ranging and varied and purely conjecture. Whilst there is consensus that 

there may be a need to adjust the calculation to redistribute housing need, the 

potential approach to doing so is far from certain. 
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3.15 However, in response to the appellants observation that Turley submitted a 

consultation response proposing an alternative approach, the Council is aware 

of a further proposed approach put forward and submitted to the MHCLG by 

Stantec (Appendix A). The Stantec submission proposes an outcome which 

produces housing numbers that are considered to be more realistic for the south 

of the country and much more positive for the north, with a resulting figure of 

416 homes per annum for Fareham.  It is worth noting that in response to a 

number of articles in the press regarding alternative approaches to the 

methodology calculation, the Housing Minister Chris Pincher MP, was recently 

quoted at the Planning for Housing Conference 2020 as saying ‘estimates by 

planning consultancies and other experts of the results of the government's 

proposed updated version of its standard method of calculating local housing 

need are "entirely speculative". 
 
Emerging Housing Requirement 
 

3.16 To clarify, the 403dpa is based on the minimum local housing need arising on 

the basis of the new standard methodology as of the base date of 2021 (but 

would also apply if the proposed standard methodology were introduced in 

2020) and not on the proposed housing requirement set out in the draft Local 

Plan. However, an alternative approach could be to have regard to the dwelling 

per annum figure based on the emerging housing requirements set out in 

Strategic Policy H1 makes provision for at least 8,389 dwellings in the Plan 

period 2021 - 2027.  

 

3.17 Paragraph 4.16 of the draft Local Plan makes it clear that the Council considers 

a stepped housing requirement, and trajectory, to be appropriate reflecting that 

housing delivery will be lower in the first 0-5 years, particularly in  the first two 

years. In order to secure a five year housing land supply, the draft local plan 

also states that it is appropriate to use the local plan process to secure a five 

year housing land supply and therefore a 20% buffer has been imposed in the 

light of anticipated Housing Delivery Test results due to be published in 

November 2020.  
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3.18 On the basis of the stepped approach, Strategic Policy H1 states that over the 

five year period 2021/22 and 2025/26 2,250 dwellings will be required, 

averaging 450 dwellings per annum. 

 

3.19 Despite the lack of certainty in advance of the revised standard methodology 

being published by the Government, the Council continues to progress its Local 

Plan expediently as is being actively encouraged by central Government and 

which is clearly preferable to delaying the Plan. What is clear is that regardless 

of the outcome of the revised standard methodology and what that might mean 

for Fareham Borough, the housing requirements of the Plan can be adjusted 

upwards or downwards as required and flexibility will continue to be built into 

the Plan with the express objective of securing a future five year housing land 

supply. On this basis, I am confident that a five year housing land supply will be 

secured and the shortfall in supply will be short lived upon the adoption of the 

Local Plan.  The Council is continuing to progress the Local Plan in a timely 

manner in line with the recent MHCLG edict to keep up with the preparation of 

local plans and is at a significantly advanced stage.   

 
Section 8: Housing Trajectories 
 

3.20 I note the claim by Mr Tiley at para. 8.27 of his proof that the Council's housing 

trajectories are likely to be over-optimistic and should be treated with caution.  

However, I believe Mr Tiley is mistaken.  In contrast, I consider the supply 

position set out in section 8 of my proof to be entirely realistic and based on a 

detailed and pragmatic review of the current situation.   

 

3.21 The Council undertakes a 5-year supply engagement process quarterly with 

site promoters and developers to add further intelligence to the delivery 

information.  The Council have recently increased the frequency with which 

developers and site promoters are engaged in order to provide up to date 

reliable information.  The Council’s position has therefore been produced by 

engagement with developers over delivery timescales on a case by case basis.  

I note that the Council has acknowledged those sites that will not deliver until 
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later in the five-year period (but still within that five-year period at years four and 

five) for various reasons.  I consider this to be a perfectly reasonable, sensible 

position to take which takes account of any evident delays or lead-in periods for 

obtaining detailed planning permission.  I also consider this was something 

which previous trajectories published by the Council failed to take account of 

but which the authority have now acknowledged.  Nonetheless in my own 

review of the housing supply position I have discounted four sites which I 

consider there to be insufficient information relating to their delivery in the five 

year period to include in the supply thereby taking an even more cautious 

approach.  This does not fit with Mr Tiley’s description of previous trajectories 

from the Council as being over-optimistic. 

 

3.22 Mr Tiley refers to the Council’s inclusion of sites which he claims cannot be 

demonstrated to be suitable due to the likely significant effects on Natura 2000 

sites and the absence of appropriate mitigation (para. 17.1 of his proof).  He 

does not provide any information on why, on a site by site basis, he believes 

this to be the case but it is clear from its inclusion in his conclusion that this is 

his real concern in relation the deliverability of sites and the other issues he 

identifies are of no real substance, as shown in my evidence, and do not 

undermine the trajectory.     Contrary to Mr Tiley’s assertions, and as set out in 

my evidence at paras 8.26 – 8.33, a framework for delivering nitrate mitigation 

is now in place.  Securing this mechanism for delivering the nitrate mitigation 

required is an important step to bringing forward development sites and gives 

confidence to the Council’s stated trajectory.  I can now confirm that the first 

application to benefit from the mitigation scheme offered by the Hampshire & 

Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust (my evidence, paras 8.29 – 8.31) will be reported to 

the Council’s Planning Committee for determination at the meeting due to be 

held on 18th November 2020.  The Officer report is appended to this statement 

as Appendix B (paragraphs 8.30 – 8.34 relate) and the Nitrate Mitigations 

Proposals pack is included at Appendix C (referred to in para. 8.32 of my 

evidence).  I am informed that, at the time of writing, such packs relating to a 

further five planning applications have been received by the Council.  The packs 

will enable Officers to carry out Habitat Regulation Assessments for those 

undetermined applications.  This will enable the Council to start issuing 
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permissions without further delay (paragraph 8.33 of my evidence), such as 

those for developments already with resolutions to grant planning permission 

and, where applicable, under Officer delegated powers.  Other applications, 

such as that referred to at Appendix B, will be able to be taken to the Council’s 

Planning Committee for a decision to be made. 

 

3.23 Mr Tiley asserts that the timescale for delivery of sites is likely to have been 

compromised by the coronavirus pandemic (paragraph. 10.16 of his evidence).  

He says that Council resources to determine outstanding applications have 

been reduced such that these would take longer than is usually the case 

(paragraph 10.18).  He makes these remarks without any evidence to support 

them.  Mr Tiley’s comments are frankly a great disservice to the hard work of 

not just the Council but the private sector and construction industry as a whole 

to continue as far as possible ‘business as usual’ when it comes to planning 

and to support economic recovery.   

 

3.24 To my knowledge Mr Tiley has not had any direct contact with the Council’s 

Planning Officers at all in recent months.  Had Mr Tiley consulted his colleagues 

he would surely have been informed that Officers from the Planning department 

have been in regular and indeed constant contact with them concerning the 

appeal sites up to and after the non-determination appeals were lodged in May 

this year amidst the first wave of the coronavirus pandemic.  Although Officers 

are now working remotely, as is most of the country, the Planning service at 

Fareham Borough Council has operated as normal throughout the year.  At 

paragraph 10.17 of his proof Mr Tiley provides an unsourced quote by Fareham 

Borough Council.  If Mr Tiley had visited the Council’s website he would have 

seen that, with the exception of April this year, the Council’s Planning 

Committee have met every month throughout the pandemic as they would 

normally do albeit virtually to determine planning applications as usual.  The 

function of the Council as local planning authority has not been compromised 

by recent events and the agenda for the forthcoming Planning Committee 

agenda due to be held on 18th November 2020, at which a total of 375 dwellings 

are recommended by Officers for approval, is evidence of that.    
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The Deliverable Supply  

3.25 I set out below the most up to date evidence on the deliverable supply since the 

exchange of my proof of evidence.   

 

Allocations 

Welborne 

 
3.26 Mr Tiley provides an uninformed, outdated and overly-pessimistic view of the 

few remaining points of action left to be overcome before the outline planning 

permission for Welborne can be issued (paras. 10.55 – 10.56 of his evidence).  

He states at paragraph 10.56 that negotiation of the Section 106 obligations will 

take a considerable amount of time but fails to realise that such work has 

already been ongoing for some time.  There is now agreement on all of the 

Heads of Terms listed at paragraph 10.55 of his proof with the exception of the 

viability review mechanism which all parties are seeking to resolve without 

delay.  Legal drafting of the Section 106 agreement is already done and ‘fine 

tuning’ is all that remains to do.  The legal agreement is clearly on course to be 

completed soon as I referred to in my evidence at paragraph 8.68. 
 

3.27 Mr Tiley also sets out the large number of conditions and amount of technical 

work to be carried out after the grant of outline planning permission.  This is to 

be expected given the scale of the new community being created and I have 

already commented on this in my proof of evidence.  Mr Tiley fails to provide 

any real reasons why the Council’s position, that 450 homes would be delivered 

over the course of years 4 & 5, is unachievable.  He repeats speculative claims 

over the impact of coronavirus on the Council’s ability to progress matters 

(paras 10.68 – 10.70).  I have rebutted this assertion earlier in this statement. 

 

3.28 Finally, in relation to Welborne, Mr Tiley provides a brief and selective snapshot 

of the funding for the remodelling of the M27 Junction 10.  Crucially, he omits 

to mention the Hampshire County Council cabinet report reference in my 

evidence at para. 8.72 which provides important updates.  Had he done so he 

would have seen two things; firstly, that the cost of the works at Junction 10 are 
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not as significant as previously thought and are now given to be £75 million (the 

figures quoted by Mr Tiley at para 10.62 are therefore out of date), and; 

secondly, that a £900,000 grant was offered by the Solent LEP (and has now, 

I understand, been secured).  Instead Mr Tiley refers to press coverage of a 

letter to the Prime Minister requesting a funding shortfall be met.  However, this 

too is out of date as I am informed that confirmation has been received from 

Homes England that a £30 million Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) grant is 

available subject to conditions but this is not yet publicly available.  This goes 

to support the position put forward in my evidence regarding the delivery of 

Junction 10.  

 

Sites with a resolution to grant consent 

 

3.29 Mr Tiley’s statement at paragraph 11.30, that the Council has provided no 

evidence that completions will be achieved within five-years on the basis that 

the NNPF definition does not provide a closed list  is outdated. My proof of 

evidence at paragraphs 8.19 – 8.49 provides clear evidence that there is a 

realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on these sites within 5-years. In 

this section I make clear that one of the sites with a resolution to grant at the 

base date of 1st April 2020 now has full permission and three have outline 

permission.  I also provide an update on the remaining six sites with a resolution 

to grant planning permission on which I have received some new information 

since exchange of proofs.  

 

3.30 The table after paragraph 8.19 of my proof of evidence identifies those sites 

which have a resolution to grant planning permission as of the baseline at 1st 

April 2020. For absolute clarity, the table identifies which of these sites have a 

resolution to grant full planning permission and which sites have a resolution to 

grant outline planning permission.  

 

3.31 My proof of evidence then looks in turn at the current status and progression of 

each of these sites through the planning process since 1st April 2020. It is my 

view that the further a site has progressed through the planning process, the 
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clearer the evidence becomes that the site are deliverable within the five-year 

period. 

 

Sites now with planning permission 

 

3.32 At paragraph 8.34 of my proof of evidence I identify that four sites with a 

resolution to grant planning permission have since been granted planning 

permission. The relevant table is reproduced below for convenience. 

 

 

 

3.33 In respect of the 6 dwellings to the East of West of Greenaway Lane, as this 

site has full planning consent I consider that it should be now be considered 

deliverable until the permission expires.  

 

3.34 In respect of the sites with outline planning permission, I provide clear evidence 

at paragraphs 8.35 – 8.39 as to why I consider these sites to be deliverable 

having regard to the small size of the sites and the conditions attached to the 

outline consent which are standard and not onerous and which strictly limit the 

time for the submission of reserved matters applications and the 

commencement of works thereafter. I consider that that this constitutes clear 

Sites with Full Planning Permission No of Dwellings Consent granted 

East & West of 79 Greenaway Lane, Warsash 

(P/18/0884/FP) 

6 dwellings 11th August 2020 

Sites with Outline Planning Permission   

Land South of Funtley Road, Funtley 

(P/18/0067/OA) 

55 dwellings 2nd September 

2020 

Southampton Road (Reside) (P/18/0068/OA) 105 dwellings 12th July 2020 

Egmont Nurseries, Brook Avenue (P/18/0592/OA)  8 dwellings 1st October 2020. 

Total number of dwellings 175 dwellings 
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evidence, proportionate to the circumstances of each case to demonstrate that 

these straightforward and uncomplicated sites, are deliverable within five years.  

 
Sites where nitrates matters are being resolved 

 

3.35 At paragraph 3.22 above I explain that nitrate matters are now being resolved 

which will enable the Council to issue planning consents for those sites I identify 

in the table below reproduced from my main proof of evidence (the table above 

paragraph 8.40).  

 

3.36 The resolution of nitrates is the only outstanding matter that has prevented the 

delivery of these sites. This matter is substantially resolved on the above sites 

and nitrate mitigation is actively in the process of being secured.  With the 

nitrate solution in place, there is no reason why the planning consents for the 

above sites should not be issued very shortly. Once the permissions are issued, 

there is absolutely no reason why these sites should not then progress in a 

straightforward matter.  

 

Sites with a resolution to grant Full Planning 
Permission 

 

Land South West of Sovereign Crescent, Locks 

Heath (P/18/0484/FP) 

38 dwellings 

Moraunt Drive, Portchester (P/18/0654/FP) 48 dwellings 

Sites with a resolution to grant Outline Planning 
Permission 

 

East & West of 79 Greenaway Lane, Warsash 

(P/18/0107/OA) 

30 dwellings 

Land East of Brook Lane (South), Warsash – 

Bargate Homes (P/17/0752/OA) 

140 dwelling 

Land to the East of Brook Lane and West of 

Lockswood 

145 dwellings 

Total number of dwellings 401 dwellings 
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3.37 The sites with full planning consent, once issued should be considered 

deliverable until the permission expires.  I therefore consider that there is a 

realistic prospect that these sites will be deliverable within five years particularly 

as given the small size of the sites. 

 

3.38 The three sites with outline planning permission, once issued, are also small, 

or of a modest size and the conditions attached to the outline consent are 

standard and not onerous and strictly limit the time for the submission of 

reserved matters applications and the commencement of works thereafter. 

There are no complex or particular onerous matters that suggests there will be 

any delay in delivery. Having regard to the particular circumstances of each 

case, I consider that the evidence I have presented at paragraphs 8.40 – 8.46 

of my main proof of evidence constitutes clear evidence that there is a realistic 

prospect that the sites will be delivered within five years. 

 
Sites with a resolution to grant with no nitrate solution identified 

 

3.39 At paragraph 8.47 of my proof of evidence I identify that only one site with a 

resolution to grant planning permission where nitrate matters remain 

outstanding. The relevant table is reproduced below for convenience. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.40 However as my evidence at paragraph 8.48 clearly shows, the Council is  in 

active discussions with two other landowners to bring forward additional nitrate 

migration schemes and I expect on this basis that a nitrate solution for this site 

can be bought forward in the near future. 

 

3.41 Further to the evidence in my main proof of evidence I am advised that the s106 

is substantially drafted with only matters in relation to maintenance costs for a 

Sites with a resolution to grant Outline Planning 
Permission 

 

Land at Brook Lane, Warsash - Foreman Homes 

(P/17/0845/OA) 

180 dwellings 
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pedestrian/cycling link and the inclusion of the affordable housing allowance 

cap remaining outstanding.   These are not substantive issues.  This evidence 

clearly shows that good progress is continuing to be made although I accept 

that the Council is not yet in a position to issue the planning consent. 

 

3.42 Having reviewed the particular circumstances of the case, and once the above 

matters are resolved, I consider that the delivery of the site within the five years 

remains a realistic prospect. The Council’s trajectory shows only a small 

number of dwellings (40) being provided in 2022/23 with the remainder being 

delivered in 2023/24 and 2024/25. The conditions attached to the outline 

consent are standard and not onerous and strictly limit the time for the 

submission of reserved matters applications and the commencement of works 

thereafter. There are no complex or particular onerous matters that suggests 

there will be any delay in delivery. 

 

3.43 On this basis, I consider that this clear evidence, proportionate to the 

circumstances of the case has been provided to demonstrate that this site is 

deliverable within five years.  
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4 TRANSPORT EVIDENCE REBUTTAL 

Whether the Appeal Sites are sustainably located 

 
Table 2 and Appendices AHJ/C, AHJ/D and AHJ/E and Figure AHJ/3 
 

4.1 The substance of Mr Jones’s transport evidence is presented in section 3 under 

the heading Local Amenities and Facilities (paragraph 3.14 – 3.17) supported 

by Table 2 on page 21 and appendices AHJ/C, AHJ/D and AHJ/E and Figure 

AHJ/3. On the basis of this evidence he concludes at paragraph 8.1 that there 

are a range of local services and amenities in the local area that are accessible 

by walking and cycling and at paragraph 8.4 that the northern and southern 

appeal sites are well located in term of minimising trip lengths, when compared 

to the unitary authority and national averages. 

 

4.2 The relevant consideration is however not whether the appeal sites are 

accessibly located and will minimise trip lengths, but whether the sites are 

sustainably located and available opportunities to walk and cycle are likely to 

be taken up to achieve national and local planning policy objectives. I rely on  

the appeal decision at Finchampstead Road (CDJ/24) in my main proof of 

evidence to demonstrate this point. 

 

4.3 Having reviewed Mr Jones evidence, I note that he has not provided the Inquiry 

with NTS0403 to which he refers at length in Table 2 on page 21. I have 

appended Table NTS0403 to my rebuttal proof (Appendix D). Also not included 

is the extract of NTS 0303 which indicates that in 2019, the national average 

length of trips by the main mode of walking was 0.7 miles or 1.1 km and this 

has stayed consistent since 2004. I have included this at Appendix D.  Having 

regard to this I note that Mr Jones has translated the trip distances stated in 

miles to kilometres.  

 
4.4 Table 2 and Appendix AHJ/C set out walking and cycling distances or trip 

lengths (in km) and approximate walking and cycling times (in mins) to a range 

of local facilities and services by trip purpose (eg. for shopping, education, 

leisure) within 2km, 5km and 10km of the respective sites. Mr Jones then 
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compares these trip lengths to the 2019 National Travel Survey (NTS) (Table 

NTS0403) average trip lengths by trip purposes and asserts on this basis that 

the appeal sites will provide an opportunity for residents to travel less distance 

compared to the national average trip distance (at paragraph 6.33). I also note 

that Mr Jones has taken a similar approach to public transport at paragraph 

6.35 – 6.39 

 

4.5 It can be seen that Table NTS0403 simply records the national average trip 

length of journeys made by all modes of transport, a proportion of which will be 

trips by car and likely to involve longer journey distance than journeys on foot 

or by bicycle. No meaningful comparison can therefore be drawn between the 

walking and cycling distances to local services and facilities that Mr Jones has 

set out in Table 2 and national average trip length by all modes of transport.  

 
 

Walking Route Audit 
 
4.6 At paragraph 2.29 of Mr Jones’s evidence he asserts that the walking and 

cycling routes are of a good standard and safe and attractive such that they will 

meet the minimum score using the Walking Route Audit Tool (WRAT) as set 

out in the Department for Transport Local Cycling Walking Infrastructure Plans 

(DfT’s LCWIPs) with the implementation of the package of measures set out in 

Chapter 4 (CDH/5). Annex C of that document provides further information 

about the WRAT process (see paragraph 6.30 of CDH/5). Annex C  is not 

provided as a core document but is attached at Appendix E  along with the 

walking audit tool which can separately be downloaded from the Government’s 

web-site.  

  

4.7 Paragraph 3.25 of Mr Jones’s evidence advises that a score of 70% (i.e. a score 

of 28 out of a potential 40 points) should normally be regarded as a minimum 

level of provision overall. Routes which score less than this, and factors which 

are scored zero, should be used to identify where improvements are required. 

The WRAT has therefore been designed with the specific purpose of carrying 

out an audit of walking routes to identify where improvements to infrastructure 

are required. That is not the purpose for which Mr Jones is using it for his 
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evidence. It is the CIHT guidance which is relevant here because it is this 

guidance which should be used to assess whether the sites are sustainably 

located such that there are available opportunities to cycle and walk which are 

likely to be taken up. However, since Mr Jones has now raised it and I disagree 

with his assessment using the WRAT, I address this below 

 
4.8 Table 3 of Mr Jones’s evidence presents the WRAT scores. The detailed 

analysis of four routes, to the north, south, east and west of the appeal sites, 

against 20 criteria is presented in Appendix AHJ/H. At paragraph 3.47  Mr Jones 

asserts that walking routes to the north, south and west obtain a score of 28 out 

of 40 (70%) or more based on their current condition and therefore meet the 

minimum level of provision. At paragraph 3.48 Mr Jones acknowledges that the 

existing route to the East to Bridgemary only scores 24 out of 40 (60%). This 

route therefore fails to meet the minimum level of standard and improvements 

are required.  

 
4.9 Mr Jones asserts at paragraph 6.45 of his proof that improvements to the 

walking route to the east to Bridgemary and west to Stubbington to improve the 

WRAT score include: 

 
“the provision of a TOUCAN crossing on Newgate Lane East [route to the east]  
and the provision of monies towards the implementation of improvements on 
the school walking routes [route to the west], which will enhance the 
accessibility credentials of the northern and southern appeal sites and address 
the severance issues associated with crossing Newgate Lane East.” 
 
 
Overall observations about the WRAP Audit 
 
Scope and extent of walking routes 
 

4.10 Mr Jones has audited the whole length of the walking routes beyond 2km 

walking distance from the Appeal Sites. I consider that this approach is wrong. 

My main proof of evidence establishes with reference to CIHT guidance and the 

Council’s accessibility standards that 2km is the maximum preferred walking 

distance (rather than the desirable or acceptable) for commuting purposes 

where the walking route is suitable as shown on table 3.2 of CIHT 2000 

[CDH.12]. The maximum preferred distance for the purpose of undertaking 
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other types of trips on foot is less than this.   I have reviewed the audit score  

against those sections of the walking routes to the north, south, east and west 

that would be used to access local services and facilities within 2km of the 

Appeal sites.  On this basis I find that the audit scores against some criteria are 

incorrect as discussed below under the respective walking routes. 

 
4.11 In the case of the Appeal Developments there is no alternative and shorter 

walking routes to access the service and facilities in Bridgemary other than via 

Woodcote Lane, crossing Newgate Lane East and continuing along Brookers 

Lane. There is no alternative and shorter route to access services and facilities 

in Stubbington other than along the B3334. There is no alternative and shorter 

route to access service and facilities at Speedfields Park other than via Old 

Newgate Lane.  The audit process should focus on these relevant sections of 

the walking routes. 

 
Criteria 14: Impact of controlled crossings on journey times  

 
4.12 The assessment against criteria 14 of the WRAT is flawed. This considers the 

impact of controlled crossings on journey time. However, where crossings are 

single phase pelican/toucan or zebra crossing it appears that no pedestrian 

delay is assumed and a maximum score of 2 is awarded. A score of 1 or 0 is 

only awarded where crossings are staggered depending on the effect on 

journey times; a score of 1 where there is a >5 second wait at a pedestrian 

island and a score of 0 where there is a >10 seconds wait. 

 

4.13 The walking route to the north to access services and facilities on Speedfields 

Park is via a staggered crossing. The walking route to the south and to west to 

Stubbington is via a single phase, controlled crossing. The walking route to the 

east via Bridgemary currently has an informal, uncontrolled crossing which is 

proposed to be upgraded to a Toucan crossing, identified as an improvement 

in the WRAT audit. 

 
4.14 In respect of the pedestrian delay likely to be experienced at controlled 

crossings, regardless of whether they are staggered I refer to Mr Gammer’s 

rebuttal proof of evidence at paragraph 3.2 which states: 
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“The operation of the proposed Newgate Lane Toucan crossing will be 
optimised to try and minimise delay to traffic. This has been considered in the 
updated Toucan crossing modelling. It should be noted that this may result in 
some delay to pedestrians, likely to be 40 seconds in the peak hours when 
traffic flows are highest. The average pedestrian waiting time to cross Newgate 
Lane East at Peel Common roundabout was recorded as approximately 50 
seconds (February 2020) in the AM and PM traffic peaks and pedestrian waiting 
times at the HMS Collingwood junction could be up to 2 minutes.” 
 

4.15 This time delay is not taken into account in the WRAT assessment as the focus 

of the assessment is on what improvements can be made to crossings. The 

implication of this is that improvements can only be identified where a staggered 

crossing can be replaced with a single phase controlled crossing. The 

pedestrian delay at a single phase controlled  crossing is not factored into the 

assessment. However, a delay of 40 seconds at a proposed single phase 

controlled crossing at Newgate Lane clearly has an effect on the directness of 

the route which is not recorded in the WRAT audit. 

 

4.16 The scores for the walking routes to the east, west and south against criteria 14 

on the basis that these are single controlled crossings are given the maximum 

score of 2. The walking route to the north is given a score of 1, as this is a 

staggered crossing. I consider that this is a flaw of the assessment process and 

that these scores should be reduced downwards to 0 on the basis of Mr 

Gammer’s rebuttal proof and given that there will be a delay to journey times 

even with a single phase, controlled crossing in place. The implications of this 

for the overall WRAT score for each walking route is considered below for each 

site. 

 

Criteria 16: Other 

 

4.17 I fail to see the relevance of Criteria 16 ‘Directness – Other’ which for all routes 

records “the route appears to be generally direct”. It is unclear what this adds 

to the assessment under Criteria 11 ‘Directness – footway provision’ and 

Criteria 12 ‘Directness – location of crossings in relation to desire lines’ which 

appear to already adequately assess the directness of the route.  The WRAT 

guidance states that Directness ‘other’ includes examples such as routes 
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to/from bus stops not accommodated; steps restricting access for all users; and 

confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users. There are 

no specific examples given in the WRAT audit to demonstrate what other 

factors have been taken into account over and above criteria 11 - 15. However, 

all routes score an additional 2 point against criteria 16 which amounts to double 

counting and this should be corrected (a reduction of 2 points off each of the 

existing and proposed walking routes).  The purpose of this criteria in my view 

should therefore be to identify any other specific features of the route that may 

require improvement. 

 

4.18 Having set out these general observations about the WRAT audit, I  now 

consider each of the walking routes in turn. 

 
 
Proposed walking route from Newgate Lane to Bridgemary 
 

4.19 The existing walking route from Newgate Lane to Bridgemary only scores 24 

out of 40, below a score of 28 which should normally be regarded as a minimum 

level of provision overall. The improvements identified by the Appellant only 

amount to the provision of a Toucan crossing and the possibility of installing 

street lighting on Woodcote Lane and Brookers Lane. With these improvements 

in place,  the audit score increases to 31 (77.5%). I set out below why I consider 

that the assessment overall is flawed and that the audit score should be 

reduced. 

 

Attractiveness  

 
4.20 Additional street lighting has not previously been proposed by the Appellant and 

does not form part of the appeal developments being considered at this inquiry. 

Furthermore, lighting is not secured in the draft UU obligations. A detailed 

design specification for lighting along Brookers Lane and Woodcote Lane has 

not been put forward for consideration by Hampshire County Council as 

Highway Authority or Fareham Borough Council as local lighting authority and 

may not be acceptable given its location in the countryside. Hampshire 

Council’s Technical Guidance Note TG13 – Street Lighting (Appendix F) at 
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section 3 sets out the key planning and design issues that will need to be taken 

into account. On this basis, no reliance can be placed on additional street 

lighting on Woodcote Lane and Brookers Lane as suggested by Mr Jones and 

this should not therefore be included in the audit as an improvement. If the 

additional lighting is not relied on, the score for criteria 4 would remain at 1 as 

is it for as route existing. 

 

Directness: effect of the Toucan Crossing  

 

4.21 Having regard to Mr Gammer’s rebuttal evidence at paragraph 3.2, there is 

likely to be a delay of 40 seconds experienced by pedestrians waiting to cross 

Newgate Lane East with the Toucan crossing in place which would add to 

journey times.  

 

4.22 At present delays are experienced crossing Newgate Lane without a controlled 

crossing in place as acknowledged under the action column in Criteria 13 in the 

WRAT audit which scores 0 in the existing audit on the basis that “levels of 

delay are in excess of 15 seconds can be experienced when crossing Newgate 

Lane”. The installation of a single phase, controlled crossing will not therefore 

improve the overall journey times. However, the format of the WRAT audit is 

flawed as set out at paragraph 4.12 above. The  audit score for criteria 14 

should be reduced from 2 to 0 as the overall effect of the Toucan crossing on 

the directness of the route, whether a single phased controlled crossing or 

staggered controlled crossing will be neutral.  

 

4.23 As the route is assessed with the single phase, controlled crossing in place at 

Newgate Lane east under criteria 14, the rest of the walking route scores an 

additional 2 points compared to the existing route under criteria 13 as crossing 

of roads along the rest of the walking route to Bridgemary are considered easy, 

direct, and comfortable and without delay (< 5s average). I have not deducted 

these points. 

 

4.24 In additional, with the crossing in place, two further points are added to the 

overall score when against criteria 15 – ‘green man time’ (an assessment of 
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whether there is sufficient time to cross comfortably). I consider that the 

additional two points against this criteria inflates the overall score and the 

benefit of the improvement that will be gained by the installation of a controlled 

crossing which I consider to be neutral. I have not however deducted these 

points from the audit score. It is the severance effect of Newgate Lane that is 

of most significance in assessing the walking route.  I find no material benefit in 

the controlled crossing in respect of the directness of the route as pedestrian 

delays at the Toucan crossing will ‘significantly’ add to the journey time having 

regard to the definition of significance in the WRAT audit against criteria 14 as 

being > 10s wait on a pedestrian island. 

 

4.25 As I discussed at paragraph 4.17, a score of zero should be recorded against 

Criteria 16 ‘Directness – Other’; a further reduction of 2 points against both the 

existing and proposed route.  

 
4.26 On the basis of my review, I conclude that the audit score for the proposed route 

from Newgate Lane to Bridgemary is flawed. The existing walking route score 

is 22 (55%) (minus 2 points for double counting criteria 16) below the minimum 

level of provision (70%). With improvements in place the score only increases 

to 26 (62.5%) which is solely due to the higher scores against criteria 13 (other 

routes) and 15 (green man time). The proposed walking route does not 

therefore meet the minimum level of provision (70%) set out in the Department 

for Transport Local Cycling Walking Infrastructure Plans document.  

 
Existing and Proposed Walking Route from Newgate Lane to Fareham 
 

4.27 Both the existing and the proposed route from Newgate Lane to Fareham score 

31 (77.5%). 

 
Journey Delay at Staggered Pedestrian Crossing 
 

4.28 There are no improvements identified to this walking route. However, having 

regard to Mr Gammer’s rebuttal proof above (paragraph 3.14),  the  delay at the 

staggered pedestrian crossing provided at HMS Collingwood signalised 

junction could be upto 2 minutes and on this basis, the score under Criteria 14: 
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‘Directness – impact of controlled crossings on journey times’ would according 

to the definition in the WRAT audit “add significantly to journey times” and the 

audit score should be adjusted downwards from 1 to zero. 

 

Attractiveness: Fear of Crime 

 

4.29 The audit does not acknowledge that Old Newgate Lane is in the designated 

countryside and is not as a ‘residential area’; it has no active frontage. A few 

residential properties are strung out along one side of the road, and many of 

these are set back. On the other side of the road is a narrow strip of land that 

is partially vegetated and that separates Old Newgate Lane from the traffic on 

Newgate Lane East.  There is therefore a lack of natural surveillance. The level 

of lighting is also low. Old Newgate Lane would be the main walking route from 

the Appeal Developments to access the closest local facilities and services in 

Speedfield Park and therefore the quality of this section of the walking route   

north of the appeal sites is of greatest importance. These key features are not 

properly acknowledged in the score for Criteria 2: ‘Attractiveness Fear of Crime’ 

or Criteria 4: ‘Other’ which in both cases are awarded the maximum score of 2. 

This score for both criteria should be reduced to 1 (2 points deducted in total). 

I consider the assessment to be flawed in this respect. 

 

4.30 The general point I raise at paragraph 4.17 above in relation to criteria 16 

applies to this walking route. I consider this to be double counting and the score 

should be reduced by 2 points. 

 
4.31 On the basis of my review, I conclude that the audit score for the existing and 

proposed route from Newgate Lane to Bridgemary is flawed. The score should 

be reduced by 5 points to 26 (65%) below the minimum level of provision (70%). 

 
 
Route from Newgate Lane to Stubbington 
 

4.32 The existing route from Newgate Lane to Stubbington scores 29 (72.5%). 

Improvements to the route to be secured through the s106 including resurfacing 
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and widening pavements and a pedestrian refuge. As a result of these 

improvements the audit score is 33 (82.5%).   
 
Attractiveness 
 

4.33 This route is isolated along the majority of its length along the B3334. The audit 

score against Criteria 2: ‘Fear of crime’ is therefore flawed in both the existing 

and proposed audit scores and these scores should be reduced to 0 (2 points 

reduction). 

 

4.34 The majority of the B3334 walking route to Stubbington is also unlit. The WRAT 

walking route section tool does not specify the criteria that constitute red, amber 

or green scores in carrying out an assessment of lighting. Lighting is simply 

specified as an example of another factor of attractiveness under criteria 4 

which refers to whether it is present, is deficient.  However as there is no lighting 

along the route, the audit score against Criteria 4 ‘other’ is therefore flawed in 

both the existing and proposed audit scores and these scores should be 

reduced to 0 (2 points reduction). The two lighting columns to be relocated as 

part of s106 contributions do not address the lack of lighting along the majority 

of the B3334 to Stubbington. 

 

Journey Delay at Pedestrian Crossing 
 

4.35 There is no assessment of the likely delay to pedestrians waiting to cross the 

B3334 which is a flaw of the assessment process. This is not picked up under 

Criteria 14: Directness 14 ‘impact of controlled crossings on journey times’.  

 

4.36 Having regard to Mr Gammer’s rebuttal proof (see paragraph 3.14), it is clear 

that the average pedestrian waiting time to cross Newgate Lane East at Peel 

Common roundabout was recorded as approximately 50 seconds (February 

2020) in the AM and PM traffic peaks. This delay should be captured in the 

assessment and the score reduced from 2 to zero. 

 
4.37 The general point I raise at paragraph 3.17 above in relation to criteria 16 

applies to this walking route. I consider this to be double counting and the score 

should be reduced by 2 points. 
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s106 contributions to improve school walking routes 

 
4.38 The WRAT audit correctly identifies that s106 contributions are to be secured 

towards improvement to school routes. These are all routes within the defined 

urban settlement boundary of Stubbington (junction of Bells Lane, Stubbington 

Lane and Eric Road and on Gosport Road) and are not to the walking route 

along the B3334 from Peel Common. There are no improvements to the 

substantive length of the B3334. This is another illustration of why the WRAT is 

the wrong tool to use. It is not designed for this purposes. On this basis I 

consider that the 4 ‘improvement’ points should be deduced from the proposed 

route (1 point each from criteria 5, 6, 7 and 10); i.e there is no change to the 

existing route. 

 
4.39 On the basis of my review, I conclude that the audit score for the existing route 

from Newgate Lane to Stubbington is flawed and should be reduced by 4 points 

(criteria 16 is double counting and criteria 2 and 4 are incorrectly scored) giving 

an overall score of 25 (62.5%). The  proposed route should be reduced by 8 

points to 25 (62.5%) (taking account of the adjustment to the score of the 

existing route, Criteria 14 and the ‘improvements’ which are all within 

Stubbington and not along the walking route).  

 

Existing and Proposed Route from Newgate Lane to Lee-on Solent 
 

4.40 I consider that the audit of this route is irrelevant to an assessment of whether 

the Appeal sies are sustainably located as there are no local services and 

facilities that within 2km of the site to the south with reference to the amended 

Figure 7 in Appendix 1 of my main Proof of Evidence. 

 

Overall conclusions 

 

4.41 Having reviewed the outcome of the WRAT audit, I have found that the 

assessment process is flawed. The walking routes from the appeal sites to the 

closest local services and facilities to the east, west and north fail to meet the 

minimum level of provision and fall below 28 out of 40 on the basis of my  
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assessment. I find this is the case, even with the proposed improvements to the 

walking route to the east to Bridgemary (Toucan crossing). This accords with 

the conclusions I have reached in my main proof of evidence and on which 

basis I conclude that the maximum preferred walking distance to local services 

and facilities set out in CIHT 2000 are not the right guidelines to follow in the 

case of the appeal sites having regard to the overall quality of the walking 

routes. 

 

4.42 I therefore disagree with the conclusions of Mr Jones at paragraph 3.50 of his 

proof of evidence that states: 

 
“It is therefore considered that the pedestrian and cycle routes are safe and 
attractive and will allow future residents to walk and cycle to amenities and 
facilities located to the north, east, south and west of the northern and southern 
appeal sites.  The provision of the agreed mitigation package as summarised 
in paragraph 2.7 will address the severance effects of Newgate Lane East and 
encourage sustainable travel.” 
 

4.43 The overall attractiveness of the walking route, taking into account factors such 

as  lighting, traffic, natural surveillance and overall maintenance in my opinion 

will weigh heavily in decision making as to whether to walk even if the route is 

direct, flat and the condition of the pavements is generally good. The Walking 

Route Audit is not therefore an appropriate tool to use to assess whether the 

sites are sustainably located such that there are available opportunities to cycle 

and walk which are likely to be taken up. The right approach consistent with my 

conclusion in my main proof of evidence should be based on the CIHT 

guidance. The need to cross major roads such as Newgate Lane East, will lead 

to a perception that walking routes are less safe, particularly for children, and 

such routes are likely to be avoided where there is a choice of options. 

 

4.44 For the above reason I therefore also disagree with Mr Weaver at paragraph 

12.31 that the access to Bridgemary with the Toucan crossing in place would 

facilitate easy and safe access on foot; and with Mr Jones at paragraph 3.53 

that the Toucan crossing would address the severance issue associated with 

Newgate Lane East. There is no evidence in the WRAT audit that the safety of 

the route would be improved. The existing and proposed routes score the same 
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when assessed against 3 safety criteria with the Toucan crossing in place. As I 

have already demonstrated, the route is not ‘easy’ and pedestrian delays will 

be experienced in crossing the road with the controlled crossing in place.   

 

4.45 I conclude therefore that the Appeal Sites are not sustainably located and fail 

to meet the requirements Policy DSP40 (ii) as I have demonstrated in my main 

proof of evidence.  
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5 PLANNING EVIDENCE REBUTTAL 

 
Strategic Gap 

 
5.1 Mr Weaver refers to three planning applications proposed for development in 

the strategic gap.  None of these applications have been approved and his 

comments on them are not accurate.  

 
Newland Farm (P/15/179/OA) 

5.2 At paragraph 7.12 of his evidence, Mr Weaver refers to an application by Hallam 

Land Management for 1,027 dwellings at Newlands Farm (ref P/15/179/OA) 

which was ultimately withdrawn and therefore never determined by the Council.  

It is unclear on what basis Mr Weaver considers that the application would have 

been recommended for approval.  Following discussions with the case officer it 

is clear that there were a number of issues with the application which were 

unresolved at the time the application was withdrawn in February 2020, not 

least of these was the impact on the strategic gap.  

 
5.3 The Council sought specialist landscape advice from LDA Design on the impact 

of the proposed development on the strategic gap (see Appendix G).  Far from 

concluding that the development was acceptable, the consultants noted at 

paragraph 7.25 that the scale and character of the area between the two 

settlement boundaries would not constitute a proper ‘gap’ and is rather a 

transitional space between settlements.  Furthermore, there would be no real 

sense of leaving one settlement behind, passing through and experiencing 

another quite different and distinct area (the ‘gap’) before entering another 

separate settlement as is currently the case.  It was also noted that by 

effectively bringing the edges of the settlements so close together and using 

the bypass as the definitive settlement boundary for Fareham, the development 

proposals would increase rather than minimise the risk of future coalescence.  
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Newlands Farm masterplan (ref P/15/179/OA) 

 

 

Newland Farm (P/20/0646/OA) 

5.4 At paragraph 7.13 of his evidence, Mr Weaver refers to a second application 

for development at Newlands Farm at the same location for up to 1,200 

dwellings (ref P/20/0646/OA).  As the appellant points out, this application has 

yet to be determined and therefore the Council has not given a view on the 

impact of the revised proposals on the strategic gap.   

 

5.5 Notwithstanding the above, Policy DSP40 (iii) makes it clear that in order to be 

acceptable, proposals for development outside the urban area must be 

designed to minimise any adverse impact on the strategic gap. It similarly 

requires at DSP40 (ii) that proposals are sustainably located adjacent to and 

well related to the existing urban settlement boundaries.   
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5.6 The proposed development at Newlands Farm represented an extension to the 

existing urban edge of south Fareham.  This contrasts with the appeal 

proposals which do not adjoin the urban edge and therefore appear as an 

isolated island of development and cannot be considered to minimise any 

adverse impact on the strategic gap. 

 

 
Newlands Farm masterplan (ref P/20/0646/OA) 

 

Crofton Cemetery (P/19/0301/FP) 

5.7 In respect of this site, the circumstances were wholly different from the appeal 

site as is demonstrated by the Masterplan below which shows how the site 

would adjoin the settlement boundary and relate to the surrounding urban area. 
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Crofton Cemetery masterplan (ref P/19/0301/FP) 

 
 

Adjacency 

 

5.8 Policy DSP40 (ii) requires the proposal to be sustainably located adjacent to, 

and well related to the existing urban settlement boundaries.  Mr Weaver 

accepts that the correct test is to consider whether the appeal sites are adjacent 

to Bridgemary as Peel Common is not an urban settlement. 

 

5.9 Mr Weaver includes a small selection of previous decisions by the Council 

where the ‘adjacency’ test of Policy DSP40(ii) has been applied but doesn’t 

consider the context of those cases. 
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125 and 79 Greenaway Lane 

 

5.10 The site at 125 Greenaway Lane (para 12.41 of Mr Weaver’s evidence) was 

recommended to the Council’s Planning Committee for permission in July 2019 

(LPA ref. P/18/0482/OA).  The Officer’s report is included at Appendix 4 of Mr 

Weaver’s evidence.  The applicant was Bargate Homes Ltd (the appellant for 

the Newgate Lane South site). Paragraph 1.3 in the introduction of the Officer 

report reminds Members of the Planning Committee that at that time the 

Committee had already resolved to grant planning permission for a further five 

housing sites in the immediate surrounding area and another site nearby had 

been allowed on appeal.  Those five housing sites are shown at Appendix H.  

 

5.11 The first of these sites to receive a favourable resolution to grant planning 

permission from the Council’s Planning Committee in January 2018 were those 

application references P/17/0752/OA and P/17/0845/OA.  As can be seen, both 

of those sites lie adjacent to the existing urban settlement boundary.  Following 

those decisions the site at application reference P/17/0998/OA received a 

resolution to grant planning permission in May 2018.   

 

5.12 It is quite clear therefore that by the time Members of the Planning Committee 

resolved to grant permission for the development at 125 Greenaway Lane in 

July 2019 the Planning Committee had already decided to approve housing 

development on the land between it and the urban settlement boundary to the 

south.  Similarly, housing development had been approved by the committee 

on land between the site and urban area to the north.  This was brought to the 

attention of Members and the quote from the Officer report given at paragraph 

12.41 of Mr Weaver’s proof clearly makes reference to other nearby 

development proposals which have resolutions to grant planning permission 

when assessing the scheme against Policy DSP40(ii).  

 

5.13 Mr Weaver’s evidence attempts to portray the site at 125 Greenaway Lane as 

an isolated development far from the urban settlement boundary.  However, as 

the Inspector will see, at the time the decision was made Members of the 

Planning Committee were informed, and would have been well aware of the 

Page 2651



Jane Parker Rebuttal Proof of Evidence 
APP/A1720/W/20/3252180 and 3252185 
 

38 

fact, that previous resolutions to grant planning permission meant that this site 

would be immediately adjacent to new housing sites on its southern and eastern 

boundaries which linked back to the urban settlement boundary to the south, 

as well as development north of Greenaway Lane which integrated with the 

existing urban area to the north. 

 
5.14 Mr Weaver proceeds to comment on the land immediately to the east of the 

application site at 79 Greenaway Lane (ref. P/18/0107/OA) which he must  

know physically abuts that site.  The site at 79 Greenaway Lane (para 12.42 of 

Mr Weaver’s evidence) was the subject of a favourable resolution to grant 

permission by the Council’s Planning Committee after being recommended by 

Officers in a report to the October 2018 meeting (in actual fact the application 

had already received a favourable resolution to grant permission by the 

Planning Committee earlier that year in June 2018).  The Officer report is 

included at  Appendix 5 of Mr Weaver’s evidence.  Again, Appendix H shows 

the context of this site to surrounding development already having a resolution 

to grant planning permission. 

 

5.15 In describing the site surroundings the Officer report explains that residential 

dwellings are located to the east, west and north. The officer’s report does not 

consider whether the site is adjacent to an existing urban settlement boundary 

rather it looks at how the proposed development relates to “surrounding built 

form”. The surrounding built form of development as shown on figure 1 shows 

that a number of developments in close proximity to the site already had a 

resolution to grant planning consent.  Just a month prior to the June 2018 

committee in May 2018 Members of the Planning Committee resolved to grant 

permission for 157 dwellings on a site very close by (P/17/0998/OA) which 

effectively abuts the south-eastern corner of the site at 79 Greenaway Lane. 

The decision of the Council has therefore been taken having regard the 

exceptional circumstances of this particular case and the cluster of 

development already permitted around it which connect to and integrate with 

the existing urban settlement boundary.   The same cannot be said for the 

appeal sites at Newgate Lane which would be an island of development that is 
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not adjacent to, well related or integrated with the urban settlement boundary 

of Bridgemary. 

 

Land north of Funtley 

 

5.16 The last of the sites Mr Weaver refers to regarding the ‘adjacency’ test is the 

land north of Funtley Road (para 12.43 of his evidence). I have included at  

Appendix H a plan showing the context of the site.  Mr Weaver has included 

only a very short section of the Officer’s comments in relation to Policy 

DSP40(ii).  The full Officer report is included at  Appendix 6 of Mr Weaver’s 

evidence.   

 

5.17 With respect to the site’s proximity to the urban area, the Officer report says: 

 

“It is acknowledged that the site is located beyond the settlement policy 
boundary and is therefore contrary to policies which aim to secure the majority 
of new housing within the urban area.  Whilst being located in the countryside 
for planning purposes the site is bound on its western, eastern and much of its 
northern side by built form and residential properties.  The adjacent housing 
development of Roebuck Avenue, Deer Leap and Stag Way abuts the site's 
northern and eastern boundaries.  This housing estate, which was granted 
planning permission in the late 1990s on the site of an abattoir, is also within 
the countryside in terms of its status within the current adopted local plan 
however its character and appearance is typical of an area found within the 
urban settlement boundary.” 
 

5.18 Again, the circumstances concerning the site at Funtley Road are materially 

different to the appeal proposals at Newgate Lane. The site at North Funtley is 

predominately surrounded by development on three sites and is adjacent to the 

settlement of Funtley. The defined settlement boundary of Funtley has not been 

extended to include development to east of the railway line and this appears to 

be illogical and an exceptional case, but clearly the recent development at 

Roebuck Avenue, Deer Leap and Stag Way and the development to north of 

Funtley and are a logical extension of the defined urban settlement of Funtley 

and are immediately adjacent to it. 
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Overview
1.1.1.  The Traffic Signs Manual (the Manual) offers advice to traffic authorities and their 
contractors, designers and managing agents in the United Kingdom, on the correct use of traffic 
signs and road markings on the highway network. Mandatory requirements are set out in the 
Traffic Signs Regulations and General Directions 2016 (as amended) (TSRGD). In Northern 
Ireland the relevant legislation is the Traffic Signs Regulations (Northern Ireland) 1997 (as 
amended). Whilst the Manual can assist with complying with the mandatory requirements, 
it cannot provide a definitive legal interpretation, nor can it override them. This remains the 
prerogative of the courts or parking adjudicators in relation to the appearance and use of 
specific traffic signs, road markings etc. at specific locations.

1.1.2.  The advice is given to assist authorities in the discharge of their duties under section 
122 of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984 and Part 2 of the Traffic Management Act 2004 in 
England and under Part 1 of the Roads (Scotland) Act 1984. Subject to compliance with the 
Directions, which are mandatory (see 1.4.2 and 1.4.3), it is for traffic authorities to determine 
what signing is necessary to meet those duties.

1.1.3.  The Manual applies to the United Kingdom. References to “the national authority” should 
therefore be interpreted as referring to the Secretary of State for Transport, the Department 
for Infrastructure (Northern Ireland), the Scottish Government or the Welsh Government as 
appropriate. Any reference to the “Department” is a reference to the Department for Transport or 
the appropriate national authority for Northern Ireland, Scotland or Wales as described above.

1.1.4.  This chapter of the Manual contains advice recommended for those designing traffic 
signal junctions and crossings on roads with a speed limit of 40 mph and under, particularly in 
urban areas. It also provides advice on the design of wig‑wag signals, tram signals and lane 
control signals. For junctions on roads with speed limits above 40 mph, the advice given in 
Highways England’s Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB) may be more appropriate.

1.1.5.  The following documents are superseded by the advice in this chapter:

a) Traffic Advisory Leaflet 2/03 ‘Signal‑control at Junctions on High speed Roads’, in respect of 
the advice on Speed Assessment and Speed Discrimination

b) Traffic Advisory Leaflet 3/03 ‘Equestrian Crossings’
c) Traffic Advisory Leaflet 5/05 ‘Pedestrian Facilities at Signal‑controlled Junctions’
d) Traffic Advisory Leaflet 1/06 ‘General Principles of Traffic Control by Light Signals’
e) Traffic Advisory Leaflet 1/08 ‘Wig‑wag signals’
f) Traffic Advisory Leaflet 1/13 ‘Reducing Sign Clutter’
g) Local Transport Note 1/95 ‘The Assessment of Pedestrian Crossings’
h) Local Transport Note 2/95 ‘The Design of Pedestrian Crossings’
i) Local Transport Note 1/98 ‘The installation of traffic signals and associated equipment’

1.1.6.  Engineers who design and maintain the road network must be able to offer consistent 
standards that can satisfy road users’ needs. Traffic authorities depend on signing and signalling 
for the efficient control and movement of traffic, for enforcement of traffic regulations and, most 
importantly, as an aid to road safety. It is therefore recommended that all major traffic signalling 
work should have been designed or checked by someone with an appropriate qualification.
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1.1.7.  An example qualification would be the Institute of Highway Engineers’ Professional 
Certificate in Traffic Signal Control that allows applicants to demonstrate their experience and 
produce work to the required standard. For more information please see:

www.theihe.org/professional‑certificates

1.2 Legal
1.2.1.  Traffic signs are placed by the traffic authority, through the powers provided by the Road 
Traffic Regulation Act 1984, to provide warnings, information and details of restrictions to road 
users. The police and certain other public bodies and statutory authorities also have the right to 
place traffic signs, but only in the limited circumstances provided for by the relevant legislation. 
All traffic signs (which include traffic signals and road markings) placed on a highway or on a 
road to which the public has access (right of passage in Scotland), as defined in section 142 
of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984 and amended by the New Roads and Street Works 
Act 1991, must be either prescribed by Regulations or authorised by the Secretary of State for 
Transport (for installations in England), the Department for Infrastructure (Northern Ireland), the 
Scottish Government or the Welsh Government as appropriate.

1.2.2.  Care should be taken to ensure that traffic signs are used only as prescribed in the 
Regulations, and in accordance with any relevant directions, and that no non‑prescribed sign 
or signal is used unless it has been formally authorised in writing. Failure to do so may leave 
an authority open to litigation, or make a traffic regulation order or traffic control measures 
unenforceable.

1.2.3.  There could be circumstances where it might be appropriate to use prescribed signs 
or signals in a manner that is not strictly in accordance with the General Directions or the 
Schedule‑specific Directions. In such cases, a special direction (not an authorisation), given in 
writing, should be sought from the Department. Except in the case of certain signs to indicate 
temporary obstructions or placed by the police in an emergency, signs may be placed only by, 
or with the permission of, the traffic authority.

1.2.4.  Occasionally a sign, signal or marking that is not prescribed by the Regulations may be 
authorised by the national authority for placing on a public highway.

1.3 Definitions
1.3.1.  In the Manual, the word “must” is used to indicate a legal requirement of the Traffic Signs 
Regulations and General Directions (or other legislation) that must be complied with. The word 
“should” indicates a course of action that is recommended and represents good practice. The 
word “may” generally indicates a permissible action, or an option that requires consideration 
depending on the circumstances.

1.3.2.  Section 64 of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984 defines a traffic sign as “any object 
or device (whether fixed or portable) for conveying to traffic on roads or any specified class of 
traffic, warnings, information, requirements, restrictions or prohibitions of any description … 
and any line or mark on the road for so conveying such warnings, information, requirements, 
restrictions or prohibitions” and stipulates that these signs be “specified by regulations made 
by the national authority, or authorised by the national authority”. The types of signs and their 
appropriate use are prescribed in TSRGD.

1.3.3.  “Signing” includes not only traffic signs mounted on supports (and other structures such 
as gantries, bridges, railings, etc.) but also carriageway markings, beacons, studs, bollards, 
traffic signals, matrix signals and other devices prescribed in TSRGD. 
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1.3.4.  A glossary of commonly used technical terms, and a table of commonly used drawing 
symbols is at Appendix A. Designers are advised to familiarise themselves with both.

1.4 References
1.4.1.   Any reference to the “Regulations” or the “Directions” is a reference to the Traffic Signs 
Regulations and General Directions 2016 (as amended), applicable to England, Scotland 
and Wales. Reference to a diagram number or to a Schedule is a reference to a diagram or 
Schedule in those Regulations. 

1.4.2.  In Northern Ireland, the relevant legislation is the Traffic Signs Regulations (Northern 
Ireland) 1997 as amended, and the Zebra, Pelican and Puffin Pedestrian Crossing Regulations 
(Northern Ireland) 2006. Diagram numbering occasionally differs in these Regulations and 
references to Schedules do not apply to Northern Ireland. The design of road markings, 
meanings and permitted variants are generally similar but can vary; where the two Northern 
Ireland Regulations apply, the designer is advised to read them in conjunction with the Manual.

1.4.3.  Not all road markings referred to in the text are included in the two Northern Ireland 
Regulations. References to directions are not applicable in Northern Ireland; where these are 
referred to, advice should be sought from the Department for Infrastructure’s Roads Service 
Headquarters. 

1.5 Format
1.5.1.   Any reference to a “Chapter” is a reference to a Chapter of the Traffic Signs Manual, and 
any reference to a “section”, unless otherwise stated, is a reference to a section within a chapter 
of the Manual. Reference is also made to Requirements and Advice documents in the Design 
Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB), published by TSO and available at:

www.standards‑for‑highways.co.uk/dmrb 

1.5.2.  Note that DMRB is being revised at the time of writing, and designers should check the 
status of individual documents before use. 

1.5.3.  References to Schedules, Parts, items and paragraphs within TSRGD are shown in an 
abbreviated format. In this system, “Schedule” is shortened to “S” and “Part” is indicated by 
the second number without a prefix. The final element, variously “item” or “paragraph” is also 
denoted by a number without a prefix. This is illustrated in the following examples:

“Schedule 9, Part 6, item 25” becomes “S9‑6‑25”
“Schedule 11, Part 6, paragraph 3” becomes “S11‑6‑3”
“Schedule 12, Part 2” becomes “S12‑2”

1.5.4.  The numbering system contained in the Manual utilises three levels comprising sections, 
sub‑headings and numbered paragraphs. Internal references are in bold blue.

1.6 Working drawings
1.6.1.  Dimensions on the figures are in millimetres unless stated otherwise. Many signs are 
fully dimensioned in the Regulations. Detailed working drawings of the more complex ones are 
available at:

www.gov.uk/government/collections/traffic‑signs‑signals‑and‑road‑markings

1.6.2.  Working drawings for Welsh and English bilingual signs are available at 

https://gov.wales/traffic‑signs‑and‑road‑markings
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1.7 Use of traffic signals
1.7.1.   Traffic signals are a key tool in managing traffic. They are provided for a number of 
reasons – to manage flows and delays between main and side roads, to provide safe crossing 
places, and to reduce conflicts.

1.7.2.  They achieve this by separating conflicting traffic in time, and sometimes space, safely, 
efficiently and effectively. Note that the term “traffic” includes all road users: pedestrians, pedal 
cycles (which are vehicles), equestrians, public service vehicles, and motor vehicles.

1.7.3.  In the past the design philosophy for traffic signals has tended to prioritise the movement 
of motor traffic, with other road users and consideration of the wider street environment taking 
second place. In places this has led to junctions that are over‑engineered for the location and 
which provide a lower level of service for pedestrians and cyclists.

1.7.4.  There has been considerable shift in street design in recent years, with an increasing 
focus on ‘place’ over ‘movement’, particularly in urban areas. The advice in this chapter takes 
its lead from the Manual for Streets and Manual for Streets 2, which include a hierarchy of 
provision putting pedestrians at the top and motor traffic at the bottom. While recognising that 
the primary function of traffic signals is to control vehicular traffic, this type of approach is likely 
to be more suitable for dense urban areas (see Figure 1‑1).

Consider first

Consider last

Pedestrians

Cyclists

Public transport users

Specialist service vehicles (e.g. 
emergency services, waste, etc.)

Other motor traffic

Figure 1‑1 Hierarchy of provision

1.7.5.  Where signals are justified, the aim is to maximise capacity, reduce delays to traffic as 
much as possible (accepting that there will be some) and to reduce the risk of accidents. Traffic 
flows, available road space, layout and stage sequences all affect how well the installation 
achieves this.

1.8 Justification
1.8.1.  Signal control at a road junction may be justified if a site has a poor accident record, 
there is a need to provide better facilities for pedestrians and cyclists, or there is a dominant 
flow on one road leading to congestion. 

1.8.2.  Traffic authorities should develop policies and criteria to enable them to objectively 
assess the need for traffic signals at sites, taking into account these and any other local relevant 
factors. 

1.8.3.  Any assessment process should demonstrate that other types of junction control have 
been considered, and explain why they are not suitable. 

1.8.4.  Consideration of the costs of installation and maintenance should also form part of the 
assessment process. In order to work effectively, a signal control installation will require regular 
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maintenance, not just for the equipment but for the associated road markings and signs. Traffic 
authorities should ensure that maintenance contracts will cover any proposed installations, 
particularly those put in place as part of new developments that they may be required to adopt 
in future. Advice on installation is given in section 27.

1.8.5.  The Department does not produce or advocate numerical flow criteria for junction 
assessments, as decisions on when to signalise a junction depend on many factors that will 
vary from site to site and cannot easily be quantified. Flow data will be part of the assessment 
process but has to be considered in context. There is a range of factors which will form part of 
an assessment, such as road layout, accident records, traffic speeds and vehicle counts.

1.8.6.  Much of the above also applies to stand‑alone crossings. In addition, suggested 
assessment criteria are set out in section 13.

1.9 Consultation and publicity
1.9.1.  There are no legal consultation requirements for a traffic signal junction. If the design 
incorporates banned movements or other restrictions, then these will require Traffic Regulation 
Orders (TROs) which must be made following the procedures set out in the relevant regulations. 

1.9.2.  Section 23 of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984 requires authorities establishing, 
altering or removing Zebra or Puffin crossings to consult with the local chief of police, and 
give public notice of the proposals. Notification to the Secretary of State is no longer required 
following the Deregulation Act 2015. 

1.9.3.  There are no set procedures for “giving public notice”, and authorities should consider 
what approach will ensure local residents, businesses and accessibility groups are properly 
informed and able to comment. 

1.9.4.   In addition to statutory requirements (where applicable), the Department strongly 
recommends that authorities engage with local residents and others affected by proposed 
works. It is particularly important to involve groups representing disabled people at an early 
stage, as a change from one type of facility to another can be disorientating. Any concerns 
raised should be considered and addressed as far as possible. 

1.9.5.  There are no statutory consultation requirements for equestrian, Parallel or Toucan 
crossings, or stand‑alone signal‑controlled pedestrian facilities (Pedex), but as above it is 
strongly recommended that engagement is carried out with those likely to be affected.

1.9.6.  The Equality Act 2010 places a duty on public sector authorities to comply with the 
Public Sector Equality Duty in carrying out their functions. This includes making reasonable 
adjustments to the existing built environment to ensure infrastructure is accessible to all.

1.10 Control equipment
1.10.1.  The Regulations removed the requirement for traffic control equipment to be of a type 
approved by the Secretary of State. Recognising that the removal of type approval meant there 
was a need for a body to maintain standards, the Department has worked with traffic authorities, 
as purchasers of this equipment, and representatives of the industry to set up TOPAS – Traffic 
Open Products and Specifications. TOPAS maintains a product register and the suite of 
TR technical specifications previously maintained by the Highways Agency (now Highways 
England). To be included on the register of TOPAS products, manufacturers self‑certify that their 
equipment meets the relevant specification and has passed the relevant tests. This enables 
purchasers to check that equipment they are buying meets national good practice. 
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1.10.2.  Although a voluntary process, the Department and the devolved administrations 
endorse the use of TOPAS‑registered products and encourage all traffic authorities to specify 
TOPAS registration in the procurement process. Standard text for inclusion in tender documents 
is available from the TOPAS website at: 

www.topasgroup.org.uk

1.10.3.  To ensure safety standards are maintained, the 2016 Regulations also include 
safety‑critical requirements that all traffic signal control equipment must comply with. S14‑6‑46 
sets out that equipment used in connection with signals (including the content of all instructions 
stored in, or executable by, that equipment) may only be placed if it complies with the relevant 
requirements of BS EN 12675:2001 and BS EN 50556:2011. These relate to safety‑critical 
matters such as failure modes and signal states dangerous to traffic.

1.11 Post‑installation
1.11.1.  At installation, any signal design provides a base that will need validating on site. Once 
a site has been installed and is operating, any assumptions made during the design phase 
should be validated by on‑site observations. For example, timings may need adjusting in the 
light of real‑world experience. 

1.11.2.  Signal installations should be reviewed on a regular basis, and adjusted or upgraded 
where necessary. This may include adjusting timings to take account of changes in traffic 
patterns and flows. Other post‑installation modifications may include providing selective 
vehicle detection to support priority for bus services, changing the control strategy, or removal 
of redundant facilities. If the installation no longer meets the criteria under which it was put in, 
consideration should be given to removal.
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2 LAYOUT REQUIREMENTS

2.1 General
2.1.1.  This section provides general guidance on the layout of traffic signal‑controlled junctions 
on roads with a speed limit of 40 mph or below. For junctions on roads with speed limits above 
40 mph, the advice given in DMRB may be more appropriate. 

2.1.2.  In the context of this document, at a signal‑controlled junction: an arm is one road 
forming part of the junction; an approach is that part of the arm which carries traffic towards the 
junction and a traffic stream consists of vehicles in one or more lane, on the same approach, 
which, when they have right of way, will move in the same direction.

2.1.3.  The IHE Guidance Note ‘Traffic Control and Information Systems’ recommends and 
makes reference to good practice to be adopted for all traffic control systems. It covers all 
stages of the life cycle, from design and installation, through to maintenance and operation, 
to decommissioning. It updates and replaces ‘TA84: Code of Practice for Traffic Control and 
Information Systems’. 

2.1.4.  The primary considerations for traffic signal design and placement are visibility and 
clarity. Road users approaching a junction should be clear what is required of them, with 
sufficient time to act on the information. The designer should ensure that drivers:

a) Have sufficient advance visibility to know what route to take at the junction;
b) On multi‑lane approaches, are then guided into the intended lane or lanes by road markings 

and signs;
c) Have a clear view of the signals at the junction;
d) Have a clear view of any crossing facilities;
e) Have adequate intervisibility within the junction (see 2.2).

2.1.5.  Recommended visibility distances to the junction are shown in Table 2‑1. Those 
for speeds up to 35 mph have been calculated based on the research carried out in the 
development of the Manual for Streets. The value for 40 mph is taken from ‘TD 9/93: Highway 
Link Design’. For speeds above 40 mph, designers should consult DMRB.

Table 2‑1 Recommended visibility distances

85th percentile speed (mph) 20 25 30 35 40

Recommended Stopping Sight Distance (m) 22 31 40 51 80

2.1.6.  Signal‑controlled junctions are not recommended where the 85th percentile approach 
speed exceeds 65 mph.

2.2 Junction intervisibility zone
2.2.1.  The junction intervisibility zone is the area within which drivers and pedestrians should be 
able to see each other, at the stop lines and while waiting to cross (see Figure 2‑1).

2.2.2.  It is defined as the area measured from 2.5 m behind each stop line extending across 
the full carriageway width. Where advanced stop lines (ASLs) are provided for cyclists (see 
12.14), the intervisibility zone should ideally be measured from behind the first stop line. If the 
intervisibility envelope cannot be maintained from the first stop line then it should be measured 
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from the second stop line. This recognises the fact that drivers may need to encroach on the 
ASL if the signals have failed.

2.5 m

Arm A

Arm B

Arm C

2.5 m 2.5 m

Figure 2‑1 Diagram showing a Junction Intervisibility Zone (without crossings) in relation to the 
road layout

2.2.3.  The zone should include the full width of tactile paving provided for crossing facilities 
(see Figure 2‑2).

2.2.4.  Visibility requirements at signal‑controlled junctions are less onerous than for give‑way 
junctions, due to the control provided by the signals. The junction intervisibility zone should 
enable drivers to complete their manoeuvre through the junction safely once they have entered 
it.

2.5 m

Arm A

Arm B

Arm C

2.5 m

2.5 m

Figure 2‑2 Diagram showing a Junction Intervisibility Zone (with crossings) in relation to the road layout
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2.3 Obstructions
2.3.1.  Adequate intervisibility helps ensure the safety of road users at junctions, and the aim 
should be to provide the greatest level possible for both drivers and other users. However, in 
urban areas, existing building lines and other features may reduce the visibility possible below 
that set out above. 

2.3.2.  Minor obstructions to visibility can be reduced by ensuring signs, street furniture, 
planting, and other features are placed to minimise any impact. This will also help improve the 
environment for pedestrians. 

2.3.3.  The use of guardrailing should be minimised as far as possible. See 15.11 for detailed 
advice. 

2.4 Corner radii
2.4.1.  As set out in ‘Manual for Streets 2: Wider Application of the Principles’, in dense urban 
areas, where both approach speed and the proportion of heavy traffic is low, tighter radii than 
the traditional 6 m have been shown to work well. They are better for pedestrians and cyclists 
as they reduce the distance pedestrians have to walk, and reduce the speed of turning traffic. 
Tighter radii can also improve junction intervisibility where existing building lines create an 
obstruction, by allowing the stop line to be brought forward. This may reduce saturation flow, 
which will need to be taken into account in capacity assessments. 

2.4.2.  Larger vehicles are still able to negotiate junctions where minimal radii are used, 
depending on the available carriageway width (see Figure 2‑3). Where the numbers of large 
vehicles are low, in many cases it will be better to use slightly wider carriageways at the junction 
and keep the radii lower, and to accept that large vehicles may need to occasionally cross into 
the opposing lane. 
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Figure 2‑3 Despite the small corner radius, with sufficient carriageway width a long vehicle can still 
negotiate a junction
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2.4.3.  Vehicle tracking software should be used to test the swept path requirements for possible 
layouts, rather than relying on accepted standards. 

2.4.4.  Where there is a large proportion of Heavy Goods Vehicles (HGVs), the stop line can be 
set back to enable them to negotiate the junction. However, the impact on pedestrians should 
be considered ‑ any associated crossing facilities should not be moved with the stop line if 
possible, to avoid taking pedestrians off their desire line (see 11.14.4).

2.5 Lane widths
2.5.1.  While the design lane width has traditionally been 3.65 m in the UK, narrower lanes may 
be appropriate in many circumstances, particularly built‑up areas where space is constrained. 

2.5.2.  Where an existing junction is being signalised, lane widths will be constrained by the 
available carriageway. Where traffic speeds, HGV and bus numbers are low, lane widths at the 
stop line may be as low as 2 ‑ 2.5 m. For new junctions, the appearance and ‘place’ functions 
of the surrounding environment should be considered and lane widths chosen as appropriate to 
ensure the junction design fits with the overall aim of the scheme.

2.5.3.  Where large numbers of HGVs and buses are expected wider lanes may be more 
appropriate. It should be borne in mind that lane widths between 3.2 m and 4 m can be 
unsatisfactory where cyclists and motor traffic are expected to move together, as this range 
leaves insufficient room for drivers to pass cyclists safely.

2.6 Left turn slip lanes
2.6.1.  Left turn slip lanes, whether give way or signal‑controlled, should not be provided unless 
there is a significant proportion of left turning traffic, including HGVs. Segregated left turn slip 
lanes may increase capacity but they can also make pedestrian and cyclist movements more 
difficult, by adding extra distance to travel and making the crossing time longer. They require 
more signal heads and space within the junction, adding to clutter. 

2.6.2.  Where a left turn slip lane is justified, a separation island should be provided between the 
slip lane and other traffic lanes.

2.6.3.  A give way left turn slip lane must be indicated with Give Way markings to diagram 
1003A, the warning triangle to diagram 1023A and the upright sign to diagram 602. If visibility is 
such that a stop line would be justified, or where the give way and stop lines are so close as to 
risk confusing drivers, the left turn should be brought under signal control.

2.7 Separation islands
2.7.1.  Separation islands may be used to separate two independently controlled lanes of traffic 
on the same entry, and are recommended where two movements share a stop line that has 
an associated pedestrian facility. Separation islands can also act as a refuge to help provide 
crossing places for pedestrians – if there is a substantial pedestrian movement, the islands 
should be designed to cater for this, following the advice in section 11 on pedestrian facilities.
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3 LOCATION OF SIGNALS

3.1 General 
3.1.1.  The Regulations state that there must be a minimum of two signal heads visible per 
approach, at least one of which must be a primary signal (S14‑6), unless the approach is for 
traffic consisting only of pedal cycles, in which case a minimum of one signal head is permitted. 
This is to allow drivers to see one signal head while approaching the junction, and one while 
waiting at the stop line. It also allows for a degree of redundancy if one signal head fails, which 
is particularly important in the event of red lamp failures.

3.1.2.  The primary signal is placed beyond the stop line, or second stop line if an advanced 
stop line is provided, normally on the near side, and in front of any crossing studs. It should be 
at least 1.5 m from the stop line, although 2.5 m is preferable. 1.2 m may be appropriate where 
ASLs are provided. Where the approach controls pedal cycle traffic only, the distance may be 
further reduced, particularly where low level cycle signals are used.

3.1.3.  The second required signal may be of any of 3 other types. Figure 3‑1 shows a primary 
signal plus secondary signal usually placed on the far side of the junction, for example on 
a small island. This must show the same information as the primary signal, but may include 
additional information if this does not conflict with the primary head.

A

A

Figure 3‑1 Layout diagram showing the positions of a primary signal head, plus a secondary signal head 
placed on the far side of the junction

3.1.4.  Figure 3‑2 shows a primary signal plus a double or duplicate primary: a further primary 
head placed on the entry side of the junction, on the off‑side and sometimes on a small ‘splitter’ 
island.
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B

B

Figure 3‑2 Layout diagram showing the positions of a primary signal head, plus a double or duplicate 
primary signal head

3.1.5.  Figure 3‑3 shows a primary signal plus a closely associated secondary signal head 
placed on the entry side of the junction, beyond the primary signal but preferably on the off‑side, 
and visible from the stop line. Otherwise, this is the same as a standard secondary head.

C

C

Figure 3‑3 Layout diagram showing the positions of a primary signal head plus a closely associated 
secondary signal head

3.1.6.  As far as possible, secondary signals should be placed within the direct line of sight 
of the driver. If this cannot be achieved it should be within 30° of the driver’s line of sight (see 
Figure 3‑4). Secondary signals should not be more than 50 m from their associated stop line. 

3.1.7.  A secondary signal should not be positioned on the far side of a junction approach if 
the opposite approach includes a right turn indicative arrow running within an early cut‑off 
sequence. In this case, the change to red could be interpreted as applying to both approaches, 
endangering a right turning vehicle. Closely associated secondary signals should be used in 
these circumstances (see 8.3.5).
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30°

Drivers direct
line of sight

Max
angle

Figure 3‑4 Layout diagram showing the recommended angle of position of secondary signal heads 
relative to a car positioned at the stop line

3.2 Signal heads
3.2.1.  The full range of permitted traffic signal heads is set out in S14‑2. This covers pedestrian, 
cyclist, equestrian and vehicle signals, and includes associated signs and road markings that 
may be combined with signals to create junctions and crossings.

3.2.2.  Vehicle signal heads must be “ES Compliant”, that is, they must comply with BS EN 
12368:2015. The relevant clauses are set out in S14‑1‑3.

3.2.3.  S14‑3 prescribes green arrows, tram signals and cycle symbols which may be combined 
or included within signal heads to allow for different control scenarios.

3.2.4.  Individual elements in a signal head are known as “aspects”. Signal heads may be 
provided with a black backing board, referred to in BS EN 12368 as a background screen, which 
enhances the conspicuousness of the signal, especially if there are background distractions 
such as advertisements, street lighting, or general visual ‘noise’.

3.2.5.  A white border may also be placed around the backing board to highlight it further, or 
placed on the signal head itself. A white border or backing board can help to enhance the 
definition of the signal head, which may be important if the signals are not working for any 
reason. The white border may also be retroreflective, which may be particularly helpful in the 
case of a local power failure, or in areas with no street lighting. Backing boards will increase the 
overall width of the signal head, which should be borne in mind.
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3.3 Signal head alignment
3.3.1.  This advice does not apply to approaches used only by cycle traffic, which are covered 
in section 12. Where the 85th percentile approach speed is 35 mph or less, the primary signals 
should be directed at a point approximately 1.5 m above the half of the carriageway involved, at 
a distance of 50 m from the stop line.

3.3.2.  On roads with an 85th percentile approach speed greater than 35 mph, the aiming 
distance should be increased to 200 m. If the visibility distance at a particular site is less than 
200 m then the primary signal aiming distance should be the actual maximum visibility distance.

3.3.3.  Signal heads should have a horizontal clearance of not less than 450 mm from vertically 
above the kerb edge to the nearest part of the assembly. This is to minimise the likelihood of 
damage to the signal heads from passing vehicles, especially vehicles with long overhanging 
mirrors or loads. On high speed roads, or where the road has a steep camber, the clearance 
may be increased to a minimum of 600 mm. Offset traffic signal head mounting brackets or 
cranked poles may be used to ensure that the horizontal clearance is maintained. Low level 
cycle signal heads to diagram 3000.2A may be used with a horizontal clearance of 250 mm if 
they are mounted on a separation island.

3.3.4.  The height to the centre of the amber aspect for vehicle signals is prescribed in diagrams 
3000 (S14‑2‑1) and 3000.2 (S14‑2‑3). A minimum clearance of 2.1 m between the lower edge 
of the signal assembly and the footway should be maintained, but the possibility of the later 
addition of regulatory box signs or additional green aspects below the existing traffic signal 
assembly should be considered.

3.3.5.  An increased clearance of 2.3 m is recommended wherever cyclists may be present, 
and particularly for cycle signals to diagram 3000.2 (S14‑2‑3). Pedestrian, cyclist or equestrian 
signals to diagrams 4002.1 (S14‑2‑9), 4003.2 (S14‑2‑15), or 4003.5 (S14‑2‑19) should be 
erected with a clearance of 2.1 m ‑ 2.6 m to the lower edge of the assembly.

3.4 Signal posts
3.4.1.  A standard signal head is normally mounted on a post, within the height limits set out in 
diagram 3000 (see Figure 3‑5). Signal heads may be mounted on lighting columns where the 
columns are in the right positions, which may help reduce street clutter. A structural assessment 
of the column may be required to ensure it is able to take the additional loading. Electrical 
connections should always be kept separate and be on the same electrical phase, to prevent a 
voltage difference of more than 240 V being present in the column.
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350 min
450 max
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when signals are placed
above carriageway)

Figure 3‑5 Diagram 3000 (S14‑2‑1) Permanent traffic signal head

3.4.2.  Traffic signals by their nature are more visible than static signs. In most cases, a primary 
signal on the left‑hand side of the road, and a secondary signal on the right‑hand side will be 
sufficient to ensure visibility, particularly at stand‑alone crossings. 

3.4.3.  There will always be circumstances where extra signal heads are required, such as on 
multi‑lane approaches or where large numbers of heavy goods vehicles or buses are present, 
but their use should be carefully considered at the design stage. The aim should be to provide 
the minimum number of signal heads necessary for the installation to function safely. 

3.4.4.  Extra signal heads may be needed where visibility is compromised by factors such 
as poor sight lines caused by the road layout. In these cases, use of a taller post may be 
considered, to allow the signal head to be mounted above the standard height of 4 m to the 
centre of the amber aspect, up to a maximum of 6.1 m. Alternatively, an additional signal head 
may be added to a taller post above a signal head mounted at the standard height, or a signal 
head mounted above the carriageway by installing a post with a mast arm. 

3.4.5.  Mast arms and taller posts can present additional maintenance liabilities, and associated 
increased costs. Maintenance activities will impact on traffic flow, as lane or road closures will 
be required. In urban areas, due to the presence of buried services it may be difficult to find 
enough room within the footway to install the necessary foundations. Designers should check 
that the posts to be used are structurally approved for the specific design.

3.4.6.  The use of signal heads beyond the minimum number required by the Regulations at 
stand‑alone crossings has become almost a matter of course in some places. They are often 
unnecessary, create extra clutter and should be avoided except where necessary to address a 
particular safety problem. 

3.4.7.  To minimise the risk of driver confusion and distraction caused by too many signs on the 
signal posts, the types of additional signs that may be mounted on signal posts are prescribed in 
the Schedule 14 General Directions (S14‑6‑5).

3.4.8.  Retention sockets and fully ducted systems are now widely used at traffic signal sites. 
Retention sockets consist of a foundation and socket set flush with the ground, into which the 
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signal post is securely installed, and associated ducting. The socket system enables posts to 
be removed more easily, as they are not set directly into the ground. Damaged posts can be 
quickly replaced, and posts can be removed as a planned measure to enable abnormal loads to 
pass, or for special events.

3.5 Green arrows
3.5.1.  A green arrow signifies that drivers may proceed only in the direction of the arrow 
(assuming no other green signal is shown) and continue through the junction in that direction. 
Exception plates cannot be used with green arrows as they apply to all traffic. 

3.5.2.  A green arrow may be fitted in place of the full green in a three aspect signal head. This 
is known as a “substitute green arrow” (see Figure 3‑6). It may indicate any movement through 
180° above the horizontal. A green arrow in this position must always be preceded by a red/
amber signal, and terminated by an amber aspect. 

3.5.3.  Additional green arrows may be fitted in any of the positions indicated in S14‑3 (see 
Figure 3‑6). There are two main types:

a) Filter arrow: a green arrow displayed on its own, with an associated red signal. Not 
preceded by a red/amber signal, and followed by a full green signal. Commonly used to 
filter left turning traffic in advance of the main traffic movement, or to filter straight ahead 
movements at T‑junctions.

b) Indicative arrow: additional green arrow displayed with a full green aspect, usually only on 
the secondary signal head. Preceded by a red/amber signal or a full green, and followed by 
an amber signal. The most common use is in early cut‑off sequences to allow right turning 
traffic to clear (see 8.3).

Figure 3‑6 Diagrams showing alternative signal head arrangements incorporating, from left to right, 
a substitute green arrow, a left turn filter arrow, and a right turn indicative green arrow.

3.5.4.  When green arrows are used drivers will expect an exclusive right of way. When filter 
and substitute green arrows are displayed there should therefore be no conflicting movements. 
Where right turn indicative arrows are used they should not be displayed until the conflicting 
movements are presented with a red signal. When used with an early cut off (see 8.3), the 
indicative arrow follows a period when right turning traffic gives way to conflicting movements 
(under a full green signal). The arrow which then supplements the full green is indicative to right 
turning traffic that they have or are about to have right of way. Care should be taken in selecting 
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an appropriate intergreen to precede the indicative arrow, as driver behaviour can vary, with 
some motorists assuming right of way immediately and others waiting for the last vehicles to 
clear the conflict point. In some cases, an intergreen of 3 s may be considered adequate, while 
in others a longer intergreen may be deemed necessary.
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4 ROAD MARKINGS

4.1 General
4.1.1.  Effective marking of the approaches to signal‑controlled junctions is essential if the 
signals are to operate at their maximum efficiency. To achieve this:

a) the Stop line to diagram 1001 should be sited as near as practicable to the intersection.
b) lane lines should be arranged to secure the maximum use of available carriageway space 

consistent with adequate lane width; and
c) where lanes are dedicated to a particular turning movement, the appropriate lane destination 

arrows should be provided at the start of the lane, and repeated as necessary.

4.1.2.  Figure 4‑1 shows a standard layout of the Stop lines, signals and pedestrian crossings at 
a signal‑controlled crossroad junction.
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*  20 m

*  40 m

subject to 40 mph speed limit

subject to
30 mph 

speed limit

Indicates primary signals
Indicates secondary signals

NOTE

* see Chapter 5 part 9 for minimum
and maximum spacing of lane arrows
(distances shown are typical values)

*  30 m*  15 m

Diagram 1004
(150 wide)

(min 10 marks)

Diagram 1004
(100 wide)

(min 7 marks)

Diagram 1005
(100 wide)

Diagram 1008
(150 wide)

Diagram 1004
(150 wide)

(min 7 marks)

Diagram
1008

(150 wide)

Diagram
1005

(100 wide)

Diagram 1004
(100 wide)

(min 5 marks)

Figure 4‑1 Layout of urban signal junction
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4.2 Stop lines
4.2.1.  The Stop line marking to diagram 1001 (S14‑2‑46) consists of a single continuous line 
200 mm or 300 mm in width, and indicates the position beyond which a driver must not proceed 
when required to stop by the signals. The 200 mm width is generally for use in urban areas. 
The 300 mm width should be used in rural areas, or where the 85th percentile speed exceeds 
35 mph. The greater width may also be used in urban areas at difficult locations, or where 
heavy traffic results in rapid erosion of the marking.

4.2.2.  The Stop line will normally be at right angles to the centre line of the road to which it 
applies, even at skew junctions. It should be at least 1.5 m in advance of the near side primary 
signal, although 2.5 m is preferable. Site conditions may necessitate a greater distance. 

4.2.3.  It may be necessary to set back the Stop line to allow for positioning of the primary 
traffic signal and any pedestrian crossing facility (see 2.4.4). At some junctions, Stop lines and 
near side primary signals need to be located sufficiently far back from the junction to enable 
long vehicles to turn into that road without being blocked by vehicles waiting at the Stop line. In 
setting back the Stop line, the requirement for crossing studs to diagram 1055.1 to be no more 
than 10 m from their associated traffic signals should be borne in mind. 

4.2.4.  Guidance on the use of advanced stop lines for cyclists is given in 12.14. 

4.3 Longitudinal markings
4.3.1.  On the immediate approach to the signals, the normal lane marking to diagram 1005 
(S11‑4‑4) or 1005.1 (S11‑4‑5) and the centre of carriageway marking to diagram 1008 (S11‑4‑6) 
or 1008.1 (S11‑4‑7) should change to the warning line versions to diagram 1004 (S11‑4‑2) or 
1004.1(S11‑4‑3). Chapter 5 Table 2‑3 gives details of the size and minimum number of marks 
recommended.

4.3.2.  Lane markings may be laid within the junction where some guidance for drivers would be 
helpful, although care should be taken that the meaning is clear to drivers on all approaches. 
There should be no risk of giving the impression of a Stop or Give Way line to transverse 
movements. The arrow to diagram 1038.1 (S11‑4‑21) may be used to indicate a route through a 
junction. 

4.3.3.  Figure 4‑2 shows the use of a pair of arrows to diagram 1038.1 at a signal‑controlled 
junction. Where a signal phase permits opposing right turns but no ahead movements from 
the right turn lanes, and there are no opposing dedicated lanes, use of the arrows to indicate 
that vehicles should pass near side to near side (non‑hooking) may help prevent conflict. If the 
number of right turning vehicles is high, it may be of benefit to provide a dedicated right turn 
lane even if a separate signal stage is not provided.
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Diagram
1038.1

1 metre
min

Figure 4‑2 Layout of guidance arrows at a signal‑controlled junction

4.4 Lane destination markings
4.4.1.  It is essential that drivers are made aware in good time of the correct lane to use at 
signal‑controlled junctions. Where lanes are indicated for left or right turn movements only, 
it is particularly important that early notice is given by the use of the appropriate lane arrow, 
repeated as necessary. If this is neglected, drivers may become trapped in the wrong lane. At 
some junctions it might also be helpful to provide lane destination markings to diagram 1035 
(S11‑4‑19). A lane arrow should be used at the start of a newly formed lane, and at heavily 
trafficked junctions the lane markings, supplemented by upright signs as appropriate (e.g. 
to diagram 877 (S11‑2‑22)), should be extended sufficiently far upstream to cope with peak 
flows. The use of lane arrows and lane destination markings is further described in Chapter 5 
section 9.

4.4.2.  In all cases, the lane and centre line markings should meet the Stop line.

4.4.3.  The number of lanes on the exit side of the junction should match the number of 
ahead lanes at the Stop line. If localised widening of an exit is necessary to achieve this, the 
subsequent reduction in the number of lanes should be carried out beyond the junction over a 
distance of at least 100 m for a single lane reduction. Deflection arrows to diagram 1014 may 
be used to warn of the impending lane loss (see Chapter 5 Table 2‑6 for length and position 
of arrows). Normally, it should be the right‑hand lane that is lost, so that slower vehicles are 
not required to merge with faster moving accelerating traffic. Upright signs to diagram 516 
(S2‑2‑13), diagram 517 (S2‑2‑14), or diagram 872.1 (S11‑2‑15) are not normally appropriate 
where the lane loss occurs immediately after the junction. In order to maintain capacity at 
signalled junctions, it is important to keep the exits as well as the approaches clear of parked 
vehicles.
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5 SIGNING

5.1 General
5.1.1.  Signs on the approach to, and at the junction are an important part of the overall 
design. Regulatory, warning and informatory signs may be needed depending on the site 
circumstances. When considering additional signing that may be needed at a junction, the 
potential for clutter should be considered. Any existing signing should be audited and every 
opportunity taken to remove any redundant signs.

5.2 Regulatory signs
5.2.1.  Signals on their own may not be able to convey all the information required to allow the 
junction to function in the most efficient, safe way. The signs to diagram 606 (S14‑2‑42), 612 
(S14‑2‑42) and 613 (S14‑2‑43) with a diameter of 300 mm may be mounted on the primary 
and secondary signals. They must be internally illuminated at all times except when the light 
signals to which they are fixed are being maintained or repaired. Unlike at uncontrolled junctions 
it is not appropriate to use a sign to diagram 609 (“turn left/right ahead”) at the junction itself. If 
appropriate, a sign to diagram 609 may be erected on the approach to the junction. 

5.2.2.  “Turn left” and “turn right” signs to diagram 606 should be mounted on the left or the right 
of the signal head respectively. Diagram 606 varied to show “ahead only” should be mounted 
immediately below the green aspect. “No left turn” and “no right turn” signs should be mounted 
on the left or the right of the green aspect respectively. Alternatively the signs may be mounted 
immediately below the green aspect. 

5.2.3.  Where only one manoeuvre is permitted, the signal head should include a substitute 
green arrow in place of a full green lens, to indicate the direction in which vehicles must 
proceed. Where both left and right turns are prohibited, a sign to diagram 606 pointing upwards 
should be used rather than both signs to diagrams 612 and 613. As at priority junctions, the 
signs at signal‑controlled junctions may be supplemented by road markings to diagram 1036.1 
(S9‑6‑19), diagram 1036.2 (S9‑6‑20), diagram 1037.1 (S9‑6‑21) or diagram 1038 (S11‑4‑20). 
For more detail on the use of these markings see Chapter 5. 

5.2.4.  Where appropriate, a sign to diagram 818.4 (S12‑28‑22), varied to a legend matching the 
restriction in place at the junction, or a map‑type sign incorporating regulatory roundels may be 
used on the approach to the junction.

5.2.5.  Where there is a left turn filter slip road immediately in advance of traffic signals but not 
controlled by them, any “no left turn” sign relating to the signals should not be sited with the 
primary signal head unless this is at least 10 m beyond the dividing nose. Where the distance is 
less, the sign should be mounted only on the secondary signal head.

5.2.6.  “No entry” signs to diagram 616 (S14‑2‑44) may be placed on signal heads, but should 
only be used on the back of signal heads to indicate a one‑way road exiting the junction. 
S14‑2‑44 prescribes a 300 mm diameter version for use in these circumstances. 

5.2.7.  Banned or required movements must have an associated TRO, including those indicated 
by a sign to diagram 606, as set out in S14‑6‑28. If a substitute green arrow is used to show 
a specific movement there is no requirement to include a box sign to diagram 606, but it may 
be useful in the event of signal failure, as it will still provide a visible indication of a banned 
and possibly dangerous movement. Where a sign to diagram 606 is used with an exemption, 
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a green arrow cannot be used as this would mean those exempt from the requirement of 
diagram 606 would be unable to comply with the green arrow. In these cases, a full green 
aspect is required. Figure 5‑1 shows some commonly used signal head layouts that incorporate 
regulatory box signs – note that not all possible combinations are shown and the designer will 
need to consider which arrangement will be suitable for particular circumstances.

Figure 5‑1 Alternative signal head layouts showing common regulatory box sign arrangements 
and exception plates
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5.3 Supplementary exception plates
5.3.1.  A TRO restricting the movement of vehicles through a junction may provide exceptions 
for buses, cycles and taxis. In such cases the signs to diagrams 606, 612 and 613 may be 
used with a supplementary plate excepting buses, local buses, cycles and taxis as appropriate. 
Exception plates to diagrams 954.5, 954.6 and 954.7 (S14‑2‑45) are circular with a diameter of 
300 mm for use with signs mounted on traffic signal heads and must be internally illuminated at 
all times except when the light signals to which they are fixed are being maintained or repaired.

5.4 Warning signs
5.4.1.  The ‘traffic signals ahead’ warning sign is shown in diagram 543 (S14‑2‑28, see 
Figure 5‑2). A plate to diagram 572, varied to include an arrow, is used where the signals are 
located along another road. When used on a dual carriageway road with two lanes or more in 
each direction, the signs may be duplicated on the central reservation.

5.4.2.  The “Part time signals” plate to diagram 543.1 (S14‑2‑29, see Figure 5‑3) should always 
be used where the signals are in use for a period of less than 24 hours. The “Peak hour” 
variant may be used where appropriate. The plate should be used on each signal post, and in 
combination with diagram 543 on the approaches to the junction.

  
 Figure 5‑2 Diagram 543 (S14‑2‑28) Figure 5‑3 Diagram 543.1 (S14‑2‑29) 
 Traffic signals ahead Part‑time signals

5.4.3.  Diagram 543 may be used with all three‑aspect type traffic signals, including 
signal‑controlled crossings. It is not for use with wig‑wag signals to diagram 3014 (S14‑2‑5, 
see Figure 24‑1), where diagram 563.1 (S14‑2‑7) or 773 (S14‑2‑6) should be used with the 
appropriate warning sign. Diagram 543.1 (S14‑2‑29) may be varied to create a distance plate.

5.4.4.  The sign should not be placed routinely. Only where specific circumstances require 
it, such as where a bend obscures the site, or at sites where the speed limit is over 50 mph, 
should it be considered. Nor should it normally be used where visibility is impaired only by 
parked vehicles, when the imposition of waiting and loading restrictions should be considered. 

5.4.5.  Diagram 543 should generally be used only where the visibility distance of the signals is 
less than that specified in Table 5‑1. A distance plate should not be necessary. Where distance 
plates are used, these must be in yards to the nearest 10 yards.

Table 5‑1 Visibility distance criteria

85th percentile 
speed (mph)

Visibility distance of 
signals (m)

Up to 30 65

31 to 35 80

36 to 40 100
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5.4.6.  Where map‑type advance direction signs are provided on the approach to a 
signal‑controlled roundabout, diagram 543 (with the appropriate plate) should be installed, as 
drivers might not otherwise expect the signals.

5.4.7.  The use of diagram 7014 indicating “NEW TRAFFIC SIGNALS AHEAD” should be 
avoided if at all possible. The sign has little benefit ‑ drivers who are new to the area will know 
no different, and regular drivers will have seen the works taking place and will be aware of the 
changes already. Variants of diagram 7014 (S13‑6‑37, see Figure 5‑4) indicating “SIGNAL 
PRIORITIES CHANGED” or “SIGNAL TIMINGS CHANGED” may be useful where the 
appearance of the junction remains unchanged and drivers may not necessarily know that a 
change to the method of control has taken place. 

5.4.8.  Diagram 7014 and its variants must have a “remove by” date on the back corresponding 
to the date of installation. The signs must be removed from display no later than 3 months after 
the completion of the works to which they relate. Where used, it may be preferable to place the 
signs on a temporary support such as an ‘A’ frame, so that they can be easily removed.

5.4.9.  When maintenance work is being carried out on traffic signals, a temporary sign to 
S13‑9‑8 with the legend “TRAFFIC SIGNAL MAINTENANCE” may be used. If the traffic signals 
are not operating, signs to diagram 7019 (S14‑2‑61, see Figure 5‑5) may be erected on the 
signal post. These must be reflectorised if not internally or externally illuminated.

  

420, 525, 630

700
875

1050

 Figure 5‑4 Diagram 7014 (S13‑6‑7)  Figure 5‑5 Diagram 7019 (S14‑2‑61) 
 Signal timings changed Traffic light signals not in use
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6 BASIC PRINCIPLES

6.1 General
6.1.1.  The signal sequence at junctions is prescribed in S14‑1‑4 and is shown in Figure 6‑1.

RED means STOP. 
Wait behind the
stop line on the 

carriageway until 
GREEN shows

RED and AMBER 
also means STOP. 

Do not pass the
stop line until 

GREEN shows

GREEN means go IF 
THE WAY IS CLEAR. 
Take extra care if you 
intend to turn left or 

right, and give way to 
pedestrians who are 

crossing

AMBER means STOP. 
You may go on only if the 
amber appears after you 

have crossed the stop line 
or are so close to it that to 

pull up might cause an 
accident

Figure 6‑1 Vehicular traffic signal sequence

6.1.2.  The period during which an amber signal is displayed is fixed at 3 seconds (s) and the 
red/amber signal at 2 s, with a tolerance of 0.25 s either way. This is prescribed in S14‑1‑4. No 
variations to these values are permitted. There are no other fixed time periods within the signal 
sequence. 

6.1.3.  The controller allocates time intervals during which separate demands for each arm 
of the junction can make use of the available road space. How each arm of the junction is 
divided into separately signalled movements will depend on design traffic flows, site geometry 
and conditions and local driver behaviour. The duration of the red and green periods for each 
approach to a junction will vary from site to site and depend on a number of factors. These 
may include road geometry, traffic volumes and speed, time of day, day of week, numbers of 
pedestrians. 

6.1.4.  Responsive control systems use detection systems to monitor traffic flow through a 
junction. The controller uses this information to adjust the operation of the junction to reduce 
queues and delays as far as possible. Junctions should be designed to optimise operation as far 
as possible through responsive control systems.

6.2 Cycle
6.2.1.  Traffic signal installations operate a cycle time made up of stages. An amount of green 
time is allocated to each approach, to allow traffic to pass through the junction. The cycle 
time will vary from site to site depending on circumstances, and should be matched to actual 
demand. Relatively short cycle times are generally better for traffic management. At junctions, 
cycle times greater than 120 s are not recommended. 

6.3 Phase
6.3.1.  A phase can be thought of as a unique electrical circuit from the controller to one or more 
signal heads. As it is on the same circuit, all signal heads for that phase will change at the same 
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time. The number of phases will depend on the number of approaches, the amount of turning 
traffic, the number of signalised pedestrian movements and any vehicle‑specific movements. 
Two or more phases may overlap in time. Vehicular phases include cycle‑specific and green 
arrow movements.

6.3.2.  A consistent approach to labelling phases should be adopted. Phases are usually 
labelled alphabetically, with full vehicular phases on all arms allocated first, followed by any 
supplementary phases such as green arrows. The lettering is often organised so that the 
phases appear in alphabetical order in a typical stage sequence. After the full vehicular phases 
and arrows have been labelled, any pedestrian or cycle‑specific phases take the next letters 
and any special phases, such as dummy phases, are labelled thereafter. Figure 6‑2 shows 
phase and stage labelling for a typical crossroads junction.

6.4 Stage
6.4.1.  Phases are assigned to stages. A stage can be defined as a period of time when one or 
more non‑conflicting phases are given a green signal at the same time. Stages usually run in a 
specific, pre‑determined order within the cycle. They can be demand‑dependent, only running if 
called, and can be omitted if not required. 

6.4.2.  A stage may be considered as starting at the point at which all phases that will have 
right of way during the stage have been set to green, and all phases terminating have been 
set to red. The stage ends at the point at which the first phase loses right‑of‑way. Stages are 
separated by a period made up from the safety margins that separate the various conflicts, 
known as the interstage period. 

6.4.3.  The convention should always be to number stages in the most likely order of stage 
sequence, with stage 0 being reserved for an all‑red stage. Stage 1 contains the phases 
designated as the “main road”, and should then be followed by any early cut‑off stages, the side 
road, and so on. Stage 1 should always contain the main road phases, as it is almost universally 
adopted as the start‑up stage when the controller is switched on or restarted for any reason.

6.4.4.  The duration of the green signal for any one approach or stage will depend on the 
method of control.
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G

B
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Figure 6‑2 Layout diagram showing phases and stages for a crossroads junction with a full 
pedestrian stage
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6.5 Intergreen period
6.5.1.  The intergreen is the period between the end of the green signal giving right of way for 
one phase, and the beginning of the green signal giving right of way for the next conflicting 
phase. It can be thought of as the ‘safety margin’ to allow traffic to clear the junction safely. It 
can be extended by external factors, but never shortened.

6.5.2.  Intergreen values for an individual junction are calculated based on the site geometry 
and pedestrian walking speed and will vary from site to site. The minimum duration is generally 
5 s, made up of 3 s stopping amber after one green and 2 s starting red/amber before the next. 
Intergreens may be extended by adding an additional all‑red period if required, to take account 
of local factors. 

6.5.3.  It is possible for an intergreen to be shorter than 5 s. Examples of this include:

a) an intergreen preceding a right turn indicative arrow in an early cut‑off sequence as 
described in 8.3. In this case the intergreen may be as low as 3 s. 

b) intergreens preceding and following dummy phases where there is no actual conflict 
between traffic, but there is a need to provide an intergreen.

6.5.4.  Intergreens can be made variable, for example because of a high speed detection 
requirement (see 9.3.8 and 10.4) 

6.5.5.  Intergreens can also be extended by detection, for example through use of an all‑red 
facility to allow right turning traffic to clear, or at signal‑controlled roundabouts to keep sections 
of the roundabout clear. Extendable intergreens can also be provided with pedestrian facilities. 
It is important that such sites are remotely monitored as a faulty detector will mean that the 
intergreen will default to extending up to the maximum value, which over time will encourage 
drivers to disregard the red signal.

6.5.6.  A short intergreen period is potentially dangerous but equally a period that is too long 
leads to delay, frustration and disobedience, again potentially encouraging drivers to ignore the 
red signal. 

6.6 Determination of intergreen times
6.6.1.  Computer modelling programmes now include the ability to calculate intergreen times 
automatically, but it is helpful to understand the theory behind this to ensure the values obtained 
are accurate.

6.6.2.  The intergreen period for conflicts between two traffic phases is measured by identifying 
the probable collision points, measuring the distance that traffic has to travel from the stop 
lines to reach the collision points and then calculating the path differences. In all cases the path 
difference is considered as the distance travelled to the conflict point by the traffic losing right 
of way minus the distance travelled to the same conflict point by the traffic gaining right of way. 
This means that when calculating path differences the calculations will result in some negative 
values. When determining which path difference is critical between conflicting phases, all the 
relevant path differences should be measured and the highest value should always be taken as 
the ‘x’ distance. These path differences are then used in conjunction with a table to determine 
an appropriate intergreen time in seconds.

6.6.3.  The process is described in the following paragraphs, and with reference to Figure 6‑3. 
This illustrates a crossroads with four traffic phases and two pedestrian phases configured to 
operate in 3 stages. The swept paths are illustrated, along with the probable collision points 
identified by red dots and for reference some of the collision points have been identified by a 
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bracketed lower case letter. The starting points for measurements are identified by blue dots 
and bracketed letters. To simplify the example, the right turn movements from the north and 
south are shown as prohibited.

6.6.4.  For the purposes of this calculation, it is assumed that vehicles enter the junction at a 
constant speed and that the probable collision points are at the intersection of the centre lines 
of the swept paths. In practice, of course, there will be collision areas rather than collision 
points, since vehicles have width and length. Drivers will also take action by swerving, or 
braking/accelerating to avoid a collision. To take account of all these and other factors would 
be impracticable. The method set out here has been found to give a good basis for the 
initial settings, but on‑site observation once the installation is in operation is essential, and 
adjustments should be made if necessary. 

6.6.5.  On a stage transition from stage 2 to 3 phases A and E lose right of way and phases C, D 
and F gain right of way and therefore a total of five intergreens are required: 

a) A to F, 
b) A to C, 
c) A to D, 
d) E to C, and 
e) E to D.

6.6.6.  To determine the intergreen between A to C, measure the distances from the stop lines 
controlled by phase A and phase C to the 6 relevant collision points: (q), (r), (s), (t), (u) and (v). 
Determine the path length differences by subtracting the distance from the stop line controlled 
by phase C (which is the phase gaining right of way) to each collision point from the distance 
from the stop line controlled by phase A (which is the phase losing right of way) to the same 
collision point. The greatest path difference is the x distance. In this example, the paths which 
give the greatest path difference are (a) ‑ (u) = (21 m) and (f) ‑ (u) = (20 m). This gives an ‘x’ 
distance of 1 m. Table 6‑1 then suggests an intergreen of 5 s is appropriate. The process 
should be repeated for the A to D intergreen. 

6.6.7.  To determine the A to F intergreen, it is necessary to allow enough time for the last 
vehicles travelling from the stop line controlled by phase A to clear the pedestrian crossing 
controlled by phase F, before phase F gains right of way. Therefore measure the distances 
between the stop line controlled by phase A and the furthest line of pedestrian studs ‑ (a) ‑ (o) 
and (b) ‑ (p). Since the paths are parallel and in a straight line the distances will be the same. 
The distance measured is the x distance. In this example the distances are 6 m, for which 
Table 6‑1 suggests an intergreen of 5 s is appropriate.

6.6.8.  The determination of the intergreen from the pedestrian phase E to the traffic phases is 
described in 6.7.

6.6.9.  On a stage transition from stage 3 to stage 1, intergreens will be required for 

a) C to A, 
b) C to B, 
c) D to A, 
d) D to B, and 
e) F to A.

6.6.10.  In the case of the intergreen between C and A, the collision points and associated 
distances will be the same as those considered for the intergreen between A and C, but when 
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calculating the path differences it is important to always subtract the path distance related to the 
phase gaining right of way from the distance associated with the phase losing right of way. This 
can result in a significant difference between the A to C and a C to A intergreen. 

6.6.11.  On a stage transition from stage 1 to stage 2, phase B loses right of way and phase 
E gains right of way. To determine the B to E intergreen measure the distances between the 
stop line controlled by phase B and the furthest line of pedestrian studs ‑ distances (e) ‑ (g) 
and (d) ‑ (h). Since the paths are parallel and in a straight line the distances will be the same. 
The distance measured is the ‘x’ distance. In this example if the distances are 26 m, Table 6‑1 
suggests an intergreen of 7 s is appropriate.

6.6.12.  The process of calculating ‘x’ distances and determining intergreens should be 
undertaken between all conflicting phases, and the intergreen determined for each phase losing 
right of way to each phase gaining right of way in each pair. When determining which phases 
conflict, the stage sequence should not be taken into account ‑ it is safer to assume that all 
stage to stage transitions are possible, to future proof the intergreen matrix. 

6.6.13.  It should also be recognised that where right turning traffic may legitimately give way to 
traffic controlled by the phase opposite, an intergreen between the opposite phases will not be 
required (if intergreens were added it would not be possible to run the opposite phases in the 
same stage).

6.6.14.  The intergreens suggested in Table 6‑1 take no account of factors such as vehicle 
speeds, the vehicular mix of traffic or site conditions such as gradients. It may therefore be 
necessary to make adjustments to the intergreen once the site is operational. Factors which 
influence this include:

a) Traffic speeds on the phase losing right of way are substantially less than on the phase 
gaining right of way because of a steep gradient,

b) Right turning traffic may be slow to clear the collision points if giving way to other traffic,
c) There may be a predominance of slow‑moving vehicles or cyclists.

6.6.15.  Advice on suitable intergreen periods for cycle traffic is given in 12.2.

6.6.16.  Intergreen values should be validated on site once the installation is in operation, to 
ensure they are appropriate. 

Table 6‑1 Intergreen values

Distance ‘x’ (m) ≤ 9 10‑18 19‑27 28‑37 38‑46 47‑55 56‑64 65‑73

Intergreen (s) 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
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Figure 6‑3 Layout diagram showing probable collision points for movements at a typical 
crossroad junction
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6.7 Pedestrian‑to‑traffic intergreens
6.7.1.  Intergreen periods are also required between pedestrian phases losing right of way and 
traffic phases gaining right of way.

6.7.2.  The intergreen period between pedestrian and traffic phases should allow any 
pedestrians on the crossing to clear it before the vehicle phase gaining right of way receives 
a green signal. Rather than an ‘x’ distance, this intergreen period is based on the length of the 
crossing from kerb to kerb, and the pedestrian walking speed. This length of crossing should 
be divided by the chosen walking speed (1.0 m/s or 1.2 m/s, see 11.7.2) to give the required 
crossing time. An additional 2 s should be added as a safety buffer, rounding up to the nearest 
whole second if the result is not a whole number.

6.7.3.  Where a pedestrian phase is used to control more than one crossing point, the crossing 
distances for all the crossings should be measured and the intergreen period based on the 
longest distance. 

6.7.4.  Where on‑crossing detection is used, intergreen periods following pedestrian phases 
may be extendable (see 11.7.2).

6.8 Interstage period
6.8.1.  The interstage period is the period between the end of one stage and the start of the next 
stage. The principle is illustrated in Figure 6‑4.

6.8.2.  Design of interstage periods is important in achieving an efficient junction design. In 
assessing an interstage period’s efficiency, the key issue is the period of time between the end 
and start of critical traffic phases terminating and starting in that period. The period separating a 
critical terminating phase and a critical starting phase should equal the intergreen between the 
two phases wherever possible. Where necessary, phase delays can be used to structure the 
interstage period so as to ensure that the period between critical phases controlling the most 
saturated traffic movements is minimised.

6.8.3.  Figure 6‑4 shows an interstage diagram for an early cut off junction which includes 
a right turn indicative arrow and a filter. The stage sequence is stage 1 followed by stage 2 
followed by stage 4. Note that in this stage sequence stage 3 (which is demand dependent) 
does not run and therefore phases G and J do not appear. 

6.8.4.  Phases A, B, H and I run in stage 1, and phases A, C, E and I run in stage 2. The 
interstage between stage 1 and stage 2 has a duration of 8 s and is determined by the H 
to C intergreen. Note that the right turn indicative arrow starts in the interstage 3 s after the 
termination of Phase B.

6.8.5.  A phase losing delay of 2 seconds has been applied to phase B on a stage 1 to stage 2 
transition, to minimise the time between traffic phases B and C.

6.8.6.  A phase gaining delay of 1 s (relative) has also been applied to phase B on a stage 4 to 
stage 1 transition. This ensures that phases A and B start at the same time, and may be applied 
to prevent an early start. The phase delay is described as ‘relative’ as it is relative (or additional) 
to the existing intergreen.
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6.9 Parallel stage stream
6.9.1.  Under parallel stage streaming, two or more separate stage streams run in parallel within 
one controller. In effect, the controller is running two or more smaller controllers within it. It can 
be very useful, but requires careful design, both in terms of location of equipment and how it 
operates. For safety reasons, phases in different parallel streams should be physically unable to 
be in conflict with one another. 

6.10 Dummy phases 
6.10.1.  A dummy phase is a software device within the controller. It can be allocated to a stage 
and have timings, but what distinguishes it from a live traffic phase is that it is not connected to 
any signals and does not control traffic. Typical uses include: 

a) Where there is a requirement to give a stage priority. A dummy phase can be used as the 
priority phase, and a demand inserted when priority is required,

b) A stage may include a phase which runs in both that stage and the following one, which 
may result in the minimum time for the second stage defaulting to zero. This may cause 
problems ‑ for example, under Urban Traffic Control (UTC) a zero‑length stage will not be 
detected and an error will be reported. This can be prevented by allocating a dummy phase 
to the stage with a minimum duration of 1 s,

c) A pedestrian phase runs parallel to a traffic phase within the same stage, but only when 
called by a push button. A dummy phase can be used as the alternative when a call is not 
present. If the stage initially starts without the pedestrian signal but a demand is received 
during the stage the dummy phase is terminated and replaced by the pedestrian phase. This 
saves the pedestrian waiting another cycle for a green signal,

d) To vary an intergreen period to allow for slower vehicles, or certain types of traffic, for 
example because of a steep incline on one approach. A dummy phase can be introduced 
either by detectors, or by time of day or day of week,

e) A dummy phase may be allocated to an all‑red stage to give longer extension periods. A 
dummy phase can also allow the junction to revert to the all‑red period at quiet times. The 
controller can be programmed to revert to all‑red after a pre‑set period when no demands 
or extensions are recorded. The signals may then be set to change to red/amber on the 
appropriate phase immediately a demand is received. 

6.11 Minimum phase green times
6.11.1.  The minimum green time allows drivers in front of the detector to clear the junction, or to 
allow the moving queue to reach the minimum speed for detection. 

6.11.2.  Without a minimum green time, a vehicle could become trapped in front of the stop 
line with no means of registering a demand for another green period. The minimum also gives 
the signals credibility by not changing too quickly and by allowing a vehicle just outside the 
detection zone to register an extension. The minimum green time is fixed for that phase within 
the controller, starting at the beginning of the green signal. It cannot be overridden by demands 
from vehicles, manual control devices, central computers, or linked controllers. 

6.11.3.  The shortest minimum green period normally used for traffic phases is 7 s, except for 
filter phases which may be shorter, and indicative arrow phases used in early cut‑off and late 
start stages, where the minimum may be as low as 3 s (see 6.5.3). At sites with very low flows, 
a minimum of 5 s may be used with caution.
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6.11.4.  Site conditions may require a longer period, for example where large numbers of heavy 
vehicles have difficulty in starting away from the stop line or the approach is on a steep gradient.

6.11.5.  Where pedestrians and traffic share the same stage, the stage minimum green time will 
be determined by a combination of phase minima, overlaps, and phase delays.

6.12 Maximum phase green times
6.12.1.  The maximum green time is calculated using a combination of layout and traffic flow 
parameters. It may also be set by the designer for a given cycle if site circumstances require it. 
Under Vehicle Actuation, the maximum green normally starts on the receipt of a demand for an 
opposing stage.

6.13 Extension times
6.13.1.  Where vehicle actuation is used, a vehicle detected on the approach during the display 
of a green signal will, within certain limits, extend the time the green signal is displayed. The 
purpose of extensions is to permit the vehicle to pass the stop line safely before expiry of the 
green period. Detectors should respond to all vehicles, including pedal cycles. Recommended 
extension periods are given in TOPAS 2500: Specification for Traffic Signal Controller. 
Designers should ensure they use the latest version. 
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7 ASSESSMENT AND MODELLING

7.1 General
7.1.1.  The overall capacity of a junction is the amount of traffic that can pass through it from 
each approach in a given time. It is dependent on various factors including the available green 
time, traffic flows, and site layout. When designing a junction, these factors are considered as 
part of the assessment of the design.

7.2 Saturation flow
7.2.1.  At the start of the green period, vehicles queuing at the stop line will take some time 
to move off and to accelerate to a normal running speed. After a few seconds, any remaining 
queuing traffic will discharge at a more or less constant rate known as the saturation flow. This 
is the flow which would be obtained if there was a continuous flow of vehicles and they were 
given a constant green signal. 

7.2.2.  In order to compare flows consisting of different vehicle types, saturation flows are 
usually expressed in passenger car units (PCUs) per hour. Each type of vehicle is equivalent to 
a number of cars in respect of how much space it requires on the road. Common vehicle types 
are assigned a conversion factor, applied to classified vehicle data to generate a PCU value. 
Typical values are shown in Table 7‑1.

Table 7‑1 Typical PCU values for various vehicle types

Vehicle Type PCU Value

Pedal Cycle 0.2

Motor Cycle 0.4

Passenger Car 1.0

Light Goods Vehicle (LGV) 1.0

Medium Goods Vehicle (MGV) 1.5

Buses & Coaches 2.0

Heavy Goods Vehicle (HGV) 2.3

7.2.3.  The saturation flow depends on a number of factors, including the width of lanes, the 
numbers of turning vehicles, the radii of turns and the mix of vehicle types. Local factors such 
as driver behaviour can also have a significant effect. Saturation flow can often be measured by 
survey and where it is practicable to do so it should be measured. Saturation flow may also be 
calculated using empirically derived formulae. In the case of concept designs for new sites, it 
may need to be estimated.

7.3 Degree of Saturation
7.3.1.  This is the ratio of the actual flows to the maximum possible flows on the approaches to 
a junction, and will give a good indication of whether a junction will function well or be subject to 
delays. It is usually expressed as a percentage and is given by the following:

Degree of saturation = (demand x cycle time) / (saturation flow x effective green time)

Although degrees of saturation below 100% are within theoretical capacity (i.e. demand 
flow does not exceed capacity), random traffic arrivals throughout time may result in shorter 
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time periods where the degree of saturation exceeds 100%. Therefore, an arm is generally 
considered to be over capacity once the degree of saturation exceeds 90%. 

7.4 Lost time and effective green time
7.4.1.  In any traffic signal cycle, a certain amount of time is lost during the interstages. This 
is primarily due to the intergreen periods, but other factors such as traffic continuing to travel 
through part of the leaving amber period (end displacement), and traffic taking time to start 
moving at the start of a green signal (start displacement) will also have an effect. The total lost 
time, L, is often taken as:

L = total of the intergreen periods between the phases controlling the critical movements, 
minus 1 s for each of those intergreens. 

1 s is used to represent the ‘effective green’ time, that is, the duration of the leaving amber 
(3 s) – the starting amber (2 s)

7.5 Preliminary assessment
7.5.1.  Although proposed schemes will usually be modelled using computer software, an initial 
assessment using the manual methods described below can identify staging arrangements 
which can be tested by more detailed analysis, give a general indication of whether the junction 
would operate comfortably or close to its capacity limit, and may help eliminate options which 
are not practical.

7.5.2.  The first step is to consider whether the main vehicular flows exceed the overall junction 
capacity available. This is based on the assessment of the critical y value in the cycle, where 
y = the ratio of demand to saturation flow, or the proportion of the cycle time a signal has to 
be green to allow the demand flow to pass. A flow of 1000 PCU/h crossing a stop line with a 
capacity of 2000 PCU/h needs a signal which is effectively green for at least 50% of the cycle 
time, a y value of 0.5.

7.5.3.  The critical y values are identified by considering the stage sequence and assessing 
which y values need to be combined in the sequence to satisfy the demand flow. The total of 
these critical y values is the Y value.

7.5.4.  If Y is greater than the proportion of the cycle time left after taking the lost time into 
consideration, then the junction has insufficient capacity. But in practice the Y value should not 
exceed the Ypractical (Yprac, defined as 90% of Y).  If Y exceeds Yprac, whatever timings are 
applied the junction is likely to suffer from delays during peak periods.

7.5.5.  The practical reserve capacity is the difference between the actual capacity of a junction 
and the practical capacity. It can be used to give an idea of the life expectancy of a junction, and 
is usually expressed as a percentage.

7.5.6.  Where Y < Ypract: Practical reserve capacity = 100 (Ypract – Y)Y

7.5.7.  Where Y > Ypract: Practical reserve capacity = 100(Ypract – Y)Ypract

7.6 Modelling
7.6.1.  Analysis of a proposed traffic signal scheme through computer modelling is a key 
part of the design process. Modelling can provide details of optimum timings and predicted 
performance in terms of capacity, delays and queues. There are many specialist software 
packages available and it is for the designer to determine which is most suitable for their needs, 
depending on what size of network is being modelled. 
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7.6.2.  Different approaches will be required for isolated junctions, a town centre network, or 
a strategic model covering a wide metropolitan area. The advice in this section is generally 
aimed at modelling of isolated junctions and town centre road networks, rather than strategic 
area‑wide modelling. Traffic modelling is a complex discipline and models should be checked by 
an experienced practitioner.

7.6.3.  Modelling is used to identify design options for further consideration, and to rule out 
those that will not work or will cause unacceptable delays. Accurate modelling will enable 
effective decisions to be made and help ensure a scheme’s viability. For example, a model may 
be used to support a business case to secure funding for a scheme. It may also be helpful in 
demonstrating the practical impacts of a scheme as part of public consultations.

7.6.4.  The starting point is generally to create a base model of existing conditions, without any 
proposed changes, which should be validated as accurate through on‑street observations. This 
model will take data from many different sources, including the site layout, traffic flows, traffic 
composition and speeds, and road user behaviours.

7.6.5.  The base model can then be used to create models of various proposed options, which 
may involve:

a) altering site layouts, for example to include new pedestrian facilities,
b) altering timings, for example to model a proposed change in staging arrangements,
c) altering traffic flows to predicted future levels to assess the impact on junction capacity, or
d) altering the composition of traffic, for example if a rise in the number of cyclists is expected.

7.6.6.   The results of these proposed models can be compared with the base model to assess 
the potential impacts of each. Decisions can then be made as to which one is most suitable to 
take forward, or further options considered.

7.6.7.  The results from the chosen option will form part of the detailed design process. It may 
be used to generate the signal timings required for input into the controller, and to give an 
indication of exactly how the installation will operate on‑street.

7.6.8.  If a model is to be used to create timing plans for co‑ordinated control, it should be 
validated through on‑street observations, to ensure that it accurately represents how the 
installation performs. 

7.6.9.  A model is only as accurate as the data used to create it. Site data should therefore be 
collected at a time representative of typical network operation. For example, school holidays, 
planned events and street works should be avoided. 

7.6.10.  If existing drawings or online mapping are used to develop the model, these should 
be checked first to ensure they are accurate. Typical time periods for data collection should be 
identified. 

7.6.11.  Accurate traffic flow data will be needed. This can be obtained through various methods, 
including manual counts, fully classified turning counts and origin‑destination surveys. The 
choice will depend on site circumstances and the specific modelling software being used. Traffic 
counts should cover the morning and evening peaks and inter‑peak periods on weekdays. They 
should also cover peak times at weekends, especially at places that may generate significant 
weekend traffic, such as shopping centres.

7.6.12.  Measurements such as journey time, saturation flow and queue length surveys 
should ideally be conducted while traffic counts are taking place. Many factors, such as traffic 
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management, weather and incidents may have a bearing on survey results and these should be 
identified as part of the process.

7.6.13.  There are many site‑specific parameters to be considered. These may include:

a) Junction layout,
b) Link lengths, lane widths and pedestrian crossing distances,
c) Road markings and how these are used,
d) Saturation flows,
e) Give way behaviour,
f) Right turn storage and blocking effects,
g) Exit blocking,
h) Waiting and loading restrictions,
i) Speed limits,
j) Bus lanes and bus stops,
k) Roadworks and other incidents, and their impact.

7.6.14.  As well as site‑specific parameters, more general observations of road user behaviour 
may be useful, for example where traffic does not use road markings as intended.
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8 STAGING ARRANGEMENTS

8.1 General
8.1.1.  The staging arrangement, or method of control, used at a junction will depend on many 
factors. The aim should be to balance the need to provide facilities for different groups of road 
users, with reducing delays, and maintaining capacity and safety.

8.1.2.  It is most efficient to adopt staging arrangements and techniques that allow one or more 
arms to run at the same time to keep traffic moving safely. 

8.1.3.  Staging arrangements can reduce delay and improve capacity by: 

a) using the fewest conflicting phases and practicable stages in a cycle,
b) ensuring interstage periods are designed as efficiently as possible, and
c) allocating time to each phase/stage and user groups, including pedestrians and cyclists, 

appropriate to the actual traffic flow.

8.1.4.  The advice in 8.2 to 8.7 uses a four‑arm junction of the type shown in Figure 4‑1 to 
illustrate common approaches to designing staging arrangements. 

8.1.5.  The level of right turning traffic is often the critical factor in determining a staging 
arrangement for a junction, as they have to wait for gaps in opposing traffic and can therefore 
block traffic moving straight ahead or to the left from moving through the junction. 

8.1.6.  A four‑arm crossroads junction may have space for two or three vehicles beyond the stop 
line, allowing drivers to move forward on a green signal and wait in the middle of the junction 
for a gap in which to complete the turn. If this is not possible they complete the turn in the 
intergreen period. 

8.1.7.  If the number of right turning movements exceeds the number that can clear the junction 
in gaps, or during the intergreen, the staging will need to make special provision for this. If right 
turning traffic is left in front of the stop line after a change to another stage, the driver may be 
left in a vulnerable position, and the presence of vehicles may obstruct pedestrians. 

8.1.8.  There are various ways of accommodating right turn flows, three of which are discussed 
in 8.3, 8.4, and 8.5.

8.2 Two vehicular stages 
8.2.1.  At its most basic, two stage operation gives vehicles on opposite approaches a green 
signal, whilst those on the other two approaches have a red signal. Where an all‑round 
pedestrian stage is provided as well, all vehicle movements are stopped. 

8.2.2.  Right turning traffic is not separately signalled but waits within the junction to complete 
the turn. This may reduce the capacity of the junction due to the road space occupied by traffic 
waiting to turn right, and by the time required for this movement in the cycle. Where there is a 
relatively minor right turn flow this may be acceptable. 

8.2.3.  Where right turning flows are more substantial, and cannot be accommodated within the 
existing capacity of the junction, alternative staging arrangements may need to be considered. 
Two stage operation with right turn manoeuvres prohibited will reduce delay and improve 
capacity, but will require drivers to make a detour. For example, they may be required to turn left 
before the junction and make two right‑turns to appear at the junction on the left‑hand arm. Any 
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such diversion routes should be adequately signed in advance so that drivers are clear what 
is expected of them. If the diversion routes are residential the additional through traffic may be 
unacceptable, particularly if this includes large numbers of HGVs or buses.

8.2.4.  Where right turn movements are prohibited, signal heads to diagram 3000 (S14‑2‑1) 
should be used with a regulatory box sign to diagram 612 (S14‑2‑43). This staging can be used 
at a single lane approach.

8.2.5.  A further alternative is to use two stage operation with both the left and right turns 
prohibited. This gives exclusive ‘ahead only’ movements using signal heads to diagram 3000 
(S14‑2‑1) with substitute green arrow aspects to diagram 3001.2 or 3001.3 (S14‑3‑1). If both 
opposing arms operate this way, walk with traffic pedestrian phases may be incorporated. This 
staging will improve capacity but alternative routes for turning traffic will need to be found, which 
may have capacity implications elsewhere on the network. 

8.3 Early cut‑off
8.3.1.  The staging arrangements discussed in 8.2 improve the junction capacity, but at the 
expense of turning traffic which is required to make a detour. There are alternatives that allow 
for more efficient control, such as including an early cut‑off stage. This is a common method of 
dealing with significant right turning traffic on one approach which allows opposing arms to run 
together on the first stage but only one arm to continue on to the next. A right turn indicative 
green arrow to diagram 3001.2 or 3001.3 (S14‑3‑1) may be provided on the secondary signal 
head, illuminated during stage 2 (see Figure 8‑1). This is indicative to right turning traffic that 
they have or are about to have right of way and that they may complete their turn without 
conflict. It allows other vehicles travelling straight ahead which may have been delayed by the 
right turn traffic to clear.

8.3.2.  As an early cut‑off runs in two stages, one straight ahead movement has more green 
time than the opposing straight ahead movement. If this is roughly equivalent to the balance of 
straight ahead flows then this arrangement is likely to be efficient. If the arm has only a single 
lane approach, this method may not be suitable depending on the level of traffic. 

8.3.3.  The length of the early cut‑off period can be varied by detectors, and the indicative arrow 
can be demand dependent. It can also be stopped from appearing by time of day if not required. 

8.3.4.  Figure 8‑1 represents a simple crossroads. It should be noted that the intergreen 
between phases C and D does not have a red/amber component. With early cut off operation, it 
is common to have a 3 s intergreen between the phase controlling the opposing traffic in stage 
1 (phase C in Figure 8‑1) and the right turn indicative arrow in stage 2 (phase D in Figure 8‑1), 
but the start of phase D can be held off by additional red time to give a longer intergreen. The 
relatively short intergreen (3 s) takes account of the fact that drivers are beyond the stop line, 
and are already giving way to opposing traffic. The green arrow is indicative of the opposing 
traffic losing right of way.

1 2 3
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B
B

E
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C
B

Figure 8‑1 Staging diagram showing an early cut‑off sequence
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8.3.5.  The signals on the arm that loses right of way at the end of the first stage should be 
sited with care. The secondary signal should always be “closely associated”, that is, on the 
same side of the junction as the primary signal (see Figure 3‑3). Far side secondary signals 
in this situation are potentially dangerous and should not be used, as drivers turning right on 
phase C may assume they can continue, bringing them into conflict with the traffic controlled 
by phase D. The only exception is at a junction where there is no right turn from the approach 
losing right‑of‑way. If this movement is banned, there is no conflict between phase C and right 
turning traffic from phase D. This also applies to T‑junctions where phase C would refer to the 
movement across the top of the T.

8.3.6.  Phase A will have a standard three‑aspect primary signal, with the secondary signal 
always placed beyond the junction. The secondary signal will have an additional right turn 
indicative arrow illuminated during stage 2. If the right turn from phase C is still thought to be a 
problem a TRO may be considered to ban the movement. 

8.3.7.  Stage 2, the right turn indicative green arrow labelled phase D, will usually terminate 
when its associated phase A loses right of way. This means that unless a late start is deployed 
(see 8.5) the controller should not be permitted to move from stage 2 to stage 1 unless via 
another stage. 

8.3.8.  If traffic demand is sufficient, and there is room to provide a segregated lane, it is 
possible to allow left turn traffic on the side roads to run in stage 2 under a left turn green filter 
arrow. The advice in 3.5.3 should be followed and care taken to avoid danger to pedestrians 
from the left turn traffic. A filter phase may only terminate when the associated full green traffic 
phase gains right of way. Note that if a left turn filter is operating at the same time as the 
indicative green arrow, care will be needed to ensure that there is an exit from that stage if there 
are no other demands.

8.4 Separately signalled right turns
8.4.1.  Separately signalled right turns should be considered in circumstances where opposed 
right turns may be unsafe, for example on roads where the 85th percentile speed is above 
45 mph on the relevant approaches. They may also be considered if it is necessary to separate 
control between right turning traffic and adjacent ahead movements, for example, when trying to 
accommodate parallel pedestrians or when both right turns from opposite arms are heavy. 

8.4.2.  In this method of control, typically the right turns are held on a red signal while the 
straight ahead and left turn traffic proceeds on green. All traffic is then stopped and the right 
turning traffic on both approaches is then released simultaneously. The right turning traffic 
should be separated into exclusive lanes with separate signal displays for each approach. 
Alternatively, the opposing arms may be run in separate stages. The staging is shown in 
Figure 8‑2. 

8.4.3.  Both options may have serious implications for capacity. They should only be considered 
where other means, such as providing an early cut off stage, have been ruled out.
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Figure 8‑2 Staging diagram showing a separately signalled right turn sequence

8.5 Late start
8.5.1.  Late start describes a staging arrangement in which one or more traffic streams are 
permitted to move before the release of other traffic streams. These are then permitted to run 
with them during the subsequent stage. In practice, this usually means allowing the right turners 
to move first, before then giving the conflicting straight ahead movement a green signal. The 
staging is shown in Figure 8‑3. 
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Figure 8‑3 Staging diagram showing a late start sequence

8.5.2.  Although used in a few regions, late start is not recommended for two reasons. Once a 
dominant flow has been established, those drivers that initially received a green arrow assume 
this will continue unopposed, and are not expecting the conflicting straight ahead traffic. It is 
also difficult for the right turning driver on the opposing flow to complete the turn. Both scenarios 
may lead drivers to take unnecessary risks. 

8.5.3.  The exception to this is where the movement receiving the green first is not permitted or 
able to turn right, in which case the safety concerns are not realised.

8.6 Part‑time operation
8.6.1.  While part‑time operation is possible, it is generally not recommended for signal junctions 
for a number of reasons. Part‑time operation can have implications for safety and accessibility, 
particularly for disabled people who may rely on facilities provided at traffic signals to provide a 
safe and easily navigable place to cross the road. Part‑time operation effectively removes these 
while in operation.

8.6.2.  Part‑time control may also lead to a greater accident risk, as drivers may get confused 
about who has right of way when the signals are off. If the junction is working efficiently on 
responsive control during off‑peak periods, part‑time operation should be unnecessary.

8.6.3.  The most common use of part‑time control is at signal‑controlled roundabouts, where an 
alternative priority control is available at other times. This reduces the risk of drivers becoming 
confused about what is expected of them. If part‑time operation is used, it should be activated 
by time of day as well as by level of vehicular traffic flow, to help ensure a consistent experience 
for road users. Advice on designing signal‑controlled roundabouts, including on part‑time 
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operation, is given in ‘Local Transport Note 1/09: Signal‑controlled roundabouts’. Advice on 
traffic signing for part‑time control is given in 5.4.

8.7 Hurry calls
8.7.1.  A hurry call is used to request the controller to move immediately to a specific stage. It is 
most often used to give emergency vehicles priority by putting in a demand for a certain stage at 
the nearest junction. It can be triggered remotely by selective vehicle detection, or is sometimes 
used with a manual switch to provide priority exit for vehicles from emergency services 
premises (see 24). Hurry calls can also be used as a bus or tram priority measure. They may 
also be used as a form of queue detection, especially on signal‑controlled roundabouts, and to 
protect against excess queuing from one junction backing up to another junction.

8.7.2.  Hurry calls are useful for certain circumstances, but their unpredictability of demand 
means there is potential for them to reduce the overall capacity of the junction, depending on 
how often they are called. The misuse of a hurry call can be prevented by the provision of an 
override timer, which prevents repeated demands being made within a specified timeframe.
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9 CONTROL STRATEGIES

9.1 General
9.1.1.  The stage sequence, start of green period and length of green period can be varied to 
match prevailing traffic conditions by one or more of the following methods. 

9.1.2.  Fixed‑time is the most basic control strategy, in which the timings and stages are fixed 
and the controller is unable to vary them. 

9.1.3.  Permanent fixed‑time operation is inflexible and rarely satisfactory, and should only be 
used as a fall‑back method. The delays are usually unacceptable and the resulting frustration 
may encourage drivers to disobey the signals. In the short term, the controller is unable 
to adjust to take account of changes in traffic flow, for example during peak hours. In the 
longer term, as traffic flows and patterns change over time, the initial settings will become 
out‑of‑date as they are only accurate at the moment they are inputted. Initial settings require 
time‑consuming manual updates on a regular basis to remain efficient. 

9.2 Responsive control strategies
9.2.1.  For these reasons, responsive control strategies are recommended in preference to 
fixed‑time operation. All responsive control uses detectors to monitor how traffic moves through 
a junction, feeding this information back to the controller to allow it to alter timings as required.

9.2.2.  The control is usually varied by:

a) vehicle responsive instructions, known as vehicle actuation, for example MOVA,
b) instructions from a cableless linking facility (CLF),
c) instructions from an associated junction controller (cable‑linked),
d) instructions from a central computer (Urban Traffic Control (UTC), including adaptive 

control), or 
e) an integral time switch.

9.2.3.  Responsive control may broadly be of two types, isolated or co‑ordinated. Isolated 
means that the installation’s operation is not connected to any other site; it does not necessarily 
mean that the site is physically isolated. Co‑ordinated control refers to systems in which 
neighbouring installations are linked together, either between a few sites, or by central computer 
across a wider network.

9.2.4.  Installations may be capable of operating either isolated or co‑ordinated control 
strategies at different times. For example, a site may operate as part of a UTC system during 
the peak periods to reduce delays, but may switch to operating an isolated control strategy 
overnight when traffic is light. 

9.3 Isolated control strategies
9.3.1.  Vehicle Actuation (VA) provides considerable benefits compared with fixed‑time operation 
and is widely used. 

9.3.2.  Vehicles approaching a red signal insert a demand for a green signal for that movement. 
This demand is stored in the controller, which will serve stages in cyclic order omitting any 
stages for which no demand has been received. Where it is essential that one stage always 
follows another, the appearance of the first stage can automatically insert a demand for the 
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second. When a stage loses right of way having reached the maximum green time, a demand 
can be inserted by the controller for a reversion to that stage after other demands have been 
met.

9.3.3.  Once a green signal is displayed, the duration may be extended by vehicles detected 
moving towards the signal. On expiry of the last extension and with no more vehicles detected, 
the controller will answer a demand for another stage, either at the end of the minimum green 
period, or immediately if this has already expired. If vehicles continue to extend the green period 
and a demand exists for another stage, the green signal will be terminated on expiry of a pre‑set 
maximum period after the demand has been received. If there are no demands for another 
stage the signals will normally not change. 

9.3.4.  In the absence of demands, the controller should either remain on the last stage called, 
revert to all‑red, or revert to the main road, to reduce delays especially at quiet times of day.

9.3.5.  When traffic signals change away from green, drivers have to decide whether they 
can safely stop, at an acceptable deceleration rate, or continue and clear the stop line before 
the start of red. On high speed roads (those where the 85th percentile approach speeds at 
a junction are 35 mph or above) the decision becomes more difficult with increasing vehicle 
speeds. 

9.3.6.  Close to, and far from, the junction, the decision is relatively easy. The probability of an 
accident happening is highest for drivers making a decision between these points. The length 
over which decisions are deemed to be difficult is termed the “dilemma zone” and has been 
defined as being between the following boundaries: 

a) The distance at which 10% of drivers stop when the signals change to amber, and
b) The distance at which 90% of drivers stop when the signals change to amber

9.3.7.  If the 85th percentile approach speed to the junction is above 35 mph, standard VA 
operation such as System D should be supplemented with Speed Assessment (SA) or Speed 
Discrimination (SD) equipment. These systems provide green extensions to enable drivers to 
clear the dilemma zone safely (see 10.4). 

9.3.8.  Isolated adaptive control systems build on the VA philosophy by adjusting signal timings 
and operation in real time in response to traffic conditions. These systems offer benefits over 
standard VA and can reduce delays at off‑peak times. For high speed roads, adaptive control of 
this type offers advantages over SA or SD as separate equipment is not needed. 

9.3.9.  MOVA (Microprocessor Optimised Vehicle Actuation) is one such system, developed 
by TRL (www.trl.co.uk). MOVA is capable of rapidly responding to all conditions and to varying 
traffic patterns, particularly rapidly changing traffic flows. It is particularly well suited to sites with 
high traffic flow, particularly where these are seasonal or intermittent, such as diversion routes 
or holiday routes.

9.3.10.  It should be noted that SA and SD are not compatible with MOVA. The convention is to 
extend the calculated intergreens by 1 – 2 s on high speed MOVA sites.

9.4 Co‑ordinated control strategies: linked systems
9.4.1.  Co‑ordinated control allows delays to be reduced across a network and helps avoid 
situations such as queues from one junction blocking another. A linked system usually requires 
each controller to be functioning on the same or multiples of the cycle times of the key 
intersection, with the co‑ordination determining the start or finish of certain stages. 
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9.4.2.   Linking across a small number of sites such as neighbouring junctions in close 
proximity is usually achieved in one of two ways. With a cableless linking facility (CLF) two 
or more installations are linked by synchronisation with the mains supply frequency. Different 
combinations of stage timings, cycle times and stage off‑set periods between junctions can be 
selected according to the time of day and day of week to cater for variations in overall traffic 
flows. CLF may also be used as a fall‑back mode at UTC controlled sites and signal‑controlled 
roundabouts and may also benefit isolated sites during particular times of day or during specific 
events.

9.4.3.  Demand dependent stages can be incorporated, which can be selected by a vehicle 
demand, or a pedestrian demand. If such a stage is not demanded then the time is added to the 
preceding or subsequent stage, an alternative stage, or a combination thereof.

9.4.4.  Correctly set and synchronised CLF offers reduced delays to road users by co‑ordinating 
the operation of neighbouring signal junctions. As timing plans are fixed, apart from the use of 
demand dependent stages, it assumes that the variation in traffic flow over a particular period is 
small.

9.4.5.  Two or more junctions may also be linked by the use of MOVA control.

9.5 Co‑ordinated control strategies: Urban Traffic Control (UTC)
9.5.1.  In a UTC system signal‑controlled junctions and crossings across a network are 
connected to a central computer system. UTC is generally used in an urban situation to control 
a group of two or more junctions which are closely linked, normally less than 200 m apart. 

9.5.2.  Fixed‑Time UTC uses fixed timing plans as a base, which are input to the central 
computer and are usually based on timings derived from a traffic model. Plans can be changed 
via the UTC computer automatically by time of day or manually by UTC operators. Fixed‑time 
UTC has fixed cycle times, but is capable of using demand dependent stages, such as 
pedestrian stages, and can also utilise information from detection systems. 

9.5.3.  Changes to traffic patterns within towns and cities are often rapid, meaning fixed‑time 
UTC systems require regular surveys to remain operationally accurate. Not only do general 
patterns change, but day‑to‑day flows can alter considerably, due to road works, broken 
down vehicles, accidents, and so on. Such surveys are time consuming and periods between 
surveys may become very long, leading to a UTC system that does not operate as efficiently as 
possible. This can particularly affect co‑ordination between closely spaced junctions.

9.5.4.  Adaptive UTC systems, such as SCOOT, deal with many of these issues by responding 
automatically to changes in traffic flow, based on input from detectors at every signal installation 
within a network. Adaptive UTC systems model the real time traffic patterns throughout the 
network, and attempt to minimise the overall delay in the network by constantly changing the 
phase and cycle timings at each junction, and modifying offset times between adjacent signal 
installations. Adaptive control allows the system to automatically adjust to take account of time 
of day variations, roadworks, poor air quality and so on. Compared with a fixed‑time system, it is 
more efficient and can reduce unnecessary delays to road users.

9.5.5.  The SCOOT (Split, Cycle and Offset Optimisation Technique) system is the major 
adaptive control programme in use in the UK. Further information is available in Traffic Advisory 
Leaflets 7/99 and 7/00.
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9.6 Urban Traffic Management and Control (UTMC)
9.6.1.  UTMC takes the concept of adaptive control a stage further. UTMC‑compliant equipment 
enables different types of traffic management systems to be linked together into one network, 
enabling greater benefits to be realised. For example, a UTMC system may incorporate 
SCOOT‑UTC, car park occupancy data, variable message signs, and air quality monitoring 
systems. More information is available from https://utmc.eu/.

9.7 Master time clock switch
9.7.1.  The master time clock switch is based on a precision real time clock and calendar from 
which timing information is derived. It provides the facilities necessary for the controller to be 
integrated into a cableless linked system or to allow the controller to be operated in a fall‑back 
mode of operation in a UTC scheme. 

9.7.2.  It may additionally be used to deliver time‑controlled switch facilities, such as alternative 
timing plans, or method of control, or the control of regulatory box signs only shown at certain 
times. It is also used to change to and from British Summer Time.
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10 DETECTION

10.1 General
10.1.1.  Effective detection is key to the efficient operation of a junction as it allows the 
controller to adjust timings based on the information it receives. Detectors come in many 
types but the basic choice is between ones buried in the road surface (such as inductive 
loop or magnetometer) or mounted above ground, usually on top of the signal post (such as 
microwave, radar or infra‑red). Both types have advantages, and some are more suited to 
certain applications, but the choice is for the traffic authority to make. Maintenance costs should 
be considered as part of the decision‑making process.

10.2 Below ground detection
10.2.1.  When in place securely, below ground detection can provide accurate and reliable 
information. It is not susceptible to vandalism or accidental adjustment, e.g. from high winds, but 
often fails due to damage caused by contractors working in the road who may not realise they 
are present. They can be difficult to maintain as they require a road or lane closure to enable 
access. Examples of below ground detection are loop detectors and magnetometers.

10.3 Above ground detection
10.3.1.  The most common type of above ground detection is microwave vehicle detectors 
(MVDs). Infra‑red detectors are commonly used for pedestrian, cyclist and equestrian detection. 
Trials have been carried out with newer types such as video or image‑based processing, 
particularly for pedestrian detection. Above ground detectors are easily replaced and maintained 
as access does not generally require a lane or road closure. However, they can be susceptible 
to vandalism or accidental damage. Secure fixings and regular checks are essential.

10.4 System D, Speed Assessment and Speed Discrimination
10.4.1.  Used for VA control, there are normally three loop detectors in system D, although 
fewer can be used (see Figure 10‑1). The ‘Z’ loop at 12 m from the stop line is typically used 
to demand and extend the phase. The ‘Y’ and ‘Z’ loops, at 25 m and 39 m from the stop line 
respectively, are used to extend the phase. The furthest, at 39 m from the stop line is normally 
nominated as ‘X’. Traditionally the system  demands the green if the signals are on red or 
extends a green phase already running. The ‘Y’ and ‘Z’ loops traditionally only extend the green 
but can also place demands.  There may be good reasons for specifying this ‑ for example, 
there may be a minor side road or a bus stop less than 40 m from the junction. In both cases, 
at quiet times with no other traffic, anyone turning out of the side road, or the bus pulling away 
after the signals have turned to red will not be detected. 
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12m

25m

39m

x

y

z

Figure 10‑1 Layout of X, Y and Z detector loops for System D

10.4.2.  Layout details can be found in drawing G23 in the G series of Volume 3 of the Manual 
of Contract Documents for Highway Construction Works, published by Highways England. 

10.4.3.  At advanced stop lines (see 12.14) drivers must stop at the first stop line if the signals 
are on red, with the normal proviso for the amber signal. If they pass the first line while the 
signals are on green, but do not reach the second before the signals turn red, they must stop 
between the stop lines. Consequently detector positions should be measured from the second 
stop line to be reached.

10.4.4.  System D can be supplemented with either Speed Assessment (SA) or Speed 
Discrimination (SD) systems at high speed sites (see 9.3.8 ‑ 9.3.10). Both SA and SD use 
sub‑surface inductive loop detectors. Two loops per lane are installed at each detection site 
to provide for speed measurement. Guidance on loop detector configuration and spacing for 
System D, SA and SD can be found in specification MCE0108C.

10.4.5.  SA gives a speed related period during which the signals can change, followed by a 5 s 
fixed extension which, at a constant speed, enables the driver to reach the System D detection 
area. If the inputs from detectors indicate a speed of 28 mph or more, the phase green is 
extended by a fixed period of 5 s, following a delay period given by the formula: 

Delay = (140 – 5 v) / v

where v is the measured vehicle speed in m/s. Above 62 mph, where this formula gives 
negative results, the delay should be set to zero.

10.4.6.  SD is simpler, giving a fixed extension period if a vehicle is travelling above a minimum 
speed. There are two types – “double” for 85th percentile speeds between 35 and 45 mph, 
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giving a 3 s extension, and “triple” for 85th percentile speeds over 45 mph, giving a 3.5 s 
extension at both additional detection points. Once the vehicle reaches the System D area the 
extensions run in parallel.

10.4.7.  The green period can terminate:

a) at the end of the minimum green,
b) after the last extension period (a gap change), or
c) at the maximum green (a max change).

10.4.8.  On a max change, the controller will extend the all‑red period by 2 s. 
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11 PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES AT SIGNAL‑CONTROLLED 
JUNCTIONS

11.1 General
11.1.1.  The design issues at signal‑controlled junctions may be vehicular movement, delay and 
congestion problems, but crossing places at junctions are a key part of the network, providing a 
safe and reliable place to cross. The initial justification for signal control may still be a vehicular 
one but the needs of all road users should be taken into account in the final design. In recent 
years there has been an emphasis on encouraging walking and cycling, improving accessibility, 
and creating streets with a better sense of ‘place’ that encourages footfall. The provision of 
better crossing facilities is an essential part of this.

11.1.2.  Pedestrian demand should be assessed as part of any traffic signal design process, 
both for new junctions and for upgrades, and specific measures included in the design, unless 
site circumstances justify their exclusion.

11.1.3.  When considering crossing types it is important to establish the level of pedestrian 
demand and any existing desire lines as this will influence the eventual choice. Vehicle speed 
and flow, impact on capacity and the layout of the site will also need to be considered when 
assessing what option to provide.

11.1.4.  Pedestrians are more likely to ignore the red signal if they consider the time they have 
to wait is unreasonable. While waiting at a junction in bad weather, a driver may be frustrated 
but is generally warm and dry. A frustrated, cold and wet pedestrian is more likely to take risks. A 
crossing that requires them to deviate off their desire line further than they consider acceptable 
is also unlikely to be used.

11.1.5.  As with all facilities, it is important to consult local accessibility groups and road safety 
officers. Much of the advice in section 18 on stand‑alone crossings is relevant to providing 
crossing facilities at junctions, and should be considered.

11.1.6.  Although footbridges and underpasses remove conflict between pedestrians and 
vehicles, and are therefore technically the safest options, they have proved to be generally 
unpopular and many have been removed. They are expensive to install and maintain, are often 
seen as unpleasant, inaccessible and unsafe, and are not generally suitable for cyclists or 
mobility impaired people. They may make journeys longer as they force people to divert off the 
desire line. As a result, people often do not use them, putting themselves at risk by continuing to 
cross at street level as it provides a more direct route.

11.1.7.  Unless it is possible to provide a well‑designed, accessible installation that is accepted 
by all groups, particularly those representing disabled people, other options to footbridges and 
underpasses should be considered.

11.2 Signal heads, push buttons and pedestrian demand units
11.2.1.  Pedestrian facilities may be described as “farside”, if the pedestrian signal head 
is viewed by the pedestrian from across the road, or “nearside”, if the pedestrian signal is 
incorporated into the push button unit on the same side of the road as the pedestrian waiting to 
cross.
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11.2.2.  Both nearside and farside crossing facilities are prescribed in the Regulations. It is for 
the local authority to consider which type of crossing to provide, both in individual circumstances 
and as an area‑wide policy. Consistency and safety are key factors in these decisions. 
Authorities should consider adopting a policy setting out which types of crossings are to be 
provided in what circumstances, and why. It is important that local policy is applied consistently 
so that road users are clear what is expected of them. 

11.2.3.  Farside pedestrian signal heads are prescribed in diagram 4002.1 (S14‑2‑9, see 
Figure 11‑1) and push buttons in diagrams 4003 (S14‑2‑11, see Figure 11‑1) and 4003.8 
(S14‑2‑12, see Figure 11‑3). Diagram 4003.8 shows the compact push button unit consisting of 
only the push button and legend “push button; wait for signal”, omitting the ‘WAIT’ legend. This 
may be used as an alternative to the full‑size push button to diagram 4003. Use of these can 
reduce visual intrusion and cut down costs, but the need to provide consistency for road users 
across surrounding sites should be borne in mind. It should be provided with a rotating tactile 
cone in the same way as a full‑size push button unit.

11.2.4.  Nearside pedestrian demand units are prescribed in diagram 4003.1 (S14‑2‑13, see 
Figure 11‑2). High‑level repeater signals, for use at sites where large numbers of pedestrians 
may obscure the demand unit, are prescribed in diagram 4003.1A (S14‑2‑14). These should be 
mounted with a minimum of 1700 mm clearance to the underside of the unit. 

11.2.5.  The position of the push button or demand unit and the general waiting area governs 
intervisibility (see 2.1.6). Indecision caused by a poor line of sight will increase the chance of an 
accident. Good intervisibility allows an informed choice. 

11.2.6.  Visually impaired people are taught to look for a push button to their right, placed within 
easy reach of the edge of the tactile paving. A distance of 0.5 m from the stud markings and 
edge of the tactile paving is recommended. This push button unit should always be provided 
with a tactile signal. Additional push button units should be provided on wider crossings, 
especially when nearside signals and pedestrian detectors are in use. 

11.2.7.  On refuges and on one‑way streets, a push button unit should be provided on each 
side, as sighted pedestrians need a push button to the left to encourage them to face oncoming 
vehicles. Additional push button units should also be provided on central refuges where 
pedestrians may be trapped at the end of the pedestrian stage. 

11.2.8.  Where additional nearside pedestrian demand units to diagram 4003.1 are provided on 
central refuges, it is important that these show a blackout between the green and red symbols, 
to reduce the risk of pedestrians stopping on the carriageway if they see a red symbol. The unit 
should display a red signal if a pedestrian pushes the button during the blackout period.
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diagram
 4002.1

2100 min
2600 max

1000 min
1100 max

diagram
  4003

Mounting arrangement for pedestrian signal head to diag 4002 and push button to diag 4003.
Similar arrangements should be used for farside toucan crossings. Diag 4003.8 may be used 
instead of diag 4003; the same height is recommended.

Figure 11‑1 Diagram 4002.1 (S14‑2‑9) and Diagram 4003 (S14‑2‑11)
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1000 min
1100 max

diagram
 4003.1

Figure 11‑2 Pedestrian demand unit to diagram 4003.1 (S14‑2‑13)

Figure 11‑3 Compact push button unit to diagram 4003.8 (S14‑2‑12)

11.3 Geometric layout 
11.3.1.  Pedestrians can be disoriented by complex layouts. For example, at a contraflow lane 
or on a one‑way street the direction of vehicular flow may not be obvious to pedestrians. If there 
is any possibility of confusion, appropriate signs and road markings should be used to remind 
drivers and pedestrians, for example signs to diagram 810 (S11‑2‑2), diagram 963 (S11‑2‑40), 
and diagram 1029 (S11‑4‑18). 

11.4 Stop lines 
11.4.1.  The Regulations do not specify a minimum distance between stud markings, stop 
line and primary signal post, but a minimum distance of 3 m from stop line to crossing studs 
(2.5 m from stop line to primary signal post, which will usually have the pedestrian push button 
mounted on it) is recommended to give good intervisibility between driver and pedestrian. 1.2 m 
may be appropriate where ASLs are provided (see 3.1.2). This is particularly important where 
vehicles sharing the same stop line move at different times. The actual distance will depend on 
the site and local experience of driver behaviour – it may be appropriate to provide a larger gap. 
Drivers will generally show greater respect for stop lines and other white lining that is in good 
condition, and regular renewal can be a low cost but effective safety measure. 
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11.4.2.  At some installations the stop line may need to be moved back from the primary signal 
post to accommodate large turning vehicles. It is not normally necessary to move the crossing 
studs in such circumstances but the impact on intervisibility should be considered (see 4.2.3). 
Where crossing stud markings to diagram 1055.1 are provided but without dedicated pedestrian 
signals, as described in 11.14.4, they may be placed up to 10 m from their associated signals, 
which should be taken into account when positioning the signals and markings.

11.5 Crossing studs and tactile paving layouts
11.5.1.  Pedestrian crossing stud markings are prescribed in diagram 1055.1 (S14‑2‑55). 
The minimum prescribed width between the studs is 2.4 m but the actual width used will be 
dependent on site conditions. Crossings between 2.4 m and 5 m are typical, but the width may 
be increased up to a maximum of 10 m. This may be beneficial where there are large numbers 
of pedestrians. 

11.5.2.  Tactile paving should always be provided at all crossing points, to the layouts and 
colours recommended in the ‘Guidance on the Use of Tactile Paving Surfaces’. The edges of 
tactile paving areas should line up with the crossing stud markings to diagram 1055.1. A gap of 
0.5 m between the edge of the tactile surface and the crossing studs, and the push button or 
pedestrian demand unit is recommended to allow visually impaired people to locate the push 
button and orientate themselves at the kerb edge. Dropped kerbs should always be provided 
across the full width of the crossing point. 

11.5.3.  Where pedestrian refuges are provided, the full width of the crossing should be 
maintained as a dropped kerb or flush with the carriageway through the refuge.

11.5.4.  Coloured surfacing between the studs may help highlight the crossing, but the risk of 
pedestrians becoming confused as to who has priority should be considered. There should be a 
contrast between the footway and the carriageway. 

11.6 Pedestrian crossing sequences and timings 
11.6.1.  The pedestrian crossing sequence at a signal junction is shown in Table 11‑1 and 
consists of two parts. The first is known as the “invitation to cross”, and is the period in which 
the green pedestrian symbol shows. This is followed by the clearance period, which should 
be long enough to cross the carriageway for someone stepping off the kerb at the end of the 
invitation to cross. The clearance period is configured differently depending on whether farside 
or nearside signalling is used. At farside signals a black‑out is shown, and neither the red nor 
the green pedestrian symbol is illuminated. This is followed by an all‑red period. At nearside 
pedestrian facilities, the invitation to cross is followed by an all‑red period. 

11.7 Design walking speed
11.7.1.  A walking speed of 1.2 m/s is conventionally used to calculate timings for crossings. 
This results in timings that are suitable for the majority of crossings. The clearance period is key, 
as this is what allows people to clear the crossing if they step off the kerb as the green symbol 
goes out. If this is properly calculated, it will ensure there is sufficient crossing time. 

11.7.2.  A lower design speed of 1.0 m/s may be used, either on a site‑by‑site basis or as an 
area‑wide policy. Where there is a large number of slower pedestrians, this may be beneficial. 
The use of on‑crossing detection may also help, by automatically extending crossing times 
where needed.

11.7.3.  The duration of the invitation to cross period will depend on how many people are 
waiting, time of day, and distance to cross. Generally, it should be long enough to allow people 
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to clear the footway, establish themselves on the crossing and avoid turning back when the 
all‑red or blackout period begins. 

11.7.4.  The invitation to cross should never be shown until the red signal has been shown 
for sufficient time for turning vehicles to clear all pedestrian crossing facilities. This should be 
considered as part of the calculation of intergreen times (see 6.5).

11.7.5.  At walk with traffic pedestrian facilities, the duration of periods 4‑6 inclusive (see 
Table 11‑1) should be safeguarded as the minimum. 

11.7.6.  Where the junction is included in a UTC scheme, no centrally‑controlled timing plan 
should be used unless the requirements in 11.7.4 and 11.7.5 for the pedestrian stages are fully 
met.

Table 11‑1 Sequences and timings for farside pedestrian facilities at signal‑controlled junctions

Period 
P

Farside 
pedestrian signal

Vehicle signal period duration (seconds)

1 Red Green Dependent upon cycle time.

2 Red Amber 3

3 Red Red Minimum to clear traffic in the junction.

4 Green (invitation to 
cross)

Red 6‑12, depending upon carriageway width 
and pedestrian density.

5 Black‑out 
(clearance)

Red 3‑15, may be extendable where 
on‑crossing detection is used
Where pedestrian countdown is used, this 
period is fixed and cannot be extended.

6 Red Red 1‑3

7 Red Red + Amber 2

Table 11‑2 Sequences and timings for nearside pedestrian facilities at signal‑controlled junctions

Period 
P

Nearside 
pedestrian signal

Vehicle signal period duration (seconds)

1 Red Green Dependent upon cycle time.

2 Red Amber 3

3 Red Red Minimum to clear traffic in the junction.

4 Green Red 4‑9

5 Red Red 1‑5

6 Red Red 0‑30 (pedestrian extendable period)

7 Red Red + Amber 2

11.8 Clearance period 
11.8.1.  The clearance period allows people to clear the crossing if they step off the kerb as the 
green symbol goes out. This should always be calculated to ensure there is sufficient crossing 
time whichever type of facility is provided.

11.8.2.  The following worked examples show calculations for clearance periods for both 
farside and nearside facilities, using a typical site with one lane in each direction 3.5 m wide. 
Two calculations are shown, for design walking speeds of 1.0 m/s and 1.2 m/s. Results should 
always be rounded up to the nearest whole number.
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11.9 Worked example: farside facilities
11.9.1.  The clearance period is given by the formula: 

P5 + P6 = L/s

Where L = lane width in metres and s = design walking speed. P5 and P6 are periods 5 and 6 
from Table 11‑1.

L = 3.5 x 2 = 7 m

For a design walking speed of 1.0 m/s: 

P5 + P6 = 7/1 = 7 s 

For a design walking speed of 1.2 m/s:

P5 + P6 = 7/1.2 = 5.8 s, rounded up to 6 s.

Note that where an extendable blackout is to be used, this result is the minimum length of the 
blackout period.

11.10 Worked example: nearside facilities
11.10.1.  For nearside signals, the clearance period may be calculated in two ways depending 
on whether the controller is configured to operate in a consecutive or concurrent mode. In 
consecutive mode, the variable extension P6 starts at the end of the minimum extension period 
P5. In concurrent mode, P6 starts at the same time as P5.

11.10.2.  For consecutive mode the clearance period is given by: 

P6 = (L/s + Pc) ‑ P5

Where L = the width of the carriageway in metres, s = design walking speed and Pc = 
pedestrian comfort factor, taken as 3 s. P5 is the fixed minimum extension period following 
immediately after the invitation to cross period (P4). The base setting for this is 3 s.

For a design walking speed of 1.0 m/s:

P6 = [(7/1.0 + 3] – 3 = 7 s

For a design walking speed of 1.2 m/s:

P6 = [(7/1.2) + 3] – 3 = 5.8 s (rounded to 6 s)

11.10.3.  Pc should be chosen to reflect the characteristics of the pedestrians using the 
crossing, for example if there are significant numbers of children or older people, and the width 
of the crossing. 3 s is a reasonable value, and may be fine‑tuned on site if necessary. 

11.10.4.  For concurrent mode the clearance period is given by:

P6 = (L/s) + Pc

For a design walking speed of 1.0 m/s:

P6 = (7/1.0) + 3 = 10 s

For a design walking speed of 1.2 m/s:

P6 = (7/1.2) + 3 = 5.8 + 3 = 8.8 s (rounded to 9 s)
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11.11 Kerbside and on‑crossing detection 
11.11.1.  Crossings may employ two forms of detection in addition to push buttons:

a) kerbside call/cancel detectors, which cancel pedestrian demands that are no longer 
required. They may also be used to adjust crossing timings to take account of pedestrian 
flows, and

b) on‑crossing detectors, which extend the all‑red time.

11.11.2.  Developed originally for Puffin crossings, both types of detection may now be used at 
all signal‑controlled facilities. Whether or not to do so will depend on local policies and on‑site 
circumstances. For example, on‑crossing detection cannot be used with pedestrian countdown 
as this requires a fixed blackout period. 

11.11.3.  Kerbside detection can improve the efficiency of a crossing by cancelling unwanted 
demands and allowing timings to be adjusted to take account of pedestrian flows. It may now 
be used on both farside and nearside facilities. At sites with high pedestrian demand, kerbside 
detection may be of limited value as demand is likely to be present for the majority of the time. 

11.11.4.  Kerbside detection may need adjusting where narrow footways mean passing 
pedestrians may trigger the detection unnecessarily.

11.11.5.  Where kerbside call/cancel detection is used, the delay time, after which the call is 
cancelled if the kerbside detector does not detect anyone waiting, should be set to a value 
between 2 s and 4 s depending on site conditions.

11.11.6.  On‑crossing detection should be properly installed, aligned and maintained in 
accordance with the manufacturer’s guidelines. This can be particularly relevant at nearside 
facilities, as pedestrians cannot see a demand unit once they are established on the crossing. 
At crossings over 4 m in width, two sets of parallel detectors will generally be required to ensure 
full coverage of the crossing.

11.11.7.  On‑crossing detection can be used with farside facilities, and can give similar benefits 
to nearside facilities as well as improving efficiency of operation. The exception is where 
pedestrian countdown is to be used, as on‑crossing detection is incompatible with this (see 
11.12).

11.11.8.  The clearance period can be extended by on‑crossing detection. A fault monitor 
algorithm in the controller checks for outputs from the on‑crossing detector during the 
pedestrian and vehicular traffic stage, to ensure it is operating correctly. The operation of the 
on‑crossing detector is checked between the end of one pedestrian clearance period to the 
start of the next. In normal operation, vehicles passing the detector would trigger operation. If 
nothing is detected, indicating a possible fault, the following pedestrian clearance period would 
be extended to a maximum pre‑set value stored in the controller. This process is repeated each 
cycle. 

11.12 Pedestrian countdown signals
11.12.1.  Pedestrian countdown signals are prescribed in diagram 4002.1A (S14‑2‑10, see 
Figure 11‑4). The diagram shows them in combination with the farside Toucan signal head but 
the cycle aspect is omitted when used at pedestrian‑only sites. Countdown signals indicate the 
amount of time remaining in which people can finish crossing the road. They are not prescribed 
to indicate any other part of the signal sequence. 
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11.12.2.  Countdown must only be used with either farside pedestrian or Toucan facilities. At 
pedestrian facilities it may be mounted to the left or right of the green symbol, but must not 
be mounted in any other position. At Toucan facilities it must be mounted on the opposite side 
of the green pedestrian symbol to the cycle symbol, with the signal head making an inverted 
‘T’ shape. The countdown unit is designed to retrofit to existing signal heads and to learn the 
existing timings. No timing changes are required to fit countdown, but it may be useful to review 
what is currently in use if countdown is being considered.

11.12.3.  If countdown is to be used, on‑crossing detection will not be possible as the blackout 
period must be fixed.

305 min
440 max

300

150
min

305 min
440 max

Figure 11‑4 Diagram 4002.1A (S14‑2‑10) Pedestrian countdown unit, shown in combination with the 
diagram 4003.5 (S14‑2‑19)

11.13 Tactile and audible signals
11.13.1.  S14‑1‑9 permits tactile and audible signals to be used in conjunction with the green 
pedestrian symbol, or invitation to cross period, to convey the same meaning. Both are intended 
primarily for the benefit of visually impaired people, but are also helpful to others. Tactile and 
audible signals are covered by relevant TOPAS specifications.

11.13.2.  Tactile signals should be provided at crossing facilities as a default. They can be used 
at times and in places where audible signals are not suitable, for example where an audible 
signal is switched off overnight, or cannot be used because the junction does not operate a full 
pedestrian stage. Designs are available that offer improved detection for people with loss of 
sensation in the fingers, and authorities should be aware of the different design options when 
specifying tactile signals. Advice on installing tactile signals is given in 11.2. 

11.13.3.  Audible signals are in the form of an intermittent tone. In residential areas, those living 
nearby may object to the noise levels of audible signals, particularly at night. The site should be 
checked after installation to see if any adjustments are needed. A time switch can be used to 
reduce the sound levels, or, if appropriate, switch them off overnight. 

11.13.4.  The standard audible signal can be heard at some distance and it can be hard to 
pinpoint its origin. For this reason, at junctions where the audible signal at one crossing could 
be heard and mistaken for that at another, audible signals should only be used where a full 
pedestrian stage is used. 

11.13.5.  Tactile and audible signals should always start at the same time as their associated 
green pedestrian signal, and should be activated only whilst this is illuminated. Tactile and 
audible signals should not be activated until all pedestrian phases within a full pedestrian stage 
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have started. They should never continue past the end of the first green pedestrian signal to 
finish. Invitation to cross periods may need adjusting to ensure those relying on tactile and 
audible signals are given sufficient time to establish themselves on the crossing.

11.13.6.  As part of the design process a risk assessment should be carried out to assess 
possible misinterpretation of the tactile and audible signals. The staging, phasing and layout 
may need adjusting to ensure safe and unambiguous operation.

11.14 No pedestrian facilities 
11.14.1.  Providing no signalised pedestrian facilities at all at a junction should be seen as 
the exception. A lack of formal facilities requires pedestrians to judge for themselves when to 
cross while traffic is held, which can be intimidating for those not familiar with the junction, and 
especially for visually impaired people and mobility impaired people. Generally, this is only 
acceptable where levels of pedestrian demand are very low and the width to be crossed is 
narrow. Examples of where it may be justified are at sites where there are no footways, at tunnel 
control sites or at bus gates, particularly where part of the site is not signal‑controlled.

11.14.2.  Without a pedestrian phase, most pedestrians will try to cross during the intergreen 
period and it is important to check that these have been correctly calculated. Extending the 
intergreen to give pedestrians more time is generally not recommended. It lacks the clarity 
provided by pedestrian signals, and can increase delays to vehicles and driver disobedience.

11.14.3.  Where demand is low and a more formal crossing is not justified, pedestrian refuges 
can be helpful by breaking up the crossing task into two parts. The refuge should be large 
enough to accommodate the expected number of people and to allow those with pushchairs or 
wheelchair users to wait safely. They may be an absolute minimum of 1.2 m wide, but to cater 
for wheelchair users they should be at least 1.5 m and preferably 2.0 m.

11.14.4.  Crossing studs to diagram 1055.1 (S14‑2‑55) can be used, whether refuges are 
installed or not, which may be helpful to visually impaired people but on their own they generally 
offer little help to pedestrians. Where used to provide an unsignalled facility, crossing studs must 
be placed within 10 m of their associated signal.

11.14.5.  Shared stop lines may create particular problems if no signalled pedestrian facility is 
provided, as pedestrians may assume that once the first lane has stopped all others sharing the 
same stop line will follow. In a similar way, where staging includes a right turn indicative arrow, 
and one arm of a previous two‑arm flow has stopped, pedestrians may cross in front of the 
approach still having a green signal assuming that both approaches will stop together. There 
may be added confusion if the right turn arrow only appears at peak times and a pedestrian may 
have previously crossed in the off‑peak. Where this type of staging is unavoidable, pedestrians 
should be provided with dedicated signals to reduce possible confusion. 

11.15 Full pedestrian stage 
11.15.1.  A full pedestrian stage, in which all pedestrian phases run at the same time while traffic 
is held on a red signal, is simple and easily understood and provides a good level of service 
for pedestrians. It may require a longer cycle time, and a pedestrian arriving after the end of 
the green pedestrian signal may have a long wait. Providing two pedestrian stages per cycle 
can ease this but this will have a greater effect on junction capacity. Figure 6‑2 shows a typical 
layout and staging arrangement.

11.15.2.  Normally, the facility should only be called by push button demand. This encourages 
pedestrians to use push button facilities and in the case of nearside signals, look towards 
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oncoming vehicles. The use of permanent demands may be considered where there is a large 
and continuous pedestrian demand, for example outside a station or in a busy high street. 
Permanent demands can be introduced by time‑of‑day, which may help where demand varies. 
Push buttons should be provided at all points where pedestrians may cross. Note that visually 
impaired people are generally taught to look for a push button on the right hand side – on 
one‑way streets push buttons may be required on both sides to accommodate this. 

11.15.3.  On wider approaches, refuges may be provided but should not be staggered. Nearside 
signals may help reduce any uncertainty for pedestrians following the green pedestrian phase.

11.15.4.  Diagonal crossings should only be used with a full pedestrian stage. They can be 
helpful if they enable people to follow a desire line, or relieve pressure on crowded junctions, 
but they may not be appropriate for some groups, particularly visually impaired people. 
Conventional orthogonal crossing places should always be provided with flush dropped kerbs, 
tactile paving and tactile and audible signals. Flush dropped kerbs, tactile paving, and audible 
and tactile signals should not be provided on the diagonal crossing part. If a lowered kerb is 
provided, there should be a minimum upstand (after possible re‑surfacing) of at least 25 mm. 
Crossing times should cater for the longest crossing distance, likely to be the diagonal. 

11.15.5.  The controller should be configured to ensure that, on termination of the pedestrian 
stage, the right of way would revert to a nominated stage in the absence of other demands. 
If there is no obvious default stage, this could be an all‑red so that the response to the next 
demand will be with minimum delay.

11.15.6.  When an early cut‑off stage is provided, the pedestrian stage should never 
immediately follow if a left turn filter is permitted to run on the side road at the same time as the 
early cut‑off stage (see 8.3.8). If stage skipping is used as part of an adaptive control system, 
the operation of this should consider the possible impacts on pedestrian facilities.

11.15.7.  If one approach of a junction is more difficult for pedestrians to cross than others, the 
pedestrian stage should generally follow the end of the vehicle stage on this approach.

11.16 ‘Walk with traffic’ pedestrian facility 
11.16.1.  Providing facilities that run at the same time as other vehicle movements can reduce 
pedestrian delay and ambiguity caused by long red pedestrian periods. It can also reduce 
the impact on junction capacity by making the junction operate more efficiently. This option 
may work well at larger, more complex junctions where there are limited possibilities for a full 
pedestrian stage. This is often referred to as a ‘walk with traffic’ facility.

11.16.2.  On one‑way roads, or where the straight‑ahead movement runs in a different stage 
to the turning movement, this can work well. On two‑way roads, it will require some turning 
movements to be banned to enable pedestrian and vehicle stages to run together, and therefore 
it will only be suitable in certain locations. Figure 11‑5 shows a typical layout and staging.

11.16.3.  Advance signs to diagram 612 or 613 may be needed to ensure drivers are informed 
of the restriction and to reduce the risk of them turning illegally – see Chapter 3. Regulatory box 
signs to diagram 606, 612 or 613 (as appropriate) should be provided within the signal head 
at the junction (see 5.2). 300 mm diameter versions of these signs for use in signal heads are 
prescribed in S14‑2‑42 & S14‑2‑43. Any banned movements will require a supporting TRO. 

11.16.4.  The risk of drivers ignoring the banned movement and therefore turning into the 
crossing while it is being used should be carefully considered as persistent problems will create 
an increased safety risk. This may be a particular issue as drivers become familiar with a new 
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layout that includes a banned movement previously permitted. Kerb radii may need to be 
adjusted to reduce this risk, by making it physically harder for drivers to make the turn.

11.16.5.  Where space permits, walk with traffic pedestrian facilities can be accommodated by 
designing appropriate splitter islands. The left and right turning movements from the side road 
pass either side of the island and pedestrians can cross safely from the island across the main 
road between the segregated flows when the side road traffic has the right of way.

11.16.6.  Where pedestrians are given a green signal at the same time as moving vehicles on 
other approaches, signal heads will need to be carefully positioned to ensure that drivers or 
pedestrians are not misled. Louvres on green farside pedestrian aspects may be considered 
to avoid potential ‘see through’ problems, but should never be used on red pedestrian signal 
aspects.
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Figure 11‑5 Walk with traffic pedestrian facility
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11.17 Staggered or two‑stage pedestrian facility 
11.17.1.  On wider approaches, pedestrian refuges can be used to enable the pedestrian 
movement to operate in two stages. This helps reduce cycle time by allowing the pedestrian 
movement to be better integrated with vehicle movements, thus reducing the amount of time 
pedestrians have to wait for a green signal. The disadvantage is that pedestrians have to cross 
in two movements and it may be difficult to locate the crossing on the desire line. Staggered 
facilities should be designed to meet the desire line as closely as possible. 

11.17.2.  The size of the refuge should cater for the expected numbers using the crossing and 
their routes. The type of user should also be considered – for example, people with mobility 
scooters may need extra space. There should be a minimum clear refuge width of 2 m, which 
will allow two wheelchair users to pass each other. At staggered refuges, a 3 m width allows for 
guardrailing to be installed and a clear waiting area of 2 m provided. Where guardrailing is not 
provided, it may be possible to reduce the width to 2.5 m. 

11.17.3.  A minimum of 3 m between crossing limits will generally allow space for pedestrians 
to wait and to pass each other between the crossings, and reduces the risk of ‘see‑through’. 
Where either or both crossings are on an angle this risk is reduced and the gap between 
crossings can be reduced. This may also apply where nearside facilities are used. Figure 11‑6 
shows an indicative layout and staging.

11.17.4.  In some places staggered crossings have been replaced with refuges wide enough to 
allow the two movements to operate in line, but in two stages. This relies on the refuge being 
wide enough so that pedestrians do not mistake the green signal on the second stage for that 
on the first. Nearside operation will reduce this risk but experience has shown that a refuge 
width of between 5 ‑ 7 m can work. Rather than providing a full stagger, offsetting the crossings 
slightly from each other, or placing one at a slightly different alignment to the other, may also 
help pedestrian understanding. The location of the crossings should meet the pedestrian desire 
lines as far as possible.

11.17.5.  Some advantages and disadvantages of right/left or left/right staggered crossings are 
set out in Table 11‑3.

Table 11‑3 Advantages and disadvantages of right/left or left/right staggered crossings

Stagger Advantages Disadvantages

Left / 
right

• Consistent with stand‑alone crossings.
• Encourages pedestrians to face oncoming 

vehicles.
• Pedestrians on the exit of a junction are 

nearer to the junction, improving intervisibility.

• Moves stop line and queue further from 
junction.

• May increase intergreens and therefore lost 
time if crossing points, on all approaches, are 
not the same.

• If a stop line were needed for the crossing on 
the exit it would be very close to the junction.

• Reduces available stacking space within the 
junction, where an internal stop line is used.

Right / 
left

• Brings the stop line nearer to the junction.
• Moves the exit crossing away from the “side 

road” and allows drivers of turning vehicles 
longer to assess possible dangers.

• Allows possible stop line for exit crossing to be 
a reasonable distance from junction.

• Not consistent with stand‑alone crossings.
• Pedestrians not encouraged to face oncoming 

vehicles whilst walking between crossings.
• May cause problems with intervisibility 

between “side road” and pedestrians, unless 
an internal stop line is used.

11.17.6.  If the two crossings are dividing two flows of vehicles travelling in the same direction,  
markings to diagram 1029 (S11‑4‑18, LOOK LEFT or LOOK RIGHT) should be provided. 
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Signs to diagram 963 (S11‑2‑40) and 810 (S11‑2‑2) may be considered, depending on site 
circumstances. Push button or demand units should always be provided on central islands. 

11.17.7.  In the layout shown in Figure 11‑6, two‑stage staggered facilities allow pedestrians to 
cross one half of the carriageway at the entry stop line when traffic on that approach is held on 
red (phases E and G). The other pedestrian phase may either run in the full pedestrian stage 
(phase I) or is controlled through separate signals and a parallel stage stream (phase K). The 
parallel stage stream requires separate signals to avoid the risk of traffic from the side road 
turning through the crossing. This can work well if the route follows a natural pedestrian desire 
line, and can be made demand dependent through the use of push‑buttons.

11.17.8.  This arrangement will need to consider the reservoir length and the observed speed 
of turning vehicles. The alignment of the vehicle signal heads should be checked to avoid 
possible problems with pedestrians seeing through the signals and misinterpreting them.
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11.18 Displaced pedestrian facility 
11.18.1.  A displaced facility can be used where there is little pedestrian demand at a junction 
but there is a need close to it, or perhaps where it is not practical to have the crossing on one 
arm of the junction (see Figure 11‑7). It may also have capacity advantages, which in turn will 
mean a shorter waiting time for pedestrians on the arm in question. The displaced facility should 
be as close as possible to the desire line, as if it is inconvenient for pedestrians it is less likely 
to be used. Displaced facilities should be no more than 50 m from the junction. The conditioning 
for the parallel stage stream controlling the pedestrian facility should be specified so that 
queuing traffic at the crossing does not block the junction. Louvres may be needed on the green 
traffic aspects on the approach to the crossing from the exit of the junction, to reduce the risk of 
see‑through issues for approaching drivers.
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12.1 General
12.1.1.  This section covers facilities for cyclists at traffic signal junctions, and should be read in 
conjunction with the Department’s latest advice on designing cycling infrastructure.

12.2 Signal timings for cyclists
12.2.1.  At junctions where no specific facilities for cyclists are provided, adjustments to signal 
timings for cyclists may nevertheless be beneficial, particularly at larger junctions, or where a 
junction arm has an uphill gradient. At all junctions where cyclists are present, timings should be 
validated on site to ensure the available clearance time for cyclists is correct.

12.2.2.  Cycle phases at junctions should have a minimum green duration of 7 s, but longer 
green times may be necessary where cycle flows are high. Intergreens for cyclists are 
calculated using the same theory as those for general traffic (see 6.6), but the different 
parameters of acceleration and speed that apply to cyclists mean that these intergreens may be 
a few seconds longer. Cyclists’ speeds and their ability to move off are also greatly affected by 
gradients. Extensions can be demand dependent and triggered by detection where necessary.

12.2.3.  Design parameters for cycles at traffic signals are shown in Table 12‑1. These have 
been used to calculate the intergreen times in Table 12‑2, taking into account cyclists’ slower 
speed.

Table 12‑1 Design parameters for cyclists

Parameter Value Notes

Acceleration 0.5 m/s2 < 3% uphill gradient

0.4 m/s2 ≥ 3% uphill gradient

Design speed 20 kph < 3% uphill gradient

15 kph ≥ 3% uphill gradient

Length of cycle 2.8 m This length encompasses a wide range of different cycle 
types, thus ensuring the facility is accessible to all.

12.2.4.  The minimum duration of a cycle stage (green period plus clearance time) should be 
sufficient to enable a cyclist to clear the junction when setting off from rest.

12.2.5.  Cyclists crossing the stop line in the final second of the phase losing right of way may 
be travelling more slowly than motor traffic and have the potential to conflict with traffic starting 
to move in the phase gaining right of way.

12.2.6.  For signal crossings the distance to the conflict point should be measured to the far 
side of the crossing. 
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Table 12‑2 Calculation of intergreen timings to accommodate cyclists

Difference in distance to conflict point from closing Uphill gradient of Flat, downhill or uphill 
cycle phase and opening traffic phase (AB minus BC on 3% or more gradient of less than 3%
Figure 12‑1)

1‑3 5 5

4 6 5

5‑9 6 6

10‑14 8 7

15 8 8

16‑18 9 8

19‑21 10 9

22‑23 11 9

24‑27 11 10

28‑33 13 11

34‑36 14 12

12.2.7.  Figure 12‑1 shows the difference in distance to the conflict point (B) from the phase 
losing right of way (A), and the traffic phase gaining right of way (C).

A B

C

Figure 12‑1 Diagram illustrating distances to potential conflict point

12.3 Detection for cyclists
12.3.1.  Well  positioned detector equipment with suitable sensitivity settings will enable cyclists 
to be detected at most signal  controlled junctions. 

12.3.2.  Detection for cyclists needs careful consideration. Above  ground infra‑red or radar 
detectors may be easier to configure for cyclists than loop detectors, which need accurate 
positioning and calibrating to ensure they reliably detect cycle traffic. Loops for general traffic 
may not pick up cyclists, who tend to ride across the extremity of the loop, and where a large 
cycle flow is expected the position of the loop in the lane relative to the path of the cycle traffic 
should be considered. Similar considerations will be needed for loop detectors within cycle 
lanes and Advanced Stop Lines (ASLs).
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12.4 Signal heads for cyclists
12.4.1.  The Regulations prescribe two types of signal heads to control traffic consisting solely 
of pedal cycles. Those to diagram 3000.2 have 200 mm diameter aspects, with the amber and 
green aspects being cycle symbols (see Figure 12‑2). They may incorporate either a full red 
aspect or a red cycle symbol aspect. Where compliance with the red signal is an issue, the red 
cycle aspect may help reinforce the message to cyclists. It also allows other traffic to recognise 
the phase as applying only to cycles. Signals to diagram 3000.2 must be ES compliant to BS 
EN 12368:2015.

350 min
450 max

200

4000
max

2100
min

305 min
360 max

305 min
360 max

Figure 12‑2 Diagram 3000.2 (S14‑2‑3), alternative types

12.4.2.  Low level cycle signals (LLCS) are prescribed in diagram 3000.2A (see Figure 12‑3), 
in two different variations, both with 100 mm diameter aspects. The signal heads must be ES 
compliant to BS EN 12368:2015, with the relevant performance requirements set out in S14‑1‑3. 
These differ from those specified for full‑size signal heads.

12.4.3.  The Regulations allow considerable flexibility in how LLCS are used: 

a) on their own to signal segregated cycle movements, 
b) as repeater signals mounted on the same post as traffic signals to diagram 3000 (S14‑2‑1), 
c) as repeater signals mounted on the same post as full size cycle signals to diagram 3000.2 

(S14‑2‑3), or
d) as an early release function mounted on the same post as full‑size signals to diagram 3000 

(S14‑2‑3).

12.4.4.  Unlike standard signals to diagram 3000, the minimum requirement is for one cycle 
signal per approach. This may be full size to diagram 3000.2, or low level to diagram 3000.2A, 
but low level is likely to be more visible in the cyclist’s eye‑line. Signalling arrangements should 
be designed according to the site specific requirements, with full size and/or low level signals 
specified as appropriate.
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12.4.5.  Diagrams 612 and 613 (S14‑2‑43) and diagram 606 (S14‑2‑42) may all be varied to 
between 95 and 110 mm in diameter for use as regulatory box signs with LLCS. Where used, 
the restriction should apply to all traffic, including cycles. If the movement is “except cycles” the 
signals to diagram 3000 (S14‑2‑1) should have standard box signs with exception plates. This is 
not required for the associated LLCS as the movement is permitted to cyclists.

12.4.6.  Where the use of LLCS is proposed, any existing signal equipment will need to be 
checked to ensure it is using Extra Low Voltage (ELV) and that the signal aspects are LEDs. 
Older installations may require equipment upgrades to enable the installation of LLCS.

110 min
160 max

2000
max

110 min
160 max

110 min
160 max

  90 min
110 max

1200
min

Figure 12‑3 Diagram 3000.2A (S14‑2‑4): alternative types
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2100
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Figure 12‑4 Diagram 3000 (S14‑2‑1) shown in combination with low‑level cycle signals and an 
optional regulatory box sign

12.4.7.  When mounted on the same post as standard vehicle signals (see Figure 12‑4), LLCS 
may operate with the same timings, providing a reminder to cyclists in their eyeline of what the 
signal condition is. This gives no priority in time to cyclists but when used with an ASL provides 
more information at the point at which they are making decisions, which can be helpful.

12.4.8.  LLCS used to provide an early release are programmed to turn green a few seconds 
before the main traffic phase. This enables cyclists to establish themselves within the junction 
ahead of the release of general traffic, in order to reduce the risk of potential conflicts between 
cyclists and turning traffic. LLCS are generally used with an ASL, allowing cyclists to position 
themselves in front of the traffic queue and gain maximum advantage. 

12.4.9.  The early release phase should be long enough to allow cyclists to travel beyond the 
left turn conflict point before other vehicles reach that point. Experience so far suggests an early 
start phase of 4 s gives cyclists good priority without unduly delaying traffic. Designers may start 
with this as a default value, but should confirm this is suitable through on‑site observations once 
installed, and adjust if necessary. An early start phase of less than 3 s is not recommended. 

12.5 Signal‑controlled junction layouts
12.5.1.  Introducing more complex layouts or methods of control to accommodate cycling may 
increase overall delays, particularly during off‑peak periods, compared to give way junctions and 
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roundabouts. The needs of all users, including pedestrians, will need to be considered when 
making any such changes.

12.5.2.  There is a range of facilities available to cater for cyclists at traffic signals, discussed 
below. Note that some may require traffic signs authorisation from the appropriate national 
authority. 

12.6 Cycle bypasses
12.6.1.  Cycle lanes that bypass the main signals can reduce delays. This arrangement is used 
to allow cyclists to turn left, or to continue straight ahead across the head of a T‑junction. A 
dedicated left  turn cycle lane using a separate phase or green signal will enable cyclists to clear 
the junction ahead of other traffic. Short bypasses with their own signal head can cater for other 
movements, for example to enable cyclists to continue straight ahead where other traffic has to 
turn left. If it is appropriate, the bypass can be left unsignalled, using give way markings instead. 
Any such proposals need careful design, as it is essential that the needs of pedestrians, and 
particularly disabled people, are taken into account. 

12.6.2.  If there is insufficient room in the carriageway for a bypass, it can be created by 
converting part of the footway to a cycle track using powers under the Highways Act 1980. For 
example, cyclists going straight ahead may use the track to bypass the signals at a T‑ junction. 
Cyclists may be returned to the carriageway by placing the end of the cycle track on a build out 
and parallel to the main flow. Such an arrangement minimises the potential for conflict when 
cyclists rejoin the carriageway, and should allow them to do so without stopping.

12.7 Dedicated cycle phase for cycle‑only movements
12.7.1.  Where a cycle track or cycle‑only on‑road provision, such as a contraflow lane, enters 
a signal‑controlled junction, cyclists can be provided with a dedicated phase. The signal aspect 
to diagram 3000.2 (S14‑2‑3, Figure 12‑2) or 3000.2A (S14‑2‑4, Figure 12‑3) can be used, or a 
combination of both. 

12.7.2.  The Regulations require a minimum of one primary signal head to diagram 3000.2 or 
3000.2A. LLCS are unsuitable for use as a secondary signal in these circumstances as they are 
too small to be seen effectively. A secondary signal could be provided by using a full size signal 
to diagram 3000.2, either mounted on the same post as the primary LLCS, or on the far side of 
the junction. They must be placed with an associated stop line to diagram 1001. The 200 mm 
variant is likely to be suitable in most circumstances.

12.7.3.  Markings to diagram 1055.3 (S14‑2‑57, Figure 12‑5) may be used to mark a cycle route 
through a signalled junction. The markings must be between 250 mm and 400 mm square. 
Where the marking size is varied, the space between two markings in a line must be varied 
similarly to maintain proportionality.

12.7.4.  Diagram 1055.3 also allows for the markings to be placed up to 5 m apart. They may be 
used to indicate either a one‑way or two‑way route. Note that this marking is not prescribed for 
use at uncontrolled or priority junctions.

12.7.5.  The cycle symbol to diagram 1057 (S11‑4‑28) may be placed within the markings at 
appropriate intervals.
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Figure 12‑5 Diagram 1055.3 (S14‑2‑57)

12.7.6.  A push  button unit for cyclists to diagram 4003.6 may be provided, to call the cycle 
phase if required. Care should be taken to ensure push buttons can be reached by cyclists who 
cannot dismount, including from a recumbent position.

12.8 Toucan facilities
12.8.1.  Toucan facilities can be provided at signal junctions, either in a walk with traffic 
configuration, or as a full toucan stage. However, to accommodate this it is necessary to provide 
shared use facilities around the junction and therefore it is unlikely such an arrangement would 
be suitable where pedestrian and cyclist flows are high. If a full toucan stage, with associated 
shared use, is being considered it is essential that local accessibility groups are involved at an 
early stage. Any shared use areas should be indicated with tactile paving to the recommended 
layouts and colours set out in ‘Guidance on the Use of Tactile Paving Surfaces’.

12.8.2.  Toucan facilities may use nearside signals to diagram 4003.7 (S14‑2‑21, Figure 20‑1), 
or farside aspects to diagram 4003.5 (S14‑2‑19) with a push button to diagram 4003.6 (see 
Figure 12‑6) or 4003.8 (S14‑2‑12, Figure 11‑3) Farside and nearside signals must not be 
combined in the same installation. Nearside signal aspects can be obscured by those waiting, 
and supplementary signals to diagram 4003.7A (S14‑2‑22, Figure 20‑2) may be useful at busy 
sites. These should be mounted with a minimum of 1700 mm clearance to the underside of the 
unit.

12.8.3.  Staggered or split crossings are not generally recommended for cyclists as they 
can cause delay to people crossing and give rise to potential conflict between cyclists and 
pedestrians, but in some locations they may be the only practicable design solution. Refuges at 
staggered crossings should be able to accommodate a design cycle 1.2 m wide by 2.8 m long.
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Figure 12‑6 Diagram 4003.5 (S14‑2‑19) and Diagram 4003.6 (S14‑2‑20)

12.9 Signal‑controlled cycle facility
12.9.1.  A signal‑controlled cycle facility may be provided where a cycle track is connected 
across a road or an arm of a junction. The crossing may be for cyclists only, but can be provided 
adjacent to a pedestrian crossing facility which may be useful where separate but parallel routes 
exist with relatively high cycle and pedestrian flow. The pedestrian and cycle crossings do not 
have to operate with the same signal timings. 

12.9.2.  The pedestrian crossing is signalled in the usual way, and the cycle facility is indicated 
using signals to diagrams 3000.2 (see Figure 12‑2) or 3000.2A (see Figure 12‑3) and markings 
to diagram 1055.3 (see Figure 12‑5). Cyclists generally travel faster than pedestrians and the 
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cycle crossing should preferably operate as a single stage, without the need for cyclists to wait 
on refuges in the middle of the carriageway. This can be achieved by setting the cycle crossing 
outside any pedestrian crossing refuges (see Figure 12‑7). On two‑stage crossings a straight or 
angled alignment at the refuge should be provided for cyclists even if the pedestrian crossing is 
staggered.

12.9.3.  The footway and cycle track on the approach to the crossing should be paved in 
contrasting materials and preferably at different levels, separated by a kerb.

12.9.4.  When provided as part of a junction, or as a stand‑alone facility, a signal‑controlled 
cycle facility must not be marked with a controlled area indicated by zig‑zag markings to 
diagram 1001.3.

12.9.5.  However, a stand‑alone pedestrian crossing (Puffin or Pedex) provided alongside a 
signal‑controlled cycle facility will require a controlled area in the usual way. Sufficient space 
will need to be provided between the crossing and the cycle facility to accommodate this, noting 
the flexibility in the number of zig‑zag marks that may be provided.  Where this is not possible, 
the national authority may consider authorising a controlled area to be placed in a layout that 
encompasses both facilities.
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Diagram
3000 Diagram

1001

Diagram
1057

Diagram
1055.3

Diagram
1055.1

Diagram
1001

Diagram
1001

Diagram
1055.1

Diagram
3000.2

or
3000.2A

Red blister
tactile paving

Tramline
tactile paving

Figure 12‑7 Signalised separate pedestrian and cyclist facility at a junction

12.10 ‘Hold the left turn’
12.10.1.  In this arrangement, a near side cycle track is given a dedicated green signal while 
conflicting general traffic turning across the cycle track – typically the left turn but also any 
opposing right turn – is held on a red signal. The turning motor traffic only receives a green 
signal when cyclists are held on a red signal. This removes potential for ‘left and right hook’ 
conflicts between cyclists and motor traffic. The layout is shown in Figure 12‑8.

12.10.2.  Depending on the geometry of the original site, this design may require additional space 
for splitter islands between the various movements and to mount the required signal heads and 
so may be difficult to fit into some locations. It also makes the method of control more complex, 
which may reduce junction capacity, although this can be mitigated by banning some turns.
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12.10.3.  If a right turn for cyclists is permitted at the junction, a two‑stage right turn facility 
as described below should normally be provided, to avoid having to run the separate cycle 
approach in its own stage.

Left held while
cycle traffic is

on green

Cycles run
straight ahead
with general

traffic

Two stage
straight across

pedestrian crossing

Early
Start

Early
Start

1 2 3 4

Secondary cycle signal to green at the same time as the low-level cycle signal for early release for cyclists waiting
behind the stop line; the green cycle aspect must then terminate once the associated traffic phase gains right of way.
Secondary cycle signal must always be far-sighted even if motor traffic secondary signal is near-sighted.

*

*

Figure 12‑8 Diagram showing indicative layout and staging for a ‘hold the left turn’ arrangement at a 
signal junction
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12.11 Two‑stage right turns
12.11.1.  The two stage turn arrangement enables cyclists to turn right without having to move 
to the centre of the carriageway. It can be of benefit on a multi‑lane approach where the speed 
and volume of motor traffic makes a conventional right turn manoeuvre difficult for cyclists, even 
with an advanced stop line. The layout is shown in Figure 12‑9.

High level secondary signal
with 4th aspect for early
cycle release

Diag 1057 & 1059 at centre
of near side approach lane 
including cycle lane

Sign located on junction
approaches and based on
the map-type sign to diag 2601.2

Secondary signal to green at the
same time as the low-level cycle
signal for early release for cyclists
waiting behind the stop line, the
green cycle aspect must then
terminate once the associated
traffic phase gains right of way

General traffic signals
plus low level signal
with early cycle release

Waiting area for right
turning cycles

1 2 3 4

Figure 12‑9 Diagram showing indicative layout and staging for a two‑stage right turn arrangement 
at a signal junction
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12.11.2.  Provision is made for cyclists to pull in to an area of the carriageway in advance of 
the stop line and pedestrian crossing (where present) on their left, and to wait there until that 
junction approach has a green signal. At that point, cyclists make a straight across movement to 
complete their right turn. The waiting area is indicated by cycle symbols to diagram 1057 and a 
right turn arrow to diagram 1059. 

12.11.3.  The length of intergreen periods should take into account cyclists moving off to 
complete their turn. The size of the area provided for cyclists to wait to complete the turn should 
be capable of accommodating a design cycle 1.2 m long by 2.8 m wide and the total number of 
cyclists that are expected to make the turn at peak times.

12.11.4.  Two traffic signs to support a two‑stage turn layout have been designed. One informs 
cyclists to make a right turn in two stages. If the right turn is otherwise banned to cyclists (i.e. 
they must not turn in the conventional manner) an ‘except in two stages’ box sign may be placed 
on traffic signals to accompany a sign to diagram 613. These signs require authorisation and 
designers wishing to use them should contact the relevant national authority in sufficient time to 
ensure this is obtained before the scheme is installed.

12.11.5.  Cyclists waiting to complete the right turn in advance of the stop line have to be able 
to see a secondary signal on the far side of the junction in order to know when it is safe to 
proceed. This may include a cycle priority signal to diagram 3001.4 to give an early release to 
cycle traffic waiting to complete the turn, thus reducing conflict from left turning motor traffic.

12.11.6.  Two stage turn arrangements are usually provided with hold the left layouts and can 
also be used to enable cyclists to turn right and left from two‑way tracks.

12.12 Cycle gates
12.12.1.  A cycle gate provides a reservoir area with separately controlled entry points for 
cyclists and motor traffic. Cyclists and motor vehicles are held in the reservoir at a second set of 
signals, at different stages in the signal cycle.

12.12.2.  Unlike an advanced stop line, the controlled access to the reservoir means that cyclists 
do not have to travel through the junction at the same time as motor vehicles. It also eliminates 
the conflict that can occur when cyclists reach an ASL just as the signals change to green. They 
can provide time and space to move away from a junction ahead of motorised vehicles. 

12.12.3.  Cycle gates require a substantial amount of space in terms of road width and depth 
of reservoir. Although they may help at sites where there is a large amount of left turning motor 
traffic, they can be confusing if the design or operation leads cyclists to assume the first green 
light gives permission to proceed into the junction itself, instead of to the second stop line. 

12.12.4.  The reservoir should not be marked in such a way as to make it appear like an ASL – 
for example, it should not have coloured surfacing or be marked with cycle symbols. To avoid 
potential problems with see‑through, the recommended minimum separation between the 
two general traffic stop lines is 18 m (see Figure 12‑10). This ensures signals can be clearly 
associated with each stop line.
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Cyclist Stop Line

Low level cycle signal
(LLCS)

High Level Traffic signal
with LLCS as repeater
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Low level cycle signal
head to diagram 3000.2A

Secondary signal head
for general traffic

Primary signal head
or general traffic

Figure 12‑10 Diagram showing indicative layout of cycle gate road markings and position of 
signal heads 

12.12.5.  The operational sequence is shown in Figure 12‑11 and is such that:

a) The reservoir is clear when the cycle signals go green so that cyclists can move to the front 
of the area, and

b) The signals controlling the exit from the reservoir go green in advance of those on the 
general traffic entry, to give cyclists in the reservoir a head start. LLCS can be used at this 
stop line to give an additional early release.
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Stage 1 - cyclists enter reservoir Stage 2 - cyclists (and any trapped
vehicles) enter junction from reservoir

Stage 3 - general traffic enters reservoir
and all vehicles continue to enter junction
from reservoir

Stage 4 - traffic clears reservoir

Figure 12‑11 Diagram showing operational sequence for a cycle gate facility

12.13 Priority using green cycle aspects 
12.13.1.  The green cycle aspect prescribed in diagram 3001.4 (S14‑3‑8, see Figure 12‑12) 
can be used, either together with LLCS or as an alternative, to provide priority through an 
early release for cyclists. This works in a similar way to a green arrow filter, giving cyclists a 
few seconds head start before the main traffic flow. The aspect can be mounted below the full 
green, to the left or to the right.

Figure 12‑12 Diagram 3001.4: green cycle aspect as an additional aspect to vehicle signals 
to diagram 3000
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12.13.2.  The 4‑in‑line arrangement is generally used, as placing the aspect to the left or right 
may result in cyclists assuming they can only move in those directions. Green aspects should 
be combined with an ASL to allow cyclists to position themselves in front of traffic to gain 
maximum benefit from the priority stage. 

12.13.3.   Unlike LLCS, the green cycle aspect has no red or amber phase associated with it, 
hence users’ reaction times will be longer and the length of the early release phase will need to 
be adjusted accordingly. Typically an extra 2 s are required where cycle filters are used instead 
of LLCS. Timings should be confirmed as suitable through on‑site observations once installed, 
and adjusted if necessary.

12.14 Advanced stop lines (ASLs) for cyclists
12.14.1.   Figure 12‑13, Figure 12‑14 and Figure 12‑15 show typical layouts for an ASL for 
cyclists at signalled junctions. They may be used at standalone crossings but are not permitted 
at level crossings. See 3.1.2 for advice on placing ASLs in relation to other markings such as 
crossing studs to diagram 1055.1 (S14‑2‑55).

12.14.2.   Three types of ASL are prescribed, in diagrams 1001.2 (S14‑2‑48, see Figure 12‑13), 
1001.2A (S14‑2‑50, see Figure 12‑14) and 1001.2B (S14‑2‑49, see Figure 12‑15). Diagram 
1001.2 incorporates an advisory or mandatory cycle lane, preferably a minimum of 1.5 m wide, 
provided to enable cyclists to enter the reservoir. The mandatory lane must be indicated by the 
marking to diagram 1049B (S9‑6‑7, see Figure 12‑16). Where the lane operates only at certain 
times, the sign to diagram 959.1 (S9‑4‑9, see Figure 12‑17) is required to indicate the hours of 
operation. This type of approach lane can be used only on the near side of the carriageway. 

12.14.3.  Diagram 1001.2A (S14‑2‑50) replaces the mandatory or advisory lane with a diagonal 
“gate” marking. Diagram 1001.2B (S14‑2‑49) has neither approach lane nor gate, but consists 
of two stop lines placed parallel to each other. 

Cycle laneCycle lane
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Figure 12‑13 Diagram 1001.2 (S14‑2‑48): ASL with near side or central approach lane
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 Figure 12‑16 Diagram 1049B (S9‑6‑7): Figure 12‑17 Diagram 959.1 (S9‑4‑9):  
 boundary of a designated lane, used to upright sign used to indicate a mandatory cycle 
 indicate a mandatory cycle lane lane, with hours of operation where the lane does 
  not operate at all times

12.14.4.  Vehicles other than pedal cycles must stop at the first Stop line when signalled to do 
so. Cyclists may cross the first Stop line at any point, whether or not an approach lane or gate is 
provided, but must stop at the second. ASLs to diagram 1001.2B may not be accessible to all, 
for example, 3 and 4 wheeled cycles and child cyclists may not be willing or able to overtake, 
especially when vehicles are already queuing.

12.14.5.  The two Stop lines must be between 4 and 7.5 m apart; the area between them across 
the full width of the approach is available for cyclists to wait at the red light. This area, and the 
cycle approach lane if used, may be highlighted using coloured surfacing. The Stop lines should 
be 200 mm or 300 mm wide. The longitudinal boundary line should be the same width as the 
centre line of the road – this line may be omitted where it is adjacent to a kerb, for example in a 
one‑way street or where there is a central traffic island.

12.14.6.  A central cycle approach lane bounded by a line to diagram 1049B is not a prescribed 
variant of diagram 1001.2. S11‑4 permits an advisory cycle lane on the approach to an 
advanced stop line to be indicated by the cycle symbol to diagram 1057 (S11‑4‑28) without an 
upright sign, although a sign to diagram 967 (S11‑2‑44) could be used for a near side lane, 
especially if this has a long approach. Where a central advisory cycle approach lane is provided 
an upright sign is not used, but the marking to diagram 1057 should be provided within the lane. 
A central lane might be appropriate where there are significant numbers of left turning motor 
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vehicles with cyclists going ahead or right, but they are generally unattractive to less confident 
cyclists. Where provided they should be at least 2.0 m wide.

12.15 Cycle safety mirrors
12.15.1.  S14‑1‑27 prescribes a cycle safety mirror for use with traffic signals. This is a circular 
convex mirror measuring between 300 and 500 mm in diameter, used to alert drivers of large 
vehicles to the presence of cyclists entering their blind spot at signal junctions. This will most 
commonly occur on the near side.

12.15.2.  The mirror may only be placed in combination with light signals to diagram 3000; in 
practice this will involve co‑locating a mirror on the same signal post either immediately below, 
or to the side of, the signal head. 

12.15.3.  A risk assessment should be made if their use is being considered. They are likely to 
be of most assistance at junctions with both ahead and left turn movements, and where there 
are high cyclist and HGV flows. 

12.15.4.  To achieve the optimum position, and reduce the risk of tampering and vandalism, 
mirrors will usually be mounted on the near side primary signal pole, with 2.4 to 2.5 m clearance 
to the footway.
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13 SITE ASSESSMENT

13.1 General
13.1.1.  This section sets out suggested criteria for use when assessing the provision of 
stand‑alone crossings. “Stand‑alone” means that vehicular traffic stops solely for those wishing 
to cross the carriageway, and where the crossing is not part of a signalised junction. 

13.1.2.  The criteria can be applied to all crossings and are recommended to all those involved 
in designing and implementing crossings. Although aimed at new crossings, they may be useful 
when considering replacement of an existing crossing with a different type.

13.1.3.  The general references to pedestrians in this section can be read to include equestrians 
and cyclists, but it should be remembered that only pedestrians may use Zebra or Puffin 
crossings, or stand‑alone signal‑controlled pedestrian facilities (referred to as Pedex crossings 
within this Chapter). 

13.1.4.  The three main objectives of any crossing should be safety, convenience and 
accessibility. A crossing that does not improve on all three to some degree is unlikely to be 
satisfactory, and consideration of these criteria will form an important part of the assessment 
process.

13.1.5.  All three objectives overlap and impact on each other – a crossing that provides 
dropped kerbs and tactile paving improves its accessibility, which in turn can make it more 
convenient. Similarly, a crossing that feels unsafe, despite a good safety record in practice, 
will not be used and may put vulnerable users off, which will impact on the accessibility and 
convenience. 

13.1.6.  Pedestrians are free to cross the road where they like and, where there are sufficient 
gaps in traffic and speed is reasonably low, many people are able to cross without needing a 
specific crossing point. However, as vehicle flow and speed increase pedestrians, particularly 
more vulnerable people, may find it harder to establish themselves on the carriageway and are 
likely to need a dedicated facility in order to feel secure enough to cross. Crossings are also 
an important part of the street‑scene, and well‑connected networks are likely to have a positive 
impact on the street’s ‘place’ function as well as on levels of walking and cycling. 

13.1.7.  There are three main types of crossing facility:

a) Uncontrolled or informal crossings; for example a pedestrian refuge or dropped kerb,
b) Zebra and Parallel crossings; which give pedestrians and cyclists (as appropriate) a right of 

way over vehicles when on the crossing, and at which drivers must give way, and
c) Signal‑controlled crossings; which require drivers to stop at red lights, and which give users 

a push button to register the demand for a green signal. 

13.1.8.  Each type of crossing facility has advantages and disadvantages. The type chosen 
should be appropriate to the circumstances of the site and road users’ needs. 

13.1.9.  The provision of crossings should be targeted at groups who experience most difficulty, 
but the provision of a crossing alone will not necessarily lead to an improvement in safety. Any 
crossing has to be seen within the wider context of the street in which it sits. 

13.1.10.  A site assessment should be carried out by an experienced practitioner, taking into 
account criteria such as geometry, layout, pedestrian and traffic flows, costs and accident data. 
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An assessment will enable the designer to make an informed decision about whether a crossing 
is needed and if so, what type it should be. Records of decisions and the reasoning behind them 
should be kept for future reference. Decisions can be challenged, and records can help explain 
decisions made some years ago, since when those involved may have moved on. 

13.1.11.  While parts of the assessment may be carried out through a desktop study, site visits 
will provide more information about the site and any constraints, in particular pedestrian and 
traffic behaviour. The site should be visited at night if possible, to check if the street lighting is 
adequate.

13.1.12.  A site assessment may consist of:

a) a site survey, 
b) a pedestrian survey, 
c) a traffic survey, and 
d) other relevant factors including crossing difficulty, crossing times and speeds, and road 

accident data.

13.2 Site Survey
13.2.1.  A site survey should include the proposed site and a length of road approximately 50 m 
either side. It may include the following:

a) A site plan to an appropriate scale showing the site layout and its major features. 
Photographs and on‑line mapping tools may also provide useful information,

b) Carriageway width and number of lanes in each direction,
c) Effective footway width,
d) Features that could obscure visibility, or cause obstructions, particularly for mobility or 

visually impaired people. These may include trees, street furniture and lamp columns,
e) Existing traffic management measures such as waiting and loading restrictions and positions 

of bus stops,
f) Nearby facilities or buildings likely to generate significant pedestrian and vehicle movements 

for example schools, shops, bus stops, rail stations, hospitals, seaside facilities, day‑care 
centres or sheltered housing, 

g) Details of the driver’s view at various points on the approach and of the pedestrian’s view of 
approaching traffic at the crossing point, and

h) For Toucan and equestrian crossings, information about the relevant route (bridleway or 
cycle route) to establish if a crossing is required. Additionally, information about road layout 
to establish if the waiting area can be accommodated.

13.2.2.  In the case of roads not yet built, or where future development is likely, some 
information may have to be based on estimates and where this is the case it should be noted.

13.3 Pedestrian survey
13.3.1.  A pedestrian survey should record both numbers and type. The numbers of people with 
characteristics that may make it more difficult for them to cross should be recorded, as these 
groups are particularly significant when assessing the difficulty of crossing at a site. These may 
include:

a) Visually impaired people,
b) Mobility impaired people,
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c) Children, 
d) Older people, and
e) People with pushchairs.

13.3.2.  A low number of people crossing the road, particularly vulnerable road users, may not 
indicate low demand. The low numbers may be due to latent demand as people experience 
difficulty in crossing. Where a Parallel or Toucan crossing is being considered the number of 
cyclists should be recorded separately.

13.3.3.  The type of surroundings will determine the profile of pedestrian movements and the 
most representative day of the week to carry out a count – for example, taking account of school 
start and finish times. The time of year may also have an impact. For example, coastal towns 
may experience large seasonal differences in pedestrian flows.

13.3.4.  The length of a count will vary from site to site but should be chosen to be long enough 
to enable the peak periods to be identified.

13.4 Traffic survey
13.4.1.  The numbers and type of vehicle flows should be surveyed, particularly during peak 
periods. A classified count may be useful to give an accurate breakdown of the proportion of 
particular classes of vehicles, such as cyclists, HGVs and passenger service vehicles. 

13.4.2.  Where proposals for crossings form part of a wider public realm scheme, some 
assumptions will need to be made and recorded about the impact of the scheme on traffic 
speeds and flows. 

13.4.3.  Vehicle speeds should be recorded at peak and off‑peak periods. The measured speed 
of vehicles in each direction, taken roughly 50 m before the crossing site, should be recorded 
and the highest 85th percentile speed used in the assessment. The speed limit should also be 
noted.

13.5 Crossing difficulty 
13.5.1.  Crossing difficulty may be assessed by considering the number of gaps in the traffic 
flow which are acceptable to pedestrians, and the delay to pedestrians caused by having to wait 
for an acceptable gap. 

13.5.2.  An acceptable gap from kerb to kerb, or kerb to refuge, varies from person to person. 
A gap of 4 ‑ 6 s may be acceptable at normal urban traffic speeds, and shorter gaps where 
traffic is slower. Other groups may require larger gaps, of 10 ‑ 12 s or longer. The waiting times 
for various gap durations should be established for all types of users, particularly vulnerable 
groups. 

13.6 Average crossing time and speed
13.6.1.  Measuring the average crossing speed for pedestrians may reveal whether there is a 
large number of people who may be slower, and therefore need extra time to cross. Where a 
signal‑controlled crossing is installed, the timings may need adjusting based on these crossing 
speeds. 

13.7 Road accidents
13.7.1.  Existing accident records for the proposed location, including a length of road either 
side, should be investigated to identify any patterns. If a crossing is being considered because 
of a high number of accidents a separate investigation may help to establish the cause and 
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identify any other remedial measures that may be necessary. It may be that other measures are 
needed, such as traffic calming or improved visibility, either instead of or in conjunction with a 
formal crossing.
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14.1 General
14.1.1.  The results of the site assessment will enable the different options to be assessed to 
determine which crossing type is most suitable. The final decision as to whether and what type 
of crossing to install will depend on a combination of factors including the number of accidents, 
delays, local representations, local interest groups, cost and relative priority with other sites.

14.1.2.  A formal cost benefit methodology is not appropriate for the assessment of individual 
crossings. The costs of delays to road users are generally not reduced by the introduction of 
a pedestrian crossing. It should not be assumed that provision of a crossing will necessarily 
lead to a reduction in road accidents. The effect of delays on vehicles should be considered 
but should not normally overrule the provision of a crossing where there is a clear difficulty for 
pedestrians.

14.1.3.  The following factors are most likely to have a bearing on the choice of pedestrian 
crossing type:

a) difficulty in crossing,
b) vehicle delays during peak periods,
c) carriageway capacity,
d) local representations,
e) cost (including maintenance), and
f) vehicle speeds.

14.1.4.  Difficulty in crossing is related to the average time that a person normally has to wait at 
the site for an acceptable gap before crossing (see 13.5).

14.1.5.  Vehicle delay is assessed by estimating the number of stops each minute and the 
average duration of each stop which the crossing flow levels would produce for each of the 
options. For example, if a Zebra or Parallel crossing is installed and crossing flows are very high 
the number of stops and their duration will be far higher than with a signalled crossing.

14.1.6.  In addition to delays at the crossing the reduction of carriageway capacity may have an 
effect on the local network. If problems are expected this should be noted.

14.1.7.  The source of a request and any supporting correspondence should be recorded. 
This is not only to enable the correspondents to be informed of the decision but incoming 
correspondence may often give detailed local knowledge of problems.

14.1.8.  The total cost of installation of the crossing should be estimated including all civil, 
electrical and specialist contractors’ work. The annual cost of maintenance of the crossing, 
including increases in the maintenance costs of any associated facilities, should be estimated 
and included for consideration. 

14.2 Crossing options
14.2.1.  If an assessment concludes that the existing situation is performing well for pedestrians 
then making no change to the provision of crossings may be acceptable, in which case the 
reasoning behind the decision should be recorded. 
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14.2.2.  As part of a wider public realm scheme, or where changes to the streetscape to reduce 
vehicle flows and speeds are being planned, an assessment may conclude that a less formal 
crossing place is suitable, or that one crossing type could be replaced with another. The impact 
on accessibility should be considered as any change can be disorientating for some groups. It is 
essential that local accessibility groups are involved from the outset. 

14.2.3.  It may be possible to create more crossing opportunities by other means, such as 
installing traffic calming measures to slow traffic speed, or narrowing the carriageway to reduce 
the crossing time. These may form part of a wider streetscape or public realm scheme, which 
may give opportunities to shift the balance from vehicles to pedestrians. For example, narrowing 
the carriageway may have the advantage of allowing the footway to be widened, enhancing 
visibility past permanent obstructions such as trees and street furniture. Vehicle speed and 
the percentage of heavy vehicles and buses will influence how acceptable these are to local 
residents.

14.2.4.  Where the assessment shows that a formal crossing is justified the different options 
should be considered relative to the existing situation, to enable an informed judgement to be 
made. Advice on the choice of farside or nearside crossing types is given in 11.2.
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15.1 General
15.1.1.  This section gives advice on planning, designing and installing stand‑alone crossings 
for pedestrians, cyclists and equestrians. For advice on designing crossing facilities at 
signal‑controlled junctions see section 11.

15.1.2.  The term ‘controlled crossing’ refers to Zebra, Parallel, Puffin, Pedex, Toucan and 
equestrian crossings as defined in the Regulations, at which vehicles must give way or stop to 
allow pedestrians, cyclists or equestrians to cross. Note that a Zebra crossing is considered to 
be a controlled crossing, as the design is prescribed in the Regulations, and drivers must give 
way to anyone on the crossing.

15.1.3.  The term ‘uncontrolled crossing’, sometimes called an informal crossing, refers to 
facilities such as refuge islands, provided to assist people to cross, but where no legal priority 
over traffic is given. 

15.2 Accessibility
15.2.1.  Crossings are important for all road users but they are a key part of enabling some 
groups, particularly mobility and visually impaired people, to navigate independently. The 
Equality Act 2010 places a duty on public sector authorities to comply with the Public Sector 
Equality Duty in carrying out their functions. This includes making reasonable adjustments to the 
existing built environment to ensure infrastructure is accessible to all.

15.2.2.  The needs of disabled people accordingly should always be considered at an early 
stage when designing the layout of crossings. If a crossing is well‑designed, good quality and 
accessible then everyone benefits. Effective engagement with local accessibility groups is 
particularly important to fully understand any concerns they may have and address those as 
far as possible. A change from one type of crossing to another can be disorientating and it is 
important that the changes are explained clearly.

15.2.3.  Accessibility features that should be provided as standard are dropped kerbs and 
tactile paving. Tactile signals and audible signals (where appropriate) should be provided for 
signal‑controlled crossings.

15.2.4.  Flush dropped kerbs should always be provided across the crossing width to provide 
easy access for mobility impaired people. The section of footway between the lowered kerb 
line and the adjacent footway should be ramped with a slope having a recommended gradient 
of 1 in 20 but no steeper than 1 in 12. Blister tactile paving should be installed across the 
dropped kerb to the layouts and colours recommended in ‘Guidance on the Use of Tactile 
Paving Surfaces’. ‘Inclusive Mobility: A Guide to Best Practice on Access to Pedestrian and 
Transport Infrastructure’ should be referred to for advice on designing accessible pedestrian 
environments, including recommended minimum footway widths.

15.3 Uncontrolled or informal crossings
15.3.1.  In the right circumstances informal crossings such as refuge islands can be a simple 
and inexpensive way of improving facilities for pedestrians. Although they give no priority in law, 
where vehicle speeds and flows are low they can work well. 
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15.3.2.  A refuge should be large enough to accommodate the expected number of people and 
to allow those with pushchairs or wheelchairs to wait safely. They may be an absolute minimum 
of 1.2 m wide, but to cater for wheelchair users they should be at least 1.5 m and preferably 
2.0 m wide. Where space allows, a refuge or median can help improve the performance of the 
crossing by encouraging drivers to give way. Refuges and medians may help pedestrians by 
breaking up the crossing task into two parts.

15.3.3.  The carriageway width past a refuge should be wide enough to prevent vehicles 
passing too close to the refuge or the footway as this can be intimidating for pedestrians. 

15.3.4.  The carriageway width will also have an impact on cyclists – it should either be enough 
to allow vehicles to overtake cyclists safely, or narrow enough to discourage overtaking 
altogether. Gaps between 3.2 m and 3.9 m should be avoided and a minimum gap of 4 m is 
recommended. If the refuge island is not on a straight stretch of carriageway the width either 
side of the refuge may need to be greater. 

15.3.5.  Refuges commonly consist of two ‘D’‑shaped islands with a gap between them to 
facilitate crossing. The width of this gap should be maintained across the full carriageway. 
Dropped kerbs should always be provided and should always come in pairs – in other words, on 
both sides of the carriageway. Under no circumstances should people be encouraged to cross 
from a dropped kerb on one footway only to find it missing on the other side. Tactile paving 
should always be provided to the layouts set out in the ‘Guidance on the Use of Tactile Paving 
Surfaces’.

15.3.6.  As well as, or instead of, a refuge, informal crossings can be indicated with any or all 
of the following: coloured surfacing, raised carriageways, or patterned materials. The design 
should be carefully considered to ensure that it does not lead people to assume a priority over 
traffic that they do not have. Any pattern or coloured surfacing should not mimic the stripes of a 
Zebra crossing as this is likely to be misleading. 

15.3.7.  Vehicles parking adjacent to the refuge may reduce intervisibility or block the free flow 
of vehicular traffic. Waiting and loading restrictions may be needed, which will require a TRO.

15.3.8.  If a refuge is on the approach to a junction the existence and extent of the average 
vehicle queue should be recorded as this may affect the position of the refuge. Queuing vehicles 
can block access to a refuge resulting in people having the choice of either crossing through the 
queue or away from the refuge. Where the junction will be regularly used by HGVs, swept path 
analysis may help ensure the position of the island does not cause problems for HGVs turning 
into the side road from the main road.

15.4 Location
15.4.1.  Any crossing should be located as near as possible to the desire line – that is, the route 
pedestrians actually want to, and do, take, which is not always the same as where a designer 
may wish to place it. Providing a crossing on the desire line will reduce the risk of pedestrians 
crossing near or in the “shadow” of the crossing, which may be dangerous. If there is a local 
strategic network of pedestrian routes, for example as set out in an authority’s Local Cycling and 
Walking Infrastructure Plan, this should be referred to before final decisions are made.

15.5 Visibility
15.5.1.  Minimum distances for visibility of crossings for approaching traffic are set out in 
Table 15‑1. For more detail see 2.1.5.
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Table 15‑1 Recommended visibility distances for pedestrian crossings

85th percentile speed (mph) 20 25 30 35 40

Recommended Stopping Sight Distance (m) 22 31 40 51 80

15.5.2.  Pedestrians should be able to see and be seen by approaching traffic. Different groups 
will have different requirements – for example, wheelchair users and children may be harder for 
a driver to see as they are lower in the landscape. 

15.5.3.  Visibility should not be obscured or restricted by factors such as parked vehicles, trees 
or street furniture. Obstacles should be moved or removed wherever possible, especially if 
doing so enables a crossing to remain on the desire line. If the carriageway is wide enough, it 
may be worth building out the footway to provide enhanced sight lines. Street furniture such as 
controller cabinets should be placed in a position that does not obstruct intervisibility between 
pedestrians and approaching vehicles. 

15.5.4.  The controlled area is an important part of maintaining good visibility at controlled 
crossings. By banning parking and overtaking, the zig‑zags enable the approach to a controlled 
crossing to be kept clear. The Regulations allow for the number of zig‑zag marks to be reduced 
to a minimum of two where the local authority is satisfied that the layout or character of the road 
makes it impractical to provide eight. However, reducing the number of zig‑zag marks in this 
way may impact on visibility, which should be borne in mind if considering this. Detailed advice 
on placing zig‑zag markings is given in 15.8.

15.5.5.  Footways on the approach to a crossing should be well‑maintained and kept clear of 
obstructions. If poorly placed and maintained, trees and street furniture can be a hazard for 
pedestrians, especially disabled people.

15.5.6.  Where there is an alignment problem vehicles queuing back from a crossing can be a 
hazard. The expected queue length should be estimated so that an adequate safety distance 
can be achieved in the design.

15.6 Width
15.6.1.  The minimum widths of the different controlled crossing types are prescribed in S14‑2. 
This allows for the crossing width to be increased up to a maximum of 10 m at the discretion of 
the designer. This can be useful at sites with high pedestrian flows, for example in town centres 
or outside stations. 

15.6.2.  Wide crossings may also help prevent overcrowding where the footway is narrow. 
Crossings over 10 m will not be considered for authorisation as wider crossings can lead drivers 
to have difficulty seeing the other side, or being unaware they are still on a crossing once they 
have passed the stop line. 

15.6.3.  The width of any refuge provided should be the same as the crossing. This is 
particularly important for visually impaired people who may otherwise find it difficult to navigate 
the crossing.

15.7 Road markings and controlled areas
15.7.1.  Markings for all controlled crossing types are prescribed in Schedule 14. The area 
of carriageway bounded by zig‑zag markings, known as the “controlled area”, is defined in 
Schedule 1 and in Schedule 14 part 1.
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15.7.2.  Controlled areas are required at all stand‑alone Zebra, Parallel, Puffin, Toucan, Pedex 
and equestrian crossings. Signal‑controlled facilities of any type provided as part of a junction 
must not be provided with controlled areas. 

15.7.3.  It may be helpful to consider whether traffic would need signalling to control vehicle 
conflicts if the pedestrian crossing were removed. If the answer is no, then it could be 
considered a stand‑alone crossing and must be provided with a controlled area. This is not an 
absolute rule – for example, crossings on or near the exit arm of a junction could be considered 
stand‑alone, but as they are controlled by the junction controller should not be provided with 
controlled areas.

15.7.4.  Where a crossing is placed across a cycle track the zig‑zag marks may be omitted. 
If the crossing then continues across general traffic lanes, these lanes must be provided with 
zig‑zag markings in the usual way, see Figure 15‑1.
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Segregated
cycle route

Diagram 4007

Diagram 4007
(optional)

Diagram 1057

Kerb segregation

Zig zag markings
may be omitted

Kerb segregation

Figure 15‑1 Diagram showing road marking layout for a Zebra crossing across both general traffic lanes 
and a cycle track

15.7.5.  The width of a pedestrian crossing is determined by the pedestrian flow. An extra 0.5 m 
should be added to the minimum width of 2.4 m for each 125 pedestrians per hour above 600 
averaged over the four peak hours, up to the statutory maximum width of 10 m.

15.7.6.  Both stopping (other than when the crossing is in use) and overtaking are prohibited 
within the controlled area. Where there is more than one lane on the approach, and the crossing 
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is in use, vehicles may overtake the stationary vehicles in the other lanes, but not any vehicle 
that has stopped adjacent to the crossing. 

15.7.7.  The definition of a controlled area in Schedule 1 permits only signs or markings to 
diagrams 610, 611, 612, 613, 616, 810, 1029, 1057 or 1062, and those indicating the crossing 
(including hatched or chevron markings in the centre of the road), to be placed within a 
controlled area. No other signs or markings must be placed within the controlled area. For 
example, cycle and bus lane markings must be discontinued, although coloured surfacing may 
be used.

15.7.8.  Crossings should normally be positioned at right angles to the carriageway edge. 
Where this is impracticable the Give Way or Stop line should as far as possible be at a right 
angle to the kerb, even if it is then not parallel to the edge of the crossing. This ensures that 
drivers do not violate the overtaking prohibition when stopping at the line alongside other 
vehicles. 

15.8 Zig‑zag and terminal lines
15.8.1.  The zig‑zag markings used at all stand‑alone controlled crossings have a standard 
pattern comprising eight 2 m marks. The controlled area over which the Regulations apply 
extends from the limit of the crossing up to and including the terminal line. The length between 
the Give Way or Stop line and the terminal line is marked with zig‑zags. The standard distance 
from the edge of the carriageway is 250 mm but this may be increased to a maximum of 2 m to 
allow cyclists to ride between the kerb and the zig‑zag markings, see Figure 15‑2. The marking 
to diagram 1057 may be placed behind the zig‑zags in such circumstances, see 15.8.17.
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Edge of carriagew
ay

2000 max

Diagram 4007

Diagram 4007

Diagram 1057

Diagram 1057

Optional
coloured
surfacing

Diagram 1049B

Diagram 1049B

Figure 15‑2 Road marking layout showing zig‑zag markings offset from the edge of the carriageway 
at a Zebra crossing, permitting cyclists to ride behind them
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15.8.2.  Where there is an area of carriageway adjacent to the main carriageway, such as a lay 
by, this forms part of the controlled area. The zig‑zag markings must be laid, therefore, along the 
back edge of this area and not along the edge of the main carriageway. Where there is a build 
out for pedestrians at the crossing point, this should be tapered back to the existing edge of the 
carriageway; it is not appropriate to use hatched markings to diagram 1040.4.

15.8.3.  In addition to the zig‑zag lines on each side of the carriageway, another zig‑zag 
line may be laid in the centre of the carriageway. This central line may be reversed. On 
carriageways up to 6 m in width, the latter may be replaced with a warning line to diagram 
1004. On carriageways more than 6 m wide, a zig‑zag line is always used as the centre line. 
On multi‑lane approaches, the lane lines should also be replaced with zig‑zag markings. Where 
there is a pedestrian refuge, a double row of zig‑zag markings should be used in the centre.

15.8.4.  The Regulations permit the use of central hatched or chevron markings within the 
controlled area of crossings. Such markings may be used between a central double row of 
zig‑zags, but only in the following circumstances:

a) diagram 1040 may be used on the approach to a central reservation (including pedestrian 
refuge) of a single crossing in a two‑way road, and diagram 1041 in a one‑way road, and

b) diagram 1040.2 must be used on the approach to a staggered crossing.

15.8.5.  The zig‑zag marks are angled between two guide lines 500 mm apart (see 
Figure 15‑3). In standard and all longer patterns, the unit length of each zig‑zag mark should be 
2 m. They may be set out using a stencil positioned between the guide lines. 
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Figure 15‑3 Dimensions of zig‑zag line
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15.8.6.  The length of the section of controlled area from the Give Way or Stop line to the 
terminal line inclusive (the marked controlled area, L in 15.8.10) is given by the formula:

L = NX + (N+1)150 + Y + Z, 

15.8.7.  where N = the number of zig‑zag lines, X = the longitudinal limit of each mark (see 
Figure 15‑3), Y = the width of the Give Way or Stop line and Z = the width of the terminal line 
(all dimensions in millimetres). 

15.8.8.  For a 2 m mark, X = 1.979 m, and the length L for eight 2 m marks is 17.585 m. Where 
a longer approach marking is required, e.g. where visibility is poor or the speed of traffic is high, 
the number of marks may be increased up to a maximum of 18. 

15.8.9.  The aim should be to lay at least the standard pattern of eight 2 m marks on both sides 
of the crossing. Where site constraints prevent this, the length of the zig‑zag marks may be 
varied to a minimum of 1 m and the number of marks reduced to a minimum of two. Zig‑zag 
marks shorter than 2 m should be used only to indicate a controlled area of fewer than eight 
marks. Even then marks as near as possible to the maximum 2 m length should be provided, 
using a smaller number if necessary; each mark in each zig‑zag line must be substantially the 
same length as the other marks in the same line.

15.8.10.  For controlled area lengths between 2.750 m and 17.585 m, the appropriate number of 
zig‑zag marks should be determined from Table 15‑2. The longitudinal limit of each mark (X in 
Figure 15‑3) is obtained from the formula: 

X = (L – 350 – Y – 150N)/N 

where L = the overall length available for marking, Y = the width of the Give Way or Stop line 
and N = the number of marks required from table 15‑2 (all dimensions in millimetres).

Table 15‑2 Numbers of zig‑zags

Length available for the 
marked controlled area (m)

Recommended number of 
equal length zig‑zag marks

2.750 – 4.500 2

4.500 – 6.500 3

6.500 – 9.000 4

9.000 – 11.000 5

11.000 – 13.000 6

13.000 – 15.500 7

15.500 – 17.585 8

NOTE 1: The length in column 1 consists of the controlled area, excluding the distance between the Stop 
or Give Way line and the limit of the crossing.

NOTE 2: Crossings must not be laid with fewer than two zig‑zag marks.

NOTE 3: Where a length in the first column is common to two recommended numbers of marks, the 
lower number should be adopted.

15.8.11.  The controlled area for crossings on major roads may extend across the mouth of a 
side road but it should never stop between the two projected kerb lines of the minor road. If this 
would otherwise occur, the zig‑zag lines should be extended to the projection of the far kerb line 
of the side road.
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15.8.12.  Crossings on minor roads close to junctions will tend to restrict the layout of the 
controlled area markings. To preserve the effectiveness of a junction Give Way or Stop line, the 
terminal line of the zig‑zag markings should not normally be less than 1 m from it. This distance 
may be reduced to 500 mm if necessary to enable the minimum pattern of markings to be laid. 
The controlled area should never extend beyond the nearer kerb line of the major road. It should 
be the aim to provide room for at least one vehicle turning into the minor road to wait at the 
crossing without obstructing traffic on the major road. More vehicles should be accommodated if 
there are large numbers turning. 

15.8.13.  Normally all zig‑zag lines in a pattern should comprise the same number of marks. 
However, the Regulations allow for an exception to this rule to provide maximum coverage of 
the controlled area where the distance available for the marks on each side of the carriageway 
is unequal.

15.8.14.  On dual carriageway roads and one‑way streets, at least the standard pattern of eight 
2 m marks should be laid on both sides of the crossing wherever possible.

15.8.15.  Where a crossing is situated close to a roundabout, the markings should never be 
extended into the circulatory area, and they should be subject to the restrictions described in 
15.8.13.

15.8.16.  Markings to diagrams 1029 (S11‑4‑18) and 1062 (S11‑4‑33) may be used at or near a 
crossing. The use of diagram 1062 is described in Chapter 5. 

15.8.17.  No other marking may be used within the controlled area, except hatched and chevron 
markings in the circumstances described in 15.8.4 and the cycle symbol to diagram 1057 where 
the zig‑zags are off‑set from the kerb to allow cycling. 

15.8.18.  Figure 15‑4, Figure 15‑5, Figure 15‑6, and Figure 15‑7 show suggested layouts for 
controlled areas for two‑way and one‑way streets. It is not possible to cover all possibilities here 
and designers will need to make individual decisions to suit their site circumstances, within the 
flexibilities of the Regulations and the spirit of the examples given. The figures are based on 
signal‑controlled crossings but apply to Parallel and Zebra crossings as well.

15.8.19.  Where an Advanced Stop Line to diagram 1001.2B is provided at a stand‑alone 
signal‑controlled crossing, the controlled area should begin at the first stop line, as shown in 
Figure 15‑8.
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Figure 15‑4 Zig‑zag layout for a crossing on a two‑way street. The central zig‑zag line may be reversed
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Figure 15‑5 Zig‑zag layout for a crossing on a two‑way street with a central refuge island
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Figure 15‑6 Zig‑zag layout for a staggered crossing with a central refuge, incorporating markings 
to diagram 1040
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Figure 15‑7 Zig‑zag layout for signal‑controlled crossings on one‑way streets, with and without a 
central refuge island
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Figure 15‑8 Road marking layout for a signal‑controlled crossing incorporating an Advanced Stop Line 
to diagram 1001.2B
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15.9 Road studs
15.9.1.  Road studs to diagram 1055.1 are arranged in two lines across the carriageway. They 
delineate the limits of the crossing, except at Zebra crossings where studs are optional and 
the limits are indicated by the stripes. At Parallel crossings, road studs are not required and 
the limits of the crossing are indicated by the black and white stripes and markings to diagram 
1055.3. At equestrian crossings, road studs to diagram 1055.2 are used to indicate two crossing 
points where a parallel pedestrian or Toucan facility is provided.

15.9.2.  When provided, studs must comply with the following requirements:

a) they must be white, silver or light grey in colour and may be laid in road marking material 
or be conventional non reflective road studs (i.e. without reflective lenses or an intermittent 
light source), in which case they must not project above the carriageway by more than 
20 mm at their highest point nor more than 6 mm at their edges,

b) they must be either square or circular in shape. The sides of square or the diameter of 
circular studs must be not less than 95 mm nor more than 110 mm,

c) road marking material may be reflectorised, but retroreflecting or illuminated road studs 
must not be used,

d) centres of studs in the same line must not be less than 250 mm apart nor more than 
720. The centre of the nearest stud must be no more than 1300 mm from the edge of the 
carriageway, and

e) the two lines of studs need not be at right angles to the edge of the carriageway, but they 
must form straight lines and, as far as practicable, be parallel to each other.

15.9.3.  Although the Regulations permit the use of stainless steel, aluminium, thermoplastic 
or paint products, some types of metal studs can be slippery when wet, and the potential risk 
to two‑wheeled traffic should be borne in mind. The use of intelligent road studs capable of 
showing different colours is not permitted at crossings. 

15.10 Surfacing
15.10.1.  Crossings should be installed so that adjacent drainage collects surface water from the 
crossing area. Care should be taken to ensure that dropped kerbs are installed in such a way 
that excess water does not collect at the crossing point. 

15.10.2.  Both the carriageway and footway should be free of surface obstructions such as 
cable drawpits, access covers to underground services, gratings and gullies. Street furniture 
should not be placed within the tactile paving area. As far as possible items such as supply 
pillars should be sited in an area not used by pedestrians. 

15.10.3.  High skid resistance surfaces should be considered on the carriageway approaches 
to pedestrian crossings. The approach speed and accident record should be considered when 
determining the length over which high skid resistance surfacing should be applied. The colour 
contrast should also be considered, as some colours can blend with road markings, making 
them less visible.

15.11 Guardrailing
15.11.1.  The aim of guardrailing is to restrict the movement of vulnerable road users and 
channel them to a designated crossing place. However, experience has shown that where it 
creates a detour, people will still take the shortest route (for example by walking on the wrong 
side of the guardrailing) even if this puts them at greater risk.
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15.11.2.  Research carried out for the Department by the University of Southampton showed 
that guardrailing had no statistically significant effect on road safety. There is some evidence 
that it can increase traffic speeds and present an increased risk to cyclists, who can be crushed 
against it. It can be unsightly and creates a maintenance burden.

15.11.3.  Guardrailing should not be installed as a matter of course, and should only be 
considered where there is a clearly identified safety risk. ‘Local Transport Note 2/09: Pedestrian 
Guardrailing’ sets out an assessment procedure to establish the need for guardrailing. It advises 
that alternative measures should be considered before deciding to install guardrailing. These 
may include:

a) Reducing traffic speeds,
b) Relocating or installing a new pedestrian crossing to better match pedestrian desire lines,
c) Footway improvements and widening if possible,
d) Providing direct crossings rather than staggered, and
e) Using other means of directing pedestrians if this is necessary.

15.11.4.  Where guardrailing is used it should be limited to the minimum amount necessary. 
Where a site is being upgraded or refurbished, the opportunity should be taken to consider if 
any guardrailing is necessary and remove whatever is redundant. The assumption should not 
be to replace guardrailing “like for like”. 

15.12 Proximity to priority junctions 
15.12.1.  Where a crossing is to be placed near a side‑road junction on a major road, the desire 
line may conflict with visibility requirements for drivers exiting the side road. Crossings may 
need to be moved off the desire line in order to give drivers enough time to see a crossing and 
brake safely, but deviations from the desire line should be minimised as far as possible. The 
exact distance will depend on the geometry of the junction and type of side road. 

15.12.2.  Where a crossing is on a minor road, drivers of vehicles turning into that road need 
time to judge the situation and space in which to stop. Crossings on a minor road should 
be sited far enough from a give way or stop line to allow at least one car to stop before the 
crossing. Generally the nearer the crossing is to the major road the greater will be the distance 
to be crossed. 

15.12.3.  The exact distance between a crossing and the junction will depend on the volume of 
turning vehicles and the pedestrian desire lines, but there should be sufficient distance between 
the crossing and the priority marking for at least one waiting vehicle. For signal‑controlled 
crossings, it is important to make sure signal heads are aligned so that drivers cannot mistake 
a vehicular green signal on the signal‑controlled crossing as a priority signal over traffic on the 
major road.

15.13 Approach to a roundabout
15.13.1.  When crossings are needed on the approaches to a roundabout extra care is needed 
in the siting. There is no set minimum distance for a crossing from a roundabout but the 
considerations are similar to those in 15.12. The use of different types of crossing at the same 
site is not recommended as this could lead to confusion. A Zebra crossing is preferred as it 
avoids any ambiguity as to priority that a signal‑controlled crossing can create for the driver 
approaching or exiting the roundabout.

15.13.2.  If a signal‑controlled crossing is provided, it should preferably be staggered to avoid 
excessive delays at the exit points, blocking circulation. The pedestrian desire line, vehicle 

Page 2778



123 

CROSSING DESIGN REQUIREMENTS

speeds, visibility, pedestrian/vehicle flows, size of roundabout, and length of crossing/road width 
should be considered when deciding the optimum location. Crossings away from flared entries 
are preferable as the carriageway is narrower and vehicular traffic movements are simpler. 

15.13.3.  It may be harder to place a crossing on the desire line on the approach to a 
roundabout. Guardrailing or other means of directing pedestrians to the crossing may need to 
be considered where pedestrian flows are high, but in doing so, the advice in 15.11 should be 
borne in mind. 

15.13.4.  The impact on driver behaviour of a crossing on the exit arm of a roundabout should 
be considered. Drivers concentrating on negotiating the roundabout may not be expecting to 
see pedestrians crossing. 

15.14 Junctions with a yellow box marking
15.14.1.  Where a pedestrian crossing is provided near to a junction with a yellow box marking, 
the crossing should be placed so that the zig‑zag markings do not overlap the yellow box 
markings. The Regulations allow the overall length of the zig‑zag markings to be varied, and it 
may be necessary to reduce the numbers of marks in these cases (see 15.8.8).

15.15 Traffic signal‑controlled junction
15.15.1.  Where a crossing is required close to a traffic signal junction, a signal‑controlled 
crossing may be the best option. Zebra crossings or refuges are generally less suitable as 
there is a conflict of control methods, which can lead to traffic blocking back. Even with a 
signal‑controlled crossing care should be taken to ensure that queues do not build back from 
one installation to block the other. In these instances, linking the operation of the junction and 
the crossing may be appropriate.

15.16 School crossing patrols
15.16.1.  If an existing school crossing patrol operates within 100 m of the crossing site, 
then a mutually convenient site should be found to accommodate both the patrol and other 
pedestrians.

15.16.2.  A patrol may be operating on an existing desire line. The crossing should be placed on 
this desire line if possible. In these circumstances it may be helpful to provide manual control for 
signal‑controlled crossings for the patrol warden, with suitable training and equipment. 

15.17 Tactile and audible signals
15.17.1.  S14‑1‑9 permits tactile and audible signals to be used in conjunction with the green 
pedestrian symbol, or invitation to cross period, to convey the same meaning. Both are intended 
primarily for the benefit of visually impaired people, but are also helpful to others. Tactile and 
audible signals are covered by relevant TOPAS specifications.

15.17.2.  Tactile signals should be provided at crossing facilities as a default. They can be used 
at times and in places where audible signals are not suitable, for example where an audible 
signal is switched off overnight, or cannot be used because the junction does not operate a full 
pedestrian stage. Designs are available that offer improved detection for people with loss of 
sensation in the fingers, and authorities should be aware of the different design options when 
specifying tactile signals. Advice on installing tactile signals is given in 11.2. 

15.17.3.  Audible signals are in the form of an intermittent tone. In residential areas, those living 
nearby may object to the noise levels of audible signals, particularly at night. The site should be 
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checked after installation to see if any adjustments are needed. A time switch can be used to 
reduce the sound levels, or, if appropriate, switch them off overnight. 

15.17.4.  Staggered crossings can present problems with audible signals. The proximity of 
the two crossings can create a risk that the audible signal at one crossing may be heard 
and mistaken for the other. The standard audible signal should not be used and alternatives 
considered. Tactile signals should always be provided.

15.18 Lighting
15.18.1.  A crossing and those using it need to be easily seen against the background of other 
lights and signs at night. At night drivers may not be able to see pedestrians waiting to cross 
unless good street lighting is provided. Supplementary lighting can be used to illuminate the 
crossing. If the crossing is within an area in which street lighting is switched off for part of the 
hours of darkness the lighting for the crossing should be operational during those times.

15.18.2.  Good street lighting will reduce the majority of the problems related to extraneous 
light sources. Advice from a competent lighting engineer should be sought to ensure that 
street lighting to ‘BS 5489‑1:2013: Code of practice for the design of road lighting’ is used at all 
pedestrian crossing sites. The Institution of Lighting Professionals also publishes guidance in 
Technical Report No. 12 ‘Lighting of Pedestrian Crossings’.

15.18.3.  If supplementary lighting is used it should be designed to prevent glare to drivers 
which could hide or “veil” pedestrians standing behind it, thus defeating the objective of its 
installation. The pedestrian approach, particularly the area covered by tactile paving, and the 
carriageway crossing area should be illuminated to a uniform level.

15.18.4.  Supplementary lighting units may be susceptible to vandalism and should be checked 
regularly to see that they are aligned and operating correctly. It is essential that all units are 
operating correctly to ensure that uniform lighting of the crossing is achieved.

15.19 Provision for bus stops
15.19.1.  In urban areas, bus stops and crossings are often sited close together. In these 
circumstances, a bus stop is better positioned on the exit side of a crossing, and there is an 
exemption in the regulations for buses to stop on the zig‑zags on the exit side, which should be 
borne in mind when considering layouts. It may be preferable to keep the standard eight zig‑zag 
marks rather than shorten them to provide a bus stop bay – a flag and shelter can still be 
provided, and the zig‑zags prevent other users parking there. Bus operators should be involved 
in agreeing the position of the bus stop as part of the planning process to ensure that buses at 
the stop do not obscure the vision of pedestrians or drivers.

15.20 Crossings placed on road humps
15.20.1.  The Highways (Road Humps) Regulations 1999 (The Road Humps (Scotland) 
Regulations 1998 in Scotland) permit a Zebra or Puffin crossing to be placed on a road hump, 
though not in the controlled area, provided that the crossing is centred on the road hump. A 
humped crossing can give advantages, as vehicle speed will be slower on the approach, and 
pedestrians can cross the carriageway at the same level as the footway. Toucan, equestrian, 
Parallel and stand‑alone signal‑controlled pedestrian facilities (Pedex) may be placed on humps 
subject to obtaining authorisation from the relevant national authority. Within Greater London, 
Transport for London, the City of London Corporation and the London Boroughs may place 
these crossings on humps provided they follow the procedures set out in section 90CA of the 
Highways Act 1980. 
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16.1 General
16.1.1.  Where there is a need for a crossing, pedestrian numbers and vehicle flows are 
moderate, and the 85th percentile traffic speed does not exceed 35 mph, then a Zebra crossing 
may be suitable.

16.1.2.  Pedestrians establish precedence by stepping onto the crossing and so delays to them 
are minimal. Vehicle delays are typically 5 s for a single person crossing but may increase 
where irregular streams of people cross over extended periods.

16.1.3.  The potential impact of installing a Zebra crossing may be tested by checking the 
availability of sufficient gaps in the traffic flow. Where either pedestrian or traffic flows are 
relatively high a Zebra crossing may not be suitable. Higher traffic flows result in few gaps 
meaning pedestrian waiting times may be long because people feel nervous about establishing 
precedence. Higher pedestrian flows may cause delay to vehicles.

16.1.4.  Where traffic speeds are higher than 30 mph, people will require longer gaps in the 
traffic flow or be exposed to the risk of more serious injury if they cannot establish themselves 
on the crossing. Zebra crossings should not be installed on roads with an 85th percentile speed 
of 35 mph or above without speed reducing measures to slow traffic. 

16.1.5.  At unusual sites such as contraflow bus lanes and one‑way streets, care will be needed 
as these layouts can cause uncertainty. A signal‑controlled crossing may be more suitable.

16.2 Layout considerations
16.2.1.  The minimum width for a Zebra crossing is 2.4 m. The width used at individual sites will 
vary according to the site circumstances, but where pedestrian flows are over 600 per hour a 
wider crossing may be helpful (see 15.7.5).

16.2.2.  Yellow globes are prescribed in diagram 4007 (S14‑2‑27, see Figure 16‑1) to indicate 
the presence of a Zebra crossing. S14‑2‑13(3) sets out the requirements for the post on which 
the globe is mounted, including permitting the post to be internally illuminated.

16.2.3.  The Regulations state that one yellow globe must be provided at each end of the 
crossing. There are no set locations and they are normally placed on the near side closest to 
approaching traffic. The guiding principle should be to make sure vehicles can see them in 
time to react. Where a Zebra crossing is on a one‑way street, it may be more appropriate to 
place both globes on the approach side, rather than one on the approach and one on the exit. 
However, the decision will depend on site circumstances. Where a crossing has a refuge it may 
be helpful to place an extra globe on the refuge island. Globes may be omitted where a crossing 
is placed across a cycle track.

16.2.4.  While the Regulations allow for a globe to be fitted with a device to enhance its 
conspicuousness, any such device should be in addition to a globe as depicted in S14‑2‑27 – 
that is, with a yellow surface that would appear uniform if the additional device was not present. 

16.2.5.  The Regulations also permit a shroud to be fitted to the globe to reduce the amount of 
light entering neighbouring properties where this is an issue.
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16.2.6.  BS 8442:2006 covers performance requirements for yellow globes. While compliance 
with this is not a requirement of the Regulations, equipment that meets this is likely to perform to 
an appropriate standard.

16.2.7.  The markings used to indicate a Zebra crossing and its controlled areas are shown in  
Figure 16‑2 and consist of:

a) alternate black and white stripes,
b) Give Way lines to diagram 1001.5,
c) zig‑zag lines to diagram 1001.3, including terminal lines, and
d) road studs (optional).

16.2.8.  Black and white stripes, between 2.4 m and 10 m long, in the direction of travel are laid 
across the full width of the carriageway. Road studs at Zebra crossings are optional. Where 
used, they are placed not more than 155 mm from each end of the stripes. Advanced Stop Lines 
are not prescribed for use at Zebra crossings.

16.2.9.  The stripes immediately adjacent to the edge of the carriageway must be black and be 
not more than 1.3 m wide. All other stripes, both black and white, must be of equal width and 
not less than 500 mm nor more than 715 mm wide. The Regulations permit the minimum to be 
reduced to 380 mm and the maximum increased to 840 mm where an authority considers it 
necessary having regard to the road layout. For example, the stripes may be narrowed where 
a Zebra crossing is provided across a cycle track, or widened to reduce the number on a wide 
carriageway.

2100 min
3100 max

275 min
335 max

Figure 16‑1 Diagram 4007 (S14‑2‑27)

16.2.10.  The white stripes may be illuminated with retroreflecting material. The carriageway 
surface may be used to represent the black stripes if it provides a reasonable contrast with the 
white.

16.2.11.  The Give Way line consists of a single broken line comprising 500 mm marks and 
500 mm gaps, and is 200 mm wide. It is normally sited between 1.1 m and 3 m from the edge of 
the stripes on the crossing, whether or not studs are used, and must extend across the full width 
of the carriageway. This 3 m limit may be increased up to 10 m if necessary.

16.2.12.  Where a crossing is placed across a segregated cycle track the Regulations allow 
for the omission of the controlled area and the yellow globes (see Figure 15‑1). It may be 
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necessary to reduce the dimensions of the black and white stripes to the minimum to retain 
proportionality. Give Way lines should always be provided, to enforce the requirement 
for cyclists to give way to pedestrians. Where the crossing then continues over the main 
carriageway, zig‑zags and yellow globes must be provided for this area (see Figure 15‑1). If the 
segregation between the cycle track and the main carriageway does not give enough space to 
place globes it may be more appropriate to place them on the kerb.

16.2.13.  Zebra crossings may be provided with a central refuge which can help break up the 
crossing task on wide roads. The refuge should be large enough to accommodate the expected 
number of people and to allow those with pushchairs or wheelchairs to wait safely. The exact 
size will depend on the particular site but an absolute minimum of 1.2 m width is recommended. 
Tactile paving should be provided on the refuge to the layout and colour recommended in 
‘Guidance on the Use of Tactile Paving Surfaces’.

Page 2783



128 

ZEBRA CROSSINGS 

155
max

  2400 min
10000 max

Limits of
crossing

200 500 500

150

500 max
Give Way line

500

2000

100

Ed
ge

 o
f c

ar
ria

ge
w

ay

Ed
ge

 o
f c

ar
ria

ge
w

ay

150

200 150

600
250 max

Li
m

its
 o

f c
on

tro
lle

d 
ar

ea

Terminal
lines

Road studs

Position of
yellow globe

1100 min
3000 max

Figure 16‑2 Diagram 1001.4 (S14‑2‑52): Road markings indicating a Zebra crossing
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17.1 General 
17.1.1.  Where there is a need for cyclists to cross the road as well as pedestrians but a 
Toucan crossing is not justified, a Parallel crossing may be suitable. This consists of black and 
white stripes for pedestrians, as at a Zebra crossing, with a parallel route for cyclists indicated 
by markings to diagram 1055.3. Vehicles must give way to any pedestrian or cyclist on the 
crossing, and pedestrians and cyclists establish precedence on the crossing in the same way as 
at a Zebra.

17.1.2.  The same considerations of vehicle speed and flow apply as for Zebra crossings, and 
a Parallel crossing should not be placed on roads with an 85th percentile speed of 35mph 
or above without speed reducing measures. Cyclists travel faster than pedestrians, and as a 
Parallel crossing does not require them to stop and wait for a green signal as a Toucan does, 
good visibility is essential to ensure traffic can see cyclists in time to stop. Cyclists should also 
be able to see oncoming traffic in time to react, as they have no priority over other traffic until 
they are on the crossing. 

17.1.3.  If the pedestrian and cyclist desire lines do not coincide a Parallel crossing is unlikely 
to be suitable. The number and speed of cyclists will be a key factor in determining if a Parallel 
crossing is suitable. If there are very large flows of cyclists, but few pedestrians, a Parallel 
crossing may not be the best solution and a signal‑controlled facility using cycle only signals 
may be more suitable. A Parallel crossing may also be unsuitable if significant numbers of 
cyclists are expected to turn right from the main road onto the cycle route at this point.

17.2 Layout considerations
17.2.1.  The markings used to indicate a Parallel crossing and its controlled areas are:

a) alternate black and white stripes 
b) white markings to diagram 1055.3 (S14‑2‑57)
c) Give Way lines to diagram 1001.5 (S14‑2‑54), and
d) zig‑zag lines to diagram 1003.5 (S14‑2‑53), including terminal lines.

17.2.2.  The layout is shown in diagram 1003.5 (S14‑2‑53, see Figure 17‑1). A give way line, 
controlled area and yellow globes are required, as for Zebra crossings. Stud markings to 
diagram 1055.1 (S14‑2‑55) are not prescribed for use at Parallel crossings. Advanced Stop 
Lines are not prescribed for use at Parallel crossings. 

17.2.3.  S14‑1‑21 requires drivers to give way to any pedestrian or cyclist on the black and white 
stripes, or within the markings to 1055.3 respectively. Priority is established in the same way as 
at a Zebra crossing. 

17.2.4.  Diagram 1055.3 consists of white squares that may be varied to between 250 mm 
and 400 mm on a side. The gaps between them may be similarly varied, but must remain 
in proportion with the markings. The first marking in the line may be between 400 mm and 
800 mm from the edge of the carriageway. The cycle symbol to diagram 1057 may be omitted or 
reversed as required. Coloured surfacing may also be used to highlight the cycle route. The gap 
between diagram 1055.3 and the Give Way line must be between 1.1 m and 3 m. 
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17.2.5.  As for a Zebra crossing, the minimum requirement is for one yellow globe at each end 
of the crossing. To highlight the crossing for drivers extra globes may be required but it is for 
the designer to consider the most appropriate position. Globes may be placed between the 
pedestrian and cycle sections, and on central refuges where used. 

17.2.6.  The minimum width of a Parallel crossing is 2.4 m for the pedestrian section, as for 
a Zebra crossing, and 1.5 m for the cycle route. A minimum width of 2 m is recommended for 
cycle lanes on busy roads, but 1.5 m may be generally acceptable for a one‑way cycle route at 
a Parallel crossing. Where the cycle route is two‑way the minimum width should be 3 m. The 
black and white stripes should be marked as for a Zebra crossing, following the advice in 16.2.8. 
The maximum width for the cycle route is 5 m.

17.2.7.  Cyclists generally travel faster than pedestrians. On the approach to a Parallel crossing, 
if the cycle route joins the crossing at or near a right angle to the main road, this may lead to 
cyclists entering the crossing at an inappropriate speed, which could endanger themselves and 
intimidate pedestrians. 

17.2.8.  To ensure cyclists have sufficient time to assess whether there is a large enough gap 
in which to cross, and to allow drivers to see cyclists approaching and be ready to give way, 
the designer should consider how the cycle route layout can be varied to ensure cyclists do not 
enter the crossing too fast, for example, by deflecting the cycle route on approach. Pedestrian 
guardrailing for this purpose should only be used as a last resort and positioned with great care, 
as it can create conflict between cyclists and pedestrians, see 15.11.

17.2.9.  The pedestrian section of the crossing should be provided with tactile paving, as for a 
standard Zebra crossing, to the layouts and colours recommended in ‘Guidance on the Use of 
Tactile Paving Surfaces’. 

17.2.10.  Although the waiting areas for pedestrians and cyclists are separate at a Parallel 
crossing, this area should be treated as shared‑use, similar to the approach to a Toucan 
crossing. Ladder/tramline and corduroy tactile paving layouts should be considered. This 
will give reassurance to visually impaired people about the environment they are entering, 
particularly if they are entering from the cycle route side of the crossing.

17.2.11.  A plate to diagram 547.8 (S14‑2‑31) with the legend “Parallel crossing” has been 
prescribed for use with the Zebra crossing warning sign to diagram 544 (S14‑2‑30). This sign 
may be useful when a crossing is newly installed to help alert drivers to the possibility of cyclists 
crossing ahead. As road users become familiar with the layout the need for the sign should be 
reviewed and it should be removed if possible, to reduce clutter.
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Figure 17‑1 Diagram 1001.5 (S14‑2‑53): Road markings indicating a Parallel crossing
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18 SIGNAL‑CONTROLLED CROSSINGS

18.1 General
18.1.1.  This section provides general advice common to Puffin, Toucan and equestrian 
crossings, and signal‑controlled pedestrian facilities (Pedex). More detailed advice on each 
crossing type is given in the following sections.

18.1.2.  Signal‑controlled crossings may operate with either farside or nearside signals, see 
11.2. Consistency and safety are key factors when considering what type of crossing facilities to 
provide. It is important that users encounter a consistent experience within an area.

18.1.3.  Signal‑controlled crossings are used where:

a) vehicle speeds are high and other options are unsuitable,
b) there is normally a greater than average proportion of older or disabled people,
c) vehicle flows are very high and pedestrians have difficulty in asserting precedence,
d) other traffic management measures could create uncertainty for pedestrians, such as a 

contraflow bus lane,
e) there is a need to link the operation with adjacent traffic signal junctions or crossings,
f) pedestrian flows are high, resulting in substantial delays to vehicular traffic.

18.1.4.  The carriageway markings used to indicate the presence of signal‑controlled crossings 
and their controlled areas are:

a) Stop lines to diagram 1001 (S14‑2‑46), 
b) Advanced Stop Line to diagram 1001.2B (S14‑2‑49) (optional),
c) zig‑zag lines to diagram 1001.3 (S14‑2‑51) including terminal lines, and
d) Studs to diagram 1055.1 (S14‑2‑55) or 1055.2 (S14‑2‑56).

18.1.5.  The Stop line to diagram 1001 indicates the position where traffic must stop when 
signalled to do so. Diagram 1001.3 states that the Stop line must be placed a minimum of 1.7 m 
and normally not more than 3 m from the studs, but the advice for signal junctions to place the 
stop line 3 m and the primary signal post 2.5 m from the studs, is applicable here as well. The 
3 m distance may be extended to a maximum of 10 m if necessary. On two‑way roads the Stop 
line extends from the edge to the centre line, and on one‑way roads across the full width. The 
controlled area should be laid following the advice in 15.8.

18.2 Layout considerations
18.2.1.  The minimum requirements for positioning of signals at a controlled crossing are 
prescribed in S14‑6. The restrictions on the mounting height for signals are prescribed in S14‑2.

18.2.2.  The minimum requirement is for two signal heads per approach to ensure drivers have 
a clear view of at least one signal head on approach and one while waiting at the stop line. 
Extra signal heads may be considered where the driver’s view of the signals is reduced by the 
vertical or horizontal alignment of the road, or other situations such as masking of signals in 
heavy traffic conditions. 

18.2.3.  Building out the kerb line may be an alternative if the carriageway width is sufficient. 
Mast arm signals mounted over the carriageway can be used to enhance visibility but are 
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generally difficult to maintain and costly, as well as creating street clutter and other means of 
enhancing visibility should be considered first. 

18.2.4.  S14‑6‑5 allows signal posts to be fitted with a white or yellow band to help visually 
impaired people navigate the crossing.

18.2.5.  Pedestrian push button or demand units should be close enough to the tactile paving 
to allow anyone who could reasonably be expected to use the crossing to reach them easily. 
This is particularly important for crossings with kerbside detectors. 0.5 m is recommended (see 
19.1.3).

18.2.6.  Refuges at a non‑staggered crossing should not be provided unless sufficient space is 
available (see 15.3.2). A refuge may help mobility impaired people by enabling them to break 
the crossing task into two parts. Refuges should be provided with push buttons and signals as 
required.

18.3 Staggered and two‑stage crossings
18.3.1.  Staggered crossings generally offer more benefits for traffic than pedestrians as they 
allow two streams of traffic to be controlled in separate stages, but they will generally make 
crossing distances longer for pedestrians. A typical layout is shown in Figure 15‑6.

18.3.2.  In town centres reassessing crossing provision can help pedestrians move around 
more easily and increase a sense of ‘place’ over ‘movement’. For example, where crossings 
are planned to be installed or revised as part of a wider public realm scheme, there may be 
opportunities to build out the footway to reduce the distance people have to cross, or to replace 
staggered crossings with straight‑ahead crossings.

18.3.3.  A staggered layout may be beneficial where the road is very wide and pedestrians have 
to cross a number of traffic lanes but alternatives can be considered. Nearside operation can 
accommodate longer crossing distances, allowing people to cross in one movement and avoid 
delay. Where farside signals are used, pedestrian countdown signals can reassure pedestrians 
and enable longer single‑stage crossings to work.

18.3.4.  In some places staggered crossings have been replaced with refuges wide enough to 
allow the two movements to operate in line but in two stages, see Figure 18‑1. This relies on 
the refuge being wide enough that pedestrians do not mistake the green signal on the second 
stage for that on the first. Nearside operation will reduce this risk but experience has shown that 
a refuge width of between 5‑7 m can work. Rather than providing a full stagger, offsetting the 
crossings slightly from each other may also help pedestrian understanding.
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Figure 18‑1 Diagram showing suggested layout for an in‑line crossing operating in two stages

18.3.5.  Staggered crossings generally have a left‑handed stagger so that pedestrians on 
the central refuge are guided to face approaching traffic, but a right‑handed stagger may be 
appropriate depending on site circumstances. Where this is the case, careful alignment to limit 
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the field of view may be needed to avoid the risk of waiting pedestrians “seeing through” a red 
signal to a green signal at the opposite crossing. 

18.3.6.  Staggered signal‑controlled crossings are not recommended for one‑way roads. If 
unavoidable, such as within a town centre gyratory system, road markings should be provided in 
order to deter drivers from weaving when approaching the crossings. Consideration should be 
given to providing informatory signs to help avoid confusion for pedestrians. 

18.3.7.  Where used, a central refuge for a staggered crossing should be long enough to 
indicate the segregation of the crossings. A minimum of 3 m between crossing limits is 
recommended as wide enough to allow pedestrians to pass each other between the crossings. 

18.3.8.  The use of guardrailing at central refuges can be unsightly and create a maintenance 
burden, and can prevent people following the desire line, see 15.11. In town centres, where 
vehicle speeds are low and movement of pedestrians is prioritised, use of kerbs to define the 
central refuge area can be more attractive and give protection to users, while allowing those 
who wish, to cross where they prefer. 

18.3.9.  Where guardrailing is considered necessary, such as at crossings across high speed 
roads, a recommended minimum width for the central refuge of 3 m will give 2 m between 
obstructions, providing enough room for pedestrians waiting to cross.

18.3.10.  Staggered crossings are considered as two separate crossings and for electrical 
safety during maintenance, a post on the central refuge should only have equipment for one 
crossing mounted on it. Accessibility for maintenance of crossings should be considered at the 
design stage. 

18.3.11.  Push buttons should always be provided on the central island. The controller may be 
configured such that a demand for one half of a staggered or two‑stage crossing automatically 
inserts a demand for the other half, with an appropriate delay.

18.3.12.  Pedestrian waiting areas should be large enough to cater both for people waiting and 
passers‑by. 

18.3.13.  At Toucan crossings, the waiting area should be large enough to accommodate pedal 
cycles. Where there is a large number of pedestrians, designers should consider widening 
the footway if possible, or providing a wider crossing to accommodate the numbers waiting. 
Refuges at staggered crossings should be able to accommodate a design cycle 1.2 m wide by 
2.8 m long.

18.4 Signal operation
18.4.1.  As with signal‑controlled junctions, responsive control is the normal method of operation 
for crossings. The recommended options are described in Table 18‑1. The approach speed 
should be taken to mean the 85th percentile speed under free flow conditions. Detectors are 
covered by relevant TOPAS specifications. 

18.4.2.  On roads subject to a speed limit of 30 mph and where the 85th percentile approach 
speeds do not exceed 35 mph, fixed time operation may be an option. A pedestrian demand 
initiates the cycle, and the vehicle precedence period will terminate when a pre‑set time has 
expired. The pre‑set time is normally set low, typically 20 s to 30 s, but can be extended during 
peak periods if required.
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18.4.3.  Microwave vehicle detection may be used on roads with speed limits higher than 
30 mph but signal settings will need to be adjusted to ensure safe clearance periods are 
introduced.

18.4.4.  On roads with speed limits above 30 mph, or an 85th percentile approach speed above 
35 mph, if vehicle actuation is used it should always be supplemented with Speed Assessment 
or Speed Discrimination equipment (see 10.4). Isolated adaptive control such as MOVA may be 
used as an alternative.

Table 18‑1 Recommendations for Vehicle Detection for signal‑controlled crossings

Speed limit 
(mph)

85th percentile 
approach speed (mph)

Recommended Operation

Up to and 
including 30

Up to and including 35 a) Fixed time operation, or
b) Microwave vehicle detection (MVD) or
c) With a single loop sited 39 m from the stop line with a 4.0 second 

extension time for vehicles, or
d) With a multi‑loop configuration such as System D

Above 30 Up to and including 35
Greater than 35 and up 
to and including 45

a) Vehicle actuation or isolated adaptive control 
b) Vehicle actuation as above. In addition, Speed Discrimination loops 

spaced at 79 m from the stop line (vehicles travelling in excess of 
30 mph being granted 3.0 second extensions) should be used

18.5 Co‑ordinated control
18.5.1.  Where a crossing is proposed close to a signal junction (within about 100 m), 
consideration should be given to linking the operation of the crossing to that of the junction, 
either locally or within a UTC system. 

18.5.2.  Crossings within UTC or locally linked system may be:

a) omitted from the UTC scheme and remain on isolated control when coordination is not 
justified, for example at quiet times of day,

b) operated as part of an adjacent controlled junction, or
c) controlled directly by the system.

18.5.3.  If controlled directly, the normal method is to control the change to the start of the 
pedestrian stage. It is either allowed or inhibited by use of software commands within the 
controller. Where kerbside detection is used, improved control may also be achieved by 
modelling the crossing as a junction with the pedestrian stage entered as a stage with a call/
cancel facility. This method will also allow for the variable all‑red.

18.5.4.  The vehicle precedence time of the crossing should be matched to the timings of the 
adjacent installations. It may be necessary, and desirable, for a complete crossing sequence to 
operate more than once within the area cycle time to avoid long pedestrian waiting times.

18.5.5.  Under UTC it may be possible to insert artificial pedestrian demands. This could present 
drivers with an unexpected loss of right of way and should be avoided.

18.5.6.  When calculating timings, the crossing length used is the maximum distance between 
footway kerbs. At staggered, off‑set or in‑line two‑stage crossings, each carriageway should be 
treated as a separate crossing.
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18.6 Design walking speed
18.6.1.  A design speed of 1.2 m/s is conventionally used to calculate timings for crossings. This 
results in timings that are suitable for the vast majority of crossings. The clearance period is key 
as this is what allows people to clear the crossing if they step off the kerb as the green symbol 
goes out. If this is properly calculated it will ensure there is sufficient crossing time. 

18.6.2.  A lower design speed of 1.0 m/s may be used, either on a site‑by‑site basis or as an 
area‑wide policy. Where there is a large number of slower pedestrians this may be beneficial. 
The use of on‑crossing detection will also help by automatically extending crossing times where 
needed. 

18.6.3.  The invitation to cross period for all crossings will depend on how many people are 
waiting, time of day, and distance to cross. Generally, it should be long enough to allow people 
to clear the footway, establish themselves on the crossing and avoid turning back when the 
all‑red or blackout period begins. 

18.6.4.  The invitation to cross period may need increasing if:

a) there are heavy pedestrian flows,
b) the crossing is very wide,
c) a central refuge area is provided,
d) space in the pedestrian waiting area is limited,
e) at crossings on high speed roads, or
f) if there are high proportions of disabled, older or slower moving pedestrians or schools 

nearby.

18.6.5.  At nearside crossings, pedestrians cannot see the green signal once they enter the 
crossing. There is therefore little benefit to increasing the invitation to cross unnecessarily.

18.7 Detection
18.7.1.  Crossings may utilise two forms of detection in addition to push buttons:

a) kerbside call/cancel detectors, which cancel pedestrian demands that are no longer 
required. They may also be used to adjust crossing timings to take account of pedestrian 
flows, and

b) on‑crossing detectors, which extend the all‑red time.

18.7.2.  Developed originally for Puffin crossings, both types of detection may now be used 
at all signal‑controlled facilities. Whether or not to do so will depend on local policies and site 
circumstances. For example, on‑crossing detection cannot be used with pedestrian countdown 
as this requires a fixed blackout period. 

18.7.3.  Kerbside detection can improve the efficiency of a crossing by cancelling unwanted 
demands and allowing timings to be adjusted to take account of pedestrian flows. It may now 
be used on both farside and nearside facilities. At sites with high pedestrian demand, kerbside 
detection may be of limited value as demand is likely to be present for the majority of the time. 
Kerbside detection may need adjusting where narrow footways mean passing pedestrians may 
trigger the detection unnecessarily.

18.7.4.  On‑crossing detection should be properly installed, aligned and maintained in 
accordance with the manufacturer’s guidelines. This can be particularly relevant at nearside 
facilities, as pedestrians cannot see a demand unit once they are established on the crossing. 
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At crossings over 4 m in width, two sets of parallel detectors will be required to ensure full 
coverage of the crossing.

18.7.5.  On‑crossing detection can be used with farside facilities, and can give similar benefits 
to nearside facilities as well as improving efficiency of operation. The exception is where 
pedestrian countdown is to be used, as on‑crossing detection is incompatible with this (see 
11.11).

18.7.6.  Where kerbside call/cancel detection is used the delay time, after which the call is 
cancelled if the kerbside detector does not detect anyone waiting, should be set to a value 
between 2 and 4 s depending on site conditions.

18.8 Operational cycles and timings
18.8.1.  The operational cycles and recommended timings for all crossing types are given in the 
following tables. 

Table 18‑2 Operational cycle and timings for nearside crossings

Period Crossing 
signal

Vehicle 
signal

Duration 
in s

Comments

1 Red Green 6‑15 min
60 max

Traffic green: minimum is typically 7 s but may exceptionally 
be set in the range 6‑15 s if necessary. Can be set up to a 
maximum of 60 s according to traffic flow, but maximum timings 
over 30 s should be avoided to minimise pedestrian delay.

2 Red Amber 3 Mandatory stopping amber signal to traffic. No variation 
permitted.

3 Red Red 1‑3 All‑red following traffic: allows traffic to clear before 
pedestrians are given right of way.
a) 1 s after a gap change or 1‑3 s after a force change on low 
speed roads;
b) 3 s when the 85th percentile speed is greater than 35 mph

4 Green Red 4‑9 Invitation to Cross: 4‑5 s when pedestrian flows are light to 
moderate. See 18.6.4

5* Red Red 1‑5 Fixed All Red: ensures that pedestrians who enter the 
crossing at the end of Period 4 are established on the crossing. 
Can be set in the range 1‑5 s. 3 s is recommended as the base 
setting, but 2 s has been successfully used at a number of 
sites. The fixed all red period will always appear whether or not 
pedestrians are present on the crossing, therefore this timing 
should not be unnecessarily long. May vary according to the 
type of detection used.

6* Red Red 0‑30 
(Puffin)
0‑22 
(Toucan)

Variable All Red: holds traffic on red whilst pedestrians clear 
the crossing. The maximum value is based on road width and 
the pedestrian ‘comfort factor’ (Pc) Will have a 0 s duration 
if there are no pedestrians on the crossing but will run to a 
maximum if there are pedestrians present, or gap out between 
the minimum and maximum when pedestrians leave the 
crossing. Minimum value is dependent on the width of the 
crossing

7 Red Red / 
amber

2 Mandatory starting red/amber signal to traffic. No variation 
permitted

*advice on calculating periods 5 and 6 is given in 11.10
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Table 18‑3 Operational cycle and timings for farside crossings without countdown

Period Crossing 
signal

Vehicle 
signal

Duration Comments

I Red Green 7‑20 Min and max for use with vehicle actuation. May vary according 
to traffic volumes

II Red Amber 3 Mandatory stopping amber signal to traffic. No variation 
permitted

III Red Red 1‑3 Allows traffic to clear before pedestrians are given right of way.
a) 2 s after a gap, max, fixed time or UTC change
b) 3 s when the 85th percentile speed is greater than 35 mph

IV Green 
(invitation 
to cross)

Red 6‑12 dependent upon carriageway width and pedestrian/cyclist 
density, user type, presence of central refuge. 

V Fixed 
Blackout

Red 3 Fixed minimum blackout to comply with TOPAS 2500A

VI Extendable 
blackout

Red 0‑22 Minimum value dependent on width of crossing and type of 
detection.
A further 3 s blackout should be added if period VI reaches 
max. 

VII Red Red 1 Further clearance period

VIII Red Red/
amber

2 Mandatory starting red/amber signal to traffic. No variation 
permitted

Table 18‑4 Operational cycle and timings for farside crossings with countdown

Period Crossing 
signal

Vehicle 
signal

Duration Comments

A Red Green 7‑20 Min and max for use with vehicle actuation. May vary according 
to traffic volumes.

B Red Amber 3 Mandatory stopping amber signal to traffic. No variation 
permitted.

C Red Red 1‑3 Allows traffic to clear before pedestrians are given right of way.
a) 2 s after a gap, max, fixed time or UTC change
b) 3 s when the 85th percentile speed is greater than 35 mph

D Green 
(invitation 
to cross)

Red 6‑12 Dependent upon carriageway width and pedestrian density, 
user type, presence of central refuge

E Blackout Red Dependent 
on width of 
crossing

L/s, where L = width of crossing in m, and s = chosen design 
walking speed, either 1.0 m/s or 1.2 m/s. 

F Red Red 3 Fixed all‑red period to allow pedestrians to clear the crossing 
before traffic is given right of way. 

G Red Red/
amber

2 Mandatory starting red/amber signal to traffic. No variation 
permitted.
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19 PUFFIN CROSSINGS

19.1 General
19.1.1.  The minimum width of a Puffin crossing is 2.4 m, as set out in diagram 1055.1 
(S14‑2‑55). Puffin crossings use nearside pedestrian demand units to diagram 4003.1 (see 
Figure 11‑2), and additional push buttons to diagram 4003.8 (see Figure 11‑3). Pedestrian 
demand units include pedestrian red and green displays, plus a push button either in combined 
or separate units. 

19.1.2.  The prescribed road markings are set out in 18.1.4.

19.1.3.  Pedestrian demand units should be sited between waiting pedestrians and the nearest 
approaching traffic as this encourages pedestrians to look towards the approaching vehicles. 
If a pedestrian demand unit is not located to the right, when viewed looking into the crossing, a 
push button should be provided as visually impaired people are used to seeking a push button 
on the right. 

19.1.4.  Pedestrian demand units and push buttons should be installed 0.5 m from the line of 
crossing studs. This enables pedestrians standing on the tactile paving, particularly those with 
sight problems, to reach the demand unit. The demand unit should be positioned so that people 
using mobility scooters or wheelchairs can reach it easily, as they may have more difficulty 
depending on the site layout.

19.1.5.  Pedestrian demand units and push buttons should be mounted at a height of between 
1.0 m and 1.1 m from the footway to the button, and be inclined at 25° to 30° to the kerb face 
pointing into the footway, except on islands where they should be at right angles.

19.1.6.  In some circumstances, for example where buried services create siting issues, it may 
be necessary to site poles more than 0.5 m from the kerb face to avoid existing services. In 
such cases, the angle of the pedestrian demand unit may have to be reduced to ensure that 
pedestrians do not stand too far from the kerb edge.

19.1.7.  Extra push button units can be placed on the other side of the crossing if needed and 
may be helpful where the crossing is wider than standard, or on one‑way streets. These can be 
placed on short posts or on other signal posts if they are in the correct location. 

19.1.8.  Where pedestrian flows are high standard height pedestrian demand units can be 
masked by waiting pedestrians. High‑level repeaters to diagram 4003.1A (see S14‑2‑14) can be 
installed with a minimum 1.70 m clearance to the underside of the unit.
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20 TOUCAN CROSSINGS

20.1 General
20.1.1.  Toucan crossings allow both pedestrians and cyclists to cross at the same time. They 
may use nearside signals to diagram 4003.7 (S14‑2‑21, see Figure 20‑1), or farside signals to 
diagram 4003.5 (S14‑2‑19) with a push button to diagram 4003.6 (S14‑2‑20) (see Figure 12‑6) 
or 4003.8 (S14‑2‑12, see Figure 11‑3). Farside and nearside signals must not be combined in 
the same installation.

20.1.2.  The prescribed road markings are set out in 18.1.4.

20.1.3.  If the footway and cycle track on the approach are segregated, segregation should stop 
short of the waiting area, which should be provided with tactile paving to the recommended 
layouts and colours in ‘Guidance on the Use of Tactile Paving Surfaces’. Nearside signal 
aspects can be obscured by waiting pedestrians at busy sites, and high‑ level repeater signals to 
diagram 4003.7A (S14‑2‑22, see Figure 20‑2) may be useful.

  
 Figure 20‑1 Diagram 4003.7 (S14‑2‑21) Figure 20‑2 Diagram 4003.7A (S14‑2‑22)

20.1.4.  Staggered or split crossings are not generally recommended for cyclists, because they 
can cause delay to people crossing and give rise to potential conflict between cyclists and 
pedestrians, but in some locations they may be the only practicable design solution. Refuges at 
staggered crossings should be able to accommodate a design cycle 1.2 m wide by 2.8 m long.

20.1.5.  The minimum permitted width of a Toucan crossing is 3 m, as set out in diagram 1055.1, 
but 4 m is recommended as a more effective width. General layout requirements are the same 
as for Puffin crossings, but one push button should be placed on either side of the crossing. 
Pedestrian countdown may be provided with a Toucan crossing (see 21.2). Timings are given in 
Table 18‑2, Table 18‑3 and Table 18‑4.
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21 SIGNAL‑CONTROLLED PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES (PEDEX)

21.1 General
21.1.1.  Whilst crossings with nearside operation have become the main form of crossing in 
many places, it is recognised that there are places where they are unsuitable. Accordingly, 
although it is no longer possible to install Pelican crossings in England, Scotland and Wales, a 
crossing using farside signals is prescribed in the Regulations. Note that Pelican crossings are 
still prescribed in Northern Ireland. Existing Pelican crossings elsewhere may remain in place 
until the equipment reaches the end of its life.

21.1.2.  A Pedex crossing is a junction pedestrian facility installed as a stand‑alone crossing. It 
is defined in Schedule 1 of the Regulations as a “signal‑controlled pedestrian facility” and uses 
farside signals to diagram 4002.1 (S14‑2‑9) with push buttons to diagram 4003 (S14‑2‑11), or 
4003.8 (S14‑2‑12). The sequence is the same as at a signal‑controlled junction, with a steady 
amber period for traffic, and a green pedestrian symbol followed by a blackout period.

21.1.3.  The prescribed road markings are set out in 18.1.4. Timings are given in Table 18‑3.

21.2 Pedestrian countdown
21.2.1.  Pedestrian countdown signals are prescribed in diagram 4002.1A (S14‑2‑10, see 
Figure 11‑6). The diagram shows them in combination with the farside Toucan signal head 
but this is not a requirement; the cycle aspect may be omitted. Countdown signals indicate 
the length of the blackout period and therefore the amount of time remaining in which people 
can finish crossing the road. They are not prescribed to indicate any other part of the signal 
sequence.

21.2.2.  Countdown can be used with either Pedex or farside Toucan crossings. At Pedex 
crossings it may be mounted to the left or right of the green symbol, but must not be mounted 
in any other position. At Toucan crossings it must be mounted on the opposite side of the green 
pedestrian symbol to the cycle symbol, with the signal head making an inverted ‘T’ shape. The 
countdown unit is designed to retrofit to existing signal heads and to learn the existing timings. 
No timing changes are required to fit countdown but it may be useful to review what is currently 
in use if countdown is being considered.

21.2.3.  If countdown is to be used on‑crossing detection will not be possible as the blackout 
period must be fixed. Kerbside call/cancel detection may be used. Timings are given in 
Table 18‑4.
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22 EQUESTRIAN CROSSINGS

22.1 General
22.1.1.  Equestrian crossings allow horses and their riders to cross the carriageway. They may 
help reduce the risk of accidents involving ridden horses, which can be very serious. Advice on 
the needs of equestrians is given in ‘TA 57: Roadside Features’, much of which is applicable for 
local roads.

22.1.2.  Where a bridleway crosses a road where the visibility is adequate and the vehicular 
flows and 85th percentile speeds are reasonable, leaving a crossing place uncontrolled may be 
suitable, particularly if the bridleway has a good surface and there is space for all users to wait 
in safety. Low‑key improvements could be considered such as providing a holding area or an 
improved surface.

22.1.3.  Equestrian crossings are prescribed for use by a horse and rider and are not suitable 
for horse‑drawn vehicles.

22.2 Signal heads, push buttons and pedestrian demand units.
22.2.1.  These are prescribed in both farside and nearside forms, in diagram 4003.2 (S14‑2‑15), 
diagram 4003.3 (S14‑2‑16) and diagram 4003.4 (S14‑2‑17). Supplementary high‑level repeater 
signals are prescribed in diagram 4003.4A (S14‑2‑18). Nearside and farside signals must not be 
combined in the same installation.

22.2.2.  The prescribed road markings are set out in 18.1.4. Stud markings to diagram 1055.2 
may be used instead of those to diagram 1055.1 where a parallel pedestrian or Toucan facility is 
provided (see 22.5).

22.2.3.  On a two‑way road the push button or demand unit should be positioned to the right of 
the rider, to encourage them to look first towards the nearest approaching vehicles. 

22.2.4.  On a one‑way street, or at staggered crossings, the push button or demand unit should 
be located at the side of the crossing from which traffic is approaching. A horse rider may 
typically be 1.8 m from the front of the horse, and the push button or demand unit should be 
sited sufficiently far back from the carriageway to accommodate this. 2 m is a recommended 
minimum but the exact distance will depend on site circumstances. The push button should be 
mounted a minimum of 1.5 m from ground level to enable riders to press it without dismounting.

22.3 Holding area
22.3.1.  A holding area for horses and their riders should be provided. If there is a footway 
the holding area should be behind it. Guidance on a suitable layout and materials for holding 
areas is given in TA 57. If possible, the arrangement should result in the rider being in line with 
the crossing rather than parallel with the kerb. Some form of barrier or guardrailing should 
be provided as a minimum to define the limits of the holding area as horses can behave 
unpredictably.

22.3.2.  A grassed surface may be satisfactory within the holding area but for heavily used 
crossings, and on cohesive soils, a hardened surface should be considered. If hardened 
surfaces are used a nearby salt/grit bin may be useful. The British Horse Society document 
‘Advice on Surfaces for Horses’ provides guidance on suitable surfaces. Inspection covers 
should where practicable be kept away from the route used by horses, especially on 

Page 2799



144 

EQUESTRIAN CROSSINGS

non‑hardened approaches. Controllers should also be sited away from the holding area, as 
maintenance vehicles and personnel in hi‑visibility jackets may worry horses. 

22.3.3.  Lowered kerbs should be provided with a minimum of 25 mm upstand, to ensure that 
visually impaired people do not mistake it for a pedestrian crossing. Tactile paving should not be 
used at the equestrian crossing point. 

22.4 Timings
22.4.1.  Recommended timings are shown in Table 18‑2 and Table 18‑3. The crossing time 
may need to be longer than that provided for pedestrians or cyclists. Horses may be used to 
travelling in groups, and if the group is split, especially if one horse is isolated from others, 
those separated may become more difficult to control. The same may apply to horses kept 
standing by busy carriageways. Both the holding area and timings should address these points, 
especially if there is a refuge or central reserve. 

22.4.2.  If push buttons are installed more than 2 m from the kerb edge the timings will need 
to take account of this. A demand from a push button 20 m away may mean that the horse 
has less time to wait at the kerb edge. However, if a demand has already registered from 
another push button and the change to green occurs whilst the horse is still some way from the 
carriageway, the invitation to cross period needs to be long enough to allow for this. A second 
push button position may be required nearer to the 2 m minimum. Red lamp monitoring will be 
required.

22.5 Parallel pedestrian and Toucan facilities
22.5.1.  Bridleways and footpaths often follow the same or similar routes, and where a demand 
exists for an equestrian crossing, it is likely that cyclists and pedestrians will need to cross as 
well. The Regulations allow for a segregated, but parallel, Toucan or pedestrian and equestrian 
crossing using stud markings to diagram 1055.2 (S14‑2‑56). An indicative layout is shown in 
Figure 22‑1. The crossing is segregated as horses can behave unpredictably and sharing 
a crossing with pedestrians or cyclists may create an accident risk. Equally, horses may be 
worried or startled by other users if the crossing is shared. 

22.5.2.  Diagram 1055.2 requires a minimum of 3 m between the two parts of the crossing. The 
maximum separation is 5 m to dissuade drivers from stopping between crossings. 

22.5.3.  The advice in this section on pedestrian and Toucan facilities should be followed for 
the signal heads, push buttons and demand units. Accessibility features should be provided 
as described in 15.2. The level of the audible signal should be adjusted so that it is adequate 
for pedestrians and cyclists but has the minimum impact at the equestrian crossing. Tactile 
signals can be provided at the equestrian crossing, if there is a local need. Figure 22‑1 shows a 
suggested layout for a parallel equestrian and pedestrian or Toucan facility using farside signals. 
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Figure 22‑1 Layout of a parallel equestrian and pedestrian or Toucan facility
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23 SIGNALS FOR LIGHT RAPID TRANSIT SYSTEMS (TRAMS) 

23.1 General
23.1.1.  Where a tram route uses the road network, tram signals are used to separately signal 
road and tram traffic. Tram signals are prescribed in diagram 3013 (S14‑3‑2, see Figure 23‑1) 
and consist of a single aspect capable of showing up to 5 different signals through different 
combinations of white dots. S14‑3 sets out the permitted positions of tram signals within a signal 
head in relation to the standard aspects. 

23.1.2.  The Office of Rail and Road should be involved from the early stages of development 
of any tram system project. Facilities for pedestrians crossing at signal‑controlled junctions and 
elsewhere will need particular consideration.

23.1.3.  Other tram signals used on the system, such as point indicators used by tram drivers, 
are not necessarily seen by road users. However, if they are they will need authorisation, as 
they are not prescribed in the Regulations.

295 min
305 max

255 min
290 max

75 min
95 max

20 min
30 max

45

Figure 23‑1 Diagram 3013 (S14‑3‑2) Light signal for control of tramcars 
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24 WIG‑WAG SIGNALS

24.1 General
24.1.1.  The wig‑wag signal to diagram 3014 (S14‑2‑5, see Figure 24‑1) is used where the 
need for a vehicle to stop is paramount for safety reasons, but unpredictable and sometimes 
infrequent. This requires a different type of signal to those used at junctions.

Figure 24‑1 Diagram 3014 (S14‑2‑5) Wig‑wag signal

24.1.2.  Wig‑wag signals are used at level crossings, swing or lifting bridges, airfields or in 
the vicinity of premises used regularly by fire, police or ambulance service vehicles. Tunnel 
entries must be controlled by standard traffic signals to diagram 3000. Tunnel sites with existing 
wig‑wag installations may remain in place until the equipment reaches the end of its life.

24.1.3.  This section does not provide advice on the use of wig‑wag signals at level crossings as 
these are the responsibility of Network Rail. The Office of Rail and Road gives guidance on the 
design of these sites in ‘Railway Safety Publication 7 Level Crossings: A guide for managers, 
designers and operators’.

24.1.4.  Although specified vehicles may pass a standard red signal as shown in diagram 3000 
in certain circumstances, there are no exceptions for traffic to pass the flashing red signals as 
shown in diagram 3014. Wig‑wag signals generally indicate a situation in which a driver passing 
them on red may be heading into immediate danger, for example if a moveable bridge is in the 
lifted position and the road does not continue. 

24.1.5.  The advice in this section should be read in conjunction with the advice on the use of 
warning signs for wig‑wag installations given in Chapter 4.

24.2 Signal heads
24.2.1.  Wig‑wag signal heads must be ES compliant to BS EN 12368:2015 as set out in 
S14‑1‑3. The signal sequence and flashing rate for the red signals is defined in S14‑1‑8. The 
amber period is also defined in S14‑1‑8 as 5 s, with a tolerance of 0.25 s either way. S14‑6‑5 
requires a minimum of two signal heads per approach. 

24.2.2.  The positioning of the posts and heads will vary from site to site, but for most 
applications both signals are placed on the approach side of the hazard. As with standard traffic 
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signals, drivers must be able to see one signal on approach and one while waiting. Stop lines to 
diagram 1001 (S14‑2‑46) must be provided at a distance from the signal head to allow drivers 
to see the signal while waiting. There is no set minimum distance, but as with a traffic signal 
junction, 2.5 m is likely to provide adequate visibility.

24.2.3.  There are situations where the standard signal to S14‑2‑5 cannot be used because of 
a lack of space. A narrower version is available but requires the relevant national authority’s 
authorisation. This has the same layout as the standard signal but with smaller gaps between 
the aspects and a reduced width backing board. Designers wishing to use this should contact 
the relevant national authority for the approved drawing.

24.3 Control equipment
24.3.1.  Control equipment for wig‑wag signals must comply with the requirements of S14‑6‑46, 
which sets out that equipment used in connection with signals (including the content of all 
instructions stored in, or executable by, that equipment) may only be placed if it complies with 
the relevant requirements of BS EN 12675:2001 and BS EN 50556:2011. These relate to 
safety‑critical matters such as failure modes and signal states dangerous to traffic.

24.3.2.  Control equipment is covered by a TOPAS procurement specification, TOPAS2513, and 
it is recommended that local authorities install TOPAS‑registered equipment. 

24.3.3.  Unlike signal control at junctions, or at stand‑alone crossings, there may be a need 
to have an operator control panel off‑site, for example in a fire station or bridge control room. 
Remote monitoring is essential and should be considered at an early stage. Many wig‑wag sites 
are in isolated locations and do not operate regularly. By the nature of the sites, any accident 
could be serious. The correct operation, full display of aspects and a swift response to any faults 
is essential to minimise risk.

24.4 Swinging or lifting (moveable) bridges
24.4.1.  The equipment at moveable bridges is normally maintained by the organisation 
involved, for example the Canal and River Trust. Traffic authorities should be aware of the 
ownership and maintenance arrangements. British Waterways can provide information on 
responsibilities. 

24.4.2.  Lifting barriers are provided, either full‑width or double half‑barriers. The type selected 
will depend on the site conditions and the method of control is different for each case. Both 
single and double barriers, when lowered, should cover the whole of the carriageway and 
footways.

24.4.3.  The operator initiates the sequence. Traffic is stopped by the standard wig‑wag signal 
sequence, and after a set clearance period, the barriers lower automatically. At double barrier 
layouts, the near side barriers on each approach are lowered first. When the bridge is seen to 
be clear of all traffic the operator will lower the off side barriers. When the bridge is back in the 
normal position the barriers will start to rise.

24.4.4.  Red warning lamps are provided on each barrier boom, which should illuminate when 
the boom is in any position except vertical. Audible signals for pedestrians are provided, which 
start at the same time as the flashing amber and continue until the barrier or barriers are fully 
lowered. The audible signal starts again before the barriers start to rise. The signal should 
sound like a single stroke bell so that it cannot be mistaken for other audible warnings.
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24.5 Airfields
24.5.1.  The equipment at airfields or airports is normally maintained by the airport operator, 
or the Ministry of Defence for military facilities. Whilst the controller is likely to be sited at the 
roadside, the control panel is more likely to be off‑site in a control room. Traffic authorities 
should be aware of the relevant ownership and maintenance arrangements. The Airport 
Operators’ Association also keeps details.

24.5.2.  Wig‑wags may be used where there is a need to interrupt traffic flow due to hazards 
such as sudden noise or to allow aircraft to move around the site. The need for barriers will 
depend on the reason for stopping the vehicular traffic. If it is being stopped because of sudden 
noise from low‑flying aircraft barriers would not normally be required. However, if the hazard is 
at the same level, for example an aircraft being towed across the road, then barriers would be 
used to give added protection. As for other sites with barriers they should extend across both 
carriageway and footways. Depending on pedestrian flows, consideration should be given to 
providing an audible warning signal, as at moveable bridges.

24.6 Premises used by the emergency services
24.6.1.  The installation of wig‑wags should be considered where there is a special need to 
provide breaks in steady and fast streams of vehicular traffic outside a fire, ambulance or police 
station. This allows emergency vehicles answering a call to join the appropriate traffic stream 
with the minimum of delay. No barriers are provided.

24.6.2.  If the emergency vehicles exit into a signal‑controlled junction it may be more 
appropriate to provide a separate stage within the junction control with a hurry‑call facility. 

24.6.3.  The positioning of the wig‑wag signals and Stop lines should be determined by treating 
the access to the emergency premises as an approach to a standard signal junction. Yellow box 
markings to diagram 1043 (S9‑6‑25), or a Keep Clear marking to diagram 1026 (S11‑4‑26) may 
also be provided to keep the area outside the station free from queuing traffic.

24.6.4.  If the wig‑wag signals on the road cannot be seen from the premises, additional 
wig‑wag signals may be installed to face exiting drivers. These should display the aspects in 
the same configuration as diagram 3014, but with blue or white aspects instead of red, with the 
amber signal remaining the same. These signals should never be visible to drivers on the public 
highway and ideally should be sited within the boundary of the premises. 

24.6.5.  A control panel may be situated inside the emergency vehicle building, with the button 
to activate the lights normally pushed by the last person to board the appliance. A miniature 
wig‑wag signal is shown on the operator’s panel mimicking the operation of the main signal. If 
the junction layout is complex it is helpful for the operator’s panel to include a simple junction 
layout drawing.

24.6.6.  Once a demand is received, the wig‑wags should operate to the timings shown in 
Table 24‑1.
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Table 24‑1 Operational sequence and timings for wig‑wag signals at emergency premises

Period Signals for 
general traffic

Signals for emergency 
vehicles

Duration 
(seconds)

A Amber Amber 5 (fixed)

B Red flashing Blue or white flashing 15‑45

C Blank Blank 20 (fixed)

D Blank Blank Await demand

24.6.7.  Timings and operation may be varied depending on site circumstances. For example:

a) If the emergency vehicles are some distance from the exit on to the public highway, a delay 
in the appearance of the amber signal may be necessary. This would normally be in the 
range of 5 s to 35 s.

b) If the initiation of a demand is remote from the station, there can be an inbuilt delay to allow 
crews to reach the appliances.

c) If the station exits on to a dual carriageway it may not be necessary to stop the traffic flow 
on the approach furthest from the station if the appliance is turning left. Two separate push 
buttons should be provided, clearly labelled to avoid possible operator errors – a junction 
layout drawing and different coloured buttons may help. Safeguards should be in place 
against operator error, e.g. pressing the left turn‑out button, followed immediately by a right 
turn‑out button.

24.7 Warning lights: cattle crossing ahead
24.7.1.  It should be noted that these do not provide priority or a dedicated crossing function. 
They provide a warning to drivers to be aware they may have to stop because of cattle in the 
road ahead. Advice on the use of the cattle crossing ahead warning sign to diagrams 548 and 
548.1A is given in Chapter 4.

24.7.2.  Cattle crossing warning lights must be ES compliant to BS EN 12368:2015 as set out 
in S14‑1‑2. S14‑1‑12 defines the flashing rate. The equipment should be programmed with 
an automatic time‑out sequence of between 1 and 5 minutes, so that they are not left active 
unnecessarily, and an inhibit function to stop re‑use within 5 minutes. 

24.7.3.  Although there is no requirement for warning lights on both sides of each approach, this 
should be considered.

Page 2808



153 

25 SCHOOL CROSSING PATROL WIG‑WAG SIGNALS

25.1 General
25.1.1.  Warning lights to indicate a school crossing patrol is in operation must comply with 
diagram 4004. These must be placed with a sign to diagram 545 and a plate with any of the 
legends “School”, “Patrol” or “Disabled children” as appropriate, as shown in Figure 25‑1. The 
advice in this section should be read in conjunction with the advice on siting the signs given in 
Chapter 4. 

25.1.2.  The wig‑wag unit should be mounted below the sign to diagram 545 and its associated 
plate, separated from them by a minimum distance of 50 mm, see Figure 25‑1. Wig‑wags 
should not be mounted on backing boards. Lights should not be used near level crossings, 
traffic signals, Zebra, Parallel or signal‑controlled crossings if this might cause confusion 
or distraction. They should never be used to warn of children crossing at Zebra, Parallel or 
signal‑controlled crossings.

25.1.3.  The base of the unit should be mounted not less than 2.1 m above the surrounding 
footway or verge (2.25 m in Scotland). This should be increased to 2.3 m where cyclists are 
present. This may be reduced to 1.8 m or less at sites where the authority is satisfied that the 
unit is unlikely to cause obstruction to pedestrians and that there is no risk of the indication to 
drivers being obstructed by pedestrians. The risk of vandalism and accidental damage should 
be borne in mind if a low mounting height is being considered.

25.1.4.  The unit should be mounted upright and on the vertical axis of the sign. They may be 
programmed remotely to operate at specified times, and adjusted on site with mobile devices. 
They may also be operated by a key switch which should be mounted within convenient reach.

25.1.5.  On single carriageway roads with a speed limit of 30 mph at a patrol site with flashing 
lights, the “School” supplementary plate may be substituted for the plate to diagram 545.1. This 
plate must be mounted in conjunction with flashing lights to diagram 4004, and may not be 
varied. It is unlikely to be effective on roads with speed limits greater than 30 mph, or on dual 
carriageways. For more information see section 8 of Chapter 4.
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50mm

0.05 H

H

Figure 25‑1 Diagram 545 (S2‑2‑25) and associated plate, shown in combination with diagram 4004 
(S14‑2‑23)
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26.1 General
26.1.1.  The signals shown in S14‑2‑32 to 34 are used on single carriageway roads where 
a tidal‑flow system is in operation, for example where a high proportion of the flow is in one 
direction during the morning peak hours, with the major flow in the reverse direction during 
the evening peak. This form of control permits the higher traffic flow to use a greater width 
of the carriageway by reversing the traffic flow in one or more central traffic lanes at different 
times of the day. The “red cross” signals shown in diagrams 5003 and 5003.1 (S14‑2‑33, see 
Figure 26‑2) are also prescribed for use on actively‑managed hard shoulders of motorways but 
this application is not considered here. Lane control signals may be used only to indicate the 
effect of a TRO.

26.1.2.  A signal to diagram 5001.1 or 5001.2 (S14‑2‑32, see Figure 26‑1) is placed above a 
traffic lane facing the direction of oncoming vehicles to indicate that traffic in the lane below the 
green arrow may proceed beneath or beyond that arrow.

Figure 26‑1 Diagrams 5001.1 and 5001.2 (S14‑2‑32) Lane open to vehicular traffic (Alternative types)

26.1.3.  A signal to diagram 5003 or 5003.1 is placed above a traffic lane facing the direction 
of oncoming vehicles to indicate that traffic in the lane below the red cross must not proceed 
beneath or beyond that red cross.

Figure 26‑2 Diagrams 5003 and 5003.1 (S14‑2‑33) Lane closed to vehicular traffic (Alternative types)

26.1.4.  Figure 26‑3 shows the basic arrangement for placing the signals above the 
carriageway. Schedule 14 requires that the height of the centre of each light signal from the 
surface of the carriageway in the immediate vicinity shall be not less than 5.5 m nor more than 
9 m. Each signal is prescribed with maximum and minimum dimensions. Regulation 7(5), which 
requires the shape and proportions to remain the same when choosing dimensions for individual 
elements of a sign, does not apply in this case. This allows more flexibility when designing each 
signal. The overall size of each signal will depend on the speed of traffic, not just at peak times, 
but during free‑flow conditions, as the signals are in use at all times. Although Figure 26‑3 
shows five lanes tidal flow can be used in other situations, such as on a three‑lane carriageway.
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Figure 26‑3 Example of lane control signals mounted above the carriageway for a tidal‑flow system

26.1.5.  A signal to diagram 5005 or 5005.1 (S14‑2‑34, see Figure 26‑4) indicates that traffic 
should move to the next lane to the left as soon as it is safe to do so. It is normally used at the 
start of a tidal‑flow system to direct traffic away from an opposing tidal‑flow lane. The signal will 
also be needed when closing a tidal‑flow lane, so that a green arrow first changes to a white 
arrow before changing to a red cross. However, depending on the road layout there might be 
situations where it is not required in one particular direction.

Figure 26‑4 Diagrams 5005 and 5005.1 (S14‑2‑34) Lane closed ahead and vehicular traffic should move 
to the next lane on the left (Alternative types)

26.1.6.  The signals should be mounted back to back centrally over a traffic lane to face both 
directions along the lane, so that whenever the green or white arrow facing traffic from one 
direction is showing, the red cross facing the opposite direction is also showing over the same 
traffic lane. When changing the direction of flow, the lane first needs to be closed with the red 
cross showing in both directions for a period long enough to ensure that the lane is clear of 
all traffic. For those lanes where the direction of flow is never changed the green arrow and 
red cross, as appropriate, will be permanently displayed. These signals must be internally 
illuminated and identical to those displayed above the tidal‑flow lane.

26.1.7.  The signs shown in S14‑2‑35 to 40 are used to inform drivers of a tidal‑flow system 
ahead and to explain the meaning of the lane control signals. The x‑height of these signs may 
be varied from 75 mm to 150 mm and depends on the speed of traffic. 

26.1.8.  A sign to diagram 5010 (S14‑2‑35, see Figure 26‑5) is used on a road that leads 
directly into a tidal‑flow system. It gives advance warning of lane control on the road ahead, 
and explains the meaning of the signals. The white arrow symbol and the legend “move to left” 
is omitted where the signal to diagram 5005 or 5005.1 is not used. The sign should be sited 
approximately 200 m before the first signal. 

26.1.9.  The sign to diagram 5011 (S14‑2‑36, see Figure 26‑6) is similar to diagram 5010 (see 
Figure 26‑5), and is used on a side road that joins a major road within a lane control section. 
The sign should be placed at least 50 m from the junction to enable drivers to assimilate the 
information on the sign before diverting their attention to the junction ahead. Where the side 
road is one‑way (with two or more lanes) or a dual carriageway the sign should be provided on 
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each side of the carriageway. A sign to diagram 5012 (S14‑2‑37, see Figure 26‑7) should be 
sited between 50 m and 100 m before the first signal.

26.1.10.  Where a side road joins a major road prior to the start of the lane control section, a 
sign to diagram 5011 should be provided if drivers would not pass a sign to diagram 5010 after 
turning into the major road. In this case, the sign should be supplemented by a sign to either 
diagram 5013 (S14‑2‑38, see Figure 26‑8) or 5014 (S14‑2‑39, see Figure 26‑9) located at the 
junction and with the arrow pointing in the appropriate direction. Signs to diagrams 5013 and 
5014 may be used on their own where drivers, after turning into the major road, pass a sign to 
5010 but not the sign to diagram 5014 without the arrow.

26.1.11.  A sign to diagram 5014 (S14‑2‑39, see Figure 26‑9), omitting the arrow, and varied 
to indicate the distance to the nearest ten yards, should be sited approximately 400 m before 
the first signal. Where the 85th percentile speed of traffic is above 30 mph an additional sign to 
diagram 5010 might be required. In this case it should be sited 400 m before the first signal, with 
the sign to diagram 5014 located approximately 800 m before the first signal. Where the road 
is one‑way or a dual carriageway on the approach to the tidal‑flow section, a sign to diagram 
5010, 5012 or 5014, as appropriate, should be provided on each side of the carriageway at 
each location.

26.1.12.  A sign to diagram 5015 (S14‑2‑40, see Figure 26‑10) should be provided on each 
side of the road where the lane control signals end. Alternatively, the sign may be located above 
each lane that is available to traffic travelling away from the lane control section.

  
 Figure 26‑5 Diagram 5010 (S14‑2‑35) Figure 26‑6 Diagram 5011 (S14‑2‑36) 
 Lane control light signals ahead Lane control light signals on a road extending 
  from a junction ahead

  
 Figure 26‑7 Diagram 5012 (S14‑2‑37) Figure 26‑8 Diagram 5013 (S14‑2‑38) 
 System of lane control light signals ahead Direction of a system of lane control light signals
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 Figure 26‑9 Diagram 5014 (S14‑2‑39) Figure 26‑10 Diagram 5015 (S14‑2‑40) 
 Distance to and direction of a system of lane control End of a system of lane control light signals 
 light signals (Alternative types). The distance may be 
 varied. The arrow may be reversed or omitted.
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27 INSTALLATION

27.1 General
27.1.1.  The detailed specification for construction of a traffic control scheme will be covered 
by the traffic authority’s contract documents and procurement process. This section aims to 
give advice on the basic principles of installation of permanent signal‑controlled and associated 
equipment, and for temporary traffic signals. Taking account of these during the construction 
process should result in a safe and easily maintainable installation. Designers should refer to 
the IHE Guidance Note on Traffic Control and Information Systems, which replaces TA84/06.

27.1.2.  Organisations involved in the installation of equipment and cabling for traffic control 
systems should have an accredited registration for Quality Assurance to ISO 9001 with specific 
reference to the type of work involved. Specialist sub‑contractors may be exempt from this 
requirement but should be adequately supervised by a Quality Assured organisation.

27.1.3.  Installation work should be carried out with minimum disruption to pedestrian and 
vehicular traffic. Measures should be taken to ensure the safety of the contractor’s staff and 
the public during the works. Adequate working space, warning signs, means of access and 
lighting will have to be provided. Precautions should be taken against the possible presence 
of gas in the controller cabinet, at the tops of signal poles, cable drawpits and ducts. If any gas 
is suspected anywhere in the ducting system, then the relevant gas utility company should be 
contacted immediately.

27.2 Relevant legislation
27.2.1.  The Management of Health and Safety at Work Regulations 1999 make explicit what is 
required of employers by the Health and Safety at Work etc. Act 1974. There is a requirement 
on employers to assess the risks to health and safety of their employees and others who may 
be affected by the work activity. In the context of a traffic control system, this would also apply 
to maintenance procedures and the risks to health and safety which they bring to employees 
and members of the public. If a Health and Safety file is required for the project, any specific 
maintenance procedures that arise from the analysis of this Risk Assessment should be 
included in it.

27.2.2.  ‘The Construction (Design and Management) Regulations 2015’ place duties on all 
those who can contribute to the health and safety of a construction project, particularly clients, 
designers and contractors. Reference should be made to the Health and Safety Executive best 
practice guidance document L153, Managing health and safety in construction. It describes the 
law that applies to the whole construction process on all construction projects, from concept 
to decommissioning, and what each duty holder must or should do to comply with the law to 
ensure projects are carried out in a way that secures health and safety.

27.2.3.  ‘Safety at Street Works and Road Works: A Code of Practice’ (also known as the 
‘Red Book’) provides guidance on how to carry out road and street works safely, including 
requirements for ensuring pedestrian safety. Under the New Roads and Street Works Act 1991, 
statutory undertakers and their contractors must have regard to this document in carrying out 
works. 

27.2.4.  ‘The Electricity at Work Regulations 1989’ require precautions to be taken against the 
risk of death or personal injury from electricity in work activities. They impose duties on those 
involved in the design, installation and maintenance of equipment.
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27.2.5.  The Health and Safety Executive document ‘Avoiding Danger from Underground 
Services’ is a practical guide applying to all situations where underground services may be 
found and where work is undertaken which involves penetrating the ground at or below the 
surface. It provides advice for those who have duties under the Health and Safety at Work etc. 
Act 1974 and other relevant legislation.

27.2.6.  BS 7671:2008+A3:2015 ‘Requirements for Electrical Installations’ (BS 7671), applies to 
the design, selection, erection, inspection and testing of electrical installations including traffic 
signals.

27.3 Preparation
27.3.1.  A detailed site layout drawing of the signal installation should be produced prior to the 
start of the works, at an appropriate scale to ensure they are easily read, such as 1:200 or 
1:500. This should include:

a)  All cabling and ducting details, 
b) Position of access chambers and retention sockets (where used),
c) Details of detector positions, and
d) Other relevant details such as existing inspection covers, trees, lighting columns, traffic 

signs.

27.3.2.  The location of any buried services should be identified before work starts. Statutory 
undertakers may be able to provide details of locations of their services but site investigation 
and survey may be necessary. “British Standard PAS 128:2014 ‑ Specification for underground 
utility detection, verification and location” provides a robust methodology for surveying and 
mapping buried services and its use is recommended. 

27.4 Civil engineering works
27.4.1.  Street Works UK’s document ‘Guidelines on the Positioning and Colour Coding of 
Underground Utilities’ Apparatus’ gives advice on duct laying and identification. For traffic signal 
equipment, all ducts and cables should be coloured orange and marked “Traffic Signals” at 
intervals along the length. 

27.5 Electrical installation
27.5.1.  Requirements for the supply and installation of safe electrical equipment are contained 
in BS 7671. The appropriate supply and earthing arrangements should be agreed with the 
electricity supplier, who may have their own requirements for circuits to be connected to their 
supply. The supply may be terminated within the controller cabinet, or in a separate power 
supply termination pillar, which avoids the supplier needing to gain access to the controller 
cabinet. It also provides a means of completely isolating the installation.

27.5.2.  Multicore intersection and linking cables should be protected against accidental 
damage. All cables should be of adequate size and rating to meet the electrical current carrying 
requirements and electrical protection of the systems.

27.5.3.  A mixture of extra low and low voltages should not share the same multicore cable, duct 
network or terminations. 

27.6 Signal heads and posts
27.6.1.  Retention sockets and fully ducted systems are widely used at traffic signal sites, 
which allow for all civil engineering works to be completed before the installation of cables, 
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posts and signal heads. Retention sockets consist of a foundation and socket set flush with 
the ground, into which the signal post is securely installed, and associated ducting. The socket 
system enables posts to be removed as necessary, as they are not set directly into the ground. 
Damaged posts can be quickly replaced, and posts can be removed as a planned measure to 
enable abnormal loads to pass, or for special events. Cable apertures for signal heads, push 
button wiring and cable entry should be correctly aligned.

27.6.2.  Where signal posts are erected on unmade ground consideration should be given to 
providing a concrete pad or paving slabs around the poles to provide a suitable base for a 
ladder for maintenance purposes.

27.7 Associated equipment
27.7.1.  All signal equipment, including push buttons, which are not in use should be bagged 
over or clearly marked as out of use when they are installed to avoid confusion to pedestrian 
and vehicular traffic. Signs to diagram 7019 (S14‑2‑61) may be used to indicate vehicle signals 
are not working, and “crossing not in use” signs to Schedule 13 for crossings. Bags should be 
sufficiently opaque so that signal aspects do not show through when lit.

27.7.2.  Tactile indicators should also be covered or removed when they are not in use so that 
visually impaired and deaf people are not misled, especially where tactile paving has been laid. 

27.7.3.  Where photocells are fitted to enable dimming of traffic signals at night they should not 
be overshadowed, for example by nearby trees, causing the signals to be permanently dimmed, 
or installed near street lighting, causing them to operate on full brightness during the hours of 
darkness.

27.7.4.  Push button units to diagram 4003 (S14‑2‑11), diagram 4003.8 (S14‑2‑12), diagram 
4003.3 (S14‑2‑16) or diagram 4003.6 (S14‑2‑20) should generally be mounted between 1.0 m 
and 1.1 m above the footway, at an angle of 45° to the kerb line. 

27.7.5.  Nearside signals to diagram 4003.1 (S14‑2‑13), diagram 4003.4 (S14‑2‑17) or diagram 
4003.7 (S14‑2‑21) should generally be mounted between 1.0 m and 1.1 m above the footway, 
and inclined at 25° to 30° to the kerb line, except on central refuge islands.

27.7.6.  All fixings should be concealed so far as possible to minimise the risk of vandalism.

27.8 Controller cabinet
27.8.1.  The controller cabinet should be located so that when the access doors are open any 
obstruction to the footway is minimised. It should be possible to open the access doors fully. 
Consideration should be given to the safety of operatives during maintenance. If it is necessary 
to site the controller adjacent to the kerb then it should not be possible for the access doors to 
be opened over the carriageway and the controller should be sited at least 0.5 m from the kerb 
edge.

27.8.2.  The controller cabinet should be positioned so that it does not obstruct the view of 
pedestrians waiting at a crossing, or drivers on their approach. This will generally mean siting 
it on the exit rather than the approach side of the crossing. It is also good practice to site 
controller cabinets so that the operation of the signals can be seen while standing at the front of 
the controller.

27.8.3.  The controller should be installed on an appropriate foundation, as specified by the 
traffic authority. Controller bases should be sealed to prevent ingress of gas and moisture into 
the controller. Pre‑formed cabinet bases are available which, together with retention sockets, 
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can create a fully ducted system. These remove the need for a sand and base seal, help control 
vermin within the controller, and enable additional cables to be added at a future date.

27.8.4.  Where a controller cabinet is mounted on unmade ground a concrete pad or paving 
slabs should be provided around the controller to enable access to the cabinet for maintenance 
purposes. 

27.9 Temporary signals
27.9.1.  Temporary signals are permanent signal heads mounted in a temporary fashion, as 
distinct from portable signals, which are prescribed in diagram 3000.1. Temporary signals use 
a standard signal controller, and therefore can provide much of the functionality of a permanent 
site. On complex projects such as site upgrades they allow traffic control and pedestrian 
facilities to be maintained while the work is carried out.  

27.9.2.  The contractor should agree the positioning and arrangement of temporary signals with 
the traffic authority, similar to the process used for approving portable signals. The contractor 
should provide a drawing showing the position of the temporary poles and signal heads for site 
approval.

27.9.3.  Existing poles, and equipment not used during the temporary works, should be bagged 
over or otherwise covered, or removed from site by the contractor and stored for reinstatement 
on completion of the scheme.

27.9.4.  The position of the support should be marked on the ground so that it can be replaced if 
it is moved for any reason.

27.9.5.  The Regulations do not set any requirements for the design of the support, but S14‑6‑5 
allows them to be painted in alternate red and white stripes.

27.9.6.  Supports have traditionally been concrete‑filled oil drums. Specialist systems are 
available that incorporate a temporary controller base, concrete support and metal shroud. 
While oil drum supports can still be used modern systems are likely to provide greater stability 
and better protection for the public from electrical cabling. 

27.9.7.  Signals should always be installed on the pole so that no part of the signal overhangs 
the side of the support in which they are mounted. It is recommended that the horizontal 
clearance from vertically above the kerb edge or traffic barrier to the nearest part of the 
assembly should not be less than 0.5 m.

27.9.8.  The Regulations require temporary signal sites to be provided with road markings in the 
same way as a permanent signal site. This is particularly important where pedestrian facilities 
are provided. Where possible, tactile paving should be retained or provided to the appropriate 
layout and colour. If the temporary signals are positioned such that the normal stop line cannot 
be used a temporary stop line must be provided. The normal stop line should be removed or 
covered up.

27.9.9.  Interconnecting cables and joint boxes should be waterproof and protected against 
accidental damage. Any cable left lying above ground should be positioned so that it cannot 
be damaged by plant using the area or create a hazard for other road users. Where temporary 
signals use surface laid cables, extra low voltage should be used.

27.9.10.  When the temporary installation has been completed the contractor should ensure 
that all earthing conforms to the requirements in BS 7671. BS 7671 also requires an electrical 
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installation completion certificate to be issued for temporary installations, which will require all 
aspects of the electrical installation to comply with the requirements of BS 7671.

27.10 Testing and certification
27.10.1.  On completion of electrical installation and before commissioning, appropriate testing 
should be carried out by the contractor in accordance with BS 7671.

27.10.2.  An electrical installation completion certificate, signed by a competent person in 
accordance with BS 7671, should be provided by the contractor.

27.10.3.  Interconnecting cables should be tested in accordance with the Specification for 
Highway Works clause 1217.

27.10.4.  Loops and loop feeder cables should be tested in accordance with the Specification 
for Highway Works clause 1218. For installations in Wales, the Welsh Government should be 
contacted for details of the appropriate testing.

27.11 Completion of works
27.11.1.  All installations should be left suitable for use by all road users, particularly 
disabled people. Footways, including areas of tactile paving, should be even and free of any 
unnecessary obstructions and should be reinstated in accordance with the ‘Safety at Street 
Works and Road Works Code of Practice’. 

27.12 Acceptance testing
27.12.1.  Acceptance testing is an important step in the delivery of any new or modified traffic 
signal installation. Acceptance testing allows the designer to check that the site has been 
installed correctly to the design drawings and specifications; and that the controller and signal 
equipment has been programmed correctly and is operating as it should. Tests should be 
conducted to a previously prepared schedule.

27.12.2.  The Factory Acceptance Test (FAT) takes place before the controller is installed on 
street, to test the controller hardware and that it has been configured correctly. Configuration 
testing may be carried out using a computer simulation package, and may then be followed up 
by a hardware test at the supplier’s facility. First, the controller hardware and data configuration 
are tested prior to installation on street. This is known as a ‘Factory Acceptance Test’.

27.12.3.  A Site Acceptance Test (SAT) is carried out on completion of the installation to check 
that the site is operating as it should. Also referred to as commissioning, it takes place before 
the site is switched on to live traffic. It should always be carried out at new installations and a 
simplified version should be considered when changes are made to operation or safety related 
facilities on existing sites. All signal functions, including any UTC interface vehicle detection and 
signal dimming systems, should be tested to ensure that the system is working as specified in 
the contract.

27.12.4.  Any signal equipment, including push buttons and tactile devices, installed and visible 
to road users and pedestrians prior to switch‑on should be bagged over while such tests are in 
progress. Bags should be sufficiently opaque to ensure that signals are not visible to road users 
during tests. It may be necessary to uncover the heads for certain tests, and steps should be 
taken to ensure the safety of road users at these times. Minor defects or omissions, which do 
not prevent the installation from functioning properly, should be recorded.
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27.13 Post completion works 
27.13.1.  Validation work is likely to be required after commissioning, to ensure that strategies 
such as MOVA and UTC/SCOOT are working as modelled, and that timings are appropriate, 
particularly intergreen periods.

27.14 Documentation
27.14.1.  When the installation is complete the traffic authority should be supplied with all the 
documentation associated with the scheme including at least the following:

a) Controller test schedule
b) Loop test schedule
c) Earth test certificate
d) Electrical completion certificate and test results (prior to commissioning)
e) “As built” site layout drawing
f) Controller timings sheet
g) “As built” cable diagrams
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A.1 Glossary of commonly used technical terms
Term Definition

All‑red A condition of traffic signals where all movements receive a red signal

All‑red period Period during the change from one phase green to the next when all phases show red

Amber The particular colour in the yellow part of the spectrum used in traffic signals. The 
same as the term “yellow” used in European specifications

Approach That part of an arm which carries traffic towards the junction

Arm One of the highways radiating from a junction

Arrow A signal aspect with a symbol indicating a direction

Aspect (signal aspect) A single unit, which, when illuminated, displays a single colour or symbol

Audible signal A device producing a sound to indicate right of way to pedestrians

Backing board A board mounted behind or around a signal head to increase contrast and improve 
visibility (referred to as “background screen” in BS EN 12368:2015)

Blackout A period in a crossing sequence when neither the red nor the green pedestrian symbol 
is illuminated

Bracket A device for mounting a signal head on to a signal pole

Cabling The wiring installed on‑street to connect a traffic signal controller with the signal 
aspects and other equipment

Call The placing of a demand for a stage or phase

Call/cancel The function of a detector which calls a stage or phase when occupied for a specified 
time but for which the demand is cancelled if it subsequently becomes unoccupied for 
a specified time before the demand matures. Can be used for vehicular, pedestrian, 
cyclist or other road user demands.

Capacity The maximum flow that can proceed through a certain point in a given period of time

Carriageway A way constituting or comprised in a highway, being a way (other than a cycle track) 
over which the public have a right of way for the passage of vehicles (Section 329, 
Highways Act 1980)

Central reserve A central island separating the two halves of a dual carriageway

Classified count A traffic count where flows for different classes of vehicle are recorded separately

CLF Cableless Linking Facility. A system for co‑ordinating the timings of signal equipment 
at adjacent signalled junctions by the use of clocks synchronised to mains supply 
frequency

Condition The pattern of illumination of aspects of a signal head at a point in time

Conflict Movements which cannot proceed at the same time safely are in conflict. 

Conflicting phases Phases which control movements which are in conflict 

Controller Apparatus that controls and switches traffic signals

Controller Cabinet A box installed on‑street to contain the traffic signal controller 

Co‑ordination An arrangement which relates the timings of the signals at one installation with those at 
neighbouring installation(s)

Cycle One complete sequence of the operation of traffic signals

Cycle time The time taken to complete one cycle
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Term Definition

Cycle track A way constituted or comprised in a highway being a way over which the public have 
right of way on pedal cycles only, with or without the right of way on foot (section 329, 
Highways Act 1980)

Demand Request for right of way registered by traffic via a detector 

Demand dependent A stage in a signal cycle which is only selected when a demand for it is registered

Detector Equipment detecting traffic that initiates a demand or extension. Different types are 
used to detect different road user types.

Detector loop One or more turns of wire installed in the road surface forming part of a vehicle 
detector which relies on the electromagnetic changes caused by a vehicle

Detector unit The part of the detector which is connected to a detector loop or transducer and 
produces an output when a vehicle is detected.

Dimming The automatic reduction in brightness of signal aspects during hours of darkness to 
reduce glare to road users.

Ducting The system of ducts carrying the cabling at a junction.

Duplicate primary 
signal

A second primary signal mounted on the right hand side of the carriageway. Also 
referred to as a ‘double primary’

Effective green The effective time which drivers use to cross a signal‑controlled stop line, used to 
derive the capacity of the installation. This is not necessarily the same as the actual 
green time. In the UK it is assumed that the effective green time is 1 second more than 
the actual green time. 

Equestrian crossing Crossing for ridden horses, which may use farside or nearside aspects. Defined in the 
Regulations as a place on the carriageway of a road—
(a) at which provision is made for equestrian traffic to cross the carriageway; and
(b) the presence of which is indicated by a combination of—

(i) the traffic light signals provided for in S14‑2‑1, S14‑2‑3 or S14‑2‑4;
(ii) the signals provided for at—

(aa) in S14‑2‑15 and S14‑2‑16; or
(bb) the signal provided for in S14‑2‑17 (whether or not placed with the signal 

provided for in S14‑2‑18); and
(iii) the road marking provided for in S14‑2‑55 or S14‑2‑56

Exit At a junction, the portion of an arm which carries traffic away from the junction.

Extension Continuation of the signal that results from a request made by a vehicle or pedestrian 
that has right of way. May be used for black‑out and all‑red periods as well as green 
periods

Filter arrow A green arrow which appears with a red (or red/amber) signal to give right of way to a 
specific movement

Fixed time Traffic signal control strategy in which the duration of the red and green periods and 
the length of the cycle is fixed

Footpath A way over which the public have a right of way on foot only, not being a footway 
(section 329, Highways Act 1980)

Footway A way, comprised in a highway which also comprises a carriageway, over which the 
public has a right of way on foot only (Section 329, Highways Act 1980)

Green arrow A green aspect consisting of an arrow symbol, to indicate permitted direction of 
movement

Guardrailing Railing installed on footways and islands 

Highways England The traffic authority for the Strategic Road Network in England

High speed For the purposes of traffic signal installations, a road where the 85th percentile motor 
traffic approach speeds at a junction are 35 mph or above
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Term Definition

Highway Way over which the public has right to pass, maintainable at public expense, generally 
by the local authority. The right may be restricted to specific classes of vehicle.

Hood A device mounted above a signal aspect to prevent incident light falling on the lens and 
reducing contrast and/or to prevent the aspect being seen by road users for whom it 
was not intended.

Indicative green arrow A green arrow indicating that vehicles may proceed in the direction shown which is also 
covered by a full green signal.

Intergreen period Period between the end of the green signal for one phase to the start of green of a 
conflicting phase.

Intergreen matrix a matrix of intergreen timings between conflicting phases.

Interstage period The period between the end of one stage and the start of the next stage.

Invitation to cross The period of display of a steady green symbol to pedestrians, cyclists or equestrians 
at traffic signal junctions or crossings.

Island Raised area on the highway, usually at a road junction, shaped and located so as to 
direct traffic movement.

Isolated control Control of an installation where the timings are not related to neighbouring junctions.

Junction The meeting point between two or more roads. (Note: no distinction is usually made 
between a junction being where roads meet, and an intersection being where roads 
cross). Defined in the Regulations as ‘a road junction’

Lamp The light source in a signal aspect

Lane A section of an approach marked for the use of a single file of vehicles

Lane control signals Overhead signals to S14‑2‑32, S14‑3‑33, and S14‑2‑34 indicating the permitted 
direction of movement

Late start A condition in which one or more traffic streams are permitted to move before the 
release of other traffic streams, which are then permitted to run with them during the 
subsequent stage. 

Lens The translucent face of a signal aspect which supplies the colour and symbol (if 
required) and which may control the light distribution of the aspect

Link In a network, a connection between nodes. In traffic networks, links between junctions 
may be defined for particular directions, movements or vehicle types

Loop detector A detector which operates by analysing the electromagnetic effects on a buried loop of 
wire caused by the presence or passage of a vehicle

Loop feeder Cable connecting a detector loop to its detector unit

Mast arm A pole being curved or having a cantilevered branch to allow a sign or signal to be 
mounted above a carriageway

Motorway A special road which—
(a) in England and Wales, can be used by traffic only of Class I or Class II as specified 

in Schedule 4 to the Highways Act 1980;
(b) in Scotland, can be used by traffic only of Class I or Class II as specified in 

Schedule 3 to the Roads (Scotland) Act 1984
(c) in Northern Ireland, can be used by traffic only of Class I or Class II as specified in 

Schedule 1 to the Roads (Northern Ireland) Order 1993

MOVA Microprocessor Optimised Vehicle Actuated: isolated adaptive control system based on 
minimising stops and delays which maximises capacity at a single controlled junction. 
Produced by TRL.

Movement The traffic taking a specific route through a junction from a defined entry to a defined 
exit
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Term Definition

National sequence The sequence of indications of traffic signals which are prescribed by national 
legislation or regulation. Defined in S14‑1‑4.

Offset The difference in time between a specific point in the cycle at a junction and a 
reference point

Overlap Phases which run in successive stages (e.g. late start, early cut‑off)

Parallel crossing A controlled crossing allowing pedestrians and cyclists to cross. Defined in the 
Regulations as a place on the carriageway—
(a) where provision is made for pedestrians and cyclists to cross the carriageway;
(b) the presence of which is indicated by—

(i) a yellow globe of the type provided for in S14‑2‑27 at each end of the crossing 
(except that globes need not be present at a crossing that only crosses a cycle 
track);

(ii) in respect of the part of the crossing for pedestrians, the black and white stripes 
shown in the diagram in S14‑2‑53 and in respect of which provision is made in 
S14‑1‑18 (including provision for the black stripes to be a different colour); and

(iii) in respect of the part of the crossing for cyclists, the markings provided for in 
S14‑2‑57 together with, where used, the cycle symbols shown in the diagram in 
S14‑2‑53; and

(c) the limits of which are indicated—
(i) in so far as they relate to the part for pedestrians, the stripes; and
(ii) in so far as they relate to the part for cyclists, the marking in S14‑2‑57

Parallel stage streams Two or more complete sequences of stages within the same controller which operate 
at the same time enabling two junctions or parts of a junction to be controlled with or 
without interaction between them

Passenger car unit 
(PCU)

The basic unit of traffic flow equal to the equivalent of a typical car plus headway to the 
adjacent car. Generally taken as 5.75 m.

Pedestrian demand 
unit

Signal to diagram 4003.1 used at nearside facilities and Puffin crossings.

Pedex Alternative name for a stand‑alone ‘signal‑controlled pedestrian facility’, as defined in 
the Regulations:
a place on the carriageway of a road—
(a) which is not a Zebra or Puffin crossing;
(b) where provision is made for pedestrians to cross the carriageway; and
(c) the presence of which is indicated by a combination of—

(i) the traffic light signals provided for in S14‑2‑1, S14‑2‑3, or S14‑2‑4;
(ii) the sign provided for at—

(aa) S14‑2‑9 (with or without S14‑2‑10) and either S14‑2‑11 or S14‑2‑12
(bb) S14‑2‑13 of the table (whether or not placed with S14‑2‑14); and

(iii) the road marking provided for at S14‑2‑55 or S14‑2‑56

Pelican crossing A pedestrian crossing using farside pedestrian indicators with a flashing amber/flashing 
green period during which vehicles are permitted to move subject to giving way to 
pedestrians. Under the Regulations, may no longer be installed in England, Scotland 
or Wales, although existing sites may remain until the end of their life. May still be 
installed in Northern Ireland.

Phase “a set of conditions that fixes the pattern of movement and waiting for one or more 
traffic streams during the signalling cycle”. Can also be thought of as a unique electrical 
circuit from the controller to one or more signal heads.

Portable signal A traffic signal to diagram 3000.1 (S14‑2‑2).

Primary signal A signal head close to the stop line normally mounted on the left hand side of the 
carriageway
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Term Definition

Puffin crossing A pedestrian crossing using nearside light signals, made under section 25 of the Road 
Traffic Regulation Act 1984, and defined in the Regulations as a place: 
(a) where provision is made for pedestrians to cross the carriageway; and
(b) the presence of which is indicated by a combination of—

(i) the traffic light signals provided for in S14‑2‑1, S14‑2‑3, or S14‑2‑4;
(ii) the nearside light signals provided for in S14‑2‑13 (whether or not used with the 

supplementary nearside signals in S14‑2‑14); and
(iii) the crossing marking provided for at S14‑2 55 

Push button A button which may be pressed by pedestrians, cyclists or equestrians to register a 
demand

Push button unit A housing containing a push button. 

Queue A stationary or slow‑moving file of traffic where the progress of a vehicle is determined 
by that of the preceding vehicle.

Red lamp monitoring Lamp monitoring of the functioning of some or all of the red lamps at a junction

Refuge An island where pedestrians may wait

Regulatory sign A sign indicating a traffic regulation (such as a prohibited movement)

Regulatory box sign A regulatory sign to S14‑2‑42, S14‑2‑43, S14‑2‑44 or S14‑2‑45, designed to be 
mounted within a signal head housing

Remote monitoring A system installed at a signal controller which checks for faults in operation and reports 
them automatically to a central point

Practical Reserve 
capacity (PRC)

The difference between the capacity of a junction and the current demand (usually 
expressed as a percentage).

Right of way (at traffic 
signals)

Right of priority attached to traffic moving in a particular direction, temporarily given to 
traffic by signals, signs, pedestrian crossings or other means. 

Right of way (general) Right of passage for the public or class of road user (such as footways or cycle tracks). 

Risk Assessment An analysis of the risks to health and safety involved in the construction, operation and 
maintenance of a scheme.

Road Any highway, and any other road to which the public has access, including bridges over 
which a road passes. (In Scotland the definition of “road” includes any way over which 
the public have a right of passage). See “highway”

Road marking A sign consisting of a line, mark or legend on a road

Run A phase is said to be running when it is displaying a green signal. A stage is said to run 
a phase if that phase displays a green signal during that stage.

SA Speed Assessment. A VA control strategy for high speed roads which affects the 
changing of the signals according to the speed of approaching vehicles.

Saturation flow The maximum theoretical flow (usually expressed in pcu or vehicles per hour) 
obtainable over a stop line during green from a discharging queue.

SCOOT Split, Cycle, Offset Optimisation Technique. A traffic control programme which uses real 
time traffic data to minimise stops and delays for UTC controlled areas.

SDE Speed Discrimination Equipment. A VA control strategy for high speed roads which 
discriminates vehicles travelling above a given speed threshold.

Secondary signal A signal beyond the stop line and the primary signal, which duplicates the display at the 
primary signal

Signal A dynamic indication presented to road users

Signal display The combination of illuminated aspects in a signal head which provides a control 
instruction to traffic
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Term Definition

Signal head A combination of signal aspects which together provide all the signal displays required 
for the control of one or more traffic streams at the same stop line.

Signal post Support provided at a traffic signal installation for one or more signal heads

Signal sequence The sequence of displays shown by a signal head

Split The division of available green time within a signal cycle between stages

Stage The period within a traffic signalling cycle that gives right of way to one or more 
particular traffic movements. A stage starts when the last of its associated phases 
commences and ends when the first of its associated phases terminates.

Staging diagram A diagram for a signalled controlled junction showing by means of arrows those 
movements permitted in each of the stages. Sometimes called ‘method of control’

Stand‑alone Refers to a crossing facility provided away from a signal‑controlled junction, where 
traffic is stopped only for the purpose of enabling pedestrians, cyclists or equestrians to 
cross the carriageway.

Start displacement The time interval between the start of actual green and the start of effective green

Storage Ability for vehicles (usually right turning) to wait within the junction

Stream (traffic stream) Vehicles in one or more lanes on the same approach to the controlled area which, 
when they have the right‑of‑way, will move in the same direction

Tactile signal A rotating cone which indicates the presence of a green signal for the benefit of visually 
impaired people

Tactile paving A type of textured paving, the blister pattern of which can be identified by visually 
impaired people to indicate the location of a crossing facility

Temporary signal A traffic signal using the same type of signal equipment as permanent signals but 
which is installed for a limited period of time, in a temporary support

Toucan crossing a place on the carriageway of a road—
(a) where provision is made for both pedestrians and pedal cyclists to cross the 

carriageway; and
(b) the presence of which is indicated by a combination of—

(i) the traffic light signals at S14‑2‑1, S14‑2‑3, or S14‑2‑4;
(aa) the signals provided for at SA14‑2‑19 (with or without S14‑2‑10) and either 

S14‑2‑12 or S14‑2‑20; or
(bb) the signal provided for at S14‑2‑21 ‑(whether or not placed with the signal 

provided for at S14‑2‑22); and
(ii) the road marking provided for at S14‑2‑55 or S14‑2‑56

Traffic signs 
authorisation

The process of obtaining authorisation from the relevant national authority for the use 
of traffic signs (including traffic signals and road markings) which are not prescribed in 
the relevant regulations.

Tram signal A signal which controls Light Rail Vehicles running on‑street at signalled junctions

Urban Traffic Control 
System (UTC)

Urban Traffic Control. A method of controlling and managing a number of traffic signals 
from one computer system, within a defined area.

Variable message sign A traffic sign capable of showing one or more traffic sign faces or legends or a blank 
face, as prescribed in the Regulations

Vehicle actuation Traffic signalling strategy in which the duration of the red and green signals and the 
time of duration of the cycle vary in relation to the traffic flow into and through the 
controlled area. It is actuated by the traffic by means of vehicle detection

Walk with traffic A method of control in which pedestrian phases run with non‑conflicting vehicle phases

Wig‑wag A signal having two similar aspects which are illuminated alternately
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Term Definition

Y The sum of the y values of the critical traffic stream of each stage for all the stages in 
the cycle

‘Y’ value The ratio of demand and saturation flow for a traffic stream

Zebra crossing a place on the carriageway—
(a) where provision is made for pedestrians to cross the carriageway;
(b) the presence of which is indicated by—

(i) a yellow globe of the type provided for at S14‑2‑27 at each end of the crossing 
(except that globes need not be present at a crossing that only crosses a cycle 
track);

(ii) the black and white stripes shown in the diagram at S14‑2‑52 and in respect of 
which provision is made at S14‑1‑18 (including provision for the black stripes to 
be a different colour); and

(iii) where used, the marking provided for at S14‑2‑55 of that table; and
(c) the limits of which are indicated by the stripes except that, where used, the limit is 

indicated by the marking at S14‑2‑55

85th percentile speed the speed at or below which 85 percent of all vehicles are observed to travel under 
free‑flowing conditions past a monitored point
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A.2 Common drawing symbols
Symbol Description

3‑aspect vehicle signal with primary visor 

3‑aspect signal with secondary visor

3‑aspect primary signals with substitute green arrow signals

3‑aspect primary signals with additional green arrow signals 

T
R 3‑aspect primary signal with regulatory box sign:

TL: Turn left (diagram 606)
TR: Turn right (diagram 606)
AO: Ahead only (diagram 606)
NLT: No left turn (diagram 612)
NRT: No right turn (diagram 613)
NUT: No U‑turn (diagram 614)

3‑aspect primary signal mounted on a bracket

3‑aspect primary signal mounted on a mast arm

3‑aspect primary signal mounted on a gantry 

Two 3‑aspect signal heads, one at standard height, one at high level

3‑ aspect primary cycle signal to diagram 3000.2

3‑aspect wig‑wag signal to diagram 3014

Tramcar signal to diagrams 3013 – 3013.5

Push button to diagram 4003

2‑aspect farside pedestrian signal to diagram 4002.1

Pedestrian demand unit without push button to diagram 4003.1

Pedestrian demand unit with restricted field of view to diagram 4003.1

Pedestrian demand unit to diagram 4003.1

Pedestrian demand unit with separate push button to diagram 4003.1

Page 2829



174 

APPENDIX

Symbol Description

farside Toucan signal to diagram 4003.5

nearside Toucan signal to diagram 4003.7
4003.7 without push button 
4003.7 with combined push button
4003.7 with separate push button

E 2‑aspect farside equestrian signal to diagram 4003.2

E 2‑aspect nearside equestrian signals to diagram 4003.4
4003.4 without push button 

E 4003.4 with combined push button 

E 4003.4 with separate push button

Inductive loop vehicle detector

Inductive loop vehicle detector (MOVA)

Above ground vehicle detector

Above ground stop line vehicle detector

On‑crossing detector

Kerbside detector

PE Photo‑electric cell

Tactile paving to indicate a controlled crossing point

Guardrailing

Controller or other equipment housing
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approach to roundabouts  15.13

arrows

see also green arrows

intergreen periods  6.5.3

interstage periods  Figure 6‑4, 6.8

lane control  26.1, Figure 26‑1, Figure 26‑3

road markings  4, Figure 4‑1, Figure 4‑2

ASL see Advanced Stop lines

“aspects”, signal heads  3.2.4

assessments  7, 13

audible signals  11.5.2, 11.13, 11.15.4, 15.2.3, 15.17, 22.5.3, 24.4.4

average crossing speed/times  11.7, 11.8, 13.6, 18.6

’Avoiding Danger from Underground Services’  27.2.5

backing boards  3.2.5

base models  7.6.5

below ground detection  10.2

blister tactile paving  Figure 12‑7, 15.2.4

bridges, wig‑wag signals  24.4

bridleways  22.1.2

BS 7671:2008+A3:2015 ’Requirements for Electrical Installations’ (BS7671)  27.2.6

bus stop provisions  15.19
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bypasses, cycles/cyclists  12.6, 12.7

cattle crossing ahead  24.7

certification  27.10

civil engineering works  27.4

clearance periods  Table 11‑1, 11.8, 11.9, 11.10

clock switches  9.7

coloured surfacing  11.5.4, 12.12.4, 15.3.6, 15.7.7, 17.2.4

completion of works  27.11

conflict points  Figure 12‑1, 12.2.7

Construction (Design and Management) Regulations 2015  27.2.2

consultation  1.9

control equipment  1.10, 24.3

controlled areas  Figure 15‑1, 15.7

see also signal‑controlled crossings

controller cabinets, installation  27.8

control strategies  9

co‑ordinated strategies  9.4, 9.5, 18.5, 27.13

corner radii layouts  Figure 2‑3, 2.4

countdown signals  11.12, Figure 11‑4, Table 18‑4, 21.2

crossing difficulty assessments  13.5

crossings

accessibility  15.2

bus stop provisions  15.19

design requirements  15

disabled people  1.9.4, 8.6, 15.2, 15.5.5, 25.1.1, 27.11

equestrian crossings  15.1, 15.7.2, 15.9, 15.20, 18.1.1, 22

guardrailing  15.11

location  15.4

option assessments  14

Parallel crossings  15.1.2, 15.7.2, 15.8.18, 15.9, 15.20, 17

pedestrians
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signal‑controlled crossings  18, 19, 20, 21

site assessments  13.1, 13.2, 13.3, 13.5, 13.6

priority junction proximity  15.12

Puffin crossings  Figure 11‑2, Figure 11‑3, 15.1.2, 15.7.2, 15.20, 18.1.1, Table 18‑2, 
18.7.2, 19

road accidents assessments  13.7

road humps  15.20

road markings  Figure 15‑1, Figure 15‑2, Figure 15‑3, Figure 15‑4, Figure 15‑5, 
Figure 15‑6, 15.7, Figure 15‑7, 15.8, Figure 15‑8

roundabouts  15.13

signal‑controlled  18, 19, 20, 21

signal‑controlled junctions  15.15

site assessments  13

staggered  Table 11‑3, Figure 11‑6, 11.17, Figure 15‑6, Figure 18‑1, 18.3

stud markings  11.5

surfacing  11.5.4, 12.12.4, 15.3.6, 15.7.7, 15.10, 17.2.4

terminal lines  Figure 15‑3, Figure 15‑6, 15.8

timings  Table 18‑2, Table 18‑3, Table 18‑4, 18.8, 22.4

two‑stage crossings  Table 11‑3, Figure 11‑6, 11.7, Figure 18‑1, 18.3

visibility criteria  Table 15‑1, 15.5

widths  17.2.6

Zebra crossings  15.1.2, Figure 15‑1, Figure 15‑2, 15.3.6, 15.7.2, 15.8.18, 15.9, 15.13, 
15.15, 15.20, 16

crossing sequences/timings  11.6, 11.7, 11.8, 11.12

crossing speed/times  11.7, 11.8, 13.6, 18.6

cut‑off, staging arrangements  Figure 8‑1, 8.3

cycle gates  Figure 12‑10, Figure 12‑11, 12.12, 12.14.3, Figure 12‑14, Figure 12‑15

cycle lanes  12.3.2, 12.6, 12.7, Figure 12‑13, 12.14.2, Figure 12‑14, Figure 12‑16, 17.2.6

cycles/cyclists  12

Advanced Stop lines  2.2.2, 12.3.2, 12.4.7, 12.12, Figure 12‑13, 12.14, Figure 12‑14, 
Figure 12‑15, Figure 12‑16, 15.8.19, Figure 15‑8

bypasses  12.6, 12.7

crossing design  15.1, Figure 15‑1, 15.7.4, 15.7.7, 15.8
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cycle gates  Figure 12‑10, Figure 12‑11, 12.12, 12.14.2, Figure 12‑14, Figure 12‑15, 
Figure 12‑16

cycle lanes  12.3.2, 12.6, 12.7, Figure 12‑9, Figure 12‑13, 12.14.2, Figure 12‑14, 
Figure 12‑16, Figure 12‑17

cycle only movement  Figure 12‑5, 12.7

detection  12.3

green cycle priorities  Figure 12‑12, 12.13

’hold the left turn’  Figure 12‑8, 12.10

intergreen periods  12.2, Table 12‑2, 12.11.3

junction signalised layouts  12.5

left turns  Figure 12‑8, 12.10

mirrors  12.15

Parallel crossings  17.2.7

pedestrians  Figure 12‑7, 12.9

phases  12.7

priority using green cycle aspects  Figure 12‑12, 12.13

right turns  Figure 12‑9, 12.11

safety mirrors  12.15

signal‑controlled crossings  Table 18‑2, Table 18‑3, Table 18‑4, 18.8

signal‑controlled junctions  12

signal heads  Figure 12‑2, Figure 12‑3, 12.4, Figure 12‑4

signal timings  Table 12‑1, 12.2, Table 12‑2

Toucan crossings  Figure 11‑3, Figure 12‑6, 12.8, 20.1, Figure 20‑1

two‑stage right turns  Figure 12‑9, 12.11

zig‑zag markings  Figure 15‑2, 15.8.1

cycle times, signal sequences  6.2

dedicated cycle phases/cycle only movement  Figure 12‑5, 12.7

degrees of saturation  7.3

demand units  11.2, Figure 11‑2, Figure 11‑3, 19.1, 22.2

Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB)  1.1, 1.5.1

design requirements, crossings  15

design walking speeds  11.7, 11.8, 13.6, 18.6
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detection

cycles  12.3

green times  10.4.7

junctions  10, 18.4.3

signal‑controlled crossings  Table 18‑1, 18.4, 18.7, 21.2.3

signal‑controlled junctions  10

“dilemma zones”  9.3.6

disabled people, crossings  1.9.4, 8.6, 15.2, 15.5.5, 25.1.1, 27.11

displaced facilities, pedestrians  Figure 11‑7, 11.18

DMRB see Design Manual for Roads and Bridges

documentation  27.14

drawing symbols  Table A‑2

dropped kerbs  11.5.3, 11.15.4, 13.1.5, 15.2.3, 15.3.5, 15.10

dual carriageway lane control signals  26

ducted systems, signal heads  3.4.8

dummy phases, signal sequences  6.10

early cut‑off, staging arrangements  Figure 8‑1, 8.3

effective green times  7.4

electrical installation  27.5

Electricity at Work Regulations 1989   27.2.4

emergency service premise wig‑wag signals  Table 24‑1, 24.6

equestrian crossings  22

design requirements  15.1, 15.7.2, 15.9, 15.20

general aspects  18.1.1

Parallel crossings  Figure 22‑1, 22.5

pedestrian crossings  Figure 22‑1, 22.4, 22.5

Toucan crossings  Figure 22‑1, 22.5

“ES Compliant” signal heads  3.2.2, 12.4.1, 12.4.2, 24.2.1, 24.7.2

exception plates  5.3

extension times  6.13

Page 2839



184 

INDEX

Factory Acceptance Test (FAT)  27.12.2

“farside” facilities

cycles/cyclists  12.8.2

pedestrian signal‑controlled crossings  21.1, 21.2

pedestrian signal‑controlled junctions  Figure 11‑1, Table 11‑1, 11.2, 11.6, 11.9, 11.11, 
11.12, 11.16.6

signal‑controlled crossings  18.1.2, 18.3.3, Table 18‑3, Table 18‑4, 18.7, 18.8, 21.1, 21.2

Toucan facilities  12.8.2, 20.1.1

FAT see Factory Acceptance Test

filter green arrows  3.5.3

full pedestrian stage  Figure 6‑2, 11.5

gates, cycles/cyclists  Figure 12‑10, Figure 12‑11, 12.12, 12.14.2, Figure 12‑14, Figure 12‑15, 
Figure 12‑16

geometric layouts  11.3

Give Way lines  Figure 17‑1, 17.2

Give Way markings

crossing design  15.8

left turn slip lanes  2.6

Parallel crossings  17.2

Zebra crossings  16.2.11, 16.2.12, Figure 16‑2

zig‑zag and terminal lines  15.8

green arrows

locations  3.5, Figure 3‑6

regulatory signs  Figure 5‑1, 5.2.3, 5.2.7

staging arrangements  8.2.5, 8.3, 8.5

green cycle priorities  Figure 12‑12, 12.13

green times  6.11, 6.12, 7.4, 10.4.7

guardrailing  15.11, 18.3.9

Health and Safety at Work etc. Act 1974   27.2.1

Health and Safety Executive document ’Avoiding Danger from Underground Services’  27.2.5

hierarchy of provision  Figure 1‑1
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holding areas  22.3

’hold the left turn’  Figure 12‑8, 12.10

hurry calls  8.7

indicative green arrows  3.5.3

informal crossings  15.3

installation  27, 27.12

certification  27.10

civil engineering works  27.4

completion of works  27.11

controller cabinets  27.8

documentation  27.14

electrical installation  27.5

post‑completion works  27.13

preparation  27.3

signal equipment  27.7

signal heads  27.6, 27.7, 27.9

signal posts  27.6

temporary signals  27.9

testing  27.10, 27.12

intergreen periods

cycles/cyclists  12.2, Table 12‑2, 12.11.3

signal sequences  Table 6‑1, Figure 6‑3, Figure 6‑4, 6.5, 6.6, 6.7, 6.8

time determination  Table 6‑1, Figure 6‑3, 6.6

interstage period, signal sequences  Figure 6‑4, 6.8

islands, separation islands  2.7

isolated control strategies  9.3

junctions see signal controlled junctions

justification aspects  1.8

kerbside call/cancel detectors  18.7, 21.2.3
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kerbside and on‑crossing detection  11.11

lane control signals  26

lane destination markings  4.4

lane widths  2.5

late start, staging arrangements  Figure 8‑3, 8.5

layout requirements  2

see also road markings

corner radii  2.4

junction intervisibility zones  Figure 2‑1, 2.2, Figure 2‑2

lane widths  2.5

left turn slip lanes  2.6

obstructions  2.3

Parallel crossings  Figure 17‑1, 17.2

separation islands  2.7

signal‑controlled crossings  18.2, 18.3

signal‑controlled junctions  2, 12.5

Zebra crossings  16.2

left turn

arrows  3.5.3, Figure 3‑6

cycles/cyclists  12.4.9, 12.10, 12.11.5, 12.14.6, Figure 12‑17

sign location  5.2.2, 5.2.5

slip lanes  2.6

staging arrangements  8.3.8, 8.4.2

legal frameworks  1.2

legislation, installation  27.2

lifting bridges, wig‑wag signals  24.4

lighting, crossings  15.18

light rapid transit system signals  23, Figure 23‑1

linked control systems  9.4

LLCS see low level cycle signals

location
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crossings  15.4

signals  3

longitudinal road markings  Figure 4‑2, 4.3

lost time, signal sequences  7.4

low level cycle signals (LLCS)  3.1.2, 12.4.2, 12.4.5, 12.4.7, 12.7.2, Figure 12‑10

Management of Health and Safety at Work Regulations (1999)  27.2.1

markings

see also road markings

Zebra crossings  16.2.7, Figure 16‑2

mast arms, signal heads  3.4.4

master time clock switches  9.7

maximum green times  6.12

Microprocessor Optimised Vehicle Actuation (MOVA)  9.3.9, 9.4.5, 18.4.4, 27.13.1

microwave vehicle detectors (MVD)  10.3, 18.4.3

minimum green times  6.11

mirrors, cycles/cyclists  12.15

modelling, signal‑controlled junctions  7

motorway lane control signals  26.1

mounting signal posts  3.4.1

MOVA see Microprocessor Optimised Vehicle Actuation

moveable bridges, wig‑wag signals  24.4

multiple carriageway lane control signals  26

”must”, definition  1.3.1

MVD see microwave vehicle detectors

“nearside” facilities

cycles/cyclists  12.8.2, Figure 20‑2

installation  27.7.5

pedestrian signal‑controlled junctions  11.2, Figure 11‑2, Figure 11‑3, Table 11‑2, 11.6, 
11.8, 11.10, 11.11, 11.15, 11.17.4

Puffin crossings  19.1.1

signal‑controlled crossings  Table 18‑2, 18.3, 18.7
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signal‑controlled pedestrian crossings  21.1.1

Toucan crossings  Figure 11‑3, Figure 12‑6, 20.1.1

“NEW TRAFFIC SIGNALS AHEAD”  5.4.7, Figure 5‑4

”no entry signs”  5.2.6

no pedestrian facilities  11.14

obstructions, layout requirements  2.3

on‑crossing detection  11.11, 18.7

one‑way street road markings  Figure 15‑7, 15.8.18

operational cycles, signals  6.2, 8.6, Table 18‑2, Table 18‑3, 18.4, Table 18‑4, 18.8

option assessments, crossing  14

Parallel crossings  15.1.2, 15.7.2, 15.8.18, 15.9, 15.20, 17

parallel stage streams  6.9

parking, crossings  15.3.7, 15.5.4, 15.19

part‑time operations, staging arrangements  8.6

“Part time signals”  Figure 5‑3, 5.4.2

passenger car units (PCU) per hour values  Table 7‑1, 7.2.2, 7.5.2

PCU see passenger car units

pedal cycle traffic  12

see also cycles/cyclists

pedestrians

see also tactile paving; Toucan crossings

audible signals  11.5.2, 11.13, 11.15.4, 15.2.3, 15.7, 15.17, 22.5.3, 24.4.4

average crossing speed/times  11.7, 11.8, 13.6, 18.6

clearance periods  Table 11‑1, 11.8, 11.9, 11.10

countdown signals  11.12, Figure 11‑4, Table 18‑4

crossing at signal‑controlled crossings  18, 19, 20, 21

crossing at signal‑controlled junctions  11

crossing design  15

crossing sequences/timings  11.6, 11.7, Table 11‑1, 11.8, 11.12, Table 18‑2, Table 18‑3, 
Table 18‑4

crossing site assessments  13.1, 13.2, 13.3, 13.5, 13.6
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crossing speed/times  11.7, 11.8, 13.6, 18.6

crossing stud markings  11.5

cycles/cyclists  Figure 12‑7, 12.9

demand units  11.2, Figure 11‑2, Figure 11‑3, 19.1, 22.2

displaced facilities  Figure 11‑7, 11.18

equestrian crossings  Figure 22‑1, 22.4, 22.5

geometric layout  11.3

kerbside detection  11.11

no signalised provision  11.14

on‑crossing detection  11.11

Parallel crossings  15.1.2, 15.7.2, 15.8.18, 15.9, 15.20, 17

Puffin crossings  Figure 11‑2, Figure 11‑3, 15.1.2, 15.7.2, 15.20, 18.1.1, Table 18‑2, 
18.7.2, 19

push buttons  Figure 11‑1, 11.2, Figure 11‑3, Figure 12‑6

signal‑controlled junctions  11

signal sequences  6.7, 11.6, 11.7, 11.8, 11.12

signal timings  11.6, 11.7, 11.8, 11.12

speed and time to cross  11.7, 11.8, 13.6, 18.6

staggered crossings  Table 11‑3, Figure 11‑6, 11.17, Figure 15‑6, Figure 18‑1, 18.3

Stop lines  11.4

stud markings  11.2.6, 11.4, 11.5, 11.14.4

tactile signals  11.2.6, 11.5.2, 11.13, 11.15.4, 15.2.3, 22.5.3, 27.7.2

time to cross  11.7, 11.8, 13.6, 18.6

‑to‑traffic intergreens  6.7

two‑stage crossings  Table 11‑3, Figure 11‑6, 11.17

walking speeds  11.7, 11.8, 13.6, 18.6

walk with traffic  Table 11‑1, Figure 11‑5, 11.7.5, 11.16

Zebra crossings  15.1.2, Figure 15‑1, Figure 15‑2, 15.3.6, 15.7.2, 15.8.18, 15.9, 15.13, 
15.15, 15.20, 16

Pedex crossings see signal‑controlled pedestrian facilities

Pelican crossings  21.1.1

permanent signal heads  3.4.1, Figure 3‑5

phases
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cycles/cyclists  12.7

signal heads/sequences  6.3, 6.4

photocells  27.7.3

post‑completion works  27.13

post‑installation  1.11

preliminary assessments  7.5

preparation, installation  27.3

primary signal location  3.1, 3.2, Figure 3‑1, Figure 3‑2, Figure 3‑3, 3.4.2

principles, signal‑controlled junctions of  6

priority junction proximity  15.12

priority using green cycle aspects  Figure 12‑12, 12.13

publicity  1.9

Puffin crossings  Figure 11‑2, Figure 11‑3, 19

design  15.1.2, 15.7.2, 15.20

general aspects  18.1.1, Table 18‑2, 18.7.2

push buttons

equestrian crossings  22.2

installation  27.7.1

pedestrians  Figure 11‑1, 11.2, Figure 11‑2, Figure 11‑3

Puffin crossings  19.1

Red Book  27.2.3

refuge facilities

equestrian crossings  22.4

installation  27.7.5

Parallel crossings  17.2.5

signal‑controlled crossings  18.2.6, 18.3.7, 18.3, Table 18‑3, 18.6

Toucan crossings  20.1.4

uncontrolled/informal crossings  15.3, Figure 15‑5, 15.6.3, Figure 15‑6, Figure 15‑7, 
15.8.3, 15.15

Zebra crossings  16.2.3, 16.2.13

regulatory signs  Figure 5‑1, 5.2

responsive control strategies, signal sequences  9.2
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retention sockets  3.4.8, 27.3.1, 27.6.1, 27.8.3

right turns

cycles/cyclists  Figure 12‑9, 12.10, 12.11

intergreen periods/times  6.5, 6.6.3, 6.6.13

interstage period  6.8

road markings  4.3.3, 4.4.1

signal location  3.5, 3.1.7

sign locations  5.2

staging arrangements  8.1, 8.2, 8.3, Figure 8‑1, 8.4, Figure 8‑2, 8.5, Figure 8‑3

road accidents  13.7

road humps  15.20

road markings  4

see also layout requirements; zig‑zag lines

arrows  4, Figure 4‑1, Figure 4‑2

controlled crossing  Figure 15‑1, 15.7

crossings  Figure 15‑1, Figure 15‑2, Figure 15‑3, Figure 15‑4, Figure 15‑5, Figure 15‑6, 
15.7, Figure 15‑7, 15.8, Figure 15‑8

cycle gates  Figure 12‑10, Figure 12‑11, 12.12, 12.14.3, Figure 12‑14, Figure 12‑15

justification  1.8.4

Parallel crossings  Figure 17‑1, 17.2

references to  1.4

signal‑controlled crossings  18.1.4, 18.3.6

signal‑controlled junctions  4

signals  Figure 4‑1

temporary signals  27.9.8

terminal lines  Figure 15‑3, Figure 15‑6, Figure 15‑7, 15.8, 16.2.7, Figure 16‑2

Zebra crossings  16.2.7, Figure 16‑2

road studs see studs

roundabouts, crossings  15.13

’Safety at Street Works and Road Works: A Code of Practice’ (Red Book)  27.2.3

safety mirrors, cycles/cyclists  12.15

SAT see Site Acceptance Test
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saturation flow  Table 7‑1, 7.2, 7.3

school crossing patrols  15.16, 25

SCOOT (Split, Cycle and Offset Optimisation Technique)  9.5.4, 9.5.5, 27.13

secondary signal head locations  3.1, Figure 3‑1, Figure 3‑2, Figure 3‑3, 3.4.2, Figure 3‑4

separately signalled right turns  Figure 8‑2, 8.4

separation islands  2.7

sequences, signal heads  6, Figure 6‑1, Table 6‑1, Figure 6‑2, Figure 6‑3, Figure 6‑4

“should”, definition  1.3.3

shrouds  16.2.5

signal‑controlled crossings  18, 19, 20, 21, 22

see also Toucan crossings

co‑ordinated control strategies  18.5

crossing design  15.2.3, 15.7.2, Figure 15‑4, Figure 15‑5, Figure 15‑6, Figure 15‑7, 
15.8.18, Figure 15‑8, 15.12.3, 15.13, 15.15, 15.16, 15.20

cycles (operational)  Table 18‑2, Table 18‑3, Table 18‑4, 18.8

design requirements  Figure 15‑8, 18

detection  Table 18‑1, 18.4, 18.7, 21.2.3

equestrian crossings  15.1, 15.7.2, 15.9, 15.20, 18.1.1, 22

layout requirements  18.2, 18.3

operational cycles  Table 18‑2, Table 18‑3, Table 18‑4, 18.8

pedestrians  18, 19, 20, 21, 22

Pedex crossings  15.1.2, 15.7.2, 15.20, 18.1.1, Table 18‑3, Table 18‑4, 21

Puffin crossings  Figure 11‑2, Figure 11‑3, 15.1.2, 15.7.2, 15.20, 18.1.1, Table 18‑2, 
18.7.2, 19

road markings  18.1.4, 18.3.6

staggered crossings  Figure 15‑6, Figure 18‑1, 18.3

timings  Table 18‑2, Table 18‑3, Table 18‑4, 18.8

two‑stage crossings  Figure 15‑6, Figure 18‑1, 18.3

walking speeds  18.6

signal controlled cycle facilities  Figure 12‑7, 12.9

signal‑controlled junctions

assessments/modelling  7

basic principles of  6
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capacity assessment/modelling  7, Table 7‑1

control strategies  9

crossings  15.15

cycles/cyclists  12

detection  10, 18.4.3

full pedestrian stage  Figure 6‑2, 11.15

intervisibility zones  Figure 2‑1, 2.2, Figure 2‑2

layout requirements  2, 12.5

location of signals  3

modelling  7

pedestrians  11, Figure 11‑1, Table 11‑1, Figure 11‑2, Table 11‑2, Figure 11‑3, Table 11‑3, 
Figure 11‑4, Figure 11‑5, Figure 11‑6, Figure 11‑7

principles of  6

road markings  4

signalised cycle layouts  12.5

signal location  3

signal sequences  6, 6.1, Figure 6‑1, Table 6‑1, Figure 6‑2, Figure 6‑3, Figure 6‑4

signing  5

staging arrangements  Figure 4‑1, 8, Figure 8‑1, Figure 8‑2, Figure 8‑3

yellow box marking  15.14

signal‑controlled pedestrian facilities (Pedex) crossings  21

countdown signals  Figure 11‑4, Table 18‑4, 21.2

design requirements  15.1.2, 15.7.2, 15.20

general aspects  18.1.1

signal heads  3

alignment  3.3

cycles/cyclists  Figure 12‑2, Figure 12‑3, 12.4, Figure 12‑4

cycle times  6.2

equestrian crossings  22.2

green arrows  3.5, Figure 3‑6

installation  27.6, 27.7, 27.9

lane destination markings  4.4

pedestrian facilities at junctions  Figure 11‑1, 11.2, Figure 11‑2, Figure 11‑3
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phases  Figure 6‑2, 6.3, 6.4

sequences  6, Figure 6‑1, Table 6‑1, Figure 6‑2, Figure 6‑3, Figure 6‑4

stages  6.4

wig‑wag signals  24.2

signals

see also signal...

ahead warning signs  Figure 5‑2, 5.4.1

equipment (installation)  27.7

lane control  26

light rapid transit systems  23, Figure 23‑1

location of  3

maintenance/not in use signs  5.4.9, Figure 5‑5

operational cycles  6.2, 8.6, Table 18‑2, Table 18‑3, 18.4, Table 18‑4, 18.8

road markings  4, Figure 4‑1

signal posts  3.4, Figure 3‑5, 27.6

use of  1.7

wig‑wag signals  24, Figure 24‑1, Table 24‑1, 25

signal sequences  6, 18.8

control strategies  9

cycle times  6.2

dummy phases  6.10

effective green times  7.4

extension times  6.13

green times  6.11, 6.12, 7.4

intergreen periods  Table 6‑1, Figure 6‑3, Figure 6‑4, 6.5, 6.6, 6.7, 6.8

interstage period  Figure 6‑4, 6.8

junctions  6, 6.1, Figure 6‑1, Table 6‑1, Figure 6‑2, Figure 6‑3, Figure 6‑4

lost time  7.4

operational cycles  6.2, Table 18‑2, Table 18‑3, Table 18‑4, 18.8

parallel stage streams  6.9

pedestrian facilities  6.7, 11.6, 11.7, 11.8, 11.12
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Road Layout
Design

CD 123
Geometric design of at-grade priority and
signal-controlled junctions
(formerly TD 41/95, TD 42/95, TD 40/94, and those parts of TD 50/04 and TD 70/08 relating to
priority and signal-controlled junctions.)

Revision 2

Summary
This document provides requirements for the geometric design of at-grade priority and
signal-controlled junctions.

Application by Overseeing Organisations
Any specific requirements for Overseeing Organisations alternative or supplementary to those given in this document
are given in National Application Annexes to this document.

Feedback and Enquiries
Users of this document are encouraged to raise any enquiries and/or provide feedback on the content and usage
of this document to the dedicated Highways England team. The email address for all enquiries and feedback is:
Standards_Enquiries@highwaysengland.co.uk

This is a controlled document.
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Release notes
Version Date Details of amendments
2 Aug 2020 Revision 2 (August 2020) To correct issue with incorrect reference being 

added to clause 2.4 NOTE 2 as part of January 2020 update. Correct 
reference is CD 169. Revision 1 (January 2020) Revision to update 
references only. Revision 0 (August 2019) CD 123 replaces TD 41/95 and 
TD 42/95. CD 123 and CD 122 together replace TD 40/94. CD 123 and CD 
116 together replace TD 50/04. CD 123 also replaces those elements of TD 
70/08 relating to priority and signal-controlled junctions. The relevant content 
of these documents have been re-written to comply with the new Highways 
England drafting rules.
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Foreword

Publishing information
This document is published by Highways England.

This document supersedes TD 41/95 and TD 42/95 which are withdrawn. In combination with CD 122
[Ref 4.N], this documents supersedes TD 40/94, which is withdrawn. In combination with CD 116 [Ref
1.I], this document supersedes TD 50/04, which is withdrawn. This document also supersedes
elements of TD 70/08 that relate to priority and signal-controlled junctions.

Contractual and legal considerations
This document forms part of the works specification. It does not purport to include all the necessary
provisions of a contract. Users are responsible for applying all appropriate documents applicable to
their contract.
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Introduction

Background
This document provides requirements and advice on the geometrical design of at-grade priority and
signal-controlled junctions.

In addition to signal controlled junctions, this document provides a single point of reference for the
geometric design of at-grade priority junctions that has been historically split across a number of
documents. It merges and rationalises the content of TD 41/95 and TD 42/95 and incorporates the
priority junction elements of compact grade separated junctions and wide single 2+1 lanes, which were
previously covered by TD 40/94 and TD 70/08 respectively.

In order to remove duplication across the various types of priority junctions defined by the previous
documents, priority junctions are now formed of two key elements. These two elements are the priority
junction (the layout of the minor road arm) and the major road central treatment (the layout of the major
road aspect of the junction e.g. a ghost island arrangement). This approach allows for flexibility of
varying the form of the layout of the minor road and/or major road while removing the repetition and
ambiguity resulting from the entire junction being treated as a single component in the previous
documents.

In order to rationalise and remove duplication between direct access layouts, the definition of a direct
access is now only used for a single field or dwelling. A priority junction is now for anything greater;
however, the requirements/advice for a priority junction differ depending on whether the road provides a
through route or not (i.e. an entrance to a business park or development).

Other notable changes/additions include:

1) advice on permitting particular movements at single lane dualling and dual carriageway priority
junctions (predominantly relating to the right turns out of the minor road);

2) expanded advice on the use of nearside passing bays, including recommended dimensions; and

3) improvements made to the way visibility splays are defined at priority junctions to ensure that a full
splay is provided rather than just a line of visibility from the minor road set back point.

Assumptions made in the preparation of this document
The assumptions made in GG 101 [Ref 6.N] apply to this document.
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Abbreviations

Abbreviations
Abbreviation Definition

AADT Annual average daily traffic

ASL Advance stop-line

HGV Heavy Goods Vehicle

SLD Single lane dualling

SSD Stopping sight distance

S2 Single carriageway cross-section, 1 lane each direction (see CD 127 [Ref 1.N])

WS2
Wide single carriageway cross-section, 1 lane each direction (see CD 127 [Ref
1.N])

WS2+1
Wide single 2+1 carriageway cross-section, 2 lanes one direction, 1 lane opposing
direction (see CD 127 [Ref 1.N])
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Terms and definitions

Terms
Term Definition

Auxiliary lane

An additional lane provided on the nearside of the major road
carriageway at junctions to increase merge or diverge
opportunity and/or provide additional space for weaving
traffic.

Changeover
A carriageway layout which effects a change in the
designated use of the middle lane of a WS2+1 road from one
direction of traffic to the opposite direction.

Collector road
A road separate to the junction which collects other local
roads and accesses into a link that connects to the minor
road in advance of the junction.

Compact grade separated junction

A grade separated junction designed with a two way
unsegregated connector road between the major and minor
road. The connector road joins the major road via a priority
junction designed to this document.

Corner taper A short taper following the corner radius provided to
accommodate the swept path of larger vehicles.

Crossroads

For the purpose of this document, crossroad junctions are
where the centre line of a minor road, when extended across
the major road, fits within the carriageway of an opposing
priority junction.

Design vehicle The design vehicle for at-grade priority and signal controlled
junctions is a 16.5m long articulated Heavy Goods Vehicle.

Desirable minimum stopping sight
distance

Desirable minimum stopping sight distance (SSD) is as
defined in CD 109 [Ref 5.N].

Direct access
A connection to an all-purpose trunk road providing access
to a single field or dwelling only that does not provide a
through route.

Duplicate primary signal(s) Where there is more than one primary signal, additional
signals erected to the offside are duplicate primary signal(s).

Ghost island

A major road central treatment that uses road markings to
create an additional lane to allow traffic waiting to turn right
from the major road into the minor road to do so without
impeding through traffic movement.

Hatched area An area of road marking hatching used to discourage and/or
channel vehicle movements.

Intervisibility zone
The area within a signal-controlled junction that ensures road
users can see other road users (including pedestrians)
between each stop line.

Major road central treatment
A collective term for the central treatments associated with
ghost island, single lane dualling or dual carriageway
junctions.
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Terms (continued)

Term Definition

Major road A road on which traffic has priority of movement over
adjoining roads.

Minor road
A road on which traffic concedes priority to traffic on the
major road.

Overtaking sections

Sections of two lane single carriageway where the
combination of horizontal and vertical alignment, visibility
and or width is such that there are clear opportunities for
overtaking using the opposing lane, as described in CD 109
[Ref 5.N].

Phase

The sequence of conditions applied to one or more streams
of vehicular traffic or pedestrian traffic which always receive
identical light signal indications.

Primary signal

A light signal erected near the stop line.

NOTE: Where there is more than one signal located near a
stop line, the signal on the nearside is the primary signal.

Priority junction

A junction controlled by a 'Give Way' or 'Stop' arrangement.

NOTE 1: Stop arrangements are only used where there are
severe visibility restrictions.
NOTE 2: Direct accesses can operate in a similar manner
but are not classed as priority junctions.

Reservoir length The length required for queuing between the opposing arms
of a staggered junction.

Rural roads Rural roads are as defined in CD 109 [Ref 5.N]

Secondary signal

Traffic signals located beyond the primary signal, facing the
same direction of traffic flow.

NOTE: The information given by a secondary signal is the
same as that given by the primary signal with which it is
associated, but additional information compatible with that of
the primary can also be given.

Signal-controlled junction A junction that has full or part time signals on one or more of
its arms.

Simple priority junction
A form of priority junction where there is no major road
central treatment, such as a ghost island or single lane
dualling, and no merging/diverging tapers or auxiliary lanes.

Single lane dualling

A single carriageway major road central treatment that uses
physical traffic islands to provide space for right turning
movements in and/or out of the minor road in order to not
impede through traffic movement.

Stagger distance The distance along the major road between the centre lines
of the two minor roads at a staggered junction.
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Terms (continued)

Term Definition

Staggered junction

A junction arrangement where the major road is continuous
through the junction and two opposing minor roads form
priority junctions that are offset from one another.

NOTE: Two opposing priority junctions are not staggered
when the layout of any central treatments do not overlap or
the junction spacing is greater than the major road SSD.

Storage length
Storage length is the length over which vehicles can queue
without causing obstruction to, or being obstructed by,
vehicles in the adjacent lane.

Swept path

The swept path of a vehicle is the movement and path of
different parts of a vehicle when that vehicle is undertaking a
turning manoeuvre. It is the envelope swept out by the sides
of the vehicle body, or any other part of the structure of the
vehicle.

Taper merge / diverge

An area of additional carriageway that is tapered to/from the
major road, which is provided on the nearside of the major
road carriageway at junctions to increase merge or diverge
opportunity.

Through route

A road that provides a connection to the wider road network.

NOTE: A road that does not form part of a through route
requires a road user to access and leave a site through the
same junction.

Traffic island

A traffic island is a raised (kerbed) or marked-off area on the
road.

NOTE: A traffic island can be used to accommodate
pedestrian refuges and traffic signals, and as a means of
separating lanes of traffic or opposing traffic flows.

Urban roads Urban roads are as defined in CD 109 [Ref 5.N]

WS2+1 roads
A wide single carriageway road with two lanes of travel in
one direction and a single lane in the opposite direction, with
a 1 metre hatch separating opposing traffic flows.
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1. Scope

Aspects covered
1.1 This document shall be used for the geometric design of at-grade priority junctions and

signal-controlled junctions.

NOTE 1 This document is applicable to both new and improved junctions.

NOTE 2 This document does not cover the general provision of walking, cycling and horse riding facilities at
at-grade priority junctions. Requirements and advice relating to this are provided in CD 143 [Ref 3.N]
and CD 195 [Ref 2.N].

1.2 This document shall be used for the geometric design of the priority junction element of a compact
grade separated junction.

NOTE Requirements for the link road element of a compact grade separated junction are provided in CD 122
[Ref 4.N].

Implementation
1.3 This document shall be implemented forthwith on all schemes involving the geometric design of

at-grade priority and/or signal controlled junctions on the Overseeing Organisations' all-purpose trunk
roads according to the implementation requirements of GG 101 [Ref 6.N].

Use of GG 101
1.4 The requirements contained in GG 101 [Ref 6.N] shall be followed in respect of activities covered by

this document.
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2. Junction selection

Priority junction selection
2.1 Priority junctions shall not be used on motorways or all-purpose dual three lane carriageways.

2.1.1 Priority junctions should not be located on a sharp curve on a major road.

NOTE 1 The placement of a priority junction on the inside of a sharp curve is particularly hazardous as this can
restrict visibility to a much greater degree than on the outside of a curve, and is likely to create blind
spots.

NOTE 2 The placement of a priority junction on the outside of a sharp curve can result in drivers on the major
road misinterpreting the minor road as the ahead direction. Equally drivers on the minor road could
misinterpret the layout as drivers on the mainline as having to give way.

2.1.2 Priority junctions should only be located on level ground or where any approach that is on a downhill
gradient does not exceed 2% over the applicable desirable minimum stopping sight distance (SSD).

2.1.3 The number of priority junctions providing access to the all-purpose trunk roads should be minimised.

NOTE Minimising the number of junctions on a road can be achieved by connecting side roads and accesses
to a collector road running parallel to the main road.

2.2 Priority junctions that do not form a through route shall not be provided on overtaking sections.

2.3 Simple priority junctions shall only be used on single carriageway roads without a climbing lane.

2.3.1 The selection of priority junction and major road central treatment for single carriageway roads should
be determined based on the standard of major road and traffic flows on both the major and minor
roads. Figure 2.3.1 illustrates approximate levels of provision for varying traffic flows.

Figure 2.3.1 Approximate priority junction provision on single carriageway roads
based on flows only
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NOTE The 2-way AADT design year flows are used to determine the approximate level of junction provision
prior to more detailed traffic modelling to check capacity.

2.3.2 At junctions where there are high seasonal variations, or short intense peaks in the traffic flows, then
the appropriate seasonal or peak flows should be used.

NOTE 1 Figure 2.3.1 takes into account traffic delays, entry and turning traffic flows and collision costs.

NOTE 2 Seasonal or peak flows need to be extrapolated to determine revised 2-way AADT flows for use in
Figure 2.3.1.

2.4 New priority junctions shall not be sited where they encroach on the visibility requirements of adjacent
priority junctions on major roads with:

1) a speed limit of greater than 40 mph; or
2) a speed limit of 40 mph or less, where the minor road forms part of a through route.

NOTE 1 In England and Wales, on major roads with a speed limit of 40 mph or less, decisions on priority
junctions where the minor road does not form part of a through route, and direct accesses are first dealt
with by the local planning authority.

NOTE 2 The placement of priority junctions in relation to lay-bys is covered in CD 169 [Ref 3.I].

WS2+1 roads

2.5 On WS2+1 roads, priority junctions shall only be;

1) located at changeovers;
2) located at WS2+1 to S2 interfaces; or
3) on the adjoining S2 road, at least 500 metres from the point where the road cross-section changes

from a WS2+1 cross section.

NOTE 1 Priority junctions can be used to facilitate a changeover of overtaking lanes on WS2+1 roads. This is
shown diagrammatically in Figures 2.5N1a to 2.5N1d.

Figure 2.5N1a Priority junction layouts at changeovers - conflicting layout

Figure 2.5N1b Priority junction layouts at changeovers - non-conflicting layout
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Figure 2.5N1c Staggered junction layouts at changeovers - conflicting layout

Figure 2.5N1d Staggered junction layouts at changeovers - non-conflicting layout

NOTE 2 Priority junctions can be used at the interface between WS2+1 roads and S2 single carriageway roads.
This is shown diagrammatically in Figures 2.5N2a to 2.5N2e.

Figure 2.5N2a Right-turn at end of single lane section

Figure 2.5N2b Right-turn at end of overtaking lane section
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Figure 2.5N2c Right-turn at start of single lane section

Figure 2.5N2d Right-turn at start of overtaking lane section

Figure 2.5N2e Staggered junction layouts at WS2+1 interface

2.6 Priority junctions on WS2+1 roads shall include either;

1) a ghost island central treatment; or

2) a physical central reserve to prevent right turn movements.

NOTE At priority junctions the middle lane is dedicated to right-turning traffic, with a single lane provided in
each direction through the junction.

2.7 Left-in/left-out priority junctions shall only be provided on WS2+1 roads where they are included as part
of a compact grade separated junction, with a physical central reserve instead of the middle lane.

2.8 Where there is a physical central reserve on WS2+1 carriageways, u turns shall be prohibited at both
ends of the central island.

2.9 An additional fourth lane for right turning vehicles shall not be provided on WS2+1 roads.

Dual carriageway roads

2.10 At priority junctions on dual carriageways, where right turns in and/or out of the minor road are to be
accommodated, the central reserve shall be widened to provide waiting space for vehicles turning right
(as illustrated in Figure 2.10).
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Figure 2.10 Example of dual carriageway central reserve widening for a priority
junction

NOTE Provision of turning facilities allows vehicles of nearly all lengths turning right from the minor road into
the major road to carry out the manoeuvre in two stages.

2.10.1 Priority junctions should not be provided on rural dual carriageway roads where the minor road flows
exceed 3,000 vehicles AADT 2-way.

2.11 Priority junctions shall be located a minimum of 1 km in both directions from the end of the central
reserve where the carriageway changes from a single carriageway to dual carriageway.

NOTE Priority junctions at changes in carriageway cross section can lead to an increase in accident potential
because of the merging manoeuvres that will be occurring on the major road at this point.

Major road central treatment selection
2.12 Priority junctions shall include a major road central treatment when the minor road flow exceeds 300

vehicles 2-way annual average daily traffic (AADT), or the major road flow exceeds 13,000 vehicles
2-way AADT.

NOTE 1 Priority junctions can be designed as all movement junctions or restricted movement junctions (with
individual movements deterred or prevented).

NOTE 2 Priority junctions can be used in combination with a major road central treatment and as part of a
compact grade separated junction.

NOTE 3 Priority junctions with no major road central treatment are simple priority junctions.

Ghost island central treatment

2.13 Ghost islands shall not be used where overtaking opportunities on adjacent links are restricted.

2.13.1 On new single carriageways where overtaking opportunity is limited, ghost island junctions should be
sited on non-overtaking sections.

2.14 Ghost islands shall only be used where major road traffic flows allow traffic turning right out of the minor
road to do so in one manoeuvre.

2.14.1 On urban roads with a speed limit of 30mph or less, where a ghost island cannot be accommodated, a
passing bay as illustrated in Figure 2.14.1 may be used.
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Figure 2.14.1 Illustrative example of a passing bay

NOTE A passing bay provides space for through vehicles to pass vehicles waiting to turn right into the minor
road but only at low speed.

Single lane dualling (SLD) central treatment

2.15 SLD shall not be used within 3 km of the tip of taper to a dual carriageway.

2.16 SLD shall not be used on WS2+1 or where there is a climbing lane in one direction through the junction.

2.17 SLD layouts shall only be used on roads with hard strips.

2.18 SLD shall be formed by widening the major road to provide a central reservation that includes waiting
space for vehicles turning right.

2.18.1 SLD should be used in preference to ghost islands where overtaking opportunities on adjacent links are
restricted, and/or where traffic turning right out of the minor road would need to make this manoeuvre in
two stages.

2.18.2 On new single carriageways where overtaking opportunity is limited, SLD junctions should be sited on
non-overtaking sections.

NOTE The improved carriageway cross section can result in a tendency for drivers to speed up through the
junction where slow moving vehicles can be crossing or turning.

Permitted movements at SLD and dual carriageway priority junctions
2.19 Where right turns in or out of a minor road at SLD junctions are restricted by traffic islands, u turns shall

be prohibited at both ends of the central island.

2.19.1 Right turning movements out of the minor road at SLD and dual carriageway junctions should be
restricted by traffic islands where these movements can be accommodated at a subsequent junction,
such as a roundabout.

NOTE 1 Restricting right turn movements out of the minor road at SLD and dual carriageway junctions can
reduce collision risk by:

1) removing interaction between vehicles turning right into the minor road and out of the minor road,
which can cause confusion as to who has priority; and

2) eliminating the need for larger vehicles that cannot be fully sheltered in the central gap having to
undertake the right turn out in one stage or overhanging the through lanes if they decide to
undertake the movement in two stages.

NOTE 2 A round trip of approximately 2 km can be considered an acceptable diversion to eliminate right turn
movements out of the minor road for private accesses, developments and little used minor or
unclassified roads at SLD and dual carriageways junctions.
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Crossroads and staggered junctions
2.20 Where the centre line of a minor road, when extended across the major road, fits within an opposite

priority junction carriageway (as illustrated on Figure 2.20) the junction shall be designed as a
crossroads and not a staggered junction.

Figure 2.20 Crossroad layout

2.21 Crossroads shall only comprise two opposing simple priority junctions.

NOTE 1 As simple priority junctions are not permitted on dual carriageway roads, crossroads can only be used
on single carriageway roads.

NOTE 2 Staggered junctions are safer than crossroads where a significant proportion of the flow on the minor
roads is a cross movement.

2.22 The stagger distance of a junction shall be measured as the distance along the major road between the
centre lines of the two minor roads.

2.22.1 Where staggered junctions are provided they should be right/left staggers (where minor road traffic
crossing the major road first turns right, proceeds along the major road and then turns left).

NOTE Right/left staggers are preferred to left/right staggers because traffic turning between the minor roads is
less likely to have to wait in the centre of the major road.

2.23 The minimum right/left stagger distance shall be:

1) 50 m for a priority junction with no central treatment;

2) 50 m for a ghost island junction;

3) 40 m for a SLD junction; and

4) 60 m for a dual carriageway junction.

2.24 The minimum left/right stagger distance for a priority junction with no central treatment shall be 50
metres.

2.25 The minimum left/right stagger distance for a priority junction with central treatments shall be as given
in Table 2.25.
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Table 2.25 Minimum stagger distances for left/right staggered junctions

Stagger distance (metres)
Design speed (kph)

Ghost island Single lane dualling Dual carriageway

50 50 -- 60

60 50 -- 60

70 60 -- 60

85 75 75 75

100 100 100 100

120 -- -- 130

NOTE For higher design speeds, the distance is based on the sum of the two deceleration lengths lying side
by side plus the turning lengths (and queuing lengths, if appropriate) at each end, otherwise it is based
on the manoeuvring requirements of the design vehicle.

2.26 Staggered junctions shall not be used on climbing lane sections.

Signal-controlled junctions
2.27 Where the 85th percentile speed on the approach roads is greater than or equal to 104 kph (65 mph), a

signal-controlled junction shall not be provided.

Direct accesses
2.28 Direct accesses shall not be used on motorways, all-purpose dual three lane carriageways and on

WS2+1 roads.

2.29 Direct accesses shall not be provided on overtaking sections.

2.29.1 Direct accesses should be avoided where possible.

NOTE 1 The primary purpose of the trunk road network is to provide for the safe and expeditious movement of
long distance through traffic. That means strictly limiting the number of direct accesses to trunk roads.

NOTE 2 Direct accesses can be joined together with a link or service road before they join the main carriageway
of the trunk road.

2.29.2 Direct accesses on single carriageway roads should not be positioned facing each other.

2.30 On dual carriageways, gaps in the central reserve to accommodate right turns in and out of a direct
access shall not be provided.

2.31 Direct accesses shall not be provided at locations where the major road gradient is greater than 4%.
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3. Visibility

Minor road approach visibility
Priority junctions

3.1 On a minor road approach to a priority junction, there shall be unobstructed visibility of the junction from
a distance corresponding to the desirable minimum SSD for the design speed of the minor road,
including the give way sign where present, as illustrated in Figure 3.1.

Figure 3.1 Priority junction approach SSD visibility

NOTE SSD is measured from the eye heights and to the object heights given in CD 109 [Ref 5.N].

3.2 An approaching road user shall be able to clearly see the junction form, from a minimum distance of 15
metres back along the centreline of the minor road, measured from the continuation of the line of the
nearside edge of the running carriageway of the major road (as illustrated in Figure 3.2a and 3.2b).
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Figure 3.2a Priority junction approach visibility

Figure 3.2b Priority junction approach visibility (incorporating tapers on the
mainline and traffic island on the minor road)

NOTE 1 The 15 metre measurement is from the continuation of the line of the nearside edge of the running
carriageway not the continuation of the back of the major road hard strip if present.

NOTE 2 Visibility is measured from the eye heights and to the object heights using the envelope of visibility in
CD 109 [Ref 5.N].

Direct accesses

3.3 Where a direct access crosses a footway, a visibility splay shall be provided in accordance with Figure
3.3.
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Figure 3.3 Visibility at the back of footway crossing

Junction visibility
Measurement of visibility at minor roads and direct accesses

3.4 Unobstructed visibility shall be provided at all priority junctions and direct accesses by a visibility splay
formed between the following three points, as illustrated in Figure 3.4:

1) a point W corresponding to the intersection point between the minor road centreline and the major
road edge of carriageway;

2) a point X setback along the minor road centreline measured from the continuation of the line of the
nearside edge of the running carriageway of the major road; and

3) a point Y on the major road nearside edge of carriageway, corresponding to the desirable minimum
SSD for the speed of the major road measured along the edge of the major road carriageway from
point W.

Figure 3.4 Priority junction visibility splays
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NOTE 1 Visibility is measured from the eye heights and to the object heights given in CD 109 [Ref 5.N].

NOTE 2 The visibility splays shown are for a junction where left and right splays are required.

NOTE 3 Where there are hard strips on the major road, point X is measured from the continuation of the line of
the nearside edge of the running carriageway of the major road.

NOTE 4 Inappropriate positioning of lay-bys, bus stops, traffic signs and other street furniture can result in
obstruction to visibility splay.

NOTE 5 Parked vehicles can obstruct visibility splays and where necessary restrictions can be introduced to
mitigate this risk.

3.5 The speed of the major road for determining point Y in the visibility splay shall be based on:

1) design speed only for direct accesses and priority junctions on new major roads;

2) design speed only for priority junctions that form part of a through route on existing major roads; and

3) design speed or speed measurement for direct accesses and priority junctions that do not form part
of a through route on existing major roads.

NOTE Speed measurement of an existing major road involves calculating the 85th percentile speed of traffic.

3.6 A visibility splay to the right on the minor road shall be provided:

1) at all priority junctions and direct accesses where minor road traffic can join a 2-way major road; and

2) at all priority junctions and direct accesses where minor road traffic can turn left to join a 1-way major
road.

3.6.1 Visibility splays to the right on the minor road should also be provided at priority junctions and direct
access where minor road traffic can turn right to join a 1-way major road and there are contraflow
provisions (e.g for cyclists).

3.7 A visibility splay to the left on the minor road shall be provided:

1) at all priority junctions and direct accesses where minor road traffic join a 2-way single carriageway
major road;

2) at all priority junctions and direct accesses where minor road traffic can turn right to join a 2-way dual
carriageway road and the central reserve gap is not wide enough to accommodate a waiting design
vehicle; and

3) at priority junctions and direct accesses where minor road traffic can turn right to join a 1-way major
road.

3.7.1 Visibility splays to the left on a one way road should also be provided at priority junctions and direct
access where minor road traffic can turn left to join a 1-way major road and there are contraflow
provisions (e.g for cyclists).

NOTE Where the minor road is one way leading from the major road, no visibility splays for vehicles turning
out of the minor road are required as these movements are not permitted.

3.7.2 On a one-way major road, visibility splays may be provided in both directions for vehicles turning out of
the minor road.

NOTE Visibility splays in both directions at a one-way major road provides a level of future proofing, and
accommodates potential traffic management arrangements.

3.8 The minimum distances used to locate point X and therefore generating the visibility splay shall be:

1) 2 metres for direct accesses;

2) 2.4 metres for simple priority junctions; and

3) 4.5 metres for all other priority junctions.

3.8.1 The distances used to locate point X and therefore generating the visibility splay should be:
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1) 4.5 metres for direct accesses; and

2) 9 metres for all priority junctions.

3.9 Where the line between points X and Y falls partially within the major road carriageway, an additional
area shall be added to the visibility splay formed by drawing a line from X to a point tangential to the
nearer edge of the major road running carriageway, as illustrated in Figure 3.9.

Figure 3.9 Priority junction visibility splay on a curved major road

3.10 Where a priority junction is located on the outside of a major road curve, an additional area shall be
added to the visibility splay in the verge on the inside of the major road curve, formed by a line between
the following two points, as illustrated in Figure 3.10:

1) a point X at a set back distance of 2.4m; and

2) a point V on the major road offside edge of running carriageway, corresponding to the desirable
minimum SSD for the speed of the major road.

Figure 3.10 Priority junction offside visibility splay on a curved major road
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NOTE 1 Where there are hard strips on the major road, point V is measured to the nearside edge of the running
carriageway not the back of the major road hard strip.

NOTE 2 Providing the additional visibility in the verge on the inside of a major road curve allows drivers to see
the full extent of the carriageway and approaching vehicles for the desirable minimum SSD.

3.11 The desirable minimum SSD at all priority junctions shall not be available from an X distance greater
than 9 metres.

NOTE In open areas, it can be necessary to artificially restrict the visibility splay to prevent the desirable
minimum SSD being available from an X distance of greater than 9 metres.

Measurement of visibility in the central reserve

3.12 Unobstructed visibility shall be provided in the centre of the major road, on dual carriageway and SLD
junctions where right turns are permitted, by a visibility splay formed between the following three points,
as illustrated in Figure 3.12:

1) the intersection point between the centre of the opening and the offside edge of major road
carriageway;

2) a point 2.4 metre setback along the centre of the opening measured from the continuation of the line
of the offside edge of the running carriageway of the major road; and

3) a point Y on the major road offside edge of carriageway, corresponding to the desirable minimum
SSD for the design speed of the major road measured from the 2.4 metre setback point.

Figure 3.12 Central reserve visibility splays

NOTE Visibility is measured from the eye heights and to the object heights given in CD 109 [Ref 5.N].

3.13 Visibility splays in the central reserve of dual carriageways or SLD shall be provided in the following
circumstances:

1) visibility splay A, as illustrated in Figure 3.12, where right turn into the minor road is permitted/and/or;
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2) visibility splay B, as illustrated in Figure 3.12, where right turn out of the minor road is permitted.
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4. Geometric design of direct accesses
4.1 Direct accesses shall only be used where access is to a single field or dwelling with less than 50

vehicle movements per week.

4.1.1 A direct access should not be provided on trunk roads where it is feasible to provide an alternative
access onto the local road network.

4.1.2 A priority junction may be provided instead of the direct access.

4.2 The layout in Figure 4.2 shall be provided as the minimum level of provision for a direct access.

Figure 4.2 Direct access layout

NOTE Hardened strips can be provided at field accesses to assist in the removal of mud from tyres and
equipment prior to entering the trunk road.

4.2.1 The width of a direct access for a single dwelling should be a minimum of;

1) 3.1 metres where building regulations apply to the access width;

2) 2.5 metres where building regulations do not apply to the access width.

NOTE A minimum width of 3.1 metres allows access if needed by a typical fire and rescue service vehicle as
detailed in The Building Regulations 2010, Fire Safety, Volume 1 - Dwelling Houses Building Regs
2010 (fire safety) [Ref 2.I].

4.2.2 The width of a direct access for a field access should be a minimum of 3.5 metres.

4.2.3 The entry splays at direct accesses should be a minimum of 1 metre by 1 metre for a single dwelling
and 2 metre by 2 metre for a field access.

4.3 Where entrance gates are provided across a direct access they shall be set back to accommodate one
vehicle in the access, clear of the main running lane and footway if one is present.

NOTE The vehicle to be accommodated is the largest type expected to use the access on a regular basis,
which in the case of farm vehicles can include a trailer.

4.3.1 Gates for direct accesses should open away from the highway.

4.3.2 Where it is not possible to accommodate gates opening away from the highway, the setback should be
increased to accommodate them being fully open without encroaching into the carriageway.

4.4 For direct accesses, the gradient on the approach to the trunk road shall not exceed 10% either uphill
or downhill.

4.5 For direct accesses, the gradient on the access approach shall not exceed 4% over a distance of at
least 5 metres, measured from the edge of the major road carriageway.
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4.5.1 For direct accesses, the gradient not exceeding 4% on the access approach should be provided for a
minimum length of 10 metres, measured from the edge of the major road carriageway.

4.5.2 For direct accesses, the gradient on the access approach should not exceed 2% immediately adjacent
to the trunk road.

NOTE Providing a relatively flat section prevents drivers having to perform a 'hill start', which reduces the risk
of vehicles stalling or inadvertently rolling out into the major road.
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5. Geometric design of priority junctions

General
5.1 The road camber on the major road shall be retained through the junction with the minor road graded

into the channel line of the major road.

5.2 Allowance shall be made for the swept turning paths of the worst case design vehicle which is expected
to use the priority junction, unless:

1) the design vehicle is expected to form only a very small percentage of the total number of vehicles
that will use the junction; and

2) any swept path conflicts as a result of the design vehicle encroaching into other lanes will not occur
on bends.

NOTE In cases where hard strips are present, the design vehicle is assumed to use the additional space
during turns and at simple junctions, the design vehicle can encroach into opposing traffic lanes.

5.3 For priority junctions, the gradient on the minor road approach shall not exceed 4% over a distance of
at least 15 metres, measured from the edge of the major road carriageway.

5.3.1 For priority junctions, the gradient on the minor road approach should not exceed 2% over a distance of
at least 15 metres, measured from the edge of the major road carriageway.

NOTE Providing a relatively flat section prevents drivers having to perform a 'hill start', which reduces the risk
of vehicles stalling or inadvertently rolling out into the major road.

5.4 At new priority junctions, the minimum approach angle of the minor road approach, measured over 15
metres from the edge of the major road carriageway, shall be 70 degrees.

NOTE Angles less than 70 degrees can result in drivers having to look excessively over their shoulders or the
major road approach being in a vehicle blind spot.

5.4.1 At new priority junctions, the minimum approach angle of the minor road approach, measured over 15
metres from the edge of the major road carriageway, should be 90 degrees.

Corner radii and corner radii tapers
5.5 At all priority junctions, corner radii shall be provided where the edge of the carriageways or kerb lines

of the major and minor roads intersect at each corner where turning movements need to be
accommodated.

5.6 Corner radii shall be measured for simple priority junctions, and priority junctions with merge/diverge
tapers or auxiliary lanes in accordance with Figure 5.6.

Figure 5.6 Corner radii

5.6.1 At simple priority junctions where no provision is to be made for the design vehicle, the minimum corner
radii should be:

1) 6 metres in urban areas; and

2) 10 metres in rural areas.

5.6.2 At simple priority junctions where provision is made for the design vehicle, the corner radii should be:
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1) 10 metres in urban areas followed by a corner taper of 1:5 over a distance of 30 metres;

2) 15 metres in rural areas followed by a corner taper of 1:10 over a distance of 25 metres; and

3) 15 metres followed by a corner taper of 1:8 over a distance of 32 metres, when part of a staggered
junction arrangement.

NOTE 1 Merge and diverge tapers allow mainline traffic to accelerate or decelerate, whereas corner tapers
allow for the swept path of large vehicles while turning round the corner radii.

NOTE 2 For the left turn into the minor road, the corner taper is provided along the minor road and for left turns
out of the minor road the taper is provided along the major road, as illustrated in Figure 5.6.2N2.

Figure 5.6.2N2 Corner radius tapers at priority junctions without diverge tapers or
auxiliary lanes

5.6.3 At ghost island junctions where no diverge or merge tapers are provided the corner radii should be 15
metres followed by a corner taper of 1:6 over a distance of 30 metres.

5.6.4 At ghost island junctions where a diverge taper is provided the corner radii should be:

1) 15 metres followed by a corner taper of 1:6 over a distance of 30 metres at the merge;

2) a minimum of 40 metres at the end of the diverge taper where the major road design speed is
greater than 85 kph;

3) a minimum of 20 metres at the end of the diverge taper where the major road design speed is 85
kph or less.

5.6.5 At SLD, dual carriageway priority junctions, and where there is a mainline physical central island on a
single carriageway road, the diverge corner radii should be:

1) 20 metres where no diverge taper/auxiliary lane is provided; or

2) a minimum of 40 metres at the end of the diverge taper where the major road design speed is
greater than 85 kph; or

3) a minimum of 20 metres at the end of the diverge taper where the major road design speed is 85
kph or less.

NOTE Mainline physical central islands on the single carriageway road are used as part of a compact grade
separated junction layout.

5.6.6 At SLD, dual carriageway priority junctions, and where there is a mainline physical central island on a
single carriageway road, the merge corner radii should be:

1) 20 metres where no merge taper/auxiliary lane is provided; or
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2) 25 metres where the major road design speed is 85 kph and a merge taper is provided; or

3) 30 metres where the major road design speed is greater than 85 kph and a merge taper is provided.

NOTE Mainline physical central islands on the single carriageway road are used as part of a compact grade
separated junction layout.

Carriageway widths
5.7 Where a physical traffic island is provided on the minor road, the minor road approach lanes shall be

4.0 metres wide at the tip of the associated hatched marking.

NOTE Lane widths do not include hard strips if they are present.

5.7.1 Where no physical traffic island is provided on the minor road, the existing minor road lane width should
at least continue up until the start of the corner radius, or give way line if no corner radius is to be
provided.

5.8 Where a physical traffic island is provided on a minor road, the width of the minor road approach lane
adjacent to the island at its furthest point from the major road (as illustrated in Figure 5.8) shall be:

1) 4.0 metres at simple priority and ghost junctions where there is a single lane at the give way line;

2) 4.5 metres at SLD and dual carriageway junctions where there is a single lane at the give way line;
and

3) 5.5 metres where the approach widens to two lanes at the give way line.

Figure 5.8 Minor road approach and exit lane widths

5.9 Where a physical traffic island is provided on a minor road, the width of the minor road exit lane
adjacent to the island at its furthest point from the major road (as illustrated in Figure 5.8) shall be:
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1) 4.0 metres at simple priority junctions;

2) 4.5 metres for ghost island junctions; and

3) 5.0 metres for SLD and dual carriageway junctions.

5.10 For curves which have a radius of 90 metres or less, minimum lane widths shall be in accordance with
Table 5.10.

Table 5.10 Lane widening on curves of 90 metre radius or less

Inside curve
radius
(metres)

Single lane carriageway or inside lane of two
lane carriageway
(metres)

Outside lane of two lane
carriageway
(metres)

10 8.4 6.5

15 7.1 6.0

20 6.2 5.6

25 5.7 5.2

30 5.3 5.0

40 4.7 4.6

50 4.4 4.3

75 4.0 4.0

90 3.8 3.8

NOTE 1 Where carriageways are taken around short radius corners added width provides the necessary space
to cater for the swept path of larger vehicles.

NOTE 2 Lane widths for radii greater than 90 metres are given in CD 109 [Ref 5.N].

5.11 For actual curve radii that fall between two curve radius values given in Table 5.10, the minimum lane
width shall be interpolated.

5.12 On single lane sections greater than 50 metres in length, there shall be sufficient carriageway space to
allow a broken down vehicle to be passed by other vehicles.

5.12.1 For curves which have a radius of 90 metres or less, hard strips that provide an additional 2.5 metres
minimum of carriageway space should be added to the single lane carriageway widths given in column
2 of Table 5.10 to allow a broken down vehicle to be passed by other vehicles.

NOTE The addition of 2.5 metres carriageway width does not apply to two lane carriageways in column 2 of
Table 5.10.

Minor road traffic islands
5.13 Physical traffic islands shall have an area of at least 4.5 square metres.

5.13.1 Traffic islands smaller than 4.5 square metres should be defined by road markings.

NOTE Traffic islands can be used to :

a) give guidance to long vehicles carrying out turning movements;
b) channelise intersecting or merging traffic streams to reduce collision risk from overrun;
c) warn drivers on the minor road that a junction is ahead (this can be particularly useful at

crossroads to highlight the need to give way and the location of the give way line);
d) provide shelter for vehicles waiting to carry out manoeuvres such as waiting to turn right;
e) assist pedestrians and/or cyclists.

5.13.2 Physical traffic islands should include features to make them conspicuous, e.g traffic bollards and
signage.
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5.13.3 Traffic islands on minor roads should be physical islands.

5.14 Physical traffic islands shall be used on the minor road where one or more turning movements are
prohibited to prevent or deter such movements.

5.15 Junctions that form part of a compact grade separated junction shall include physical islands to prevent
right turn manoeuvres in to and out of the major road.

5.16 Traffic islands on the minor road shall be setback a minimum of 1 metre from the edge of running
carriageway or in-line with the back of major road hard strip if the hard strip is equal to or greater than 1
metre wide.

Diverge tapers and auxiliary lanes
General

5.17 Nearside diverging tapers and auxiliary lanes shall not be provided:

1) at simple junctions;

2) where the design speed of the major road is less than 85 kph; and

3) at all other priority junctions that are on the inside of curves.

NOTE Where the minor road is on the inside of a curve, the diverging lane can adversely affect visibility for
drivers emerging from the minor road.

5.18 At non-simple junctions which are not on the inside of a curve, a nearside diverging taper or auxiliary
lane shall be provided in accordance with Table 5.18a and 5.18b.

Table 5.18a Criteria for provision of nearside diverging tapers or auxiliary lanes on A class
major roads with a speed limit of 85kph or greater

A class with a speed limit
=>85 kph

Minor road
Flow =< 7000

AADT
Flow > 7000

AADT
A and B class road Yes Yes

left turning traffic ≥ 600 AADT; or
left turning traffic ≥ 450, > 20% HGV; or
left turning traffic ≥ 450, > 4% gradient.

Yes Yes

Non A or B class
road

left turning traffic ≥ 300 and < 600 AADT;
or
left turning traffic ≥ 225 and < 450, > 20%
HGV; or
left turning traffic ≥ 225 and < 450, > 4%
gradient.

Optional Yes
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Table 5.18b Criteria for provision of nearside diverging tapers or auxiliary lanes all other major
roads

Major roads other than A class with a speed limit
=> 85 kphMinor road

Flow =< 7000 AADT Flow > 7000 AADT

left turning traffic ≥ 600 AADT; or
left turning traffic ≥ 450, > 20% HGV; or
left turning traffic ≥ 450, > 4% gradient.

Yes Yes

left turning traffic ≥ 300 and < 600 AADT; or
left turning traffic ≥ 225 and < 450, > 20%
HGV; or
left turning traffic ≥ 225 and < 450, > 4%
gradient.

Optional Yes

NOTE Diverging tapers and auxiliary lanes can also be provided on major roads where the speed limit is 85
kph or above, and the minor road flows are below the thresholds described in Tables 5.18a and 5.18b.

5.18.1 Where the major road flow exceeds 7000 AADT, auxiliary lanes should be provided instead of tapers
for diverging traffic.

NOTE Vehicles decelerating on main carriageways can have an effect on the capacity of the through
carriageway by impeding following drivers. The provision of an auxiliary lane allows turning traffic to
perform the majority of its deceleration off the mainline.

Diverge taper and auxiliary lane widths and lengths

5.19 Nearside diverging tapers shall be formed by an increase in width to 3.5 metres at the start of the
corner radii into the minor road.

5.20 Where right turns into the minor road are permitted, a give way line shall be provided at the end of the
diverging taper or auxiliary lane.

5.20.1 Where a give way line is provided, a traffic island should be provided to segregate the give way from
the major road.

5.21 The length of a nearside diverging taper or auxiliary lane shall be measured as the distance from the
beginning of the taper up to the "Give Way" line, as shown in Figure 5.21a and 5.21b.

Figure 5.21a Major/minor priority junctions with nearside diverging taper
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Figure 5.21b Major/minor priority junction with nearside auxiliary lane

5.22 The minimum length of a nearside diverging taper or auxiliary lane shall be in accordance with Table
5.22.

Table 5.22 Diverge taper, auxiliary lane and right turn lane lengths for deceleration

Diverge taper or auxiliary lane deceleration lengths (metres)

On up
gradient On down gradient

over 4%
Design
speed
(kph) 0 - 4

%
over
4%

0 - 4
% Dual

carriageways

Single carriageway
(including ghost islands and SLD
locations)

Direct
taper
(metres)

50 25 25 25 25 25 5

60 25 25 25 40 25 5

70 40 25 40 55 40 15

85 55 40 55 80 55 15

100 80 55 80 110 80 25

120 110 80 110 150 110 30

NOTE The gradient is the average for a 500 metre length before the minor road.

5.22.1 For design speeds of 100 kph or less, auxiliary lane lengths should be a minimum of 80 metres, and
sufficient to allow for the speed change from the major road to the turn into the minor road.

NOTE The auxiliary lane length can also be influenced by any need for reservoir space for turning traffic.

Merging tapers
General

5.23 Merging tapers shall only be used where the major road is a dual carriageway.

5.24 Where the major road is a dual carriageway with a design speed of 85 kph or above, merging tapers
shall be provided where:

1) the volume of left turning traffic in the design year exceeds 600 vehicles AADT;

2) the volume of left turning traffic in the design year exceeds 450 vehicles AADT and the percentage
of HGVs exceeds 20%; or
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3) the volume of left turning traffic in the design year exceeds 450 vehicles AADT and the merging
taper is for an up-gradient of greater than 4%.

5.24.1 Merge tapers may be provided at dual carriageway priority junctions with lesser flows and/or lesser
HGV percentages.

NOTE Merge tapers can be particularly useful where there is expected to be a high seasonal use by large or
slow moving vehicles.

Merging tapers widths and length

5.25 Merging tapers shall be formed by a decrease in width from 3.5 metres at the end of the corner radii out
of the minor road.

5.25.1 A traffic island should be provided to segregate the turning traffic from the major road prior to the
commencement of the merging taper.

Figure 5.25.1 Major/minor priority junction with nearside merging taper

5.26 The minimum lengths of the merging tapers shall be as given in Table 5.26.

Table 5.26 Merging taper lengths (on dual carriageways)

Merging length (metres)
Design speed
(kph) Priority junctions where the minor road is not a

through route.
All other priority
junctions

85 70 90

100 90 110

120 110 130

5.26.1 On dual carriageways with a design speed of 120 kph, the merging taper should be preceded by a 40
metres nose, which has a minimum back of nose width of 2 metres (as indicated on Figure 5.26.1).
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Figure 5.26.1 Major/minor priority junction with nearside merging taper (alternative
for dual carriageway with a design speed of 120 kph)
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6. Geometric design of major road central treatments

General
Major road central treatment formation excluding on WS2+1 roads

6.1 Carriageway widening for a central reserve treatment shall be formed using physical islands or islands
defined by road markings.

6.1.1 Central treatments for SLD and ghost islands, on single carriageways, should be developed to their
maximum width using the tapers shown in Table 6.1.1.

Table 6.1.1 Tapers for central islands on single carriageways

Design speed
(kph) Taper for ghost island and SLD

50 1:20

60 1:20

70 1:20

85 1:25

100 1:30

120 -

6.1.2 The tapers given in Table 6.1.1 on single carriageway roads, should be developed:

1) symmetrically on straight sections of road;

2) asymmetrically towards the outside of the curve on curved sections of road; and

3) asymmetrically away from the climbing lane on climbing lane sections.

6.1.3 For SLD, the central island should be introduced by means of hatched road markings until there is
sufficient width to safely accommodate the keep left arrow traffic sign (at an appropriate size for the
speed of the road) on the nose of the physical island.

6.1.4 Central treatments for dual carriageways should be developed to their maximum width using the tapers
shown in Table 6.1.4.

Table 6.1.4 Tapers for central islands on dual carriageways

Design speed (kph) Taper for dual carriageways

50 1:40

60 1:40

70 1:40

85 1:45

100 1:50

120 1:55

6.1.5 The maximum island width should continue through the junction to the tangent point of the minor road
radius and the edge of the major road carriageway.

Major road central treatment formation on WS2+1 roads

6.2 On WS2+1 roads where compact grade separation is not provided, central treatments shall be formed
as shown in Figures 6.2 a, b and c.
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Figure 6.2a Formation of conflicting central treatment layout on WS2+1 road

Figure 6.2b Formation of non-conflicting central treatment layout on WS2+1 road

Figure 6.2c Formation of WS2+1 interface central treatment layout on WS2+1 road
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Figure 6.2d Formation of right-turn at end of overtaking lane section on WS2+1 road

Figure 6.2e Formation of right-turn at start of overtaking lane section on WS2+1
road

Figure 6.2f Formation of right-turn at start of single lane section on WS2+1 road

NOTE Where a junction is located at the interface between a WS2+1 and a single carriageway, requirements
for the carriageway cross-section transition are provided in CD 127 [Ref 1.N].

Major road central treatment right turning lane length

6.3 For all central treatments, the right turning lane shall be comprised of a turning length, deceleration
length and direct taper length as shown in Figures 6.3a to 6.3e.
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Figure 6.3a Major / minor priority junction with a ghost Island on single carriageway

Figure 6.3b Major / minor priority junction with a up-gradient ghost island on
climbing lane
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Figure 6.3c Major / minor priority junction with a down-gradient ghost island on
climbing lane

Figure 6.3d Major / minor priority junctions with SLD
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Figure 6.3e Dual carriageway major / minor priority junction

NOTE In Figures 6.3a to 6.3e the labelled dimensions are as indicated below:

1) a is the turning length (plus the queuing length, if required);
2) b is the deceleration length;
3) c is the through lane width;
4) d is the turning lane width; and,
5) e is the direct taper length.

6.4 The turning length shall be a minimum of 10 metres.

NOTE The turning length is provided to allow long vehicles to position themselves correctly for the right turn.

6.5 Where capacity calculations indicate that for significant periods of time there can be vehicles queuing to
turn right from the major road, the turning length shall be increased to accommodate the forecast
maximum queue length.

6.5.1 Where the turning length has been increased to the forecast queue length at a ghost island, physical
islands should be provided within the hatched areas to provide greater protection to turning traffic.

6.6 For right turning lanes, the direct taper length and the minimum deceleration length shall be provided in
accordance with Table 5.22.

Ghost islands
Through lane widths

6.7 At ghost island junctions on WS2+1 roads, the through lane widths in each direction shall be 3.5
metres, exclusive of hard strips.

6.8 At ghost island junctions on roads other than WS2+1 roads, the through lane widths in each direction
shall be a minimum of 3.0 metres and a maximum of 3.65 metres wide, exclusive of hard strips.

6.8.1 At ghost island junctions on climbing lanes, the through lane widths in each direction should be 3.5
metres, exclusive of hard strips.

Island and right turning lane widths on WS2+1 roads

6.9 The width of the right turning lanes on WS2+1 roads shall be 4.5 metres.

NOTE A width of 4.5 metres is utilised to allow the 3.5 metre central lane width and 1 metre hatching to be
continued through the junction.
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Island and right turning lane widths excluding on WS2+1 roads

6.10 The width of the right turning lanes for new junctions, excluding WS2+1, shall be a minimum of 3.0
metres.

6.10.1 The width of the right turning lane at new and existing junctions should be 3.5 metres.

6.10.2 On rural roads, with design speeds above 85 kph or where hard strips are present, the width of the right
turning lane at new and existing junctions should not exceed 3.65 metres.

NOTE Lane widths greater than 3.65m are inadvisable because wide ghost islands in these situations create a
sense of space that can encourage hazardous overtaking at junctions.

6.11 The width of the right turning lanes for improvements to existing junctions, where space could be
limited, shall be a minimum of 2.5 metres.

NOTE A narrow right turn lane down to 2.5m wide is only for improvements to existing junctions where space
is limited and it is not possible to widen the carriageway cross section e.g. in urban areas where the
carriageway is bounded by buildings.

6.12 On urban roads the width of the right turning lane shall not exceed 5.0 metres.

NOTE Widths between 3.65m and 5.0m can be used where it is considered necessary to provide a degree of
shelter in the centre of the road for large goods vehicles turning out of the minor road to execute the
turn in two separate manoeuvres.

6.13 At left/right staggered junctions, where the deceleration lengths have the potential to overlap, the width
of the ghost island shall not be increased to make them lie side by side.

6.14 At left/right staggered junctions, where the deceleration lengths have the potential to overlap, the
starting points of the right turn lanes shall be joined by a straight road marking, as shown in Figure 6.14.

Figure 6.14 Ghost island configuration at left/right staggered junction

NOTE At higher design speeds, the full width of the turning lane on the ghost island is not developed until the
end of the diverging section (as shown in Figure 6.14).

SLD and dual carriageway
Through lane widths

6.15 At SLD junctions, the through lane in each direction shall be 4.0 metres wide exclusive of hard strips.
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NOTE A 4.0 metre width of the through lane with hard strips allows traffic to pass a stopped vehicle within the
paved width.

6.16 At dual carriageway junctions the through lane widths shall be the same as those either side of the
junction.

NOTE For central reserve openings on dual carriageway, the requirements for the through lane cross-sections
are provided in CD 127 [Ref 1.N].

Island and right turning lane widths

6.17 The width of the central island at the opening adjacent to the minor road, shall be a minimum of 10
metres, including central reserve hard strips.

Figure 6.17 Major/minor priority junctions with SLD

6.17.1 Where use by long vehicles is expected, the width of the central island at the opening adjacent to the
minor road, should be 14.0 metres or 16.5 metres including central reserve hard strips to accommodate
the design vehicle and drawbar trailer vehicle respectively.

6.18 The minimum width of any part of an SLD or central reserve island shall be 3.5 metres.

NOTE The narrowest part of the physical island is usually located at the end of the direct taper, (shown in
Figure 6.17).

6.19 The opening in the central reserve at the opening adjacent to the minor road, shall be 15.0 metres
wide, as shown in Figure 6.17.

6.19.1 Sections in the central reserve opening at SLD and dual carriageway junctions should fall towards
rather than away from the minor road.

NOTE 1 Carriageway falling towards rather than away from a minor road is particularly important where there is
super-elevation across the main carriageway.

NOTE 2 Where the carriageway does not fall towards the minor road at a central reserve opening, drivers can
potentially:

1) fail to see the full width of the furthest carriageway from their position on the minor road;
2) not immediately appreciate the road they are joining is a dual carriageway (particularly with SLD); or
3) attempt to perform the right turn out of the minor road in one stage (by thinking that the width

available in the central reserve appears insufficient to accommodate waiting vehicles).

6.19.2 The deceleration lengths at left/right staggered junctions on an SLD or dual carriageway may lie side by
side.

6.20 Where deceleration lengths at left/right staggered junctions on an SLD or dual carriageway lie side by
side, a physical island shall be provided to separate them, as illustrated in Figure 6.20.
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Figure 6.20a SLD configuration at left/right staggered junction

Figure 6.20b Dual carriageway configuration at left/right staggered junction

Physical central reserve layout on WS2+1
Through lane widths

6.21 The through lane in each direction shall be 3.5 metres wide with a 1 metre wide nearside hard strip, as
illustrated in Figure 6.21.
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Figure 6.21 Through lane and island widths on dualled sections of WS2+1 roads

NOTE The central reserve is formed by terminating the overtaking lane section prior to the junction, so that
one 3.5 metre lane runs in each direction through the junction.

Central island layout

6.22 The central island shall be introduced by means of hatched road markings over a taper of 130 metres
as illustrated in Figure 6.22.
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Figure 6.22 Introduction of dualling at grade separated junctions on WS2+1 roads

6.23 The central island shall be 5 metres wide, made up of a 2 metre physical island and 1.5 metre hard
strips either side.

6.24 The central reserve shall extend a minimum of 50 metres at each end, measured from the end of the
nearside radius of the minor road entry lanes, to prevent right turns.

6.24.1 The central reserve may be extended further than 50 metres at either end to further reduce the risk of
right turns and/or u-turns.

Passing bays
6.25 Dimensions for passing bays shall be based on swept path analysis and the number and size of

vehicles expected to be waiting to turn right at a given time.

NOTE 1 Passing bays allow through vehicles to pass vehicles waiting to turn right in the centre of the major
road, albeit at a reduced speed.

NOTE 2 Figure 6.25N2 and Table 6.25N2 provide typical dimensions for passing bays to accommodate different
combinations of waiting vehicles where the major and minor road are both nominally 7.3m wide.
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Table 6.25N2 Geometric parameters for a passing bay

Dimensions (metres)
Expected vehicles

P1 P2 P3 P4 P5
Car and car 18.8 13.0 10.9 5.0 0.8

Car and HGV 28.7 18.5 15.2 5.0 1.35

HGV and HGV 30.5 33.2 15.2 5.0 2.8

Figure 6.25N2 Passing bay dimensions
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7. Geometric design of signal-controlled junctions

Visibility at signal-controlled junctions
Visibility of signals

7.1 Each traffic lane shall have clear visibility of at least one primary signal associated with its particular
movement, from a distance equivalent to the desirable minimum SSD of the approach road.

7.1.1 Duplicate primary signals should be provided on approaches with a speed of 85 kph or above.

7.2 Visibility to the primary signal shall be in accordance with the CD 109 [Ref 5.N] visibility envelope, but
with the high object height amended to incorporate the signal head where this exceeds 2 metres, as
indicated in Figure 7.2.

Figure 7.2 Visibility requirements on approach to junction

7.2.1 Where multiple lanes are provided on the approach, a signal-controlled junction may have offside
primary, double-headed or overhead additional signals to ensure visibility of the signals from all lanes.

7.2.2 A minimum of 2 signals should be visible from each approach arm and each stop-line.

NOTE The 2 signals usually comprise a primary and a secondary signal.

7.2.3 Additional signal heads may be provided, where a driver's vision of the signal head could be obscured,
for example, by a lorry in the lane adjacent to the signal.

7.2.4 Where separate signalling of turning movements is employed, a minimum of 2 signals should be visible
from each approach lane associated with each of the turning movements and each associated stop-line.

NOTE Where separate signalling of turning movements is employed, a signal post can then display
information applicable to more than one turning movement.

7.2.5 Primary signal heads should be located a minimum of 1 metre beyond the stop-line.

7.2.6 Primary signal heads should be located in advance of crossing studs or marks if pedestrian facilities
are provided.

7.2.7 At junctions with angled approaches, the secondary signal should be displaced a maximum angle of
30o from the driver's line of forward sight, as indicated in Figure 7.2.7.
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Figure 7.2.7 Locating secondary signals

7.2.8 The distance between the stop-line and an associated secondary signal should not exceed 50 metres.

7.2.9 Where multi phased signal layouts are provided, an additional secondary signal may be utilised.

NOTE Multi phased signal layouts can result in "see through" where road users (at point X) could be confused
by the signal at the next stop-line (point Y), as indicated in Figure 7.2.9N where a displaced pedestrian
crossing is illustrated. In these situations, an additional secondary signal can aid driver understanding.

Figure 7.2.9N Example of a small signal-controlled T-junction multi-phased signal
layout

7.2.10 The desirable minimum SSD should be provided to the back of the queue.

NOTE The back of the queue could be in excess of the immediate approach to the junction as defined in CD
109 [Ref 5.N].

Junction intervisibility zone

7.3 An intervisibility zone shall be provided that incorporates an area that extends across the full
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carriageway width of each arm from a distance of 2.5 metres back from each stop line, as indicated in
Figure 7.3.

Figure 7.3 Junction Intervisibility Zone (without crossings)

7.4 Where an advance stop-line (ASL) is provided, the intervisibility zone shall be measured from a point
2.5m behind the cyclists' stop-line.

7.4.1 Where a staggered pedestrian crossing is provided, the section of the crossing immediately adjacent to
the junction should be included in the junction intervisibility zone.

NOTE The junction intervisibility zone does not need to be extended to incorporate a crossing facility that is
remote from the junction and operates independently of the junction.

7.5 No substantial fixed obstructions shall be located within the intervisibility zone of new junctions.

NOTE Details of what constitutes a substantial fixed obstruction are provided in CD 109 [Ref 5.N].

7.5.1 No substantial fixed obstructions should be located within the intervisibility zone of existing junctions.

Entry lanes, exit lanes and storage capacity
Lane widths

7.6 Straight ahead lane widths shall be a minimum of:

1) 3.0 metres at new junctions;

2) 2.5 metres at existing junctions where the 85th percentile approach speed exceeds 56 kph (35 mph)
and/or it is necessary to make provision for HGVs; and

3) 2.25 metres at existing junctions where the 85th percentile approach speed does not exceed 56 kph
(35 mph) and it is not necessary to make provision for HGVs.

NOTE Existing junctions can be an existing signal controlled junction or an existing priority junction being
upgraded.

7.6.1 At existing junctions, straight ahead lanes with widths of 2.5 metres or less should only be used where
the provision of them will allow for additional lane(s) to be provided on that particular arm.

7.6.2 At existing junctions, straight ahead lanes should be a minimum of 3.0 metres wide.

7.6.3 Straight ahead lanes should be a maximum of 3.65 metres wide.

7.6.4 A minimum width of 4.0 metres should be provided between physical islands where cyclist demand
indicates a need.
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7.7 Dedicated lanes for left or right turning traffic shall be a minimum of 3 metres wide.

NOTE 1 Junction capacity can be increased by widening the road in the vicinity of the junction to provide
dedicated left or right turn lanes.

NOTE 2 Vehicles in dedicated turning lanes can often move independently to those in other lanes and therefore
lane widths greater than 3 metres are often necessary to allow for this.

7.8 Dedicated lanes for left turning traffic shall be developed with tapers of 1 in 5, as illustrated in Figure 7.8.

Figure 7.8 Dedicated turning lane arrangement for a left-turn approach lane

7.8.1 On single carriageway roads, right turn entry lanes may be accommodated by the provision of a
hatched island, as illustrated in Figure 7.8.2.

7.8.2 On single carriageway roads, hatched islands for right turn lanes should be developed symmetrically
from the centre line of the road with a minimum taper of 1 in 10 and a direct taper of 7.5 metres, as
illustrated in Figure 7.8.2.

Figure 7.8.2 Right turn lane hatched island layout

Storage length

7.9 The storage length shall be measured from the stop line to the furthest point upstream where the total
number of entry lanes are at full width, as illustrated in Figure 7.8.2.

7.9.1 The storage length of the left and right turn entry lanes should be designed:
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1) to meet the capacity requirements of the junction;

2) to accommodate the longest queue of stopped traffic (to avoid turning traffic blocking the adjacent
lane); and

3) to avoid traffic being prevented from entering the left or right turn lane where there is a high
proportion of straight ahead traffic queuing in the adjacent lane.

Exit lane continuity

7.10 Where it is necessary to reduce the numbers of lanes on an exit, this shall be carried out on either the
nearside or the offside depending on the prevailing traffic flows on the exit arm.

7.10.1 Where it is necessary to reduce the number of lanes on the exit arm, a single lane should be reduced
over a distance of 100 metres starting at or beyond the limit of the junction intervisibility zone, as
illustrated in Figure 7.10.1.

Figure 7.10.1 Lane continuity through junction intervisibility zone

NOTE The use of lane markings within the junction intervisibility zone, can be beneficial to direct traffic
streams and reduce conflict where entry and exit lane widths vary or the alignment through the junction
is not a direct path.

Other geometrical elements of signal-controlled junctions
Swept path and corner radii

7.11 The design of a signal-controlled junction shall allow for the swept turning paths of the design vehicle
where provision is to be made for large goods vehicles.

7.11.1 The design should incorporate turning radii to cater for the swept paths of the worst case vehicle that
can be reasonably expected to use the junction on a frequent basis.

NOTE The worst case vehicle is the vehicle that has the most onerous swept path.

7.11.2 Where no provision is to be made for large goods vehicles, the minimum corner radii should be the
same as for a priority junctions as given in Section 5.

NOTE 1 Where the layout of a signal controlled junction has not generally be designed to cater for large goods
vehicles, these vehicles can have difficulty in completing a manoeuvre without encroaching into
opposing lanes. In such situations, stop-lines (and crossings if present) can be set back to beyond
where such a conflict would occur. This is illustrated in Figure 7.11.2N1.
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Figure 7.11.2N1 Setting back stop-lines

NOTE 2 When offsetting stop lines as illustrated in Figure 7.11.2N, care will need to be taken to ensure that the
junction intervisibility zone is maintained.

7.12 Where provision is to be made for large goods vehicles, the values for corner radii and associated
tapers shall be the same as for a priority junction.

7.12.1 Stop-lines on adjacent entry lanes should not be staggered.

NOTE At staggered stop-lines, large goods vehicles in the nearside entry lane can prevent vehicles in the
offside entry lane seeing the nearside primary signal or pedestrians.

Traffic islands (including at left-turn slips)

7.13 The nosing of central reserves and pedestrian refuges shall be set back a minimum distance of 1.5m
from the edge of carriageway of the intersecting road.

7.13.1 Pedestrian crossings and any associated refuges should be located beyond the limits of the junction
radii to minimise crossing distance.

7.14 A minimum clearance of 450mm shall be provided between the edge of carriageway and any street
furniture.

NOTE It can be necessary to provide additional clearance between the edge of carriageway and any street
furniture where the carriageway crossfall is greater than 2.5%

7.15 Traffic islands shall be provided to separate uncontrolled traffic from controlled traffic where left turn slip
lanes are provided.

7.15.1 Traffic islands may be provided to separate two independently controlled lanes of traffic on the same
entry.

7.15.2 Left turn slip lanes may be signal-controlled or uncontrolled.

7.15.3 A left turn slip lane should be provided where:

1) the left turn traffic movement is high;
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2) left turn manoeuvres for large goods vehicles need to be facilitated;
3) delay for left turn vehicles would otherwise be significant;
4) left turn traffic capacity requirements would extend the green time required for the straight ahead

traffic movement phase.

7.15.4 A single pedestrian crossing route through a signal-controlled junction should not include a mix of
controlled and uncontrolled crossing points.

NOTE 1 Pedestrian crossings at uncontrolled left turn slip lanes can be particularly hazardous due to the
potential for higher traffic speeds at these locations. When deciding to site crossings at uncontrolled left
turn slips, it is important to consider the:

1) visibility levels between pedestrians and approaching traffic; and
2) availability of suitable gaps in traffic flow for pedestrians to cross.

NOTE 2 Further design requirements for pedestrian crossings on segregated left turn lanes are provided in CD
116 [Ref 1.I].

NOTE 3 Traffic islands can assist in providing safe crossings for pedestrians whilst improving traffic capacity by
the incorporation of pedestrian call stages.

NOTE 4 Design requirements for pedestrian refuges are provided in CD 143 [Ref 3.N] and CD 143 [Ref 3.N].

Right turning traffic movements

7.16 On roads with a design speed of 85 kph or higher, right turning lane(s) shall be separately signalled and
segregated from the adjacent ahead-only lane(s) by a traffic island.

NOTE Where opposing right turn lanes can be aligned directly opposite each other, layouts that encourage
traffic to pass in front rather than behind each other can be used to improve traffic flow. They can also
allow a small number of right turning vehicles to wait within the junction intervisibility zone. This is
illustrated in Figures 7.16Na and 7.16Nb.

Figure 7.16Na Aligned non-hooking arrangement
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Figure 7.16Nb Offset non-hooking arrangement

7.16.1 The central reserves on the major road may be offset to encourage right turning traffic to pass in front
rather than behind each other. This is illustrated in Figure 7.16Nb.

NOTE The inclusion of a separation island as part of a right turning arrangement that encourages traffic to
pass in front rather than behind each other can be useful to deflect traffic where the two arms are offset
from each other. This is illustrated in Figure 7.16.1N.
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Figure 7.16.1N Example of existing signal-controlled junction subject to design
constraints

7.16.2 Where the 85th percentile approach speed is greater than 72 kph (45 mph), right-turns should be
separately signalled.

NOTE Where the 85th percentile approach speed is greater than 72 kph (45 mph), there is an increased risk
of accidents between right-turning vehicles seeking gaps and on-coming vehicles travelling at speed.

Location of controller cabinets

7.17 The controller cabinet shall not be situated such that it causes either physical or visual obstruction to
road users and pedestrians.

7.17.1 The controller cabinet should be positioned to allow visibility from the controller cabinet to the signal
head and stop-line for each junction arm.

NOTE Access and parking arrangements for the servicing of the signal equipment form part of the junction
layout design.
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8. Normative references
The following documents, in whole or in part, are normative references for this document and are
indispensable for its application. For dated references, only the edition cited applies. For undated
references, the latest edition of the referenced document (including any amendments) applies.

Ref 1.N Highways England. CD 127, 'Cross-sections and headrooms'

Ref 2.N Highways England. CD 195, 'Designing for cycle traffic'

Ref 3.N Highways England. CD 143, 'Designing for walking, cycling and horse riding
(vulnerable users)'

Ref 4.N Highways England. CD 122, 'Geometric design of grade separated junctions'

Ref 5.N Highways England. CD 109, 'Highway link design'

Ref 6.N Highways England. GG 101, 'Introduction to the Design Manual for Roads and
Bridges'
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9. Informative references
The following documents are informative references for this document and provide supporting
information.

Ref 1.I Highways England. CD 116, 'Geometric design of roundabouts'

Ref 2.I HM Government. Building Regs 2010 (fire safety), 'The Building Regulations 2010,
Fire safety, Volume 1 dwellinghouses'

Ref 3.I Highways England. CD 169, 'The design of lay-bys, maintenance hardstandings, rest
areas, service areas and observation platforms'
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Appendix A. Examples of signal-controlled junction layouts and impact on
signal operation

A1 Opposing right turns at signal-controlled junctions
Collisions at signal-controlled junctions can occur as a result of conflicts arising from right turning traffic
movements. To mitigate this risk,opposing right turns should run separate phases or with a late start
wherever the signal timings, junction capacity and geometric layout can facilitate this.

A2 Signal-controlled T-junctions
A2.1 Small urban signal controlled T-junction

Figure A.1 illustrates a simple, small urban signal-controlled T-junction, typical of a situation where
available road space is restricted and the usage by large goods vehicles is expected to be low.

For the purpose of this example, it is assumed that the low pedestrian movements combined with the
necessity to provide a right turn from Arm C to Arm B have led to a decision not to provide a pedestrian
crossing on Arm C.

The following specific design features are incorporated into the example:

1) circular corner radii without tapers (no provision for swept paths of large goods vehicles);

2) a 'displaced' pedestrian crossing on Arm B linked to the junction signals; and

3) an in-line pedestrian crossing on Arm A.

Figure A.1 Example of a small signal-controlled T-junction
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A2.2 Large urban or larger rural signal-controlled T-junction

Figure A.2 indicates an example of a large urban or larger rural signal-controlled T-junction between
two dual carriageways, typical of a situation where available road space is not severely restricted, and
a significant proportion of large goods vehicles is anticipated on all arms. It is assumed that a
pedestrian crossing cannot be provided on Arm A due to localised physical constraints.

The following specific design features are incorporated into the example:

1) signal-controlled left turn slip lanes and separation islands (Arm A to B and B to C);

2) larger corner radii with tapers (provision for swept paths of large goods vehicles);

3) all staggered pedestrian crossings are indicated in the preferred orientation; and

4) road markings provided to channelise traffic.

Figure A.2 Example of a large signal-controlled T-junction

A3 Signal-controlled crossroads
A3.1 Urban signal-controlled crossroads

Figure A.3 illustrates an example of an urban signal-controlled crossroads, typical of a situation where
available road space is restricted but there is sufficient width to provide a localised central reserve on
the major road. The presence of large goods vehicles in significant proportions is not expected and the
major road is an important bus route. The following design features are incorporated into the example:

1) localised widening on the major road to facilitate a staggered pedestrian crossing facility;

2) circular corner radii without tapers (no provision for large goods vehicles); and

3) bus lane discontinued on approach to junction (Arm A).

In Figure A.3, the bus lane has been terminated in advance of the junction intervisibility zone and the
associated pedestrian crossing. In this example, the staggered pedestrian crossing, which is part of the
junction signal operation, is not in the preferred orientation.
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Figure A.3 Example of a signal-controlled crossroads with a staggered pedestrian
crossing

A3.2 Complex urban / rural signal-controlled crossroads

Figure A.4 illustrates an example of a larger, more complex urban or rural signal-controlled crossroad
junction between two major dual carriageways. This example is intended to illustrate a situation where,
although available road space is not generally restricted, there are some physical constraints which
impose limitations on the turning provisions, junction intervisibility and the orientation of the staggered
pedestrian crossings. The following design features are incorporated into the example:

1) uncontrolled left turn slip lane (A to B);

2) circular radius without tapers (Arm B to C);

3) controlled left turn slip lane (C to D);

4) left turn ban (Arm D to A);

5) due to the constraints imposed by the separation island, the staggered pedestrian crossing on Arm
C is not the preferred orientation; and

6) the staggered pedestrian crossing on Arm D is in the preferred orientation.

In Figure A.4, the left turn from Arm D to Arm A is prohibited.
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Figure A.4 Example of a large signal-controlled crossroad

A4 Signal-controlled staggered junctions
A4.1 Operation of signal-controlled staggered junctions

A large stagger may result in the need to treat the layout as two separately signal-controlled junctions,
whereas a small stagger, possibly with a banned turn, may allow the junction to be treated as a simple
signal-controlled crossroad. The stagger distances will usually determine the phasing, stages and
timing of the traffic signals.

Where the stagger distance is greater than 250 metres the junctions should normally be considered as
two separate independent signal-controlled T-junctions.

Where the stagger distance is between 75 metres and 250 metres the junctions should normally be
treated as two separate, signal-controlled T-junctions with local linking of the signals to favour the major
flows of traffic through the junction.
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Where the stagger distance is below 75 metres the junction should normally be considered as a single
signal-controlled staggered junction, provided there is sufficient reservoir length.

As the stagger distance reduces below 75 metres, it becomes more difficult to provide for the inner stop
lines, pedestrian crossing facilities and associated signals. The shortest effective reservoir length is 15
metres. With a reservoir length below 15 metres, the junction should be treated as a signal-controlled
crossroad with special account being taken of longer clearance distances.

Staggered signal-controlled junctions with short stagger distances could suffer from junction blocking
due to a limited reservoir length between the two staggered arms.

A4.2 Left/right staggers

Figure A.5 illustrates an example of an urban left/right staggered signal-controlled junction, typical of a
situation where the stagger distance is less than 75 metres, the reservoir length is greater than 15
metres and the presence of large goods vehicles in significant proportions is not expected. The
following design features are incorporated in the example illustrated:

a) two lane approach and departure on all arms;
b) circular corner radii without tapers (no provision for large goods vehicles); and
c) inner stop lines.

A left/right stagger will usually have more onerous signal control due to the greater level of right turn
traffic than a right/left stagger.

If a left/right staggered junction with less than a 75 metre stagger is signal-controlled using a 2-stage
control (i.e. both the staggered arms run together), there will be a conflict as the traffic emerging from
one of the arms turns right across the path of vehicles turning right into the same arm (refer to the
points marked "X" marked Figure A.6). This could be hazardous if there is no intervisibility approaching
the conflict point. Unless these movements are very low in volume and the length of stagger is small, it
is recommended that 3-stage signalling be used with separate stages for each of the staggered
approaches.
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Figure A.5 Example of a left/right staggered junction

A4.3 Right/left staggers

Figure A.6 illustrates an example of an urban right/left staggered junction, typical of a situation where
the stagger distance is less than 75 metres, the reservoir length is greater than 15 metres and the
presence of large goods vehicles in significant proportions is not expected. The following design
features are incorporated into the example illustrated:
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1) two lane approach and departure on all arms;

2) circular corner radii without tapers (no provision for large goods vehicles); and

3) inner stop-lines.

With a stagger distance of 75 metres or greater, the inner stop-lines (marked "Y" on Figure A.6) should
be included to eliminate the very long clearance distances and extended inter-green periods which
would otherwise be necessary.

Where a significant volume of pedestrian movement is anticipated, it could be beneficial to provide
pedestrian facilities at each stop-line as illustrated on Arms A, C and D of the lower half of Figure A.6.
Where no pedestrian desire lines exist, and the stagger distance is not great, a reduced number of
pedestrian crossing facilities could be justified, as indicated on Arms B and C of the upper half of Figure
A.6.

In Figure A.6, the left turn from Arm B to Arm C is prohibited.
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Figure A.6 Example of a right/left staggered junction

A5 Signal-controlled skew junctions
Figure A.7 illustrates an example of an existing urban signal-controlled skew junction between two
single carriageways intersecting at 70 degrees, typical of a situation where available road space is
restricted and the presence of large goods vehicles in significant proportions is not expected. The
following specific design features are incorporated into the example:
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a) single lane approach and departure on all arms;
b) circular corner radii without tapers (no provision for large goods vehicles);
c) a simple left turn slip lane and priority junction (Arm D to A); and
d) left turn movements from Arm B to C are prohibited due to the tight corner radius.

Where the roads intersect at angles other than 90 degrees, the following problems can be encountered:

1) priority might not be obvious to drivers;

2) intervisibility could be adversely effected;

3) the possibility of high speed turning movements on the obtuse angles of the junction;

4) difficultly for drivers to turn around the acute angles of the junction (particularly those of larger
vehicles); and

5) difficulty in locating secondary signals..

Turning radii can be improved by the introduction of left turn slip lanes. It may also be beneficial to set
stop-lines back by a reasonable distance to accommodate the junction corner radii, any left turn slip
lanes and to assist in locating secondary signals.

In Figure A.7, the left left turn from Arm B to Arm C is prohibited.

Figure A.7 Example of a signal-controlled skew junction

A6 Signal-controlled junctions on one-way roads
Figure A.8 illustrates an example of a signal-controlled junction between two one-way roads (Arms A
and B) and a two-way road (Arm C) incorporating a traffic island and pedestrian crossing facilities.
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Figure A.8 Example of signal-controlled junction on one-way roads

A7 Signal-controlled junctions with more than four arms
When signal-controlled junctions have more than 4 arms, efficient signalling is difficult to design. The
banning of one or more right turns or directing traffic away from the junction will assist in alleviating
these difficulties.
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Speed Bins Report HANTS_ATC 000000008699 2020-11-07 to 2020-11-10

Site Name

Site ID

Grid

Description

Setup

Lanes

Show

Time Period

Averaged over

Speed units

Exclude data:

85th

%ile

00:00:00 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 7 2 2 0 0 0 51 43.5 6

01:00:00 15 0 0 0 0 0 2 4 4 3 1 0 0 0 50.1 43.1 7.8

02:00:00 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 6 3 2 1 0 0 51.7 44.7 6.6

03:00:00 14 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 6 2 2 1 0 0 53.8 44.8 8.1

04:00:00 53 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 20 12 4 4 0 0 51.8 44.8 6.3

05:00:00 227 0 0 0 0 0 4 63 98 35 15 8 4 2 49.1 43.3 6

06:00:00 570 0 0 0 0 7 55 235 206 48 14 4 0 0 44.5 40.1 4.9

07:00:00 874 2 6 14 32 75 230 318 148 32 10 3 1 1 42.2 35.7 6.9

08:00:00 778 0 0 0 2 17 127 365 214 42 8 2 1 0 43.5 38.6 4.7

09:00:00 756 0 0 0 0 10 72 323 291 45 11 2 1 1 44.1 39.7 4.5

10:00:00 788 0 0 0 0 10 68 368 290 41 10 2 0 0 43.9 39.5 4.2

11:00:00 884 0 0 0 0 4 96 414 318 42 8 0 0 0 43.7 39.3 4

12:00:00 851 0 0 0 4 5 91 420 284 39 6 2 0 0 43.6 39.1 4.2

13:00:00 824 0 0 0 0 4 98 403 276 34 7 1 0 0 43.5 39.1 4

14:00:00 807 0 0 4 4 9 88 384 266 41 7 2 0 0 43.7 39 4.7

15:00:00 778 0 0 0 2 6 82 362 274 44 8 1 0 0 43.8 39.4 4.3

16:00:00 684 0 0 0 0 8 83 330 221 36 6 1 0 0 43.6 39.1 4.2

17:00:00 511 0 0 0 0 9 60 230 169 32 7 3 0 0 44 39.3 4.7

18:00:00 378 0 0 0 0 0 21 148 153 40 12 3 1 0 45 41 4.8

19:00:00 265 0 0 0 0 0 19 96 98 37 8 4 1 1 46.6 41.4 5.4

20:00:00 185 0 0 0 0 0 8 54 77 28 11 4 2 1 48.2 42.5 5.8

21:00:00 122 0 0 0 0 0 6 34 48 21 8 4 0 0 48.7 42.7 5.9

22:00:00 70 0 0 0 0 0 3 19 26 13 5 2 1 0 49 43 6.1

23:00:00 28 0 0 0 0 0 1 8 12 4 3 0 0 0 49.4 43.1 5.8

07-19 8912 2 7 19 46 156 1115 4064 2905 469 98 20 6 4 43.7 38.9 4.8

06-22 10054 2 7 19 46 164 1203 4482 3334 602 140 36 10 7 43.9 39.2 4.9

06-24 10152 2 7 19 46 164 1208 4509 3373 619 148 38 11 8 44 39.2 5

00-24 10494 2 7 19 46 164 1215 4598 3512 675 175 53 16 10 44.1 39.4 5.1

am Peak 11:00:00 07:00:00 07:00:00 07:00:00 07:00:00 07:00:00 07:00:00 11:00:00 11:00:00 06:00:00 05:00:00 05:00:00 05:00:00 05:00:00 03:00:00 03:00:00

Peak Volume 884 2 6 14 32 75 230 414 318 48 15 8 4 2 53.8 44.8 3608.2

pm Peak 12:00:00 14:00:00 14:00:00 14:00:00 14:00:00 14:00:00 13:00:00 12:00:00 12:00:00 15:00:00 18:00:00 19:00:00 20:00:00 19:00:00 23:00:00 23:00:00

All directions

B3385

000000008699

457248103391

NEWGATE LANE

Setup173408

Each Lane

Average

1 hour

All days

mph

None

25.0-30.0mph 30.0-35.0mph 35.0-40.0mph 40.0-45.0mph 45.0-50.0mph 50.0-55.0mphAverage Flow <10.0mph 10.0-15.0mph 15.0-20.0mph 20.0-25.0mph 55.0-60.0mph 60.0-65.0mph >65.0mph Mean Speed Std Dev
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Peak Volume 851 0 0 4 4 9 98 420 284 44 12 4 2 1 49.4 43.1 2583.4

85th

%ile

00:00:00 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 7 2 2 0 0 0 51 43.5 6

01:00:00 15 0 0 0 0 0 2 4 4 3 1 0 0 0 50.1 43.1 7.8

02:00:00 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 6 3 2 1 0 0 51.7 44.7 6.6

03:00:00 14 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 6 2 2 1 0 0 53.8 44.8 8.1

04:00:00 53 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 20 12 4 4 0 0 51.8 44.8 6.3

05:00:00 227 0 0 0 0 0 4 63 98 35 15 8 4 2 49.1 43.3 6

06:00:00 570 0 0 0 0 7 55 235 206 48 14 4 0 0 44.5 40.1 4.9

07:00:00 874 2 6 14 32 75 230 318 148 32 10 3 1 1 42.2 35.7 6.9

08:00:00 778 0 0 0 2 17 127 365 214 42 8 2 1 0 43.5 38.6 4.7

09:00:00 756 0 0 0 0 10 72 323 291 45 11 2 1 1 44.1 39.7 4.5

10:00:00 788 0 0 0 0 10 68 368 290 41 10 2 0 0 43.9 39.5 4.2

11:00:00 884 0 0 0 0 4 96 414 318 42 8 0 0 0 43.7 39.3 4

12:00:00 851 0 0 0 4 5 91 420 284 39 6 2 0 0 43.6 39.1 4.2

13:00:00 824 0 0 0 0 4 98 403 276 34 7 1 0 0 43.5 39.1 4

14:00:00 807 0 0 4 4 9 88 384 266 41 7 2 0 0 43.7 39 4.7

15:00:00 778 0 0 0 2 6 82 362 274 44 8 1 0 0 43.8 39.4 4.3

16:00:00 684 0 0 0 0 8 83 330 221 36 6 1 0 0 43.6 39.1 4.2

17:00:00 511 0 0 0 0 9 60 230 169 32 7 3 0 0 44 39.3 4.7

18:00:00 378 0 0 0 0 0 21 148 153 40 12 3 1 0 45 41 4.8

19:00:00 265 0 0 0 0 0 19 96 98 37 8 4 1 1 46.6 41.4 5.4

20:00:00 185 0 0 0 0 0 8 54 77 28 11 4 2 1 48.2 42.5 5.8

21:00:00 122 0 0 0 0 0 6 34 48 21 8 4 0 0 48.7 42.7 5.9

22:00:00 70 0 0 0 0 0 3 19 26 13 5 2 1 0 49 43 6.1

23:00:00 28 0 0 0 0 0 1 8 12 4 3 0 0 0 49.4 43.1 5.8

07-19 8912 2 7 19 46 156 1115 4064 2905 469 98 20 6 4 43.7 38.9 4.8

06-22 10054 2 7 19 46 164 1203 4482 3334 602 140 36 10 7 43.9 39.2 4.9

06-24 10152 2 7 19 46 164 1208 4509 3373 619 148 38 11 8 44 39.2 5

00-24 10494 2 7 19 46 164 1215 4598 3512 675 175 53 16 10 44.1 39.4 5.1

am Peak 11:00:00 07:00:00 07:00:00 07:00:00 07:00:00 07:00:00 07:00:00 11:00:00 11:00:00 06:00:00 05:00:00 05:00:00 05:00:00 05:00:00 03:00:00 03:00:00

Peak Volume 884 2 6 14 32 75 230 414 318 48 15 8 4 2 53.8 44.8 3608.2

pm Peak 12:00:00 14:00:00 14:00:00 14:00:00 14:00:00 14:00:00 13:00:00 12:00:00 12:00:00 15:00:00 18:00:00 19:00:00 20:00:00 19:00:00 23:00:00 23:00:00

Peak Volume 851 0 0 4 4 9 98 420 284 44 12 4 2 1 49.4 43.1 2583.4

85th

%ile

00:00:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

01:00:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

02:00:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

03:00:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

04:00:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

05:00:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

06:00:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

NB Only

Average Flow <10.0mph 10.0-15.0mph 15.0-20.0mph 20.0-25.0mph 25.0-30.0mph 30.0-35.0mph 35.0-40.0mph Mean Speed Std Dev

Not Assigned

Average Flow <10.0mph 10.0-15.0mph 15.0-20.0mph 20.0-25.0mph

40.0-45.0mph 45.0-50.0mph 50.0-55.0mph 55.0-60.0mph 60.0-65.0mph >65.0mph

>65.0mph Mean Speed Std Dev25.0-30.0mph 30.0-35.0mph 35.0-40.0mph 40.0-45.0mph 45.0-50.0mph 50.0-55.0mph 55.0-60.0mph 60.0-65.0mph
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07:00:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

08:00:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

09:00:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:00:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:00:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:00:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

13:00:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

14:00:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

15:00:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

16:00:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

17:00:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

18:00:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

19:00:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

20:00:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

21:00:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

22:00:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

23:00:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

07-19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

06-22 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

06-24 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

00-24 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

am Peak

Peak Volume

pm Peak

Peak Volume

Event key:     QC failure        Atypical (QC)        Events        Special        Holiday        Offline   

   

   

None

Weekends and defined holidays   

Notes on data:

Averages are calculated as the simple average of values across the period.

Holidays & Events:

P
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1. Qualifications and Experience and Scope of Evidence 

 

1.1 My qualifications and experience are set out at page 2 of my Proof of Evidence (Appeal Ref 

APP/A1720/W/20/3252185) 

 

1.2 My evidence considers the transport related matters which are the subject of this Inquiry. 

 

1.3 My rebuttal considers the Proof of Evidence (FL&BH 3.1, item 14a) of Ms Hoskins of Red Wilson 

Associates and Mr Jones of Pegasus Group (FL&BH 2.1, item 14a).   

 

1.4 In order to better understand the vehicle speeds on the northbound approach to old Newgate 

Lane/ Newgate Lane East, an additional speed survey was undertaken.   

 

1.5 Based on the above, my rebuttal considers the following issues:  

 

• Interpretation of guidance (Traffic Signs Manual Chapter 6 and DMRB CD123).  

• Updated speed survey 

• Rebuttal of reasons to not fully signalise the right turn 

• Right turning driver’s visibility of on-coming traffic 

• Right turn clearance duration 

• Traffic distribution on Newgate Lane East northbound 
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2. Interpretation of Guidance 

 

2.1 Section 8.4 of Traffic Signs Manual Chapter 6 Traffic Control (attached to the rebuttal as 

Appendix JM1) states the following 

 

 “Separately signalled right turns should be considered in circumstances where opposed 

right turns may be unsafe, for example on roads where the 85th percentile speed is above 

45 mph on the relevant approaches.” 

 

2.2 Section 7.16.2 of DMRB - Geometric design of at-grade priority and signal-controlled junctions 

CD123, August 2020 (attached to the rebuttal as Appendix JM2) states the following:  

 

“7.16.2 Where the 85th percentile approach speed is greater than 72 kph (45 mph), 

right-turns should be separately signalled. 

 

NOTE Where the 85th percentile approach speed is greater than 72 kph (45 mph), there 

is an increased risk of accidents between right-turning vehicles seeking gaps and on-coming 

vehicles travelling at speed.” 

 

 

2.3 Guidance from DMRB CD123 is of particular note as it clearly states where approach speeds are 

greater than 45mph, right-turns should be separately signalised. Ms Hoskins’ evidence specifically 

refers to this guidance stating the follow at paragraph 5.16: 

 

“As the 24 hour 85th percentile design speeds are below 45mph and appear to be 

reasonably consistent in speed travelling past Old Newgate Lane, it is not a requirement to 

have a separately signalled right turn at this junction. This factor combined with the fact 

that anyone waiting to turn right in the centre of the junction will be afforded with excellent 

forward visibility of on-coming traffic means that it is my professional opinion that, it is 

appropriate for the junction to be designed with an indicative right turn arrow.” 

 

 

2.4 Neither Traffic Signs Manual Chapter 6 Traffic Control nor DMRB CD123 make no reference to 

24 hour 85th percentile speeds and I believe Ms Hoskins’ statement above does not accord with 

the guidance. I interpret the guidance as referring to any 85th percentile speeds over 45mph. This 

appears to be supported by the Independent Safety Auditor (APPENDIX AHJ/M:), who made a 

clear recommendation that the right-turn movement should be separately signalised. There are 

85th percentile recorded speeds in the appellant’s speeds surveys (Ms Hoskins’ evidence, 

Appendix D) of over 45mph as shown below:  

 

• Midnight – 1am: 47.9mph 

• 1am – 2am: 47.9mph 
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• 2am – 3am: 47.9mph 

• 3am – 4am: 47.9mph 

• 4am – 5am: 46.6mph 

• 5am – 6am: 45.4mph 

• 11pm – midnight: 46.6mph 

 

2.5 Ms Hoskins’ evidence places particular relevance on Traffic Signs Manual Chapter 6 Traffic 

Control and DMRB CD 123 in relation to the measured speeds. Given the speed surveys are 

two years old (site 2, northbound approach to the junction) carried out 27th September 2018 – 

3rd October 2018 and that this was shortly after opening of Newgate Lane East, and given the 

reliance Ms Hoskins places on the fact that only certain hours have an 85th percentile speed in 

excess of 45mph, upon receipt of her evidence I commissioned repeat speed surveys to 

ascertain if speeds had changed in the interim. The details of this are set out in section 3 below. 
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3. Updated Speed Survey 

 

3.1 A speed measurement survey was conducted between on Newgate Lane East northbound 

approach to the junction between 7th November and 10th November 2020. The survey data is 

attached in the Appendix JM3. 

 

3.2 The results show that the average 85th percentile speeds exceeded 45mph for the following time 

periods 

 

• Midnight to 1am: 51.0mph 

• 1am to 2am: 50.1mph 

• 2am to 3am: 51.7mph 

• 3am to 4am: 53.8mph 

• 4am to 5am: 51.8mph 

• 5am to 6am: 49.1mph 

• 7pm to 8pm: 46.6mph 

• 8pm to 9pm: 48.2mph 

• 9pm to 10pm: 48.7mph 

• 10pm to 11pm: 49.0mph 

• 11pm to midnight: 49.4mph 

 

3.3 The results indicate an increased number of hours where the 85th percentile speeds now exceed 

45mph. Average speeds above 45 mph now occur from 7pm which is 4 hours earlier than the 

Appellant’s survey data. Indeed for 11 of the 24 hours the Newgate Lane East northbound 85th 

percentile speeds now exceed 45mph.  

 

3.4 These higher 85th percentile speeds serve to emphasise that an even greater safety risk would be 

present to those turning right under the Appellant’s proposed indicative arrow signal 

arrangement with drivers gap seeking across 2 lanes of on-coming traffic. It is concluded that the 

Appellant’s arrangement would be unsafe and should not be implemented in this manner. The 

updated speed data reinforces my view that the right turn movement must be fully signalled to 

eliminate a proven safety hazard which has occurred at other similar traffic signal junctions. 
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4. Rebuttal of Reasons to Not Fully Signalise the Right Turn 

Movement 

 

4.1 Ms Hoskins evidence states for the first time the following at paragraph 5.16: 

 

“The table demonstrates that although the 24 hour 85th percentile design speeds are below 

45mph, overnight they exceed this. It is my view however that it is still not necessary to 

separately signal the right turn movement for the following reasons;  

 

• The speed of the road will be naturally reduced with the introduction of traffic signals 

as vehicles will approach them more cautiously;  

• In the absence of any demands overnight, the signals will revert to an all-red stage 

which will further slow the speeds of vehicles.” 

4.2 I do not agree that either of the points above negates the need for a separately signalised right-

turn. I will explain why dealing with each point in turn.  

 

4.3 First, no evidence has been provided that vehicle speeds could be expected to reduce with the 

introduction of traffic signals particularly given the lengthy periods when the northbound 

approach is at green. The green time for Newgate Lane East is modelled at 88 seconds for both 

AM and PM peak hours. With a green time of nearly 1 ½ minutes this will allow drivers to 

approach the junction at free flow speeds during the middle to later stages of this time. Those 

drivers using the flared offside lane would be overtaking vehicles in the nearside lane and 

therefore travel at greater speed. As drivers become familiar with the operation of the traffic 

signals they will expect long green times for the Newgate Lane East northbound approach. There 

will be an expectation that they will continue through without being stopped and drivers will be 

less inclined to reduce speed. I do not agree that vehicle speeds can be expected to be reduced 

during the long periods when the northbound approach is at green. It should be emphasised that 

it is during these long periods of green time that drivers will be attempting to turn right across 

the 2 lanes of on-coming traffic.  

 

4.4 The use of a revert to all-red stage is not used at multi-arm traffic signal junctions in Hampshire. 

There are several reasons for this operation.  

 

4.5 Where the traffic flow along a particular road is dominant, for example a main road, it is more 

efficient for that movement to rest on green in the absence of traffic. This reduces the 
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requirement for the majority of vehicles to have to slow or stop on the approach. It reduces the 

need for unnecessary stopping and noise generated from vehicle braking. At this junction 

Newgate Lane East is the highly dominant traffic movement and the use of a revert to all-red 

stage would not be appropriate. 

 

4.6 Under a revert to all-red stage arrangement, with no other vehicles present, the signals would 

change to green as a vehicle approached the junction at a distance of 40 metres away. Overnight 

drivers would become familiar with the signals changing to green as they approached. However 

in the event that the signals were on green to Old Newgate Lane the signals would not change 

immediately as the vehicle approached on Newgate Lane East. In this situation a driver familiar 

with the junction approaching on Newgate Lane East would expect the signals to change to 

green and not be preparing to stop. The potential is for the vehicle to continue through the red 

signal conflicting with a vehicle turning through the junction from Old Newgate Lane. This would 

lead to a safety hazard and would not be an acceptable form of operation at this junction. 

 

4.7 The use of revert to all-red stages are used in Hampshire at shuttle working traffic located at 

single lane sections at bridges and tunnels. The Newgate Lane East junction with Old Newgate 

Lane does not accord with this form of layout. 

 

4.8 It is not considered that vehicle speeds on Newgate Lane East northbound would reduce 

overnight with the introduction of traffic signals at the junction. 

 

4.9 In Ms Hoskins evidence (5.28 table 5-2) the traffic model for the indicative arrow arrangement 

provides a prediction of the number of vehicles which would gap seek when turning right. In the 

AM peak the model results in table 5-2 show that all right turning vehicles would be expected to 

turn during the interstage period and that none would turn in gaps. However the arrangement 

would not preclude drivers from seeking to turn if they considered that an opportunity existed. 

It would be the individual driver’s misjudgement of a suitable and safe gap across 2 lanes of ahead 

traffic that would potentially result in a collision. The lack of predicted opportunity to turn in 

gaps in the AM peak indicates that any driver doing so would be increasing their risk of a 

collision in carrying out the movement during this part of the cycle. This supports the 

requirement that drivers should not be permitted to gap seek when turning right as the 

Appellant proposes but should only be permitted to do so under a fully signalled movement. 
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5 Right Turning Driver’s Visibility of On-coming Vehicles 

 

5.1 In Ms Hoskins evidence (5.16 and 5.23) it is stated that drivers waiting to turn right will have 

excellent visibility of on-coming traffic.  

 

“5.16 As the 24 hour 85th percentile design speeds are below 45mph and appear to be 

reasonably consistent in speed travelling past Old Newgate Lane, it is not a requirement to 

have a separately signalled right turn at this junction. This factor combined with the fact 

that anyone waiting to turn right in the centre of the junction will be afforded with excellent 

forward visibility of on-coming traffic means that it is my professional opinion that, it is 

appropriate for the junction to be designed with an indicative right turn arrow.” 

 

“5.23 In terms of forward visibility vehicles who would wait to turn right at the proposed 

junction would be afforded a good opportunity to see oncoming vehicles. The junction sits 

on a very slight bend”. 

 
5.2 Ms Hoskins (5.24) also considers that right turning driver’s visibility would be unobscured 

 
5.24. The forward visibility of vehicles waiting to turn right would be un-obscured, as there 

would be no right turners turning in the opposite direction due to the fact it is a T junction. 

 

 

5.3 It is my opinion that the visibility of right turning drivers of on-coming traffic will frequently be 

obscured by vehicles using the flared lane. Their presence nearest to the right turning drivers 

will partially block visibility to those vehicles in the adjacent nearside lane.  This degree of 

obscurement is magnified where it is a 2 wheeled vehicle which is obscured. The position of the 

junction on a slight bend does not change my view that the indicative arrow arrangement would 

be unsafe. 
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6 Right Turn Clearance Duration 

 

6.1 In Ms Hoskins evidence (5.26) relating to the duration and number of vehicles that can turn 

during the interstage time it states  

“This equates to seven seconds in the model providing enough time for three vehicles to clear 

before the side road (stage 3) receives a green signal.”  

6.2 From the traffic signal Linsig model produced for the indicative option for each of the differing  

traffic distributions (FL&BH 3.2 Appendix F pages 87, 133, 179, 225 and 271) the 7 second 

duration stated above is incorrect. The duration is 5 seconds.  

6.3 The model has intergreen times which are 7 seconds between phase A (Newgate Lane East 

northbound) and phase C (Old Newgate Lane) and 5 seconds between phase B (Newgate Lane 

East southbound) and phase C (Old Newgate Lane). The interstage period is 7 seconds 

(determined by longest phase intergreen). However the model includes a 2 second phase delay 

at the end of phase B (Newgate Lane East southbound) on a change from stage 1 (Newgate Lane 

East) to stage 3 (Old Newgate Lane). Figure 1 below shows these parameters.  

 

Figure 1 – Linsig extract for indicative arrow model  
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6.4 The phase delay extends the appearance of the phase B green signal by a further 2 seconds 

beyond that of the phase A green signal. Drivers waiting in the centre of the junction to turn 

right in the intergreen period would seek confirmation from the secondary signal positioned in 

front of them. When this turns to red they would be assured that on-coming traffic would also 

be stopped and would start to turn when this changes to red. Effectively this provides 5 seconds 

in which to turn and not 7 seconds as stated.  

6.5 Ms Hoskins evidence (5.26) also states that 3 vehicles could clear during the interstage period 

before the side road receives a green signal. The corrected 5 second intergreen period would 

comprise of 3 seconds leaving amber signal and 2 seconds starting red and amber signals. These 

are mandatory signal timings used throughout the country set in accordance with Department 

for Transport standards. Based on the correct 5 second intergreen period this would result in 

the signals being at red to all traffic for 0 seconds when changing from stage 1 (Newgate Lane 

East) to stage 3 (Old Newgate Lane). It is concluded that fewer than the 3 vehicles stated by Ms 

Hoskins could turn during this period. 

6.6 Mr Jones evidence (6.15) also relates to the duration and number of vehicles that could turn 

right during the interstage period. In Mr Jones’ evidence it is stated  

“Vehicles wishing to turn right will likely turn in the interstage period and therefore not trigger 

the detectors to call the indicative arrow stage. The interstage is 6 seconds which is considered 

sufficient to allow 2 to 3 vehicles to turn and clear the northbound Newgate Lane before the 

Newgate Lane stage recommences.”  

6.7 It should be noted that the 6 seconds period quoted by Mr Jones (6.15) differs from that quoted 

by Ms Hoskins (5.26).  

6.8 As detailed in 6.3 and 6.4 of this rebuttal the stated 6 seconds period in Mr Jones’ evidence 

(6.15) is incorrect. The time should be 5 seconds. 

6.9 As detailed in 6.5 of this rebuttal Mr Jones’ evidence states that 2-3 vehicles could clear before 

the side road receives a green. Based on the correct 5 second intergreen period it is concluded 

that the 3 vehicles as stated by Mr Jones would not be able to turn during this period. 
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7 Traffic Distribution on Newgate Lane East Northbound 

 

7.1 Ms Hoskins evidence in 5.33 states that a 70:30 split of traffic on Newgate Lane East northbound 

has been used. The results of this traffic distribution are outlined in tables 5-3, 5-4 and 5-5.  

 

“It is my view that during the AM peak the flare lane will be fully utilised and as such the 

split of traffic will be closer to 70:30.” 

 

7.2 In 5.35 of her evidence Ms Hoskins refers to a study by Green Signals Consulting Limited in 2015 

‘Merging Traffic at Signalled Junctions’. The study details the traffic distribution and an extract 

from 5.36 of Ms Hoskins evidence states  

 

“The study states that traffic flow in the nearside lane can be reasonably predicted as 

0.735 of the total flow.” 

 

7.3 The 70:30 traffic split used in the Appellant’s evidence is contradictory to that stated in the study 

which is a 73.5:26.5 split. The findings of the referenced study have been based on site 

observations and collected data. The Appellant does not provide any evidence to support the 

use of a 70:30 traffic split. It is concluded that the traffic distribution used in the model is 

incorrect and that the AM peak results for Newgate Lane East northbound as presented in 

tables 5-3 5-4 and 5-5 are inaccurate.  

 

7.4 The evidence provided by Ms Hoskins in 5.34 states  

 

“It is my view that vehicles will likely queue equally on the approach to the junction” 

 

7.5 Based on either the 70:30 or 73.5:26.5 traffic splits these do not represent equal queuing across 

the approach lanes. The above statement is contradictory to the use of the 70:30 traffic 

distribution used in the evidence. 
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8 Summary  

 

8.1 My rebuttal considers the transport related matters which are the subject of this Inquiry.  I have 

been instructed by Fareham Borough Council to provide expert witness services for the Inquiry.  

My rebuttal considers the following: 

 

• Interpretation of guidance (DMRB CD123 and Traffic Signs Manual Chapter 6).  

• Updated speed survey 

• Rebuttal of reasons to not fully signalise the right turn 

• Right turning driver’s visibility of on-coming traffic 

• Right turn clearance duration 

• Traffic distribution on Newgate Lane East northbound 

 

8.2 I consider the interpretation of the guidance for the use the 85th percentile speeds. In Ms 

Hoskins evidence the use of 24 hour 85th percentile speeds are referenced. The information 

contained in both Traffic Signs Manual Chapter 6 Traffic Control and DMRB CD123 make no 

reference to 24 hour 85th percentile speeds and I believe Ms Hoskins’ statement above does not 

accord with the guidance. I interpret the guidance as referring to any 85th percentile speeds over 

45mph. The evidence provided by Ms Hoskins indicates 85th percentile speeds which exceed 

45mph between 23:00 and 05:00.  

 

8.3 It is noted that the speed survey data contained in Ms Hoskins evidence is over 2 years old. 

Newgate Lane East had only recently been opened to traffic at that time. Traffic patterns and 

driver behaviour would be settling at the time of that survey and it is concluded that the speed 

data is now out of date.  

 

8.4 An updated speed survey was commissioned in November 2020. The results from the 

November 2020 survey indicate that the range of time periods where the 85th percentile speed 

on Newgate Lane East northbound exceeds 45mph has increased since the 2018 survey.  The 

time period from which the 85th percentile speeds on Newgate Lane East northbound exceeds 

45mph now starts at 7pm which is four hours earlier than previously recorded. The 85th 

percentile hourly speeds remain above 45mph until 6am which is one hour longer than 

previously. It is concluded that the 45mph 85th percentile speed is now exceeded for 11 hourly 

time periods each day. This data represents current vehicle speeds on Newgate Lane East and 

should supersede the earlier 2018 data. 
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8.5 The reasons provided in the evidence against the need to fully signalise the right turn movement 

are disputed. No supporting evidence has been provided that vehicle approach speeds would 

reduce with the introduction of traffic signals at the junction. Indeed the use of the flared lane 

would lead to vehicles overtaking those in the nearside lane and therefore increase the speed of 

vehicles in the flared lane. With long green times of around 1 ½ minutes on Newgate Lane East 

northbound it is asserted that driver’s expectation that the signals would change to red as they 

approached would be low. This would not result in drivers approaching more cautiously and at a 

lower speed when the signals were at green as stated in the evidence. 

 

8.6 The use of an all-red stage to traffic in the absence of any vehicles is not considered to be 

appropriate or safe at this location. For efficiency the standard method of control would be for 

the signals to rest on green for the dominant traffic movements (Newgate Lane East) in the 

absence of any vehicles. Additionally the use of an all-red to traffic stage particularly overnight 

would lead to Newgate Lane East drivers, who would be familiar with their operation, 

anticipating the signals changing to green as they approached. In the event that they did not 

change, for example a vehicle was emerging from Old Newgate Lane, it would lead to late 

vehicle braking or drivers passing through the red signal with a risk of vehicle collision. 

 

8.7 The evidence purports that right turning drivers would have good visibility of on-coming traffic. 

This is disputed as in my opinion the visibility of right turning drivers of on-coming traffic will 

frequently be obscured by vehicles using the closer flared lane. Their presence nearest to the 

right turning drivers will partially block visibility to those vehicles in the adjacent nearside lane.  

This degree of obscurement is magnified where it is a 2 wheeled vehicle which is obscured. It is 

considered that the risk of poor visibility will lead to an inherent safety risk at the junction which 

can be avoided with a fully signalled right turn. 

 

8.8 The evidence of Ms Hoskins states that the duration drivers would have to turn right when the 

Newgate Lane East turns to red would be seven seconds. The evidence of Mr Jones states the 

same period as being six seconds. This presents contradictory information between the 

evidence. An investigation of the Linsig traffic model indicates that only five seconds would be 

available. The Appellant places great emphasise on vehicles making use of this time to turn right. 

It is concluded that this reduced duration would not be sufficient to allow up to 3 vehicles to 

complete the manoeuvre.  
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8.9 In relation to the traffic distribution across the 2 lanes on Newgate Lane East northbound the 

proportions referenced by the study have not been applied to their traffic model. It is concluded 

that the results are inaccurate. 
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9 Conclusions 

 

9.1  It is concluded that the 85th percentile speed on Newgate Lane East northbound exceeds 

45mph and that in accordance with the design guidance stated in Traffic Signs Manual Chapter 6 

and DMRB CD123 the right turn must be fully signalled.  

 

9.2 The Appellant’s proposed use of an indicative arrow arrangement with gap seeking right turn 

movements across 2 lanes of ahead traffic at the traffic signal junction would introduce a serious 

safety hazard. It is a hazard that would be unacceptable and can be eliminated with the use of a 

fully signalled right turn movement. 

 

9.3 In my opinion, the unacceptable impact on highway safety justifies FBC’s decision to refuse the 

application in accordance with paragraph 109 of the NPPF. 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Full Input Data And Results 
 
User and Project Details 

Project:  

Title:  

Location:  

Model Assumptions: 
2024 flows taken from RedWilson Linsig for Newgate Lane south and north 
developments (Nov 2020) 

Additional detail:  

File name: Woodcote Lane Newgate Lane crossing model.lsg3x 

Author:  

Company:  

Address:  

 
Network Layout Diagram 

Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Phase Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
Phase Input Data 

Phase Name Phase Type Assoc. Phase Street Min Cont Min 

A Traffic  7 7 

B Traffic  7 7 

C Pedestrian  6 6 

 
Phase Intergreens Matrix 

  Starting Phase 

Terminating 
Phase 

 A B C 

A - - 6 

B - - 6 

C 6 6 - 

 
Phases in Stage 

Stage No. Phases in Stage 

1 A B  

2 C  

 
Stage Diagram 

A

B

C

1 Min >= 7
A

B

C

2 Min >= 6

 
 
 
Phase Delays 

Term. Stage Start Stage Phase Type Value Cont value 

There are no Phase Delays defined 

 
 
Prohibited Stage Change 

  To Stage 

From 
Stage 

 1 2 

1  6 

2 6  
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Full Input Data And Results 
Give-Way Lane Input Data 

Junction: Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing 

There are no Opposed Lanes in this Junction 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Lane Input Data 

Junction: Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing 

Lane 
Lane 
Type 

Phases 
Start 
Disp. 

End 
Disp. 

Physical 
Length 
(PCU) 

Sat 
Flow 
Type 

Def User 
Saturation 

Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Turns 
Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

1/1 
(NLE 

Northbound) 
U B 2 3 60.0 Geom - 3.25 0.00 Y 

Arm 3 
Ahead 

Inf 

2/1 
(NLE 

Southbound) 
U A 2 3 60.0 Geom - 3.25 0.00 Y 

Arm 4 
Ahead 

Inf 

3/1 
(NLE Nb Exit) 

U  2 3 60.0 Inf - - - - - - 

4/1 
(NLE Sb Exit) 

U  2 3 60.0 Inf - - - - - - 

 
Traffic Flow Groups 

Flow Group Start Time End Time Duration Formula 

1: '2018 AM Peak Hr (27 Sept 2018 survey)' 08:00 09:00 01:00  

2: '2018 PM Peak Hr (27 Sept 2018 survey)' 17:00 18:00 01:00  

3: '2018 OFF Peak Hr (27 Sept 2018 survey)' 13:00 14:00 01:00  

4: '2024 AM DS 75 dwellings' 08:00 09:00 01:00  

5: '2024 PM DS 75 dwellings' 17:00 18:00 01:00  

6: '2024 AM DS 115 dwellings' 08:00 09:00 01:00  

7: '2024 PM DS 115 dwellings' 17:00 18:00 01:00  

8: '2024 AM DS 190 dwellings' 08:00 09:00 01:00  

9: '2024 PM DS 190 dwellings' 17:00 18:00 01:00  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Scenario 1: '2018 AM Peak' (FG1: '2018 AM Peak Hr (27 Sept 2018 survey)', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B Tot. 

A 0 814 814 

B 1421 0 1421 

Tot. 1421 814 2235 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 1: 

2018 AM Peak 

Junction: Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing 

1/1 1421 

2/1 814 

3/1 1421 

4/1 814 

 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NLE Northbound) 

3.25 0.00 Y Arm 3 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

2/1 
(NLE Southbound) 

3.25 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

3/1 
(NLE Nb Exit Lane 1) 

Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

4/1 
(NLE Sb Exit Lane 1) 

Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 
Scenario 2: '2018 PM Peak' (FG2: '2018 PM Peak Hr (27 Sept 2018 survey)', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B Tot. 

A 0 1736 1736 

B 956 0 956 

Tot. 956 1736 2692 

 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 2: 

2018 PM Peak 

Junction: Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing 

1/1 956 

2/1 1736 

3/1 956 

4/1 1736 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NLE Northbound) 

3.25 0.00 Y Arm 3 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

2/1 
(NLE Southbound) 

3.25 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

3/1 
(NLE Nb Exit Lane 1) 

Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

4/1 
(NLE Sb Exit Lane 1) 

Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 
Scenario 3: '2018 OFF Peak' (FG3: '2018 OFF Peak Hr (27 Sept 2018 survey)', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B Tot. 

A 0 1100 1100 

B 877 0 877 

Tot. 877 1100 1977 

 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 3: 

2018 OFF Peak 

Junction: Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing 

1/1 877 

2/1 1100 

3/1 877 

4/1 1100 

 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NLE Northbound) 

3.25 0.00 Y Arm 3 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

2/1 
(NLE Southbound) 

3.25 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

3/1 
(NLE Nb Exit Lane 1) 

Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

4/1 
(NLE Sb Exit Lane 1) 

Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Scenario 4: '2024 AM 75 dwelling ' (FG4: '2024 AM DS 75 dwellings', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B Tot. 

A 0 736 736 

B 1673 0 1673 

Tot. 1673 736 2409 

 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 4: 

2024 AM 75 dwelling  

Junction: Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing 

1/1 1673 

2/1 736 

3/1 1673 

4/1 736 

 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NLE Northbound) 

3.25 0.00 Y Arm 3 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

2/1 
(NLE Southbound) 

3.25 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

3/1 
(NLE Nb Exit Lane 1) 

Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

4/1 
(NLE Sb Exit Lane 1) 

Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 
Scenario 5: '2024 PM 75 dwellings' (FG5: '2024 PM DS 75 dwellings', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B Tot. 

A 0 1006 1006 

B 968 0 968 

Tot. 968 1006 1974 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 5: 

2024 PM 75 dwellings 

Junction: Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing 

1/1 968 

2/1 1006 

3/1 968 

4/1 1006 

 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NLE Northbound) 

3.25 0.00 Y Arm 3 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

2/1 
(NLE Southbound) 

3.25 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

3/1 
(NLE Nb Exit Lane 1) 

Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

4/1 
(NLE Sb Exit Lane 1) 

Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 
Scenario 6: '2024 AM 115 dwellings' (FG6: '2024 AM DS 115 dwellings', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B Tot. 

A 0 749 749 

B 1675 0 1675 

Tot. 1675 749 2424 

 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 6: 

2024 AM 115 dwellings 

Junction: Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing 

1/1 1675 

2/1 749 

3/1 1675 

4/1 749 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NLE Northbound) 

3.25 0.00 Y Arm 3 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

2/1 
(NLE Southbound) 

3.25 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

3/1 
(NLE Nb Exit Lane 1) 

Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

4/1 
(NLE Sb Exit Lane 1) 

Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 
Scenario 7: '2024 PM 115 dwellings' (FG7: '2024 PM DS 115 dwellings', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B Tot. 

A 0 1010 1010 

B 977 0 977 

Tot. 977 1010 1987 

 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 7: 

2024 PM 115 dwellings 

Junction: Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing 

1/1 977 

2/1 1010 

3/1 977 

4/1 1010 

 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NLE Northbound) 

3.25 0.00 Y Arm 3 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

2/1 
(NLE Southbound) 

3.25 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

3/1 
(NLE Nb Exit Lane 1) 

Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

4/1 
(NLE Sb Exit Lane 1) 

Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Scenario 8: '2024 AM 190 dwellings' (FG8: '2024 AM DS 190 dwellings', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B Tot. 

A 0 771 771 

B 1679 0 1679 

Tot. 1679 771 2450 

 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 8: 

2024 AM 190 dwellings 

Junction: Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing 

1/1 1679 

2/1 771 

3/1 1679 

4/1 771 

 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NLE Northbound) 

3.25 0.00 Y Arm 3 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

2/1 
(NLE Southbound) 

3.25 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

3/1 
(NLE Nb Exit Lane 1) 

Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

4/1 
(NLE Sb Exit Lane 1) 

Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 
Scenario 9: '2024 PM 190 dwellings' (FG9: '2024 PM DS 190 dwellings', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B Tot. 

A 0 1017 1017 

B 994 0 994 

Tot. 994 1017 2011 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 9: 

2024 PM 190 dwellings 

Junction: Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing 

1/1 994 

2/1 1017 

3/1 994 

4/1 1017 

 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NLE Northbound) 

3.25 0.00 Y Arm 3 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

2/1 
(NLE Southbound) 

3.25 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

3/1 
(NLE Nb Exit Lane 1) 

Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

4/1 
(NLE Sb Exit Lane 1) 

Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 
Scenario 1: '2018 AM Peak' (FG1: '2018 AM Peak Hr (27 Sept 2018 survey)', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B

1 Min: 7

6 102s

C

2 Min: 6

6 6s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 2 

Duration 102 6 

Change Point 0 108 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing
PRC: 5.5 %
Total Traffic Delay: 5.6 pcuHr
Ave. Route Delay Per Ped: 55.7 s/Ped
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 85.3% 

Newgate Lane 
Woodcote Lane 
crossing 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 85.3% 

1/1 
NLE 

Northbound 
Ahead 

U N/A N/A B  1 102 - 1421 1940 1665 85.3% 

2/1 
NLE 

Southbound 
Ahead 

U N/A N/A A  1 102 - 814 1940 1665 48.9% 

3/1 NLE Nb Exit U N/A N/A -  - - - 1421  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

4/1 NLE Sb Exit U N/A N/A -  - - - 814  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

Ped Link: P1 
Unnamed Ped 

Link 
- N/A - C  1 6 - 61 - 3600 3.4% 

Item Arriving (pcu) 
Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay (pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 0 2.2 3.3 0.0 5.6 - - - - 

Newgate Lane 
Woodcote Lane 
crossing 

- - 0 0 0 2.2 3.3 0.0 5.6 - - - - 

1/1 1421 1421 - - - 1.8 2.8 - 4.6 11.7 24.9 2.8 27.7 

2/1 814 814 - - - 0.5 0.5 - 0.9 4.2 6.6 0.5 7.0 

3/1 1421 1421 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

4/1 814 814 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Ped Link: P1 61 61 - - - - - - 0.9 55.7 - - 1.9 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  5.5  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  5.57 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  5.5  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  5.57   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 2: '2018 PM Peak' (FG2: '2018 PM Peak Hr (27 Sept 2018 survey)', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B

1 Min: 7

6 102s

C

2 Min: 6

6 6s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 2 

Duration 102 6 

Change Point 0 108 

 
Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing
PRC: -15.8 %
Total Traffic Delay: 54.0 pcuHr
Ave. Route Delay Per Ped: 55.7 s/Ped
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 104.3% 

Newgate Lane 
Woodcote Lane 
crossing 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 104.3% 

1/1 
NLE 

Northbound 
Ahead 

U N/A N/A B  1 102 - 956 1940 1665 57.4% 

2/1 
NLE 

Southbound 
Ahead 

U N/A N/A A  1 102 - 1736 1940 1665 104.3% 

3/1 NLE Nb Exit U N/A N/A -  - - - 956  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

4/1 NLE Sb Exit U N/A N/A -  - - - 1736  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

Ped Link: P1 
Unnamed Ped 

Link 
- N/A - C  1 6 - 52 - 3600 0.0% 

Item Arriving (pcu) 
Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay (pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 0 8.3 45.7 0.0 54.0 - - - - 

Newgate Lane 
Woodcote Lane 
crossing 

- - 0 0 0 8.3 45.7 0.0 54.0 - - - - 

1/1 956 956 - - - 0.6 0.7 - 1.3 4.9 8.8 0.7 9.4 

2/1 1736 1665 - - - 7.7 45.1 - 52.7 109.3 60.2 45.1 105.3 

3/1 956 956 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

4/1 1665 1665 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Ped Link: P1 52 52 - - - - - - 0.8 55.7 - - 1.7 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  -15.8  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  54.01 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  -15.8  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  54.01   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 3: '2018 OFF Peak' (FG3: '2018 OFF Peak Hr (27 Sept 2018 survey)', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B

1 Min: 7

6 102s

C

2 Min: 6

6 6s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 2 

Duration 102 6 

Change Point 0 108 

 
Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing
PRC: 36.2 %
Total Traffic Delay: 2.9 pcuHr
Ave. Route Delay Per Ped: 0.0 s/Ped
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 66.1% 

Newgate Lane 
Woodcote Lane 
crossing 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 66.1% 

1/1 
NLE 

Northbound 
Ahead 

U N/A N/A B  1 102 - 877 1940 1665 52.7% 

2/1 
NLE 

Southbound 
Ahead 

U N/A N/A A  1 102 - 1100 1940 1665 66.1% 

3/1 NLE Nb Exit U N/A N/A -  - - - 877  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

4/1 NLE Sb Exit U N/A N/A -  - - - 1100  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

Ped Link: P1 
Unnamed Ped 

Link 
- N/A - C  1 6 - 0 - 3600 0.0% 

Item Arriving (pcu) 
Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay (pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 0 1.4 1.5 0.0 2.9 - - - - 

Newgate Lane 
Woodcote Lane 
crossing 

- - 0 0 0 1.4 1.5 0.0 2.9 - - - - 

1/1 877 877 - - - 0.5 0.6 - 1.1 4.5 7.6 0.6 8.1 

2/1 1100 1100 - - - 0.8 1.0 - 1.8 6.0 11.9 1.0 12.9 

3/1 877 877 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

4/1 1100 1100 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Ped Link: P1 0 0 - - - - - - 0.0 0.0 - - 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  36.2  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  2.91 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  36.2  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  2.91   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 4: '2024 AM 75 dwelling ' (FG4: '2024 AM DS 75 dwellings', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Stage Sequence Diagram 

A
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6 102s

C

2 Min: 6

6 6s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 2 

Duration 102 6 

Change Point 0 108 

 
Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing
PRC: -11.6 %
Total Traffic Delay: 27.6 pcuHr
Ave. Route Delay Per Ped: 0.0 s/Ped
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 100.5% 

Newgate Lane 
Woodcote Lane 
crossing 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 100.5% 

1/1 
NLE 

Northbound 
Ahead 

U N/A N/A B  1 102 - 1673 1940 1665 100.5% 

2/1 
NLE 

Southbound 
Ahead 

U N/A N/A A  1 102 - 736 1940 1665 44.2% 

3/1 NLE Nb Exit U N/A N/A -  - - - 1673  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

4/1 NLE Sb Exit U N/A N/A -  - - - 736  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

Ped Link: P1 
Unnamed Ped 

Link 
- N/A - C  1 6 - 0 - 3600 0.0% 

Item Arriving (pcu) 
Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay (pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 0 4.7 22.9 0.0 27.6 - - - - 

Newgate Lane 
Woodcote Lane 
crossing 

- - 0 0 0 4.7 22.9 0.0 27.6 - - - - 

1/1 1673 1665 - - - 4.3 22.5 - 26.8 57.8 56.0 22.5 78.5 

2/1 736 736 - - - 0.4 0.4 - 0.8 3.9 5.5 0.4 5.9 

3/1 1665 1665 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

4/1 736 736 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Ped Link: P1 0 0 - - - - - - 0.0 0.0 - - 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  -11.6  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  27.64 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  -11.6  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  27.64   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 5: '2024 PM 75 dwellings' (FG5: '2024 PM DS 75 dwellings', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Stage Sequence Diagram 
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Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing
PRC: 49.0 %
Total Traffic Delay: 2.8 pcuHr
Ave. Route Delay Per Ped: 0.0 s/Ped
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 60.4% 

Newgate Lane 
Woodcote Lane 
crossing 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 60.4% 

1/1 
NLE 

Northbound 
Ahead 

U N/A N/A B  1 102 - 968 1940 1665 58.1% 

2/1 
NLE 

Southbound 
Ahead 

U N/A N/A A  1 102 - 1006 1940 1665 60.4% 

3/1 NLE Nb Exit U N/A N/A -  - - - 968  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

4/1 NLE Sb Exit U N/A N/A -  - - - 1006  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

Ped Link: P1 
Unnamed Ped 

Link 
- N/A - C  1 6 - 0 - 3600 0.0% 

Item Arriving (pcu) 
Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay (pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 0 1.3 1.5 0.0 2.8 - - - - 

Newgate Lane 
Woodcote Lane 
crossing 

- - 0 0 0 1.3 1.5 0.0 2.8 - - - - 

1/1 968 968 - - - 0.6 0.7 - 1.3 5.0 8.9 0.7 9.6 

2/1 1006 1006 - - - 0.7 0.8 - 1.5 5.2 9.8 0.8 10.5 

3/1 968 968 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

4/1 1006 1006 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Ped Link: P1 0 0 - - - - - - 0.0 0.0 - - 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  49.0  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  2.80 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  49.0  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  2.80   

 
 

P
age 2981



Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 6: '2024 AM 115 dwellings' (FG6: '2024 AM DS 115 dwellings', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Stage Sequence Diagram 
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Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing
PRC: -11.8 %
Total Traffic Delay: 28.3 pcuHr
Ave. Route Delay Per Ped: 0.0 s/Ped
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 100.6% 

Newgate Lane 
Woodcote Lane 
crossing 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 100.6% 

1/1 
NLE 

Northbound 
Ahead 

U N/A N/A B  1 102 - 1675 1940 1665 100.6% 

2/1 
NLE 

Southbound 
Ahead 

U N/A N/A A  1 102 - 749 1940 1665 45.0% 

3/1 NLE Nb Exit U N/A N/A -  - - - 1675  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

4/1 NLE Sb Exit U N/A N/A -  - - - 749  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

Ped Link: P1 
Unnamed Ped 

Link 
- N/A - C  1 6 - 0 - 3600 0.0% 

Item Arriving (pcu) 
Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay (pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 0 4.9 23.5 0.0 28.3 - - - - 

Newgate Lane 
Woodcote Lane 
crossing 

- - 0 0 0 4.9 23.5 0.0 28.3 - - - - 

1/1 1675 1665 - - - 4.4 23.1 - 27.5 59.1 56.2 23.1 79.2 

2/1 749 749 - - - 0.4 0.4 - 0.8 3.9 5.6 0.4 6.0 

3/1 1665 1665 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

4/1 749 749 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Ped Link: P1 0 0 - - - - - - 0.0 0.0 - - 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  -11.8  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  28.33 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  -11.8  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  28.33   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 7: '2024 PM 115 dwellings' (FG7: '2024 PM DS 115 dwellings', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Stage Sequence Diagram 
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Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing
PRC: 48.4 %
Total Traffic Delay: 2.8 pcuHr
Ave. Route Delay Per Ped: 0.0 s/Ped
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 60.7% 

Newgate Lane 
Woodcote Lane 
crossing 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 60.7% 

1/1 
NLE 

Northbound 
Ahead 

U N/A N/A B  1 102 - 977 1940 1665 58.7% 

2/1 
NLE 

Southbound 
Ahead 

U N/A N/A A  1 102 - 1010 1940 1665 60.7% 

3/1 NLE Nb Exit U N/A N/A -  - - - 977  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

4/1 NLE Sb Exit U N/A N/A -  - - - 1010  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

Ped Link: P1 
Unnamed Ped 

Link 
- N/A - C  1 6 - 0 - 3600 0.0% 

Item Arriving (pcu) 
Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay (pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 0 1.4 1.5 0.0 2.8 - - - - 

Newgate Lane 
Woodcote Lane 
crossing 

- - 0 0 0 1.4 1.5 0.0 2.8 - - - - 

1/1 977 977 - - - 0.7 0.7 - 1.4 5.0 9.2 0.7 9.9 

2/1 1010 1010 - - - 0.7 0.8 - 1.5 5.3 9.8 0.8 10.6 

3/1 977 977 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

4/1 1010 1010 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Ped Link: P1 0 0 - - - - - - 0.0 0.0 - - 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  48.4  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  2.84 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  48.4  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  2.84   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 8: '2024 AM 190 dwellings' (FG8: '2024 AM DS 190 dwellings', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Stage Sequence Diagram 
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Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing
PRC: -12.0 %
Total Traffic Delay: 29.8 pcuHr
Ave. Route Delay Per Ped: 0.0 s/Ped
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 100.8% 

Newgate Lane 
Woodcote Lane 
crossing 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 100.8% 

1/1 
NLE 

Northbound 
Ahead 

U N/A N/A B  1 102 - 1679 1940 1665 100.8% 

2/1 
NLE 

Southbound 
Ahead 

U N/A N/A A  1 102 - 771 1940 1665 46.3% 

3/1 NLE Nb Exit U N/A N/A -  - - - 1679  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

4/1 NLE Sb Exit U N/A N/A -  - - - 771  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

Ped Link: P1 
Unnamed Ped 

Link 
- N/A - C  1 6 - 0 - 3600 0.0% 

Item Arriving (pcu) 
Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay (pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 0 5.1 24.7 0.0 29.8 - - - - 

Newgate Lane 
Woodcote Lane 
crossing 

- - 0 0 0 5.1 24.7 0.0 29.8 - - - - 

1/1 1679 1665 - - - 4.7 24.2 - 28.9 62.0 56.4 24.2 80.7 

2/1 771 771 - - - 0.4 0.4 - 0.9 4.0 6.0 0.4 6.4 

3/1 1665 1665 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

4/1 771 771 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Ped Link: P1 0 0 - - - - - - 0.0 0.0 - - 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  -12.0  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  29.75 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  -12.0  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  29.75   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 9: '2024 PM 190 dwellings' (FG9: '2024 PM DS 190 dwellings', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 
Stage Sequence Diagram 
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Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Newgate Lane Woodcote Lane crossing
PRC: 47.4 %
Total Traffic Delay: 2.9 pcuHr
Ave. Route Delay Per Ped: 0.0 s/Ped
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Full Input Data And Results 
 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 61.1% 

Newgate Lane 
Woodcote Lane 
crossing 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 61.1% 

1/1 
NLE 

Northbound 
Ahead 

U N/A N/A B  1 102 - 994 1940 1665 59.7% 

2/1 
NLE 

Southbound 
Ahead 

U N/A N/A A  1 102 - 1017 1940 1665 61.1% 

3/1 NLE Nb Exit U N/A N/A -  - - - 994  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

4/1 NLE Sb Exit U N/A N/A -  - - - 1017  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

Ped Link: P1 
Unnamed Ped 

Link 
- N/A - C  1 6 - 0 - 3600 0.0% 

Item Arriving (pcu) 
Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay (pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 0 1.4 1.5 0.0 2.9 - - - - 

Newgate Lane 
Woodcote Lane 
crossing 

- - 0 0 0 1.4 1.5 0.0 2.9 - - - - 

1/1 994 994 - - - 0.7 0.7 - 1.4 5.1 9.4 0.7 10.1 

2/1 1017 1017 - - - 0.7 0.8 - 1.5 5.3 9.9 0.8 10.7 

3/1 994 994 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

4/1 1017 1017 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Ped Link: P1 0 0 - - - - - - 0.0 0.0 - - 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  47.4  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  2.92 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  47.4  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  2.92   

 
 

P
age 2997





 

Registered Office SYSTRA Ltd, 3rd Floor 5 Old Bailey, London, England, EC4M 7BA.  
Registered Number 3383212   

Page 1/ 9  

 

INFO NOTE 
NEWGATE LANE APPEALS  
NEWGATE LANE FURTHER ECONOMIC APPRAISAL 

IDENTIFICATION TABLE 

Client/Project owner Hampshire County Council 

Project Newgate Lane Appeals 

Title of Document Newgate Lane Further Economic Appraisal 

Type of Document Info Note 

Date 16/11/2020 

Reference number TfSH204 

Number of pages 9 

 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

1. INTRODUCTION 2 

2. OPTIONS 2 

2.2 NEWGATE LANE/NEWGATE LANE EAST JUNCTION 2 

2.3 BROOKERS LANE/WOODCOTE LANE TOUCAN CROSSING 3 

3. ASSUMPTIONS 4 

4. RESULTS AND CONCLUSION 5 

  

Page 2999



 

 

Newgate Lane Further Economic Appraisal TfSH204 
Page 2/ 9  

 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1.1 The Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR) of 1.88, upon which funding and implementation for the 
Newgate Lane Improvement Package was based, was calculated using the Solent Sub-
Regional Transport model (SRTM). That application of the model was undertaken and 
reported in late 2014/ early 2015. 

1.1.2 In November 2020, Hampshire County Council (HCC) requested further analysis to 
understand the impact of additional traffic signal based infrastructure on Newgate Lane/ 
Newgate Lane East as identified by a development planning application for a site adjacent 
to Newgate Lane.   

1.1.3 In response to the request from HCC, the model scenario developed in 2014/15 has been 
used to calculate revised BCR values, including the delay forecast by the development 
proposals. However, given the timescales, a full model re-run was not possible, and a 
number of assumptions have been used in calculating the revised BCR. These are set out 
in full in the section 3 below. 

2. OPTIONS 

2.1.1 There are two sets of signals proposed on Newgate Lane East and we have provided 
adjusted BCRs for the following set: 

1. Signalisation of old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East junction 
2. Introduction of a toucan crossing at Brookers Lane/ Woodcote Lane 
3. 1 and 2 above combined.  

2.1.2 Two sets of average delay per vehicle data was provided by HCC for each of the two 
options above, for three different lane use scenarios: 

 75 Households (Northern Site) 
 115 Households (Southern Site); and 
 190 Households (Both sites combined) 

2.2 Newgate Lane/Newgate Lane East Junction 

2.2.1 Delay per vehicle extracted from LinSig modelling for was provided by the Newgate Lane 
appellants, shown in the table below. 

2.2.2 A second set of delay per vehicle was also provided from the Highway Authority (HCC) 
modelling, shown in the second table below. 
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2.3 Brookers Lane/Woodcote Lane Toucan Crossing 

2.3.1 Two sets of delays per vehicle were also provide for the proposed Toucan Crossing. Table 
1 provides the outcome of the Toucan Study modelling undertaken in 2018 (Note – the 
2018 modelling did not account for the impact/ variation of development size on the 
Toucan Crossing signal timings).  Table 2 provides the updated Toucan modelling delays 
that do account for development size (for 2024). 
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Table 1. 2018 Toucan Crossing Modelling 

DELAY PER 
VEHICLE (SECS) AM PM OFF-PEAK 

Newgate Lane NB 11.7 4.9 4.5 

Newgate Lane SB 4.2 109.3 6 

Table 2. Update Toucan Modelling (2024) 

 75 HOUSEHOLDS 115 HOUSEHOLDS 190 HOUSEHOLDS 

Delay per Vehicle 
(secs) AM PM AM PM AM PM 

Newgate Lane NB 57.8 5 59.1 5 62.0 5.1 

Newgate Lane SB 3.9 5.2 3.9 5.3 4 5.3 

3. ASSUMPTIONS 

3.1.1 Given the short timescales to complete the assessment for the approximation of the 
impact of signals or the toucan crossing, the calculations of revised benefits come with a 
set of assumptions and caveats; 

 Full demand model runs adding the different signal options were not undertaken, 
therefore the impact of any mode shift or re-routing of traffic has not be captured 
in this assessment. 

 The modeling runs from the Solent Transport Sub-regional Transport Model (SRTM) 
undertaken for the original calculation of the BCR were used to extract demand.  
Option DS2b, model run ARI vs the Do Minimum (ARH) has been used to determine 
AM, IP and PM flow difference.  This run does not include the development housing 
options of 75, 11 or 190 households. Therefore, all calculations include ‘no 
development’ demand with only adjustments to the delay per vehicle as provided 
by HCC for the development scenarios. 

 Demand is taken from the 2019 and 2036 SRTM model runs, and linear growth is 
assumed between 2019 and 2036, and no further growth in demand after 2036 (this 
is consistent with the 2014/15 analysis). Demand is split by 4 user classes: Work, 
Non-Work, LGV and HGV 

 The existing model scenario does not sufficiently represent the Old Newgate 
Lane/Newgate Lane East junction, so the delays exiting Old Newgate Lane have not 
been included in the calculation and therefore the disbenefits of the signal options 
are underestimated.  Delays on Newgate Lane East are captured fully. 
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 Benefit calculations are in line with TUBA 1.9.5, which references WebTAG 
Databook, November 2014. Consistent with the original Benefit calculations in 
2014/15. 

 The original benefit calculation only included benefits from the Fareham and 
Gosport modelled areas to exclude model noise.  The adjustment does not remove 
benefits/trips from the area outside these locales, but a select link on the two-way 
approach to the roundabout suggests all demand on this link is travelling within 
these two areas.  

 The assumed opening year is 2015.  This assumes both the signal options are 
completed along-side the original interventions modelled in 2014/15 and only in the 
Do Something. 

 Occupancy and purpose split are calculated at an average 12-hour level. 
 No costs for the inclusion of either the signals or toucan crossing have been included 

in the PVC. 
 Where the information was available, inter peak delay was included.  The scenarios 

missing the IP data assumed a delay for the IP proportional to the AM peak.  This 
was determined by reviewing modelled signals on Newgate Lane.   

 No accounting for change in greenhouse gasses, operator benefits, or taxes has been 
made here – but the impact is considered to be minor in this instance. 

 As per the original 2014/15 application, all monetary values reported are for a full 
60-year appraisal period and discounted to 2010 prices. 

3.1.2 On balance these assumptions are not expected to have a significant impact on the 
revised BCR figures and the approach taken is considered reasonable for forecasting the 
revised BCR. 

4. RESULTS AND CONCLUSION 

4.1.1 Results for the scenarios with 75, 115 and 190 households are shown in Tables 3 to 5. 

4.1.2 The Department for Transport Value for Money Framework sets out categories to classify 
a standard scheme Value for Money.  The categories are shown in the table below.  
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(https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/918479/
value-for-money-framework.pdf) 

4.1.3 With the original BCR calculation of 1.88, the Newgate Lane scheme was within the 
Medium value for money category.  The original BCR was driven predominantly by 
benefits in the PM period, with 67% of the benefits coming from this time period.  
Therefore, any significant delay to traffic in the PM period will have a noticeable effect on 
the BCR. 

4.1.4 The individual schemes additional delay drop all the BCRs to below 1.5, with the Toucan 
crossing options modelling having the most significant impact, dropping the BCR below 1, 
due to the combination of high delay per vehicle in the PM peak (see Table 1) and high 
PM peak flow.  

4.1.5 After the inclusion the Toucan crossing options, the adjusted BCR falls into the Poor Value 
for Money category.   

4.1.6 Combining the options to include both the signals and toucan crossing drops the BCRs 
further below 1 and all combinations reside in the Low category.   

Table 3. Adjusted Benefits with 75 Households Assumed (£m, 2010 prices) 

 APPELLANT 
SIGS 

HA 
SIGS 

‘18 
TOUCAN 

‘24 
TOUCAN 

APPELLANT 
SIGS + 
TOUCAN 
(‘18) 

APPELLANT 
SIGS + 
TOUCAN 
(‘24) 

HA SIGS 
+ 
TOUCAN 
(‘18) 

HA SIGS 
+ 
TOUCAN 
(‘24) 

Original 
PVB (£m)  £19.9   £19.9   £19.9   £19.9   £19.9   £19.9   £19.9   £19.9  

Original 
PVC (£m)  £10.6   £10.6   £10.6   £10.6   £10.6   £10.6   £10.6   £10.6  

Original 
BCR 1.88 1.88 1.88 1.88 1.88 1.88 1.88 1.88 

Adjustment 
(£m)  £4.24   £4.30   £10.62   £11.66   £14.86   £15.90   £14.92   £15.97  

Adjusted 
PVB (£m)  £15.66  

 
£15.60   £9.28   £8.24   £5.04   £4.00   £4.98   £3.93  

Adjusted 
BCR 1.48 1.47 0.88 0.78 0.48 0.38 0.47 0.37 
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4.1.7 Increasing the number of households built, and therefore the average delay per vehicle 
due to the additional volume of traffic, pushes the BCR down further in each scenario as 
shown in Table 4 and 5, although the additional impact is relatively small. 

Table 4. Adjusted Benefits with 115 Households (£m, 2010 prices) 

 APPELLANT 
SIGS 

HA 
SIGS 

‘18 
TOUCAN 

‘24 
TOUCAN 

APPELLANT 
SIGS + 
TOUCAN 
(‘18) 

APPELLANT 
SIGS + 
TOUCAN 
(‘24) 

HA SIGS 
+ 
TOUCAN 
(‘18) 

HA SIGS 
+ 
TOUCAN 
(‘24) 

Original 
PVB (£m)  £19.9   £19.9   £19.9   £19.9   £19.9   £19.9   £19.9   £19.9  

Original 
PVC (£m)  £10.6   £10.6   £10.6   £10.6   £10.6   £10.6   £10.6   £10.6  

Original 
BCR 1.88 1.88 1.88 1.88 1.88 1.88 1.88 1.88 

Adjustment 
(£m)  £4.37   £4.45   £10.62   £11.89   £14.99   £16.26   £15.07   £16.34  

Adjusted 
PVB (£m)  £15.53  

 
£15.45   £9.28   £8.01   £4.91   £3.64   £4.83   £3.56  

Adjusted 
BCR 1.47 1.46 0.88 0.76 0.46 0.34 0.46 0.34 
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Table 5. Adjusted Benefits with 190 Households Assumed (£m, 2010 prices) 

  APPELLANT 
SIGS 

HA 
SIGS 

‘18 
TOUCAN 

‘24 
TOUCAN 

APPELLANT 
SIGS + 
TOUCAN 
(‘18) 

APPELLANT 
SIGS + 
TOUCAN 
(‘24) 

HA SIGS 
+ 
TOUCAN 
(‘18) 

HA SIGS 
+ 
TOUCAN 
(‘24) 

Original 
PVB (£m)  £19.9   £19.9   £19.9   £19.9   £19.9   £19.9   £19.9   £19.9  

Original 
PVC (£m)  £10.6   £10.6   £10.6   £10.6   £10.6   £10.6   £10.6   £10.6  

Original 
BCR 1.88 1.88 1.88 1.88 1.88 1.88 1.88 1.88 

Adjustment 
(£m)  £4.57   £4.69   £10.62   £12.42   £15.19   £17.00   £15.31   £17.11  

Adjusted 
PVB (£m)  £15.3  

 
£15.21   £9.28   £7.48   £4.7   £2.90   £4.59   £2.79  

Adjusted 
BCR 1.45 1.44 0.88 0.71 0.44 0.27 0.43 0.26 

4.1.8 Incorporating signals, the toucan crossing or a combination of the two has a detrimental 
impact on the original scheme BCR with all levels of development moving all the BCR into 
the Low Value for Money category.
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1. Qualifications and Experience and Scope of Evidence 

 

1.1 My qualifications and experience are set out at page 2 of my Proof of Evidence (NGPoE).  

 

1.2 My evidence considers the transport related matters which are the subject of this Inquiry.  

 

1.3 My rebuttal considers the Proof of Evidence (AJPoE) of Mr Anthony Jones of Pegasus Group.  

In his evidence Mr Jones asserts that the individual and cumulative impacts of the northern 

and southern sites do not undermine the purpose and objective of the Newgate Lane East 

improvements.  

 

1.4 In order to better understand the impact of the proposed development, both in terms of the 

proposed signalisation of old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East junction and the installation 

of the required Toucan crossing, the Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR) calculation has been adjusted 

to account for the delay caused by the proposed improvement measures and new BCR 

values have been calculated.  

 

1.5 Based on the results of 1.4 above, my rebuttal considers the results of the updated BCR 

analysis and the subsequent impact of the development mitigation proposals on Newgate 

Lane East. I conclude that the development impact results in significant delay leading to a 

substantial reduction in the Newgate Lane East improvement’s BCR value and therefore the 

mitigation proposed by the appellant does undermine the purpose and objective of the 

Newgate Lane East improvements and results in a severe impact on the local highway 

network.  
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2. Updated BCR Assumptions  

 

2.1 The Improvement Package (that is, signalisation of Peel Common Roundabout and 

realignment and upgrade of B3385 Newgate Lane South) provides increased capacity in a 

previously heavily congested area and links the Strategic Road Network and Fareham Rail 

Station to the Gosport Peninsula, including the Solent Enterprise Zone at Daedalus. These 

improvements form one part of the Fareham and Gosport Strategic Transport Infrastructure 

Plan (appendix NG1), which is a comprehensive package of schemes that work together to 

reduce congestion and improve journey times on key routes in the Fareham and Gosport 

area. 

 

2.2 Mr Jones’ evidence states the following at Paragraph 5.6:  

Notwithstanding, my Evidence will shows that the traffic impacts of the northern and 
southern sites and proposed improvements to the junction between Newgate Lane and 
Newgate Lane East does not undermine the purpose and objectives of the Newgate Lane 
East bypass, as well as the Stubbington bypass. This is because it will provide a safe and 
operational off-site highway improvement scheme to the junction between Newgate Lane 
East and Newgate Lane that will not add any material levels of delay and journey times 
when compared to the extant situation. 
 

Mr Jones concludes at paragraph 6.29 of his evidence:  

It is therefore considered that the individual and cumulative impacts of the northern and 
southern sites do not undermine the purpose and objective of the Newgate Lane East, as 
well as the Stubbington bypass. This is because it will not add any levels of delay and 
journey time when compared to the extant situation. 

 

2.3 Mr Mundy’s evidence has demonstrated the proposed junction mitigation scheme is not safe. 

My evidence demonstrates that there are additional and material levels of delay and 

increased journey times resulting from the proposed mitigation, for either development in 

isolation or both developments combined. However, given the assertion made by Mr Jones 

at his paragraph 6.29 that the individual and cumulative impacts of the development 

proposals do not undermine the purpose and objectives of the Newgate Lane East bypass, I 

have asked Systra, the company who undertook the original BCR calculation, to re-calculate 

the BCR values to account for the forecast delay arising from the proposed development 

mitigation measures, in order to ascertain whether Mr Jones’ assertion is correct. As will be 

seen from the Systra modelling discussed below, it is clear (contrary to Mr Jones’ assertion) 

that in reality the development proposals would undermine the purpose and objectives of 

the Newgate Lane improvements. This is because the benefits of the improvements are 
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largely accrued from peak hour journey time savings due to increased capacity and reduced 

delays, which are substantially eroded by the development proposals.  

 

2.4 As stated in my Proof of Evidence (NGPoE) at Paragraph 5.5, the BCR of 1.88, upon which 

funding and implementation for the Improvement Package was based, was calculated using 

the Solent Sub-Regional Transport model. This model scenario has been used to inform the 

calculation of revised BCR values, including the delay forecast by the proposed development 

signal infrastructure. However, given the timescales, a full model re-run was not possible, 

and a number of assumptions have been used in calculating the revised BCR values. These 

are set out below (noting the likely impact on the revised BCR value in brackets): 

 

 Full demand model runs adding the different signal options were not undertaken, 

therefore the impact of any mode shift or re-routing of traffic has not be captured in 

this assessment. (Likely to underestimate the revised BCR values)  

 The modelling runs from the Solent Transport Sub-regional Transport Model 

(SRTM) undertaken for the original calculation of the BCR were used to extract 

demand. Option DS2b, model run ARI vs the Do Minimum (ARH) has been used to 

determine AM, Inter-Peak and PM flow difference. This run does not include the 

development housing options of 75, 90 or 190 dwellings. Therefore, all calculations 

include ‘no development’ demand with only adjustments to the delay per vehicle as 

provided by HCC for the development scenarios. (Likely to overestimate the 

revised BCR values) 

 Demand is taken from the 2019 and 2036 SRTM model runs, and linear growth is 

assumed between 2019 and 2036, and no further growth in demand after 2036 (this 

is consistent with the 2014/15 analysis). Demand is split by 4 user classes: Work, 

Non-Work, LGV and HGV. (Neutral) 

 The existing model scenario does not sufficiently represent the old Newgate Lane/ 

Newgate Lane East junction, so the delays exiting old Newgate Lane have not been 

included in the calculation and therefore the disbenefits of the signal options are 

underestimated. Delays on Newgate Lane East are captured fully. (Will 

underestimate the revised BCR values) 

 Benefit calculations are in line with TUBA 1.9.5, which references WebTAG 

Databook, November 2014. Consistent with the original Benefit calculations in 

2014/15. (Neutral)  
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 The original benefit calculation only included benefits from the Fareham and Gosport 

modelled areas to exclude model noise. The adjustment does not remove benefits/ 

trips from the area outside these locales, but a select link on the two-way approach 

to the roundabout suggests all demand on this link is travelling within these two 

areas. (Neutral)  

 The assumed opening year is 2015. This assumes both the signal options are 

completed along-side the original interventions modelled in 2014/15 and only in the 

Do Something. (Neutral) 

 Occupancy and purpose split are calculated at an average 12-hour level. (Neutral) 

 No costs for the inclusion of either the signals or toucan crossing have been 

included in the PVC. (Will overestimate the revised BCR values) 

 The scenarios missing the IP data assumed a delay for the IP proportional to the AM 

peak This was determined based on reviewing other modelled signals on Newgate 

Lane. (Neutral)  

 No accounting for change in greenhouse gasses, operator benefits, or taxes has been 

made here – but the impact is considered to be minor in this instance. (Neutral) 

 As per the original 2014/15 application, all monetary values reported are for a full 

60-year appraisal period and discounted to 2010 prices. (Neutral)  

 

2.5 Systra have confirmed that on balance these assumptions are not expected to have a 

significant impact on the revised BCR values discussed in Section 4 below and the approach 

taken is reasonable for forecasting the revised BCR values.  
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3. Toucan Crossing Modelling 

 

3.1 The delay due to the proposed toucan crossing presented in my Proof of Evidence was 

based on a study from 2018, using traffic flows recorded that year. These flows do not 

include the changes in traffic assignment due to Stubbington bypass, background traffic 

growth, committed development or forecast development traffic. The toucan crossing delay 

resulting from these flows was included in my Proof of Evidence as there was not time to 

update the Toucan crossing modelling using the agreed assessment traffic flows. However, to 

provide an accurate forecast of traffic delay resulting from implementation of the Toucan 

crossing, this modelling has now been updated (Appendix NG5) using the same agreed 

forecast future year traffic flows as used in the junction assessments. The revised Toucan 

crossing vehicular delay is shown in Section 4 below.  

 

3.2 Following receipt of the WRAT assessment from the Appellant, I have been asked by Jane 

Parker how long the pedestrian delay is likely to be at various crossings in the local area. 

The operation of the proposed Newgate Lane Toucan crossing will be optimised to minimise 

delay to traffic. This has been considered in the updated Toucan crossing modelling. It 

should be noted that this may result in some delay to pedestrians, likely to be 40 seconds 

(the maximum accepted at standalone signalised crossings within Hampshire Highway 

Authority’s jurisdiction) in the peak hours, when traffic flows are highest. The average 

pedestrian waiting time to cross Newgate Lane East at Peel Common roundabout was 

recorded as approximately 50 seconds (SCOOT ASTRID, average waiting times on street 

between 3-7th Feb 2020) in the AM and PM traffic peaks and pedestrian waiting times at the 

HMS Collingwood junction could be up to 2 minutes based on the vehicle actuated 

maximum green times and intergreen values. 
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4. Updated BCR Calculations  

 

4.1 I considered a number of different scenarios in my Proof of Evidence (NGPoE), highlighting 

the forecast delay for different signalisation arrangements, with different development quanta 

and using either the corrected Highway Authority (HA) modelling or Appellant modelling. 

Evidence from Mr Jones and Ms Hoskins confirms that the full signalisation scheme is no 

longer being proposed by the Appellant; as such I have not considered this further in relation 

to the BCR.  

 

 
Summary of delay due to mitigation proposals  

 
4.2 The delay per vehicle due to the proposals to signalise old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane 

East junction, using both the Appellant and HA modelling is summarised in Tables 1 and 2 

below respectively.  

 

 
Table 1: Indicative Arrow Delay per Vehicle (seconds), Appellant Modelling 
Source: Appellant LinSig Modelling, October 2020 (CDA. 71 and CDA. 142) 
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  75 dwellings 115 dwellings 190 dwellings 

AM 

Newgate Lane East northbound  11.8  11.8  12.0 

Newgate Lane East southbound  6.0  6.5  7.2 

Old Newgate Lane  68.0  72.6  85.7 

PM 

Newgate Lane East northbound 4 4 4  

Newgate Lane East southbound  4.7  4.7 4.7 

Old Newgate Lane  64.6  65.8 68.7  

Table 2: Indicative Arrow Delay per Vehicle (seconds), HA Modelling 
Source: HA Modelling Indicative Arrow, October 2020, (Appendix NG3) 
 

4.3 The delay per vehicle due to the proposed implementation of the toucan crossing, using the 

agreed assessment flows, is summarised in Table 3 below.  

 

  75 dwellings 115 dwellings 190 dwellings 

AM 

Newgate Lane East northbound 57.8 59.1 62 

Newgate Lane East southbound 3.9 3.9 4 

PM 

Newgate Lane East northbound 5 5 5.1 

Newgate Lane East southbound 5.2 5.3 5.3 

Table 3: Toucan Crossing Delay per Vehicle (seconds), Agreed Traffic Flows and 
Development traffic  
Source: HA Modelling, November 2020 (Appendix NG5)  
 

4.4 The combined delay per vehicle on Newgate Lane East in the AM and PM peak periods due 

to the proposed implementation of old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East junction 

signalisation and the toucan crossing is summarised in table 4 below.  
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 75 
dwellings 
HA 
modelling 

75 
dwellings 
Appellant 
modelling 

115 
dwellings 
HA 
modelling 

115 
dwellings 
Appellant 
modelling 

190 
dwellings 
HA 
modelling 

190 
dwellings 
Appellant 
modelling 

AM 
Newgate 
Lane East 
northbound 

69.6 68.7 70.7 70.1 74 73 

Newgate 
Lane East 
southbound 

9.9 10.2 10.4 10.6 11.2 11.4 

PM 
Newgate 
Lane East 
northbound 

9 9 9 9 9.1 9.1 

Newgate 
Lane East 
southbound 

9.9 9.9 10 10 10 10 

Table 4: Combined junction signalisation and Toucan Crossing Delay per Vehicle (seconds) 
Source: HA Modelling, November 2020 (Appendix NG5), Appellant LinSig Modelling, 
October 2020 (CDA. 71 and CDA. 142), HA Modelling, November 2020 (Appendix NG5).  
 

 

Impact on the BCR 

 

4.5 The revised BCRs for the various development quantum and modelling scenarios are 

summarised in Table 5 below.  

  75 dwellings 115 dwellings 190 dwellings 
Junction Signalisation (Appellant 
modelling) Only 

1.48 1.47 1.45 

Junction Signalisation (HA 
modelling) Only 

1.47 1.46 1.44 

Toucan Crossing Only 
 

0.78 0.76 0.71 

Junction Signalisation (Appellant 
modelling) + Toucan 

0.38 0.34 0.27 

Junction Signalisation (HA 
modelling) + Toucan 

0.37 0.34 0.26 

Table 5: Revised BCR Values 
Source: Systra Info Note, Newgate Lane Appeals, November 2020 (appendix NG6) 
 

4.6 As can be seen, the delay due to the Appellant’s indicative arrow signalisation of old 

Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East has a significant impact on the BCR, reducing this from 

1.88 to between 0.38 and 0.26 when all mitigation proposals (signalisation of old Newgate 
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Lane/ Newgate Lane East and Toucan crossing implementation) are considered. With the 

inclusion of the Appellant’s proposed mitigation, and resulting reduction in journey time 

saving benefits, the costs of the Newgate Lane Improvement Package would substantially 

outweigh the benefits. As can be seen in Figure 1 below, the revised BCR value falls within 

the ‘poor’ category in the Department for Transport’s Value for Money Framework.  

 

 

Figure 1: Value for Money  
Source: Department for Transport’s Value for Money Framework, July 2017 
 

4.7 In my professional opinion this result clearly demonstrates the Appellant’s proposed 

mitigation – regardless of modelling parameters and for all development quanta - does 

undermine the purpose and objectives of the Newgate Lane Improvement Package. Under 

these circumstances it is highly unlikely the Improvement Package would have been funded 

and implemented.  

 

4.8 Considering the impacts of Appellant’s proposed mitigation measures separately, in all cases 

the BCR is reduced to under 1.5, resulting in the Newgate Lane Improvement Package 

moving from Medium to Low value for money in the Department for Transport’s Value for 

Money Framework (Figure 1 above).  

 

4.9 This demonstrates that, even considering the junction signalisation and Toucan crossing 

implementation separately, the Appellant’s proposed development mitigation does 
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undermine the purpose and objectives of the Newgate Lane Improvement Package for either 

development in isolation or the developments combined.  
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5. Summary and Conclusions 

 

5.1 The indicative arrow signalisation scheme is not considered acceptable by the Highway 

Authority on safety grounds as set out in Mr Mundy’s evidence. Nevertheless, for 

completeness and following exchange of evidence, my rebuttal considers the impact of the 

development proposals to signalised old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East and Toucan 

crossing implementation on the BCR of the recent highway Improvement Package at Peel 

Common Roundabout and Newgate Lane.  

 

5.2 The updated assessment of the BCR values for this Improvement Package when including the 

forecast delay arising from the Appellant’s highway mitigation proposals result in a reduction 

of the BCR value from 1.88 (Medium) to between 0.38 and 0.26 (Poor). Under these 

circumstances the costs of the Newgate Lane Improvement Package would substantially 

outweigh the benefits derived from the improvements.  

 

5.3 I demonstrate in Section 4 that either of the developments in isolation or the developments 

combined, have a substantial impact on journey times, leading to reductions in the BCR to 

well below the likely threshold for scheme delivery. As such, in my professional opinion, the 

purpose and objectives of the Newgate Lane Improvement Package would be undermined 

and the impact on the local highway network is unacceptable and severe.  

 
 

5.4  I conclude that, regardless of the modelling parameters considered acceptable, the indicative 

arrow signalisation scheme results in an unacceptable and severe impact on the highway 

network for either of the developments in isolation, or the developments combined and that 

implementation of either of the proposed developments with the signalisation scheme or the 

Toucan crossing should be refused in accordance with the Policy CS5 part 3, DSP40 part v 

and paragraph 109 of NPPF.  

 
 

Conclusions  

 

5.5 In my opinion, the severe impact on the operation of the highway network justifies FBC’s 

decision to refuse the application in accordance with paragraph 109 of the NPPF. 
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5.6 The proposed signalisation of old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane East, for all development 

quanta, results in a significant erosion of the benefits arising from the Newgate Lane 

Improvement Package and a severe impact on the highway network. Implementation of the 

Toucan crossing results in the same, as does implementation of both the junction 

signalisation and Toucan crossing as proposed by the Appellant. The development proposals 

would result in unacceptable and severe harm to operation of the highway network for 

either development in isolation or combined and are not in compliance with Development 

Plan Policies CS5 and DSP40 and the NPPF.  
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1. Introduction 

1.1 My name is James Atkin. My qualifications and experience are set out in my main 

Proof of Evidence. 

1.2 This short Rebuttal Proof of Evidence addresses several points raised in the Proof 

of Evidence of Mr Ian Dudley of Lockhart Garratt Ltd (LG), prepared on behalf of 

Fareham Borough Council (FBC).   

1.3 This rebuttal proof is deliberately limited in scope and does not seek to cover every 

point made in Mr. Dudley's evidence. However, it should not be inferred that I agree 

with Mr. Dudley's evidence in respect of those points that are not raised here. 

1.4 The evidence included in this rebuttal statement for this appeal is true and has 

been prepared in accordance with the guidance of my professional institution. I 

confirm that the opinions expressed are my true and professional opinions. 
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2. Main Areas of Rebuttal 

Approach and Methodology 

2.1 Mr Dudley's evidence includes his own assessment of landscape and visual effects, 

based on a methodology set out in Appendix 2 of his evidence.  

2.2 However, there are issues in relation to the calibration and terminology set out in 

the methodology which are not compliant with the Guidelines for Landscape and 

Visual Impact Assessment (GLVIA3)1. In particular, there are conceptual overlaps 

within his criteria for assessing sensitivity and impacts. 

2.3 Consequently, the judgements made in respect of landscape and visual effects 

cannot be relied upon.  

2.4 In relation to the approach taken for his assessment, Mr Dudley states that a study 

area of 2.5km is appropriate (ID p19, para 4.3). However, the subsequent 

assessment does not reflect this and is instead limited to the landscape of the 

appeal sites and their very immediate context (i.e. within a few hundred meters) 

and excluding the wider context of the landscape around Fareham and Stubbington.  

2.5 Limiting the assessment in this way presents an imbalanced view of potential 

landscape and visual effects and is not in accordance with the GLVIA3; the result 

is a potential overemphasis as to what will actually be a very limited range of 

effects. For example Mr Dudley's approach to views and visual receptors is focussed 

only on short distance, predominantly private views; this omits a more balanced 

consideration of visual receptors, such as publicly accessible views from a range of 

different distances, such as the local network of public rights of way (GLVIA3, page 

109, para 6.20 to 6.22). 

References to Appellants Evidence 

2.6 There will clearly be a number of differences between the submitted LVIAs and 

professional judgment of Mr Dudley and I do not intend to cover each of these in 

detail.  

2.7 However, in his evidence Mr Dudley has reviewed the submitted LVIAs (CDA.48 

and CDA.107) and the submitted Strategic Landscape and Visual Appraisal 

 
1 Landscape Institute and Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment, 
Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment 3rd Edition (April, 2013) 
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(CDA.54) (SLVIA) and has raised some points that are misleading and require 

clarification.  

2.8 Firstly, in respect of the SLVIA Mr Dudley suggests that with the potential allocation 

of HA2 being removed from the current version of the emerging local plan, that 

paragraphs 3.8, 3.20 and 4.20 of the SLVIA are now 'out of date' (ID p16, para 

3.25).  

2.9 However, this is not the case and, notwithstanding any references to HA2, those 

paragraphs of the SLVIA include relevant information and description of the 

landscape on and around the appeal sites. This includes reference to the landscape 

between Fareham and Stubbington, description of the characteristics of Peel 

Common (particularly its indistinct character and proximity to detracting features 

such as the solar installation and sewage treatment works and various sports 

pitches) and also the disturbance and severance of the landscape, that has resulted 

from Newgate Lane East. 

2.10 Secondly, in respect of the submitted LVIAs Mr Dudley suggests that the work 

'relies' upon the proposed HA2 housing allocation to justify the proposed 

development (ID p17, para 3.34).  

2.11 Again, this is not the case and is misleading. The submitted LVIAs are undertaken 

based on the proposed developments and the likely changes that might arise from 

these, as described in the description of development and landscape strategy (both 

CDA.48 and CDA.107, paras 5.5 to 5.7). Furthermore, the visual assessments set 

out in each LVIA also clearly describe the changes being assessed, with no 

reference to HA2 (CDA.48 and CDA.107, Table 3). References to HA2 in the 

submitted LVIA's is typically presented as context, stating that this would represent 

further change if the allocation were to come forward.  

Landscape Effects 

2.12 There are several issues in respect of landscape and landscape character, and the 

approach taken by Mr Dudley.  

 Landscape scale 

2.13 The first matter relates to what should be considered as an appropriate scale for 

landscape character guidance.  
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2.14 On the first point, Mr Dudley suggests that the submitted LVIA undertakes 'an 

excessively coarse grain of assessment by considering only the wider LCA as a 

receptor' (ID page 18, para 3.38). 

2.15 However, reference to the scale of LCA as defined by published character guidance 

illustrates that this is an entirely appropriate scale on which to undertake an 

assessment of landscape effects as it considers the appeal sites in their context (for 

example, CDA.48, Figure 4). To take a finer grain of assessment would essentially 

isolate the appeal sites from their immediate landscape context; a context which 

does include the agricultural landscape on the edge of Fareham and Gosport, but 

also includes the severance from this caused by Newgate Lane East; the influence 

of the solar installation and sewage treatment works; and also how the appeal sites 

might work in relation to the settlement pattern of Peel Common.  

 Reference to published guidance 

2.16 The second is how landscape character guidance (and other relevant description of 

landscape character) should be correlated, distilled and taken forward to 

assessment.  

2.17 Mr Dudley's evidence includes a baseline description of the appeal sites and 

extensive quotation and paraphrasing of the published character guidance (ID 

pages 19 to 23). In doing so Mr Dudley highlights (using bold text) those defined 

characteristics which he considered to be most relevant and subsequent includes a 

statement as to how representative the sites are to those descriptions. 

2.18 This process clearly identifies the  presence of many influential characteristics, not 

just related to the agricultural and rural aspects, but also characteristics that reflect 

the generally ordinary and/or lower quality of the landscape due to the extensive 

influence of detracting features.  

2.19 Such characteristics are summarised in respect of the Woodcot/Alver Valley LCA 

(ID page 23, para 24) where Mr Dudley judges 'the site and its setting' to be 

'strongly representative' of this (ID page 23, para 4.25). Further description to 

support this is presented in Mr Dudley's overview of the landscape context to the 

appeal sites (ID pages 28 to 31, paras 4.66 to 4.93) which again reflect the 

relatively ordinary character of the landscape.  

2.20 However, the issue arises from Mr Dudley's subsequent distillation of the 

information and his interpretation of this as a series of 'relevant landscape 
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receptors' (ID p31, para 4.94) and their subsequent assessment (ID Section 5). In 

this process, particularly in respect of their assessment, the urbanising and/or 

detracting influences that reflect on the appeal sites and their context are not taken 

forward, with a focus instead being placed on various matters of openness.  

2.21 Mr Dudley's appraisal of landscape effects (ID p33, Section 5) is based on the 

structure of his identified landscape receptors (ID p32, 4.94). I have set these out 

in a tabulated format, against my comment as to the appropriateness or otherwise.  

 Table FL&BH 1.4.1 – ID landscape Receptors 

Ref. ID Landscape 

Receptor 

JWA Comment 

1 Mixed 

agricultural land 

use 

This is a physical landscape component, impacts can 

be addressed in isolation but this should also inform a 

more holistic consideration of landscape character. 

Consequently this aligns very closely with matters of 

openness of the site and its context. 

2 Open character 

of the site and 

wider setting 

Openness is one facet in considering landscape 

character but has considerable overlap with the land 

use which, in the context of the agricultural land uses, 

are inherently open and therefore this matter is 

duplicated.  

Otherwise openness might refer to 'enclosure' by 

other physical components such as vegetation, built 

form and infrastructure.  

3 Strong field 

pattern defined 

by treed 

hedgerows, 

watercourses 

and ditches 

This is a physical landscape component, impacts can 

be addressed in isolation but this should also inform a 

more holistic consideration of landscape character. 

It is worth noting the mitigation strategy for the 

appeal schemes which seek to reflect or retain this 

(CDA.48 and CDA.107. p33, Table 2). 
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4 Relationship with 

wider 

settlements 

Settlement pattern is one facet in considering 

landscape character and is a relevant consideration, 

but should also inform a more holistic consideration of 

landscape character.  

5 Busy transport 

infrastructure 

Transport infrastructure is one facet in considering 

landscape character and is relevant consideration in 

terms of understanding landscape character, however 

I cannot see how it is relevant as a receptor in itself.  

6 Setting of 

Carriston 

Cottage Grade II 

Listed Building 

The influence of heritage (or more appropriately 

conservation interests) is a relevant factor in relation 

to landscape and visual matters, but is typically a 

consideration of determining landscape value; it is 

just one factor in determining landscape value 

(CDH.16, GLVIA, p84, Box 5.1).  

If the listed building is a receptor in itself, then this is 

a heritage matter. 

If it is the landscape context of the listed building that 

is being considered, then this is duplication of points 

1, 2, 7 and 8 (as referenced in this table). 

7 Overall character 

of the site 

Given the appeal sites comprise mixed agriculture, 

that is open in terms of its undeveloped state and 

framed within a structure of trees, hedgerows and 

infrastructure, then this receptor is a relevant 

landscape receptor but  points 1, 2 and 3 (as 

referenced in this table) amount to duplication of 

elements within it. 

8 Overall character 

of the setting of 

the site  

Given the appeal sites are contextualised by a mix of 

agricultural land, settlement pattern at Peel Common 

and Bridgemary and the highways infrastructure of 

Newgate Lane East, again, this is a relevant landscape 

receptor, but points 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 (as referenced in 
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this table) are no more than duplications of the 

elements of it.  

 

2.22 Consequently, Mr Dudley introduces a substantial level of duplication of the same 

issues, an approach which, at best, over-emphasises the likely effects and, at 

worst, double counts these entirely.  

 Strategic Gap 

2.23 Finally in respect of landscape matters, I do not agree with the approach taken by 

Mr Dudley in relation to his consideration of the 'strategic gap' whereby he blends 

this reference within his discussion of landscape character and fails to set out a 

clear appraisal as to the impact of the appeal schemes on the function and integrity 

of the strategic gap.  

2.24 The strategic gap designation is a spatial planning tool and is not a landscape 

specific designation that is intrinsically connected to the value or quality of a 

landscape.  

2.25 In his review of the submitted LVIAs (CDA.48 and CDA.107) Mr Dudley intimates 

that the strategic gap should be considered a constraint to development (ID, page 

14, para 3.14). However, I do not consider that Strategic Policy DS2 (in respect of 

Strategic Gaps) should be seen as an absolute constraint to development, but 

instead that it requires a test as to whether there would be a 'significant affect on 

the integrity of the gap'. 

2.26 Mr Dudley sets out very little additional analysis of the strategic gap, particularly 

in respect of the landscape between Peel Common and Stubbington where the gap 

would clearly continue to function, a conclusion that is drawn in my own analysis 

(FL&BH 1.1, para 4.50 - 4.78 and Appendix 1.2.4) but also illustrated by the 

published Technical Review of the Strategic Gaps (CDG.7). 

Visual Effects 

2.27 Issues in respect of the evidence of Mr Dudleys on visual effects are more straight 

forward to address than those of landscape effects, and I note that Mr Dudley 

recognises some alignment between our respect findings (ID p18, para 3.39). 

However, notwithstanding this acknowledgement, Mr Dudley challenges as to why 
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the findings of the submitted LVIAs are not reflected in the respective summaries. 

However, I believe that they are.  

2.28 This is best addressed by reference to Mr Dudley's own summary of impacts and 

effects (ID p66, para 7.76) where he concludes the following 'significant effects' 

(by reference to the definition of significant effects set out at ID, Appendix 2, para 

6.1):  

• Residents of Hambrook Lodge for both northern and southern sites; 

• Users of Newgate Lane in respect of the northern site, but not the southern; 

• Residents of Woodcote Lane in respect of the southern site but not the northern; 
and 

• Users of Woodcote Lane in respect of the southern site, but not the northern;  

2.29 Hambrook Lodge is located centrally within the appeal sites whilst Woodcote Lane 

and Newgate Lane effectively form the southern and western boundaries to the 

appeal sites respectively. The consequent significance of visual effects is not 

unexpected, as from these locations such an impact would be expected in respect 

of most, if not all, greenfield sites on the edge of a settlement (refer to Appendix 

FL&BH 1.2.5, Summary of PG and LG Visual Effects, which is appended to this 

rebuttal).   

2.30 I consider this to be a very limited number of significant effects that, in themselves 

do not demonstrate, an unacceptable level of impact.   

2.31 Earlier sections of this rebuttal note how the approach of Mr Dudley to his study 

area, and selection of views predominantly from the boundaries of the appeal site, 

overemphasis and distorts the extent of landscape and visual effects.   

2.32 However, in their summary, the submitted LVIAs (CDA.48 and CDA.107, paras 7.7 

to 7.17) take a more balanced view to the appeal sites and potential visual effects 

that reflects the strong sense of containment and visual screening that is present. 
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3. Conclusion 

3.1 In conclusion, having considered the evidence of Mr Dudley in respect of landscape 

and visual matters, this does not alter the views and professional judgements that 

I have expressed in my original Proof of Evidence. 
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APPENDICES 
 

Appendix FL&BH 1.4.1 
Summary of PG and LG Visual Effects 
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1. SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

1.1 This Rebuttal Evidence is provided to address the transport and accessibility 

matters raised by Mr Gammer of Hampshire County Council and Ms Parker of 

Adams Hendry Consulting Limited, who is acting on behalf of Fareham Borough 

Council, in their respective proof of evidence. 

1.2 My rebuttal evidence responds to matters raised concerning the accessibility of the 

northern and southern appeal sites in transport terms with respect to the following 

issues: 

i. Whether the highway authority has considered the amenity impact of the 

distances of appeal sites to local amenities and facilities? and 

ii. Appropriateness of Ms Parkers approach to assessing the accessibility 

credentials of the appeal sites. 

1.3 My evidence also addresses new matters of concern unknown to the appellants in 

advance of reviewing the submitted evidence. 

1.4 Issues raised concerning the points below are addressed in Ms Hoskins Rebuttal 

Proof of Evidence: 

• Provision of a Toucan crossing on Newgate Lane East south of the junction 

with Old Newgate Lane; 

• Traffic giving way over two lanes of traffic; 

• Merging traffic on the northbound exit of the junction; and 

• Capacity results at the junction of Newgate Lane East and Old Newgate 

Lane. 
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2. WHETHER THE HIGHWAY AUTHORITY HAS CONSIDERED THE AMENITY 
IMPACT OF THE APPEAL SITES TO LOCAL AMENITIES AND FACILITIES 

2.1 Mr Gammer, at paragraphs 3.6 to 3.8 of his evidence, seeks to set out that, in his 

view, the highway authority’s role in assessing applications for development and 

determining the appropriateness of the local walking, cycling and public transport 

routes to encourage sustainable modes of transport, is with consideration to only 

highway safety and capacity impact.   

2.2 At paragraph 3.7, Mr Gammer considers that it is not the role of the highway 

authority to consider the amenity impact of the distance of development sites to 

local facilities, whether a site is well related to existing urban settlement boundaries 

or if it is will integrated with neighbouring settlements.  Mr Gammer suggests that 

this is the role of the local planning authority. 

2.3 In my view, the assignment of the responsibility of determining the safety, security 

and amenity of local walking, cycling and public transport routes between local 

planning and highway authorities is not so clear cut as put forward by Mr Gammer.   

National and Local Guidance 

2.4 Paragraph 110 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out the 

context in which applications for development should be determined with 

consideration to paragraphs 108 and 109 of the NPPF. This includes for paragraph 

110 c) that stipulates that applications for development should create places that 

are safe, secure and attractive (my underlining).  

2.5 The Nation Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) also advises the following in relation 

to why Travel Plans, Transport Assessments and Statements are important: 

“Travel Plans, Transport Assessments and Statements can positively contribute to: 

• encouraging sustainable travel; 

• lessening traffic generation and its detrimental impacts; 

• reducing carbon emissions and climate impacts; 

• creating accessible, connected, inclusive communities; 

• improving health outcomes and quality of life; 
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• improving road safety; and 

• reducing the need for new development to increase existing road capacity 

or provide new roads. 

They support national planning policy which sets out that planning should actively 

manage patterns of growth in order to make the fullest possible use of public 

transport, walking and cycling, and focus significant development in locations which 

are or can be made sustainable.” 

2.6 The NPPG also advises the following in relation to Travel Plans: 

“Travel Plans are long-term management strategies for integrating proposals for 

sustainable travel into the planning process. They are based on evidence of the 

anticipated transport impacts of development and set measures to promote and 

encourage sustainable travel (such as promoting walking and cycling). They should 

not, however, be used as an excuse for unfairly penalising drivers and cutting 

provision for cars in a way that is unsustainable and could have negative impacts 

on the surrounding streets. 

Travel Plans should where possible, be considered in parallel to development 

proposals and readily integrated into the design and occupation of the new site 

rather than retrofitted after occupation.” 

2.7 Local guidance for the preparation of Travel Plans is set out in the Hampshire 

County Council – A Guide to Development Related Travel Plans.  Section 2.3 of the 

document sets out the guiding principles of an effective Travel Plan.  This is shown 

at Appendix AHJ/A.  This document advises that every site is unique, and 

measures will be determined by the opportunities and constraints of the site itself, 

the nature of uses and occupation, the location of other facilities and the existing 

transport provision.   

2.8 Section 2.3 of the HCC – A Guide to Development Related Travel Plans also includes 

a Travel plan Pyramid.  It advises that the foundation is a good location, with each 

element of the travel plan building upon that.   
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Highway Authority’s Consultation Responses 

2.9 In my view, the highway authority did consider the attractiveness of the walking, 

cycling and public transport routes and how well related the appeal sites are to 

local amenities and facilities when consulted upon the planning application, and not 

just highway safety and impact.   

2.10 For example, the highway authority’s consultation response on page 3 dated 06th 

November 2018 (CDB.2a) states in relation to the Woodcote Lane and Brookers 

Lane walking and cycling route to / from the services and amenities in Bridgemary: 

“Figure 7 of the TA has been provided to identify nearby local facilities.  No 

isochrones have been provided demonstrating the distances of these facilities from 

the proposed development site.   Some written assessment of walking distances 

has been undertaken for example to nearby schools and convenience stores.  It is 

not clear however which specific facilities are being referred to.  A clear assessment 

of walking distances should be provided which details specific locations and the 

walking distances.  These should be listed as actual walking route distances rather 

than as the crow flies.   

Walking and Cycling 

As part of the new alignment of Newgate Lane pedestrian/cycle crossing provision 

has been provided in the form of a pedestrian refuge island.  This crossing provides 

access to the Bridgemary area and makes up what would be the route to school 

from the site.  No detailed assessment of the number of crossing movements has 

been undertaken as part of the TA.  Whilst an assessment of additional movements 

as a result of 75 dwellings has been undertaken this has not been considered with 

particular regard to school journeys as a result of development.  This should be 

considered to ensure that the refuge crossing remains suitable for the forecast 

demand.  Existing numbers of crossing movements have also not been recorded to 

determine whether controlled facilities would be warranted.  Forecast demand 

should be provided for both peak pedestrian hours and across the day.   
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The crossing in its current form is on an unlit section of Newgate Lane.  This is to 

protect the rural nature of this section of road and was considered at planning to 

be necessary to protect the strategic gap.  If additional development is permitted 

west of Newgate Lane and crossing demand increases lighting of this section of 

Newgate Lane as a result will need to be considered to ensure safety of all road 

users considering the intensification of its use.  The applicant should assess this as 

part of this application.  

The crossing requirements of Newgate Lane should be considered against the 

additional proposed development land to the south of the site as a sensitivity test 

so that total forecast demand can be fully understood.  

Regarding Old Newgate Lane, it is proposed to provide uncontrolled crossings from 

the site access to the western footway.  The existing footway appears narrow in 

width.  Confirmation is required regarding this and the need for any additional width 

in order to accommodate development footfall.   

No assessment of the walking route to facilities to the west of the site has been 

undertaken.  In particular, the route to Crofton School should be reviewed.   

Public Transport 

The nearest bus stops to the site are located on the realigned Newgate Lane at the 

Woodcote Lane crossing.  These are 0.4 miles from the site entrance and therefore 

exceed the recommended 400m away.  Service provision from the site is limited 

with less than an hourly provision between Fareham and Hill Head.  This is a 

subsidised service and therefore measures should be considered by the applicant 

to ensure that the limited service is secured via private funding.   

Tukes Avenue provides access to a more frequent bus service between Gosport and 

Fareham however the stops are located some distance from the site at 0.8 miles.  

The TA refers to the stops being less than 600m from the site however this is not 

agreed.  The attractiveness of this service is therefore diminished by the distance 

from the site although it is acknowledged that it utilises the BRT network increasing 

the potential demand for the service due to more consistent reliability in journey 

times.  The suitability and attractiveness (my underlining) of the walking route 

relates back to the requirement for a review of the suitability of the uncontrolled 

crossing facilities on Newgate Lane”. 
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2.11 Furthermore, pages 8 and 9 of the consultation response dated 06th November 

(CDB.2a) provided comments on the Travel Plan prepared to support the planning 

applications.  This confirmed that the TP has been assessed using the Hampshire 

County Council’s evaluation criteria for the assessment of travel plans – “A guide 

to development related travel plans”.  The consultation response noted that the TP 

was of a generally high standard but required areas to be addressed before it was 

accepted.  This included for a more comprehensive audit of current highway 

conditions, including pavement provision with supporting photos.  The consultation 

response also sought that the supporting figures in the TP were updated to show 

local amenities and facilities including walking isochrones up to a maximum of two 

kilometres.    

2.12 The highway authority’s consultation response dated 23rd May 2020 (CDB.7a) also 

reviewed the sustainable travel credentials of the appeal sites further to the 

submission of updated transport documents in detail at pages 3 to 5.  This agreed 

that the isochrones and specific destinations provided provide a suitable 

assessment of walking and cycling distances (two and five kilometres as shown at 

Figures 7 of both TAs) to specific locations.   

2.13 The consultation response at pages 3 and 4 states: 

“Provision of walking and cycling facilities from the site to local amenities is 

generally of an acceptable standard, however there are notable exceptions. Firstly, 

the width of footways on the northern side of Newgate Lane has been reviewed as 

requested and is 1.5m – 1.8m in width. While acceptable, this is narrower than the 

optimal provision and an alternative north – south pedestrian and cycle link should 

be provided internally to the site.  
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The second concern is in relation to the Woodcote Lane/ Brookers Lane link, 

including the crossing of Newgate Lane East. As stated in the TA, Peel Common 

Infant and Junior Schools, accessed via this route, are not currently the catchment 

schools for the proposed development site. However, it is understood that the 

school strategy is still developing. It is possible that catchments will change should 

the site come forward, making the infant/ junior and secondary schools to the east 

the catchment schools for the application site. However, even if this were to occur, 

it is considered likely that children from the development will attend a selection of 

schools in the area. More generally, future residents of the proposed developments 

will use this link to access bus services and local amenities in Bridgemary. Given 

the development will increase both crossing movements and traffic flow, a suitable 

contribution towards improved crossing facilities would be considered adequate 

mitigation for the development related increase in pedestrian, cycle and traffic 

movements at this location.  

The above further supports the need for a north – south pedestrian and cycle link 

through the site and from the southern site to Woodcote Lane. This should be 

secured should this application come forward.  

Finally, the route to the current catchment schools of Crofton Anne Dale Infant and 

Junior schools should be reviewed. It is noted the following improvements have 

been identified as required, however this may not be an exhaustive list. This will 

be considered following review of the route.  

• Extension of off carriageway cycle provision from Crofton Secondary School 

to Eric Road. 

• Improvements to the crossing facilities at the Eric Road/ Stubbington Lane/ 

Bells Lane junction to accommodate cycles and tying in cycle facilities to the 

existing provision on Bells Lane.  

A contribution will be required for delivery of these works, proportionate to the total 

dwellings proposed for both parcels.  
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It is noted that a contribution to provide footway connections from the site access 

to the Old Newgate Lane/Newgate Lane junction has been proposed in order to 

provide connections to the HA2 site access should this site come forward. It is 

considered beneficial to secure this to ensure suitable links can be provided should 

HA2 come forward. The applicant should provide a design and cost estimate of 

these works for review.” 

Conclusions 

2.14 National guidance on Travel Plans, Transport Assessments and Statements advises 

that these documents should consider other issues to highway safety and capacity 

when considering the impact of development schemes.  This includes encouraging 

sustainable travel, accessibility and health and quality of life. 

2.15 In my view, the highway authority’s consultation responses did not only seek to 

review the appropriateness of the local walking and cycle routes solely in relation 

to highway safety and capacity impact of the appeal schemes.  The information 

requested by the highway authority during the planning application was sought in 

order to allow the highway authority to determine the appeal sites holistically in 

terms of their accessibility credentials.  This includes how well related the appeal 

sites are to their surroundings, quality of walking, cycling and public transport 

routes, location to local amenities and facilities, as well as highway safety and 

capacity.   

2.16 In accordance with national guidance, the agreed Travel Plans have been prepared 

at this stage of the process in order to readily integrate into the design and 

occupation of appeal sites and avoid instances of these documents being retrofitted 

after occupation.  This approach and holistic assessment will provide residents with 

the fullest opportunity to consider use of other realistic sustainable modes of 

transport as genuine alternatives to single occupancy car travel before their travel 

habits are set. 

2.17 As advised in paragraph 2.6 above, an important consideration of approving 

Travel Plans is how well integrated a development scheme is or can be made to be 

with respect to its local amenities and surroundings.  This includes for reviewing 

the quality, attractiveness and safety of local walking, cycling and public transport 

routes to and from these amenities and facilities. 
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2.18 By agreeing the Travel Plans and justifying the S106 contributions sought as 

identified in paragraph 2.7 of my main evidence, it is considered that the highway 

authority agrees that the site is or can be made to be sustainable.   

2.19 It is also considered that by agreeing the Travel Plan and S106 contributions sought 

that the agreed measures, initiatives and targets have been agreed with 

consideration to the above and that the appeal sites will provide reasonable 

opportunities for future residents to travel by sustainable transport modes as 

genuine alternatives to single occupancy car travel. 
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3. APPROPRIATENESS OF MS PARKERS APPROACH TO ASSESSING THE 
ACCESSIBILITY CREDENTIAL OF THE APPEAL SITES  

Fareham Local Plan 2037 Background Paper: Accessibility Study 

3.1 Ms Parker presents a series of criticisms of the approach I have adopted in the 

determining the accessibility of development schemes during the planning 

application submission of both appeal sites.  However, as set out in paragraphs 

2.9 to 2.19 above, the consideration of the location of the appeal sites to local 

amenities and facilities, application of the two kilometre walking distance and five 

kilometre cycling isochrone distances, the review of walking and cycling routes to 

the north, east, south and west of the appeal sites has been carried out further to 

comments provided by and in agreement with the highway authority.    

3.2 The fundamental difference between the two approaches is that Ms Parker provides 

a walking distance cut-off to facilities in strict accordance with suggested CIHT 

guidelines and the Fareham Local Plan 2037 Background Paper: Accessibility Study 

2018 (CDG.10).  Ms Parker even shortens the distances where she considers that 

the walking and cycling routes in her view are not appropriate.  I consider this to 

be a false an unrealistic approach that applies no realism or pragmatism with 

consideration to is geographical context.   

3.3 In my view, it also appears that Ms Parker has not considered in detail, or even 

dismissed out of hand with no material evidence to support her views to the 

contrary, the agreed S106 contributions to improve local walking and cycling routes 

within the vicinity of the appeal sites, as set out in paragraph 2.7 of my main 

evidence.  I consider that I have adopted the correct approach in this regard when 

assessing the quality of the existing and proposed walking routes as detailed in 

paragraphs 3.41 to 3.50 of my main evidence. 

3.4 The ‘Fareham Local Plan 2037 Background Paper: Accessibility’ is underpinned by 

some, but not all, of the relevant guidance relating to assessing the accessibility 

credentials of schemes.  In my view, as stated in paragraph 4.5 of the CDG.10, the 

distance criteria set out in Table 1 should be used as a guide and a tool to enable 

professional judgement to be made on sustainable development in Fareham. 
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3.5 I consider that Fareham Borough Council has applied a pragmatic approach using 

the guidance set out in CDG.10, when considering the accessibility and 

sustainability credentials of the proposed allocated sites in the Draft Fareham Local 

Plan 2037.  I have now carried out an exercise using the preferred maximum 

distance thresholds as advised in Table 1 of CDG.10 to consider the accessibility of 

the proposed draft allocated sites.  The assessment results are presented in 

Appendix AHJ/B. 

3.6 As can be clearly seen, none of the proposed allocated sites meet all of the 

preferred maximum distances as advised in Table 1 of CDG.10. In fact, allocated 

site HA10 at Funtley Road South appears to score very similarly when compared to 

Ms Parkers review of our sites. However, we understand that this site was granted 

consent under application reference P18/0067/OA knowing that the bus service 20 

would no longer service the village with reference to the September 2020 

committee report. It is my view, that the planning authority would not have 

proposed to allocate or grant consent to these sites if it did not consider that these 

sites are, or can be made, to be accessibly and sustainably located.  The planning 

authority appears to have exercised a degree of pragmatism and flexibility in 

making decisions on proposing to allocate these sites with respect to their 

accessibility credentials.   

3.7 In my view, in considering the appeal proposals and using the approach as 

summarised in paragraph 3.5 above, Ms Parker and the planning authority are 

not being consistent or reasonable in the strict application of its guidance when 

considering the appeal sites. 

3.8 The Chartered Institution of Highways and Transportation (CIHT) ‘Guidelines for 

Providing for Journeys on Foot’ (PfJoF) that is used to underpin CDG.10 was 

published 20 years ago.  

3.9 The document states at paragraph 3.31 that “acceptable” walking distances will 

vary between individuals and circumstances. At Table 3.2 it sets out some 

suggested preferred maximum walking distances.  

3.10 The document confirms at paragraph 1.10 that it will not always be possible to 

achieve ideal results in all situations and that it is the task of the professional 

planner or engineer to decide if a lower standard is acceptable in given 

circumstances or if another approach would be beneficial.  I agree with this view. 
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3.11 The document also advises at paragraph 3.35 that for smaller areas and individual 

new developments, usually within an existing urban area, origin / destination 

surveys and network planning may not be appropriate. It is my view that PfJoF 

encourages professionals to be more flexible and pragmatic for smaller areas or 

individual sites in the interpretation of its guidance and the suggested preferred 

maximum walking distances.  

3.12 There are also a broader range of reference documents and guidance available, 

which I have considered when assessing walking and cycling distances between 

new development and local services and facilities.  In my professional opinion, the 

reference material is not to be applied prescriptively and does not replace 

professional judgement. It is not a pass or fail exercise and most residential 

schemes do not comply stringently with the reference material in that way and are 

not expected to.  

3.13 Guidance suggests that two kilometres for walking and 10 kilometres for cycling as 

being realistic. In my view, the guidance that is available is not designed to be 

interpreted prescriptively, or intended to set maximum thresholds on walking or 

cycling distances; although the DfE guidance does set a maximum walking distance 

of two miles (3.2 kilometres) for children under the age of eight and three miles 

(4.8 kilometres) for older children.  

3.14 I consider that a pragmatic approach is required with reference to the local 

circumstances, which are, in relation to Fareham, that a meaningful number of trips 

are non-motorised, and that there is a range of local services and facilities within 

walking and cycling distance, which are shown on Figure AHJ/3 of my main 

evidence. 
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3.15 The Fareham Local Plan 2037 Background Paper: Accessibility focusses on an 

assessment of walking and cycling distances. It should in my view also look to 

assess the relative ability to minimise vehicular journey lengths, for when these 

are needed. In my view, new housing development is typically not going to be at 

or near the centre of settlements, and so walking and cycling distances from here 

are only relevant to understanding the existing overall levels of sustainability for a 

town if for example, people in new housing wish to drive or take the bus to the 

centre of town.  As advised in paragraph 3.11 above, it is my view that PfJoF 

encourages professionals to be more flexible and pragmatic for smaller areas or 

individual sites in the interpretation of its guidance and the suggested preferred 

maximum walking distances. 

Criticisms of the Walking and Cycling Routes 

Routes to the East 

3.16 Ms Parker in her evidence does not consider that the pedestrian and cycle route to 

Bridgemary is particularly attractive or stimulating and that vulnerable non-

motorised users may feel particularly unsafe during the hours of darkness and 

winter months.  Ms Parker provides the following criticisms in relation to a relatively 

short section of Woodcote Lane and Brookers Lane between Newgate Lane and the 

edge of Bridgemary that is approximately 400 metres in length: 

• Width; 

• Lighting; 

• Surveillance; 

• Crossing Newgate Lane; and 

• Separation of Pedestrians and Cyclists. 

3.17 As advised in Section 2, the quality and attractiveness of the pedestrian and cycle 

routes to amenities and facilities located in Bridgemary to the east has been 

considered in detail in the Travel Plans that have now been agreed with the highway 

authority.  This route has also been considered with consideration to the 

Department for Transports (DfT) ‘Local Cycling and Infrastructure Plans -Technical 

Guidance for Local Authorities – April 2017’ (LCWIPS) as set out in paragraphs 3.41 

to 3.50 of my main evidence.   
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3.18 Woodcote Lane is a no-through access road serving a nursing home and ten 

residential dwellings. It is generally between 4 and 5 metres wide between Newgate 

Lane and the shared footway / cycleway which provides access to the pedestrian 

crossing at Newgate Lane East.  

3.19 The shared footway / cycleway on Woodcote Lane and Brookers Lane is 

approximately 3m wide. This is generally industry acceptable width for shared use 

between pedestrians and cyclists. The Department for Transport (DfT) Local 

Transport Note (LTN) 1/20 at page 9 states '…Shared use routes away from streets 

may be appropriate in locations such as canal towpaths, paths through housing 

estates, parks and other green spaces, including in cities...'  

3.20 Table 6.3 of LTN 1/20 advises that the recommended minimum width of a shared 

footway / cycleway is 3m where cycle flows are up to 300 cyclists per hour. The 

Transport Assessments prepared to support the planning applications (CDA.57 and 

CDA.128) confirm that the existing and forecast level of use of Woodcote Lane is 

considered to be very low.  The surveys carried out on 30th January 2019 confirmed 

that the two-way flow of pedestrian and cycle movements across the bypass in the 

AM peak hour equates to 20 two-way movements and 5 two-way movements in 

the PM peak hour. This equates to a maximum of approximately one non-motorised 

movement every 3 minutes.  Assuming that all of the non-motorised trips seek to 

use the crossing, the TA forecast that the level of use will increase by 27 two-way 

movements (one non-motorised users every circa 2 minutes). This is significantly 

below the threshold of 300 cyclists per hour as advised at Table 6.3 of LTN 1/20. 

The relevant extracts of LTN 1/20 are included at Appendix AHJ/C. 

3.21 The section of Woodcote Lane between Newgate Lane and Newgate Lane East is 

partly illuminated.  Should the appeal sites be granted planning consent, the 

development of the sites will bring a level of active frontage to the northern side of 

Woodcote Lane.  Should the Inspector consider it necessary, this could include for 

the provision of further lighting and ensuring that the design provides natural 

surveillance, covered by appropriately worded planning conditions. 
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3.22 As set out in detail in paragraphs 3.27 to 3.28 of my main evidence, the agreed 

mitigation package includes for upgrading the current uncontrolled crossing to 

provide a controlled TOUCAN crossing on Newgate Lane.  It is my view that the 

provision of a controlled crossing represents a betterment over the current 

uncontrolled crossing arrangements that seeks to address the severance effects of 

the bypass and assist in vulnerable road users, particularly young school children 

persons with mobility and visual impairments and the elderly to safely cross 

Newgate Lane. 

3.23 It is acknowledged that the 150 metre section of Brookers Lane between Newgate 

Lane East and Brookers Lane is currently unlit.  It is understood that a deliberate 

decision was made by the highway authority at HCC to not light the new Newgate 

Lane alignment including for this section of Brookers Lane as part of the business 

case to implement Newgate Lane East bypass (paragraph 3.8.18 of CDH.14). In 

my view with consideration to Brookers Lane in particular, I consider that HCC 

would have considered lighting this section if it thought it would be associated with 

any material surveillance and security issues to deter its use during the hours of 

darkness and winter months.   

3.24 As advised in the Highway Authority's consultation dated 6th November 2018 

(CDB.2a), the Highway Authority did request that we consider the suitability and 

attractiveness of this walking route but this was in relation to reviewing the 

appropriateness of the uncontrolled crossing, which we are now agreed to providing 

a TOUCAN crossing. No concerns were raised at that time concerning the 

attractiveness of the walking route with regard to illumination or any of the issues 

raised by Ms Parker.  

3.25 Notwithstanding, as indicated in the agreed Travel Plans, the appellants are willing 

to consider an appropriate contribution towards illuminating this section of Brookers 

Lane if considered necessary by the planning inspector. 

3.26 Ms Parker does not consider that the remainder of the route to facilities and 

amenities in Bridgemary are not safe or unattractive and I agree with this view. 
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Routes to the North 

3.27 Ms Parker implies that the walking route to the north would be along Old Newgate 

Lane, which she considers to have a low level of lighting and poor natural 

surveillance.  She also considers that the noise from Newgate Lane East detracts 

from the attractiveness of the route and that the wide entrance to Peel Common 

Wastewater Treatment is frequently in use by heavy good vehicles, that could be a 

potential safety hazards to pedestrians. 

3.28 A detailed review of the appropriateness of the routes has been carried out in the 

agreed Travel Plans and within my main evidence.  Table 3 of my main evidence 

considers that the route has an overall score of 31 out of 40, which is in excess of 

the minimum score of 28.   

3.29 When considering the route, the highway authority has noted the widths of the 

footway on the western side of the carriageway to be 1.5 and 1.8 metres. Whilst 

acknowledging that these are not optimum but acceptable, it specifically requested 

a north to south pedestrian and cycle link between the northern and southern 

appeal sites, which the appellants are committed to providing.  The highway 

authority also raised no issues concerning existing lighting levels or traffic volumes 

affecting the quality of the route.  It is my view that the old alignment of Newgate 

Lane is adequately lit. 

3.30 It should also be noted that one of the criteria of the business case (CDH.14) for 

the implementation of the recent Peel Common Roundabout and Newgate Lane 

East schemes was to improve walking and cycling routes.  At paragraph 2.8.16 it 

advises: 

“A minimum width for the new road is achieved by maintaining the existing road 

as a service road, and for utility and leisure cyclists, thus providing a clearway 

(without frontage access / junctions) for through traffic and a safe route for local 

residents and NMUs.  This would enable the continuous north-south link to be 

established between the new / existing facilities at Tanners Lane and Peel Common 

roundabout.” 
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3.31 This is further reinforced at paragraphs 3.8.4 to 3.8.7 of CDH.14 that make the 

case that the pedestrian and cycle improvements proposed as part of the Peel 

Common Roundabout and Newgate Lane East schemes will provide safer, more 

welcoming environments and could encourage more people to walk / cycle, or those 

that already walk / cycle to do so more often. 

3.32 Paragraph 3.8.6 of CDH.14 specifically advises in relation to Old Newgate Lane: 

“In addition to the improved cyclist / pedestrian facilities to be provided at Peel 

Common Roundabout, the use of a low trafficked service road (existing Newgate 

Lane) will provide a safer, more welcoming environment and could encourage 

people to cycle / walk, or those that already cycle / walk to do so more often.” 

3.33 It also advises at paragraph 3.8.13: 

“With the Newgate Lane route alignment to the east, the existing alignment 

(functioning as a service road), will provide a safer environment for pedestrians 

and cyclists and significantly reduce the potential for conflicts with general traffic 

on this section of road.  As the number of accesses / junctions with the new road 

alignment are limited, it is expected that this will also reduce the incidence of 

accidents on this section of the route.” 

3.34 Similar statements are provided at paragraphs 3.8.21 and 3.8.28; as well as 

paragraphs 3.8.30 to 3.8.36. 

3.35 Ms Parker also suggests at paragraph 11.29 of her evidence that 'the Peel Common 

Wastewater Treatment is frequently in use by heavy good vehicles entering and 

existing the site which could be a potential safety hazard to pedestrians'.  Surveys 

undertaken on Wednesday 19th January 2019 suggest that between 07:00 and 

10:00 5 HGVs turned out of the junction of Newgate Lane and Newgate Lane East 

and 6 turned in. Between 16:00 and 19:00 hours, no HGVs were recorded to turn 

in or out of the junction of Newgate Lane and Newgate Lane East. I would not 

consider that this constitutes a material hazard to pedestrian safety.  It has also 

not been raised as an issue by the highway authority, and I consider that it would 

have if it considered this to be a material highway safety issue.  The surveys are 

included at Appendix AHJ/D. 
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Routes to the West 

3.36 Paragraph 11.30 of Ms Parkers PoE related to routes to the west to Stubbington. It 

simply states that 'it is not an attractive route… it is heavily dominated by road 

traffic, is unlit and has no natural surveillance'.  

3.37 This view is contrary to the assessment carried out within the agreed Travel Plans 

and my main evidence.  The existing route is considered to have a score of 29 out 

of 40 and that this will improve to 33 out of 40 with the mitigation agreed to be 

provided to school routes to the Crofton Primary school.  It is considered that the 

agreed contribution to school routes including, as set out in Mr Gammer's email to 

Pegasus Group dated 8th July 2020, is also in accordance with the business case 

of the Peel Common Roundabout and Newgate Lane scheme improvements. The 

relevant correspondence is included at Appendix AHJ/E and the details set out 

below.  

Gosport Road Section. 

• Enlarged Pedestrian refuge – £4,000 (replacing existing) 

• Footway widening (to form 3m wide shared route) - £32,000 (160m replace 

verge with footway construction) 

• Footway widening (to form 2.5m wide shared route) - £42,000 (140m 

widening existing footway into c/way & reducing size of bus stop) 

• Footway Resurfacing  (existing areas) - £20,000 

• Lighting Column relocation - £2,500 (assuming 2No. re-use and service OK) 

• Signs & road markings - £2,000 

• Traffic Management (20% of works cost £102,500) - £20,500 

• TOTAL (Excludes fees & SU Costs) - £123,000 

• Design and supervision fees (19.5%)  

• SU Costs (30%)  

• TOTAL (Including fees & SU Costs) - £183,885 
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• TOTAL COST (including optimism bias at 44%) - £264,794  

Bells Lane/Stubbington Lane/Eric Road Junction 

• Enlarged Pedestrian refuge - £12,000 (replacing existing 3No.) 

• Footway widening (to form 3m wide shared route) - £14,000 (70m replace 

verge with footway construction) 

• Footway Resurfacing (existing areas) - £5,000 

• Signs & road markings - £1,000 

• Traffic Management (20% of works cost £32,000) - £6,400 

• TOTAL (Excludes fees & SU Costs) - £38,400 

• Design and supervision fees (19.5%)  

• SU Costs (30%)  

• TOTAL (Including fees & SU Costs) - £57,408 

• TOTAL COST (including optimism bias at 44%) - £82,668 

3.38  Paragraph 3.8.21 of CDH.14 states: 

“Phase 1 will provide new crossing facilities on the Rowner Road and a shared use 

footway / cycleway across the south of the roundabout.  This will help reduce 

severance and, in particular, better serve school children travelling from Peel 

Common Roundabout estate (to the east of the roundabout) to Crofton secondary 

school (approximately 500m to the west of the roundabout).  The proposals will 

therefore enhance the existing pedestrian and cycling facilities and better cater for 

desire lines….”. 

3.39 It is therefore considered that the pedestrian and cycle routes to the west of the 

site with the mitigation measure improvement, do and will provide appropriate 

connections for all users, in particular in keeping with the business case of the Peel 

Common Roundabout and Newgate Lane schemes, for school children to the 

primary and secondary schools located in Stubbington. 
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Routes to the South 

3.40 Ms Parker merely states at paragraph 11.31 that 'the B3385 is a busy main road. 

Whilst it is lit, there is no natural surveillance, and it is not an attractive pedestrian 

route'.  

3.41 This view is contrary to the assessment carried out within the agreed Travel Plans 

and my main evidence.  The existing route is considered to have a score of 34 out 

of 40.   

3.42 I acknowledge that the walking distances from the northern and southern appeal 

sites to facilities and amenities located in Lee-on-the-Solent are in excess of two 

kilometres and that it is unlikely to be used as a walking route except for those 

very active persons.  However, I do consider that it is an appropriate cycling route 

and that the amenities and facilities are located within a convenient five kilometres 

cycling distance. 

Public Transport 

3.43 In Ms Parkers evidence she appears to reduce the acceptable walking distance 

guidance threshold to a bus stop with consideration to her assessments of the 

quality of the walking and cycling routes to the bus stops on Newgate Lane East at 

the Woodcote Lane crossing with Brookers Lane.  As advised above, I do not 

consider that a rigid and inflexible interpretation of guidance in this respect is the 

right approach.    

3.44 Ms Parker is not correct in that the nearest bus stop to the northern appeal scheme 

is located approximately 740 metres from the Appeal scheme.  This is the correct 

distance to the bus stop located at the Woodcote Lane and Brookers Lane crossing 

should the schemes not come forward as a cohesive development.  However, a 

closer bus stop is located approximately 600 metres to the north of the northern 

appeal site also located on Newgate Lane East.  
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3.45 As advised in the Highway Authority's consultation dated 6th November 2018 

(CDB.2a), whilst the Highway Authority considered that the distance between the 

appeal sites and the bus stops on Tukes Avenue potentially reduced the 

attractiveness of these services, it did not specifically state that they would not be 

used by future residents. To the contrary, the Highway Authority consultation 

response suggests that the consistent reliability and journey times and utilisation 

of the BRT network could result in the appeal sites potentially increasing the 

potential demand for the use of these services. It is acknowledged that this was 

suggested subject to the appropriateness of the uncontrolled crossing at Newgate 

Lane East to accommodate future pedestrians and cyclists associated with the 

appeal schemes. The Appellants are now agreeable to providing a Toucan crossing 

to accommodate any potential increase in use of the crossing, as well as 

illuminating the section of Brookers Lane that is unlit if considered necessary by 

the Planning Inspector.  If also considered necessary by the Planning Inspector, 

the Appellants are also agreeable to the provision of additional lighting and 

ensuring that the scheme designs provide natural surveillance on Woodcote Lane.  

3.46 I broadly agree with Ms Parkers measured distances to the bus stops on Newgate 

Lane East from the centre of the southern appeal site and the centroid of both 

appeals as a cohesive development. 

3.47 Notwithstanding, in my view, a more pragmatic and realistic approach in the use 

of public transport is the overall journey time.  This approach is endorsed by Buses 

in Urban Developments (2018), as quoted at paragraph 11.18 of Ms Parkers 

evidence, in that the acceptability of walking distance is not a standalone 

consideration and that people take account of the total journey time, including in 

the ‘in bus’ time as well as the walk at either end.   

3.48 My main evidence at paragraphs 6.35 to 6.42 provide an assessment of journey 

times to and from the site by bus and rail.  It concludes that with the bus stops 

and bus services on both Newgate Lane and Tukes Avenue, future residents can 

still travel to Fareham town centre and Fareham railway station within times that 

are comparable to the national average trip time of using a bus of 36 minutes.  It 

also concludes that Havant, Portsmouth and Eastleigh are all within reasonable 

travel distance by train when compared to the national average trip time even 

allowing part of the initial or final part of the journey to be undertaken by bike or 

bus. 
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3.49 Furthermore, there are 154 available car parking spaces located at Fareham 

Railway station.  In my view, travel by train with the initial or later part of journey 

by car is still considered to be a sustainable mode of transport.   

3.50 I therefore conclude that travel by train is a genuine sustainable transport option 

for future residents to travel to wider facilities outside Fareham. 

Land East of Finchampstead Road, Wokingham 

3.51 The Finchampstead Road appeal (CDJ.24) was dismissed on 25th August 2020 and 

Ms Parker refers to this appeal decision in supporting her conclusions that the 

appeal sites would not provide a realistic choice in sustainable transport modes. 

3.52 It is agreed that the Inspector dismissed the appeal and one of the reasons for 

refusal was in relation to accessibility. However, in my view, the appeal site was 

not dismissed because the local amenities and facilities were not located within 

reasonable walking and cycling distance of the site.  It was primarily because the 

walking and cycling routes, particularly those within the immediate vicinity of that 

appeal scheme, were not considered to be safe and attractive.   

3.53 Ms Parker at paragraph 11.73 of her evidence, accepts that the walking routes 

associated with the Finchampstead appeal are not directly comparable with the 

appeal sites, although they share some of the key characteristic that describe the 

quality of the route.  I agree with Ms Parkers view that the walking routes are not 

comparable.  Furthermore, any shared key characteristics in terms of width, 

surveillance, attractiveness, comfort and directness are only present for very short 

sections of these routes (notably Woodcote Lane and Brookers Lane) but are 

capable of being addressed by way of mitigation via the agreed S106 package and 

appropriately worded conditions if deemed necessary by the Planning Inspector. 
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Greenaways Lane, Warsash (HA1, 824 dwellings)  

Facility Distance from 
Centre of 
Allocated Site 

FBC Accessibility 
Background 
Paper 

Planning for 
Walking CIHT 
(2015) 

Providing for 
Journeys on 
Foot IHT (2000) 
Desirable 
Walking 
Distance 

Providing for 
Journeys on 
Foot IHT (2000) 
Acceptable 
Walking 
Distance 

Providing for 
Journeys on 
Foot IHT (2000) 
Preferred 
Maximum 
Walking 
Distance 

Buses in Urban 
Developments 
CIHT (2018) 

Northern Land Parcel 
Brookfield 
Community 
School 

1.2km 1200m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 

Sarisbury Infant 
School 

1.2km 1200m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 

Hook-with-
Warsash C of E 
Primary School 

1.5km 1200m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 

Locks Heath 
Infant and Junior 
Schools 

1.7km 1200m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 

Waitrose 1.7km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 
Iceland 
Foodstore 

1.7km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

Tesco Express 1.6km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 
One Stop Stores 1.3km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 
Co-op Food 1.5km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 
Barker Dental 
Care 

0.5km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

Fareham 
Community 
Hospital 

2.3km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 
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Lockswood 
Surgery 

1.8km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

Warsash Gospel 
Church 

0.8km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

Priory Park 
Community 
Centre 

0.8km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

Everetts 
Pharmacy 

1.2km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

Warsash 
Common 

1.7km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

Nearest Bus 
Stop (Brook 
Lane) 

0.3km 400m 400m NA NA NA 300m 

Swanwick 
Railway Station 

3.1km 1600m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 

Southern Land Parcel 
Brookfield 
Community 
School 

1.8km 1200m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 

Sarisbury Infant 
School 

1.8km 1200m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 

Hook-with-
Warsash C of E 
Primary School 

1.2km 1200m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 

Locks Heath 
Infant and Junior 
Schools 

2.0km 1200m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 

Waitrose 2.0km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 
Iceland 
Foodstore 

2.0km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

Tesco Express 1.8km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 
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One Stop Stores 0.8km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 
Co-op Food 0.7km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 
Barker Dental 
Care 

1.4km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

Fareham 
Community 
Hospital 

3.2km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

Lockswood 
Surgery 

2.1km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

Warsash Gospel 
Church 

0.9km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

Priory Park 
Community 
Centre 

1.2km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

Everetts 
Pharmacy 

0.9km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

Warsash 
Common 

1.8km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

Nearest Bus 
Stop (Brook 
Lane) 

0.7km 400m 400m NA NA NA 300m 

Swanwick 
Railway Station 

3.6km 1600m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 
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Southampton Road, Titchfield Common (HA3, 348 dwellings) 

Facility Distance from 
Centre of 
Allocated Site 

FBC Accessibility 
Background 
Paper 

Planning for 
Walking CIHT 
(2015) 

Providing for 
Journeys on 
Foot IHT (2000) 
Desirable 
Walking 
Distance 

Providing for 
Journeys on 
Foot IHT (2000) 
Acceptable 
Walking 
Distance 

Providing for 
Journeys on 
Foot IHT (2000) 
Preferred 
Maximum 
Walking 
Distance 

Buses in Urban 
Developments 
CIHT (2018) 

Park Gate 
Primary School 

1.9km 1200m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 

Saint John the 
Baptist School 

1.3km 1200m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 

Brookfield 
Community 
School 

2.7km 1200m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 

McColls 0.9km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 
Tesco 3.2km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 
Waitrose 1.9km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 
Iceland 2.1km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 
Home Bargains / 
Southampton 
Road Centre 

0.8km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

Fareham 
Community 
Hospital 

2.2km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

Locks Heath 
Health Centre 

2.2km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

Titchfield Dental 
Health  

0.8km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

Everetts 
Pharmacy 

1.7km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 
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Swanwick 
Railway Station 

1.9km 1600m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 

Nearest Bus 
Stop (Bishops 
Gate) 

0.9km 400m 400m NA NA NA 300m 
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Warsash Maritime Academy (HA7, 100 dwellings) 

Facility Distance from 
Centre of 
Allocated Site 

FBC Accessibility 
Background 
Paper 

Planning for 
Walking CIHT 
(2015) 

Providing for 
Journeys on 
Foot IHT (2000) 
Desirable 
Walking 
Distance 

Providing for 
Journeys on 
Foot IHT (2000) 
Acceptable 
Walking 
Distance 

Providing for 
Journeys on 
Foot IHT (2000) 
Preferred 
Maximum 
Walking 
Distance 

Buses in Urban 
Developments 
CIHT (2018) 

Bright Horizons 
Warsash Day 
Nursery 

1.1km 1200m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 

Hook-with-
Warsash C of E 
School 

1.1km 1200m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 

Brookfield 
Community 
School 

2.9km 1200m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 

Co-op Food 1km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 
One Stop 1.1km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 
Waitrose 3.4km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 
Iceland Food 3.4km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 
Barker Dental 
Care 

2.2km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

Fareham 
Community 
Hospital 

4km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

Lockswood 
Surgery 

3.5km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

Swanwick 
Railway Station 

4.8km 1600m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 
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Nearest Bus 
Stop (Cherry 
Walk) 

350m 400m 400m NA NA NA 300m 
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Heath Road, Locks Heath (HA9, 70 dwellings) 

Facility Distance from 
Centre of 
Allocated Site 

FBC Accessibility 
Background 
Paper 

Planning for 
Walking CIHT 
(2015) 

Providing for 
Journeys on 
Foot IHT (2000) 
Desirable 
Walking 
Distance 

Providing for 
Journeys on 
Foot IHT (2000) 
Acceptable 
Walking 
Distance 

Providing for 
Journeys on 
Foot IHT (2000) 
Preferred 
Maximum 
Walking 
Distance 

Buses in Urban 
Developments 
CIHT (2018) 

Park Gate 
Primary School 

1.7km 1200m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 

Priory Park Pre-
School 

0.9km 1200m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 

Brookfield 
Community 
School 

0.8km 1200m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 

Locks Heath 
Junior and Infant 
Schools 

1.1km 1200m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 

Tesco Express 1km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 
Waitrose 0.6km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 
Iceland 0.6km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 
Barker Dental 
Care 

1.4km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

Fareham 
Community 
Hospital 

1.5km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

Lockswood 
Surgery 

0.6km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

Swanwick 
Railway Station 

2.4km 1600m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 
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Nearest Bus 
Stop (Heath 
Road) 

0.5km 400m 400m NA NA NA 300m 
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Funtley Road South (HA10, 55 dwellings) 

Facility Distance from 
Centre of 
Allocated Site 

FBC Accessibility 
Background 
Paper 

Planning for 
Walking CIHT 
(2015) 

Providing for 
Journeys on 
Foot IHT (2000) 
Desirable 
Walking 
Distance 

Providing for 
Journeys on 
Foot IHT (2000) 
Acceptable 
Walking 
Distance 

Providing for 
Journeys on 
Foot IHT (2000) 
Preferred 
Maximum 
Walking 
Distance 

Buses in Urban 
Developments 
CIHT (2018) 

Orchard Lea 
Junior School 

1.9km 1200m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 

Happy Faces 
Pre-School 

1.2km 1200m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 

Henry Cort 
Community 
College 

3.6km 1200m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 

Uplands Primary 
School 

2.2km 1200m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 

Sainsburys 3.5km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 
The Cooperative 
Foodstore 

2.6km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

Fareham 
Pharmacy 

2.5km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

The Highlands 
Practice 

2.5km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

Gudgeheath 
Lane Surgery 

2.5km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

Highlands Dental 
Practice 

2.5km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

Fareham 
Railway Station 

3.7km 1600m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 
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Nearest Bus 
Stop (Roebuck 
Avenue) 

0.2km 400m 400m NA NA NA 300m 
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Mourant Drive, Portchester East (HA12, 48 dwellings) 

Facility Distance from 
Centre of 
Allocated Site 

FBC Accessibility 
Background 
Paper 

Planning for 
Walking CIHT 
(2015) 

Providing for 
Journeys on 
Foot IHT (2000) 
Desirable 
Walking 
Distance 

Providing for 
Journeys on 
Foot IHT (2000) 
Acceptable 
Walking 
Distance 

Providing for 
Journeys on 
Foot IHT (2000) 
Preferred 
Maximum 
Walking 
Distance 

Buses in Urban 
Developments 
CIHT (2018) 

Wicor Primary 
School 

1.1km 1200m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 

Portchester 
Community 
School 

1.2km 1200m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 

Castle Primary 
School 

1.9km 1200m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 

The Cooperative 
Food 

0.6km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

M&S Simply 
Food 

1.2km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

Lidl 2.3km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 
Lloyds Pharmacy 1.0km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 
Westlands 
Medical Centre 

1km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

Castle Dental 
Practice 

1.9km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

Portchester 
Railway Station 

2km 1600m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 

Nearest Bus 
Stop (Cranleigh 
Road) 

0.8km 400m 400m NA NA NA 300m 
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Hunts Pond Road, Titchfield Common (HA13, 38 dwellings) 

Facility Distance from 
Centre of 
Allocated Site 

FBC Accessibility 
Background 
Paper 

Planning for 
Walking CIHT 
(2015) 

Providing for 
Journeys on 
Foot IHT (2000) 
Desirable 
Walking 
Distance 

Providing for 
Journeys on 
Foot IHT (2000) 
Acceptable 
Walking 
Distance 

Providing for 
Journeys on 
Foot IHT (2000) 
Preferred 
Maximum 
Walking 
Distance 

Buses in Urban 
Developments 
CIHT (2018) 

St Anthony's 
Catholic Primary 
School 

1km 1200m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 

Saint John the 
Baptist C of E 
School 

0.5km 1200m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 

Jigsaw Pre-
School 

0.5km 1200m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 

Brookfield 
Community 
School 

2.6km 1200m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 

McColls 0.8km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 
Home Bargains 1.4km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 
M&S Simply 
Food 

2km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

Sainsburys Local 2.2km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 
Lockwood 
Surgery 

1.9km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

Manor Dental 
Surgery 

0.2km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

Everetts 
Pharmacy 

2km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

Swanwick 
Railway Station 

2.6km 1600m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 
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Nearest Bus 
Stop (Hunts 
Pond Road) 

0.6km 400m 400m NA NA NA 300m 
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Beacon Bottom West, Park Gate (HA15, 29 dwellings) 

Facility Distance from 
Centre of 
Allocated Site 

FBC Accessibility 
Background 
Paper 

Planning for 
Walking CIHT 
(2015) 

Providing for 
Journeys on 
Foot IHT (2000) 
Desirable 
Walking 
Distance 

Providing for 
Journeys on 
Foot IHT (2000) 
Acceptable 
Walking 
Distance 

Providing for 
Journeys on 
Foot IHT (2000) 
Preferred 
Maximum 
Walking 
Distance 

Buses in Urban 
Developments 
CIHT (2018) 

Park Gate 
Primary School 

1.2km 1200m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 

Sarisbury Junior 
School 

1.3km 1200m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 

Brookfield 
Community 
School 

1.7km 1200m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 

Sainsburys Local 0.9km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 
M&S Food 0.9km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 
Co-op Food 0.8km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 
Brook Lane 
Surgery 

0.9km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

Fareham 
Community 
Hospital 

1.1km 
 

800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

Everetts 
Pharmacy 

1.9km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 

112 Dental Care 0.9km 800m 800m 400m 800m 1200m NA 
Swanwick 
Railway Station 

0.7km 1600m 800m 500m 1000m 2000m NA 

Nearest Bus 
Stop (Brook 
Lane) 

0.6km 400m 400m NA NA NA 300m 
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Fareham Wednesday 30th January 2019

Queues Measured as Stationary Vehicles (Maximum Observed in Period)

Junction: (4) Newgate Lane / Newgate Lane East

Approach: Newgate Lane (North)

TIME Queue Lengths (Vehicles) TIME Queue Lengths (Vehicles)
TIME LIGHT HEAVY BUS TOTAL LIGHT HEAVY BUS TOTAL 700 0 1600 0

0700 - 0715 138 7 0 145 2 0 0 2 705 0 1605 0
0715 - 0730 136 6 0 142 4 0 0 4 710 0 1610 0
0730 - 0745 184 7 1 192 3 1 0 4 715 0 1615 0
0745 - 0800 209 11 0 220 4 0 0 4 720 0 1620 0
Hourly Total 667 31 1 699 13 1 0 14 725 0 1625 0
0800 - 0815 199 11 1 211 6 0 0 6 730 0 1630 0
0815 - 0830 185 16 0 201 8 0 0 8 735 0 1635 0
0830 - 0845 167 12 0 179 5 1 0 6 740 0 1640 0
0845 - 0900 156 11 0 167 3 0 0 3 745 0 1645 0
Hourly Total 707 50 1 758 22 1 0 23 750 0 1650 0
0900 - 0915 152 11 0 163 11 1 0 12 755 0 1655 0
0915 - 0930 152 11 1 164 8 1 0 9 800 0 1700 0
0930 - 0945 156 8 0 164 6 0 0 6 805 0 1705 0
0945 - 1000 160 7 0 167 6 0 0 6 810 0 1710 0
Hourly Total 620 37 1 658 31 2 0 33 815 0 1715 0

820 0 1720 0
Session Total 1994 118 3 2115 66 4 0 70 825 0 1725 0

830 0 1730 0
1600 - 1615 356 4 0 360 3 0 0 3 835 0 1735 0
1615 - 1630 341 3 0 344 6 0 0 6 840 0 1740 0
1630 - 1645 356 5 0 361 5 0 0 5 845 0 1745 0
1645 - 1700 355 3 1 359 9 0 0 9 850 0 1750 0
Hourly Total 1408 15 1 1424 23 0 0 23 855 0 1755 0
1700 - 1715 321 2 0 323 7 0 0 7 900 0 1800 0
1715 - 1730 323 4 0 327 7 0 0 7 905 0 1805 0
1730 - 1745 319 2 0 321 2 0 0 2 910 0 1810 0
1745 - 1800 322 4 0 326 7 0 0 7 915 0 1815 0
Hourly Total 1285 12 0 1297 23 0 0 23 920 0 1820 0
1800 - 1815 325 1 1 327 5 0 0 5 925 0 1825 0
1815 - 1830 344 3 0 347 4 0 0 4 930 0 1830 0
1830 - 1845 277 3 0 280 3 0 0 3 935 0 1835 0
1845 - 1900 201 2 0 203 3 0 0 3 940 0 1840 0
Hourly Total 1147 9 1 1157 15 0 0 15 945 0 1845 0

950 0 1850 0
Session Total 3840 36 2 3878 61 0 0 61 955 0 1855 0

 

Ahead to Newgate Lane East Right to Newgate Lane (West)
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Fareham Wednesday 30th January 2019

Queues Measured as Stationary Vehicles (Maximum Observed in Period)

Junction: (4) Newgate Lane / Newgate Lane East

Approach: Newgate Lane East

TIME Queue Lengths (Vehicles) TIME Queue Lengths (Vehicles)
TIME LIGHT HEAVY BUS TOTAL LIGHT HEAVY BUS TOTAL 700 0 1600 0

0700 - 0715 2 0 0 2 314 3 0 317 705 0 1605 0
0715 - 0730 5 0 0 5 321 5 0 326 710 0 1610 0
0730 - 0745 3 0 0 3 331 8 1 340 715 0 1615 0
0745 - 0800 5 1 0 6 347 7 0 354 720 0 1620 0
Hourly Total 15 1 0 16 1313 23 1 1337 725 0 1625 0
0800 - 0815 3 0 0 3 385 7 0 392 730 0 1630 0
0815 - 0830 4 0 0 4 398 13 1 412 735 0 1635 0
0830 - 0845 6 1 0 7 344 7 0 351 740 0 1640 0
0845 - 0900 4 0 0 4 374 17 1 392 745 0 1645 0
Hourly Total 17 1 0 18 1501 44 2 1547 750 0 1650 0
0900 - 0915 5 0 0 5 374 17 2 393 755 0 1655 0
0915 - 0930 1 0 0 1 303 16 1 320 800 0 1700 0
0930 - 0945 2 0 0 2 301 11 0 312 805 0 1705 0
0945 - 1000 2 0 0 2 308 7 2 317 810 0 1710 0
Hourly Total 10 0 0 10 1286 51 5 1342 815 0 1715 0

820 0 1720 0
Session Total 42 2 0 44 4100 118 8 4226 825 0 1725 0

830 0 1730 0
1600 - 1615 2 0 0 2 215 6 0 221 835 0 1735 0
1615 - 1630 7 0 0 7 233 7 2 242 840 0 1740 0
1630 - 1645 6 0 0 6 241 3 0 244 845 0 1745 0
1645 - 1700 3 0 0 3 251 4 0 255 850 0 1750 0
Hourly Total 18 0 0 18 940 20 2 962 855 0 1755 0
1700 - 1715 7 0 0 7 231 0 0 231 900 0 1800 0
1715 - 1730 5 0 0 5 246 1 2 249 905 0 1805 0
1730 - 1745 2 0 0 2 223 3 0 226 910 0 1810 0
1745 - 1800 3 0 0 3 174 2 0 176 915 0 1815 0
Hourly Total 17 0 0 17 874 6 2 882 920 0 1820 0
1800 - 1815 2 0 0 2 173 3 0 176 925 0 1825 0
1815 - 1830 2 0 0 2 171 1 1 173 930 0 1830 0
1830 - 1845 1 0 0 1 131 2 0 133 935 0 1835 0
1845 - 1900 3 0 0 3 160 1 0 161 940 0 1840 0
Hourly Total 8 0 0 8 635 7 1 643 945 0 1845 0

950 0 1850 0
Session Total 43 0 0 43 2449 33 5 2487 955 0 1855 0

 

Left to Newgate Lane (West) Ahead to Newgate Lane (North)
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Fareham Wednesday 30th January 2019

Queues Measured as Stationary Vehicles (Maximum Observed in Period)

Junction: (4) Newgate Lane / Newgate Lane East

Approach: Newgate Lane (West)

TIME Queue Lengths (Vehicles) TIME Queue Lengths (Vehicles)
TIME LIGHT HEAVY BUS TOTAL LIGHT HEAVY BUS TOTAL 700 0 1600 0

0700 - 0715 1 0 0 1 3 0 0 3 705 0 1605 0
0715 - 0730 2 0 0 2 3 0 0 3 710 0 1610 0
0730 - 0745 2 0 0 2 4 0 0 4 715 0 1615 2
0745 - 0800 4 1 0 5 5 0 0 5 720 0 1620 0
Hourly Total 9 1 0 10 15 0 0 15 725 0 1625 0
0800 - 0815 4 0 0 4 6 0 0 6 730 0 1630 0
0815 - 0830 5 0 0 5 9 0 0 9 735 0 1635 2
0830 - 0845 2 1 0 3 5 0 0 5 740 0 1640 0
0845 - 0900 6 1 0 7 5 0 0 5 745 0 1645 3
Hourly Total 17 2 0 19 25 0 0 25 750 0 1650 0
0900 - 0915 8 0 0 8 3 1 0 4 755 0 1655 0
0915 - 0930 5 0 0 5 6 1 0 7 800 0 1700 3
0930 - 0945 2 0 0 2 4 0 0 4 805 0 1705 4
0945 - 1000 4 0 0 4 3 0 0 3 810 3 1710 0
Hourly Total 19 0 0 19 16 2 0 18 815 0 1715 3

820 0 1720 0
Session Total 45 3 0 48 56 2 0 58 825 3 1725 3

830 0 1730 0
1600 - 1615 3 0 0 3 2 0 0 2 835 0 1735 3
1615 - 1630 3 0 0 3 6 0 0 6 840 0 1740 0
1630 - 1645 9 0 0 9 5 0 0 5 845 3 1745 0
1645 - 1700 3 0 0 3 5 0 0 5 850 0 1750 0
Hourly Total 18 0 0 18 18 0 0 18 855 3 1755 0
1700 - 1715 7 0 0 7 9 0 0 9 900 2 1800 3
1715 - 1730 2 0 0 2 7 0 0 7 905 0 1805 0
1730 - 1745 5 0 0 5 9 0 0 9 910 3 1810 2
1745 - 1800 9 0 0 9 3 0 0 3 915 0 1815 0
Hourly Total 23 0 0 23 28 0 0 28 920 0 1820 2
1800 - 1815 6 0 0 6 4 0 0 4 925 2 1825 2
1815 - 1830 5 0 0 5 3 0 0 3 930 0 1830 0
1830 - 1845 8 0 0 8 1 0 0 1 935 0 1835 2
1845 - 1900 3 0 0 3 1 0 0 1 940 0 1840 0
Hourly Total 22 0 0 22 9 0 0 9 945 0 1845 0

950 0 1850 0
Session Total 63 0 0 63 55 0 0 55 955 0 1855 0

 

Left to Newgate Lane (North) Right to Newgate Lane East
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From: Gammer, Nick <Nick.Gammer@hants.gov.uk> 
Sent: 08 July 2019 19:36 
To: Lauren.Burnley@pegasusgroup.co.uk 
Subject: Fareham queries 

Hi Laura 

Apologies for the delay in responding. Following my email 6th June 2019, please see further comments in red below 
in relation to the outstanding points.  

Regarding the technical notes relating to the proposed signalisation of old Newgate Lane/ Newgate Lane east, aimed 
at addressing response comments specifically related to this proposal, I note these have been formally submitted to 
the LPA; I aim to respond to the planning authority within the requested timescales.  

Best wishes 

Nick 

Nick Gammer BA (Hons) MSc MCIHT 
Senior Transport Engineer – Highways Development Planning 
Strategic Transport  
Hampshire County Council  
Economy, Transport & Environment  
2nd Floor, EII Court West, The Castle, Winchester, SO23 8UD  
Tel: 01962 826994  
Email: nick.gammer@hants.gov.uk 
Web: www.hants.gov.uk  

Hampshire County Council operates a pre-application highway advice service for developers.  
Hampshire County Council welcomes and encourages discussions before a developer submits a planning application. 
Please follow this link for further information  
https://www.hants.gov.uk/transport/developers/highwaysdevelopmentplanning  
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From: Lauren Burnley <Lauren.Burnley@pegasusgroup.co.uk>  
Sent: 29 May 2019 17:49 
To: Gammer, Nick <Nick.Gammer@hants.gov.uk> 
Cc: Tony Jones <Anthony.Jones@pegasusgroup.co.uk>; Gammer, Nick <Nick.Gammer@hants.gov.uk> 
Subject: Fareham queries 

Hi Nick, 

Following from our meeting of 24th April, and the updated meeting notes received from yourself on 2nd May, I have 
detailed several items below for comment and/or approval in principle prior to further amendments being made to 
the TA/modelling.  

Buses 

Further to my email as attached, please could you confirm the scope of the improvements required. 
Having considered this with HCC’s Passenger Transport Group, given the service is already supported the most 
sensible approach would be in the form of a contribution. In order to support the existing bus service and ensure 
future residents have adequate access to suitable modes of transport, a contribution of 241,920 is required to 
support bus services and associated infrastructure in the vicinity of the site.  

S106 School Routes 

Please could you advise whether any progress has been made in ascertaining a design and S106 cost towards 
improved school routes. 
The improvements have been considered by HCC’s Engineering Team as set out below. The total estimated cost of 
delivering the required improvements is £347,462.  

Gosport Road Section. 
 Enlarged Pedestrian refuge – £4,000 (replacing existing)
 Footway widening (to form 3m wide shared route) - £32,000 (160m replace verge with footway

construction)
 Footway widening (to form 2.5m wide shared route) - £42,000 (140m widening existing footway into c/way

& reducing size of bus stop)
 Footway Resurfacing  (existing areas) - £20,000
 Lighting Column relocation - £2,500 (assuming 2No. re-use and service OK)
 Signs & road markings - £2,000
 Traffic Management (20% of works cost £102,500) - £20,500
 TOTAL (Excludes fees & SU Costs) - £123,000
 Design and supervision fees (19.5%)
 SU Costs (30%)
 TOTAL (Including fees & SU Costs) - £183,885
 TOTAL COST (including optimism bias at 44%) - £264,794

Bells Lane/Stubbington Lane/Eric Road Junction 
 Enlarged Pedestrian refuge - £12,000 (replacing existing 3No.)
 Footway widening (to form 3m wide shared route) - £14,000 (70m replace verge with footway construction)
 Footway Resurfacing (existing areas) - £5,000
 Signs & road markings - £1,000
 Traffic Management (20% of works cost £32,000) - £6,400
 TOTAL (Excludes fees & SU Costs) - £38,400
 Design and supervision fees (19.5%)
 SU Costs (30%)
 TOTAL (Including fees & SU Costs) - £57,408
 TOTAL COST (including optimism bias at 44%) - £82,668
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Toucan Crossing 

I have attached an indicative sketch of the requested toucan crossing at the Woodcote Lane/Brookers Lane link 
crossing at Newgate Lane East. We have estimated that that the approximate cost of installing the crossing would be 
£55,000 - £70,000. Please could you confirm that the cost of the crossing can be covered by both applicants (north 
and south) via S106 obligation. 
Despite the above, it is considered that as the Stubbington Road Relief Road has now been granted approval, the 
requirement for the signalised pedestrian crossing may be eliminated. Please could you confirm that you are in 
agreement that a specified trigger point for the crossing will be applied, and if it is deemed unnecessary, the monies 
will be returned at the 10 year cut off point. 
As set out in email dated 6th June 2019 below.  

Access Points 

I have attached a revised figures for both the north and south accesses taking into consideration the following: 
i. Forward visibility, it is considered that forward visibility can be achieved within land either in control of the

Highway Authority or the applicant;
ii. Revised visibility splays based on TG3, it is considered that visibility splays of 2.4m x 68m are required at the

northern access, and 2.4m x 63m at the southern access; and
iii. Access width of 5.5m, the access has been tracked and demonstrates that a refuse vehicle will overrun into

the adjacent carriageway, however this is considered acceptable given the infrequent occasion that this will
occur on.

We have explored the option of amending the location of the pedestrian crossing points towards the junction, 
however this is not achievable due to the limitations of the visibility splays.  
Please could you confirm that the accesses are acceptable in principle. 

1. It is unclear if new visibility from the accesses of 68m and 63m is based on recalculated 85th percentile
speeds, removing days of snow, or the originally submitted 85th percentile speeds. Clarification is required.

2. The pedestrian crossing visibility splays have not been adjusted in accordance with TG3 and has been left at
120m; these should also be reduce based on the measured approach speeds (Table 3.4 TA 90/05). These
amendments will significantly reduce the land within the site required to be kept clear by dedication/
easement/ restricted covenant.

3. The location of the proposed pedestrian crossing points on both drawings requires review based on the new
required visibility in terms of likely pedestrian desire lines and to minimise land take for visibility splays.

4. Forward visibility has been incorrectly shown on both drawings (South & North Accesses). The provided
drawings show forward visibility around the radii of the proposed junctions, rather than on the main line of
old Newgate Lane on approach to the proposed junctions as required.
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5. The widths of the proposed accesses have been amended (drawings Figure 8 & 9) and now show 5.5m wide
accesses. Comment cannot be made on the acceptability of this until the tracking requested in point 6 below
is provided.

6. Tracking of a 16.5 artic was previously requested to demonstrate construction traffic can safely enter and
egress the proposed development. This tracking does not appear to have been provided. Likewise the
tracking of a refuse vehicle through the amended (narrower width) accesses does not appear to have been
provided. The only tracking provided is on drawings BRS4989 Figure XX (two different drawings for north
and south accesses, but with the same title) show a car using the proposed accesses.

Methodology 

Further to your email correspondence with Matt, as attached, I have attached the spreadsheet containing the 
revised flows which take into consideration the amended growth rate and the distribution adapted from the 
Daedalus TA. You will note that the spreadsheet is quite complex, therefore we have included a brief summary on 
the first sheet. Please could you confirm that the methodology used is acceptable prior to the models being 
produced. 
The methodology used to calculate forecast network flows is acceptable.  

Following confirmation/comment on the above, please could you confirm the preferred format for resubmission. I 
would consider that it would be sensible to resubmit a Technical Note following from the TA, however if you deem it 
to be necessary we can update the TA accordingly. 
As sent in email dated 6th June 2019, a technical note is acceptable.  

I would be grateful to receive any comments you may have at your earliest convenience. Please feel free to give me 
a call should you wish to discuss.  

Best wishes 

Nick 

Nick Gammer BA (Hons) MSc MCIHT 
Senior Transport Engineer – Highways Development Planning 
Strategic Transport  
Hampshire County Council  
Economy, Transport & Environment  
2nd Floor, EII Court West, The Castle, Winchester, SO23 8UD  
Tel: 01962 826994  
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Degree of 
Saturation

Queue Length
Average Delay 

per PCU
Degree of 
Saturation

Queue Length
Average Delay 

per PCU

Newgate Lane 
East NB

96.2 50 26.4
Newgate Lane 

East NB
56.1 7.8 4.5

Newgate Lane 71.6 3.9 85.7 Newgate Lane 54.9 2.6 73.9

Newgate Lane 
East SB

80 4.8 7.2
Newgate Lane 

East SB
57.2 8.8 4.5

Newgate Lane 
East NB

92.2 28.5 15.4
Newgate Lane 

East NB
53.7 6.3 4.1

Newgate Lane 71.6 3.9 85.7 Newgate Lane 54.9 2.6 73.9

Newgate Lane 
East SB

80 4.8 7.2
Newgate Lane 

East SB
57.2 8.8 4.4

Newgate Lane 
East NB

87.6 17.2 10.2
Newgate Lane 

East NB
51 5.2 3.8

Newgate Lane 71.6 3.9 85.7 Newgate Lane 54.9 2.6 73.9

Newgate Lane 
East SB

80 4.8 7.2
Newgate Lane 

East SB
57.2 8.8 4.4

Newgate Lane 
East NB

85.6 12.8 8.7
Newgate Lane 

East NB
50.9 4.4 3.7

Newgate Lane 71.6 3.9 85.7 Newgate Lane 54.9 2.6 73.9

Newgate Lane 
East SB

80 4.8 7.2
Newgate Lane 

East SB
57.2 8.8 4.4

Newgate Lane 
East NB

85.6 10.3 8.6
Newgate Lane 

East NB
50.9 4.1 3.7

Newgate Lane 71.6 3.9 85.7 Newgate Lane 54.9 2.6 73.9

Newgate Lane 
East SB

80 4.8 7.2
Newgate Lane 

East SB
57.2 8.8 4.4

Newgate Lane 
East NB

85.6 10.5 8.6
Newgate Lane 

East NB
50.9 4.1 3.7

Newgate Lane 71.6 3.9 85.7 Newgate Lane 54.9 2.6 73.9

Newgate Lane 
East SB

80 4.8 7.2
Newgate Lane 

East SB
57.2 8.8 4.4

Newgate Lane 
East NB

85.6 13.4 8.8
Newgate Lane 

East NB
50.9 5 3.7

Newgate Lane 71.6 3.9 85.7 Newgate Lane 54.9 2.6 73.9

Newgate Lane 
East SB

80 4.8 7.2
Newgate Lane 

East SB
57.2 8.8 4.4

Newgate Lane 
East NB

88.7 18.6 11
Newgate Lane 

East NB
53 6.1 4

Newgate Lane 71.6 3.9 85.7 Newgate Lane 54.9 2.6 73.9

Newgate Lane 
East SB

80 4.8 7.2
Newgate Lane 

East SB
57.2 8.8 4.4

Newgate Lane 
East NB

93.1 32.9 17.1
Newgate Lane 

East NB
55.5 7.4 4.4

Newgate Lane 71.6 3.9 85.7 Newgate Lane 54.9 2.6 73.9

Newgate Lane 
East SB

80 4.8 7.2
Newgate Lane 

East SB
57.2 8.8 4.5

Newgate Lane 
East NB

96.9 54.6 29.9
Newgate Lane 

East NB
57.6 8.9 4.9

Newgate Lane 71.6 3.9 85.7 Newgate Lane 54.9 2.6 73.9

Newgate Lane 
East SB

80 4.8 7.2
Newgate Lane 

East SB
57.2 8.8 4.5

Newgate Lane 
East NB

85.6 10.2 8.6
Newgate Lane 

East NB
50.9 3.8 3.7

Newgate Lane 71.6 3.9 85.7 Newgate Lane 54.9 2.6 73.9

46.2:53.8 (NS Flare)

AM 190 Private Dwellings PM 190 Private Dwellings 

48.7:51.3 (NS Flare)

50:50 (OS Flare) 50:50 (OS Flare)

40:60 (NS Flare)

30:70 (NS Flare)

20:80 (NS Flare)

10:90 (NS Flare)

50:50 (NS Flare)

10:90 (NS Flare)

20:80 (NS Flare)

30:70 (NS Flare)

40:60 (NS Flare)

50:50 (NS Flare)

80:20 (OS Flare) 80:20 (OS Flare)

90:10 (OS Flare) 90:10 (OS Flare)

60:40 (OS Flare)60:40 (OS Flare)

70:30 (OS Flare) 70:30 (OS Flare)
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Newgate Lane 
East SB

80 4.8 7.2
Newgate Lane 

East SB
57.2 8.8 4.4

Newgate Lane 
East NB

85.6 10.2 8.6
Newgate Lane 

East NB
51 5.2 3.8

Newgate Lane 71.6 3.9 85.7 Newgate Lane 54.9 2.6 73.9

Newgate Lane 
East SB

80 4.8 7.2
Newgate Lane 

East SB
57.2 8.8 4.4

Newgate Lane 
East NB

90 20.8 12.4
Newgate Lane 

East NB
50.9 3.8 3.7

Newgate Lane 71.6 3.9 85.7 Newgate Lane 54.9 2.6 73.9

Newgate Lane 
East SB

80 4.8 7.2
Newgate Lane 

East SB
57.2 8.8 4.4

Newgate Lane 
East NB

89 19.2 11.3

Newgate Lane 71.6 3.9 85.7

Newgate Lane 
East SB

80 4.8 7.2

Newgate Lane 
East NB

90 20.8 12.4

Newgate Lane 71.6 3.9 85.7

Newgate Lane 
East SB

80 4.8 7.2

Newgate Lane 
East NB

90 20.7 12.3

Newgate Lane 71.6 3.9 85.7

Newgate Lane 
East SB

80 4.8 7.2

27.2:72.8 (NS Flare)

72.9:27.1 (OS Flare)

72.8:27.2 (OS Flare)

30.1:69.9 (NS Flare)

46.2:53.8 (OS Flare)

48.7:51.3 (OS Flare)

25:75 (NS Flare)
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Full Input Data And Results 

Full Input Data And Results 
 
User and Project Details 

Project:  

Title:  

Location:  

Additional detail:  

File name: Indicative Arrow 190 Dwells NS Flare.lsg3x 

Author:  

Company:  

Address:  

 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
Phase Diagram 

A

B

C

D

 
 
 
Phase Input Data 

Phase Name Phase Type Assoc. Phase Street Min Cont Min 

A Traffic  7 7 

B Traffic  7 7 

C Traffic  7 7 

D Ind. Arrow B 4 4 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Phase Intergreens Matrix 

  Starting Phase 

Terminating 
Phase 

 A B C D 

A - - 7 5 

B - - 5 - 

C 5 5 - 5 

D 5 - 5 - 

 

Phases in Stage 

Stage No. Phases in Stage 

1 A B  

2 B D  

3 C  

 

Stage Diagram 

A

B

C

D

1 Min >= 7

A

B

C

D

2 Min >= 4

A

B

C

D

3 Min >= 7

 
 
 
Phase Delays 

Term. Stage Start Stage Phase Type Value Cont value 

1 3 B Losing 2 2 

 
 

Prohibited Stage Change 

  To Stage 

From 
Stage 

 1 2 3 

1  5 7 

2 5  5 

3 5 X  
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Full Input Data And Results 

Give-Way Lane Input Data 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane Movement 

Max Flow 
when 

Giving Way 
(PCU/Hr) 

Min Flow 
when 

Giving Way 
(PCU/Hr) 

Opposing 
Lane 

Opp. Lane 
Coeff. 

Opp. 
Mvmnts. 

Right Turn 
Storage (PCU) 

Non-Blocking 
Storage 
(PCU) 

RTF 
Right Turn 
Move up (s) 

Max Turns 
in Intergreen 

(PCU) 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

5/1 (Right) 1439 0 
1/1 1.09 All 

2.00 - 0.50 2 2.00 
1/2 1.09 All 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Lane Input Data 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Type 

Phases 
Start 
Disp. 

End 
Disp. 

Physical 
Length 
(PCU) 

Sat 
Flow 
Type 

Def User 
Saturation 

Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Turns 
Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

U A 2 3 17.4 Geom - 3.50 0.00 Y 

Arm 5 Left 15.00 

Arm 6 
Ahead 

Inf 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

U A 2 3 60.0 Geom - 3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 6 
Ahead 

Inf 

2/1 
(Old 
NGL) 

U C 2 3 4.9 Geom - 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 

2/2 
(Old 
NGL) 

U C 2 3 60.0 Geom - 3.20 0.00 Y 
Arm 4 
Right 

15.00 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

U B 2 3 60.0 Geom - 4.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 4 
Ahead 

Inf 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

O B D 2 3 9.0 Geom - 3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 
Right 

15.00 

4/1 U  2 3 60.0 Inf - - - - - - 

5/1 U  2 3 60.0 Inf - - - - - - 

6/1 U  2 3 40.0 Geom - 3.25 0.00 Y 
Arm 7 
Ahead 

Inf 

6/2 U  2 3 40.0 Geom - 3.25 0.00 Y 
Arm 7 
Ahead 

Inf 

7/1 U  2 3 60.0 Inf - - - - - - 

 

Traffic Flow Groups 

Flow Group Start Time End Time Duration Formula 

1: '2024 AM DS2 190' 08:00 09:00 01:00  

2: '2024 PM DS2 190' 17:00 18:00 01:00  

 
 

Scenario 1: '2024 AM DS2 10 90' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 34 1645 1679 

B 84 0 56 140 

C 687 48 0 735 

Tot. 771 82 1701 2554 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 1: 

2024 AM DS2 10 90 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 

198 

1/2 
(with short) 

1679(In) 
1481(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 

56 

2/2 
(with short) 

140(In) 
84(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

735(In) 
687(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

48 

4/1 771 

5/1 82 

6/1 220 

6/2 1481 

7/1 1701 

 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 17.2 % 

1932 1932 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 82.8 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Scenario 2: '2024 PM DS2 10 90' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 68 926 994 

B 46 0 63 109 

C 971 51 0 1022 

Tot. 1017 119 989 2125 

 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 2: 

2024 PM DS2 10 90 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 

161 

1/2 
(with short) 

994(In) 
833(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 

63 

2/2 
(with short) 

109(In) 
46(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

1022(In) 
971(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

51 

4/1 1017 

5/1 119 

6/1 156 

6/2 833 

7/1 989 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 42.2 % 

1885 1885 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 57.8 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 

Scenario 3: '2024 AM DS2 20 80' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 34 1645 1679 

B 84 0 56 140 

C 687 48 0 735 

Tot. 771 82 1701 2554 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 3: 

2024 AM DS2 20 80 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 

363 

1/2 
(with short) 

1679(In) 
1316(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 

56 

2/2 
(with short) 

140(In) 
84(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

735(In) 
687(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

48 

4/1 771 

5/1 82 

6/1 385 

6/2 1316 

7/1 1701 

 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 9.4 % 

1947 1947 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 90.6 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Scenario 4: '2024 PM DS2 20 80' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 68 926 994 

B 46 0 63 109 

C 971 51 0 1022 

Tot. 1017 119 989 2125 

 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 4: 

2024 PM DS2 20 80 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 

253 

1/2 
(with short) 

994(In) 
741(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 

63 

2/2 
(with short) 

109(In) 
46(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

1022(In) 
971(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

51 

4/1 1017 

5/1 119 

6/1 248 

6/2 741 

7/1 989 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 26.9 % 

1914 1914 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 73.1 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 

Scenario 5: '2024 AM DS2 30 70' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 34 1645 1679 

B 84 0 56 140 

C 687 48 0 735 

Tot. 771 82 1701 2554 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 5: 

2024 AM DS2 30 70 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 

527 

1/2 
(with short) 

1679(In) 
1152(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 

56 

2/2 
(with short) 

140(In) 
84(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

735(In) 
687(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

48 

4/1 771 

5/1 82 

6/1 549 

6/2 1152 

7/1 1701 

 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 6.5 % 

1952 1952 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 93.5 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Scenario 6: '2024 PM DS2 30 70' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 68 926 994 

B 46 0 63 109 

C 971 51 0 1022 

Tot. 1017 119 989 2125 

 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 6: 

2024 PM DS2 30 70 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 

346 

1/2 
(with short) 

994(In) 
648(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 

63 

2/2 
(with short) 

109(In) 
46(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

1022(In) 
971(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

51 

4/1 1017 

5/1 119 

6/1 341 

6/2 648 

7/1 989 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 19.7 % 

1927 1927 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 80.3 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 

Scenario 7: '2024 AM DS2 40 60' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 34 1645 1679 

B 84 0 56 140 

C 687 48 0 735 

Tot. 771 82 1701 2554 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 7: 

2024 AM DS2 40 60 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 

692 

1/2 
(with short) 

1679(In) 
987(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 

56 

2/2 
(with short) 

140(In) 
84(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

735(In) 
687(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

48 

4/1 771 

5/1 82 

6/1 714 

6/2 987 

7/1 1701 

 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 4.9 % 

1955 1955 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 95.1 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Scenario 8: '2024 PM DS2 40 60' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 68 926 994 

B 46 0 63 109 

C 971 51 0 1022 

Tot. 1017 119 989 2125 

 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 8: 

2024 PM DS2 40 60 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 

438 

1/2 
(with short) 

994(In) 
556(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 

63 

2/2 
(with short) 

109(In) 
46(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

1022(In) 
971(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

51 

4/1 1017 

5/1 119 

6/1 433 

6/2 556 

7/1 989 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 15.5 % 

1935 1935 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 84.5 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 

Scenario 9: '2024 AM DS2 50 50' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 34 1645 1679 

B 84 0 56 140 

C 687 48 0 735 

Tot. 771 82 1701 2554 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 9: 

2024 AM DS2 50 50 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 

856 

1/2 
(with short) 

1679(In) 
823(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 

56 

2/2 
(with short) 

140(In) 
84(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

735(In) 
687(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

48 

4/1 771 

5/1 82 

6/1 878 

6/2 823 

7/1 1701 

 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 4.0 % 

1957 1957 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 96.0 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Scenario 10: '2024 PM DS2 50 50' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 68 926 994 

B 46 0 63 109 

C 971 51 0 1022 

Tot. 1017 119 989 2125 

 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 10: 

2024 PM DS2 50 50 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 

531 

1/2 
(with short) 

994(In) 
463(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 

63 

2/2 
(with short) 

109(In) 
46(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

1022(In) 
971(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

51 

4/1 1017 

5/1 119 

6/1 526 

6/2 463 

7/1 989 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 12.8 % 

1940 1940 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 87.2 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 

Scenario 11: '2024 AM DS2 Delay' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 34 1645 1679 

B 84 0 56 140 

C 687 48 0 735 

Tot. 771 82 1701 2554 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 11: 

2024 AM DS2 Delay 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 

835 

1/2 
(with short) 

1679(In) 
844(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 

56 

2/2 
(with short) 

140(In) 
84(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

735(In) 
687(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

48 

4/1 771 

5/1 82 

6/1 857 

6/2 844 

7/1 1701 

 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 4.1 % 

1957 1957 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 95.9 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Scenario 12: '2024 PM DS2 Delay' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 68 926 994 

B 46 0 63 109 

C 971 51 0 1022 

Tot. 1017 119 989 2125 

 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 12: 

2024 PM DS2 Delay 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 

496 

1/2 
(with short) 

994(In) 
498(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 

63 

2/2 
(with short) 

109(In) 
46(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

1022(In) 
971(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

51 

4/1 1017 

5/1 119 

6/1 491 

6/2 498 

7/1 989 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 13.7 % 

1938 1938 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 86.3 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 

Scenario 13: '2024 AM DS2 90% DoS' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 34 1645 1679 

B 84 0 56 140 

C 687 48 0 735 

Tot. 771 82 1701 2554 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 13: 

2024 AM DS2 90% 
DoS 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 

444 

1/2 
(with short) 

1679(In) 
1235(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 

56 

2/2 
(with short) 

140(In) 
84(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

735(In) 
687(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

48 

4/1 771 

5/1 82 

6/1 466 

6/2 1235 

7/1 1701 

 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 7.7 % 

1950 1950 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 92.3 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Scenario 14: '2024 AM DS2 27.2 72.8' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 34 1645 1679 

B 84 0 56 140 

C 687 48 0 735 

Tot. 771 82 1701 2554 

 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 14: 

2024 AM DS2 27.2 
72.8 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 

481 

1/2 
(with short) 

1679(In) 
1198(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 

56 

2/2 
(with short) 

140(In) 
84(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

735(In) 
687(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

48 

4/1 771 

5/1 82 

6/1 503 

6/2 1198 

7/1 1701 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 7.1 % 

1951 1951 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 92.9 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 

Scenario 15: '2024 PM DS2 30.1 69.9' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 68 926 994 

B 46 0 63 109 

C 971 51 0 1022 

Tot. 1017 119 989 2125 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 15: 

2024 PM DS2 30.1 
69.9 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(short) 

347 

1/2 
(with short) 

994(In) 
647(Out) 

2/1 
(short) 

63 

2/2 
(with short) 

109(In) 
46(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

1022(In) 
971(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

51 

4/1 1017 

5/1 119 

6/1 342 

6/2 647 

7/1 989 

 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 19.6 % 

1927 1927 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 80.4 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Scenario 1: '2024 AM DS2 10 90' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B

1 Min: 7

5 101s

C

3 Min: 7

7 7s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 3 

Duration 101 7 

Change Point 0 106 

 

Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 96.2% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 96.2% 

1/2+1/1 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 101 - 1679 1965:1932 1540+206 

96.2 : 
96.2% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 140 1759:1720 117+78 
71.6 : 
71.6% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 103 0 735 2065:1786 1671+60 

41.1 : 
80.0% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 771  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 82  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 220 1940 1940 11.3% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 1481 1940 1940 76.3% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1701  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 48 5.1 13.0 0.8 18.8 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 48 5.1 13.0 0.8 18.8 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 1679 1679 - - - 2.6 9.7 - 12.3 26.4 40.3 9.7 50.0 

2/2+2/1 140 140 - - - 2.1 1.2 - 3.3 85.7 2.7 1.2 3.9 

3/1+3/2 735 735 0 0 48 0.3 0.4 0.8 1.5 7.2 4.4 0.4 4.8 

4/1 771 771 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 82 82 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 220 220 - - - 0.0 0.1 - 0.1 1.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 

6/2 1481 1481 - - - 0.0 1.6 - 1.6 4.0 17.3 1.6 18.9 

7/1 1701 1701 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  -6.8  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  17.13 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  -6.8  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  18.82   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 2: '2024 PM DS2 10 90' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B

1 Min: 7

5 101s

C

3 Min: 7

7 7s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 3 

Duration 101 7 

Change Point 0 106 

 

Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.2% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.2% 

1/2+1/1 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 101 - 994 1965:1885 1485+287 

56.1 : 
56.1% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 109 1759:1720 84+115 
54.9 : 
54.9% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 103 0 1022 2065:1786 1698+89 

57.2 : 
57.2% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1017  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 119  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 156 1940 1940 8.0% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 833 1940 1940 42.9% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 989  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 50 0 1 2.8 2.3 0.0 5.2 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 50 0 1 2.8 2.3 0.0 5.2 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 994 994 - - - 0.6 0.6 - 1.2 4.5 7.2 0.6 7.8 

2/2+2/1 109 109 - - - 1.6 0.6 - 2.2 73.9 2.0 0.6 2.6 

3/1+3/2 1022 1022 50 0 1 0.6 0.7 0.0 1.3 4.5 8.1 0.7 8.8 

4/1 1017 1017 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 119 119 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 156 156 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/2 833 833 - - - 0.0 0.4 - 0.4 1.6 2.7 0.4 3.1 

7/1 989 989 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  57.4  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  4.76 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  57.4  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  5.18   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 3: '2024 AM DS2 20 80' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B

1 Min: 7

5 101s

C

3 Min: 7

7 7s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 3 

Duration 101 7 

Change Point 0 106 

 

Signal Timings Diagram 

0

0

10

10

20

20

30

30

40

40

50

50

60

60

70

70

80

80

90

90

100

100

110

110

120

120

Time in cycle (sec)

P
h
a
s
e
s

1 5 : 101

0

3 7 : 7

106

D D
C C
B B
A A

 
 
 

Page 3133



Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 92.2% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 92.2% 

1/2+1/1 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 101 - 1679 1965:1947 1427+394 

92.2 : 
92.2% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 140 1759:1720 117+78 
71.6 : 
71.6% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 103 0 735 2065:1786 1671+60 

41.1 : 
80.0% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 771  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 82  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 385 1940 1940 19.8% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 1316 1940 1940 67.8% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1701  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 48 4.1 8.3 0.8 13.2 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 48 4.1 8.3 0.8 13.2 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 1679 1679 - - - 1.7 5.5 - 7.2 15.4 23.0 5.5 28.5 

2/2+2/1 140 140 - - - 2.1 1.2 - 3.3 85.7 2.7 1.2 3.9 

3/1+3/2 735 735 0 0 48 0.3 0.4 0.8 1.5 7.2 4.4 0.4 4.8 

4/1 771 771 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 82 82 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 385 385 - - - 0.0 0.1 - 0.1 1.2 0.0 0.1 0.1 

6/2 1316 1316 - - - 0.0 1.1 - 1.1 2.9 15.1 1.1 16.2 

7/1 1701 1701 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  -2.5  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  11.98 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  -2.5  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  13.17   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 4: '2024 PM DS2 20 80' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 

A
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C

3 Min: 7

7 7s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 3 

Duration 101 7 

Change Point 0 106 

 

Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.2% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.2% 

1/2+1/1 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 101 - 994 1965:1914 1379+471 

53.7 : 
53.7% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 109 1759:1720 84+115 
54.9 : 
54.9% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 103 0 1022 2065:1786 1698+89 

57.2 : 
57.2% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1017  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 119  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 248 1940 1940 12.8% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 741 1940 1940 38.2% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 989  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 50 0 1 2.8 2.2 0.0 5.0 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 50 0 1 2.8 2.2 0.0 5.0 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 994 994 - - - 0.6 0.6 - 1.1 4.1 5.8 0.6 6.3 

2/2+2/1 109 109 - - - 1.6 0.6 - 2.2 73.9 2.0 0.6 2.6 

3/1+3/2 1022 1022 50 0 1 0.6 0.7 0.0 1.3 4.4 8.1 0.7 8.8 

4/1 1017 1017 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 119 119 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 248 248 - - - 0.0 0.1 - 0.1 1.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 

6/2 741 741 - - - 0.0 0.3 - 0.3 1.5 1.1 0.3 1.4 

7/1 989 989 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  57.4  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  4.63 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  57.4  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  5.02   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 5: '2024 AM DS2 30 70' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B

1 Min: 7

5 101s

C

3 Min: 7

7 7s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 3 

Duration 101 7 

Change Point 0 106 

 

Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 87.6% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 87.6% 

1/2+1/1 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 101 - 1679 1965:1952 1315+601 

87.6 : 
87.6% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 140 1759:1720 117+78 
71.6 : 
71.6% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 103 0 735 2065:1786 1671+60 

41.1 : 
80.0% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 771  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 82  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 549 1940 1940 28.3% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 1152 1940 1940 59.4% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1701  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 48 3.8 5.9 0.8 10.5 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 48 3.8 5.9 0.8 10.5 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 1679 1679 - - - 1.3 3.4 - 4.8 10.2 13.8 3.4 17.2 

2/2+2/1 140 140 - - - 2.1 1.2 - 3.3 85.7 2.7 1.2 3.9 

3/1+3/2 735 735 0 0 48 0.3 0.4 0.8 1.5 7.2 4.4 0.4 4.8 

4/1 771 771 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 82 82 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 549 549 - - - 0.0 0.2 - 0.2 1.3 0.0 0.2 0.2 

6/2 1152 1152 - - - 0.0 0.7 - 0.7 2.3 9.8 0.7 10.5 

7/1 1701 1701 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  2.7  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  9.56 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  2.7  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  10.49   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 6: '2024 PM DS2 30 70' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B

1 Min: 7

5 101s

C

3 Min: 7

7 7s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 3 

Duration 101 7 

Change Point 0 106 

 

Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.2% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.2% 

1/2+1/1 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 101 - 994 1965:1927 1271+679 

51.0 : 
51.0% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 109 1759:1720 84+115 
54.9 : 
54.9% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 103 0 1022 2065:1786 1698+89 

57.2 : 
57.2% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1017  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 119  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 341 1940 1940 17.6% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 648 1940 1940 33.4% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 989  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 50 0 1 2.7 2.1 0.0 4.9 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 50 0 1 2.7 2.1 0.0 4.9 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 994 994 - - - 0.5 0.5 - 1.0 3.8 4.7 0.5 5.2 

2/2+2/1 109 109 - - - 1.6 0.6 - 2.2 73.9 2.0 0.6 2.6 

3/1+3/2 1022 1022 50 0 1 0.6 0.7 0.0 1.3 4.4 8.1 0.7 8.8 

4/1 1017 1017 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 119 119 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 341 341 - - - 0.0 0.1 - 0.1 1.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 

6/2 648 648 - - - 0.0 0.3 - 0.3 1.4 0.0 0.3 0.3 

7/1 989 989 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  57.4  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  4.53 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  57.4  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  4.89   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 7: '2024 AM DS2 40 60' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B

1 Min: 7
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C

3 Min: 7

7 7s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 3 

Duration 101 7 
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Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 85.6% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 85.6% 

1/2+1/1 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 101 - 1679 1965:1955 1153+808 

85.6 : 
85.6% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 140 1759:1720 117+78 
71.6 : 
71.6% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 103 0 735 2065:1786 1671+60 

41.1 : 
80.0% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 771  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 82  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 714 1940 1940 36.8% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 987 1940 1940 50.9% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1701  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 48 3.6 5.3 0.8 9.7 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 48 3.6 5.3 0.8 9.7 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 1679 1679 - - - 1.1 2.9 - 4.1 8.7 9.9 2.9 12.8 

2/2+2/1 140 140 - - - 2.1 1.2 - 3.3 85.7 2.7 1.2 3.9 

3/1+3/2 735 735 0 0 48 0.3 0.4 0.8 1.5 7.2 4.4 0.4 4.8 

4/1 771 771 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 82 82 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 714 714 - - - 0.0 0.3 - 0.3 1.5 0.0 0.3 0.3 

6/2 987 987 - - - 0.0 0.5 - 0.5 1.9 5.4 0.5 6.0 

7/1 1701 1701 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  5.1  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  8.86 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  5.1  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  9.67   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 8: '2024 PM DS2 40 60' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 
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Stage Timings 

Stage 1 3 

Duration 101 7 
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Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.2% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.2% 

1/2+1/1 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 101 - 994 1965:1935 1092+860 

50.9 : 
50.9% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 109 1759:1720 84+115 
54.9 : 
54.9% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 103 0 1022 2065:1786 1698+89 

57.2 : 
57.2% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1017  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 119  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 433 1940 1940 22.3% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 556 1940 1940 28.7% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 989  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 50 0 1 2.7 2.1 0.0 4.9 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 50 0 1 2.7 2.1 0.0 4.9 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 994 994 - - - 0.5 0.5 - 1.0 3.7 3.9 0.5 4.4 

2/2+2/1 109 109 - - - 1.6 0.6 - 2.2 73.9 2.0 0.6 2.6 

3/1+3/2 1022 1022 50 0 1 0.6 0.7 0.0 1.2 4.4 8.1 0.7 8.8 

4/1 1017 1017 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 119 119 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 433 433 - - - 0.0 0.1 - 0.1 1.2 0.0 0.1 0.1 

6/2 556 556 - - - 0.0 0.2 - 0.2 1.3 0.0 0.2 0.2 

7/1 989 989 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  57.4  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  4.51 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  57.4  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  4.85   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 9: '2024 AM DS2 50 50' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 
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Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 85.6% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 85.6% 

1/2+1/1 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 101 - 1679 1965:1957 961+1000 

85.6 : 
85.6% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 140 1759:1720 117+78 
71.6 : 
71.6% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 103 0 735 2065:1786 1671+60 

41.1 : 
80.0% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 771  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 82  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 878 1940 1940 45.3% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 823 1940 1940 42.4% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1701  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 48 3.5 5.3 0.8 9.6 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 48 3.5 5.3 0.8 9.6 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 1679 1679 - - - 1.1 2.9 - 4.0 8.6 7.4 2.9 10.3 

2/2+2/1 140 140 - - - 2.1 1.2 - 3.3 85.7 2.7 1.2 3.9 

3/1+3/2 735 735 0 0 48 0.3 0.4 0.8 1.5 7.2 4.4 0.4 4.8 

4/1 771 771 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 82 82 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 878 878 - - - 0.0 0.4 - 0.4 1.7 0.0 0.4 0.4 

6/2 823 823 - - - 0.0 0.4 - 0.4 1.6 2.7 0.4 3.1 

7/1 1701 1701 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  5.1  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  8.82 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  5.1  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  9.60   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 10: '2024 PM DS2 50 50' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 
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Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.2% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.2% 

1/2+1/1 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 101 - 994 1965:1940 909+1043 

50.9 : 
50.9% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 109 1759:1720 84+115 
54.9 : 
54.9% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 103 0 1022 2065:1786 1698+89 

57.2 : 
57.2% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1017  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 119  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 526 1940 1940 27.1% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 463 1940 1940 23.9% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 989  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 50 0 1 2.7 2.1 0.0 4.8 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 50 0 1 2.7 2.1 0.0 4.8 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 994 994 - - - 0.5 0.5 - 1.0 3.7 3.5 0.5 4.1 

2/2+2/1 109 109 - - - 1.6 0.6 - 2.2 73.9 2.0 0.6 2.6 

3/1+3/2 1022 1022 50 0 1 0.6 0.7 0.0 1.2 4.4 8.1 0.7 8.8 

4/1 1017 1017 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 119 119 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 526 526 - - - 0.0 0.2 - 0.2 1.3 0.0 0.2 0.2 

6/2 463 463 - - - 0.0 0.2 - 0.2 1.2 0.0 0.2 0.2 

7/1 989 989 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  57.4  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  4.50 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  57.4  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  4.85   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 11: '2024 AM DS2 Delay' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 
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Stage Timings 

Stage 1 3 
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Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 85.6% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 85.6% 

1/2+1/1 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 101 - 1679 1965:1957 986+975 

85.6 : 
85.6% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 140 1759:1720 117+78 
71.6 : 
71.6% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 103 0 735 2065:1786 1671+60 

41.1 : 
80.0% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 771  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 82  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 857 1940 1940 44.2% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 844 1940 1940 43.5% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1701  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

P
age 3176



Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay (pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 48 3.5 5.3 0.8 9.6 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 48 3.5 5.3 0.8 9.6 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 1679 1679 - - - 1.1 2.9 - 4.0 8.6 7.3 2.9 10.2 

2/2+2/1 140 140 - - - 2.1 1.2 - 3.3 85.7 2.7 1.2 3.9 

3/1+3/2 735 735 0 0 48 0.3 0.4 0.8 1.5 7.2 4.4 0.4 4.8 

4/1 771 771 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 82 82 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 857 857 - - - 0.0 0.4 - 0.4 1.7 0.0 0.4 0.4 

6/2 844 844 - - - 0.0 0.4 - 0.4 1.6 2.7 0.4 3.1 

7/1 1701 1701 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  5.1  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  8.82 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  5.1  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  9.60   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 12: '2024 PM DS2 Delay' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 
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Stage Timings 

Stage 1 3 

Duration 101 7 
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Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 

P
age 3179



Full Input Data And Results 
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.2% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.2% 

1/2+1/1 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 101 - 994 1965:1938 978+974 

50.9 : 
50.9% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 109 1759:1720 84+115 
54.9 : 
54.9% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 103 0 1022 2065:1786 1698+89 

57.2 : 
57.2% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1017  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 119  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 491 1940 1940 25.3% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 498 1940 1940 25.7% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 989  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay (pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 50 0 1 2.7 2.1 0.0 4.8 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 50 0 1 2.7 2.1 0.0 4.8 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 994 994 - - - 0.5 0.5 - 1.0 3.7 3.3 0.5 3.8 

2/2+2/1 109 109 - - - 1.6 0.6 - 2.2 73.9 2.0 0.6 2.6 

3/1+3/2 1022 1022 50 0 1 0.6 0.7 0.0 1.2 4.4 8.1 0.7 8.8 

4/1 1017 1017 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 119 119 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 491 491 - - - 0.0 0.2 - 0.2 1.2 0.0 0.2 0.2 

6/2 498 498 - - - 0.0 0.2 - 0.2 1.2 0.0 0.2 0.2 

7/1 989 989 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  57.4  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  4.50 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  57.4  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  4.85   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 13: '2024 AM DS2 90% DoS' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 
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Stage Timings 

Stage 1 3 

Duration 101 7 
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Signal Timings Diagram 

0

0

10

10

20

20

30

30

40

40

50

50

60

60

70

70

80

80

90

90

100

100

110

110

120

120

Time in cycle (sec)

P
h
a
s
e
s

1 5 : 101

0

3 7 : 7

106

D D
C C
B B
A A

 
 
 

Page 3183



Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 90.0% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 90.0% 

1/2+1/1 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 101 - 1679 1965:1950 1371+493 

90.0 : 
90.0% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 140 1759:1720 117+78 
71.6 : 
71.6% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 103 0 735 2065:1786 1671+60 

41.1 : 
80.0% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 771  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 82  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 466 1940 1940 24.0% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 1235 1940 1940 63.7% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1701  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 48 3.9 6.9 0.8 11.6 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 48 3.9 6.9 0.8 11.6 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 1679 1679 - - - 1.5 4.3 - 5.8 12.4 16.5 4.3 20.8 

2/2+2/1 140 140 - - - 2.1 1.2 - 3.3 85.7 2.7 1.2 3.9 

3/1+3/2 735 735 0 0 48 0.3 0.4 0.8 1.5 7.2 4.4 0.4 4.8 

4/1 771 771 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 82 82 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 466 466 - - - 0.0 0.2 - 0.2 1.2 0.0 0.2 0.2 

6/2 1235 1235 - - - 0.0 0.9 - 0.9 2.6 12.5 0.9 13.4 

7/1 1701 1701 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  -0.1  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  10.59 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  -0.1  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  11.63   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 14: '2024 AM DS2 27.2 72.8' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 
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Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 89.0% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 89.0% 

1/2+1/1 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 101 - 1679 1965:1951 1346+540 

89.0 : 
89.0% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 140 1759:1720 117+78 
71.6 : 
71.6% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 103 0 735 2065:1786 1671+60 

41.1 : 
80.0% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 771  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 82  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 503 1940 1940 25.9% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 1198 1940 1940 61.8% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1701  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 48 3.8 6.5 0.8 11.1 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 48 3.8 6.5 0.8 11.1 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 1679 1679 - - - 1.4 3.9 - 5.3 11.3 15.3 3.9 19.2 

2/2+2/1 140 140 - - - 2.1 1.2 - 3.3 85.7 2.7 1.2 3.9 

3/1+3/2 735 735 0 0 48 0.3 0.4 0.8 1.5 7.2 4.4 0.4 4.8 

4/1 771 771 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 82 82 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 503 503 - - - 0.0 0.2 - 0.2 1.3 0.0 0.2 0.2 

6/2 1198 1198 - - - 0.0 0.8 - 0.8 2.5 11.4 0.8 12.2 

7/1 1701 1701 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  1.1  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  10.09 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  1.1  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  11.08   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 15: '2024 PM DS2 30.1 69.9' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 
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Stage Timings 
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Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.2% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.2% 

1/2+1/1 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 101 - 994 1965:1927 1270+681 

51.0 : 
51.0% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 109 1759:1720 84+115 
54.9 : 
54.9% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 103 0 1022 2065:1786 1698+89 

57.2 : 
57.2% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1017  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 119  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 342 1940 1940 17.6% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 647 1940 1940 33.4% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 989  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 50 0 1 2.7 2.1 0.0 4.9 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 50 0 1 2.7 2.1 0.0 4.9 - - - - 

1/2+1/1 994 994 - - - 0.5 0.5 - 1.0 3.8 4.7 0.5 5.2 

2/2+2/1 109 109 - - - 1.6 0.6 - 2.2 73.9 2.0 0.6 2.6 

3/1+3/2 1022 1022 50 0 1 0.6 0.7 0.0 1.3 4.4 8.1 0.7 8.8 

4/1 1017 1017 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 119 119 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 342 342 - - - 0.0 0.1 - 0.1 1.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 

6/2 647 647 - - - 0.0 0.3 - 0.3 1.4 0.0 0.3 0.3 

7/1 989 989 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  57.4  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  4.53 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  57.4  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  4.89   
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Full Input Data And Results 

Full Input Data And Results 
 
User and Project Details 

Project:  

Title:  

Location:  

Additional detail:  

File name: Indicative Arrow 190 Dwells OS Flare.lsg3x 

Author:  

Company:  

Address:  

 
Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
Phase Diagram 

A

B

C

D

 
 
 
Phase Input Data 

Phase Name Phase Type Assoc. Phase Street Min Cont Min 

A Traffic  7 7 

B Traffic  7 7 

C Traffic  7 7 

D Ind. Arrow B 4 4 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Phase Intergreens Matrix 

  Starting Phase 

Terminating 
Phase 

 A B C D 

A - - 7 5 

B - - 5 - 

C 5 5 - 5 

D 5 - 5 - 

 

Phases in Stage 

Stage No. Phases in Stage 

1 A B  

2 B D  

3 C  

 

Stage Diagram 

A

B

C

D

1 Min >= 7

A

B

C

D

2 Min >= 4

A

B

C

D

3 Min >= 7

 
 
 
Phase Delays 

Term. Stage Start Stage Phase Type Value Cont value 

1 3 B Losing 2 2 

 
 

Prohibited Stage Change 

  To Stage 

From 
Stage 

 1 2 3 

1  5 7 

2 5  5 

3 5 X  
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Full Input Data And Results 

Give-Way Lane Input Data 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane Movement 

Max Flow 
when 

Giving Way 
(PCU/Hr) 

Min Flow 
when 

Giving Way 
(PCU/Hr) 

Opposing 
Lane 

Opp. Lane 
Coeff. 

Opp. 
Mvmnts. 

Right Turn 
Storage (PCU) 

Non-Blocking 
Storage 
(PCU) 

RTF 
Right Turn 
Move up (s) 

Max Turns 
in Intergreen 

(PCU) 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

5/1 (Right) 1439 0 
1/1 1.09 All 

2.00 - 0.50 2 2.00 
1/2 1.09 All 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Lane Input Data 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Type 

Phases 
Start 
Disp. 

End 
Disp. 

Physical 
Length 
(PCU) 

Sat 
Flow 
Type 

Def User 
Saturation 

Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Turns 
Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

U A 2 3 60.0 Geom - 3.50 0.00 Y 

Arm 5 Left 15.00 

Arm 6 
Ahead 

Inf 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

U A 2 3 17.4 Geom - 3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 6 
Ahead 

Inf 

2/1 
(Old 
NGL) 

U C 2 3 4.9 Geom - 3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 

2/2 
(Old 
NGL) 

U C 2 3 60.0 Geom - 3.20 0.00 Y 
Arm 4 
Right 

15.00 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

U B 2 3 60.0 Geom - 4.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 4 
Ahead 

Inf 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

O B D 2 3 9.0 Geom - 3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 
Right 

15.00 

4/1 U  2 3 60.0 Inf - - - - - - 

5/1 U  2 3 60.0 Inf - - - - - - 

6/1 U  2 3 40.0 Geom - 3.25 0.00 Y 
Arm 7 
Ahead 

Inf 

6/2 U  2 3 40.0 Geom - 3.25 0.00 Y 
Arm 7 
Ahead 

Inf 

7/1 U  2 3 60.0 Inf - - - - - - 

 

Traffic Flow Groups 

Flow Group Start Time End Time Duration Formula 

1: '2024 AM DS2 190' 08:00 09:00 01:00  

2: '2024 PM DS2 190' 17:00 18:00 01:00  

 
 

Scenario 1: '2024 AM DS2 90 10' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 34 1645 1679 

B 84 0 56 140 

C 687 48 0 735 

Tot. 771 82 1701 2554 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 1: 

2024 AM DS2 90 10 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(with short) 

1679(In) 
1515(Out) 

1/2 
(short) 

164 

2/1 
(short) 

56 

2/2 
(with short) 

140(In) 
84(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

735(In) 
687(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

48 

4/1 771 

5/1 82 

6/1 1537 

6/2 164 

7/1 1701 

 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 2.2 % 

1961 1961 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 97.8 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Scenario 2: '2024 PM DS2 90 10' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 68 926 994 

B 46 0 63 109 

C 971 51 0 1022 

Tot. 1017 119 989 2125 

 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 2: 

2024 PM DS2 90 10 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(with short) 

994(In) 
901(Out) 

1/2 
(short) 

93 

2/1 
(short) 

63 

2/2 
(with short) 

109(In) 
46(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

1022(In) 
971(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

51 

4/1 1017 

5/1 119 

6/1 896 

6/2 93 

7/1 989 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 7.5 % 

1950 1950 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 92.5 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 

Scenario 3: '2024 AM DS2 80 20' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 34 1645 1679 

B 84 0 56 140 

C 687 48 0 735 

Tot. 771 82 1701 2554 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 3: 

2024 AM DS2 80 20 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(with short) 

1679(In) 
1350(Out) 

1/2 
(short) 

329 

2/1 
(short) 

56 

2/2 
(with short) 

140(In) 
84(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

735(In) 
687(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

48 

4/1 771 

5/1 82 

6/1 1372 

6/2 329 

7/1 1701 

 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 2.5 % 

1960 1960 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 97.5 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Scenario 4: '2024 PM DS2 80 20' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 68 926 994 

B 46 0 63 109 

C 971 51 0 1022 

Tot. 1017 119 989 2125 

 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 4: 

2024 PM DS2 80 20 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(with short) 

994(In) 
809(Out) 

1/2 
(short) 

185 

2/1 
(short) 

63 

2/2 
(with short) 

109(In) 
46(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

1022(In) 
971(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

51 

4/1 1017 

5/1 119 

6/1 804 

6/2 185 

7/1 989 

Page 3207



Full Input Data And Results 
 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 8.4 % 

1949 1949 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 91.6 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 

Scenario 5: '2024 AM DS2 70 30' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 34 1645 1679 

B 84 0 56 140 

C 687 48 0 735 

Tot. 771 82 1701 2554 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 5: 

2024 AM DS2 70 30 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(with short) 

1679(In) 
1186(Out) 

1/2 
(short) 

493 

2/1 
(short) 

56 

2/2 
(with short) 

140(In) 
84(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

735(In) 
687(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

48 

4/1 771 

5/1 82 

6/1 1208 

6/2 493 

7/1 1701 

 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 2.9 % 

1959 1959 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 97.1 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Scenario 6: '2024 PM DS2 70 30' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 68 926 994 

B 46 0 63 109 

C 971 51 0 1022 

Tot. 1017 119 989 2125 

 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 6: 

2024 PM DS2 70 30 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(with short) 

994(In) 
716(Out) 

1/2 
(short) 

278 

2/1 
(short) 

63 

2/2 
(with short) 

109(In) 
46(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

1022(In) 
971(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

51 

4/1 1017 

5/1 119 

6/1 711 

6/2 278 

7/1 989 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 9.5 % 

1947 1947 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 90.5 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 

Scenario 7: '2024 AM DS2 60 40' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 34 1645 1679 

B 84 0 56 140 

C 687 48 0 735 

Tot. 771 82 1701 2554 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 7: 

2024 AM DS2 60 40 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(with short) 

1679(In) 
1021(Out) 

1/2 
(short) 

658 

2/1 
(short) 

56 

2/2 
(with short) 

140(In) 
84(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

735(In) 
687(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

48 

4/1 771 

5/1 82 

6/1 1043 

6/2 658 

7/1 1701 

 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 3.3 % 

1958 1958 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 96.7 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Scenario 8: '2024 PM DS2 60 40' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 68 926 994 

B 46 0 63 109 

C 971 51 0 1022 

Tot. 1017 119 989 2125 

 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 8: 

2024 PM DS2 60 40 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(with short) 

994(In) 
624(Out) 

1/2 
(short) 

370 

2/1 
(short) 

63 

2/2 
(with short) 

109(In) 
46(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

1022(In) 
971(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

51 

4/1 1017 

5/1 119 

6/1 619 

6/2 370 

7/1 989 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 10.9 % 

1944 1944 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 89.1 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 

Scenario 9: '2024 AM DS2 50 50' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 34 1645 1679 

B 84 0 56 140 

C 687 48 0 735 

Tot. 771 82 1701 2554 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 9: 

2024 AM DS2 50 50 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(with short) 

1679(In) 
857(Out) 

1/2 
(short) 

822 

2/1 
(short) 

56 

2/2 
(with short) 

140(In) 
84(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

735(In) 
687(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

48 

4/1 771 

5/1 82 

6/1 879 

6/2 822 

7/1 1701 

 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 4.0 % 

1957 1957 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 96.0 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Scenario 10: '2024 PM DS2 50 50' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 68 926 994 

B 46 0 63 109 

C 971 51 0 1022 

Tot. 1017 119 989 2125 

 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 10: 

2024 PM DS2 50 50 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(with short) 

994(In) 
531(Out) 

1/2 
(short) 

463 

2/1 
(short) 

63 

2/2 
(with short) 

109(In) 
46(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

1022(In) 
971(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

51 

4/1 1017 

5/1 119 

6/1 526 

6/2 463 

7/1 989 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 12.8 % 

1940 1940 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 87.2 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 

Scenario 11: '2024 AM DS2 Delay' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 34 1645 1679 

B 84 0 56 140 

C 687 48 0 735 

Tot. 771 82 1701 2554 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 11: 

2024 AM DS2 Delay 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(with short) 

1679(In) 
835(Out) 

1/2 
(short) 

844 

2/1 
(short) 

56 

2/2 
(with short) 

140(In) 
84(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

735(In) 
687(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

48 

4/1 771 

5/1 82 

6/1 857 

6/2 844 

7/1 1701 

 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 4.1 % 

1957 1957 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 95.9 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Scenario 12: '2024 PM DS2 Delay' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 68 926 994 

B 46 0 63 109 

C 971 51 0 1022 

Tot. 1017 119 989 2125 

 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 12: 

2024 PM DS2 Delay 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(with short) 

994(In) 
496(Out) 

1/2 
(short) 

498 

2/1 
(short) 

63 

2/2 
(with short) 

109(In) 
46(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

1022(In) 
971(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

51 

4/1 1017 

5/1 119 

6/1 491 

6/2 498 

7/1 989 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 13.7 % 

1938 1938 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 86.3 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 

Scenario 13: '2024 AM DS2 90% DoS' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 34 1645 1679 

B 84 0 56 140 

C 687 48 0 735 

Tot. 771 82 1701 2554 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 13: 

2024 AM DS2 90% 
DoS 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(with short) 

1679(In) 
1234(Out) 

1/2 
(short) 

445 

2/1 
(short) 

56 

2/2 
(with short) 

140(In) 
84(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

735(In) 
687(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

48 

4/1 771 

5/1 82 

6/1 1256 

6/2 445 

7/1 1701 

 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 2.8 % 

1960 1960 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 97.2 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Scenario 14: '2024 AM DS2 72.8 27.2' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 34 1645 1679 

B 84 0 56 140 

C 687 48 0 735 

Tot. 771 82 1701 2554 

 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 14: 

2024 AM DS2 72.8 
27.2 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(with short) 

1679(In) 
1232(Out) 

1/2 
(short) 

447 

2/1 
(short) 

56 

2/2 
(with short) 

140(In) 
84(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

735(In) 
687(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

48 

4/1 771 

5/1 82 

6/1 1254 

6/2 447 

7/1 1701 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 2.8 % 

1960 1960 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 97.2 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

 
 

Scenario 15: '2024 PM DS2 69.9 30.1' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Traffic Flows, Desired 
Desired Flow :  

  Destination 

Origin 

 A B C Tot. 

A 0 68 926 994 

B 46 0 63 109 

C 971 51 0 1022 

Tot. 1017 119 989 2125 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Traffic Lane Flows 

Lane 
Scenario 15: 

2024 PM DS2 69.9 
30.1 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

1/1 
(with short) 

994(In) 
715(Out) 

1/2 
(short) 

279 

2/1 
(short) 

63 

2/2 
(with short) 

109(In) 
46(Out) 

3/1 
(with short) 

1022(In) 
971(Out) 

3/2 
(short) 

51 

4/1 1017 

5/1 119 

6/1 710 

6/2 279 

7/1 989 

 

Lane Saturation Flows 

Junction: Old Newgate Ln/Newgate Lane 

Lane 
Lane 
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

Nearside 
Lane 

Allowed 
Turns 

Turning 
Radius 

(m) 

Turning 
Prop. 

Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

Flared Sat Flow 
(PCU/Hr) 

1/1 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y 
Arm 5 Left 15.00 9.5 % 

1946 1946 
Arm 6 Ahead Inf 90.5 % 

1/2 
(NGL s) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 6 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1965 1965 

2/1 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 6 Left 12.00 100.0 % 1720 1720 

2/2 
(Old NGL) 

3.20 0.00 Y Arm 4 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1759 1759 

3/1 
(NGL N) 

4.50 0.00 Y Arm 4 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 2065 2065 

3/2 
(NGL N) 

3.50 0.00 Y Arm 5 Right 15.00 100.0 % 1786 1786 

4/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

5/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 

6/1 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

6/2 3.25 0.00 Y Arm 7 Ahead Inf 100.0 % 1940 1940 

7/1 Infinite Saturation Flow Inf Inf 
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Full Input Data And Results 
 

Scenario 1: '2024 AM DS2 90 10' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B

1 Min: 7

5 101s

C

3 Min: 7

7 7s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 3 

Duration 101 7 

Change Point 0 106 

 

Signal Timings Diagram 

0

0

10

10

20

20

30

30

40

40

50

50

60

60

70

70

80

80

90

90

100

100

110

110

120

120

Time in cycle (sec)

P
h
a
s
e
s

1 5 : 101

0

3 7 : 7

106

D D
C C
B B
A A

 
 
 

Page 3225



Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 

P
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Full Input Data And Results 
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 96.9% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 96.9% 

1/1+1/2 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 101 - 1679 1961:1965 1564+169 

96.9 : 
96.9% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 140 1759:1720 117+78 
71.6 : 
71.6% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 103 0 735 2065:1786 1671+60 

41.1 : 
80.0% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 771  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 82  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 1537 1940 1940 79.2% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 164 1940 1940 8.5% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1701  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 48 5.3 14.6 0.8 20.7 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 48 5.3 14.6 0.8 20.7 - - - - 

1/1+1/2 1679 1679 - - - 2.9 11.1 - 13.9 29.9 43.5 11.1 54.6 

2/2+2/1 140 140 - - - 2.1 1.2 - 3.3 85.7 2.7 1.2 3.9 

3/1+3/2 735 735 0 0 48 0.3 0.4 0.8 1.5 7.2 4.4 0.4 4.8 

4/1 771 771 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 82 82 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 1537 1537 - - - 0.0 1.9 - 1.9 4.4 0.0 1.9 1.9 

6/2 164 164 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

7/1 1701 1701 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  -7.7  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  18.73 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  -7.7  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  20.66   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 2: '2024 PM DS2 90 10' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B

1 Min: 7

5 101s

C

3 Min: 7

7 7s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 3 

Duration 101 7 

Change Point 0 106 

 

Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.6% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.6% 

1/1+1/2 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 101 - 994 1950:1965 1563+161 

57.6 : 
57.6% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 109 1759:1720 84+115 
54.9 : 
54.9% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 103 0 1022 2065:1786 1698+89 

57.2 : 
57.2% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1017  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 119  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 896 1940 1940 46.2% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 93 1940 1940 4.8% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 989  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 50 0 1 2.9 2.4 0.1 5.3 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 50 0 1 2.9 2.4 0.1 5.3 - - - - 

1/1+1/2 994 994 - - - 0.7 0.7 - 1.3 4.9 8.3 0.7 8.9 

2/2+2/1 109 109 - - - 1.6 0.6 - 2.2 73.9 2.0 0.6 2.6 

3/1+3/2 1022 1022 50 0 1 0.6 0.7 0.1 1.3 4.5 8.1 0.7 8.8 

4/1 1017 1017 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 119 119 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 896 896 - - - 0.0 0.4 - 0.4 1.7 0.0 0.4 0.4 

6/2 93 93 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

7/1 989 989 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  56.1  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  4.86 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  56.1  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  5.32   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 3: '2024 AM DS2 80 20' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B

1 Min: 7

5 101s

C

3 Min: 7

7 7s  
 
 
Stage Timings 

Stage 1 3 

Duration 101 7 

Change Point 0 106 

 

Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 93.1% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 93.1% 

1/1+1/2 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 101 - 1679 1960:1965 1450+353 

93.1 : 
93.1% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 140 1759:1720 117+78 
71.6 : 
71.6% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 103 0 735 2065:1786 1671+60 

41.1 : 
80.0% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 771  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 82  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 1372 1940 1940 70.7% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 329 1940 1940 17.0% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1701  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 48 4.3 9.0 0.8 14.1 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 48 4.3 9.0 0.8 14.1 - - - - 

1/1+1/2 1679 1679 - - - 1.8 6.1 - 8.0 17.1 26.7 6.1 32.9 

2/2+2/1 140 140 - - - 2.1 1.2 - 3.3 85.7 2.7 1.2 3.9 

3/1+3/2 735 735 0 0 48 0.3 0.4 0.8 1.5 7.2 4.4 0.4 4.8 

4/1 771 771 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 82 82 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 1372 1372 - - - 0.0 1.2 - 1.2 3.2 0.0 1.2 1.2 

6/2 329 329 - - - 0.0 0.1 - 0.1 1.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 

7/1 1701 1701 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  -3.4  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  12.76 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  -3.4  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  14.07   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 4: '2024 PM DS2 80 20' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.2% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.2% 

1/1+1/2 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 101 - 994 1949:1965 1457+333 

55.5 : 
55.5% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 109 1759:1720 84+115 
54.9 : 
54.9% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 103 0 1022 2065:1786 1698+89 

57.2 : 
57.2% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1017  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 119  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 804 1940 1940 41.4% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 185 1940 1940 9.5% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 989  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 50 0 1 2.8 2.3 0.0 5.1 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 50 0 1 2.8 2.3 0.0 5.1 - - - - 

1/1+1/2 994 994 - - - 0.6 0.6 - 1.2 4.4 6.7 0.6 7.4 

2/2+2/1 109 109 - - - 1.6 0.6 - 2.2 73.9 2.0 0.6 2.6 

3/1+3/2 1022 1022 50 0 1 0.6 0.7 0.0 1.3 4.5 8.1 0.7 8.8 

4/1 1017 1017 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 119 119 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 804 804 - - - 0.0 0.4 - 0.4 1.6 0.0 0.4 0.4 

6/2 185 185 - - - 0.0 0.1 - 0.1 1.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 

7/1 989 989 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  57.4  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  4.72 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  57.4  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  5.13   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 5: '2024 AM DS2 70 30' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 
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Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 88.7% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 88.7% 

1/1+1/2 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 101 - 1679 1959:1965 1338+556 

88.7 : 
88.7% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 140 1759:1720 117+78 
71.6 : 
71.6% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 103 0 735 2065:1786 1671+60 

41.1 : 
80.0% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 771  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 82  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 1208 1940 1940 62.3% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 493 1940 1940 25.4% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1701  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 48 3.8 6.3 0.8 10.9 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 48 3.8 6.3 0.8 10.9 - - - - 

1/1+1/2 1679 1679 - - - 1.4 3.8 - 5.1 11.0 14.8 3.8 18.6 

2/2+2/1 140 140 - - - 2.1 1.2 - 3.3 85.7 2.7 1.2 3.9 

3/1+3/2 735 735 0 0 48 0.3 0.4 0.8 1.5 7.2 4.4 0.4 4.8 

4/1 771 771 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 82 82 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 1208 1208 - - - 0.0 0.8 - 0.8 2.5 0.0 0.8 0.8 

6/2 493 493 - - - 0.0 0.2 - 0.2 1.2 0.0 0.2 0.2 

7/1 1701 1701 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  1.5  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  9.95 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  1.5  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  10.94   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 6: '2024 PM DS2 70 30' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 
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Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.2% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.2% 

1/1+1/2 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 101 - 994 1947:1965 1350+524 

53.0 : 
53.0% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 109 1759:1720 84+115 
54.9 : 
54.9% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 103 0 1022 2065:1786 1698+89 

57.2 : 
57.2% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1017  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 119  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 711 1940 1940 36.6% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 278 1940 1940 14.3% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 989  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 50 0 1 2.7 2.2 0.0 5.0 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 50 0 1 2.7 2.2 0.0 5.0 - - - - 

1/1+1/2 994 994 - - - 0.5 0.6 - 1.1 4.0 5.6 0.6 6.1 

2/2+2/1 109 109 - - - 1.6 0.6 - 2.2 73.9 2.0 0.6 2.6 

3/1+3/2 1022 1022 50 0 1 0.6 0.7 0.0 1.3 4.4 8.1 0.7 8.8 

4/1 1017 1017 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 119 119 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 711 711 - - - 0.0 0.3 - 0.3 1.5 0.0 0.3 0.3 

6/2 278 278 - - - 0.0 0.1 - 0.1 1.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 

7/1 989 989 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  57.4  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  4.61 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  57.4  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  4.98   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 7: '2024 AM DS2 60 40' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 
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Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

 

P
age 3257



Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 85.6% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 85.6% 

1/1+1/2 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 101 - 1679 1958:1965 1192+768 

85.6 : 
85.6% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 140 1759:1720 117+78 
71.6 : 
71.6% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 103 0 735 2065:1786 1671+60 

41.1 : 
80.0% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 771  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 82  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 1043 1940 1940 53.8% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 658 1940 1940 33.9% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1701  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 48 3.6 5.3 0.8 9.7 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 48 3.6 5.3 0.8 9.7 - - - - 

1/1+1/2 1679 1679 - - - 1.2 2.9 - 4.1 8.8 10.5 2.9 13.4 

2/2+2/1 140 140 - - - 2.1 1.2 - 3.3 85.7 2.7 1.2 3.9 

3/1+3/2 735 735 0 0 48 0.3 0.4 0.8 1.5 7.2 4.4 0.4 4.8 

4/1 771 771 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 82 82 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 1043 1043 - - - 0.0 0.6 - 0.6 2.0 0.0 0.6 0.6 

6/2 658 658 - - - 0.0 0.3 - 0.3 1.4 0.5 0.3 0.8 

7/1 1701 1701 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  5.1  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  8.89 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  5.1  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  9.73   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 8: '2024 PM DS2 60 40' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 
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Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.2% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.2% 

1/1+1/2 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 101 - 994 1944:1965 1225+727 

50.9 : 
50.9% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 109 1759:1720 84+115 
54.9 : 
54.9% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 103 0 1022 2065:1786 1698+89 

57.2 : 
57.2% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1017  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 119  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 619 1940 1940 31.9% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 370 1940 1940 19.1% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 989  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 50 0 1 2.7 2.1 0.0 4.9 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 50 0 1 2.7 2.1 0.0 4.9 - - - - 

1/1+1/2 994 994 - - - 0.5 0.5 - 1.0 3.7 4.5 0.5 5.0 

2/2+2/1 109 109 - - - 1.6 0.6 - 2.2 73.9 2.0 0.6 2.6 

3/1+3/2 1022 1022 50 0 1 0.6 0.7 0.0 1.3 4.4 8.1 0.7 8.8 

4/1 1017 1017 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 119 119 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 619 619 - - - 0.0 0.2 - 0.2 1.4 0.0 0.2 0.2 

6/2 370 370 - - - 0.0 0.1 - 0.1 1.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 

7/1 989 989 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  57.4  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  4.53 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  57.4  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  4.88   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 9: '2024 AM DS2 50 50' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 
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Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 85.6% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 85.6% 

1/1+1/2 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 101 - 1679 1957:1965 1001+960 

85.6 : 
85.6% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 140 1759:1720 117+78 
71.6 : 
71.6% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 103 0 735 2065:1786 1671+60 

41.1 : 
80.0% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 771  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 82  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 879 1940 1940 45.3% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 822 1940 1940 42.4% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1701  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 48 3.5 5.3 0.8 9.6 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 48 3.5 5.3 0.8 9.6 - - - - 

1/1+1/2 1679 1679 - - - 1.1 2.9 - 4.0 8.6 7.6 2.9 10.5 

2/2+2/1 140 140 - - - 2.1 1.2 - 3.3 85.7 2.7 1.2 3.9 

3/1+3/2 735 735 0 0 48 0.3 0.4 0.8 1.5 7.2 4.4 0.4 4.8 

4/1 771 771 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 82 82 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 879 879 - - - 0.0 0.4 - 0.4 1.7 0.0 0.4 0.4 

6/2 822 822 - - - 0.0 0.4 - 0.4 1.6 2.7 0.4 3.1 

7/1 1701 1701 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  5.1  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  8.82 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  5.1  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  9.60   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 10: '2024 PM DS2 50 50' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 
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Duration 101 7 

Change Point 0 106 

 

Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.2% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.2% 

1/1+1/2 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 101 - 994 1940:1965 1043+909 

50.9 : 
50.9% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 109 1759:1720 84+115 
54.9 : 
54.9% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 103 0 1022 2065:1786 1698+89 

57.2 : 
57.2% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1017  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 119  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 526 1940 1940 27.1% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 463 1940 1940 23.9% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 989  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 50 0 1 2.7 2.1 0.0 4.8 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 50 0 1 2.7 2.1 0.0 4.8 - - - - 

1/1+1/2 994 994 - - - 0.5 0.5 - 1.0 3.7 3.5 0.5 4.1 

2/2+2/1 109 109 - - - 1.6 0.6 - 2.2 73.9 2.0 0.6 2.6 

3/1+3/2 1022 1022 50 0 1 0.6 0.7 0.0 1.2 4.4 8.1 0.7 8.8 

4/1 1017 1017 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 119 119 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 526 526 - - - 0.0 0.2 - 0.2 1.3 0.0 0.2 0.2 

6/2 463 463 - - - 0.0 0.2 - 0.2 1.2 0.0 0.2 0.2 

7/1 989 989 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  57.4  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  4.50 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  57.4  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  4.85   

 
 

P
age 3274



Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 11: '2024 AM DS2 Delay' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 
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Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 85.6% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 85.6% 

1/1+1/2 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 101 - 1679 1957:1965 975+986 

85.6 : 
85.6% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 140 1759:1720 117+78 
71.6 : 
71.6% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 103 0 735 2065:1786 1671+60 

41.1 : 
80.0% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 771  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 82  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 857 1940 1940 44.2% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 844 1940 1940 43.5% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1701  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay (pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 48 3.5 5.3 0.8 9.6 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 48 3.5 5.3 0.8 9.6 - - - - 

1/1+1/2 1679 1679 - - - 1.1 2.9 - 4.0 8.6 7.3 2.9 10.2 

2/2+2/1 140 140 - - - 2.1 1.2 - 3.3 85.7 2.7 1.2 3.9 

3/1+3/2 735 735 0 0 48 0.3 0.4 0.8 1.5 7.2 4.4 0.4 4.8 

4/1 771 771 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 82 82 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 857 857 - - - 0.0 0.4 - 0.4 1.7 0.0 0.4 0.4 

6/2 844 844 - - - 0.0 0.4 - 0.4 1.6 2.7 0.4 3.1 

7/1 1701 1701 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  5.1  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  8.82 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  5.1  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  9.60   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 12: '2024 PM DS2 Delay' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 
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Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.2% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.2% 

1/1+1/2 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 101 - 994 1938:1965 974+978 

50.9 : 
50.9% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 109 1759:1720 84+115 
54.9 : 
54.9% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 103 0 1022 2065:1786 1698+89 

57.2 : 
57.2% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1017  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 119  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 491 1940 1940 25.3% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 498 1940 1940 25.7% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 989  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay (pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 50 0 1 2.7 2.1 0.0 4.8 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 50 0 1 2.7 2.1 0.0 4.8 - - - - 

1/1+1/2 994 994 - - - 0.5 0.5 - 1.0 3.7 3.3 0.5 3.8 

2/2+2/1 109 109 - - - 1.6 0.6 - 2.2 73.9 2.0 0.6 2.6 

3/1+3/2 1022 1022 50 0 1 0.6 0.7 0.0 1.2 4.4 8.1 0.7 8.8 

4/1 1017 1017 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 119 119 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 491 491 - - - 0.0 0.2 - 0.2 1.2 0.0 0.2 0.2 

6/2 498 498 - - - 0.0 0.2 - 0.2 1.2 0.0 0.2 0.2 

7/1 989 989 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  57.4  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  4.50 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  57.4  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  4.85   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 13: '2024 AM DS2 90% DoS' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 
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Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 90.0% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 90.0% 

1/1+1/2 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 101 - 1679 1960:1965 1371+494 

90.0 : 
90.0% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 140 1759:1720 117+78 
71.6 : 
71.6% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 103 0 735 2065:1786 1671+60 

41.1 : 
80.0% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 771  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 82  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 1256 1940 1940 64.7% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 445 1940 1940 22.9% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1701  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 48 3.9 6.9 0.8 11.6 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 48 3.9 6.9 0.8 11.6 - - - - 

1/1+1/2 1679 1679 - - - 1.5 4.3 - 5.8 12.4 16.5 4.3 20.8 

2/2+2/1 140 140 - - - 2.1 1.2 - 3.3 85.7 2.7 1.2 3.9 

3/1+3/2 735 735 0 0 48 0.3 0.4 0.8 1.5 7.2 4.4 0.4 4.8 

4/1 771 771 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 82 82 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 1256 1256 - - - 0.0 0.9 - 0.9 2.6 0.0 0.9 0.9 

6/2 445 445 - - - 0.0 0.1 - 0.1 1.2 0.0 0.1 0.1 

7/1 1701 1701 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  -0.0  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  10.57 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  -0.0  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  11.64   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 14: '2024 AM DS2 72.8 27.2' (FG1: '2024 AM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 
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Signal Timings Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 90.0% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 90.0% 

1/1+1/2 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 101 - 1679 1960:1965 1370+497 

90.0 : 
90.0% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 140 1759:1720 117+78 
71.6 : 
71.6% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 103 0 735 2065:1786 1671+60 

41.1 : 
80.0% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 771  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 82  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 1254 1940 1940 64.6% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 447 1940 1940 23.0% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1701  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 0 0 48 3.9 6.9 0.8 11.6 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 0 0 48 3.9 6.9 0.8 11.6 - - - - 

1/1+1/2 1679 1679 - - - 1.5 4.3 - 5.7 12.3 16.4 4.3 20.7 

2/2+2/1 140 140 - - - 2.1 1.2 - 3.3 85.7 2.7 1.2 3.9 

3/1+3/2 735 735 0 0 48 0.3 0.4 0.8 1.5 7.2 4.4 0.4 4.8 

4/1 771 771 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 82 82 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 1254 1254 - - - 0.0 0.9 - 0.9 2.6 0.0 0.9 0.9 

6/2 447 447 - - - 0.0 0.1 - 0.1 1.2 0.0 0.1 0.1 

7/1 1701 1701 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  0.0  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  10.54 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  0.0  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  11.61   
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Full Input Data And Results 
Scenario 15: '2024 PM DS2 69.9 30.1' (FG2: '2024 PM DS2 190', Plan 1: 'Network Control Plan 1') 

Stage Sequence Diagram 

A

B

1 Min: 7

5 101s

C

3 Min: 7

7 7s  
 
 
Stage Timings 
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Change Point 0 106 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Network Layout Diagram 
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Full Input Data And Results 
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Full Input Data And Results 

 
 
Network Results 

Item 
Lane 
Description 

Lane 
Type 

Controller 
Stream 

Position In 
Filtered Route 

Full Phase 
Arrow 
Phase 

Num 
Greens 

Total Green 
(s) 

Arrow 
Green (s) 

Demand 
Flow (pcu) 

Sat Flow 
(pcu/Hr) 

Capacity 
(pcu) 

Deg Sat 
(%) 

Network - - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.2% 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - N/A - -  - - - - - - 57.2% 

1/1+1/2 
NGL s Left 

Ahead 
U N/A N/A A  1 101 - 994 1946:1965 1349+526 

53.0 : 
53.0% 

2/2+2/1 
Old NGL 
Right Left 

U N/A N/A C  1 7 - 109 1759:1720 84+115 
54.9 : 
54.9% 

3/1+3/2 
NGL N 

Ahead Right 
U+O N/A N/A B  D 1 103 0 1022 2065:1786 1698+89 

57.2 : 
57.2% 

4/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 1017  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

5/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 119  Inf  Inf 0.0% 

6/1  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 710 1940 1940 36.6% 

6/2  Ahead U N/A N/A -  - - - 279 1940 1940 14.4% 

7/1  U N/A N/A -  - - - 989  Inf  Inf 0.0% 
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Full Input Data And Results 

Item 
Arriving 
(pcu) 

Leaving 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Gaps (pcu) 

Turners When 
Unopposed 
(pcu) 

Turners In 
Intergreen 
(pcu) 

Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Storage Area 
Uniform 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Total 
Delay 
(pcuHr) 

Av. Delay 
Per PCU 
(s/pcu) 

Max. Back of 
Uniform 
Queue (pcu) 

Rand + 
Oversat 
Queue (pcu) 

Mean 
Max 
Queue 
(pcu) 

Network - - 50 0 1 2.7 2.2 0.0 5.0 - - - - 

Old Newgate 
Ln/Newgate 
Lane 

- - 50 0 1 2.7 2.2 0.0 5.0 - - - - 

1/1+1/2 994 994 - - - 0.5 0.6 - 1.1 4.0 5.6 0.6 6.1 

2/2+2/1 109 109 - - - 1.6 0.6 - 2.2 73.9 2.0 0.6 2.6 

3/1+3/2 1022 1022 50 0 1 0.6 0.7 0.0 1.3 4.4 8.1 0.7 8.8 

4/1 1017 1017 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5/1 119 119 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6/1 710 710 - - - 0.0 0.3 - 0.3 1.5 0.0 0.3 0.3 

6/2 279 279 - - - 0.0 0.1 - 0.1 1.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 

7/1 989 989 - - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 C1  PRC for Signalled Lanes (%):  57.4  Total Delay for Signalled Lanes (pcuHr):  4.61 Cycle Time (s):  120 
  PRC Over All Lanes (%):  57.4  Total Delay Over All Lanes(pcuHr):  4.98   
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1. Background 

1.1. My name is Martha Hoskins. My role associated with this enquiry and my relevant 

qualifications and experience can be found in my Proof of Evidence FL&BH 3.1. 

1.2. I confirm that the evidence which I have prepared identifies all facts which I regard 

as being relevant to the opinion that I have expressed and that the Inquiry’s 

attention has been, or will be, drawn to any matter which would affect the validity 

of that opinion, irrespective of by whom I am instructed. I believe that the facts 

stated within this proof are true and that my opinions expressed are correct and in 

accordance with my professional skills and experience. 
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2. Introduction 

2.1. The following rebuttal will address chapters 4, 5 and 6 in the Proof of Evidence (PoE) 

produced by Nick Gammer from HCC and chapters 2, 3 and 7 in the PoE produced 

by Jonathan Mundy from HCC. I will deal specifically with the issues raised below in 

2.3. Issues raised on the accessibility of the site as advised in Gammer and Parker’s 

PoEs are being dealt with my Mr Anthony Jones. 

2.2. MR Gammar’s PoE (NGPoE) primarily focuses on the impact of the development on 

capacity at the junction of Newgate Lane something which I believe we mitigate 

through the provision of a signalised junction. Mr Mundy’s (JMPoE) addresses the 

LinSig modelling produced to assess the scheme and demonstrates that the 

signalised junction operates within capacity if the junction includes an indicative 

arrow. JMPoE expresses concerns regarding traffic giving way over two lanes of 

traffic. It is important to note that both PoEs discuss the provision of a fully 

signalised right turn; this is not an option that we are proposing at the junction as 

not only is it not appropriate for the number of right turners at the junction, but the 

junction would operate over capacity. The circumstances of this junction 

demonstrate that it does not require a fully signalised right turn; the junction would 

be over engineered, it is unnecessary. It remains my view that the provision of an 

indicative arrow is appropriate and compliant with national guidance at this location. 

We have not been provided with any official local guidance. 

2.3. This rebuttal particularly addresses: 

o Provision of a Toucan crossing on Newgate Lane East south of the 
junction with Old Newgate Lane; 

o Traffic giving way over two lanes of traffic; 

o Merging traffic on the northbound exit of the junction; and 

o Capacity results at junction of Newgate Lane East and Old Newgate Lane.  

 

2.4. This rebuttal will focus on the modelling of both developments and the total 190 

dwellings. It assumes 100% private dwellings. 
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3. Assessment of the Toucan Crossing 

3.1. It is my understanding that the provision of a Toucan crossing has previously been 

approved and agreed as part of the development. Due to the estimated low number 

of pedestrian flows and the corresponding low anticipated frequency in which it will 

be demanded, in the correspondence that I have seen, the impact of the Toucan 

crossing has never been raised as a concern by HCC.  

3.2. In paragraphs 5.7 to 5.10 and 6.33 to 6.37 in NGPoE he highlights modelling 

undertaken of the Toucan crossing by HCC using 2018 flows which demonstrate that 

the crossing will result in queuing in the PM peak southbound back to the junction 

with Old Newgate Lane. 

3.3. I do not accept the use of 2018 flows used in the model as all modelling assessments 

for the scheme have been undertaken using the 2024 approved flows provided by 

Pegasus Group. These flows have previously been agreed by HCC for assessing the 

appeal schemes. 

3.4. The flows show much greater volumes in the 2018 PM peak than the 2024 

assessment with 2692 PCUs being modelled in 2018 and 2011 PCUs in 2024. The 

2024 flows take into account the introduction of the Stubbington Bypass which will 

relocate traffic away from Newgate Lane. 

3.5. NGPoE implies that they assume every vehicle will be stopped both at the toucan 

and the junction and that the measured delay for both should be added together. 

The green time to traffic at both sites is so high that it is unlikely road users will be 

stopped twice. Due to the length of green time the northern junction gets and the 

infrequency the pedestrian crossing will be called there is very little time that 

Newgate Lane East will receive a red signal. In practice, the Toucan crossing and the 

junction could be linked, to ensure that traffic is not held twice.  

3.6. As a result, it is not appropriate to rely upon the modelling in NGPoE of the Toucan, 

nor is it appropriate to quote ‘add’ delay at the Toucan to delay at the Old Newgate 

Lane junction. 

  

Page 3306



 

BESPOKE - PERSONAL - SERVICES 

 
 

RED - WILSON - ASSOCIATES 4 

4. Traffic Giving Way Over Two Lanes 
 

4.1. Paragraph 4.4 of JMPoE suggests that traffic giving way over two lanes presents an 

‘unacceptable safety hazard’. This type of junction is common-place across the 

country particularly whereby a separately signalled right turn would not be 

necessary. The speeds, volume of right turners and visibility at this site all 

significantly reduce the risk associated with the hazard. 

4.2. Paragraphs 4.18 to 4.25 in JMPoE he states that in Hampshire it is not common 

practice to have traffic turning right over two or more lanes of opposing traffic. This 

is accepted, that there are very few of these types of installation in Hampshire 

however there is no written local guidance that we have been made aware of relating 

to this type of junction. As such, the proposal is in line with national guidance. 

4.3. As no local design standards have been produced by HCC, national guidance has 

been used to inform the design of the junction. In JMPoE, national guidance appears 

to be dismissed as well as the evidence we previously provided including traffic 

flows and speeds (Table 5-1 of FL&BH 3.1). This demonstrates our understanding 

over the local context that Pegasus Group applied when developing the design of 

the junction.  

4.4. Whilst seeking the views of peers in understandable, in my view, it is not suitable 

evidence to determine the safety of this junction. It is not best practice; industry 

standard practice is to review the pertinent guidance which has been done when 

developing the design. Site specific evidence has been obtained and we have 

carried out modelling. Pegasus Group commissioned an RSA raising one 

recommendation pertaining to local speeds which was responded to with a 

Designer’s Response. 

4.5. The indicative arrow design being proposed and junctions with traffic giving way 

over two lanes is common place across the country. Within Hampshire there are also 

junctions without signal controlled right turns giving way over two lanes. 

4.6. At paragraph 2.5 JMPoE states that he does not believe any local context has been 

applied to the design of the junction. This is contrary to my view; a Road Safety Audit 

has been undertaken, site visits to view visibility, traffic surveys and speed 

assessments. All of these aforementioned undertakings demonstrate that there is no 
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reason to believe that the junction will be unsafe and take site specifics into 

consideration. 

4.7. There is no reason to assume that the junction of Old Newgate Lane with Newgate 

Lane East will operate in the same way as the junctions noted in paragraph 4.9 of 

JMPoE. The following factors will all impact the likelihood of collisions: 

o The volume of right turners; 

o The volume of the opposing flow; 

o Visibility for right turners; 

o The availability of suitable gaps in which to cross; and 

o The design speed of the road and behaviour of road users. 

4.8. The analysis of the collision data provided in Appendix C and paragraph 4.20 of 

JMPoE is Jonathan Mundy’s interpretation of the traffic collisions. In my view without 

the raw data and traffic flows and speeds at the sites not all relevant evidence has 

been provided. Without this evidence it is not appropriate to compare the junctions 

in JMPoE with the proposed layout at Newgate Lane East and Old Newgate Lane. In 

advance of the appeal we have requested this data however it has to this date not 

been disclosed to us. 

4.9. Paragraph 4.23 of JMPoE raises a variety of issues that could increase the likelihood 

of collisions at junctions where traffic gives way over two lanes. None of these issues 

will be present at the proposed junction of Newgate Lane East with Old Newgate 

Lane. There is not a high volume of right turners, there is no opposing right turn 

movement and the 85th percentile speed of oncoming speeds is less than 45mph. 

4.10. In paragraph 4.24 of JMPoE the examples are not quantified so we cannot comment 

on whether they would behave in the same way as the junction Pegasus Group are 

proposing. For example, if the volume of right turners meant that they could not clear 

every cycle then they would behave aggressively however the proposed volume of 

right turners at this junction is very low, with an average of two to three turning in 

each cycle in the busiest hour of the day. If vehicles were not able to accept gaps in 

the traffic then there is sufficient time for them to clear in the intergreen in advance 

of the minor arm receiving a green single.  
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4.11. My PoE (Table 5-2 in FL&BH 3.1) demonstrates the number of vehicles anticipated 

to turn right each cycle. In the case of 190 dwellings this anticipated to be an average 

of 1.6 PCUs per cycle in the AM and 1.7 PCUs per cycle in the PM. It is highly unlikely 

that there will be instances where right turners are left exposed in the junction 

where they have not been able to clear in advance of the minor arm receiving a 

green signal. 

  

Page 3309



 

BESPOKE - PERSONAL - SERVICES 

 
 

RED - WILSON - ASSOCIATES 7 

5. Merging Traffic on the Northbound Exit of the Junction 

5.1. In JMPoE chapter 5, analysis is provided on the distribution of traffic across two lanes 

when merging on the exit. 

5.2. Examples are provided of locations in the area that they HCC deem to be similar to 

the proposed junction at Newgate Lane East with Old Newgate Lane. Arguably none 

of the examples accurately represent a comparison to the proposed junction as the 

length of the merge in the proposal is at least 60 metres longer than any of the 

example junctions. 

5.3. The junctions do not also appear comparable in terms of capacity. They show low 

volumes of traffic crossing the stop line per cycle with examples containing just 1 

vehicle being counted in the results when evidently, they would output a result of 

100%. At the proposed junction we would expect to see on average 55 vehicles per 

cycle crossing the stop line in the northbound direction. 

5.4. The data in Appendix D of JMPoE does demonstrate that cycle by cycle the balance 

of traffic across both lanes varies from 100% to 50:50 hence we have provided 

results across a variety of vehicle splits and not solely 30:70 as both JMPoE and 

NGPoE claim. I believe we have undertaken a robust assessment and have 

acknowledged that the vehicle split will vary every cycle with road users seeking to 

achieve the lowest level of delay, particularly reducing it (by balancing across lanes) 

when the degree of saturation exceeds 90%. 

5.5. Northbound traffic travels ahead in two lanes with the nearside lane being lane 1 

and the offside being lane 2. Lane 1 shares the lane with left turning traffic and is 

also the flare lane. Lane 2 in my opinion would have the greater throughput 

travelling in the northbound direction. Our assessments of the indicative arrow 

assumed the greater volume of traffic in lane two however the results in Chapter 6 

of this rebuttal demonstrate results across a variety of lane splits from 90:10 to 

10:90.  
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6. Capacity Assessments of the Junction 

6.1. Both JMPoE and NGPoE contain modelling results of a separately signalled right turn, 

I agree that in this layout the junction will operate over capacity. Pegasus Group and 

I are not proposing the fully signalised option at this junction. The layout of the 

junction, the 85th percentile speeds and volume the of right turners at the junction 

does not warrant a separately signalled right turn. 

6.2. As such paragraphs 6.3 to 6.20 in NGPoE and paragraphs 5.15 to 5.23 in JMPoE are 

not engaged. 

6.3. In Chapter 5 of this rebuttal I addressed the comments regarding the merging of 

traffic on the northbound exit of Newgate Lane East. Appendix D of JMPoE 

demonstrates that this will vary every cycle and it remains my opinion that traffic 

will alter their distribution across lanes in order to operate within capacity. As such 

the capacity assessments of the junction have been undertaken assuming a variety 

of vehicle splits across the lane. I do not believe that road users will behave in a 

distribution that would result in the approach operating over capacity; in essence it 

is in the road users’ interest to balance on the approach to reduce their delay. 

6.4. Results are presented below in figures 1 and 2 assuming a variety of vehicle splits 

for the AM. The PM results presented in my PoE show the junction operates well 

within capacity in the PM peak. The full results can be found in Appendix B of this 

rebuttal. Below I have demonstrated the practical reserve capacity (PRC) of the 

junction and the degree of saturation (DoS) for the northbound approach. 
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Figure 1 - Newgate Lane East Northbound AM Degree of Saturation Readings for 190 Dwellings  

 

Figure 2 – AM PRC Results for 190 Dwellings 
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6.5. As previously mentioned, the modelling has been undertaken for a variety of vehicle 

splits across the two lanes. Between 10:90 and 50:50 the assessment assumes the 

effective flare is lane 1 or the nearside lane. Between 48.7:51.3 and 90:10 the 

effective flare is assumed to be lane 2, the offside lane. 

6.6. 72.8:27.2 is the vehicle split suggested in JMPoE and as such has been modelled for 

27.2:72.8. as well. 48.7:51.3 shows the vehicle split if LinSig were to assign the flows 

based on their delay; essentially the model assigns the flow in a way that it will 

experience the lowest volume of delay. 

6.7. 25:75 and 72.9:27.1 shows the vehicle splits required if the junction were to operate 

with its highest degree of saturation being 90% and a PRC of 0%. Effectively this 

shows the vehicle splits for the junction to operate at capacity.  As noted in 

paragraph 6.3 of NGPoE this is widely accepted as the maximum acceptable DoS. 

6.8. The DoS and PRC results demonstrate that the junction will operate within capacity 

at a wide variety of vehicle splits across the two lanes. DoS is the most common 

method of assessing how a junction operates; delay and queuing in modelling is 

unstable and fluctuates greatly when minor amendments are made to the model. 

6.9. Paragraph 6.32 in NGPoE states that the proposed indicative arrow produces a 

significant level of delay comparable to that of the rejected Single Lane Duelling 

scheme that was tested in VISSIM. The Single Lane Duelling scheme resulted in the 

junction operating overcapacity with vehicles not being able to clear the minor arm; 

the indicative arrow arrangement proposed operates within capacity. 

6.10. Delay from two different modelling software packages and between a priority 

junction and signalised junction is not directly comparable. In its nature a signalised 

junction has to stop traffic to cater for other movements and the northbound flow 

needs controlling in order to allow the minor arm to clear at the junction. Newgate 

Lane East has been given priority as it receives the vast majority of green time and 

has been widened to two lanes through the junction in the northbound direction to 

mitigate the delay experienced when the traffic is stopped at the signals. The minor 

arm will always be subject to delay in order to prioritise the main movement. The 

minor arm still experiences lower queue lengths when signalised than when it is a 

priority junction. 
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6.11. NGPoE primarily focuses on the assessment of delay. Delay and queues are 

commonly seen as unstable modelling results due to the way in which they fluctuate; 

for planning applications and modelling assessments DoS and PRC are the primary 

methods of assessment.   

6.12. When considering the model results for the proposed option it is demonstrated that 

the junction will operate within capacity and therefore without significant delay. As 

previously mentioned, it is believed that the split of traffic across two lanes will vary 

every cycle and that road users will naturally seek the routes that results in them 

experiencing lower volumes of delay.  The vehicle split will vary every cycle hence 

a robust assessment of the junction has been undertaken. 

6.13. In paragraph 6.3 of NGPoE it is accepted that 90% is the maximum acceptable DoS 

and we demonstrate the junction will operate below this at the vast majority of 

vehicle splits and all those below 80:20. Road users will naturally seek to achieve 

this DoS to avoid any latent queuing.  
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7. Conclusion 

7.1. The PoEs submitted by Jonathan Mundy and Nick Gammer provide no evidence that 

the proposed junction design at Newgate Lane East and Old Newgate Lane is not 

appropriate. The junction that has been designed by Pegasus Group is in accordance 

with national standards and guidance. 

7.2. Contrary to what is stated in NGPoE, our evidence does not rely on travel plan 

discounts and instead uses the 2024 flows agreed is part of the Transport 

Assessment. JMPoE and NGPoE both also present results for an option that fully 

signalises the right turn into Old Newgate Lane; we are not proposing this option as 

we agree that it results in unnecessary delay. 

7.3. We are now proposing an indicative arrow; a design that not only is in accordance 

with national guidance but it is also appropriate for the location. The 85th percentile 

speeds are below 45mph and the volume of right turners is only anticipated to be 

1-2 PCUs per cycle. A fully separately signalised right turn is unnecessary for the site 

and represents over-engineering. Even if capacity dictated it, it would not be an 

appropriate layout at this location. 

7.4. Appendix D of JMPoE demonstrates that the split of traffic on the northbound 

approach will vary cycle by cycle hence we have undertaken assessments of the 

junction assuming a variety of vehicle splits. In the instances that the approach 

reaches capacity, we believe that the traffic will redistribute to reduce the delay 

experienced by road users. It will in effect be a self-regulating system with road 

users responding to any delay they experience.  

7.5. As stated in NGPoE, 90% is largely accepted as the maximum level of DoS our results 

demonstrate that a lane split of 80:20 will result in this. JMPoE demonstrated that 

the average vehicle split will be 72.8:27.8. 
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Appendix A. LinSig Modelling Results 
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Introduction 

1.1.1 The following sets out my rebuttal to the Ecology Proof of Evidence prepared by Nicholas 

Sibbett CEcol CMLI CEnv MCIEEM on behalf of Fareham Borough Council. 

1.1.2 This summarises his position and confirms that requested amendments have been made and 

agreed such that these matters can be withdrawn. 

1.2 Impacts on Chamomile 

1.2.1 Reason for Refusal (i) (Land at Newgate Lane South only) deals with the presence of the 

notable plant chamomile.  

1.2.2 ‘The proposal provides insufficient information to protect and enhance the 
biodiversity interests of the site which includes a substantial population of 
Chamomile.’ 

1.2.3 My Proof of Evidence was supported by a Chamomile Management Plan (FL&BH 4.2, 
Appendix A). This was reviewed by Mr Sibbett who states in Paragraph 6.1 of his Proof of 

Evidence: 

“This answers the majority of the previous queries raised by the LPA and leaves very little in 
doubt as to the effectiveness of the proposals developed by the appellant in order to fully 
protect and enhance the biodiversity interests of the chamomile and the grassland within 
which it is found.”  

1.2.4 In Paragraph 6.2 he further states: 

Outstanding information required is a more refined design of areas managed for chamomile 
and areas managed as a meadow habitat, together with details of monitoring to ensure long-
term continuity of the chamomile. If this information is received and is satisfactory, the LPA 
expects to be able to withdraw this reason for the development being unacceptable. 

1.2.5 Following further discussion between Mr Sibbett and myself, an updated Chamomile 

Management Plan has been produced to present this additional information and is included as 

Appendix A to this rebuttal. Mr Sibbett has agreed that this is satisfactory.  

1.3 Impacts on Waders and Brent Geese 

1.3.1 Reason for Refusal (j) deals with impacts upon the Southampton and Solent Water SPA. 

1.3.2 In the absence of appropriate mitigation for the loss of a low use Brent geese and 
wader site and in the absence of a legal agreement to secure such mitigation, the 
proposal would have a likely adverse effect on the integrity of European Protected 
Sites)’ 

1.3.3 My Proof of Evidence was supported by a Report to Inform Habitats Regulations Assessment 

Stage 1 and Stage 2 (FL&BH 4.2, Appendix B). This concluded that there would be not 

adverse effect on integrity taking into account proposed mitigation (creation of a Winter Bird 
Mitigation Area at Old Street, Stubbington). In Paragraph 5.8 of his Proof of Evidence, Mr 

Sibbett states: 

Natural England has consolidated its comments on the planning applications and updated its 
views in light of the appeals. Its comments, dated 22nd October 2020 (CD B.8c), advises that 
the appellant may provide its own mitigation scheme in place of a contribution to a Local 
Authority managed scheme provided that it addresses all requirements. If the appellant does 
provide its own mitigation scheme, which satisfactorily provides an alternative site for the 
appropriate species of birds with management secured for the long term, I will be able to 
advise the Inspector that the development would be found to have satisfied the relevant 
policies and met the requirements of an Appropriate Assessment. 

1.3.4 As stated above, the appeal schemes are supported by a mitigation scheme. This has been 

revised in consultation with Mr Sibbett and Natural England (Lead Advisor Rachel Jones) and 
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is included with and assessed as part of an updated a Report to Inform Habitats Regulations 
Assessment Stage 1 and Stage 2 at Appendix B of this rebuttal. This includes the details 

required in Paragraph 5.9 of Mr Sibbett’s Proof of Evidence and, with the inclusion of this 

mitigation, it is concluded that there will be no adverse effect on the integrity of the Solent 
and Southampton Water SPA. A Wintering Bird Unilateral Undertaking has been prepared in 

consultation with Mr Sibbett and Fareham Borough Council to secure the mitigation land and 

maintenance sum. 

1.4 Summary 

1.4.1 In his Proof of Evidence, Mr Sibbett requests additional information to enable he and 
Fareham Borough Council to conclude that the appeal schemes are acceptable in respect of 

potential adverse effects on chamomile and waders and brent geese. 

1.4.2 This additional information has been provided (see Appendices A and B) and agreed following 
discussions between Mr Sibbett and myself. Therefore I consider that the appeal 

developments cannot be found unacceptable on these grounds.  
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Site: Land at Newgate Lane (South), Fareham 

Client: Bargate Homes 

Job Number: A117387 

Survey Type(s): Botanical Survey and Chamomile Management Plan 

Date of Survey(s): 5 August 2020 and 26 October 2020 

File Location: I:\Projects\Projects A117000 on\A117387 Land West of Newgate 

Lane\Reports 

 

Introduction 

WYG were commissioned in July 2020 to undertake a botanical survey of four fields at the Land at 

Newgate Lane (South), Fareham site. This was principally to establish the presence of the notable 

species chamomile and assess the vegetation to inform a suitable management plan for the proposed 

development.  

Ethos Ecology (2019) undertook the first Ecological Assessment which assessed the fields as 

improved grassland, heavily grazed and poached by horses (their section 5.2.2). Species identified 

were perennial rye-grass Lolium perenne, daisy Bellis perennis, dandelion Taraxacum officinale, 

annual meadow-grass Poa annua, white clover Trifolium repens, creeping bent Agrostis stolonifera 

and creeping thistle Cirsium arvense. However, subsequently, chamomile Chamaemelum nobile was 

identified as present on the site. Chamomile is a declining species and is listed as ‘Vulnerable’ within 

the Vascular Plant Red Data List for Great Britain (Cheffings & Farrell, 2005). This plant is included as 

a species ‘of principal importance for the purpose of conserving biodiversity’ under Section 41 

(England) of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006. 

The fields have been designated as a Site of Importance for Nature Conservation due to the presence 

of a large population of chamomile Chamaemelum nobile. The potential presence of MG5 Crested 

dog’s-tail Cynosurus cristatus – common knapweed Centaurea nigra grassland has also been 

highlighted. Further information on the vegetation was required to inform a suitable management 

plan within the proposed development (see Appendix B). 

Site Location 

The site is located to the east of Newgate Lane in Fareham, Hampshire centred at OS Grid Reference 

SU570031 (Figure 1). The fields currently comprises of horse-grazed paddocks and stables. The fields 

form part of farmland surrounded by the built-up areas of Fareham to the north, Gosport to the east 

and south, and Stubbington to the west.  

Historic maps Ordnance Survey maps available on the National Library of Scotland website 

(https://maps.nls.uk/) suggest these fields were originally part of Peel Common and were rough 

pasture in 1856, being enclosed from Newgate Lane sometime between 1989 and 1930. They are 

have sandy loam to clayey loam soils derived to old estuarine mud and sand deposits formed over 

Wittering Formation sedimentary bedrocks.   The land is relatively low-lying and prone to occasional 

winter flooding. 
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Development Proposals 

The proposals for the wider development site are for up to 115 dwellings, with associated 

infrastructure, parking and landscaping (Appendix A). This report relates to previously horse-grazed 

paddocks adjacent to Newgate Lane only. 

 Methods 

The site was visited on 5th August 2020 by WYG Senior Ecologist John Simper MCIEEM to do the 

initial chamomile survey; the weather conditions were overcast with no rain and mild.  The NVC 

survey and additional plants survey was undertaken on 26 October 2020 by WYG’s specialist botanist 

Dr Tim Rich BSc, PhD, MCIEEM in dry and sometimes sunny weather. 

The distribution and abundance of chamomile on site was recorded.  Plant species frequencies across 

all four meadows were recorded using the DAFOR scale (D= dominant, A = abundant, F = frequent, 

O = occasional, R= rare) as estimated by eye. 

A separate detailed National Vegetation Classification (NVC) survey (also known as a British Plant 

Communities survey) was carried out on 26 October 2020 to assess the vegetation type (see WYG, 

2020).  Dr Rich has 37 years of experience using with the NVC, and was the first post-doctoral 

Research Associate in the Unit of Vegetation Science, University of Lancaster using the NVC to assess 

impacts of climate change and air pollution on calcicolous vegetation.  He has caried out many NVC 

surveys and has written some of the standard guidelines on carrying out NVC surveys (cf. Section 

6.1.6 of Hill et al. 2005). 

The survey followed the standard method (Rodwell, 2006) concentrating on the three ungrazed 

grasslands in the north of the site. The southern field was heavily grazed by three ponies who were 

somewhat frisky so for safety reasons this field was viewed from outside the fence only. Other 

vegetation such as bramble scrub was not surveyed to NVC level. 

The quadrats were deliberately selected to represent the range of grasslands present on the site, 

which comprised short areas with chamomile and longer areas with rye grass, and some more 

intermediate grassland.  For each quadrat, the GPS location was noted and a photograph taken.  

Vegetation cover and height were estimated by eye.  Species were recorded in 2 m x 2 m quadrats 

using the DOMIN cover scale estimated by eye as shoot frequency (Table 1). 

Table 1 Cover Ranges for DOMIN Cover Scale 

Domin Cover Value % Cover Range 

10 91-100% 

9 76-90% 

8 51-75% 

7 34-50% 

6 26-33% 

5 11-25% 

4 4-10% 

3 <4%; many individuals 

2 <4%; several individuals 

1 <4%; few individuals 
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Five quadrats were recorded in each vegetation type to allow constancy tables to be compiled.  

Constancies were calculated as follows (Rodwell 2006): V =81-100% quadrats. IV = 61-80% 

quadrats, III = 41-60% quadrats, II = 21-40 % quadrats, I = 1-20% quadrats.  

Allocation of the NVC communities was carried out by comparison of the constancy tables against the 

NVC tables, and also by running each quadrat through the mesotrophic grassland key.  A further 

comparison was carried out using the Modular Analysis of Vegetation Information System (MAVIS) 

software (Smart et al., 2016).  This software calculates a similarity coefficient between the quadrat 

sample(s) and the NVC tables using the Czekanowski coefficient with down-weighting to 0.1 of 

species not present in the input data but present at constancy I (1-20%) in the NVC tables (Smart et 

al., 2016).  The top 10 matching coefficients are displayed and indicate potential matches against 

NVC communities, but must be used with caution and are indications of possible relationships rather 

than statements of fact (Palmer, 1992).  Included in the MAVIS package are new communities not 

covered in the published NVC volumes (Smart et al., 2016).   

Scientific names in italics are given at the first mention of a species’ name and thereafter by their 

common species name, following the standard British flora (Stace 2019). 

Limitations 

The optimal period for botanical surveys is generally between April and September. The initial survey 

was completed within the optimal period with the secondary NVC survey in October, but due to the 

mild autumn with good weather and the ungrazed condition of the three northern fields was perfectly 

adequate for assessing the grassland NVC type, though some species which appear early in the 

season and die down by early summer will have been missed (e.g. the spring-flowering lesser 

celandine Ficaria verna). These species may also be absent within the optimal season and if present 

would not result in any change in the assessment of grassland NVC type. The timing of the surveys is 

therefore not considered to be a constraint to the survey or NVC determination.   

The southern-most field was grazed by horses during the second visit and was not entered for safety 

reasons.  As far as could be assessed from the edges, this field is of similar composition to the three 

other ungrazed fields.   

 Results 

Chamomile was found to be abundant throughout the survey area, particularly in areas of shorter 

sward height such as in shallow ditches or in areas grazed by rabbits (Photograph 1), but dense areas 

of rye grass in horse latrine areas had little or no chamomile.  The site was ungrazed at the time of 

the surveys resulting in a sward height of 10-20 cm (30-40 cm including the grass inflorescences) 

over most of the site (Photograph 2), a significant change from the condition at the time of the 

previous surveys on site. Bramble scrub was found to be colonising a few places in the fields 

(Photograph 3). 
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Photograph 1: Chamomile in shallow ditch        Photograph 2: Ungrazed grassland 

     
  

Photograph 3: Scrub becoming established in the south of the survey area. 

 

A combined list of plant species seen during both surveys is given in Table 2.  Despite the local 

abundance of rye grass, the fields were unimproved neutral grassland with many old-grassland 

indicator species such as the abundance of chamomile and smaller quantities of corky-fruited water-
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dropwort Oenanthe pimpinelloides, pepper-saxifrage Silaum silaus, meadow barley Hordeum 

secalinum and hoary ragwort Jacobaea erucifolius.   

Table 2.  Plant species recorded in the fields. 

Plant species DAFOR frequency 

Crested dog’s tail Cynosurus cristatus Dominant  

Perennial rye-grass Lolium perenne Locally dominant 

Common bent Agrostis capillaris Abundant  

Chamomile Chamaemelum nobile Abundant  

Creeping bent Agrostis stolonifera Frequent  

Yorkshire-fog Holcus lanatus Frequent  

Cat’s-ear Hypochaeris radicata Frequent  

Meadow buttercup Ranunculus acris Frequent  

Autumn hawkbit Scorzoneroides autumnalis Frequent  

Common bird’s-foot trefoil Lotus corniculatus Locally abundant  

Common nettle Urtica dioica Very locally abundant  

Common knapweed Centaurea nigra Very locally frequent   

Hairy sedge Carex hirta Occasional  

Bilbao fleabane Erigeron floribundus Occasional  

Red fescue Festuca rubra Occasional  

Lesser hawkbit Leontodon saxatilis Occasional  

Red bartsia Odontites vernus Occasional  

Ribwort plantain Plantago lanceolata Occasional  

Creeping cinquefoil Potentilla reptans Occasional  

Selfheal Prunella vulgaris Occasional  

Fleabane Pulicaria dysenterica Occasional  

Creeping buttercup Ranunculus repens Occasional  

Bramble Rubus fruticosus  Occasional  

Clustered dock Rumex conglomeratus Occasional  

Dandelion Taraxacum agg.  Occasional  

Red Clover Trifolium pratense Occasional  

White clover Trifolium repens Occasional  

Scentless mayweed Tripleurospermum inodorum Occasional  

Yarrow Achillea millefolium Rare 

Meadow foxtail Alopecurus pratensis Rare 

Cuckooflower Cardamine pratensis Rare 

Spear thistle Cirsium vulgare Rare 

Hawthorn Crataegus monogyna Rare 

Cock’s-foot Dactylis glomerata Rare 

Willowherb Epilobium sp. Rare 

Bristly Oxtongue Helminthotheca echioides Rare 

Meadow barley Hordeum secalinum Rare 

Hoary ragwort Jacobaea erucifolius Rare 

Ragwort Jacobaea vulgaris Rare 

Hard rush Juncus inflexus Rare 

Corky-fruited water-dropwort Oenanthe pimpinelloides Rare 

Timothy Phleum pratense Rare 

Greater plantain Plantago major Rare 
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Silverweed Potentilla anserina Rare 

Bulbous buttercup Ranunculus bulbosus Rare 

Common sorrel Rumex acetosa  Rare 

Broad-leaved Dock Rumex obtusifolius Rare 

Elder Sambucus nigra Rare 

Tall fescue Schedonorus arundinaceus Rare 

Pepper-saxifrage Silaum silaus Rare 

Chickweed Stellaria media Rare 

 

Figure 2 shows the vegetation mapped and the location of the grassland quadrats.  The grassland 

quadrats are tabulated in Appendix C, with photographs of each quadrat and the MAVIS similarity 

coefficients. 

The quadrats placed in the shorter areas of grassland (quadrats 1, 2, 4, 8, 9) show this was an MG6 

Lolium perenne - Cynosurus cristatus grassland dominated by a mixture of crested dog’s-tail and rye 

grass Lolium perenne grassland, with constant common bent Agrostis capillaris, chamomile, crested 

dog’s-tail, Yorkshire fog Holcus lanatus, rye grass, meadow buttercup Ranunculus acris and autumn 

hawkbit Scorzoneroides autumnalis (Table 3). The vegetation fits best the MG6b sweet vernal-grass 

Anthoxanthum odoratum sub-community, though sweet vernal-grass itself was not seen on site.  This 

classification is supported by the MAVIS similarity coefficients for the five quadrats combined (Table 

4) which give the closest match to MG6b Lolium perenne-Cynosurus, Anthoxanthum odoratum sub-

community or the community as a whole. This vegetation type occurs on lighter-textured soils in 

grazed pastures throughout Britain (Rodwell 1992). 

Table 3. Constancy table for shorter chamomile grasslands (quadrats 1, 2, 4, 8, 9). 

Figures for species are Domin cover values.  Constancies are calculated as above. 

Quadrat 1 2 4 8 9 Constancy 

Agrostis capillaris  8 7 8 9 7 V 

Chamaemelum nobile  3 5 5 7 3 V 

Cynosurus cristatus  7 6 6 6 6 V 

Holcus lanatus  3 3 3 2 2 V 

Lolium perenne  6 5 4 3 4 V 

Ranunculus acris  2 3 3 2 1 V 

Scorzoneroides autumnalis 2 2 2 3 3 V 

Festuca rubra    2  1 1 4 IV 

Hypochaeris radicata   1 1 4 1 IV 

Trifolium pratense  3 2 4  1 IV 

Agrostis stolonifera   4  2 2 III 

Lotus corniculatus 3  6 4  III 

Plantago lanceolata    1 2 1 III 

Centaurea nigra  1    8 II 

Jacobaea vulgaris 1  1   II 

Leontodon saxatilis     2 2 II 

Potentilla reptans  1    3 II 

Taraxacum agg.    1  1 II 

Achillea millefolium      5 I 

Cardamine pratensis 2     I 

Carex hirta    2  I 
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Odontites verna     3  I 

Prunella vulgaris  1    I 

Pulicaria dysenterica 1     I 

Quercus robur seedling 1     I 

Ranunculus bulbosus      3 I 

Ranunculus repens    3  I 

Rumex conglomeratus   1   I 

Trifolium repens      2 I 
 

Table 4.  MAVIS similarity coefficients for grouped shorter chamomile grasslands (quadrats 

1, 2, 4, 8, 9). 

NVC community MAVIS similarity 

coefficient 

MG6b Lolium perenne-Cynosurus cristatus, Anthoxanthum odoratum sub-
community 

57.28 

MG6b Lolium perenne-Cynosurus cristatus grassland 55.45 

MG6a Lolium perenne-Cynosurus cristatus, typical sub-community 53.91 

MG4b Alopecurus pratensis-Sanguisorba officinalis grassland Typical 

subcommunity 

53.64 

MG4 Alopecurus pratensis-Sanguisorba officinalis grassland (redefined) 52.11 

MG6d (v2) Lolium perenne-Cynosurus cristatus grassland Filipendula ulmaria 

subcommunity 

51.89 

MG8v2 Cynosurus cristatus-Carex panicea-Caltha palustris grassland Caltha 
palustris-Bellis perennis subcommunity 

51.09 

MG5a Cynosurus cristatus-Centaurea nigra grassland, Lathyrus pratensis sub-
community 

50.84 

MG11a Festuca rubra-Agrostis stolonifera-Potentilla anserina grassland, Lolium 
perenne sub-community 

44.92 

MG10a Holcus lanatus-Juncus effusus rush-pasture, typical sub-community 44.81 

 

The quadrats placed in the longer areas of grassland which are horse latrines were probably best 

treated as MG7 Lolium perenne leys and related grasslands, dominated by rye grass with common 

bent, Yorkshire fog, rye grass and meadow buttercup (Table 5). The MAVIS similarity coefficients for 

the five quadrats combined (Table 5) showed only a small range in values and MG7 is a close fifth in 

the rankings.  Of these, quadrats 5 and 6 were placed on the edges of the horse latrine areas as the 

vegetation types intergrade, and they include some species of the MG6 Lolium - Cynosurus 

grasslands as well as chamomile.  

Table 5. Constancy table for longer rank grasslands in horse latrines (quadrats 3, 5, 6, 7, 

10).  Figures for species are Domin cover values.  Constancies are calculated as above. 

Quadrat 3 5 6 7 10 Constancy 

Agrostis capillaris  5 6 6 2 5 V 

Holcus lanatus  3 7 4 1 3 V 

Lolium perenne  9 6 3 6 9 V 

Ranunculus acris  1 3 2 1 1 V 

Chamaemelum nobile   3 4  1 III 

Cynosurus cristatus    6 9 4 III 
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Festuca rubra    1 1   1 III 

Ranunculus repens  2 2  4 III 

Scorzoneroides autumnalis   3  2 II 

Centaurea nigra   1   2 II 

Carex hirta  3  2  II 

Hypochaeris radicata    2   I 

Lotus corniculatus   3   I 

Leontodon saxatilis      2 I 

Rumex acetosa 1     I 

Odontites verna    1   I 

Prunella vulgaris   2   I 

Pulicaria dysenterica  1    I 

Rumex conglomeratus 2     I 

Trifolium repens    2   I 

 

Table 6.  MAVIS similarity coefficients for grouped shorter chamomile grasslands (quadrats 

1, 2, 4, 8, 10). 

NVC community MAVIS similarity 

coefficient 

MG6d Lolium perenne-Cynosurus cristatus grassland Filipendula ulmaria 

subcommunity 

48.72 

MG4c Alopecurus pratensis-Sanguisorba officinalis grassland Holcus lanatus 
subcommunity 

47.48 

MG6a Lolium perenne-Cynosurus cristatus, typical sub-community 47.31 

MG9 Holcus lanatus-Deschampsia cespitosa grassland 46.63 

MG7 Lolium perenne leys and related grasslands 46.02 

MG15b Alopecurus pratensis-Poa trivialis-Cardamine pratensis grassland Lolium 
perenne Ranunculus acris subcommunity 

45.98 

MG6b Lolium perenne-Cynosurus cristatus, Anthoxanthum odoratum sub-
community 

45.68 

MG15 Alopecurus pratensis-Poa trivialis-Cardamine pratensis grassland. 45.56 

MG11a Festuca rubra-Agrostis stolonifera-Potentilla anserina grassland, Lolium 
perenne sub-community 

44.92 

MG10a Holcus lanatus-Juncus effusus rush-pasture, typical sub-community 44.81 

 

In addition to the grasslands, there were a few areas of bramble scrub and rank vegetation mainly 

comprising nettles Urtica dioica around the stables and dung heaps (Figure 2); these have not been 

NVC-mapped in this study which concentrated on the grasslands. 

Discussion 

The pastures with most chamomile were classified as MG6b Lolium perenne - Cynosurus cristatus 

grassland Anthoxanthum odoratum sub-community, which occurs on grazed pastures throughout 

Britain (Rodwell 1992).  This is a vegetation type which would be expected on pastures derived from 

former common land with a long history of heavy grazing.  This may also explain the abundance of 

chamomile across the site as it is a species selectively avoided by grazing animals such as horses.  

These short MG6b grasslands graded into long rank grassland in horse latrine areas which were 

classified as MG7 Lolium perenne leys due to the dominance by rye grass.   
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Other than the abundance of rye grass, there was little sign the meadows have ever been 

agriculturally-improved by ploughing, reseeding or fertiliser application; the ground is uneven with 

some wet hollows and there are plants indicative of unimproved conditions such as chamomile, with 

smaller quantities of corky-fruited water-dropwort Oenanthe pimpinelloides, pepper-saxifrage Silaum 

silaus, meadow barley Hordeum secalinum and hoary ragwort Jacobaea erucifolius.  The abundance 

of rye grass in the latrine areas may be explained as a result of the high levels of nutrients in the 

latrines, probably augmented by high stocking levels due to supplementary winter feeding of the 

horses.  The rye grass does not appear to have been sown, and fertiliser is unlikely to have been 

applied as rich grass can cause laminitis in horses; however, no details of historic management are 

known.  

One area in the southern of the two central fields had frequent common knapweed in the south-west 

quarter (Figure 2).  Common knapweed is a characteristic species of the community MG5 Cynosurus 

cristatus-Centaurea nigra grassland, but here was not associated with other constants of the MG5 

community such as bird’s-foot trefoil Lotus corniculatus or red clover Trifolium pratense (though both 

these are present at low frequency).  MG5 grasslands are typical hay meadow communities and tend 

to be managed by mowing often with aftermath grazing, rather than by continuous heavy grazing 

which is more typical of MG6 communities. 

Management recommendations 

Objectives and Principles 

Based on the findings of the botanical surveys, and comments from the Local Planning Authority 

Ecologist, there are two objectives for the management of the site: 

• maintain, and if possible enhance, the abundance of chamomile; and 

• create a lowland meadow habitat.   

 

These objectives have differing management requirements. For example, chamomile thrives in short, 

disturbed swards (as was present on site previously when grazed). In the absence of management it 

will become overgrown by more vigorous grasses and herbs, with the sward more closely resembling 

a traditional meadow. Lowland meadows provide a contrasting habitat, with long grass preferred by a 

different range of species such as knapweed, corky-fruited water-dropwort, pepper-saxifrage and  

hoary ragwort.  

 

Therefore a compromise approach is proposed whereby the shorter grassland central portions of the 

area, which will be used as public open space, will be managed for chamomile. The outer portions of 

and the longer rank grasslands in former latrine areas will be managed as a longer sward in the 

manner of a traditional hay meadow to support taller species. The proposed management plan is 

shown in Figure 3 and has been informed by the existing communities and their distribution shown in 

Figure 2. 

 

The boundary between the Chamomile Area and Meadow Area will be demarcated by a 500mm wide 

concrete edging set flush into the ground to make sure that mowing does not drift beyond the 

specified areas. This strip will be subject to scraping annually in September to prevent the edging 

from becoming obscured by mud or vegetation. 
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As shown in Figure 3, the proposed play area will be located on the footprint of existing stable 

buildings and rank vegetation to avoid any loss of higher value grassland.   

Chamomile areas 

Chamomile prefers short swards such as those created by heavy grazing or frequent mowing regimes 

(Plantlife, 2020). Recreational use of the area resulting in increased trampling by walkers will benefit 

chamomile and should not be discouraged off pathways. 

From April to August the majority of the interior grassland of the site (Figure 2) should be mown 

fortnightly to a height of 50 mm. In September/October the mowing should take place once a month 

to let the chamomile set seed. No cutting is required during the winter. Arisings should be removed 

following each cut to reduce nutrient input into the soil.  

Meadow area 

To encourage general wildflower diversity on site and create a Lowland Meadow habitat, areas 

managed as long grass will be established around the fields on the current latrine areas to avoid any 

chamomile (Figure 2) and managed as hay meadows.   

As these are in latrine areas it will first be necessary to reduce the nutrient loads, which is best down 

by repeated heavy mowing and removal of cuttings for the first three years; this can be carried out 

fortnightly at the same time as the chamomile areas are mown. 

Thereafter mowing will take twice a year in early July and September with the west side cut in early 

July and the east side cut in September, alternating timings between different years. The cut should 

aim for a sward height of 150mm and all arisings should be removed from the site. 

Scrub Management 

Chamomile is sensitive to shading, therefore areas of scrub that are encroaching into grassland will 

be cleared using hand tools, ideally during the winter months (October to February) to avoid the bird 

nesting season. The arisings will be removed from site. 

Further scrub encroachment is likely to be suppressed by the mowing regime but this should be 

monitored yearly with target removal taking place where necessary.  

The exception to this will be the boundary of the management area, which is demarcated by a wire 

fence). Along the fence line, scrub will be allowed to establish to provide an additional element of 

habitat variation and habitat to fauna. However, the above management will be undertaken to 

prevent scrub along the site boundary from encroaching the areas of grassland (which are the 

principle aims of the management plan). 

Nutrient and Chemical Control 

No fertilizers or herbicides will be used as part of the management of the area. All arisings will be 

removed following management to reduce nutrient levels within the soil. 
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An increase in nutrients resulting from an increase in dog waste has the potential to alter the 

botanical diversity of the site (in localised areas). Dog waste bins and associated signage will 

therefore be installed to minimise impacts resulting from dog waste. 

Management Timetable 

The timings of the cutting regimes for the chamomile area and the meadow area are shown in Table 

2. 

Table 2. Management for chamomile. 

Year Chamomile area Meadow area 

1 Mowing to 50 mm fortnightly April to 
August with removal of cuttings and 

monthly in September and October, no 

cutting during winter  

Mowing fortnightly April-October with 
removal of cuttings to reduced nutrient 

load 

2 Mowing to 50 mm fortnightly April to 

August with removal of cuttings and 
monthly in September and October, no 

cutting during winter 

Mowing fortnightly April-October with 

removal of cuttings to reduced nutrient 

load 

3 Mowing to 50 mm fortnightly April to 
August with removal of cuttings and 

monthly in September and October, no 

cutting during winter 

Mowing fortnightly April-October with 
removal of cuttings to reduced nutrient 

load 

4 Mowing to 50 mm fortnightly April to 

August with removal of cuttings and 
monthly in September and October, no 

cutting during winter 

West side mown July with removal of 

cuttings, east side mown September with 

removal of cuttings 

5 Mowing to 50 mm fortnightly April to 
August with removal of cuttings and 

monthly in September and October, no 

cutting during winter 

West side mown September with removal 
of cuttings, east side mown July with 

removal of cuttings 

6 etc Mowing to 50 mm fortnightly April to 

August with removal of cuttings and 
monthly in September and October, no 

cutting during winter 

West side mown July with removal of 

cuttings, east side mown September with 

removal of cuttings 

 

Monitoring 

During the construction phase, management will be the responsibility of the developer and 

compliance visits will be conducted bi-monthly between April and October to make sure the correct 

actions are being undertaken. Following the transfer of the open space (including the Chamomile and 

Meadow Areas) ongoing monitoring will be the responsibility of the owner.  
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Post-development monitoring should take place every third year for a period of 30 years to make sure 

that that the management prescriptions are successful in retaining and enhancing chamomile and 

creating a botanically rich meadow area. It is expected that there may be some annual variation in 

the abundance and distribution of chamomile on site due to climatic conditions, therefore short term 

monitoring is not considered necessary.  

Chamomile cover averaged about 5-10% (range c. 2%-40%) across the short grasslands areas in 

2020; it should be aimed to ensure this chamomile cover is maintained.  Chamomile monitoring 

should take place every three years in July-August by estimating cover in thirty 1 m² randomly 

quadrats spaced throughout the short grassland areas. Monitoring should preferably take place a 

fortnight after a cut and prior to any cut taking place. 

The results of all monitoring will be reported back to the LPA. If corrective action is required a 

suitably qualified ecologist should be consulted to provide advice as to the necessary actions required. 

This may require further NVC survey to determine changes in the vegetation.   

Summary 

The site requires appropriate management to allow chamomile to thrive and to encourage a high 

botanical diversity. The following measures are recommended: 

• Interior of the site to cut fortnightly during the summer to allow chamomile be maintained 

and enhanced on site, and monthly in autumn. 

• Once nutrient levels have reduced after three years by fortnightly mowing, longer grassland 

areas around the site to be managed as lowland meadow ensuring sides are cut alternately  

in early July and late September. 

• Removal of encroaching scrub. 

• All arisings to be removed from site. 

• Provision of dog waste bins and associated signage in order to reduce nutrient inputs. 
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Figure 1: Site Location 

Figure 2: NVC Plan 

Figure 3: Chamomile Management 

Plan 
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Appendix A. Illustrative masterplan 

for site including area to be managed 

for chamomile (see Figure 2) 
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Appendix B. SINC Boundary
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Appendix C – Quadrat data 

QUADRAT 1 

GPS Location: SU5701103201 

 
 

Cover 100%, Height 10 cm. 
Typical short open chamomile turf 

 

 
Agrostis capillaris  8 

Cardamine pratensis  2 
Centaurea nigra  1 

Chamaemelum nobile  3 
Cynosurus cristatus  7 

Festuca rubra     2 

Holcus lanatus   3 
Jacobaea vulgaris 1 

Lolium perenne   6 

Lotus corniculatus  3 
Potentilla reptans  1 

Pulicaria dysenterica  1 
Quercus seedling/sp  2 

Ranunculus acris  2 

Scorzoneroides autumnalis 2 
Trifolium pratense  3 

 
MAVIS similarity coefficients: 

NVC: MG6b 42.58 

NVC: MG5a 41.79 
NVC: MG5 41.59 

NVC: MG4b 41.58 
NVC: MG6d 41.49 

NVC: MG6 41.09 

NVC: MG5c 39.82 
NVC: MG5b 39.57 

NVC: MG4a 39.50 
NVC: MG6a 38.77 
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QUADRAT 2 

GPS Location: SU5703503189 

 
Cover 100%, Height 10 cm. 
Typical short open chamomile turf 

 
 

Agrostis capillaris 7 
Agrostis stolonifera  4 

Chamaemelum nobile  5 

Cynosurus cristatus  6 
Holcus lanatus   3 

Hypochaeris radicata  1 

Lolium perenne   5 
Prunella vulgaris  1 

Ranunculus acris  3 

Scorzoneroides autumnalis 2 
Trifolium pratense  2 

 

MAVIS similarity coefficients: 

NVC: MG6b 46.21 
NVC: MG6a 43.65 

NVC: MG6 42.89 
NVC: MG8d 38.46 

NVC: MG6d 38.25 

NVC: MG4b 38.23 
NVC: MG15b 37.30 

NVC: MG5a 37.00 
NVC: MG10a 36.92 

NVC: MG8 36.78 

  

Page 3343



Chamomile Management Plan 
 

 

Bargate Homes Page 19 of 27 October 2020 
A117387 

QUADRAT 3 

GPS Location: SU5701703179 

 
Cover 100%, Height 15 cm. 
Rank former latrine area dominated by rye grass 

 
 

Agrostis capillaris  5 

Festuca rubra     1 
Holcus lanatus   3 

Lolium perenne   9 

Ranunculus acris  1 
Rumex conglomeratus  2 

 
MAVIS similarity coefficients: 

MG6b 41.18 

MG6 38.70 
MG6a 37.50 

MG7E 37.20 
MC9e 37.15 

MG7D 36.76 

MG12a 36.68 
MG7 36.46 

MG10a 36.31 
MG11a 36.08  
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QUADRAT 4 

GPS Location: SU5701203176 

 
Cover 100%, Height 8 cm. 
Typical short open chamomile turf 

 
 

Agrostis capillaris  8 
Chamaemelum nobile  5 

Cynosurus cristatus  6 

Festuca rubra     3 
Holcus lanatus   3 

Hypochaeris radicata  1 
Jacobaea vulgaris 1 

Lolium perenne   4 

Lotus corniculatus  6 
Plantago lanceolata  1 

Ranunculus acris  3 

Rumex conglomeratus  1 
Scorzoneroides autumnalis 2 

Taraxacum agg.  1 
Trifolium pratense  4 

 
 

MAVIS similarity coefficients: 
NVC: MG6b 49.78 

NVC: MG5a 48.09 

NVC: MG5 48.00 
NVC: MG6 47.19 

NVC: MG6d 45.03 

NVC: MG4b 44.82 

NVC: MG6a 44.82 

NVC: MG5b 44.77 
NVC: MG5c 44.63 

NVC: MG7E 43.70 
  

Page 3345



Chamomile Management Plan 
 

 

Bargate Homes Page 21 of 27 October 2020 
A117387 

QUADRAT 5 

GPS Location: SU5702203140 

 
Cover 100%, Height 15 cm. 
Relative long grass with little chamomile tending towards latrine area 

 
 

Agrostis capillaris  6 
Carex hirta   3 

Centaurea nigra  1 

Chamaemelum nobile  3 
Cynosurus cristatus  6 

Festuca rubra     1 

Holcus lanatus   7 
Lolium perenne   6 

Pulicaria dysenterica  1 

Ranunculus acris  3 
Ranunculus repens  2 

Rumex acetosa   1 
 

MAVIS similarity coefficients: 

NVC: MG6d 47.88 
NVC: MG6b 45.99 

NVC: MG6a 44.13 
NVC: MG6 43.08 

NVC: MG4c 42.58 

NVC: MG15b 41.04 
NVC: MG4b 40.60 

NVC: MG8d 39.44 
NVC: MG10a 38.68 

NVC: MG4v2 38.53
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QUADRAT 6 

GPS Location: SU5705103165 

 
Cover 100%, Height 8 cm. 
Typical short open chamomile turf 

 
 

Agrostis capillaris  6 
Chamaemelum nobile  4 

Cynosurus cristatus  9 

Holcus lanatus   4 
Hordeum secalinum  3 

Hypochaeris radicata  2 
Lolium perenne   3 

Lotus corniculatus  3 
Odontites vernus  1 

Prunella vulgaris  2 

Ranunculus acris  2 
Scorzoneroides autumnalis  3 

Trifolium repens  2 

 

MAVIS similarity coefficients: 
NVC: MG6b 46.07 
NVC: MG6 42.96 
NVC: MG6a 41.88 
NVC: MG5c 39.98 
NVC: MG5a 39.40 

NVC: MG5 39.13 
NVC: MG6c 37.82 
NVC: MG4b 36.08 
NVC: MG4a 35.68 
NVC: MG8 35.59 
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QUADRAT 7 

GPS Location: SU5703603135 

 
Cover 100%, Height 15 cm. 
Rank rye grass in latrine area 

 
 

Agrostis capillaris  2 
Agrostis stolonifera  4 

Carex hirta   2 

Holcus lanatus   1 
Lolium perenne   6 

Phleum pratense  4 
Ranunculus acris  1 

Ranunculus repens  2 

Rumex obtusifolius  1 
Stellaria media   1 

 
 

MAVIS similarity coefficients: 
NVC: MG11a 46.70 
NVC: MG10b 46.30 
NVC: MG10a 45.41 
NVC: MG7B 43.78 
NVC: MG10 42.75 

NVC: MG15b 39.91 
NVC: MG7D 38.35 
NVC: MG6d 36.92 
NVC: MG4c 36.67 
NVC: MG7 36.51
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QUADRAT 8 

GPS Location: SU5705703099 

 
Cover 100%, Height 8 cm. 
Typical short open chamomile turf 

 
 

Agrostis capillaris  9 
Agrostis stolonifera  2 

Carex hirta   2 

Chamaemelum nobile  7 
Cynosurus cristatus  6 

Festuca rubra     2 
Holcus lanatus   2 

Hypochaeris radicata  4 

Leontodon saxatilis  2 
Lolium perenne   3 

Lotus corniculatus  4 

Odontites vernus  3 
Plantago lanceolata  2 

Ranunculus acris  2 
Ranunculus repens  3 

Scorzoneroides autumnalis  3 
 

MAVIS similarity coefficients: 
NVC: MG6b 45.26 
NVC: MG6d 43.83 
NVC: MG6 42.41 
NVC: MG4b 42.22 
NVC: MG5a 42.15 

NVC: MG6a 41.95 
NVC: MC9a 41.61 
NVC: MG11a 41.16 
NVC: MG5 40.80 
NVC: MG8v2 40.35
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QUADRAT 9 

GPS Location: SU5704003077 

 
Cover 100%, Height 10 cm. 
Species-rich grassland with knapweed and chamomile 

 
 

Achillea millefolium  5 
Agrostis capillaris  7 

Agrostis stolonifera  2 

Centaurea nigra  8 
Chamaemelum nobile  3 

Cynosurus cristatus  6 
Festuca rubra     4 

Holcus lanatus   2 

Hypochaeris radicata  1 
Leontodon saxatilis  2 

Lolium perenne   4 
Plantago lanceolata  1 

Potentilla reptans  3 

Ranunculus acris  1 
Ranunculus bulbosus  3 

Scorzoneroides autumnalis 3 
Taraxacum agg.  1 

Trifolium pratense  1 

Trifolium repens  2 

 

MAVIS similarity coefficients: 
NVC: MG6b 54.63 
NVC: MG6 52.76 
NVC: MG5a 52.51 
NVC: MG5 52.51 
NVC: MG6a 52.25 

NVC: MG4b 51.18 
NVC: MG5c 50.85 
NVC: MG5b 50.35 
NVC: MG6d 49.26 
NVC: MG4a 48.80 
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QUADRAT 10 

GPS Location: SU5706003073 

 
Cover 100%, Height 20 cm. 
Rank rye grass, latrine area 

 
 

Agrostis capillaris  5 
Alopecurus pratensis  1 

Centaurea nigra  2 

Chamaemelum nobile  1 
Cynosurus cristatus  4 

Festuca rubra     1 

Holcus lanatus   3 
Leontodon saxatilis  2 

Lolium perenne   9 

Ranunculus acris  1 
Ranunculus repens  4 

Scorzoneroides autumnalis 2 
 

MAVIS similarity coefficients: 

NVC: MG6b 42.58 
NVC: MG5a 41.79 

NVC: MG5 41.59 
NVC: MG4b 41.58 

NVC: MG6d 41.49 

NVC: MG6 41.09 
NVC: MG5c 39.82 

NVC: MG5b 39.57 
NVC: MG4a 39.50 

NVC: MG6a 38.7
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Executive Summary 

Contents Summary 

Site location 

and 

description  

The site is located to the west of the Newgate Lane East in Fareham, 

Hampshire and is centred at OS Grid Reference SU 57163 03124. The site 
currently comprises of grazed paddocks, arable fields and outbuildings 

associated with a residential property. The fields form part of farmland 
surrounded by the built-up areas of Fareham to the north, Gosport to the east 

and south and Stubbington to the west. The newly constructed Newgate Lane 

East bypass is to the east of the site. 

The proposed development comprises two Outline applications: P/18/1118/OA 

Land at Newgate Lane, North (Fareham Land LP) for up to 75 dwellings and 
P/19/0460/OA Land at Newgate Lane, South (Bargate Homes) for up to 115 

dwellings, with associated infrastructure, parking and landscaping.  

Scope of this 

Assessment 

This report assesses the pathways to LSE (HRA Stage 1) of each development 

upon relevant designated Natura 2000 sites and subsequently assesses the 
significance of effects upon the integrity of such designated Natura 2000 sites 

(HRA Stage 2).  

This is a submission to inform the Competent Authority’s (Planning Inspector) 

HRA. 

Results of 

Stage 1: 

Screening 

 

The results from the Stage 1 Screening Assessment found four pathways to LSE 

that required Stage 2: Appropriate Assessment. These were: 

• Loss of functionally linked habitat: Alone and in-combination; 

• Nutrient outputs during occupation: Alone and in-combination;  

• Recreational use during occupation: Alone and in-combination; and 

• Air quality changes during occupation: In-combination.  

Air quality changes during construction was also identified as a potential 

pathway to LSE at Stage 1, but was screened out.  

Results of 
Stage 2: 

Appropriate 

Assessment 

The results from the Stage 2 Appropriate Assessment found that, for both Land 
at Newgate Lane, North and Land at Newgate Lane, South, with mitigation (in 

the form of financial contributions to existing regional strategies and the 

delivery of a proposed winter bird mitigation area), loss of functionally linked 
habitat and recreational use during occupation do not have the potential to 

affect the integrity of any European designated site for nature conservation.  

 

The detailed analysis of the potential for changes in air quality to act in-
combination, and nutrient outputs during occupation found that there was no 

potential for the integrity of any Natura 2000 site to be affected and no 

mitigation was required.  

Conclusion The ‘Competent Authority’, is therefore considered not to require further 

assessment under the Habitats Regulations, and both proposed developments 

can proceed without Stage 3 and Stage 4 being completed. 
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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 Background 

WYG was commissioned by Fareham Land LP and Bargate Homes in April 2020, to prepare a report 

to inform Stage 1: Screening and Stage 2: Appropriate Assessment of a Habitats Regulations 

Assessment (HRA). The report was required in relation to the development proposals which comprise 

the construction of up to 190 residential units across two development parcels. This report is intended 

to support appeals against non-determination of the two Outline planning applications for the site, as 

described in Section 1.3. 

This report has been prepared by WYG Senior Ecologist Kevin Wood. The conditions pertinent to the 

report are provided in Appendix A. 

1.2 Site Location  

The site is located to the west of the Newgate Lane east in Fareham, Hampshire and is centred at 

Ordnance Survey (OS) National Grid Reference SU 57163 03124. The site is shown on Figure 1 and 

comprises of grazed paddocks, arable fields and outbuildings associated with a residential property. 

The property forms part of farmland surrounded by the built-up areas of Fareham to the north, 

Gosport to the east and south and Stubbington to the west. The newly constructed Newgate Lane 

East bypass is to the east of the site 

1.3 Development Proposals 

The proposed development comprises two Outline applications: P/18/1118/OA Land at Newgate Lane, 

North (Fareham Land LP) for up to 75 dwellings and P/19/0460/OA Land at Newgate Lane, South 

(Bargate Homes) for up to 115 dwellings, with associated infrastructure, parking and landscaping. 

The illustrative masterplan showing the development proposals is provided in Appendix B. 

1.4 Requirements for the HRA 

The requirement for an HRA is established through Council Directive 92/43/EEC on the Conservation 

of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora, hereby referred to as the 'Habitats Directive', in 

Articles 6(3) and 6(4). The Habitats Directive is transposed into national legislation by the 

Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017. These are hereafter referred to as the 

‘Habitats Regulations’. 

Under Regulation 63, any project which is likely to have a significant effect on a European site (either 

alone or in-combination with other projects) and is not directly connected with, or necessary for the 

management of the site, must be subject to an HRA to determine the implications for the site in view 

of its conservation objectives. This is determined during the Stage 1: Screening Assessment of an 

HRA (see below). 

A Stage 2: Appropriate Assessment then needs to be carried out in respect of any plan or project 

which: 
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• either alone or in combination with other plans or projects would be likely to have a 

significant effect on a site designated within the European network; and 

• is not directly connected with the management of the site for nature conservation. 

The term European site is defined fully in Regulation 8 of the Habitats Regulations and includes: 

• Special Areas of Conservation (SACs); 

• candidate and proposed SACs; 

• Special Protection Areas (SPAs); 

• potential SPAs; 

• proposed Wetlands of International Importance designated or proposed for their wetland 

features under the auspices of the Convention of Wetlands of International Importance 

(commonly referred to as ‘Ramsar sites’); and  

• sites identified for Natura 2000 compensatory measures.  

The final two categories are afforded the same level of protection as SACs and SPAs as a matter of 

Government policy, and the assessment provisions of the Habitats Regulations are applied to them 

(Natural England, 2017).  
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2.0 Assessment Methodology 

2.1 Assessment Guidance 

The Habitats Directive and Regulations do not specify how assessment should be undertaken. In 

undertaking this HRA, the process we have adopted is that recommended in official EC guidance 

(EC, 2001). In this report, our Stage 1: Screening found that LSE were possible and so a Stage 2: 

Appropriate Assessment was required. These two stages form the first of four HRA stages, as 

described below: 

• Stage 1: Screening – the process which identifies the likely impacts upon a Natura 2000 

site of a project or plan, either alone or in combination with other projects or plans and 

considers whether these impacts are likely to be significant. This is also known as an 

‘assessment of likely significant affects (ALSE)’; 

• Stage 2: Appropriate assessment – the consideration of the impact on the integrity of the 

Natura 2000 site of the project or plan, either alone or in-combination with other projects or 

plans, with respect to the site’s structure and function and its conservation objectives. 

Additionally, where there are adverse impacts, an assessment of the potential mitigation of 

those impacts (in accordance with guidance following the recent decision by the CJEU; People 

Over Wind and Sweetman v Coillte Teoranta (C-323/17) regarding application of embedded 

mitigation at Stage 1 or Stage 2 of an HRA (Freeths, 2018); 

• Stage 3: Assessment of alternative solutions – the process which examines alternative 

ways of achieving the objectives of the project or plan that avoid adverse impacts on the 

integrity of the Natura 2000 site; and 

• Stage 4: Assessment where no alternative solutions exist and where adverse 

impacts remain – an assessment of compensatory measures where, in the light of an 

assessment of Imperative Reasons of Over-riding Public Interest (IROPI), it is deemed that 

the project or plan should proceed (it is important to note that this guidance does not deal 

with the assessment of IROPI). 

The Stage 1 Screening Assessment comprises four steps, as described below: 

• Step 1. Determining whether the project or plan is directly connected with or necessary to 

the management of the Natura 2000 site(s); 

• Step 2. Describing the project or plan and the description and characterisation of other 

projects or plans that in-combination have the potential for having significant effects on the 

Natura 2000 site(s); 

• Step 3. Identifying the potential effects on the Natura 2000 site(s); and 

• Step 4. Assessing the significance of any effects on the Natura 2000 site(s). 

The Stage 2: Appropriate Assessment should identify the effects of those plans or projects on 

qualifying features of the European sites in relation to the Conservation Objectives of those sites and 

determine whether these effects will result in an adverse effect on the integrity of the designated site. 

Only where the decision maker (the Competent Authority – in this case the Planning Inspector), is 

satisfied that there will be no adverse effect on integrity, or where there are imperative reasons of 

overriding public interest (IROPI), can the plan or project be approved. 
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3.0 Stage 1: Screening 

Projects may have spatial implications which can have further reaching effects than those predicted 

to fall within the development footprint. Specifically, it is recognised that the distance between a 

proposed development and a designated site is not a definitive determinant as to the likelihood or 

severity of an impact occurring. Site variables such as prevailing wind conditions, surface and 

groundwater flow direction will all have an influence on the relative distance at which an impact can 

occur.  

Additionally, the mobile nature of qualifying interest bird species must also be considered, since an 

adverse effect on the qualifying species of a site, even if they are not present within the site for 

which they are a qualifying feature, may still result in a significant adverse impact upon a site.  

3.1 Step 1 – Determining whether the development proposals are directly 

connected with or necessary to the management of the 

internationally designated site(s) 

The development proposals are not connected with and are not necessary for the management of 

any internationally designated sites, although they do have the potential to affect them. 

3.2 Step 2 – Description of the development proposals, Internationally 

Designated Sites that may be Affected and Approach taken to 

identifying Other Plans or Projects that could lead to In-combination 

Effects 

3.2.1 Description of the Development Proposals  

The planning applications comprise the construction of up to 190 dwellings with associated gardens, 

roads and open space as shown in Appendix B. Although the development comprises two separate 

applications (and subsequently two appeals), the proposals have always been conceived as a 

cohesive development, with the project team responsible for the applications and the two developers 

working collaboratively. Therefore they have been assessed together within this report. 

3.2.2 List of the Internationally Designated Sites that may be Affected by the 

Development Proposals 

The Habitats Regulations Assessment for the Fareham Borough Local Plan (Urban Edge 

Environmental Consulting, 2017) was the primary source used to identify internationally designated 

sites that may be affected by the proposals. This report screened the following sites, as shown in 

Figure 2 (the qualifying features of theses sites are provided in Appendix C). These comprise: 

• Butser Hill SAC; 

• Solent and Isle of Wight Lagoons SAC; 

• The New Forest Ramsar; 

• The New Forest SAC;  

• The New Forest SPA; 

• Portsmouth Harbour SPA; 
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• Portsmouth Harbour Ramsar; 

• Solent and Southampton Water SPA; 

• Solent and Southampton Water Ramsar; 

• Chichester and Langstone Harbours SPA; 

• Chichester and Langstone Harbours Ramsar; 

• River Itchen SAC; 

• Solent Maritime SAC; and 

• Solent and Dorset Coast SPA. 

3.2.3 Approach taken to identifying Other Plans or Projects that could lead to In-
combination Effects 

In Step 3, four potential pathways to LSE were identified.  To identify other plans and projects that 

could be relevant and act in-combination, it was first established whether effects could be mitigated 

by measures that also apply in-combination.  For instance, the nutrient outputs mitigation would 

mitigate all effects leading to a zero net increase in nitrogen. Therefore, no search of other projects is 

necessary.  Where this approach was taken, it is explained fully in the text.   

For the assessment of air quality impacts, the methodology used for the in-combination assessment 

involves the use of TEMPro modelling. This predicts growth in traffic numbers based on several 

factors, including population growth as it was not possible to establish traffic data for all other 

applications that could result in increases in traffic levels on roads affected by the development 

proposals by any other means. This is explained fully in Section 3.2.4 and in the Newgate Lane, 

Fareham: Air Quality Ecological Impacts Statement (REC Delivering Solutions, 2019). 

Step 3 – Identifying the Potential Effects on Internationally Designated 

site(s) 

The potential pathways to LSE were identified following a review of the following: 

• The Habitats Regulations Assessment for the Fareham Borough Local Plan (Urban Edge 

Environmental Consulting, 2017);  

• The designation citation of part of the site as a Low Use Site (F15) identified in the Solent 

Waders and Brent Goose Strategy (SWBGS, 2019); 

• The qualifying features of SACs and SPAs (see Appendix C); 

• The conservation objectives for SACs and SPAs; 

• The threats to SPAs;  

• The Ramsar criteria; and 

• Site Improvement Plans for SACs and SPAs. 

Following this review the following potential pathways to LSE were considered to be relevant to the 

development proposals based on the activities during construction and operation activities: 

• Loss of functionally linked habitat for SPA qualifying bird species; 

• Air quality changes during occupation primarily from exhaust emissions caused by increases 

in traffic arising from the development proposals;  

• Increased recreational use during occupation use of Solent European designated sites 

identified in the SWBGS; and 
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• Increases in nutrient outputs from changing the occupied use of the site from agricultural use 

to residential use. 

These are discussed in the following section, where the differentiation is made with respect to the 

potential for pathways to act alone or in-combination. 

This report does not discuss those pathways where there is no potential for them to result in LSE. 

Therefore, only those where there is a tangible risk of the effect occurring are discussed.  

3.2.4 Loss of functionally linked habitat: Alone and in-combination 

Part of both sites lie within a Low Use Site (F15) identified in the Solent Wader and Brent Goose 

Strategy (SWBGS) (Solent WBGS, 2019), as shown in Figure 3. This being the case, a potential 

pathway to LSE therefore exists as the site may support qualifying species of bird from SWBGS 

European sites.  

Loss of functionally linked habitat: Alone and In-combination has therefore been taken 

forward to Stage 2: Appropriate Assessment. 

3.2.5 Air quality changes during construction: Alone and in-combination 

An Air Quality Ecological Impacts Statement was completed by REC Delivering Solutions (2019). The 

salient points from the report have been provided below and are discussed as necessary. 

The report does not make any reference to the potential for the development proposals to affect any 

Natura 2000 site during construction. This is considered appropriate as there are no Natura 2000 sites 

within the typical zone of influence of air quality changes caused by construction i.e. releases of 

fugitive dust. This is identified by the Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM) (2014) as being up 

to 50 m from sources. As shown in Figure 2, none of the sites screened into this assessment are 

within this zone.  

The report also does not make reference to the potential for construction traffic to result in a 

potential pathway to LSE. However, as shown in Section 3.2.5, predicted Annual Average Daily Traffic 

(AADT) movements for the occupied site (which are always higher than during construction) are not 

predicted to be higher than the threshold for requiring detailed assessment set out in the Natural 

England guidance document Natural England’s approach to advising competent authorities on the 

assessment of road traffic emissions under the Habitats Regulations (Natural England, 2018). These 

are based on 1000 AADT for cars and 200 AADT for heavy duty vehicles (HDV) not being exceeded.  

It is therefore considered that Air Quality Changes During Construction: Alone and In-

Combination can be screened out and are not taken further in this assessment. 

3.2.6 Air quality changes during occupation: Alone and in-combination 

An Air Quality Ecological Impacts Statement was completed by REC Delivering Solutions (2019). The 

salient points from the report have been provided below and are discussed as necessary. 
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• The report found that there were two sites within 200 m of roads potentially affected by 

increases in traffic levels caused by the development proposals. These were the Portsmouth 

Harbour Ramsar and SPA. This distance is consistent with Natural England’s approach to 

advising competent authorities on the assessment of road traffic emissions under the Habitats 

Regulations (Natural England, 2018). 

• The report uses Natural England guidance to establish that the development proposals do not 

have the potential to act alone. This is based on the development proposals generating 100 

AADT for cars and no AADT for HDV:  

 

“The development is predicted to generate 100 AADT with no HDVs. As such, 

roads which are predicted to experience increases in traffic flows associated with 

the development are not expected to experience changes of over 1,000 AADT or 

200 HDVs.” 

(REC Delivering Solutions, 2019: Page 14) 

 

The 1000 AADT movements of cars or 200 AADT of HDV thresholds are therefore not 

predicted to be exceeded. It is therefore considered that changes in air quality as a result of 

increases in traffic movements during operation alone can be screened out at Stage 1 and 

Stage 2: Appropriate Assessment is not required.  

• The report found that it was not possible to establish that the level of traffic on roads 

affected by the development proposals in-combination with other plans and projects would be 

below 1000 AADT movements of cars and / or 200 AADT of HDV. Changes in air quality as a 

result of increases in traffic movements during operation in-combination has therefore been 

taken forward to Stage 2: Appropriate Assessment.  

Air Quality Changes During Occupation: Alone can be screened out and has not been 

taken forward to Stage 2: Appropriate Assessment. 

Air Quality Changes During Occupation: In-combination has therefore been taken 

forward to Stage 2: Appropriate Assessment. 

3.2.7 Recreational use during occupation: Alone and in-combination 

The site is within 5.6 km of the Solent and Southampton Water SPA and Ramsar and the Portsmouth 

Harbour SPA and Ramsar. This means that the impacts arising from the development proposals due 

to recreational pressure must be mitigated for in accordance with the Solent Recreation Mitigation 

Strategy (Bird Aware Solent, 2017). This strategy determined that all residential developments within 

5.6 km had the potential to result in increased visitor pressure with subsequent disturbance impacts 

on qualifying bird species.  

This is considered to apply both alone and in-combination. However, due to the proposed mitigation, 

it is not necessary to specifically identify all projects that could result in an increase in recreational 

pressure on Solent European designated sites included within the strategy (i.e. those within 5.6 km). 

Recreational Use During Occupation: Alone and In-combination therefore been taken 

forward to Stage 2: Appropriate Assessment. 

Page 3365



Land at Newgate Lane, North and Land at Newgate Lane, 
South: Report to Inform Habitats Regulations Assessment Stage 1 and 
Stage 2 

 
 

Land at Newgate Lane, North and Land at  
Newgate Lane, South 12 November 2020 

A117387 

3.2.8 Nutrient outputs during occupation: Alone and in-combination  

In June 2018, an Integrated Water Management Study for South Hampshire was published by the 

Partnership for Urban South Hampshire (PUSH) (2018) has identified that there is uncertainty in some 

locations as to whether there will be sufficient capacity to accommodate new housing growth, and 

the potential for adverse effects upon coastal SPAs (including the Solent and Southampton Water 

SPA) as a result of nitrogen discharge.  

Natural England have identified that there is the potential for nutrients arising from increased 

wastewater from residential development to affect the qualifying features of European designated 

sites in the Solent (Natural England, 2020). 

This effect has been identified as having the potential to promote algae growth that can affect 

aquatic vegetation and increase turbidity thereby affecting foraging efficacy of fish-eating birds, and 

the availability of suitable vegetation for species such as dark-bellied brent geese. These effects could 

ultimately impact all aspects of the functioning of European designated sites in an interconnected 

manner.    

Included within this guidance, Natural England have provided a calculator for establishing the change 

in nutrient (nitrogen) levels in water arising from the site pre- and post-development. This includes 

calculating the change in surface water as a result of a change in land use, and from wastewater that 

is discharged into the Solent with consent from Peel Common Wastewater Treatment Works (WwTW) 

(and eventually reaches the Solent).  

Wastewater from the development proposals will be treated at the Southern Water WwTW at Peel 

Common, but ultimately water will discharge to the sea and may contribute to background nitrogen 

levels within the Solent. The development therefore has the potential to result in LSE on Solent SACs, 

SPAs and Ramsars due to direct and indirect effects of water pollution and therefore this pathway 

cannot be screened out at Stage 1 and Stage 2 Appropriate Assessment is required.  

This is considered to apply both alone and in-combination, but due to the proposed mitigation, it is 

not necessary to specifically identify all projects within the Solent catchment that could result in an 

increase in nutrient discharge into the Solent. 

Nutrient Outputs During Occupation: Alone and In-combination therefore been taken 

forward to Stage 2: Appropriate Assessment. 

3.3 Step 4 – Assessing the significance of any effects on the Natura 2000 

site(s) 

The Stage 1: Screening Assessment found that there were two pathways to LSE that require 

appropriate assessment at Stage 2. These are summarised in Table 1. These LSE apply to both Land 

North of Newgate Lane and Land South of Newgate Lane.  
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Table 1 Summary of Stage 1 Screening 

Pathway Site Stage 2 

required 

Loss of functionally linked 

habitat: Alone and in-

combination 

Portsmouth Harbour SPA and Ramsar 

Solent and Southampton Water SPA and Ramsar 

Yes 

Air quality changes during 

construction: Alone  

None within (50 m) zone of influence of the site. No 

Air quality changes during 

construction: In-combination  
None within (50 m) zone of influence of the site. No 

Air quality changes during 

occupation: Alone  

Portsmouth Harbour Ramsar and SPA No 

Air quality changes during 

occupation: In-combination 

Portsmouth Harbour Ramsar and SPA Yes 

Nutrient outputs during 

occupation: Alone  
All Solent European sites. Yes 

Nutrient outputs during 

occupation: In-combination 

All Solent European sites. Yes 

Recreational use during 

occupation Alone 

Portsmouth Harbour SPA and Ramsar 

Solent and Southampton Water SPA and Ramsar 

Yes 

Recreational use during 

occupation: In-combination  
Portsmouth Harbour SPA and Ramsar 

Solent and Southampton Water SPA and Ramsar 

Yes 

It is therefore concluded that there are no pathways for LSE on the following European designated 

sites and they are not taken further in the HRA process: 

• Butser Hill SAC; 

• River Itchen SAC; 

• The New Forest Ramsar;  

• The New Forest SAC; and 

• The New Forest SPA. 
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4.0 Stage 2: Appropriate Assessment 

The following sections discuss the potential pathways to LSE that could result in impacts on the 

integrity of the European sites identified during Stage 1: Screening, summarised in Table 1.  

4.1 Loss of Functionally Linked Habitat: Alone and In-combination 

The site was surveyed from November 2013 to March 2014 and October 2014 to March 2015 to 

inform the application to construct the new Newgate Lane East and Stubbington Bypass (WSP, 2015). 

During the surveys, it was found that it did not support significant numbers of SPA qualifying species 

and the bypass was subsequently approved and constructed. The bypass now bisects site F15 and it 

is considered that this has further reduced the suitability of that habitats to support SWBGS species. 

Surveys were also carried out on 6th and 17th March 2018 (Ethos Environmental Planning, 2019) and 

no geese or waders were recorded, with the only SPA-listed species being a single black-headed gull 

Chroicocephalus ridibundus recorded on the 17th March 2018. However, there is not sufficient 

evidence to determine with certainty that the loss of Low Use Site F15 would not result in adverse 

effects on the qualifying SPA bird population.  

The proposed development at Land at Newgate Lane, North will result in the loss of 3.14 ha of Low 

Use Site F15 and Land at Newgate Lane, South will result in the loss of 4.67 ha of Low Use Site F15, 

a total loss of 7.81 ha.  

Typically, mitigation for the loss of Low Use Sites is though the payment of a financial contribution of 

£35,610 which is secured via Section 106 agreement to enhance, manage and monitor the wider 

Solent Wader and Brent Goose Network. This funding is to be managed by the respective local 

authority and used to support schemes across the network, including in neighbouring authorities. Due 

to the lack of an established strategy within Fareham Borough, Natural England have requested 

further information to demonstrate a clear link between impact and mitigation, i.e. detail of how the 

financial contribution would be used to enhance the wider network. 

It is proposed that a Winter Bird Mitigation Area measuring 5.0 ha is created at Old Street, 

Stubbington which will enhance the wader and brent goose network. A Winter Bird Mitigation 

Strategy setting out the background, rationale and proposed management of the Mitigation Area is 

included at Appendix F and correspondence with Natural England agreeing the principles of the 

mitigation at Appendix G. This mitigation strategy has been prepared in consultation with and agreed 

by Natural England and Nicholas Sibbett CEcol CMLI CEnv MCIEEM (appointed to act as expert 

witness on behalf of Fareham Borough Council). 

It is therefore considered that, taking into account mitigation, loss of functionally linked 

habitat at Land at Newgate Lane, North and Land at Newgate Lane, South will not affect 

the integrity of the Solent and Southampton Water SPA and Ramsar or Portsmouth 

Harbour SPA and Ramsar.    

4.2 Air Quality Changes during Occupation: In-combination  

The data and assessment from the Air Quality Ecological Impacts Statement (REC Delivering 

Solutions, 2020) has been used to inform this Stage 2: Appropriate Assessment. These data have 
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been used to follow the guidance provided in Natural England’s approach to advising competent 

authorities on the assessment of road traffic emissions under the Habitats Regulations (Natural 

England, 2018) to make the assessment. The Air Quality Ecological Impacts Statement did not assess 

the two applications individually, but in-combination. Therefore this assessment takes the same 

approach. 

The data in the Air Quality Ecological Impacts Statement uses the following information: 

• 2017 Verification of Traffic Data (see Appendix II of the Air Quality Ecological Impacts 

Statement) which uses the Department for Transport (DfT) Matrix web tool1 and Trip End 

Model Presentation Program (TEMPRO) software package to allow for conversion from the 

obtained 2017 traffic flow year to 2024 to represent the development opening year. 

• Process contribution (PC) – This is the predicted emissions as a result of the traffic generated 

from the development proposal including those in-combination effects i.e. emissions from 

traffic generated by other plans or projects on the same roads affected by these development 

proposals. The report included four projects as having the potential to act in-combination 

which were therefore included in the PC value, these were: 

o Stubbington Bypass; 

o Land at Old Street, Stubbington (P/17/1451/OA); 

o Newlands Farm, Fareham (P15/1279/OA); and 

o Daedalus Development. 

These data were used to assess whether the PC exceeded 1% of the critical load / level of nitrogen / 

acid for the habitats of the Portsmouth Harbour Ramsar and SPA within 200 m of roads affected by 

traffic from the development proposals. These levels are referred to jointly as the environmental 

standards (Page 13) and environmental quality standards (EQS) (all tables) in the Air Quality 

Ecological Impacts Statement. These were determined for all 10 parcels of land within the 

Portsmouth Harbour Ramsar and SPA using the Air Pollution Information System (APIS) website. 

The 1% level is used as a threshold for significance in the report and is consistent with Natural 

England’s approach to advising competent authorities on the assessment of road traffic emissions 

under the Habitats Regulations (Natural England, 2018). Where this is not exceeded therefore, the PC 

for emissions is no considered to be significant.  

The findings from the Air Quality Ecological Impacts Statement are summarised in Table 2, these 

apply to 10 parcels of land within the Portsmouth Harbour Ramsar and SPA that are within 200 m of 

roads affected by traffic generated by the development proposals.  

 

1 It should be noted that the DfT matrix is referenced in DEFRA guidance LAQM (TG16) 
(DEFRA, 2018) as being a suitable source of data for air quality assessments and is therefore 

considered to provide a good representation of traffic flows in the vicinity of the site. 
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Table 2 Summary of the Quantification of PC Screening 

Emission  Range of Proportion of EQS at the 10 
parcels within Portsmouth Harbour 

Ramsar and SPA (%) 

1% of EQS 

Exceeded 

Predicted Annual Mean NOx 

Concentration (μg/m3) 

0 – 1  No 

Predicted 24-hour Mean NOx 

Concentration 

(μg/m3) 

0 – 1  No 

Predicted Annual Mean NH3 

Concentrations 

0 No  

Predicted Annual Mean 

Nitrogen Deposition Rate 

(kgN/ha/yr) 

0 No 

Predicted Annual Mean Acid 

Deposition Rate (kq/ha/yr) 
0 No 

These results show that 1% of the EQS of any pollutant would not be exceeded at any of the 10 

locations within the Portsmouth Harbour Ramsar and SPA that are within 200 m of roads affected by 

traffic generated by the development proposals. 

It is therefore considered that changes in air quality during operation as a result of traffic 

generated by Land at Newgate Lane, North or Land at Newgate Lane, South will not 

affect the integrity of Portsmouth Harbour Ramsar or SPA.    

4.3 Recreational use during Occupation: Alone and In-combination 

4.3.1 Land at Newgate Lane, North 

Land at Newgate Lane, North will comprise a development of up to 75 dwellings. As discussed in 

Section 3.2.7, a per-unit financial contribution will be made in accordance with the latest charging 

schedule for the Solent Recreation Mitigation Strategy (Bird Aware Solent, 2017) in order to mitigate 

for potential alone and in-combination recreational impacts upon the Solent SPAs and Ramsars. 

This financial contribution will be secured within a Section 106 Agreement. 

With the application of this mitigation, recreation as a result of Land at Newgate Lane, 

North is predicted to have no impact on the integrity of the Solent SPAs and Ramsars. 

4.3.2 Land at Newgate Lane, South 

Land at Newgate Lane, South will comprise a development of up to 115 dwellings. As discussed in 

Section 3.2.7, a per-unit financial contribution will be made in accordance with the latest charging 

schedule for the Solent Recreation Mitigation Strategy (Bird Aware Solent, 2017) in order to mitigate 

for potential alone and in-combination recreational impacts upon the Solent SPAs and Ramsars. 

This financial contribution will be secured within a Section 106 Agreement. 
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With the application of this mitigation, recreation as a result of Land at Newgate Lane, 

South is predicted to have no impact on the integrity of the Solent SPAs and Ramsars. 

4.4 Nutrient Outputs during Occupation: Alone and In-combination  

Due to the uncertainty over whether new development can be accommodated by existing wastewater 

treatment infrastructure without causing harm to coastal European sites, Natural England advise that 

all residential development should achieve nitrogen neutrality. 

4.4.1 Land at Newgate Lane, North 

A Nitrate Budget Calculation was completed by CEP (CEP, 2020a) which concluded that the 

development would result in a decrease of -28.1 Kg/yr TN. 

As part of this assessment, a further calculation has been undertaken which takes a more 

precautionary approach to the assessment of existing land uses. This uses Version 4 of Natural 

England’s Advice on Achieving Nutrient Neutrality for New Development in the Solent Region (Natural 

England, 2020) for calculating nitrogen budgets. The assumptions used in this assessment are as 

follows: 

• 110 litres of waste water will be generated per person per day; 

• Wastewater will be treated at Peel Common WwTW;  

• Peel Common has a discharge consent limit of 9 mg/l TN; 

• The scheme comprises a maximum of 75 dwellings;  

• The post-development site will comprise 3.37 ha of urban land and 0.55 ha of open space; 

• An occupancy rate of 2.4 people per dwelling as per Natural England guidance; and 

• The pre-development site comprises 3.4 ha of cereals (31.20 Kg/TN/ha/yr) and 0.55 ha of 

land not in agricultural use (5.00 Kg/TN/ha/yr). 

The full calculations are provided in Appendix D (Land at Newgate Lane, North) and are summarised 

in Table 3.  

Table 3 Summary of nutrient input calculations (Land at Newgate Lane, North) 

 Option Current Land 

Use TN Load 

(A) 

Waste water 
from Future 

Land Use TN 

Load  

(B) 

Future Land 

Use TN Load  

(C) 

Change  

(B+C-A) 

75 units 108.830 

Kg/TN/yr  

44.085 

Kg/TN/yr  

51.091 

Kg/TN/yr  

-13.654 

Kg/TN/yr  

 

The calculations show that taking a more precautionary approach, the development proposals would 

still result in a decrease in nitrogen load of -13.654 Kg/yr TN. 
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A planning condition should be attached to any permission requiring a landscape management plan 

setting out how the open space on site will be managed in the long-term to prevent any additional 

nutrient inputs (for example through inclusion of dog waste bins).  

As the combined changes in land use for Land at Newgate Lane, North will result in a net 

decrease in nutrient inputs into the Solent, there is no potential for an adverse effect on 

the integrity of the Solent European sites for nature conservation alone or in-

combination. 

4.4.2 Land at Newgate Lane, South 

A Nitrate Budget Calculation was completed by CEP (CEP, 2020b) which concluded that the 

development would result in a decrease of -21.6 Kg/yr TN. 

As part of this assessment, a further calculation has been undertaken which takes a more 

precautionary approach to the assessment of existing land uses. This uses Version 4 of Natural 

England’s Advice on Achieving Nutrient Neutrality for New Development in the Solent Region (Natural 

England, 2020) for calculating nitrogen budgets. The assumptions used in this assessment are as 

follows: 

• 110 litres of waste water will be generated per person per day; 

• Wastewater will be treated at Peel Common WwTW;  

• Peel Common has a discharge consent limit of 9 mg/l TN; 

• The scheme comprises a maximum of 115 dwellings;  

• The post-development site will comprise 4.73 ha of urban land and 1.27 ha of open space; 

• An occupancy rate of 2.4 people per dwelling as per Natural England guidance; and 

• The pre-development site comprises 4.6 ha of cereals (31.20 Kg/TN/ha/yr) and 1.4 ha of 

lowland grazing (13.00 Kg/TN/ha/yr). 

The full calculations are provided in Appendix E (Land at Newgate Lane, South) and are summarised 

in Table 4.  

Table 4 Summary of nutrient input calculations (Land at Newgate Lane, South) 

 Option Current Land 

Use TN Load 

(A) 

Waste water from 

Future Land Use 

TN Load  

(B) 

Future Land 

Use TN 

Load  

(C) 

Change  

(B+C-A) 

115 units 161.720 

Kg/TN/yr  

67.597 Kg/TN/yr  73.989 

Kg/TN/yr  

-20.134 

Kg/TN/yr  

The calculations show that taking a more precautionary approach, the development proposals would 

still result in a decrease in nitrogen load of -20.134 Kg/yr TN.  

A planning condition should be attached to any permission requiring a landscape management plan 

setting out how the open space on site will be managed in the long-term to prevent any additional 

nutrient inputs (for example through inclusion of dog waste bins).  
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As the combined changes in land use for Land at Newgate Lane, South will result in a net 

decrease in nutrient inputs into the Solent, there is no potential for an adverse effect on 

the integrity of the Solent European sites for nature conservation alone or in-

combination.  

5.0 Summary 

The Stage 2: Appropriate Assessment found that for all potential pathways to LSE taken forward to 

Stage 2: Appropriate Assessment, with the application of mitigation, there would be no impact on the 

integrity of any European site as a result of either Land at Newgate Lane, North or Land at Newgate 

Lane, South.  

As such, it is considered that the ‘Competent Authority’ can permit each development and does not 

require Stage 3 or Stage 4 assessments to be undertaken, as described in Section 2.1. 
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Figures 

Figure 1: Site Location Plan 

Figure 2: European Designated Sites within 10 km of the 

Boundary of the Site 

Figure 3: Site Location in Relation to Low Use Site F15 
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Appendix A – Report Conditions
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REPORT CONDITIONS 

This Report has been prepared using reasonable skill and care for the sole benefit of Fareham Land 

LP and Bargate Homes (“the Client”) for the proposed uses stated in the report by WYG Environment 

Planning Transport Limited (“WYG”). WYG exclude all liability for any other uses and to any other 

party. The report must not be relied on or reproduced in whole or in part by any other party without 

the copyright holder’s permission. 

No liability is accepted or warranty given for; unconfirmed data, third party documents and 

information supplied to WYG or for the performance, reliability, standing etc of any products, 

services, organisations or companies referred to in this report. WYG does not purport to provide 

specialist legal, tax or accounting advice. 

The report refers, within the limitations stated, to the environment of the site in the context of the 

surrounding area at the time of the inspections'. Environmental conditions can vary and no warranty 

is given as to the possibility of changes in the environment of the site and surrounding area at 

differing times. No investigative method can eliminate the possibility of obtaining partially imprecise, 

incomplete or not fully representative information. Any monitoring or survey work undertaken as part 

of the commission will have been subject to limitations, including for example timescale, seasonal and 

weather-related conditions. Actual environmental conditions are typically more complex and variable 

than the investigative, predictive and modelling approaches indicate in practice, and the output of 

such approaches cannot be relied upon as a comprehensive or accurate indicator of future conditions. 

The “shelf life” of the Report will be determined by a number of factors including; its original purpose, 

the Client’s instructions, passage of time, advances in technology and techniques, changes in 

legislation etc. and therefore may require future re-assessment.  

The whole of the report must be read as other sections of the report may contain information which 

puts into context the findings in any executive summary. 

The performance of environmental protection measures and of buildings and other structures in 

relation to acoustics, vibration, noise mitigation and other environmental issues is influenced to a 

large extent by the degree to which the relevant environmental considerations are incorporated into 

the final design and specifications and the quality of workmanship and compliance with the 

specifications on site during construction. WYG accept no liability for issues with performance arising 

from such factors. 
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Appendix B – Illustrative Masterplan 
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Appendix C – Qualifying Features of 

European Sites Screened into this 

Assessment
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Butser Hill SAC (JNCC, 2015a) 

Annex I habitats that are a primary reason for selection of this site  

• Semi-natural dry grasslands and scrubland facies on calacareous substrates (Festuco-

Brometalia) 

• Taxus baccata woods of the British Isles 

Solent and Isle of Wight Lagoons SAC (JNCC, 2015b) 

Annex I habitats that are a primary reason for selection of this site  

1150 Coastal lagoons  * Priority feature 

The Solent on the south coast of England encompasses a series of Coastal lagoons, including 
percolation, isolated and sluiced lagoons. The site includes a number of lagoons in the marshes in the 

Keyhaven – Pennington area, at Farlington Marshes in Chichester Harbour, behind the sea-wall at 
Bembridge Harbour and at Gilkicker, near Gosport. The lagoons show a range of salinities and 

substrates, ranging from soft mud to muddy sand with a high proportion of shingle, which support a 

diverse fauna including large populations of three notable species: the nationally rare foxtail 
stonewort Lamprothamnium papulosum, the nationally scarce lagoon sand shrimp Gammarus 
insensibilis, and the nationally scarce starlet sea anemone Nematostella vectensis. The lagoons in 
Keyhaven – Pennington Marshes are part of a network of ditches and ponds within the saltmarsh 

behind a sea-wall. Farlington Marshes is an isolated lagoon in marsh pasture that, although separated 

from the sea by a sea-wall, receives sea water during spring tides. The lagoon holds a well-developed 
low-medium salinity insect-dominated fauna. Gilkicker Lagoon is a sluiced lagoon with marked 

seasonal salinity fluctuation and supports a high species diversity. The lagoons at Bembridge Harbour 
have formed in a depression behind the sea-wall and sea water enters by percolation. Species 

diversity in these lagoons is high and the fauna includes very high densities of N. vectensis. 

The New Forest Ramsar (JNCC, 1993) 

There are three Ramsar criteria for which the Dorset Heathlands Ramsar is designated. 

Ramsar criterion 1 

Valley mires and wet heaths are found throughout the site and are of outstanding scientific interest. 

The mires and heaths are within catchments whose uncultivated and undeveloped state buffer the 

mires against adverse ecological change. This is the largest concentration of intact valley mires of 
their type in Britain. 

Ramsar criterion 2 

The site supports a diverse assemblage of wetland plants and animals including several nationally 

rare species. Seven species of nationally rare plant are found on the site, as are at least 65 British 

Red Data Book species of invertebrate. 

Ramsar criterion 3 

The mire habitats are of high ecological quality and diversity and have undisturbed transition zones. 
The invertebrate fauna of the site is important due to the concentration of rare and scare wetland 

species. The whole site complex, with its examples of semi-natural habitats is essential to the genetic 

and ecological diversity of southern England. 
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The New Forest SAC (JNCC, 2015c) 

There are 11 Annex I habitats present that are a primary reason for selection of this site: 

• 3110 Oligotrophic waters containing very few minerals of sandy plains (Littorelletalia 

uniflorae); 

• 3130 Oligotrophic to mesotrophic standing waters with vegetation of the Littorelletea 

uniflorae and/or of the Isoëto-Nanojuncetea; 

• 4010 Northern Atlantic wet heaths with Erica tetralix; 

• 4030 European dry heaths; 

• 6410 Molinia meadows on calcareous, peaty or clayey-silt-laden soils (Molinion caeruleae); 

• 7150 Depressions on peat substrates of the Rhynchosporion; 

• 9120 Atlantic acidophilous beech forests with Ilex and sometimes also Taxus in the 

shrublayer (Quercion robori-petraeae or Ilici-Fagenion); 

• 9130 Asperulo-Fagetum beech forests; 

• 9190 Old acidophilous oak woods with Quercus robur on sandy plains; 

• 91D0 Bog woodland; and 

• 91E0 Alluvial forests with Alnus glutinosa and Fraxinus excelsior (Alno-Padion, Alnion 

incanae, Salicion albae).  

There are two Annex I habitats present as a qualifying feature, but not a primary reason for selection 

of this site: 

• 7140 Transition mires and quaking bogs 

• 7230 Alkaline fens 

There are two Annex II species that are primary reasons for selection of this site (JNCC, 2015): 

• 1044 Southern damselfly (Coenagrion mercurial); and 

• 1083 Stag beetle (Lucanus cervus). 

There is on Annex II species present as a qualifying feature, but not a primary reason for site 

selection: 

• 1166 Great crested newt (GCN) (Triturus cristatus) 

The New Forest SPA (JNCC, 2001a) 

There are four Annex I species present during the breeding season that are qualifying species for 

selection of this site: 

• Dartford warbler, 538 pairs representing at least 33.6% of the breeding population in Great 

Britain; 

• Honey buzzard (Pernis apivorus), two pairs representing at least 10.0% of the breeding 

population in Great Britain; 

• Nightjar, 300 pairs representing at least 8.8% of the breeding population in Great Britain; and 

• Woodlark, 184 pairs representing at least 12.3% of the breeding population in Great Britain 

(Count as at 1997). 
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There is one Annex I species present during the over-wintering season that is a qualifying species for 

selection of this site: 

• Hen harrier, 15 individuals representing at least 2.0% of the wintering population in Great 

Britain. 

Portsmouth Harbour SPA (JNCC, 2001b) 

Over winter 

Dark-bellied Brent Goose Branta bernicla bernicla, 2,847 individuals representing at least 0.9% of the 

wintering Western Siberia/Western Europe population (5-year peak mean 1991/2 - 1995/6). 

Portsmouth Harbour Ramsar (JNCC, 1995) 

Ramsar criterion 3 

The intertidal mudflat areas possess extensive beds of eelgrass Zostera angustifolia and Zostera 

noltei which support the grazing dark-bellied brent geese populations. The mud-snail Hydrobia ulvae 

is found at extremely high densities, which helps to support the wading bird interest of the site. 

Common cord-grass Spartina anglica dominates large areas of the saltmarsh and there are also 

extensive areas of green algae Enteromorpha spp. and sea lettuce Ulva lactuca. More locally the 

saltmarsh is dominated by sea purslane Halimione portulacoides which gradates to more varied 

communities at the higher shore levels. The site also includes a number of saline lagoons hosting 

nationally important species. 

Ramsar criterion 6 

Dark-bellied brent goose, Branta bernicla bernicla, 2105 individuals, representing an average of 2.1% 

of the GB population (5-year peak mean 1998/9-2002/3). 

Solent and Southampton Water SPA (JNCC, 2001c) 

This site qualifies under Article 4.1 of the Directive (79/409/EEC) by supporting populations of 

European importance of the following species listed on Annex I of the Directive: 

• During the breeding season;  

o Common tern (Sterna hirundo), 267 pairs representing at least 2.2% of the breeding 

population in Great Britain (5-year peak mean, 1993-1997); 

o Little tern (Sterna albifrons), 49 pairs representing at least 2.0% of the breeding 

population in Great Britain (5-year peak mean, 1993-1997); 

o Mediterranean gull (Larus melanocephalus), 2 pairs representing at least 20.0% of 

the breeding population in Great Britain (5-year peak mean, 1994-1998); 

o Roseate tern (Sterna dougallii), 2 pairs representing at least 3.3% of the breeding 

population in Great Britain (5-year peak mean, 1993-1997); and 

o Sandwich tern (Sterna sandvicensis), 231 pairs representing at least 1.7% of the 

breeding population in Great Britain (5-year peak mean, 1993-1997). 

This site also qualifies under Article 4.2 of the Directive (79/409/EEC) by supporting populations of 

European importance of the following migratory species: 
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• Over winter;  

o Black-tailed godwit (Limosa limosa islandica), 1,125 individuals representing at least 

1.6% of the wintering Iceland - breeding population (5-year peak mean, 1992/3-

1996/7);  

o Dark-bellied brent goose (Branta bernicla bernicla), 7,506 individuals representing at 

least 2.5% of the wintering Western Siberia/Western Europe population (5-year peak 

mean, 1992/3-1996/7);  

o Ringed plover (Charadrius hiaticula), 552 individuals representing at least 1.1% of 

the wintering Europe/Northern Africa - wintering population (5-year peak mean, 

1992/3-1996/7); and  

o Teal (Anas crecca), 4,400 individuals representing at least 1.1% of the wintering 

Northwestern Europe population (5-year peak mean, 1992/3-1996/7). 

The area also qualifies under Article 4.2 of the Directive (79/409/EEC) by regularly supporting at least 

20,000 waterfowl: 

Over winter, the area regularly supports 53,948 individual waterfowl (5 year peak mean 1991/2 - 

1995/6) including: gadwall (Anas Strepera), teal, ringed plover, black-tailed godwit, little grebe 

(Tachybaptus ruficollis), great crested grebe (Podiceps cristatus), cormorant (Phalacrocorax carbo), 

dark-bellied brent goose, wigeon (Anas Penelope), redshank (Tringa tetanus), pintail (Anas acuta), 

shoveler (Anas clypeata), red-breasted merganser (Mergus serratori), grey plover (Pluvialis 

squatarola), lapwing (Vanellus vanellus), dunlin (Calidris alpina alpine), curlew (Numenius arquata) 

and shelduck (Tadorna tadorna). 

Solent and Southampton Water Ramsar (JNCC, 1998) 

Ramsar Criterion 1 

The site is one of the few major sheltered channels between a substantial island and mainland in 

European waters, exhibiting an unusual strong double tidal flow and has long periods of slack water 
at high and low tide. It includes many wetland habitats characteristic of the biogeographic region: 

saline lagoons, saltmarshes, estuaries, intertidal flats, shallow coastal waters, grazing marshes, 
reedbeds, coastal woodland and rocky boulder reefs. 

 
Ramsar Criterion 2  

The site supports an important assemblage of rare plants and invertebrates. At least 33 British Red 
Data Book invertebrates and at least eight British Red Data Book plants are represented on site. 

 

Ramsar Criterion 5  
 

Assemblages of international importance: 
 

• Species with peak counts in winter: 51343 waterfowl (5-year peak mean 1998/99-

2002/2003). 

Ramsar Criterion 6 
 
Species/populations occurring at levels of international importance. 

Qualifying Species/populations (as identified at designation): 

• Species with peak counts in spring/autumn: 
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o Ringed plover, Europe/Northwest Africa, 397 individuals, representing an average of 

1.2% of the GB population (5-year peak mean 1998/9-2002/3). 

• Species with peak counts in winter: 

o Dark-bellied brent goose, 6456 individuals, representing an average of 3% of the 

population (5-year peak mean 1998/9-2002/3); 

o Eurasian teal, NW Europe, 5514 individuals, representing an average of 1.3% of the 

population (5-year peak mean 1998/9-2002/3); and 

o Black-tailed godwit, Iceland/W Europe, 1240 individuals, representing an average of 

3.5% of the population (5-year peak) 

Chichester and Langstone Harbours SPA (JNCC, 2001d) 

During the breeding season; 
  

Little Tern Sterna albifrons, 100 pairs representing up to 4.2% of the breeding population in Great 
Britain (5-year mean, 1992-1996) 

  

Sandwich Tern Sterna sandvicensis, 158 pairs representing up to 1.1% of the breeding population in 
Great Britain (1998) 

  
On passage; 

  

Little Egret Egretta garzetta, 137 individuals representing up to 17.1% of the population in Great 
Britain (Count as at 1998) 

  
Over winter; 

  

Bar-tailed Godwit Limosa lapponica, 1,692 individuals representing up to 3.2% of the wintering 
population in Great Britain (5-year peak mean 1991/2 - 1995/6) 

  
Little Egret Egretta garzetta, 100 individuals representing up to 20.0% of the wintering population in 

Great Britain (Count as at 1998). 
 

This site also qualifies under Article 4.2 of the Directive (79/409/EEC) by supporting populations of 

European importance of the following migratory species: 
  

On passage; 
  

Ringed Plover Charadrius hiaticula, 2,471 individuals representing up to 4.9% of the Europe/Northern 

Africa - wintering population (5-year peak mean 1991/2 - 1995/6) 
  

Over winter; 
  

Black-tailed Godwit Limosa limosa islandica, 1,003 individuals representing up to 1.4% of the 
wintering Iceland - breeding population (5-year peak mean 1991/2 - 1995/6) 

  

Dark-bellied Brent Goose Branta bernicla bernicla, 17,119 individuals representing up to 5.7% of the 
wintering Western Siberia/Western Europe population (5-year peak mean 1991/2 - 1995/6) 

  
Dunlin Calidris alpina alpina, 44,294 individuals representing up to 3.2% of the wintering Northern 

Siberia/Europe/Western Africa population (5-year peak mean 1991/2 - 1995/6) 

  
Grey Plover Pluvialis squatarola, 3,825 individuals representing up to 2.5% of the wintering Eastern 

Atlantic - wintering population (5-year peak mean 1991/2 - 1995/6) 
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Redshank Tringa totanus, 1,788 individuals representing up to 1.2% of the wintering Eastern Atlantic 

- wintering population (5-year peak mean 1991/2 - 1995/6) 
  

Ringed Plover Charadrius hiaticula, 846 individuals representing up to 1.7% of the wintering 

Europe/Northern Africa - wintering population (5-year peak mean 1991/2 - 1995/6) 
  

Assemblage qualification: A wetland of international importance. 
  

The area qualifies under Article 4.2 of the Directive (79/409/EEC) by regularly supporting at least 

20,000 waterfowl 
  

Over winter, the area regularly supports 93,142 individual waterfowl (5 year peak mean 1991/2 - 
1995/6) including: Wigeon Anas penelope, Bar-tailed Godwit Limosa lapponica, Dark-bellied Brent 

Goose Branta bernicla bernicla, Ringed Plover Charadrius hiaticula, Grey Plover Pluvialis squatarola, 
Dunlin Calidris alpina alpina, Black-tailed Godwit Limosa limosa islandica, Redshank Tringa totanus, 
Little Grebe Tachybaptus ruficollis, Little Egret Egretta garzetta, ShelduckTadorna tadorna, 

Curlew Numenius arquata, Teal Anas crecca, Pintail Anas acuta, Shoveler Anas clypeata, Red-
breasted Merganser Mergus serrator, Oystercatcher Haematopus ostralegus, Lapwing Vanellus 
vanellus, Knot Calidris canutus, Sanderling Calidris alba, Cormorant Phalacrocorax carbo, 
Whimbrel Numenius phaeopus. 
ak mean 1998/9-2002/3). 

Chichester and Langstone Harbours Ramsar (JNCC, 1987) 

Ramsar criterion 5  

Assemblages of international importance: Species with peak counts in winter: 76480 waterfowl (5-

year peak mean 1998/99-2002/2003)  

Ramsar criterion 6 – Species/populations occurring at levels of international importance.  

Qualifying Species/populations (as identified at designation):  

Species with peak counts in spring/autumn:  

• Ringed plover Charadrius hiaticula, Europe / Northwest Africa 853 individuals, representing an 

average of 1.1% of the population (5-year peak mean 1998/9- 2002/3)  

• Black-tailed godwit Limosa limosa islandica, Iceland/W Europe 906 individuals, representing 

an average of 2.5% of the population (5-year peak mean 1998/9- 2002/3)  

• Common redshank Tringa totanus totanus, 2577 individuals, representing an average of 1% 

of the population (5-year peak mean 1998/9- 2002/3)  

Species with peak counts in winter:  

• Dark-bellied brent goose Branta bernicla bernicla, 12987 individuals, representing an average 

of 6% of the population (5-year peak mean 1998/9- 2002/3)  

• Common shelduck Tadorna tadorna, NW Europe 1468 individuals, representing an average of 

1.8% of the GB population (5-year peak mean 1998/9-2002/3)  

• Grey plover, E Atlantic/W Africa -wintering 3043 individuals, representing an average of 1.2% 

of Pluvialis squatarola the population (5-year peak mean 1998/9-2002/3)  
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• Dunlin Calidris alpina alpina, W Siberia/W Europe 33436 individuals, representing an average 

of 2.5% of the population (5-year peak mean 1998/9-2002/3)  

Species/populations identified subsequent to designation for possible future consideration under 

criterion 6. Species regularly supported during the breeding season:  

Little tern Sterna albifrons albifrons, W Europe 130 apparently occupied nests, representing an 

average of 1.1% of the breeding population (Seabird 2000 Census). 

River Itchen SAC (JNCC, 2015d) 

There is one Annex I habitats present that are a primary reason for selection of this site: 

• 3260 Water courses of plain to montane levels with the Ranunculion fluitantis and Callitricho-

Batrachion vegetation. 

There are two Annex II species that are primary reasons for selection of this site: 

• 1044 Southern damselfly (Coenagrion mercuriale); and 

• 1163 Bullhead (Cottus gobio). 

There are four Annex II species present as a qualifying feature, but not a primary reason for site 

selection: 

• 1092 White-clawed (or Atlantic stream) crayfish Austropotamobius pallipes; 

• 1096 Brook lamprey Lampetra planeri; 

• 1106 Atlantic salmon Salmo salar; and 

• 1355 Otter Lutra lutra. 

Solent Maritime SAC (JNCC, 2015e) 

Annex I habitats that are a primary reason for selection of this site 

1130 Estuaries 
The Solent encompasses a major estuarine system on the south coast of England with four coastal 

plain estuaries (Yar, Medina, King’s Quay Shore, Hamble) and four bar-built estuaries (Newtown 

Harbour, Beaulieu, Langstone Harbour, Chichester Harbour). The site is the only one in the series to 
contain more than one physiographic sub-type of estuary and is the only cluster site. The Solent and 

its inlets are unique in Britain and Europe for their hydrographic regime of four tides each day, and 
for the complexity of the marine and estuarine habitats present within the area. Sediment habitats 

within the estuaries include extensive estuarine flats, often with intertidal areas supporting 
eelgrass Zostera spp. and green algae, sand and shingle spits, and natural shoreline transitions. The 

mudflats range from low and variable salinity in the upper reaches of the estuaries to very sheltered 

almost fully marine muds in Chichester and Langstone Harbours. Unusual features include the 
presence of very rare sponges in the Yar estuary and a sandy ‘reef’ of the polychaete Sabellaria 
spinulosa on the steep eastern side of the entrance to Chichester Harbour. 

1320 Spartina swards (Spartinion maritimae) 

Solent Maritime is the only site for smooth cord-grass Spartina alterniflora in the UK and is one of 

only two sites where significant amounts of small cord-grass S. maritima are found. It is also one of 
the few remaining sites for Townsend’s cord-grass S. x townsendii and holds extensive areas of 

common cord-grass Spartina anglica, all four taxa thus occurring here in close proximity. It has 
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additional historical and scientific interest as the site where S. alterniflora was first recorded in the UK 
(1829) and where S. x townsendii and, later, S. anglica first occurred. 

 
1330 Atlantic salt meadows (Glauco-Puccinellietalia maritimae) 

The Solent contains the second-largest aggregation of Atlantic salt meadows in south and south-

west England. Solent Maritime is a composite site composed of a large number of separate areas of 
saltmarsh. In contrast to the Severn estuary, the salt meadows at this site are notable as being 

representative of the ungrazed type and support a different range of communities dominated by sea-
purslane Atriplex portulacoides, common sea-lavender Limonium vulgare and thrift Armeria maritima. 

As a whole the site is less truncated by man-made features than other parts of the south coast and 

shows rare and unusual transitions to freshwater reedswamp and alluvial woodland as well as coastal 
grassland. Typical Atlantic salt meadow is still widespread in this site, despite a long history of 

colonisation by cord-grass Spartina spp. 

Annex I habitats present as a qualifying feature, but not a primary reason for selection of 

this site 

• 1110 Sandbanks which are slightly covered by sea water all the time 

• 1140 Mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater at low tide 

• 1150 Coastal lagoons  * Priority feature 

• 1210 Annual vegetation of drift lines 

• 1220 Perennial vegetation of stony banks 

• 1310 Salicornia and other annuals colonizing mud and sand 

• 2120 "Shifting dunes along the shoreline with Ammophila arenaria (""white dunes"")" 

Annex II species present as a qualifying feature, but not a primary reason for site 

selection 

• 1016 Desmoulin's whorl snail Vertigo moulinsiana 

Solent and Dorset Coast pSPA (Natural England, 2016) 

The proposal for Solent and Dorset Coast is to create a new SPA for internationally important 

populations of: 

• Common tern Sterna hirundo 

• Sandwich tern Thalasseus sandvicensis 

• Little tern Sternula albifrons 
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Appendix D – Land at Newgate Lane, 

North Nutrient Balancing 

Calculations 
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Table 3: Calculating Total Nitrogen (TN) Load From Development Wastewater (Stage 1) 

Step Measurement Value Unit Explanation 

Development 

proposal. 
Development types that would increase the 

population served by a wastewater system. 
75.000 Residential 

dwellings 
Number of dwellings. 

1 Additional population. 180.000 Persons Uses an average household size of 2.4 x number 

of dwellings. 

2 Wastewater volume generated by development. 19800.000 L/day Persons x 110 litres/day. Where relevant, 

deduct wastewater volume of population 

displaced by the proposed development. 

3 Waste Water Treatment Works (WWTW) 

environmental limit for TN. 
9.000 mg/l TN Peel Common WwTW limit. 

4 Deduct acceptable TN loading 

(@ 2 mg/l TN). 

6.100 mg/l TN 90% of environmental limit. – 2 mg/l in 

accordance with NE guidance 

5 TN discharged after WWTW. 120780.000 mg/TN/day Step 2 x Step 4 

6 Convert mg/TN to kg/TN per day. 0.121 Kg/TN/day Divide by 1,000,000. 

7 Convert kg/TN per day to kg/TN per year. 44.085 Kg/TN/yr x365 days. 

TN Load Wastewater 44.085 Kg/TN/yr 
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Table 4: Calculating TN Load From Current Land use (Stage 2) 

Step Measurement Farm type Value Unit Explanation 

1 Total area of existing land Cereals 

No use  

3.400 

0.550 

ha Area of land lost to development 

2 Nitrate loss. Cereals 

No use 

31.200 

5.000 

Kg/ha/yr  The existing land uses  

3 Multiply total area by farm type nitrate loss Cereals 

No use 

106.080 

2.750 

Kg/TN/yr  Area x nitrate loss 

TN Load – Current land use 108.830 Kg/TN/yr 

Table 5: Calculating TN Load From Future Land Uses (Stage 3) 

Step Measurement Value Unit Explanation 

1 Future urban land 3.370 ha Area of development that will change from agricultural land to urban land 

use 

2 Total nitrogen load from future urban 

area 
48.191 Kg/TN/yr area (ha) x 14.3 Kg/TN/yr (nitrogen leaching from urban land each year) 

3 New SANG / open space 0.580 ha Area of development that will change from agricultural land to SANG / open 

space 

4 TN load from SANG / open space 2.900 Kg/TN/yr area (ha) x 5 (nitrogen leaching from SANG / open space each year) 

5 Combine TN load from future land uses 51.091 Kg/TN/yr - 

TN Load – Future land use 51.091 Kg/TN/yr 
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Table 6: Calculating Net Change in TN from The Development (Stage 4) 

Step Measurement Value Unit Explanation 

1 Identify TN loads from wastewater  44.085 Kg/TN/yr (Stage 1) 

2 Calculate TN from land use - subtract TN load from future land uses (Stage 3) from existing land 

uses (Stage 2) 
57.739 Kg/TN/yr (Stage 2 - Stage 

3) 

3 Determine nitrogen budget - the difference between the TN load for the proposed development 

and the existing uses 
-13.654 Kg/TN/yr (Step 1 - Step 2) 

4 Calculate and include 20% buffer (does not apply to neutral projects) N/A N/A  N/A  

TN Budget -13.654 Kg/TN/yr 
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Appendix E – Land at Newgate Lane, 

South Nutrient Balancing 

Calculations 
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Table 3: Calculating Total Nitrogen (TN) Load From Development Wastewater (Stage 1) 

Step Measurement Value Unit Explanation 

Development 

proposal. 
Development types that would increase the 

population served by a wastewater system. 
115.000 Residential 

dwellings 
Number of dwellings. 

1 Additional population. 276.000 Persons Uses an average household size of 2.4 x number 

of dwellings. 

2 Wastewater volume generated by development. 30360.000 L/day Persons x 110 litres/day. Where relevant, 

deduct wastewater volume of population 

displaced by the proposed development. 

3 Waste Water Treatment Works (WWTW) 

environmental limit for TN. 
9.000 mg/l TN Peel Common WwTW limit. 

4 Deduct acceptable TN loading 

(@ 2 mg/l TN). 

6.100 mg/l TN 90% of environmental limit. – 2 mg/l in 

accordance with NE guidance 

5 TN discharged after WWTW. 166676.400 mg/TN/day Step 2 x Step 4 

6 Convert mg/TN to kg/TN per day. 0.185 Kg/TN/day Divide by 1,000,000. 

7 Convert kg/TN per day to kg/TN per year. 67.597 Kg/TN/yr x365 days. 

TN Load Wastewater 67.597 Kg/TN/yr 
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Table 4: Calculating TN Load From Current Land use (Stage 2) 

Step Measurement Farm type Value Unit Explanation 

1 Total area of existing land Cereals 

Lowland Grazing  

4.600 

1.400 

ha Area of land lost to development 

2 Nitrate loss. Cereals 

Lowland Grazing 

31.200 

13.000 

Kg/ha/yr  The existing land uses  

3 Multiply total area by farm type nitrate loss Cereals 

Lowland Grazing 

143.520 

18.200 

Kg/TN/yr  Area x nitrate loss 

TN Load – Current land use 161.720 Kg/TN/yr 

Table 5: Calculating TN Load From Future Land Uses (Stage 3) 

Step Measurement Value Unit Explanation 

1 Future urban land 4.730 ha Area of development that will change from agricultural land to urban land 

use 

2 Total nitrogen load from future urban 

area 
67.639 Kg/TN/yr area (ha) x 14.3 Kg/TN/yr (nitrogen leaching from urban land each year) 

3 New SANG / open space 1.270 ha Area of development that will change from agricultural land to SANG / open 

space 

4 TN load from SANG / open space 6.350 Kg/TN/yr area (ha) x 5 (nitrogen leaching from SANG / open space each year) 

5 Combine TN load from future land uses 73.989 Kg/TN/yr - 

TN Load – Future land use 73.989 Kg/TN/yr 
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Table 6: Calculating Net Change in TN from The Development (Stage 4) 

Step Measurement Value Unit Explanation 

1 Identify TN loads from wastewater  67.597 Kg/TN/yr (Stage 1) 

2 Calculate TN from land use - subtract TN load from future land uses (Stage 3) from existing land 

uses (Stage 2) 
87.731 Kg/TN/yr (Stage 2 - Stage 

3) 

3 Determine nitrogen budget - the difference between the TN load for the proposed development 

and the existing uses 
-20.134 Kg/TN/yr (Step 1 - Step 2) 

4 Calculate and include 20% buffer (does not apply to neutral projects) N/A N/A  N/A  

TN Budget -20.134 Kg/TN/yr 
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Site: Old Street, Stubbington 

Client: Fareham Land LLP and Bargate Homes 

Job Number: A117387 

Survey Type(s): Winter Bird Mitigation Strategy 

File Location: I:\Projects\Projects A117000 on\A117387 Land West of Newgate 

Lane\Reports 

 

1.0  Introduction 

WYG were commissioned by Fareham Land LLP and Bargate Homes to prepare a Winter Bird 

Mitigation Strategy, covering the proposed creation of a Winter Bird Mitigation area at Old Street, 

Stubbington. The purpose of this is to provide compensation for the partial loss of F15, a Low Use site 

within the Solent Wader and Brent Goose strategy which has been used historically by lapwing 

Vanellus. 

The ownership and long-term management and monitoring of the Winter Bird Mitigation Area as 

shown in Figure 1, will be secured via legal agreement in perpetuity (defined as 125 years) or the 

lifetime of the associated developments (whichever is longer). 

1.1 Site Location 

The site is located on land to the west of Old Street in the village Stubbington, Hampshire and is 

centred at Ordnance Survey National Grid Reference: SU 54133 02880. The survey area, hereafter 

referred to as ‘the site’, is shown on Figure 1 and comprises of two fields; the northern field is horse-

grazed with semi-improved grassland, and the southern field is an abandoned arable field with tall 

ruderal vegetation and grassland, also grazed. Both fields have borders that are partially lined with 

trees and hedgerows.  

1.2 Development Proposals 

The proposals are to create a Winter Bird Mitigation Area measuring 5.0 ha maintained in perpetuity, 

to compensate for the loss of 11.84 ha of F15 across the proposed developments at Newgate Lane 

East, Land at Newgate Lane (South) and Land at Newgate Lane (North). Following these three 

developments, there would be 13.26 ha of F15 remaining.  

2.0 Baseline 

The site was subject to a series of ecological surveys and assessments as part of a proposed planning 

application (and subsequent appeal which was dismissed) in 2018 (ref: P/17/1451/OA). These were 

undertaken by Hampshire Ecological Services (HES) and WYG and comprise: 

• Land west of Old Street, Stubbington: Ecological Appraisal Report (HES, 2017) 

• Land west of Old Street, Stubbington: Wintering Bird Survey Report (HES, 2017) 

• Land west of Old Street, Stubbington: Breeding Bird Survey Report (HES, 2017) 

• Old Street, Stubbington: Bat Activity Report (WYG, 2017) 

• Old Street, Stubbington: Bat Tree Assessment Report (WYG, 2017) 

• Old Street, Stubbington: Dormouse Presence / Likely Absence Report (WYG, 2017) 
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• Old Street, Stubbington: Reptile Presence / Likely Absence Report (WYG, 2017) 

 

A summary of the ecological baseline is given in Table 1.  

Table 1: Survey completed and month conducted 

Survey Type  Month Survey 

Conducted  
Summary of Results  

Ecological Appraisal 13th April 2016 The site consisted of two agricultural fields 

separated by hedgerows and a track (Marsh 

Lane). The northern field comprised horse-
grazed semi-improved grassland while the 

southern field was arable land. The northern 
boundary of the site were agricultural fields; 

the eastern and southern boundaries were 

residential housing; and the western 
boundary was Titchfield Haven National 

Nature Reserve (NNR). 

 

The Ecological Appraisal also identified an 

active badger sett consisting of 9 holes at 
the western site boundary of the southern 

field. 

Wintering Bird Survey Ten wintering bird survey 

visits were carried out 

between the 22nd 
December 2015 and 30th 

March 2016. 

A total of 34 bird species were recorded 

during the surveys within the site. Six amber 

list Birds of Conservation Concern, one of 
which (bullfinch) is also a UK BAP species 

were noted. The remaining amber list 
species are black-headed gull, common gull, 

dunnock, great black-backed gull and stock 

dove. eight red listed species were noted, of 
which five were UK BAP species (herring gull, 

house sparrow, lapwing, song thrush and 
starling). Other red list species include 

fieldfare, mistle thrush and redwing. 

The majority of the species recorded at the 

site were typical of farmland and improved 

grassland habitat. No significant numbers of 
wintering birds were recorded during the 

surveys and all species occurring on site are 
either common or fairly common within 

Hampshire and the surrounding area.  

Breeding Bird Survey Five breeding bird survey 
visits were carried out 

between 26th April and 

24th June 2016.  

A total of 37 bird species were recorded 
during the surveys within the site. Three 

amber list species (Dunnock, Reed Bunting 
and Stock Dove) and seven red list species 

(Cuckoo, House Sparrow, Lapwing, Linnet, 

Mistle Thrush, Skylark and Starling) were 
thought to likely be breeding on site. 

However, no birds were confirmed to be 

breeding on site during the surveys. 
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One Schedule 1 species was recorded (Cetti’s 
Warbler) during the surveys. The species 

was noted along the western boundary 

hedgerow. 

The majority of the species present are 

typical of semi-improved grassland and 

farmland habitat. 

No significant numbers of notable species 

were recorded during the surveys. 

Bat Activity Surveys Activity surveys were 

conducted on the 
following days - 12th July, 

31st August 4th October 

2017. 

At least six, but up to 7 species of bat were 

recorded using the habitats across the site 
during the surveys. The site was considered 

to be of importance of up to District, local or 
parish level for foraging and commuting 

bats.  

Bat Tree Assessment 11th September 2017 All trees present within the site boundaries 

were assessed as providing negligible or low 

suitability to support roosting bats. 

Dormouse Presence / 

Likely Absence 

27th July, 16th August, 8th 
September and 6th 

October 2017. 

During the survey conducted on 6th October, 
a dormouse and dormouse nest was 

recorded within a nest tube located within 

the northern hedgerow boundary of the 

northern field. 

Reptile Presence/ Likely 

Absence Survey 

8h September – 26th 

September 2017 

A low population of slow worms, grass snake 

and common lizard were recorded on-site, 
distributed around the boundaries of the 

southern field.  

 

An updated site visit on 28th October 2020 confirmed that there had been no significant change in the 

site conditions since the surveys undertaken in 2017. The northern field remains horse grazed. The 

southern field remains a partially overgrown arable field which is not subject to grazing by horses. 

Therefore it is considered that there will be no significant change to the populations of notable and 

protected species identified on site and, taking into account the proposals for the site, these 

conclusions remain valid for the purposes of assessing potential impacts. 

3.0 Proposed Mitigation 

The purpose of the mitigation is to compensate for the loss of loss of 11.84 ha of Low Use Site (F15) 

identified in the Solent Wader and Brent Goose Strategy (SWBGS) (Solent WBGS, 2019). The SWBGS 

identifies a network of sites which lie outside the coastal European sites but which support the 

functionality and integrity of these sites (for example through providing high-tide foraging habitat). 

F15 is identified as a Low Use Site for supporting at least 13 lapwing during winter of 2014-15. It is 

part of the network of functionally linked habitat for the Solent and Southampton Water Special 

Protection Area (SPA) and Ramsar Site which is designated for supporting populations of European 

importance of breeding terns and overwintering waterfowl. As detailed in the SWBGS, Low Use Sites 

are those with the potential to be used by waders or brent geese and provide alternative options and 

resilience for the network.  
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As per the strategy, while Low Use sites have records of birds the numbers involved are low enough 

to ensure there is only a negligible risk of not successfully offsetting the loss of a Low Use site 

through enhancements of the wider network. Nevertheless, all Low Use sites have the potential to be 

used by waders and brent geese and the unmitigated loss of these sites would in combination 

negatively affect the long term resilience of the network.  

Typically, mitigation for the loss of Low Use Sites is though the payment of a financial contribution of 

£35,610 which is secured via Section 106 agreement to enhance, manage and monitor the wider 

Solent Wader and Brent Goose Network. This funding is to be managed by the respective local 

authority and used to support schemes across the network, including in neighbouring authorities. Due 

to the lack of an established strategy within Fareham Borough, Natural England have requested 

further information to demonstrate a clear link between impact and mitigation, i.e. detail of how the 

financial contribution would be used to enhance the wider network.  

This strategy sets out the creation and management of a Winter Bird Mitigation Area which will 

enhance the wader and brent goose network, and provide a buffer to Titchfield Haven NNR (part of 

the Solent and Southampton Water SPA).  

3.1 Objectives  

Based on the findings of the previously undertaken bird surveys, and the impact of the associated 

developments, objectives are: 

• To create suitable foraging habitat for overwintering waders (in particular) lapwing; and 

• To provide secondary biodiversity benefits such as for breeding farmland birds including 

lapwing. 

3.2 Site Selection 

Following the surveys in 2016 and 2017, it was concluded that the site had negligible importance for 

wintering birds (substantiated by the fact it is not currently included within the wader and brent 

goose network), therefore the provision of habitat in this location would constitute enhancement of 

the wader and brent goose network.  

The proposed mitigation area will measure 5.0 ha and is larger than many existing Low Use sites 

within the wader and brent goose network in Fareham Borough. For example, F06, F12, F17J, F23, 

F29, F32, F48J, F79, F80 and F81 all measure less than 5.0 ha and are similarly bounded by mature 

tree and hedgerow margins.  

The location of the mitigation area is appropriate, lying immediately adjacent to the SPA. 

Furthermore, two lapwing were recorded on site in March 2016 within the proposed mitigation area 

during surveys in support of application P/17/1451/OA (Hampshire Ecological Services, 2017). This 

gives high confidence that with the provision of suitable habitat the mitigation area will be used.   
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3.3 Management Principles 

According to Sheldon et al. (2004)1 a study of lapwing found 50% of birds and flocks during winter 

were found on crops, stubble and bare tillage, compared to 25% on pasture. Primarily foraging takes 

place at night for earthworms, with a resulting need for clear foraging areas. However, according to 

Edwards and Bohlen (1996)2, on average permanent pasture supports the highest earthworm density, 

with lower densities in winter cereals. It is theorised by Gillings (2003)3 that foraging density may 

therefore be higher in arable cropped fields because a greater foraging effort is required. Taking this 

together with other potential environmental effects (in particular the need to minimise impacts from 

nitrogen outputs from the land), is proposed that the mitigation area is managed primarily as 

permanent pasture.   

Lapwing require areas of bare ground or short vegetation from mid-March to June and will nest in 

grassland. There is also the potential for the grassland area to be used by other SPA qualifying 

species such as dark-bellied brent geese Branta bernicla bernicla.  

Therefore, the mitigation area will be established with a grass mix of hard-wearing grasses suitable 

for grazing geese (including perennial rye grass Lolium perenne) with a high proportion of white 

clover Trifolium repens. The addition of clover into the mix will remove any need for artificial fertiliser 

as clover acts to fix nitrogen within the soil, and also helps to support a rich invertebrate biomass.  

Grassland will be managed through twice-yearly cuts with the final cut in September to make sure of 

a suitably short sward for winter foraging. 

A 6m uncultivated margin will be maintained around the periphery of the arable areas. This will 

provide potential nesting and foraging habitat for birds during summer, and provide habitat for 

invertebrates and reptiles (recorded on site). The provision of this margin will also avoid potential 

damage or disturbance of boundary woodland and hedgerow habitats which are known to support 

reptiles, hazel dormice, bats and badgers.  

3.4 Impacts to On-Site Biodiversity 

As set out in Section 2, the site predominately supports semi-improved grassland and arable habitats 

with non-significant populations of wintering and breeding birds, foraging and commuting activity by 

up to six species of bat, presence of hazel dormice within site boundary hedgerows and a low 

population of reptiles. It is predicted that the proposed management will result in a qualitative gain 

for on-site biodiversity as discussed in Table 2.   

 

 

 

1 Sheldon, R., Bolton, M., Gillings, S. and Wilson, A. (2004), Conservation management of Lapwing 
Vanellus on lowland arable farmland in the UK. Ibis, 146: 41-49. 
2 Edwards, C.A. & Bohlen, P.J. (1996). Biology and Ecology of Earthworms, 3rd edn. London: 

Chapman & Hall. 
3 Gillings, S. (2003). Diurnal and nocturnal ecology of Golden Plovers Pluvialis apricaria and Lapwings 

Vanellus vanellus wintering on arable farmland. PhD Thesis, University of East Anglia, Norwich. 
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Table 2: Impacts to On-site Biodiversity 

Feature  Impact  Rationale  

Wintering Birds  Beneficial The primary aim of the proposals is to create 

overwintering foraging habitat for wading birds (in 

particular lapwing).  

In addition to waders, the provision of short 

pasture, scrapes and uncultivated margins will 
provide foraging opportunities for other farmland 

birds.  

Breeding Birds  Beneficial The majority of the potential breeding birds 
identified were associated with boundary features 

which will be unaffected by the proposals. In 
addition the proposed grassland will provide 

potential habitat for ground nesting birds, although 

it is acknowledged that the mature tree boundaries 
may limit uptake. The uncultivated margins will 

provide foraging habitat for a wide range of 
farmland species in the form of seeds and 

invertebrates. 

Bats Beneficial It is anticipated that the proposals, in particular the 
provision of uncultivated (but managed) field 

margins will increase the availability of invertebrate 

prey for bats.   

Badger Neutral A badger sett is present at the western boundary 

of the site. The provision of a 6m uncultivated 
margin will avoid damage to the sett during 

management operations. Badgers currently forage 

within the southern field and the provision of 
uncultivated margins will maintain suitable foraging 

habitat (in addition to the managed fields). 

Hazel dormice Neutral The provision of a 6m uncultivated margin will 
protect hazel dormouse habitat from damage or 

disturbance during management operations.  

Reptiles Beneficial The provision of a 6m uncultivated field margin 

(which will be managed) will increase habitat 

suitability for reptiles by providing habitat variation 

for refuge, basking and foraging.  

 

Consideration has also been given to quantitative biodiversity gain using the Biodiversity Metric 2.0. 

Pre and post-development habitats have been quantified in accordance with the Biodiversity Metric 

2.0 Calculation Tool and Technical Supplement4.  

 

4 Natural England, (2019). The Biodiversity Metric 2.0 auditing and accounting for biodiversity 

Technical Supplement Beta Edition 
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The proposals will result in the loss of 1.39 ha of grassland (modified grassland) from the northern 

field and 3.14 ha of cropland (cereal crops other) from the southern field. Modified grassland is the 

UKHab equivalent to poor semi-improved grassland (as assessed in the Ecological Appraisal). Cereal 

crops other has been selected to represent the southern field which is former arable land which has 

not been recently cultivated (and is now grazed). This is considered appropriate as all cropland 

habitats (with the exception of those managed specifically for wildlife such as under a stewardship 

scheme, or traditional orchards) are assigned low distinctiveness. Alternatively, the field could be 

assessed as sparsely vegetated land (ruderal/ephemeral), however this too is of low distinctiveness. 

In accordance with the Technical Supplement, both habitats are assigned a condition score of 1 

(poor) with no condition assessment required. Both also score 1 for connectivity (due to low 

distinctiveness) and 1 for strategic significance.  

These habitats therefore have a value of 9.06 biodiversity units, all of which will be lost.  

The proposals will result in the creation of 3.82 ha of grassland (modified grassland) and 0.71 ha of 

cropland (arable field margins tussocky). Modified grassland is low and the margins medium 

distinctiveness and in accordance with the Technical Supplement, both habitats are assigned a 

condition score of 1 (poor) with no condition assessment required. Both also score 1 for connectivity 

(due to low distinctiveness), 1 for strategic significance, 0.965 for time to target condition (1 year) 

and 1 for difficulty of creation.   

This results in a post-development value of 10.11 biodiversity units, a gain of 1.05 units or 11.62%. 

4.0 Management Actions 

There will be three sets of management actions, covering the central grassland, wader scrapes and 

management of uncultivated margins. It should be noted that specific timings for operations such as 

sowing and cutting will be subject to weather and growing conditions. These areas are shown in 

Figure 1. 

 

It is important that the management regime is adaptive to account for future changes in the feature 

bird populations, climate change etc. Therefore, either in response to external data or monitoring 

results, the management body is permitted to make alterations to the management actions if agreed 

by the LPA and Natural England. 

4.1 Grassland 

The fields within the mitigation area will be flailed to ground-level to remove existing vegetation and 

dead growth. This will be using a tractor-mounted flail. These areas will then be prepared for seeding 

using a disc harrow to a maximum of 150 mm depth to prevent fertile soil being moved below root 

depth. If necessary, a chain harrow will be used to remove arisings from flailing and prevent 

smothering of seedlings (this will also help seed-to-soil contact).  

The seed mix to be sown will be a suitable grazing mix dominated by hard-wearing grasses (e.g. 

perennial rye grass Lolium perenne) and a minimum of 10% white clover Trifolium repens.  Seeding 

will take place by broadcast at a density of approximately 18 kg/ha. Seed should be sown within 10 

mm of the soil surface. Due to the inclusion of a high density of white clover in the seed mix, it is not 

considered necessary to include artificial fertiliser application.  
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Following sowing, the seed bed will be rolled. This will improve seed-to-soil contact, moisture 

retention and will minimise establishment of pest species.  

Every 10 years, the grassland will be supplemented if necessary by additional overseeding using the 

same seed mix. Overseeding will be preceded by a light harrow, or chain harrow, to prepare the 

seedbed without causing significant damage to the established grassland. This will refresh the seed 

bank and make sure that perennial rye grass and white clover remain the dominant species within the 

sward. 

Management will predominately be through cutting for hay or silage. This will comprise a first cut in 

late July / August (following majority of breeding bird activity) and a second cut in late September (to 

achieve a winter sward height of 50-60mm). Alternatively, low-intensity grazing could be conducted.  

4.2 Wader Scrapes 

To improve the habitat suitability for other wading birds (either qualifying species for the SPA or part 

of the qualifying assemblage) three wader scrapes will be created within the mitigation area. These 

will be of irregular shape with an average area of 50m2. To create a range of conditions and support 

different species the scrapes will be of variable depth with shallow margins and a deeper centre of 

0.5m depth. Water supply for the scrapes will come from rainfall and surface water runoff. 

The primary objective is to hold perched water during the winter, but it is anticipated that deeper 

areas will also hold water for part of the summer and provide an enhancement for breeding birds. 

The deeper central section of the scrape will occupy approximately 50% of the total area to maximise 

the likelihood of water retention. Scrapes will be created using an excavator with arisings piled 

adjacent to the margins to improve water retention and provide bare ground areas suitable for 

invertebrates.  

Locations of scrapes will be chosen by the developers ecologist by observing ground conditions during 

winter monitoring surveys, but will be located close to the north western boundary of the site where 

levels are lower. The developers ecologist will then supervise the scrape construction. If necessary 

following observations of water perching, the scrapes will be constructed with a compacted clay liner 

to aid water retention. 

Scrape banks will be strimmed to ground level every three years in late September / early October to 

prevent scrub or ruderal species from becoming established.   

During this clearance period scrapes will also be inspected for silt build-up and to make sure they still 

hold water. If necessary, additional excavation will be undertaken to remove material. Additional 

lining material will be added if necessary to aid water retention. 

4.3 Margins 

Margins of 6m width will be maintained around the periphery of the cropped areas. These will be 

maintained in accordance with RSPB stewardship guidance for rough grass margins.  

After Year 1, margins will be cut no more than once every five years in autumn. To maintain habitat 

variation, cuts of the margins in the northern and southern fields will be separated by one year.  
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The 3m of the margin adjacent to the cropped areas will be cut annually in autumn to maintain 

diversity within each area for invertebrates and reptiles.  

Spraying or fertilising must be avoided within the margins to avoid dominance of undesirable species 

such as thistles and docks.   

4.4 Monitoring 

Long-term monitoring is proposed which is proportionate to the impact (partial loss of a Low Use site) 

and takes into account the negligible risk of not successfully offsetting the loss of a Low Use site 

through enhancements of the wider network (per the Solent Wader and Brent Goose Strategy).   

It is proposed that long-term monitoring is undertaken using remote camera surveys. These will take 

place annually for Years 1 – 5 followed by every 10 years from Years 10 to 120. Two cameras will be 

deployed for a period of five days each month from October to March, one in the north of the 

mitigation area and one in the south. Cameras will be set to take photographs at 30 minute intervals. 

These will subsequently be checked by an ornithologist to confirm the presence or absence of SPA 

qualifying bird species. Results will be reported to the Owner and LPA.  

This will be supplemented by monitoring of the implementation of the above management operations. 

This will comprise annual site visits during winter in Years 1-10 followed by visits every 5 years from 

Years 10 – 120 to monitor compliance.   

Results will be reported to the Owner and LPA. Should remote camera monitoring determine that 

corrective action is required, this will be undertaken and a further period of manual monitoring may 

be required to monitor its effectiveness. This will be agreed with the LPA. 

Timing of Actions 

Table 4 sets out the timing of on-site management and monitoring operations. 

Table 4: Timing of operations 

Timing Operation  Year 

Mid-February 

/ Mid-March 
Prepare seedbed (plough or harrow to 120-200mm). 

Sow spring barley via drilling. 

Broadcast sow ryegrass and clover ley (c. 18kg/ha). 

Consolidate seed bed via rolling if required. 

Create wader scrapes 

Annually 

Years 1-3, 5-7 etc. 

Years 4, 8 etc. 

Annually 

Year 1 

Late July / 

August 
Cut grassland to 150 mm in height. 

Introduce grazing at low density if required. 

Years 4, 8 etc. 
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August Harvest spring barley. 

Leave as stubble. 

Years 1-3, 5-7 etc. 

Late 

September 
Cut grassland to 60 mm in height. Years 4, 8 etc. 

Late 

September 

Cut 3m of margin adjacent to crops to 150 mm in height.  Annually 

Late 

September 

Cut entire northern field margin to 150 mm in height.  Years 5, 10, 15 etc. 

Late 

September 
Cut entire southern field margin to 150 mm in height. Years 6, 11, 16 etc. 

Late 
September / 

Early October 

Strim banks of wader scrapes for scrub encroachment. 

Inspect sediment build-up and remove if necessary. 

Years 3, 6, 9 etc. 

October to 

March 
Site visit to monitor compliance.  Years 1-10 then 15, 

20, 25 etc. 

October to 

March 

Remote camera monitoring (5 days per month).  Years 1-5 then 10, 

20, 30 etc. 
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Figure 1: Winter Bird Mitigation Plan 
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West, David

From: Jones, Rachel <Rachel.Jones2@naturalengland.org.uk>

Sent: 23 October 2020 16:18

To: david.west

Subject: RE: Winter Bird Mitigation for F15��� CAUTION: This email originated from an external sender. Verify the source before opening links or attachments. ��� 

 

Hi David 
 
Thank you for your email and details provided on this mitigation scheme.  
 
It is noted that 13.26 ha of F15 will remain. However, to offset the loss of F15 that is coming forward as a 
result of the proposed development, a mitigation scheme is proposed on land immediately adjacent to 
Titchfield Haven NNR, which is designated Solent and Southampton SPA and Ramsar site. This land will 
be managed to enhance the continued ecological function of the wader network and support the adjacent 
NNR.  
 
We advise that a detailed costed management and monitoring plan is agreed with Natural England and the 
competent authority in due course. The mitigation land should be delivered in advance of any loss and 
managed by a suitable third party (such as LPA or NGO partner (or similar stable management body such 
as Land Trust)) in perpetuity. These details should be included within the Appropriate Assessment and 
secured with any planning permission. Provided this is the case, it is Natural England’s view that this would 
be a suitable offsetting project for the partial loss of F15. 
 
Please let me know if you need any further information at this stage. 
 
Kind regards 
Rachel  
 
Rachel Jones 
Senior Advisor Sustainable Development 
Thames Solent team 
Natural England 
07717 808691 

During the current coronavirus situation, Natural England staff are working remotely to provide our services and 
support our customers and stakeholders. All offices and our Mail Hub are closed, so please send any documents by 
email or contact us by phone or email to let us know how we can help you. See the latest news on the coronavirus at 
http://www.gov.uk/coronavirus and Natural England’s regularly updated operational update at 
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/operational-update-covid-19.   
 
www.gov.uk/natural-england  
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From: david.west <david.west@wyg.com>  

Sent: 20 October 2020 12:06 

To: Jones, Rachel <Rachel.Jones2@naturalengland.org.uk> 

Subject: Winter Bird Mitigation for F15 

 

Hi Rachel  

 

As discussed, please see attached proposed mitigation area at Old Street, Stubbingon. This comprises 5.0 ha, 
intended to compensate for the loss of 11.84 ha of F15 across the proposed developments at Newgate Lane East, 

Land at Newgate Lane (South) and Land at Newgate Lane (North). Following these three developments, there would 
be 13.26 ha of F15 remaining.  

 

As you know, this site was subject to detailed ecological surveys as part of a planning application P/17/1451/OA, and 
subsequent appeal in 2018. It was concluded that the site had negligible importance for wintering birds, therefore the 

provision of habitat in this location would constitute enhancement of the wader and brent goose network. The 
location of the mitigation area is appropriate, lying immediately adjacent to the SPA. Furthermore, two lapwing were  

recorded on site in March 2016 within the proposed mitigation area during surveys in support of application 

P/17/1451/OA (Hampshire Ecological Services, 2017). This gives high confidence that with the provision of suitable 
habitat the mitigation area will be used.   

 
According to Sheldon et al. (2004) a study of lapwing found 50% of birds and flocks during winter were found on 

crops, stubble and bare tillage, compared to 25% on pasture. Therefore it is proposed that the mitigation area is 
managed primarily for crops. This also provides variation from the predominant grassland habitat within the SPA. It 

has also been found that timing of tillage is an important factor in site selection by lapwing, with a preference for 

spring tillage (autumn tillage typically results in earlier crop growth which reduces predator visibility). Therefore, 
management will consist of overwintered stubble, followed by spring barley as the primary crop. This has the added 

benefit of providing suitable nesting habitat during spring and summer. It is proposed that management comprises a 
four-year rotation, with a break crop comprising a species-rich grassland ley every fourth year. This will avoid build-

up of crop parasites and allow the soil biomass to recover. 

 
Legal details are being drawn up at the moment but for the time-being would you mind confirming that this would be 

an appropriate form of compensation for the partial loss of the functionally linked land at F15? I can then forward this 
information to the case officer at Fareham Borough Council to inform them of our proposals.  

 
Kind regards 

 

David West  

Associate Ecologist 

WYG will be rebranding as Tetra Tech at the start of 2021 

 

WYG 

The Pavilion, 1st Floor, Botleigh Grange Office Campus, Hedge End, Southampton, Hampshire, SO30 2AF 
Tel:    +44 238 202 2860 

Mob:  +44 7557 582 803 
 

www.wyg.com 

WYG Environment Planning Transport Limited. Registered in England number: 03050297. 

Registered Office: 3 Sovereign Square, Sovereign Street, Leeds LS1 4ER. VAT No: 431-0326-08.  

  

 

 

Following Government guidance aimed at preventing the spread of COVID-19 the majority of our office based teams 
are working from home. We are fully enabled to work remotely so this will not impact on our service to our clients or 

Page 3413



3

our colleagues. However, we do require that all communications are sent to us electronically by email so that we will 
be in a position to receive and respond. Thank you for your co-operation.  

  

This message contains confidential information and is intended only for the recipient. If you are not the recipient you should not disseminate, distribute or copy this e-
mail. Please notify the sender immediately by e-mail if you have received this e-mail by mistake and delete this e-mail from your system. E-mail transmission cannot be 
guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information could be intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or incomplete, or contain viruses. The sender therefore 

does not accept liability for any errors or omissions in the contents of this message, which arise as a result of e-mail transmission. If verification is required please 
request a hard-copy version.  

This email and any attachments is intended for the named recipient only. If you have received it in error you have no 

authority to use, disclose, store or copy any of its contents and you should destroy it and inform the sender. Whilst 

this email and associated attachments will have been checked for known viruses whilst within the Natural England 

systems, we can accept no responsibility once it has left our systems. Communications on Natural England systems 

may be monitored and/or recorded to secure the effective operation of the system and for other lawful purposes.  
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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 This rebuttal is prepared in response to the Proof of Evidence prepared by Ms 

Jane Parker in respect of the appeals at Land at Newgate Lane, North and Land 

at Newgate Lane, South.  

1.2 It responds to the planning policy matters raised in Ms Parker's proof, but does 

not deal with:  

• matters of housing land supply, which are separately addressed in the 

rebuttal of Mr Neil Tiley;  

• matters of sustainability (in respect of access to local facilities) or the 

Newgate Lane East junction, which are separately addressed in the 

rebuttals of Mr Anthony Jones and Miss Martha Hoskins; or 

• matters of landscape and visual effects (in terms of quantification of 

impacts), which is separately addressed in the rebuttal of Mr James 

Atkin. 

1.3 Since the exchange of evidence on 2nd November 2020, the parties have 

agreed updated Statements of Common Ground (dated November 2020, 

Version 2), which confirm that – based on the engrossment of the drafted legal 

agreements to secure the relevant planning obligations, the following reasons 

for refusal fall away: 

• Insufficient information to address highway impacts; 

• Inadequate site accesses; 

• Insufficient support for sustainable transport; 

• Insufficient information to ensure protection and enhancement of 

chamomile colony; 

• Absence of mitigation for loss of low use Brent Goose and Wader site (and 

resultant impact on European Protected Sites); 

• Absence of S.106 to secure mitigation for recreational impacts (and 

resultant impact on European Protected Sites); 

• Absence of S.106 to secure open space; 

• Absence of S.106 to secure education contributions; and 
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• Absence of S.106 to secure affordable housing Absence of S.106 to secure 

a Travel Plan. 

 

1.4 This leaves the following matters only in dispute: 

Reason for Refusal Northern 
Site 

Southern 
Site 

Contrary to Development Plan policies restricting 
development in the countryside (principle of 
development) 
 

a a 

Harm to character and appearance of the area b b 

Harm to the integrity of the Strategic Gap c c 

Not sustainably located adjacent to, well related to 
or well-integrated with the existing urban 
settlement boundaries 
 

 
d 

 
d 

Loss of BMV land e N/A 

Unacceptable impact on Newgate Lane/ Newgate 
Lane East junction  
 

h g 

1.5 The subsequent sections of this report rebut some of the comments raised in 

Ms Parker's proof in relation to reasons a to e.   
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2.0 Principle of Development 

Weight to be given to Development Plan Policies 

2.1 Section 7 of Ms Parker's evidence considers the proper approach to determining 

the appeals. At paragraph 7.24 she makes clear that where no five-year 

housing land supply can be demonstrated (or the housing delivery test is 

failed), the fact that the titled balance test renders the relevant policies 'out-

of-date' does not automatically mean that no weight at all can be afforded to 

them. The appellant agrees with this assertion. 

2.2 However, the pertinent point which I make in my evidence is that policies CS2, 

CS6, CS14 and CS221 are not only out-of-date in relation to the LPA's housing 

land supply position, but also because they are predicated upon a housing 

requirement which was adopted in 2011 (over five years old), and therefore in 

itself out-of-date given the NPPF requirement (set out at para. 33) to undertake 

a review every 5 years.   

2.3 Section 6 of Ms Parker's evidence provides a detailed assessment of the 

consistency with the NPPF of each of the relevant planning policies.  She 

describes the way in which the Core Strategy recognises the importance of the 

'plan-led system' and establishes a strategic vision (including strategic 

allocations and brownfield development) to deliver new housing in a holistic 

and sustainable way, as supported by para. 72 of the NPPF. She argues that 

the role of policies CS2, CS6 and CS14 are consistent with this vision because 

they serve to restrict development outside of the allocated sites and key 

settlements identified for development. These comments fail to recognise, 

however, that since the current housing requirement for Fareham Borough is 

now higher than set out in the Core Strategy, those identified development 

sites fail to provide enough housing sites to meet that requirement. Policies 

which restrict development elsewhere therefore serve to artificially constrain 

 
1 Although Ms Parker does not, I also include policy CS22 in this discussion, since it is a policy for 
the supply of housing in that it serves to restrict housing development within Strategic Gaps.  
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development and prevent the requirement from being met. This is contrary to 

the NPPF.  

 

2.4 Whilst I hope the above discussion is helpful, the other critical point which I 

convey in my evidence, is that in fact any weight to be ascribed to policies 

CS2,CS6, CS14 and CS22 is not the determinative factor vis-à-vis the principle 

of development, because in the absence of a five-year housing land supply, 

policy DSP40 becomes the operative policy. This is agreed by the LPA in the 

Statement of Common Ground. The restrictive controls of the other policies are 

therefore in practice replaced by those in DSP40 as the operative policy, and 

should therefore not be ascribed weight.  

2.5 At paragraphs 10.13-10.14 of her proof, Ms Parker accepts that alleged conflict 

with the five criteria of policy DSP40 is limited to the following: 

• Criteria ii – whether the development is sustainably located adjacent to, 

and well related to, the existing urban settlement boundaries, and is 

well integrated with neighbouring settlements; 

• Criteria iii – whether the development is sensitively designed to reflect 

the character of the neighbouring settlement and minimise any adverse 

impact on the strategic gap; and 

• Criteria v – whether there are any unacceptable environmental 

implications of the scheme, but only in respect of the safe operation of 

the highway network and the loss of BMV land (the latter of which is 

afforded only limited weight by the LPA).  

2.6 Accordingly, if the proposals are to be assessed under a 'tilted balance' (as the 

parties assert they should), then the primary consideration is the identification 

of harms and benefits identified in relation to the above criteria proportionate 

to the weight the Inspector ascribes to policy DSP40.  
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2.7 Even if the proposals were to be assessed under a 'straight balance', then the 

primary consideration for the Inspector would be the degree of compliance with 

the three contested criteria of policy DSP40 only. 

Weight to be given to Emerging Planning Policy 

a) The Draft Local Plan 

2.8 The parties agree that the Emerging Local Plan cannot be afforded significant 

weight at this time, in line with paras. 48-50 of the NPPF. 

2.9 Ms Parker's proof, however, contains a contradiction to this statement, noting 

at paragraph 6.29 that "the Council has been making development 

management decisions on sites identified for development in the emerging 

Local Plan Review." 

2.10 One such example is the 'Hallam Land' application referred to in paragraphs 

7.12-7.13 of my evidence. Although the application submitted in 2016 for a c. 

1,000 home strategic development has since been withdrawn, it is understood 

that the application would have been supported by the LPA save for the 

'nitrates issue'. 

2.11 The Hallam Land site is located within an area of the Strategic Gap which was 

previously identified in the emerging Local Pan as a proposed 'Strategic Growth 

Area'. The Strategic Growth area has now been removed from the current 

Regulation 19 Consultation version due to an anticipated reduced housing 

requirement to arise from the 'new standard method'.   

2.12 What this highlights is that, were it not for the nitrates issue, the LPA would 

have likely granted consent at sensitive greenfield land within in the gap, which 

according to the current iteration of the emerging plan, is now surplus to 

requirements as a housing site.   
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2.13 It therefore equally follows that the lack of LPA support for schemes such as 

the appeal proposals likely flows from the consideration that they are 

unnecessary to deliver the emerging housing requirement, rather than a 

consideration of their contribution under the current adopted plan, current 

standard method and current five-year housing land supply. 

2.14 This is especially problematic, given that:  

• the current indications are that the new standard method will not be 

adopted in its current format (see below);   

• as a result, the new standard method may not be determined or 

implemented for several months; and 

• the submission of the emerging Local Plan for examination in its current 

form is subject to the above (as accepted in the Council's Local 

Development Proof; see paragraph 9.8 of my evidence and CDF.7). 

b) The New Standard Method 

2.15 The parties do not agree on the weight to be given to the emerging 'New 

Standard Method'.  

2.16 The proposal to revise the standard method, as set out in the consultation 

documents 'Changes to the Current Planning System' and 'Planning for the 

Future', is yet to be imposed. Objections from the planning and development 

industry (including bodies such as the RPTI and HBF) have been widely 

reported, as have criticisms from within the cabinet during a debate in the 

commons called by Bob Seely (Conservative MP for the Isle of Wight) in 

October 2020.  

2.17 Ms Parker's argument, in section 8 of her evidence, is that any housing land 

supply shortfall will be short-lived, citing figures of a projected 6.4 year supply 
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(based on a 20% buffer) or 7.3 year supply (based on a 5% buffer) once the 

new standard method is implemented (since the currently proposed figures see 

a lower requirement for Fareham than under the present standard method). 

This is entirely speculative.   

2.18 The comment that "the current best evidence is therefore that the current 

housing shortfall will be translated into a significant surplus in the near future" 

at paragraph 8.121 of Ms Parker's proof is therefore wholly unjustified given 

neither party has any assurance of the timing of the implementation of the new 

standard method, nor of its consequences for Fareham's housing requirement. 

2.19 Whilst the current proposals would indeed see Fareham's requirement go 

down, it may well be the case that it reverts back or indeed is increased given 

the government's targets for the delivery of new homes nationally.  

2.20 Accordingly, I would respectfully suggest that paragraph 8.121 of Ms Parker's 

proof should not be given weight by the Inspector.   
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3.0 Landscape Character and the Strategic Gap 

Siting vs. Design 

3.1 An important failing in Ms Parker's evidence on this matter (in respect of 

reasons for refusal b) and c) is that it appears to reflect an inherent 

presumption against development within the countryside and strategic gap 

regardless of its impacts.  

3.2 I have established that criteria iii of policy DSP40 is the operative policy in the 

absence of a five-year housing land supply, and therefore it is not the presence 

of development in the countryside/gap which determines conflict with policy, 

but whether the development is sensitively designed to reflect the character of 

the neighbouring settlement and minimise any adverse impact on the strategic 

gap. Similarly, whilst the appellant attributes reduced weight to policy CS22 as 

an out-of-date policy for the supply of housing, it contains a similar (albeit 

more stringent) test which relates to the impact of proposals on the integrity 

of the strategic gap, rather than simply resisting built form within it per se.   

3.3 Comments within Ms Parker's proof (in her own words or as quoted from the 

evidence of Mr Dudley) which support my theory are as follows: 

• Paragraph 13.11 – the inclusion of "The Appeal Sites' location in the 

Countryside" as a heading within a list of identified harms. 

• Paragraph 10.32 – which states "…harm to the countryside can not be 

minimised as the Appeal Development will, on the basis of Mr Dudley's 

evidence, appear as an incongruous island of development with the 

countryside, with no clear relationship to the surrounding settlement 

and highways." 

• Paragraph 10.38 – where Mr Dudley asserts that "the development of 

any part of the site would significantly erode this open character, 
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reducing the integrity of the Strategic Gap and introducing a much 

greater level of activity." 

• Paragraph 10.22 – which reads "… Mr Dudley notes that the appellant's 

commitment [in the application documents] 'to respect the grain of the 

local area and acknowledge local character' has not been achieved as 

the Local Planning Authority's published evidence base clearly states 

that the key character in this landscape is its openness…".  

3.4 In my view, this failure to recognise the difference between siting (physical 

location) and urban design means that the LPA's assessment of the proposals 

under criteria iii is flawed. Criteria iii does not assert that development can not 

be located within the gap, nor does it provide that development cannot come 

forward in (allegedly) more sensitive parts of the gap, but rather that it must 

be sensitively designed to reflect the character of the neighbouring settlement 

and to minimise any adverse impact on the countryside and, if relevant, 

Strategic Gaps.     

3.5 There is no policy which says specific parts of the strategic gap are sacrosanct.  

The 'Orientation' of the Development 

3.6 Ms Parker's evidence does eventually go on to an assessment of the design of 

the proposals in relation to gap/countryside impacts, with further reference to 

Mr Dudley's evidence.  

3.7 The applications are supported by a suite of parameter plans and illustrative 

masterplans which will govern the detailed design to come forward at reserved 

matters stage. The reserved matters proposals will need to be positively 

assessed by the LPA against the relevant design policies upon application.  

3.8 Mr Dudley's chief criticism of the design proposals is that the appellant's have 

provided contradictory information with regards to decision making around 
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how to structure the variety in dwelling density, building height and location of 

open space across the sites (paragraphs 10.23 to 10.27). I believe this comes 

from a fundamental misunderstanding of the design intent in relation to which 

way the developments 'face' and the location of the important landscape/built 

form elements of the surroundings.  

3.9 Notwithstanding the fact that the proposed HA2 allocation has now been 

removed from the emerging Local Plan, the appellants have always and 

continue to perceive the developments to be subject to more urbanising 

influences to the eastern boundary. This is in large part due to their location 

adjacent to the new by-pass (Newgate Lane East) and the clear views of the 

housing on the western side of Bridgemary. The proposals would also have the 

most obvious functional relationship with Bridgemary in this direction, given 

the location of local services. This supports the placement of denser, taller 

development on the eastern edge of the site. In our view, the quality of the 

gap to the east of appeal sites is already limited given its position sandwiched 

between Bridgemary and the by-pass.  

3.10 By contrast, Peel Common, which the parties agree is not a defined settlement, 

lies within open countryside. It is characterised by a more rural character 

where a loser development grain with lower-rise properties would more 

accurately mirror the rest of the built form along Newgate Lane. Although I 

would not dispute that the decision to locate the open space on this side of the 

development was in part driven by a consideration of hydrological and 

ecological constraints, it is equally considered to be the most appropriate 

location in terms of creating a focal point and useable amenity space for the 

local community (which would be evidently less tranquil if located on the by-

pass side).  

3.11 Moreover, by siting the lower density housing and green infrastructure to the 

west of the appeal sites, the design proposals better respect the western-facing 

boundary with the strategic gap. It is in our view, this much more substantial 

part of the gap from Peel Common/the waste water works to Stubbington to 

the west which is more valuable that than the by-pass to Bridgemary part to 
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the east.  

3.12 I would accept that the development proposals will increase traffic along (old) 

Newgate Lane, however it should be borne in mind that prior to the operation 

of the by-pass, this road carried all traffic north-south between Fareham and 

Lee/Gosport/Stubbington, and that the increase arising from the proposals will 

be minor compared with the previous traffic flows. The previous road conditions 

are not cited in the Council's evidence base documents as undermining the 

integrity of the gap previously. 

Magnitude of the Impact 

3.13 Paragraph 10.39 of Ms Parker's evidence (quoting paragraph 5.19 of Mr 

Dudley's evidence) is clear that in the LPA's opinion, this is a very important 

and sensitive part of the Strategic Gap where impacts of any development are 

likely to be felt significantly (hence the reason given at her paragraph 11.90 

that the proposed HA2 allocation was one of the first to be dropped in response 

to the anticipated reduced housing requirement).  

3.14 Mr Atkin and I have already explained in our evidence why we consider this 

position to be incorrect, highlighting that the both in terms of preventing 

coalescence and maintaining the most 'open', uninterrupted and valuable parts 

of the gap, it is in fact other areas which are much more sensitive. By contrast, 

the appeal sites are of much lower value in terms of their role within the gap. 

3.15 Regardless of this dispute about which parts of the gap are more important to 

its function than others, the assertions in Ms Parker's evidence (quoting Mr 

Dudley) that development on the appeal sites would "entirely neutralise" the 

function of the gap (paragraph 10.27) and that "the integrity of the Strategic 

Gap is likely to be entirely lost" (paragraph 10.40), totally overstate the 

magnitude of any (alleged) impacts.  

3.16 Even if the LPA's assessment of landscape impact was to be taken as fact, I do 
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not consider that a claim that the value of gap is 'entirely' destroyed by the 

development of the appeal sites can be justified. The gap covers a significant 

area of land. Development in this location would not result in physical 

coalescence in this local area, nor would it have any physical or visual impact 

on other parts of the gap, such as between Stubbington and Fareham to the 

north, where there is an existing pinch point.  

Individual vs Cumulative Impact 

3.17 Finally, on this point, I would like to comment on Ms Parker's assessment of 

the landscape impact of the proposals as separate applications (as well as 

together). Whilst Ms Parker is correct that that Planning Statements make clear 

that the two proposals are capable of being delivered individually, they (along 

with the rest of the application and appeal statements) have been consistent 

in the message that the proposals have always been conceived as a single 

development and designed holistically. The reason the applications were 

submitted separately was entirely commercial, related to the option agreement 

held by each appellant on the two plots of land.   

3.18 The two sites are subject to almost identical considerations in terms of the 

reasons for refusal given their adjacent location and shared site constraints, 

and I consider it likely that the Inspector will reach the same decision for both 

appeals. Fareham Land LP is not a developer and intends to sell the northern 

site in the event it obtains outline planning permission. Bargate Homes has 

already expressed its firm interest. If successful, Bargate would be committed 

to delivering the consent on the northern site alongside the consent on the 

southern site.  

3.19 As such, I consider that the prospect of only one site coming forward to be 

limited. This is important since Mr Dudley's assertions about the creation of 

'isolated' or 'island' development in respect of his individual visual impact 

assessments are clearly not equally applicable to the two sites as developed in 

tandem.  
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4.0 Integration with settlement boundaries 

4.1 Section 11 of Ms Parker's evidence assesses the proposals against criteria ii of 

DSP40, namely whether the development is –  

• "sustainably located adjacent to existing urban settlement boundaries";  

• "well related to existing urban settlement boundaries"; and 

• "well integrated with neighbouring settlements".  

 

The Correct Approach to assessing Locational 

Sustainability 

4.2 Ms Parker assesses this first point, concerning the sustainability of the location 

of the appeal sites, solely in relation to the ease with which future residents 

can reach local facilities by non-car modes of travel. There is a clear criticism 

of the methodology of the appellant in its presentation of travel times/distances 

to various local services (with reference to the application of the CIHT 

guidance), which in the appellant's view should be dealt with by a transport 

planner. This matter is addressed separately in Mr Jones' rebuttal. The 

appellants will seek to agree the actual travel distances to certain facilities with 

the LPA in the Statement of Common Ground such that the factual data for this 

discussion is at least agreed before the inquiry.  

4.3 However, more generally, I should like to rebut the insinuation that 

sustainability of a location is based solely on ensuring limited car travel, and 

that this can be assessed purely in terms of strict and rigid adherence to 

recommended walking/cycling distances to local services and the quality of 

those routes. 

4.4 Whilst is it true that the appeal sites do not benefit from as good access to a 

choice of local facilities compared to say brownfield sites in Fareham, they are 

not in an isolated location. There are plenty of opportunities to access local 

services on foot or by-bike, and Fareham and Gosport town centres are only 
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around 3kms and 6kms away respectively, which would mean even if journeys 

are made by private motor vehicle, they are not long journeys. The potential 

for multi-modal and shared trips within such a semi-urban conurbation is also 

important since many trips could likely combine commuting with school-drop 

off, supermarket shopping etc.  

4.5 It is also crucial for the Inspector to recognise that the evidence from HCC 

Highways accepts that the Travel Plans now prepared to support the appeals 

overcome reason for refusal h/I, which alleged "insufficient support for 

sustainable transport options". Therefore, it is accepted that the proposals now 

provide sufficient support for sustainable transport which build upon the 

existing sustainability credentials of the sites must also be considered as part 

of the sustainability of the site in the round. Ms Parker's comment at her 

paragraph 14.31 that "the appeal proposals would not create feasible 

opportunities to create a modal shift away from the use of a private motor 

vehicle" are therefore contradictory to the Transport Statement of Common 

Ground and should respectively be dismissed.    

Relationship with Existing Settlement Boundaries 

4.6 I wish to rebut the line of argument in paragraphs 11.81 to 11.93 of Ms Parker's 

proof that, in the absence of the HA2 allocation, the appeal sites can not be 

well related to the settlement boundary of Bridgemary on the basis they are 

not physically adjoined to it. 

4.7 To be "well related" to the settlement boundary is to have proper regard to the 

identity, character, scale etc. of settlement in terms of ensuring that a new 

development can achieve a functional and visual relationship with it. 

Integration with Neighbouring Settlements 

4.8 I find some of the comments in Ms Parker's evidence regarding permeability 

and connectivity between the appeal sites and to Bridgemary misleading.   
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4.9 First, there is an important point to clarify in relation to the delivery of the 

pedestrian and cycle link between the north and south site, and another from 

the south site to Woodcote Lane. These connections have always been a part 

of the proposals, as shown on the Illustrative Masterplans; compliance with 

which would be secured through the suggested conditions within the agreed 

Statements of Common Ground.  

4.10 During ongoing negotiations with the LPA since the exchange of evidence, in 

to overcome any possible confusion around the appellant's commitment to 

delivery on this matter, the appellant has also proposed the following 

conditions. These are not agreed by the LPA at this time. 

For Newgate Lane, North: 

20. Connectivity The relevant reserved matters application shall include 

details of a pedestrian and cycle connection link to the southern boundary of 

the site, which should co-ordinate with that shown on any detailed planning 

applications pending or approved pursuant to outline planning permission ref.  

P/19/0460/OA on the land at Newgate Lane, South. The pedestrian and cycle 

link shall be implemented prior to 1st occupation.  

 

For Newgate Lane, South: 

20. Connectivity The relevant reserved matters application shall include 

details of a pedestrian and cycle connection link to the northern boundary of 

the site, which should co-ordinate with that shown on any detailed planning 

applications pending or approved pursuant to outline planning permission ref.  

P/18/1118/OA on the land at Newgate Lane, North. The pedestrian and cycle 

link shall be implemented prior to 1st occupation.  

 

21. Connectivity The relevant reserved matters application shall include 

details of a pedestrian and cycle connection link to the southern boundary of 

the site to join Woodcote Lane. The pedestrian and cycle link shall be 

implemented prior to 1st occupation. 

 

4.11 The point I make above about the likelihood of the appeal proposals coming 

forward together applies equally here – such that these measures are 

Page 3433



November 2020 | DW | BRS.4989  
 

 

 
NOVEMBER 2020 | DW | BRS.4989  Page | 17 
 

extremely likely to be secured in the event consent is granted.  

4.12 Second, the pedestrian crossing described in Ms Parker's paragraph 11.26 is 

to be upgraded to a Toucan crossing as part of the planning obligations 

(secured by a legal agreement before the Inspector). This will be delivered in 

the event either appeal is allowed to the Inspector should have complete 

reassurance this can be implemented. 

4.13 Taking the above into account, the likely walking/cycling route from either site 

to Bridgemary would be south through the development, before turning left 

onto Woodcote Lane, crossing Newgate Lane East, joining Brookers Lane, 

before connecting with the suburban streets in Bridgemary. Both paths on 

Woodcote Lane and Brookers Lane are sufficiently wide, level, predominantly 

tarmacked shared surfaces (for walking and cycling). I would therefore 

consider this a sufficiently pleasant walking environment within a suburban 

context.  

4.14 The route is partially lit and would benefit from the additional ambient lighting 

generated by the new development. However, should the Inspector consider 

this a determinative matter, the appellants would be willing to accept a 

reasonably worded condition to provide additional lighting as appropriate. 

4.15 Overall, Ms Parker's comments on the issue of locational sustainability and the 

ability for the developments to integrate with the neighbouring settlement go 

against the positive and creative approach to decision-making enshrined in 

paragraph 38 of the NPPF. This paragraph  states that decision makers should 

"seek to approve applications for sustainable development where possible", 

whereas Ms Parker's evidence serves only to highlight alleged problems 

whereby in fact solutions (for example in the form of the agreed Travel Plans 

or the imposition of possible conditions) exist.  
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Neil Tiley

From: Planning Policy <PlanningPolicy@fareham.gov.uk>
Sent: 01 September 2020 15:41
To: Neil Tiley
Subject: Housing completions

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Hello Neil, 

Thank you for your email. 

Following on from the Fareham dwelling completions we received from Hampshire County Council 
for 2019-2020 I can confirm the number of completions was 285. 

Kind regards 

Fareham Borough Council
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From: Neil Tiley <neil.tiley@pegasusgroup.co.uk>  
Sent: 26 August 2020 11:43 
To: Planning Policy <PlanningPolicy@fareham.gov.uk> 
Subject: Housing completions 

Dear Sir/Madam, 
I was hoping that you would be able to provide the number of net housing completions achieved in Fareham 
Borough in 2019/20. 

Kind regards 

Neil Tiley 
 

Director 
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HAMPSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL 

Decision Report 

Decision Maker: Cabinet 

Date: 29 September 2020 

Title: M27 Junction 10 Scheme Update 

Report From: Director of Economy, Transport and Environment 

Contact name: Heather Walmsley 

Tel: 01962 846089 Email: heather.walmsley@hants.gov.uk 

Purpose of this Report 

1. This report provides an update on the M27 Junction 10 improvement scheme
(“the Scheme”) which will facilitate the development of 6,000 new homes and
in the region of 5,000 new jobs at Welborne Garden Village. The Scheme is
substantial in scale and importance for the sub-region. Detailed planning
permission subject to a S106 Agreement was secured for the junction
improvement in October 2019, within the broader outline approval for the
Welborne development granted at the same time. As Local Planning Authority,
in resolving to grant planning permission for the development at Welborne, the
Borough Council have specified that development cannot commence without
full funding being in place for the junction improvement, making the Scheme
critical enabling infrastructure for the whole development.

2. The County Council has been Scheme Promoter, leading on all design,
development, and business case work for the Scheme since January 2018
following a request at that time by Chris Grayling, the then Secretary of State
for Transport. The Scheme is substantial in scale and complexity, being the
highest value single transport scheme ever progressed by the County Council.
Progress to date has been significant, but has been complicated by the
parallel work of Highways England’s Smart Motorways Programme; and
ongoing development and delivery funding issues.

3. The current allocation of development funding was anticipated to run out in
September 2020. This report provides an update on recent changes in funding
circumstances including a formal offer from the Solent LEP Board on 15
September 2020 to provide up to £900,000 to fund the completion of
development work up to Stage 3 of the Highways England Project Control
Framework process to be completed by the end of March 2021. A full
understanding of the conditions associated with this funding is awaited and as
such this report  seeks a mandate for the suspension and termination of the
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County Council’s role as Scheme Promoter in the event that the funding 
cannot be secured with reasonable terms and conditions to enable the 
continuation of Scheme development. In particular it is considered that the 
County Council as scheme promoter should not accept additional financial 
obligations, which would be contrary to its long standing policy in respect of 
Welborne.  Conditions or obligations relating either to the outcomes of the 
work or elements of the work programme that are beyond the direct control of 
the County Council are also considered to be unacceptable.  The report also 
sets out next steps, on the assumption that additional development funding is 
confirmed with reasonable conditions. 

Recommendations 

4. That the Cabinet authorises the Director of Economy, Transport and
Environment to suspend all ongoing development work on the M27 Motorway
Junction 10 improvement scheme (“the Scheme”) if additional external funding
for this work is not made available on reasonable terms and conditions to
allow the work to continue beyond September 2020.

5. That the Cabinet agrees that following any suspension of work on
development of the Scheme, the County Council will reallocate or stand down
project resources and relinquish its current role as Scheme Promoter, if
additional external funding for further scheme development is not received
within a month following the suspension of activities.

6. That the Cabinet approves a change in the approach of the County Council as
Scheme Promoter to formally review its continued role on the Scheme to
follow the completion of Stage 3 of Highways England’s approval process,
rather than following completion of the Full Business Case stage.

Executive Summary 

7. This report provides a summary of the sub-regionally significant Welborne
Garden Village development and the need for improvements to the M27
Junction 10 to facilitate this development. Junction 10 is a substantial scheme
in scale and value and is the largest single major transport scheme the County
Council has worked upon. The report provides a short scheme description and
progress update for Junction 10, including reference to the recommendations
from the report to the Executive Member for Economy, Transport and
Environment on 14 January 2020. Key meetings with Ministers have provided
a steer throughout the Scheme development work and pertinent feedback and
direction is summarised.

8. The report provides an update of the financial position for the Scheme, noting
that the current development funding was set to run out in September 2020,
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and seeks a mandate for the County Council to suspend ongoing development 
workstreams should the conditions associated with the additional Solent LEP 
funding offer be unacceptable and alternative third party funding not be 
identified to enable development work to continue 

9. Should suitable funding be approved, the report outlines a structured approach
for the progression of the development work up to an appropriate stage and
provides for bringing forward a formal review of the County Council’s role in
the scheme from the completion of the full Business Case to completion of
Stage 3 of the Highways England approval process, reflecting the changed
funding position, and the knock on effect this has in further complicating the
design approval and business case processes.

Context 

10. Welborne Garden Village is a long standing proposal arising initially from the
South East Plan and was subsequently incorporated as one of the new
communities in the government’s Garden Communities programme.  It has the
advantages that all the necessary land is now under one ownership, and a
resolution to grant outline planning permission pending final agreement of the
S106 legal agreement, which is anticipated before the end of 2020.  The
development includes the provision of 6,000 homes and approximately 5,000
new jobs, and is sub-regionally significant.  Subject to the Section 106
Agreement, Buckland Development Ltd, the developer of Welborne, has
identified £300m of infrastructure investment in the new community to provide
the schools, healthcare facilities, community and leisure facilities, new roads,
and public transport that the residents will need.  Fareham Borough Council
have included a condition on their resolution to grant Planning Permission
which requires all of the funding for the M27 Junction 10 scheme to be in place
before the wider Welborne development can commence..

11. The County Council agreed to take on the role of Scheme Promoter for the
M27 Junction 10 in January 2018 following a request from Chris Grayling the
former Secretary of State for Transport. Since 2018, significant progress has
been made to advance the design, resulting in the submission of over 100
drawings and documents to Fareham Borough Council as Planning Authority,
and a resolution by Fareham Borough Council in October 2019 to grant
detailed planning permission subject to the S106 Agreement.  Alongside the
design work, the County Council has been working with the Department for
Transport to progress the Strategic and Economic Cases for the Full Business
Case, and more recently with Highways England to progress the Scheme
through their 144 document approval processes.

12. The Scheme is substantial in scale and the largest transport scheme in value
progressed by the County Council to date, with costs in the region of £75m.
The Scheme will upgrade the existing “partial-moves” M27 Junction 10 to an
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“all-moves” junction located largely to the west of the A32. The Scheme 
involves the provision of new east and west facing on- and off-slip roads, and 
a new east facing off-slip, along with a new under-pass under the M27. The 
Scheme has required an element of re-design to take into account the 
Highways England Smart Motorways scheme, which provides additional 
running lanes through the junction. Engagement with Highways England 
around this has been particularly complex.  

 
13. On 14 January 2020, a report to the Executive Member for Economy, 

Transport and Environment outlined the progress to date, but advised that an 
impasse had been reached in Scheme development and business case work, 
pending early contractor design input, which was primarily linked to the lack of  
funding for both scheme development and to deliver the Scheme. Without a 
resolution of the funding issues, the report recommended that preparations 
should be made to potentially suspend work and terminate the role of the 
County Council as Scheme Promoter. The report further recommended that 
clarity should be sought with Highways England around the way forward and 
approach to delivery, and that the County Council should work with Fareham 
Borough Council to secure additional funding for the Scheme. 

 

14. Following intervention from the Department for Transport additional 
development funding was made available to the County Council which allowed 
design and approval processes to proceed.   

 
15. The County Council is working with appropriately experienced framework 

partners to progress the design of the underpass solution, and has sought 
early contractor involvement (ECI) to provide a level of confidence that a 
potential delivery body would ratify the design as appropriate for delivery 
without any further adjustments. The County Council has also agreed a 
mechanism for engagement with Highways England, who have identified a 
Project Coordinator as a dedicated resource to assist the County Council 
working through their Product Control Framework (PCF), a complex approval 
process involving the approval of some 144 documents across several stages, 
to reach a point whereby the design is completed and fully approved. The 
original intention was that Highways England would complete the PCF process 
themselves as well as delivery of the motorway elements of the Scheme as 
part of their Smart Motorway Project, which opens to traffic in March 2021. 
However, the Junction 10 programme has slipped beyond the timescales for 
the completion of the Smart Motorways Scheme and now needs to progress 
independently through the Highways England Approval process, which has 
added a minimum of  a year onto the delivery programme,.  
 

16. The completion of Stage 3 of the PCF process will be a significant milestone in 
the development work and is planned to take place prior to March 2021. It is 
logical that there is a pause at the end of Stage 3 until full funding for the 
Scheme and the approach to delivery is confirmed, given that progression 
beyond this stage will not be possible without full funding. In order to complete 
Stage 3 of the PCF process and for the County Council to continue 
development work beyond September, additional development funding in the 
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region of £700-£900k will be required, and this is set out more fully in the 
financial section of the report.  

17. Progression to Stages 4 and 5 of the PCF process, and the completion of the
Financial, Commercial, and Management Cases of the Full Business Case,
require the completion of the Orders process and procurement processes,
which cannot be commenced in advance of a signed S106 Agreement and the
confirmation of full funding. The Full Business Case cannot be completed until
the end of Stage 5 of the PCF process. The completion of Stages 4 and 5 will
unlock the approach to delivery.

Key Recent Developments 

18. On 12 February 2020, a meeting took place with the Rt Hon Robert Jenrick,
Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local Government, which
reaffirmed the importance of the Scheme within the context of facilitating
Welborne Garden Village, and identified the potential for a further £15million to
be allocated to the Scheme from the Housing and Infrastructure Marginal
Viability Fund,(HIF MVF) increasing the £10million currently allocated to
£25million.  The allocation has subsequently been increased to a total
allocation of £30million subject to due diligence under a competitive process,
with other schemes. The meeting saw discussion of the potential for the
outstanding gap funding to be met from increased local contributions, but to
date no such increased contribution has been secured.

19. Two key letters were written in May 2020, which are critically important to the

funding situation for the Scheme: Firstly, a letter was sent from the Solent LEP

to DfT on 1 May seeking the return of the remaining DfT retained funding

(£10.65m) to the local area, given that the funding could not be spent on

capitalised work prior to the funding deadline of March 2021. This would allow

the LEP to reallocate the remaining LGF (£24.4m) to other projects to ensure

the funding was retained within the local area.  A second key letter was sent

from the Leader of the County Council to the Rt Hon Robert Jenrick on 5 May

2020 requesting consideration for extending the spending deadline for the

LGF funds beyond March 2021 to enable the LEP’s allocated funding to be

retained for the Scheme.

20. On 16 July 2020 the County Council withdrew their letter to the Secretary of

State at the request of the Solent LEP on the basis that, after further dialogue

with government officers, it became apparent that no response would be

received before the LEP Board met to determine whether to re-allocate the

LGF funds, and in support of the principle that the funding should be retained

in the local area.  Following the withdrawal of the County Council’s letter, the

DfT agreed to return the retained LGF funding to the LEP.
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21. On 17 July 2020,  the LEP Board agreed to reallocate retained LGF upon its

return from DfT, allowing that up to £2m could still be made available to the

Scheme Promoter to continue the development of the Scheme and work

towards the completion of the full business case.

22. On 14 August, the Scheme Promoter advised that the programme for the

completion of the full business case had slipped by approximately a year due

to delays to key workstreams associated with a lack of full funding, and to

allow time for the completion of the Highways England PCF process. It was

further advised that, following the funding changes, it would no longer be

possible to complete the business case in the timescale or following the

process previously envisaged.

23. In light of the rapidly evolving events outlined above, and in order to unlock the
stalemate position, full funding for the Scheme is urgently needed.  However,
Ministers and government officers have consistently advised that they will not
invest further funding until there is an increased local contribution. Several
options to increase the local contribution have been discussed but no clear
way forward has yet been identified. Without agreement for an increased local
contribution to be offered, full funding for the Scheme is unlikely to be secured
in the foreseeable future.  As a result, progression of Scheme development
work beyond Stage 3 will almost certainly be stalled at this point.

24. Aligned to the need to increase the level of the local contribution, it is critically
important for dialogue to take place at the highest level to understand how the
remaining gap funding for the Scheme can be found. Funding matters are
more fully outlined below.

Finance 

Scheme Development Costs and Funding 

25. £4.65 million has been spent on Scheme development to date. It is anticipated
that a further £2m will now be the minimum required to complete the
remainder of the Scheme development work, and the substantial
documentation associated with Highways England’s Approval processes, the
contribution towards their associated resourcing costs, and redesign
associated with Smart Motorways.

26. The £4.65 million spent to date has been advanced from the Solent LEP’s
£14.9m Local Growth Funding retained by the Department for Transport (DfT)
and was paid directly to the County Council from DfT for Scheme development
and business case work. This funding has been used to progress the
development work since January 2018 and is expected to run out in
September 2020.

27. At its meeting on 17 January 2020, the Solent LEP Board agreed to make up
to £2million of additional funding available from the remaining £10.25million
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Solent Growth Deal funding retained by the Department for Transport to help 
ensure that sufficient funds are in place to complete the business case and 
site preparation works, and to ensure that the Scheme remains well placed to 
secure the funding it needs to proceed.  

28. The Solent LEP have always advised that this funding will need to be spent by
March 2021 in accordance with their Assurance Framework, and that all
expenditure needs to be capitalised. Based upon the current programme of
deliverables, it will not now be possible to complete all of the Scheme
development and full business case work prior to March 2021, with the current
programme showing that only completion up to the end of Stage 3 of the
Highways England approval process will be achieved by that date. Completion
of Stage 3 work will cost in the region of £700k-£900K.. On 15 September
2020 the Solent LEP Board formally confirmed that they had considered the
request from the County Council as Scheme Promoter for up to £900,000 to
fund the completion of development work up to Stage 3 (of  5 stages)of the
Highways England Project Control Framework process by the end of March
2021. A full understanding of the conditions associated with this funding are
awaited.

29. The funding constraints linked to the Assurance Framework mean that it will
not be possible to spend the remainder of the £2m prior to March 21, and
consequently there will be a shortfall of approximately £1.3million in
development funding, which will mean that development work cannot progress
beyond Stage 3 of Highways England’s Approval process without replacement
funding identified. Additional third-party funding in the region of £1.3m will then
be required to enable progression to Stages 4 and 5 of the HE approval
process and the completion of the Full Business Case.

Scheme Delivery Costs and Funding 

30. The progression of a single slide-box design now means the delivery cost has
reduced from £85-£100 million to in the region of £75 million.  Of this amount,
approximately £50 – £55 million is directly associated with main works, and
other costs are related to traffic management on the motorway, utility
diversions, adjustments to Smart Motorway Project design, risks, and
optimism bias. The final Scheme cost will be dependent upon the approach to
delivery, as ratified by the contractor, and assumes Highways England will
approve the slide box approach to underpass delivery.  The ability to reduce
risks and potentially substantial costs, which Highways England may apply
around commuted sums, VAT, and the impact upon its network, are key to
informing the final costs.

31. A range of funding bodies have allocated funding towards the delivery of
Junction 10. Given delays to the programme, resulting from engagement with
Highways England’s Smart Motorways project, and delays throughout the
planning process, alongside funding constraints and deadlines for spend,
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some of the funding allocations are no longer available.  The status of each 
allocation is set out below. 

32. £14.9 million was originally allocated from the Solent LEP Local Growth
Funding retained by DfT. Of this amount £4.65 million has already been
advanced from DfT directly to the County Council for Scheme development
work, and will be completely spent by September 2020. The Solent LEP Board
requested the return of the remaining £10.25 million Local Growth Funding
retained by DfT to the local area (on the advice that it could no longer all be
spent on Junction 10 prior to March 2021) so that it could be reallocated to
other projects that could be delivered within the timescales.

33. An additional £14.15 million was originally allocated from the Solent LEP Local
Growth Funding, which needed to be spent by March 2021. As Junction 10
cannot spend this funding in advance of March 2021, the Solent LEP Board
removed the ‘earmarking’ for this funding at their Board on 9 March 2020
which means it is no longer available for the Scheme.

34. £10 million was originally allocated from the Housing and Infrastructure
Marginal Viability Fund, which can be spent in 2021/22/23 upon the delivery of
any part of the Scheme to facilitate housing growth. Discussions with MHCLG
over the last month have demonstrated support for the Scheme, providing a
critical step forward as outlined earlier in the report, with Government advising
that the originally allocated £10 million could potentially be increased to £30
million, subject to due diligence involving further financial scrutiny around the
wider Welborne development. The funding would be grant funding, which
would have conditions attached requiring Fareham Borough Council (the
bidding and receiving authority) to ensure it would be repaid if the
development became viable and fully policy compliant. As the conditions of the
funding are directly linked to the delivery of homes and have obligations for
Fareham Borough Council as Planning Authority and bidding authority, the
funding cannot be awarded directly to the delivery body, hence some form of
back to back Agreement would be required to enable the funds to become
effectively available to the Scheme delivery body. The additional funding,
(should all £30 million be secured), would have effectively closed the funding
gap for the Scheme if it had been possible to keep the LGF allocation, and
would have unlocked the blockage in Scheme development and progress
towards delivery for Junction 10 and the wider Welborne development.

35. £20 million has been identified through Fareham Borough Council’s Viability
work as an appropriate contribution to be secured via Section 106.  This level
of funding, representing just over 20% of the total cost, is capped at this level
in terms of the planning resolution from the Borough Council following
negotiation with the developer. The S106 will almost certainly seek to define
phased timescales for releasing this funding, which are likely to be linked to
when construction on the Scheme and homes start and other agreed
development progress related triggers.
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36. Based upon the remaining funding allocated above, which totals £50 million
(subject to Homes England approval and due diligence processes), plus
£5.55m development funding, and the assumption that the Scheme can be
delivered for a cost in the region of £75m, the funding gap for Scheme delivery
(assuming that a slide box solution is approved) is now in the region of
£20M.The potential additional funding allocations from Homes England
represent a significant milestone going forward.  However, until replacement
funding for the reallocated Local Growth Funding has been identified, the
Scheme is no closer to being delivered or understanding which party will be
the delivery body. It is impossible to complete the Scheme development or
delivery without full funding in place, and costs will only increase the longer it
takes to resolve.

37. A summary table showing guaranteed funding alongside funding allocated and
subject to Agreement, is included below:

*Note: Based upon an assumed scheme cost of £75 million which leaves a minimum funding gap

of £19.65 million

38. In light of the amount of public funding potentially allocated towards the
Scheme, the State Aid implications for the Scheme must continue to be
considered.  The scheme is primarily intended to mitigate the impact of the
planned development whilst it is also recognised that it would bring wider
benefits for the surrounding communities of Fareham.

Next Steps 

39. Subject to the availability of development funding from the Solent LEP, or
other third parties, the Scheme Promoter should continue to progress the
single slide-box design and will aim to complete Stage 3 of Highways
England’s Approval process to be completed by March 2021.

SOURCE GUARANTEED 
FUNDING 
(£000) 

FUNDING SUBJECT 
TO AGREEMENT / 
ACCEPTABLE 
CONDITIONS/ DUE 
DILIGENCE (£000) 

POTENTIAL 
TOTAL 
BUDGET 
(£000) 

SPEND 
DEADLINES 

LGF DfT 
retained funding 

4,650 900 5,550 March 2021 

Homes England 
Housing 
Infrastructure 
Fund Marginal 
Viability Funding 

30,000 30,000 Possible to extend 
beyond March 2021 

S106 private 
sector 
contribution 

20,000 20,000 No spend deadline 

TOTALS 4,650  50,900 *55,550
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40. Without acceptable conditions aligned to the additional £7-900k of 

development funding recently formally agreed by the LEP Board, , the County 
Council will commence a suspension of all workstreams associated with 
Junction 10, and consequently there will be abortive costs to third parties, 
current resources will be lost to the Scheme, a significant number of ongoing 
workstreams will need to be closed down, and the likelihood is that 
recommencing all of these workstreams with newly allocated resources in the 
future would result in a substantial amount of additional work as tasks would 
potentially have to be re-started from the beginning. 

 
41. On the assumption that development work continues to enable the completion 

of Stage 3 of Highways England’s Approval process, a break point will then be 
required to provide all parties with the opportunity to consider the approach to 
delivery, and to agree the delivery body and cost underwriter. Progression 
beyond the break point to complete Stages 4 and 5 leading into delivery will 
not be possible without full funding, and the longer it takes to secure full 
funding and progress to these stages, the more costs will inevitably increase, 
(whilst noting that progression through Stage 3 would be much faster with full 
funding in place.) 

 

42. In the meantime it is suggested  that lobbying should continue at the highest 
level to seek to unlock funding to close the remaining gap and deliver the 
Scheme.  In this regard it has been agreed to send a further letter to the Prime 
Minister requesting further financial support for Welborne, signed by the 
landowner/developer, the Leader of Fareham Borough Council and the Leader 
of Hampshire County Council.   
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REQUIRED CORPORATE AND LEGAL INFORMATION: 

Links to the Strategic Plan 

Hampshire maintains strong and sustainable economic 
growth and prosperity: 

yes 

People in Hampshire live safe, healthy and independent 
lives: 

yes 

People in Hampshire enjoy a rich and diverse 
environment: 

yes 

People in Hampshire enjoy being part of strong, 
inclusive communities: 

yes 

Other Significant Links 

Links to previous Member decisions: 

Title Date 
EMET – M27 
Junction 10 

EMETE – M27 
Junction 10 
Update 

15 Jan 2019 

14 Jan 2020 

Direct links to specific legislation or Government Directives 

Title Date 

Section 100 D - Local Government Act 1972 - background documents 

The following documents discuss facts or matters on which this report, or an 
important part of it, is based and have been relied upon to a material extent in the 
preparation of this report. (NB: the list excludes published works and any 
documents which disclose exempt or confidential information as defined in the 
Act.) 

Document 

Fareham Borough Council Planning 
Decision on Welborne Garden Village 
October 2019 

Planning Portal /Fareham Borough 
Council website 

Location
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EQUALITIES IMPACT ASSESSMENT: 

1. Equality Duty

The County Council has a duty under Section 149 of the Equality Act 2010
(‘the Act’) to have due regard in the exercise of its functions to the need to:

- Eliminate discrimination, harassment and victimisation and any other
conduct prohibited by or under the Act with regard to the protected
characteristics as set out in section 4 of the Act (age, disability, gender
reassignment, marriage and civil partnership, pregnancy and maternity,
race, religion or belief, sex and sexual orientation);

- Advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant
protected characteristic within section 149(7) of the Act (age, disability,
gender reassignment, pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, sex
and sexual orientation) and those who do not share it;

- Foster good relations between persons who share a relevant protected
characteristic within section 149(7) of the Act (see above) and persons who
do not share it.

Due regard in this context involves having due regard in particular to: 

- The need to remove or minimise disadvantages suffered by persons
sharing a relevant protected characteristic that are connected to that
characteristic;

- Take steps to meet the needs of persons sharing a relevant protected
characteristic that are different from the needs of persons who do not share
it;

- Encourage persons sharing a relevant protected characteristic to
participate in public life or in any other activity in which participation by such
persons is disproportionally low.

2. Equalities Impact Assessment:

The impact of this decision has been assessed as neutral as it relates to 

development work and business case progression rather than delivery.  However, 

as and when the Scheme is delivered, it will benefit all transport users, catering 

for cars, Bus Rapid Transit links, and including pedestrian and cycle provision. It 

will provide the key access to Welborne Garden Village and associated 6000 new 

homes and 5000 new jobs, which will benefit the whole community.  More detailed 

equalities impact assessments will be carried out if and when the County Council 

moves into the delivery phase of the project. 
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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

E.1. This Rebuttal statement briefly addresses the points raised in section 8 of the 

Proof of Evidence of Ms Parker. 

The approach to assessing deliverability 

E.2. Section 3 of this Rebuttal identifies the inconsistency between the way the 

Council has assessed the deliverable supply and the approach advocated in the 

NPPF, the PPG and that adopted by Inspectors and the Secretary of State. This 

different approach appears to account for much of the discrepancy between the 

two parties. 

The errors in the Proof of Evidence 

E.3. A number of errors within the Proof of Evidence of Ms Parker are corrected in 

Section 4 of this Rebuttal. In particular, it is apparent that the future Housing 

Delivery Test results and the future five-year requirement that arises from the 

emerging Local Plan have both been miscalculated. These miscalculations have 

been relied upon to support propositions that firstly the Council will not 

automatically be subject to the tilted balance of paragraph 11d in the near future 

and secondly that the Council will as a matter of course restore a five-year land 

supply following the adoption of the emerging Local Plan. Once the calculations 

have been corrected, neither of these propositions can be supported.   

The deliverability of Welborne 

E.4. The Proof of Evidence of Ms Parker relies heavily upon a new document that is not 

before the inquiry, namely a report to Hampshire County Council concerning the 

progress with the improvements to Junction 10 of the M27 which is necessary to 

facilitate the delivery of the Welborne scheme. I have therefore appended this 

document to this Rebuttal statement in the interests of transparency. Having read 

the document in full, it is apparent that it actually places even further doubt upon 

the delivery of these improvements, contrary to the position advanced on behalf 

of the Council. 

Site specific evidence 

E.5. There remains very limited evidence in support of the deliverability of other sites. 

However, where new information has been provided this is responded to as 

Page 3455



LPA Ref: P/18/1118/OA & 9/19/0460/OA 
             HOUSING NEED AND SUPPLY REBUTTAL 

 

 

 

November 2020 | NT | BRS.4989 Page | 3  

 

appropriate in Section 6. Having reviewed this limited information, I do not 

consider that the Council has come anywhere close to meeting the evidential 

threshold for providing clear evidence and my position therefore remains 

unchanged. 

The future five-year land supply 

E.6. The Proof of Evidence of Ms Parker provides some analysis of the future five-year 

land supply position. As set out above, this has not only been miscalculated, it 

also provides only a partial picture. Accordingly, the potential future five-year 

land supply positions of the Council are comprehensively considered in Section 7 

of this Rebuttal. It is apparent that even based on the unrealistic trajectory of the 

Council, the position will worsen in the short-term and that a five-year land 

supply will not be able to be restored until at least the standard method has been 

reviewed and the Council has updated its assessment. Even then based upon the 

unrealistic trajectory of the Council it remains likely that a five-year land supply 

will be unable to be demonstrated. Even once a new housing requirement is 

adopted in a new Local Plan, the ability of the Council to demonstrate a five-year 

land supply on the basis of their unrealistic trajectory remains uncertain. 

Conclusions 

E.7. I remain of the view based on the available evidence, the Council is only able to 

demonstrate a 1.11 year land supply, but that this will soon worsen owing to the 

imminent application of a 20% buffer. 

E.8. As set out above, the evidence indicates that it is unlikely that the Council will 

restore a five-year land supply in the coming years and that accordingly it will be 

necessary for additional residential sites to come forward to meet housing needs, 

to restore a five-year land supply and to support the preparation and adoption of 

a sound Local Plan. 
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1. BACKGROUND 

1.1 My name is Neil Tiley. My qualifications and experience are set out in my Proof of 

Evidence. 

1.2 The evidence which I have prepared and provide for these appeals 

(APP/A1720/W/20/3252180 and APP/A1720/W/20/3252185) is true and has been 

prepared and is given in accordance with the guidance of my professional 

institution and I confirm that the opinions expressed are my true and professional 

opinions. 
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2. INTRODUCTION 

2.1 The five-year land supply position is addressed within section 8 of the Proof of 

Evidence of Ms Jane Parker (JPPoE). Whilst this provides some site-specific 

evidence, this is very limited, and I do not consider that it comes anywhere close 

to providing the necessary clear evidence by reference to the evidential 

thresholds applied by other decision-takers. Accordingly my position remains 

unchanged. However, JPPoE does raise a number of points of principle and also 

provides some evidence in support of the deliverability of some sites. This is all 

briefly responded to within this Rebuttal in the interests of saving time at the 

inquiry. 

2.2 Section 8 of JPPoE also contains a number of errors, which I have alerted the 

Council to and it is hoped that these will be resolved prior to the inquiry. I 

nevertheless briefly address these to be comprehensive.  

2.3 In particular, this rebuttal addresses: 

• The Council’s approach to assessing deliverability; 

• The errors within JPPoE;  

• The deliverability of Welborne; 

• Site specific evidence; and 

• The future five-year land supply position. 
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3. THE COUNCIL’S APPROACH TO ASSESSING DELIVERABILITY 

The framework for considering sites outside of Category A and B 

3.1 In paragraph 8.118 of JPPoE clarity is provided as to how sites outside of 

Category A and B have been assessed by the Council. It states: 

“…sites with a resolution to grant planning grant (709 

dwellings) can be considered to be deliverable as a 

category (b) sites in the definition of ‘deliverable’ in 

Annex 2 to NNPF [sic].” 

3.2 I do not consider that this interpretation accords with the wording of the NPPF, 

which identifies the tests to be applied to specified sources of supply. Indeed, the 

interpretation adopted in JPPoE would indicate that the test to be applied to sites 

outside of Category A and B would be entirely at the discretion of a decision-

taker, and that the decision-taker could therefore apply the test for a Category A 

site, a Category B site or some other test that is not set out in national policy. 

Any of these approaches would require the decision-taker to introduce their own 

words into national policy. 

3.3 Ms Parker also does not appear to be aware of, or at least has not drawn 

attention to the fact that the PPG (68-007) explicitly identifies that the test that 

applies to Category B sites only applies to Category B sites. This interpretation is 

therefore clearly inconsistent with the PPG which provides guidance as to the 

interpretation of national policy. 

3.4 Similarly, Ms Parker was either unaware of, or has failed to address the fact that 

every recovered appeal decision of the Secretary of State of which I am aware 

has discounted all sites outside of Category A or B from the deliverable supply1 

and in particular sites that were subject to a resolution to grant planning 

permission at the base-date2 including those that have subsequently gained 

planning permission3 such as those sites in Fareham Borough identified in the 

table following paragraph 8.34 of JPPoE. The approach adopted in JPPoE is 

therefore also inconsistent with that of the Secretary of State. 

 

 

 
1 See paragraphs 11.21 to 11.25 of my Proof of Evidence. 
2 See for example, the quote in paragraph 11.21 of my Proof of Evidence. 
3 See paragraph 11.24 of my Proof of Evidence. 
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Clear evidence 

3.5 In paragraph 8.9 the steps taken by Ms Parker to gather clear evidence are set 

out. This indicates that information was received directly from the developers of 

some sites and provided to Planning Officers who then had discussions with Ms 

Parker. This was also complemented by a consideration of both the progress of 

sites and the likelihood of delivering housing.   

3.6 It is firstly noteworthy that the information received directly from developers is 

not before the inquiry and so cannot be relied upon. Indeed, based on my 

experience elsewhere, where these is such correspondence with promoters this 

normally identifies the milestones that must be met if the trajectory is to be 

achieved and may identify a number of barriers to development that have yet to 

be resolved. In the absence of the actual evidence received from promoters, I do 

not consider that this can be relied upon as providing the necessary clear 

evidence. Indeed, it is not possible to confirm that any such milestones have been 

met and that any barriers will be able to be overcome. The evidence provided by 

the Council and within JPPoE should therefore be treated as at best providing 

selective extracts of information which is not available to the Inspector. 

3.7 Furthermore, there is no record of when this information was received or who 

from to determine whether it should ever or can continue to be relied upon. The 

absence of all of this necessary detail has caused other Inspectors to conclude 

that, even with a written agreement, such evidence did not provide the necessary 

clear evidence4. The evidence of this Council is however far less compelling given 

that there is not even a written agreement in support of sites5. 

3.8 The absence of the information received directly from promoters is particularly 

surprising in Fareham, given that I have recently learned that the Council 

requests such written information from promoters prior to preparing their 

assessment. The fact that the returns have not been made available may suggest 

that the responses identify factors that the Council does not wish to be made 

public or which undermine their position. 

3.9 It additionally appears from paragraph 8.9, that this information received directly 

from the developers was not passed to Ms Parker, but instead the content of this 

information was canvassed by way of discussion with Planning Officers. Such an 

 
4 See paragraph 23 of the Sturry appeal decision (Appendix 11 to my Proof of Evidence). 
5 With the exception of Welborne. 
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approach inevitably to some extent undermines the reliance that can be placed 

upon the evidence. 

3.10 It is therefore perhaps unsurprising that I consider that the evidence contained in 

JPPoE falls a long way short of providing the necessary clear evidence by 

reference to approach adopted by numerous Inspectors and the Secretary of 

State. 

3.11 It is also apparent that Ms Parker either misunderstands or at least misapplies the 

definition of a deliverable site as is evident in paragraph 8.94 which suggests that 

the Appellant has not presented any site specific evidence6 to demonstrate that 

there is no prospect of the sites being delivered. It does not fall to the Appellant 

to demonstrate that there is no prospect of delivery for Category B sites, but 

rather to the Council to provide clear evidence that completions will begin on-site 

within five-years according to the NPPF7. 

The Start to Finish report 

3.12 In paragraph 8.92 it is suggested that the Start to Finish report8 reflects the 

speed and rate of delivery of sites of over 500 dwellings only. This is simply 

incorrect as is apparent from Table 1, Figure 4, Figure 7, Figure 8, Table 3 and 

Table 4 of the report. 

3.13 In paragraph 8.95 an extract of an appeal decision is referred to. This states that 

the use of a national, high level report (such as the Start to Finish report) may 

give broad brush indications of delivery but that it is unlikely to directly reflect 

local circumstances.  

3.14 I agree with this conclusion and my evidence is consistent with this. I refer to the 

Start to Finish report only by way of providing context to support my professional 

opinion that based on 17 years’ experience of monitoring the delivery of housing 

sites, the trajectories of the Council are unrealistic.  

3.15 In paragraph 10.67 of my Proof of Evidence I also explicitly consider only the 

lead-in times achieved on strategic scale sites in Hampshire where these are 

 
6 This is an observation of the Appellants Statement of Case and not of my Proof of 

Evidence which does provide such evidence. 
7 Converse to the test for Category A sites which does not require the Council to provide 

clear evidence. 
8 Appendix 15 to my Proof of Evidence. 
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available, as these are more likely to reflect local circumstances rather than 

relying upon national trends. 

The implications of Covid-19 

3.16 In paragraph 8.96 it is suggested that it is not appropriate to apply a discount to 

reflect the effects of Covid-19 and I agree, at least until such time as the effects 

have been accurately assessed9. This is precisely why I have not applied any such 

discounts. 

3.17 However, the lockdown clearly will have some effect on the delivery of housing 

and the lead-in times for bringing new sites forward. This is evident from the 

recently published planning application statistics which indicate that nationally, 

425,000 district planning applications were received in 2019/20 as compared to 

447,000 in 2018/19. Whilst the effects haven’t been quantified and so a specific 

reduction is not argued for, it is nevertheless material that the trajectories of both 

parties are likely to err on the side of optimism. 

3.18 Furthermore, the NPPF makes it clear that in order for a Category B site to be 

considered deliverable, there needs to be clear evidence that completions will 

begin on-site. It is therefore for the Council to demonstrate that notwithstanding 

the effects of the pandemic, such sites will nevertheless still achieve completions 

within five-years. 

 
9 Which has not been undertaken by either party for the purposes of these appeals. 
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4. THE ERRORS IN THE PROOF OF EVIDENCE 

4.1 JPPoE contains a small number of errors. These are briefly addressed below in 

order to clarify the position for the benefit of the Inspector. 

Sites subject to a resolution to grant planning permission 

4.2 In paragraph 8.5, paragraph 8.19, the table following paragraph 8.19, paragraph 

8.25 and paragraph 8.118 of JPPoE, it is identified that it is considered that sites 

that were subject to a resolution to grant planning permission at the base-date 

will contribute 709 dwellings to the deliverable supply. This is consistent with the 

position presented in the Council’s five-year housing land supply assessment10 

and is also agreed in the Statement of Common Ground11. However, in the table 

following paragraph 8.19 of JPPoE, a list of these sites is provided and this sums 

to 755 dwellings. 

4.3 The additional 46 dwellings identified in this table appear to arise from two sites 

as follows: 

• JPPoE suggests that East & West of 79 Greenaway Lane, Warsash will 

contribute 6 dwellings at P/18/0884/FP and an additional 30 dwellings at 

P/18/0107/OA. The five-year land supply assessment of the Council 

recognises that the 6 dwellings proposed at P/18/0884/FP will reduce the 

capacity at P/18/0107/OA by 6 so that it will contribute only 24 dwellings 

rather than the 30 identified in JPPoE. This inconsistency has also 

translated through to the table following paragraph 8.39, the title following 

paragraph 8.43, and paragraph 8.46; and 

• JPPoE suggests that Land East of Brook Lane (South), Warsash will 

contribute 140 dwellings to the deliverable supply. The five-year land 

supply assessment of the Council however indicates that only 100 

dwellings will be delivered within five-years. This inconsistency has also 

translated through to the table following paragraph 8.39, the title following 

paragraph 8.43 and paragraph 8.46.  

4.4 These appear to be errors in JPPoE that depart not only from the Statement of 

Common Ground but also from the remainder of JPPoE and the Council’s five-year 

land supply assessment.  

 
10 See Row I of page 3 of Appendix 7 to my Proof of Evidence. 
11 See page 18. 
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Completions in 2019/20 

4.5 In paragraph 8.107 of JPPoE it is suggested that 866 completions were achieved 

in 2019/20. In paragraph 8.108 it is identified that on this basis, the presumption 

in favour of sustainable development will not be automatically engaged. 

4.6 However, the Council has informed me that only 285 completions were achieved 

in 2019/20 (as set out in Appendix R1). As set out in Table 5.1 of my Proof of 

Evidence this provides for a total of 866 completions over the period 2017-20 

rather than in 2019/20 as assumed in JPPoE. This mistake within JPPoE may 

explain why it is concluded that the presumption in favour of sustainable 

development will not be automatically engaged, contrary to the calculations 

provided in Tables 5.1 and 5.2 of my Proof of Evidence12 which demonstrate that 

regardless of the approach, the presumption in favour of sustainable development 

will be automatically engaged. 

APPENDIX R1: CORRESPONDENCE FROM FAREHAM BOROUGH COUNCIL 

Future land supply 

4.7 In paragraph 8.111 JPPoE identifies that the emerging Local Plan is planning for a 

scale of growth based on the proposed revised standard method for 403dpa. This 

is incorrect. As set out in Table 4.1 of the Regulation 19 consultation document 

(CDF.6), the emerging Local Plan is now proposing to address a housing need of 

7,295 dwellings over the next 16 years, or 456dpa. In order to achieve this, it 

proposes a housing requirement for 7,295 dwellings in Table 4.1, 7,315 dwellings 

in Table 4.3, 8,389 homes in Strategic Policy H1 and 7,292 in Appendix B. Whilst 

these internally inconsistent housing requirements are confusing, Policy H4 

identifies that the five-year land supply will be assessed against the housing 

requirement identified in Strategic Policy H1 which provides for an average of 

524dpa over the plan period.  

4.8 Strategic Policy H1 also proposes to step the requirement to provide for 2,250 

dwellings over 2021-26 or 450dpa. Again, there is some confusion that arises 

from the fact that Appendix B identifies a stepped housing requirement for 2,279 

over the period 2021-26 or 456dpa. Nevertheless, Policy H4 indicates that the 

five-year land supply should be assessed against the housing requirement of 

Strategic Policy H1, namely 450dpa if this is stepped or 524dpa if it is not. 

 
12 As set out and corrected subsequently, it should be noted that Table 5.2 was 

miscalculated. 
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4.9 Therefore, contrary to the position presented in JPPoE, depending which section of 

the emerging Local Plan is relied upon, there is a proposed housing requirement 

for 524dpa across the plan period or a proposed stepped requirement for 450dpa 

over the period 2021-26. None of these figures are consistent with the figure of 

403dpa assumed in JPPoE. Accordingly, the conclusions reached in paragraphs 

8.112 and 8.113 have been miscalculated and should not be relied upon. 

4.10 I address the future five-year land supply position and correct these errors, as far 

as this is possible based on the available evidence, towards the end of this 

Rebuttal statement.  

 

Page 3465



LPA Ref: P/18/1118/OA & 9/19/0460/OA 
             HOUSING NEED AND SUPPLY REBUTTAL 

 

 

 

November 2020 | NT | BRS.4989 Page | 13  

 

5. THE DELIVERABILITY OF WELBORNE 

IDP19 

5.1 In paragraph 8.69 of JPPoE it is acknowledged that the trajectory envisaged by 

the applicant in IDP19 has not been achieved. It is suggested in paragraph 8.70 

that the IDP19 is nevertheless founded on a strong evidence base and that the 

Council continue to rely upon development proceeding broadly in accordance with 

this document, notwithstanding that this is impossible. 

5.2 Not only does the reliance upon evidence which has been superseded by events 

lack credibility, it is also contrary to the interpretation of the Secretary of State in 

paragraph 21 of the Stapeley decision13 which indicates that where the milestones 

identified in a written agreement have not been met and there is no other 

evidence of progress, sites should not be considered deliverable. 

Report to Hampshire County Council 

5.3 In paragraph 8.71 it is acknowledged that no development works other than that 

related to the delivery of Junction 10 can take place until details of all of the 

sources of funding have been approved. 

5.4 In the subsequent paragraphs, a document which is not before the inquiry, 

namely the report to the Cabinet of Hampshire County Council on 29th September 

2020 is heavily relied upon. I attach this document upon which the Council rely as 

Appendix R2. 

APPENDIX R2: REPORT TO HAMPSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL CABINET 

5.5 It is observed in JPPoE that significant progress has been made to advance the 

design and to progress the economic case14; and that the Solent LEP have offered 

to provide up to £900,00015. However, it is not identified that: 

• The County Council clearly has concerns about the deliverability of the J10 

improvements and as such have been advised to suspend and terminate 

their role as Scheme Promoter (paragraph 3); 

 
13 Appendix 9 to my Proof of Evidence. 
14 See paragraph 8.72, 
15 See paragraph 8.73. 
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• Even if the necessary funding is secured for Stage 3 of the approval 

process, the County Council was advised to formally review its continued 

role as Scheme Promoter (paragraph 6); 

• Ministers and government officers have consistently advised that they will 

not invest further funding until there is an increased local contribution and 

that whilst several options to increase the local contribution have been 

discussed no clear way forward has been identified. Accordingly, full 

funding for the scheme is unlikely to be secured for the foreseeable future 

and development work beyond Stage 3 will almost certainly be stalled 

(paragraph 23); and 

• The remaining funding gap is of the order of £20M (paragraph 36).  

5.6 Indeed, when read as a whole, this document actually provides yet further 

evidence that the Welborne development will not proceed in the near future and 

further undermines the trajectory of the Council. 

The trajectory of the Council 

5.7 In paragraph 8.78 of JPPoE it is suggested that the Council’s lead-in time for 

Welborne broadly accords with the average lead-in time according to the Start to 

Finish report assuming that outline planning permission was granted in January 

2021. This is simply incorrect. 

5.8 The average lead-in time nationally was 3 years and 2 months from the grant of 

outline planning permission until the first completion. This would mean that even 

if outline planning permission was granted in January 2021 as assumed by the 

Council16, on average, the first completions would be achieved in March 2024. 

5.9 The Council’s trajectory however suggests that the first completions will be 

achieved in late 2022/early 2023 (over a year earlier than the average) and that 

210 completions will have been achieved by March 2024. There is therefore a 

substantial difference (of 210 dwellings) between the average achieved nationally 

and that proposed by the Council. There would need to be compelling evidence to 

demonstrate that such an aspirational lead-in time could be achieved. However, 

to the contrary, there is actually compelling evidence that there are significant 

barriers to development for which no solution has been identified despite 

 
16 Notwithstanding that I consider this to be wholly unrealistic and there is no clear 

evidence to support this. 
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extensive efforts by the relevant parties, all of which will serve to delay the 

development of this site. 

5.10 It is also indicative that the average lead-in time experienced on strategic sites 

across Hampshire which reflect local circumstances has been longer with at 4 

years and 10 months17. 

Other issues 

5.11 JPPoE indicates that S106 negotiations are advanced but from long experience, 

the final agreement of a S106 remains entirely uncertain and at the discretion of 

the relevant parties. The Council are only one party in these negotiations and in 

the absence of any evidence from the other parties, I do not consider that this 

can be relied upon. 

5.12 Furthermore, even assuming a S106 is agreed in the coming months, the Council 

has provided no evidence as to how or when the lengthy list of resulting 

obligations18 will be met. Nor has the Council provided any timeline or evidence 

for the discharge of the numerous proposed conditions19. It is also notable that 

JPPoE suggests that the conditions on numerous other sites are not onerous, but 

this has not and cannot be suggested in relation to the proposed conditions at 

Welborne. 

5.13 For any or all of the above reasons, I do not consider that Welborne can be 

considered deliverable at present. 

 
17 See paragraph 10.67 of my Proof of Evidence. 
18 See paragraph 10.55 of my Proof of Evidence. 
19 See paragraphs 10.57 to 10.59 of my Proof of Evidence. 
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6. SITE SPECIFIC EVIDENCE 

6.1 JPPoE provides limited evidence in support of sites. In the majority of instances, I 

do not consider that this comes anywhere close to providing the necessary clear 

evidence. It largely comprises allusions to what the Council consider could happen 

on sites. However, a few points are raised on some sites which I briefly address 

below.  

Land East of Brook Lane, Warsash 

6.2 In paragraph 8.16 it is identified that amended plans have been requested by the 

Council which are presumably necessary for the application to be approved and 

for the proposed development to be considered suitable. It also identifies that a 

nitrate budget remains to be submitted as required by Natural England. It is 

therefore clearly the case that the Council was not in a position at the base-date 

to confirm that the proposed development was suitable, and this remains the 

case. 

6.3 In paragraph 8.17 it is suggested that an extension of time has been agreed to 

22nd December 2020 but there is no evidence of this. The Council’s website 

continues to identify that there have been no additional documents received since 

October 2019. Notwithstanding the fact that reserved matters will apparently not 

now be approved until December 2020 (assuming they are), the Council’s 

trajectory suggests that the first completions will be achieved from April 2021. 

This is clearly unrealistic. 

6.4 Furthermore, I consider that there remains no clear evidence that development 

will be forthcoming even if reserved matters are approved. 

6.5 Accordingly, as this site was not suitable now at the base-date, the trajectory of 

the Council is unrealistic and there is no clear evidence, this site should not be 

considered deliverable. 

Land South of Funtley Road, Funtley; and Southampton Road (Reside) 

6.6 In paragraph 8.37 it is suggested that applications for the approval of reserved 

matters are to be submitted within 24 months, which would take us to November 

2022, and that then works are to commence within 12 months which would take 

us to November 2023. It obviously takes a number of months from 

commencement of works until the first completion is achieved and, in my 
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experience, it usually takes circa 6 months. The evidence of the Council therefore 

indicates that the first completion will not be achieved until circa April 2024 on 

these sites. 

6.7 However, the Council’s trajectory requires that the first completion will be 

achieved in circa October 2022 on both sites (some 18 months earlier). The 

Council’s trajectories are therefore inconsistent with the evidence presented as 

they require that the first completions are achieved prior to the submission of 

reserved matters and prior to work commencing.  

6.8 The trajectories that arise from JPPoE will inevitably mean that a proportion of the 

dwellings on these sites will not be delivered within five-years and the Council’s 

deliverable supply needs to be adjusted accordingly. 

6.9 However, as set out in my original Proof of Evidence, these sites were both 

subject to resolutions to grant planning permission at the base-date and so 

cannot be included in the deliverable supply in accordance with the approach of 

the majority (if not all) Inspectors of which I am aware and the Secretary of 

State20, and furthermore, there remains no clear evidence21 that these will 

achieve completions. Accordingly, I do not consider that these should be included 

in the deliverable supply. 

Land South West of Sovereign Crescent, Locks Heath; and Moraunt Drive, 

Portchester 

6.10 In paragraph 8.41 it is identified that the applicants are required to demonstrate 

nitrate neutrality and that even once this is achieved it will be necessary to 

undertake an HRA/AA and consult Natural England. In the absence of these 

having been achieved, and without prejudicing the results of these, the sites 

cannot have been considered to have offered a suitable location for development 

at the base-date and this remains the case. 

6.11 Furthermore, as above, both of these sites are subject to only a resolution to 

grant planning permission and there is no clear evidence22 of deliverability. 

Accordingly, I do not consider that these should be included in the deliverable 

supply. 

 
20 See paragraphs 11.21 to 11.25 of my Proof of Evidence. 
21 Even if contrary to the NPPF and PPG (68-007) this was deemed to be the appropriate 

test. 
22 Ibid. 
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East & West of 79 Greenaway Lane, Warsash; Land East of Brook Lane (South), 

Warsash; Land to the East of Brook Lane and West of Lockswood Road, Warsash 

6.12 As above, in paragraph 8.45 it is identified that each of these sites remain subject 

to the need to demonstrate nitrate neutrality and to be subject to HRA/AA 

followed by consultation with Natural England. If these processes are to be 

meaningful and in the absence of the conclusion of these processes, these sites 

cannot be concluded to have offered a suitable location for development at the 

base-date or now. 

6.13 Similarly, given that these remain subject only to resolutions to grant planning 

permission and there is no clear evidence23, these should not be considered to be 

deliverable at present. 

Land at Brook Lane, Warsash 

6.14 In addition to the fact that nitrate neutrality has not been demonstrated for this 

site, paragraph 8.48 identifies that the applicant has not even identified any 

proposed mitigation. 

6.15 Furthermore, as above, given that this remains subject only to a resolution to 

grant planning permission and there is no clear evidence24, this should not be 

considered to be deliverable at present. 

Wynton Way 

6.16 In paragraph 8.52 the fact that this site is identified in the Affordable Housing 

Strategy for delivery in the next five years is relied upon as providing clear 

evidence. However, the Affordable Housing Strategy (CDG.8) is not subject to the 

same tests of deliverability as apply in the NPPF. The Affordable Housing Strategy 

also infers that unlike on other sites, plans and funding are not in place for this 

proposed development. 

6.17 In paragraph 8.53 it is identified that the County Council are looking to acquire 

part of this site, but there is no evidence of a willing landowner that would be 

necessary to secure the delivery of this site. 

 
23 Even if contrary to the NPPF and PPG (68-007) this was deemed to be the appropriate 

test. 
24 Ibid. 
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6.18 In paragraph 8.54 some evidence is provided of the approximate lead-in times 

achieved on other sites, but only one of these examples namely at The Former 

Hampshire Rose has actually achieved completions and so provides any evidence 

of the lead-in times achieved. Furthermore, whilst these generic lead-in times 

provide a useful gauge, they do not provide the necessary clear evidence for this 

particular site. 

6.19 Accordingly, I do not consider that there is sufficient evidence to consider this site 

to be deliverable. 

Heath Road, Locks Heath 

6.20 In paragraph 8.62 it is identified that updated ecology surveys will be required 

and it would therefore be expected the implementation will be delayed, even 

assuming that these ecology surveys do not identify anything which would further 

delay implementation or prevent development. 

6.21 Again, it is identified that nitrate neutrality has not been demonstrated and that it 

is unknown what mitigation will be proposed. Accordingly, as above, the proposed 

development cannot be demonstrated to be suitable at present or at the base-

date. 

6.22 In paragraph 8.65 it is identified that it is likely that the scheme will not be 

substantially completed until 2024/25. This suggests that Ms Parker does not 

consider that the scheme will be fully completed in 2024/25 as assumed in the 

Council’s trajectory. This would again require the deliverable supply of the Council 

to be reduced. 

6.23 Once again, I consider that there remains no clear evidence that completions will 

be achieved and so I do not consider that this site should be included in the 

deliverable supply. 

Warsash Maritime Academy 

6.24 In paragraph 8.88 it is identified that it will be necessary to prepare an 

Environmental Statement and a Transport Assessment but that these will not lead 

to significant delay. This rather misses the point, that until these necessary 

assessments that are integral to the suitability or otherwise of the proposal are 

undertaken, it cannot be demonstrated that the site offers a suitable location for 

the proposed development as is required for a site to be considered deliverable. 
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6.25 As with the majority of other sites, I also consider that there remains no clear 

evidence as would be required for such a site to be considered deliverable. 
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7. THE FUTURE FIVE-YEAR LAND SUPPLY POSITION 

7.1 In paragraphs 8.98 to 8.114 of JPPoE the future land supply position in Fareham 

is forecast. Such forecasts can provide a useful indication of the direction of travel 

that may be material to the weight afforded to the provision of additional housing 

and to the weight afforded to policies. 

7.2 However, it should be acknowledged that any such forecasts will necessarily be 

based upon speculation and so cannot be wholly relied upon. This is particularly 

the case in Fareham including owing to the fact that: 

• the Council has published two inconsistent trajectories, one within 

Appendix B of the Regulation 19 consultation draft Local Plan (CDF.6) and 

one in the published five-year land supply statement (Appendix 7 to my 

Proof of Evidence); 

• the Council is progressing an emerging Local Plan and so the figure against 

which the land supply will be assessed will change following adoption. Both 

the final housing requirement and the date of adoption cannot be predicted 

with any certainty; 

• the Council’s emerging Local Plan proposes internally inconsistent housing 

requirements in Strategic Policy and Appendix B; 

• the Council’s emerging Local Plan identifies a housing need in Table 4.1 

that is inconsistent with current national policy which will apply for the 

purposes of the examination of this Local Plan according to the proposed 

transitional arrangements of Changes to the Current Planning System 

(CDD.3);  

• the Secretary of State has identified that the proposed revised standard 

methodology, upon which the emerging Local Plan relies, will be modified 

prior to implementation and the Housing Minister has identified that the 

figures are speculative25; and 

• the Council’s emerging Local Plan proposes a stepped housing requirement 

which remains to be tested through an examination. 

 
25 See paragraphs 4.13 to 4.14 of my Proof of Evidence. 
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7.3 Therefore, when considering the future five-year land supply position, due regard 

needs to be paid to the positions that could arise from any of the potential 

outcomes on each of these issues. I address each of these issues below before 

proceeding to consider the resultant five-year land supply positions. 

7.4 As identified above, the forecasts in paragraphs 8.112 and 8.113 have been 

miscalculated. They are also limited to address the position that will arise once 

the emerging Local Plan is adopted and are entirely dependent upon the proposed 

housing requirement being found sound. 

7.5 I therefore proceed to consider the position that will arise from now until post-

adoption and against the range of potential outcomes. 

The trajectory 

7.6 The emerging Local Plan (CDF.6) was prepared more recently than the five-year 

land supply assessment of the Council which is relied upon for the purposes of 

this appeal. 

7.7 The two trajectories in these documents are inconsistent. It would be expected 

that this would be down to the trajectory of the emerging Local Plan taking 

account of the additional supply that arises from the proposed allocations and 

additional sites that have gained planning permission since April 2020 which were 

ineligible for inclusion as of April 2020. Accordingly, with these additional sites it 

would therefore be expected that the supply would be either consistent or greater 

in every year. However, the trajectory in the emerging Local Plan identifies that 

fewer completions will be achieved in 2021/22 and 2022/23 than in the five-year 

land supply statement even with these allocations. It is therefore apparent that 

the Council no longer consider that the trajectory they advance to these appeals 

is realistic and that it needs to be reduced to some extent.  

7.8 The respective trajectories are provided in Table 7.1 below. 
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Table 7.1 – respective trajectories 

 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 2023/24 2024/25 

Trajectory in the 

emerging Local Plan 

including emerging 

allocations 

 258 396 975 961 

Trajectory in the 

five-year land 

supply assessment 

excluding emerging 

allocations  

132 295 419 729 602 

Difference  -37 -23 +246 +359 

7.9 The components of supply that make up the trajectory in Appendix B are not 

presented anywhere and so this trajectory cannot be relied upon. Indeed, the 

trajectory does not meet the minimum requirements of paragraph 73 of the NPPF 

which requires that an LPA identifies a supply of “specific” deliverable sites. It 

should therefore be afforded limited weight. Nevertheless, in the absence of any 

alternative trajectory for 2025/26, this is adjusted appropriately and relied upon 

for the purposes of the following analysis. 

7.10 The respective positions of both parties on the deliverable supply are known for 

the period 2020-25, namely that the Council consider that there is a supply of 

2,094 dwellings and I consider that there is a supply of 599 dwellings. These are 

used accordingly. When considering the deliverable supply for 2021-26, in the 

absence of any breakdown of the sources of supply, it is not possible for me to 

reach a conclusion on the likely deliverable supply over this period. In the 

absence of any alternative, the trajectories of the Council are used for the 

purposes of this analysis and adjusted as appropriate.  

7.11 Firstly, the trajectory identified in the five-year land supply assessment is 

assumed to occur, notwithstanding that as set out throughout my Proof of 

Evidence, I do not consider that this is realistic. This is then adjusted to take 

account of additional sources of supply that may become deliverable by the time 

of adoption, which are reflected in Appendix B. 

7.12 These additional sources of supply could arise from new planning permissions 

granted prior to April 2021 which would be eligible for inclusion in the deliverable 

supply from 2021-26 and/or proposed allocations which cannot be included in the 

deliverable supply until the Local Plan is adopted and their suitability or otherwise 
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has been tested through an examination26. Therefore, the future deliverable 

supply will be between these two extremes, with at one end of the scale, all of the 

additional supply being eligible for inclusion at April 2021 and at the other all of 

the additional supply only being eligible for inclusion post-adoption. 

7.13 The trajectory in Appendix B is also the adjusted to take account of the recent 

concessions identified in the table following paragraph 8.5 of JPPoE which will 

reduce the supply by 15 dwellings in 2022/2327, 28 dwellings in 2023/2428 and 40 

dwellings in 2024/2529. The potential resultant positions of the Council on the 

deliverable supply are set out in Table 7.2 below. 

Table 7.2 – potential resultant positions of the Council 

  2021/22 2022/23 2023/24 2024/25 2025/26 

Supply 

2021-

26 

Prior to adoption - maximum 

potential supply             

Trajectory in the five-year land 

supply statement 295 419 729 602   2,045 

Trajectory of Appendix B 

assuming all additions arise 

from new planning permissions -37 -23 246 359 496 1,041 

Concessions of JPPoE   -15 -28 -40   -83 

Total 258 381 947 921 496 3,003 

Prior to adoption - minimum 

potential supply             

Trajectory in the five-year land 

supply statement 295 419 729 602   2,045 

Trajectory of Appendix B 

assuming all additions arise 

from proposed allocations -37 -23 0 0 0 -60 

Concessions of JPPoE   -15 -28 -40   -83 

Total 258 381 701 562 0 1,902 

Post adoption - potential supply             

Trajectory in the five-year land 

supply statement 295 419 729 602   2,045 

Trajectory of Appendix B -37 -23 246 359 496 1,041 

Concessions of JPPoE   -15 -28 -40   -83 

Total 258 381 947 921 496 3,003 

 
26 As set out in the overwhelming majority of (if not all) appeal decisions under the 

former and current NPPF of which I am aware including for example paragraph 33 of the 

Woolmer Green appeal decision (CDJ.3). I could provide many additional examples of 

this. 
27 At 1 Station Industrial Park. 
28 Comprising 8 dwellings at 335-337 Gosport Road and 20 dwellings at East of Raley 

Road. 
29 Comprising 30 dwellings at East of Raley Road and 10 dwellings at 33 Lodge Road. 
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7.14 It is therefore apparent that if the Council’s trajectories are achieved there will be 

a deliverable supply of between 1,902 dwellings and 3,003 prior to adoption, 

depending upon the amount of this supply that is made up of proposed allocations 

which cannot be included until tested through an examination. However, following 

adoption, the Council’s trajectory if achieved would identify a supply of 3,003 

dwellings.  

7.15 This assumes that all of the trajectories of the Council will be achieved and that 

all of the proposed allocations will be found to be sound. Given that the Council 

acknowledged that the emerging Local Plan that contains these proposed 

allocations can only be afforded limited weight at present, these trajectories can 

be afforded at most limited weight. 

7.16 Consistent with the position set out throughout my evidence, I consider that the 

Council’s trajectories are unrealistic and accordingly I consider that the 

deliverable supply will be significantly lower. 

The changing figure against which the land supply will be assessed 

7.17 The five-year land supply position will be assessed against the standard method 

until the Local Plan is adopted. 

7.18 The standard method currently identifies a need for 514dpa in Fareham. This 

forms part of the PPG which informs the NPPF and therefore should be afforded 

very significant weight. However, it should be acknowledged that the Government 

has published a proposed revised standard method that could be introduced 

within the next 6 months. As set out in paragraphs 4.13 and 4.14 of my Proof of 

Evidence, the Secretary of State has indicated that this proposed method will 

need to be modified, the Housing Minister has indicated that until they are 

implemented they are speculative and parliament has passed a motion for a 

meaningful debate to discuss this matter in light of concerns with the proposed 

method. Accordingly, I consider that these proposals should be afforded at most 

very limited weight. 

7.19 There are therefore two potential figures against which the five-year land supply 

can be forecast prior to adoption, one of which is consistent with current national 

policy and the other of which I consider should be afforded at most very limited 

weight. It is possible and indeed likely that an entirely different figure will be 

identified as a result of the implementation of a new standard method, and based 

Page 3478



LPA Ref: P/18/1118/OA & 9/19/0460/OA 
             HOUSING NEED AND SUPPLY REBUTTAL 

 

 

 

November 2020 | NT | BRS.4989 Page | 26  

 

on the information I have read30 consultancies have proposed a method which 

would identify a minimum housing need for Fareham which is greater than that 

which arises from the current standard method. Nevertheless, I present the 

position that would arise against both the current standard method and against 

the Governments proposed revised standard method only. 

7.20 Following adoption, the five-year land supply will then be assessed against the 

adopted housing requirement as addressed below. 

The proposed housing requirement 

7.21 As discussed previously, the Regulation 19 consultation document proposes a 

housing requirement for 524dpa over the plan period and a stepped requirement 

for 450dpa over the period 2021-26. 

7.22 The plan period requirement is calculated based upon the proposed revised 

standard method with an additional contribution of 847 dwellings to address the 

unmet needs of neighbouring authorities according to Table 4.1. The emerging 

Local Plan acknowledges in paragraph 4.12 that it is appropriate to uplift this by 

15% to provide for 8,389 dwellings and this is set as the housing requirement in 

Strategic Policy H1 against which the five-year land supply should be assessed 

according to Policy H4. 

7.23 As the proposed housing requirement is based upon the proposed revised 

standard method, it does not accord with current national policy and guidance. 

This proposal of the Council also does not accord with the proposed transitional 

arrangements set out in paragraph 43 of Changes to the Current Planning System 

(CDD.3) which suggest that the current standard method will continue to apply to 

Local Plans that have reached or are close to reaching the Regulation 19 stage at 

the time the revised standard method is published.  

7.24 The Regulation 19 consultation draft in Fareham is therefore not only inconsistent 

with national policy that applies at the current time it is also inconsistent with the 

proposed transitional arrangements. In paragraph 8.111 of JPPoE it is suggested 

that the Council considers this to be appropriate. It is not clear if Ms Parker 

agrees. 

 
30 Including the methodology of Turley referenced in paragraph 15.5 of my Proof of 

Evidence. 
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7.25 Ms Parker is also either unaware of, or does not draw any attention to, the 

widespread objections to the currently proposed revised standard method, or to 

the conclusion of ministers that it is need of additional work, that the figures are 

speculative, and that it is need of a meaningful debate31. In light of these factors 

which do not appear to have been taken into account by Ms Parker, I consider 

that the proposed revised standard method should be afforded at most very 

limited weight.  

7.26 The emerging Local Plan has not even yet been subject to a Regulation 19 

consultation, and given the inconsistency with current and very probably future 

national policy, this is likely to require significant modification prior to submission. 

Accordingly, I do not consider this to be at an advanced stage of preparation. 

These proposals will also doubtlessly and quite rightly be subject to widespread 

objection. In accordance with paragraph 48 of the NPPF, paragraph 8.114 of 

JPPoE identifies that the proposals in the Regulation 19 consultation draft should 

therefore be afforded limited weight. I consider that this would be the case even if 

they were based on a housing need figure that was consistent with national 

policy, they had been prepared in accordance with the proposed transitional 

arrangements and they were based on a housing need figure which could be 

afforded significant weight. However, in the absence of any of these, I would 

suggest that the proposed housing requirement of the emerging Local Plan should 

be afforded virtually no weight at present. 

7.27 In Table 4.1 of the emerging Local Plan it is proposed that the housing 

requirement will be 847 homes in excess of the standard method in order to 

address the unmet needs of neighbouring authorities. The resultant housing need 

could therefore be for 7,295 dwellings if the proposed transitional arrangements 

are not accorded with (using the proposed revised standard method of 403dpa), 

or 9,065 if they are (using the current standard method of 514dpa).  

7.28 Indeed, to accord with the proposed transitional arrangements and current 

national policy, the proposed housing requirement would need to be adjusted to 

be based upon the current standard method with an additional contribution of 847 

to address the unmet needs of neighbouring authorities and then an additional 

15% uplift to be applied. This would equate to a housing requirement for 10,426 

 
31 See paragraphs 4.13 to 4.14 of my Proof of Evidence. 
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dwellings32 or 652dpa as compared to the proposed housing requirement for 

8,389 dwellings or 524dpa. 

7.29 The five-year land supply post-adoption is therefore considered on the basis of: 

• The proposed stepped housing requirement which I consider should be 

afforded at most very limited weight and Ms Parker considers should be 

afforded limited weight – 450dpa; 

• The proposed annualised housing requirement – 524dpa; 

• The proposed annualised housing requirement adjusted to accord with 

current national policy and the proposed transitional arrangements – 

652dpa. 

7.30 On these bases, I proceed to consider the future five-year land supply position 

based on the available evidence. 

The baseline five-year requirement excluding buffer 

7.31 The baseline five-year requirement for the period 2020-25 is for 2,569 dwellings 

against the current standard method33. 

7.32 However, if the proposed revised standard method was implemented, there would 

be a baseline five-year requirement for 2,015 dwellings over the period 2020-

2534. 

7.33 The results of the standard method cannot be predicted for the period 2021-26 as 

the affordability information that will inform this will not be available until circa 

March 2021. Therefore, for the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that the 

above figures will remain constant. 

7.34 Upon adoption of the Local Plan the baseline five-year requirement will then be 

determined by the adopted housing requirement. Based on the scenarios 

identified above, there could be a baseline five-year requirement for: 

• The proposed stepped housing requirement – 2,250; 

• The proposed annualised housing requirement – 2,622; 

 
32 =((513.7 x 16) + 847) x 1.15. 
33 As set out in Table 7.1 of my Proof of Evidence. 
34 =403dpa x 5. 
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• The proposed annualised housing requirement adjusted to accord with 

current national policy and the proposed transitional arrangements – 

3,258. 

The buffer 

7.35 In paragraph 8.110 of JPPoE it is accepted that the Council will soon be subject to 

a 20% buffer. The buffer will continue to be determined by the Housing Delivery 

Test results until these are superseded by the subsequent set of results35. 

Therefore, the Council will remain subject to a 20% buffer until November 2021. 

7.36 From November 2021, the next set of Housing Delivery Test results will apply. 

These are estimated based on the available information in Tables 7.3 and 7.4 

below. Table 7.3 reflects the position that arises if the housing requirement was 

not reviewed by the Development Sites and Policies Plan and the Welborne Plan 

and Table 7.4 reflects the position if it was36. It should be noted that Table 5.2 of 

my Proof of Evidence had been miscalculated as I had identified that 8th June 

2020 was 18.6% of the way into the 2019/20 monitoring year and calculated the 

results on this basis. This was clearly incorrect as it is 18.6% into the 2020/21 

monitoring year. I have therefore corrected this in Table 7.4 below. This error 

does not however make any material difference as the Council will still have a 

record of substantial under-delivery in the November 2020 results even if it is 

concluded, contrary to case law, that the Development Sites and Policies Plan and 

the Welborne Plan did review the housing requirement. 

Table 7.3 – Housing Delivery Test calculations  

  Number of homes required Number of homes delivered 

HDT 

result   

2016/ 

17 

2017/ 

18 

2018/ 

19 

2019/ 

20 

2020/ 

21 Total 

2016/ 

17 

2017/ 

18 

2018/ 

19 

2019/ 

20 

2020/ 

21 Total 

2019 

results 424.7 401.5 543.1  - -  1369.3 356 291 290  - -  937 68.4% 

2020 

results  - 401.5 543.1 522.5  - 1467.1  - 291 290 285  - 866 59.0% 

2021 

results  -  -  543.1 522.5 513.737 1579.3  -  -  290 285 13238 707 44.8% 

 

 
35 Unless MHCLG write to correct an error in the interim. 
36 These are consistent with Tables 5.1 and 5.2 of my Proof of Evidence. 
37 Based on the agreed standard method that applies in 2020. 
38 Calculated from the trajectory contained in the five-year land supply assessment of 

the Council. 
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Table 7.4 – Housing Delivery Test calculations on the premise that the 

housing requirements were reviewed in 2015 

  Number of homes required Number of homes delivered 

HDT 

result   

2016/ 

17 

2017/ 

18 

2018/ 

19 

2019/ 

20 

2020/ 

21 Total 

2016/ 

17 

2017/ 

18 

2018/ 

19 

2019/ 

20 

2020/ 

21 Total 

2019 

results 423.2 401.5 419.9  -  -  1244.6 356 291 290  -  -  937 75.3% 

2020 

results  - 401.5 419.9 410.939  - 1232.3   291 290 285  - 866 70.3% 

2021 

results  -  -  419.9 410.9 494.440 1325.2  -   -  290 285 132 707 53.4% 

7.37 It is evident from these tables that providing the Housing Delivery Test remains 

unchanged, the Council will not only be subject to a 20% buffer41 and a record of 

substantial under-delivery from November 2020 this will also be the case from 

November 2021. 

The potential future five-year land supply positions 

7.38 Based on all of the preceding scenarios, the potential future five-year land supply 

land supply scenarios are calculated in Table 7.5 below. 

Table 7.5 – potential future five-year land supply scenarios 

  
Current 
SM 

Proposed 
Revised 
SM 

The proposed 
stepped 
housing 
requirement 

The proposed 
annualised 
housing 
requirement 

The adjusted 
proposed 
annualised 
housing 
requirement 

Currently for the period 2020-25 

Baseline five-year requirement 2,568  - -  -  -  

Five-year requirement including 5% 
buffer 2,697  - -  -  -  

Deliverable supply of the Council 2,094  - -  -  -  

Five-year land supply position according 
to the deliverable supply of the Council 3.88  - -  -  -  

Deliverable supply of the Appellant 599  - -  -  -  

Five-year land supply position according 

to the deliverable supply of the Appellant 1.11  - -  -  -  

Following publication of the November 2020 HDT results for the period 2020-25 

Baseline five-year requirement 2,568  - -  -  -  

Five-year requirement including 5% 
buffer 3,082  - -  -  -  

 
39 Based on the adopted housing requirement of 125 + 0.2 + 285.7 set out in paragraph 

5.25 of my Proof of Evidence. 
40 Based on 18.6% of the adopted housing requirement and 81.4% of the agreed 

standard method for 514dpa in 2020. 
41 As agreed in paragraph 8.109 of JPPoE. 
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Current 
SM 

Proposed 
Revised 
SM 

The proposed 

stepped 
housing 
requirement 

The proposed 

annualised 
housing 
requirement 

The adjusted 
proposed 

annualised 
housing 
requirement 

Deliverable supply of the Council 2,094  - -  -  -  

Five-year land supply position according 

to the deliverable supply of the Council 3.40  - -  -  -  

Deliverable supply of the Appellant 599  - -  -  -  

Five-year land supply position according 
to the deliverable supply of the Appellant 0.97  - -  -  -  

Following publication of new standard method (based on the range between the current standard method and 

the proposed revised standard method) for the period 2020-25 

Baseline five-year requirement 2,568 2,015  - -  -  

Five-year requirement including 5% 

buffer 3,082 2,418  - -  -  

Deliverable supply of the Council 2,094 2,094  - -  -  

Five-year land supply position according 
to the deliverable supply of the Council 3.40 4.33  - -  -  

Deliverable supply of the Appellant 599 599  - -  -  

Five-year land supply position according 

to the deliverable supply of the Appellant 0.97 1.24  - -  -  

Following publication of new standard method (based on the range between the current standard method and 
the proposed revised standard method) for the period 2021-26 

Baseline five-year requirement 2,568 2,015  - -  -  

Five-year requirement including 5% 

buffer 3,082 2,418  - -  -  

Maximum deliverable supply of the 
Council 3,003 3,003  - -  -  

Five-year land supply position according 

to the maximum deliverable supply of 
the Council 4.87 6.21  - -  -  

Minimum deliverable supply of the 
Council 1,902 1,902  - -  -  

Five-year land supply position according 

to the minimum deliverable supply of the 
Council 3.09 3.93  - -  -  

Following adoption of the Local Plan for the period 2021-26 

Baseline five-year requirement  - -  2,250 2,622 3,258 

Five-year requirement including 5% 

buffer  - -  2,700 3,146 3,910 

Deliverable supply of the Council  - -  3,003 3,003 3,003 

Five-year land supply position according 
to the deliverable supply of the Council  - -  5.56 4.77 3.84 

7.39 It is therefore apparent that: 

• It is agreed that the Council is currently unable to demonstrate a five-year 

land supply – the respective positions are 1.11 and 3.88 years; 

• It is agreed that this is likely to worsen following the publication of the 

Housing Delivery Test results due in November 2020 – the respective 

positions are 0.97 and 3.40 years; 
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• This position will remain in place until a new standard method is 

implemented. Regardless of whether this is consistent with the proposed 

revised standard method which the Secretary of State has indicated needs 

to be modified, the Council will remain unable to demonstrate a five-year 

land supply – the respective positions are between 0.97 and 3.40 years 

and between 1.24 and 4.33 years;  

• The Council will then update their five-year land supply to reflect the 

period 2021-26 at some point after April 2021. The existence or otherwise 

of a five-year land supply will be dependent upon the standard method 

that is implemented and upon the extent to which the Council include 

proposed allocations within the trajectory in Appendix B which will remain 

ineligible for inclusion in the deliverable supply: 

➢ Assuming that the standard method is broadly consistent with the 

current standard method, then the Council will continue to be 

unable to demonstrate a five-year land supply; 

➢ Even assuming that the proposed revised standard method is 

introduced, contrary to the indications of the Secretary of State, 

then depending upon the contributions that emerging allocations 

make to the trajectory in Appendix B, the Council may conclude 

that they are still unable to demonstrate a five-year land supply 

(between 3.93 and 6.21 years) and I consider that regardless of the 

reliance upon proposed allocations the Council will remain unable to 

demonstrate a five-year land supply (between 3.09 and 4.87 

years); 

• Then assuming that the Local Plan is adopted in 2021/22, the ability of the 

Council to demonstrate a five-year land supply at the point of adoption and 

thereafter, even assuming that the remainder of the supply they identify is 

deliverable, will be entirely dependent upon: 

➢ The proposed revised standard method being implemented, 

contrary to the indications of the Secretary of State; and 

➢ The housing requirement being found sound notwithstanding that it 

has not been prepared in accordance with the proposed transitional 

arrangements; and 
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➢ The proposed stepped housing requirement being found to be 

sound; and 

➢ Welborne having delivered at least 387 homes by March 2026, 

which according to the trajectory of the Council would require the 

first completion to have been achieved by circa June 2023 

notwithstanding the absence of an outline planning application42, 

the funding gap which is unlikely to be resolved in the foreseeable 

future43.  

• If any one of these is not supported by the examining Inspector (or by the 

Government in the case of the standard method), then the Council will not 

be able to demonstrate a five-year land supply. 

7.40 It is therefore evident that based on the available evidence, the Council will 

remain unable to demonstrate a five-year land supply for the foreseeable future, 

and that in the short-term the position is likely to worsen. In order to stand any 

prospect of restoring a five-year land supply at any point in the next year, in the 

absence of additional sites being brought forward, the Council are wholly reliant 

upon the proposed revised standard method being implemented contrary to the 

indications of the Secretary of State and this being relied upon in the emerging 

Local Plan notwithstanding that this doesn’t accord with the proposed transitional 

arrangements. Even assuming this is the case, and even assuming the Council’s 

trajectories are achieved, it is not certain that the Council will restore a five-year 

land supply44. I consider that all of these eventualities upon which the Council rely 

can be afforded at most very limited weight. 

 
42 As identified above, even in outline planning permission is granted in January 2021 as 

assumed by the Council, on average the first completion wouldn’t be expected until 

March 2024 even on a site without funding issues.  
43 According to Hampshire County Council. 
44 For example, as a result of the emerging allocations not being eligible for inclusion in 

the deliverable supply until they have been tested through an examination; and/or as a 

result of the stepped housing requirement not being found sound. 
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8. CONCLUSIONS 

Current land supply 

8.1 The evidence submitted on behalf of the Council provides no substantive evidence 

to demonstrate that the sites relied upon by the Council are deliverable in 

accordance with the NPPF. In the absence of such necessary evidence, the NPPF 

indicates that these sites should not be considered deliverable. Accordingly, in the 

continued absence of the necessary evidence, my professional opinion remains 

unchanged, namely that the Council is currently able to demonstrate only a 1.11 

year land supply. 

8.2 Ms Parker on behalf of the Council has similarly also identified that some 

components of the identified supply are not deliverable and now identifies a 3.9 

year land supply45 as compared to the 4.03 year supply previously identified by 

the Council. 

8.3 The latest trajectory of the Council contained within the emerging Local Plan also 

appears to indicate that the position may be lower than that identified by Ms 

Parker. 

8.4 On any basis, the inability of at least circa 1 in 5 households to be able to access 

appropriate accommodation is a significant factor to weigh in the planning 

balance. 

Future land supply 

8.5 Whilst the future land supply position is difficult to predict especially in Fareham 

Borough, it appears to be agreed that the five-year land supply position of the 

Council will worsen in the short-term as a result of the imminent requirement to 

apply a 20% buffer.  

8.6 Following the implementation of the proposed review of the standard method, for 

an interim period prior to adoption of the emerging Local Plan, the ability of the 

Council to be able to claim to demonstrate a five-year land supply or otherwise 

will be entirely dependent upon the standard method that is implemented. At 

present, the Secretary of State has indicated that the proposed method will be 

modified prior to implementation but these modifications cannot be predicted with 

any accuracy. However, even if contrary to the direction of travel, the proposed 

 
45 This is actually a 3.88 year land supply rounded to two decimal places. 
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revised standard method was implemented, then the Council would remain unable 

to demonstrate a five-year land supply at least until such time as they update 

their assessment to cover the period 2021-26. Even then, it is unclear that the 

Council would be able to demonstrate a five-year land supply as this would be 

both dependent upon the new standard method that is eventually introduced and 

the components of the Council’s trajectory that will be deliverable at April 2021. 

8.7 However, once the emerging Local Plan is adopted, the preceding analysis 

demonstrates that if this is prepared in accordance with the proposed transitional 

arrangements (such that it continues to be based on the current standard 

method), then the Council will continue to be unable to demonstrate a five-year 

land supply at the point of adoption. 

8.8 Accordingly, the identification of additional sources of supply will not only meet 

housing needs over the forthcoming five-year period, it will assist the Council to 

restore a five-year land supply both now and in the short-term, and it will also 

assist in the preparation and adoption of a sound Local Plan. 
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	1 Introduction
	1.1 This report describes a Stage 1 Road Safety Audit carried out on proposed improvements to an existing priority junction, in association with a proposed development off Newgate Lane, Fareham, on behalf of Pegasus Group. The audit was carried out on...
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	Road Safety Consulting Ltd
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	Landscape and visual MATTERS:
	REBUTTAL EVIDENCE
	Prepared by:
	James W. Atkin
	Bsc (Hons) Dip LM CMLI
	1. Introduction
	1.1 My name is James Atkin. My qualifications and experience are set out in my main Proof of Evidence.
	1.2 This short Rebuttal Proof of Evidence addresses several points raised in the Proof of Evidence of Mr Ian Dudley of Lockhart Garratt Ltd (LG), prepared on behalf of Fareham Borough Council (FBC).
	1.3 This rebuttal proof is deliberately limited in scope and does not seek to cover every point made in Mr. Dudley's evidence. However, it should not be inferred that I agree with Mr. Dudley's evidence in respect of those points that are not raised here.
	1.4 The evidence included in this rebuttal statement for this appeal is true and has been prepared in accordance with the guidance of my professional institution. I confirm that the opinions expressed are my true and professional opinions.
	1.5

	2. Main Areas of Rebuttal
	Approach and Methodology
	2.1 Mr Dudley's evidence includes his own assessment of landscape and visual effects, based on a methodology set out in Appendix 2 of his evidence.
	2.2 However, there are issues in relation to the calibration and terminology set out in the methodology which are not compliant with the Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (GLVIA3)0F . In particular, there are conceptual overlaps wi...
	2.3 Consequently, the judgements made in respect of landscape and visual effects cannot be relied upon.
	2.4 In relation to the approach taken for his assessment, Mr Dudley states that a study area of 2.5km is appropriate (ID p19, para 4.3). However, the subsequent assessment does not reflect this and is instead limited to the landscape of the appeal sit...
	2.5 Limiting the assessment in this way presents an imbalanced view of potential landscape and visual effects and is not in accordance with the GLVIA3; the result is a potential overemphasis as to what will actually be a very limited range of effects....
	References to Appellants Evidence

	2.6 There will clearly be a number of differences between the submitted LVIAs and professional judgment of Mr Dudley and I do not intend to cover each of these in detail.
	2.7 However, in his evidence Mr Dudley has reviewed the submitted LVIAs (CDA.48 and CDA.107) and the submitted Strategic Landscape and Visual Appraisal (CDA.54) (SLVIA) and has raised some points that are misleading and require clarification.
	2.8 Firstly, in respect of the SLVIA Mr Dudley suggests that with the potential allocation of HA2 being removed from the current version of the emerging local plan, that paragraphs 3.8, 3.20 and 4.20 of the SLVIA are now 'out of date' (ID p16, para 3....
	2.9 However, this is not the case and, notwithstanding any references to HA2, those paragraphs of the SLVIA include relevant information and description of the landscape on and around the appeal sites. This includes reference to the landscape between ...
	2.10 Secondly, in respect of the submitted LVIAs Mr Dudley suggests that the work 'relies' upon the proposed HA2 housing allocation to justify the proposed development (ID p17, para 3.34).
	2.11 Again, this is not the case and is misleading. The submitted LVIAs are undertaken based on the proposed developments and the likely changes that might arise from these, as described in the description of development and landscape strategy (both C...
	Landscape Effects

	2.12 There are several issues in respect of landscape and landscape character, and the approach taken by Mr Dudley.
	Landscape scale

	2.13 The first matter relates to what should be considered as an appropriate scale for landscape character guidance.
	2.14 On the first point, Mr Dudley suggests that the submitted LVIA undertakes 'an excessively coarse grain of assessment by considering only the wider LCA as a receptor' (ID page 18, para 3.38).
	2.15 However, reference to the scale of LCA as defined by published character guidance illustrates that this is an entirely appropriate scale on which to undertake an assessment of landscape effects as it considers the appeal sites in their context (f...
	Reference to published guidance

	2.16 The second is how landscape character guidance (and other relevant description of landscape character) should be correlated, distilled and taken forward to assessment.
	2.17 Mr Dudley's evidence includes a baseline description of the appeal sites and extensive quotation and paraphrasing of the published character guidance (ID pages 19 to 23). In doing so Mr Dudley highlights (using bold text) those defined characteri...
	2.18 This process clearly identifies the  presence of many influential characteristics, not just related to the agricultural and rural aspects, but also characteristics that reflect the generally ordinary and/or lower quality of the landscape due to t...
	2.19 Such characteristics are summarised in respect of the Woodcot/Alver Valley LCA (ID page 23, para 24) where Mr Dudley judges 'the site and its setting' to be 'strongly representative' of this (ID page 23, para 4.25). Further description to support...
	2.20 However, the issue arises from Mr Dudley's subsequent distillation of the information and his interpretation of this as a series of 'relevant landscape receptors' (ID p31, para 4.94) and their subsequent assessment (ID Section 5). In this process...
	2.21 Mr Dudley's appraisal of landscape effects (ID p33, Section 5) is based on the structure of his identified landscape receptors (ID p32, 4.94). I have set these out in a tabulated format, against my comment as to the appropriateness or otherwise.
	Table FL&BH 1.4.1 – ID landscape Receptors

	2.22 Consequently, Mr Dudley introduces a substantial level of duplication of the same issues, an approach which, at best, over-emphasises the likely effects and, at worst, double counts these entirely.
	Strategic Gap

	2.23 Finally in respect of landscape matters, I do not agree with the approach taken by Mr Dudley in relation to his consideration of the 'strategic gap' whereby he blends this reference within his discussion of landscape character and fails to set ou...
	2.24 The strategic gap designation is a spatial planning tool and is not a landscape specific designation that is intrinsically connected to the value or quality of a landscape.
	2.25 In his review of the submitted LVIAs (CDA.48 and CDA.107) Mr Dudley intimates that the strategic gap should be considered a constraint to development (ID, page 14, para 3.14). However, I do not consider that Strategic Policy DS2 (in respect of St...
	2.26 Mr Dudley sets out very little additional analysis of the strategic gap, particularly in respect of the landscape between Peel Common and Stubbington where the gap would clearly continue to function, a conclusion that is drawn in my own analysis ...
	Visual Effects

	2.27 Issues in respect of the evidence of Mr Dudleys on visual effects are more straight forward to address than those of landscape effects, and I note that Mr Dudley recognises some alignment between our respect findings (ID p18, para 3.39). However,...
	2.28 This is best addressed by reference to Mr Dudley's own summary of impacts and effects (ID p66, para 7.76) where he concludes the following 'significant effects' (by reference to the definition of significant effects set out at ID, Appendix 2, par...
	2.29 Hambrook Lodge is located centrally within the appeal sites whilst Woodcote Lane and Newgate Lane effectively form the southern and western boundaries to the appeal sites respectively. The consequent significance of visual effects is not unexpect...
	2.30 I consider this to be a very limited number of significant effects that, in themselves do not demonstrate, an unacceptable level of impact.
	2.31 Earlier sections of this rebuttal note how the approach of Mr Dudley to his study area, and selection of views predominantly from the boundaries of the appeal site, overemphasis and distorts the extent of landscape and visual effects.
	2.32 However, in their summary, the submitted LVIAs (CDA.48 and CDA.107, paras 7.7 to 7.17) take a more balanced view to the appeal sites and potential visual effects that reflects the strong sense of containment and visual screening that is present.

	JWA Comment
	ID Landscape Receptor
	Ref.
	This is a physical landscape component, impacts can be addressed in isolation but this should also inform a more holistic consideration of landscape character.
	Mixed agricultural land use
	1
	Consequently this aligns very closely with matters of openness of the site and its context.
	Openness is one facet in considering landscape character but has considerable overlap with the land use which, in the context of the agricultural land uses, are inherently open and therefore this matter is duplicated. 
	Open character of the site and wider setting
	2
	Otherwise openness might refer to 'enclosure' by other physical components such as vegetation, built form and infrastructure. 
	This is a physical landscape component, impacts can be addressed in isolation but this should also inform a more holistic consideration of landscape character.
	Strong field pattern defined by treed hedgerows, watercourses and ditches
	3
	It is worth noting the mitigation strategy for the appeal schemes which seek to reflect or retain this (CDA.48 and CDA.107. p33, Table 2).
	Settlement pattern is one facet in considering landscape character and is a relevant consideration, but should also inform a more holistic consideration of landscape character. 
	Relationship with wider settlements
	4
	Transport infrastructure is one facet in considering landscape character and is relevant consideration in terms of understanding landscape character, however I cannot see how it is relevant as a receptor in itself. 
	Busy transport infrastructure
	5
	The influence of heritage (or more appropriately conservation interests) is a relevant factor in relation to landscape and visual matters, but is typically a consideration of determining landscape value; it is just one factor in determining landscape value (CDH.16, GLVIA, p84, Box 5.1). 
	Setting of Carriston Cottage Grade II Listed Building
	6
	If the listed building is a receptor in itself, then this is a heritage matter.
	If it is the landscape context of the listed building that is being considered, then this is duplication of points 1, 2, 7 and 8 (as referenced in this table).
	Given the appeal sites comprise mixed agriculture, that is open in terms of its undeveloped state and framed within a structure of trees, hedgerows and infrastructure, then this receptor is a relevant landscape receptor but  points 1, 2 and 3 (as referenced in this table) amount to duplication of elements within it.
	Overall character of the site
	7
	Given the appeal sites are contextualised by a mix of agricultural land, settlement pattern at Peel Common and Bridgemary and the highways infrastructure of Newgate Lane East, again, this is a relevant landscape receptor, but points 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 (as referenced in this table) are no more than duplications of the elements of it. 
	Overall character of the setting of the site 
	8
	3. Conclusion
	3.1 In conclusion, having considered the evidence of Mr Dudley in respect of landscape and visual matters, this does not alter the views and professional judgements that I have expressed in my original Proof of Evidence.
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	BRS.4989 - AJ PoE Rebuttal - FINAL
	1. SCOPE OF EVIDENCE
	1.1 This Rebuttal Evidence is provided to address the transport and accessibility matters raised by Mr Gammer of Hampshire County Council and Ms Parker of Adams Hendry Consulting Limited, who is acting on behalf of Fareham Borough Council, in their re...
	1.2 My rebuttal evidence responds to matters raised concerning the accessibility of the northern and southern appeal sites in transport terms with respect to the following issues:
	i. Whether the highway authority has considered the amenity impact of the distances of appeal sites to local amenities and facilities? and
	ii. Appropriateness of Ms Parkers approach to assessing the accessibility credentials of the appeal sites.

	1.3 My evidence also addresses new matters of concern unknown to the appellants in advance of reviewing the submitted evidence.
	1.4 Issues raised concerning the points below are addressed in Ms Hoskins Rebuttal Proof of Evidence:
	 Provision of a Toucan crossing on Newgate Lane East south of the junction with Old Newgate Lane;
	 Traffic giving way over two lanes of traffic;
	 Merging traffic on the northbound exit of the junction; and
	 Capacity results at the junction of Newgate Lane East and Old Newgate Lane.

	1.5

	2. WHETHER THE HIGHWAY AUTHORITY HAS CONSIDERED THE AMENITY IMPACT OF THE APPEAL SITES TO LOCAL AMENITIES AND FACILITIES
	2.1 Mr Gammer, at paragraphs 3.6 to 3.8 of his evidence, seeks to set out that, in his view, the highway authority’s role in assessing applications for development and determining the appropriateness of the local walking, cycling and public transport ...
	2.2 At paragraph 3.7, Mr Gammer considers that it is not the role of the highway authority to consider the amenity impact of the distance of development sites to local facilities, whether a site is well related to existing urban settlement boundaries ...
	2.3 In my view, the assignment of the responsibility of determining the safety, security and amenity of local walking, cycling and public transport routes between local planning and highway authorities is not so clear cut as put forward by Mr Gammer.
	National and Local Guidance
	2.4 Paragraph 110 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out the context in which applications for development should be determined with consideration to paragraphs 108 and 109 of the NPPF. This includes for paragraph 110 c) that stipul...
	2.5 The Nation Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) also advises the following in relation to why Travel Plans, Transport Assessments and Statements are important:
	“Travel Plans, Transport Assessments and Statements can positively contribute to:
	 encouraging sustainable travel;
	 lessening traffic generation and its detrimental impacts;
	 reducing carbon emissions and climate impacts;
	 creating accessible, connected, inclusive communities;
	 improving health outcomes and quality of life;
	 improving road safety; and
	 reducing the need for new development to increase existing road capacity or provide new roads.
	They support national planning policy which sets out that planning should actively manage patterns of growth in order to make the fullest possible use of public transport, walking and cycling, and focus significant development in locations which are o...
	2.6 The NPPG also advises the following in relation to Travel Plans:
	“Travel Plans are long-term management strategies for integrating proposals for sustainable travel into the planning process. They are based on evidence of the anticipated transport impacts of development and set measures to promote and encourage sust...
	Travel Plans should where possible, be considered in parallel to development proposals and readily integrated into the design and occupation of the new site rather than retrofitted after occupation.”
	2.7 Local guidance for the preparation of Travel Plans is set out in the Hampshire County Council – A Guide to Development Related Travel Plans.  Section 2.3 of the document sets out the guiding principles of an effective Travel Plan.  This is shown a...
	2.8 Section 2.3 of the HCC – A Guide to Development Related Travel Plans also includes a Travel plan Pyramid.  It advises that the foundation is a good location, with each element of the travel plan building upon that.
	Highway Authority’s Consultation Responses
	2.9 In my view, the highway authority did consider the attractiveness of the walking, cycling and public transport routes and how well related the appeal sites are to local amenities and facilities when consulted upon the planning application, and not...
	2.10 For example, the highway authority’s consultation response on page 3 dated 06th November 2018 (CDB.2a) states in relation to the Woodcote Lane and Brookers Lane walking and cycling route to / from the services and amenities in Bridgemary:
	“Figure 7 of the TA has been provided to identify nearby local facilities.  No isochrones have been provided demonstrating the distances of these facilities from the proposed development site.   Some written assessment of walking distances has been un...
	Walking and Cycling
	As part of the new alignment of Newgate Lane pedestrian/cycle crossing provision has been provided in the form of a pedestrian refuge island.  This crossing provides access to the Bridgemary area and makes up what would be the route to school from the...
	The crossing in its current form is on an unlit section of Newgate Lane.  This is to protect the rural nature of this section of road and was considered at planning to be necessary to protect the strategic gap.  If additional development is permitted ...
	The crossing requirements of Newgate Lane should be considered against the additional proposed development land to the south of the site as a sensitivity test so that total forecast demand can be fully understood.
	Regarding Old Newgate Lane, it is proposed to provide uncontrolled crossings from the site access to the western footway.  The existing footway appears narrow in width.  Confirmation is required regarding this and the need for any additional width in ...
	No assessment of the walking route to facilities to the west of the site has been undertaken.  In particular, the route to Crofton School should be reviewed.
	Public Transport
	The nearest bus stops to the site are located on the realigned Newgate Lane at the Woodcote Lane crossing.  These are 0.4 miles from the site entrance and therefore exceed the recommended 400m away.  Service provision from the site is limited with les...
	Tukes Avenue provides access to a more frequent bus service between Gosport and Fareham however the stops are located some distance from the site at 0.8 miles.  The TA refers to the stops being less than 600m from the site however this is not agreed. ...
	2.11 Furthermore, pages 8 and 9 of the consultation response dated 06th November (CDB.2a) provided comments on the Travel Plan prepared to support the planning applications.  This confirmed that the TP has been assessed using the Hampshire County Coun...
	2.12 The highway authority’s consultation response dated 23rd May 2020 (CDB.7a) also reviewed the sustainable travel credentials of the appeal sites further to the submission of updated transport documents in detail at pages 3 to 5.  This agreed that ...
	2.13 The consultation response at pages 3 and 4 states:
	“Provision of walking and cycling facilities from the site to local amenities is generally of an acceptable standard, however there are notable exceptions. Firstly, the width of footways on the northern side of Newgate Lane has been reviewed as reques...
	The second concern is in relation to the Woodcote Lane/ Brookers Lane link, including the crossing of Newgate Lane East. As stated in the TA, Peel Common Infant and Junior Schools, accessed via this route, are not currently the catchment schools for t...
	The above further supports the need for a north – south pedestrian and cycle link through the site and from the southern site to Woodcote Lane. This should be secured should this application come forward.
	Finally, the route to the current catchment schools of Crofton Anne Dale Infant and Junior schools should be reviewed. It is noted the following improvements have been identified as required, however this may not be an exhaustive list. This will be co...
	 Extension of off carriageway cycle provision from Crofton Secondary School to Eric Road.
	 Improvements to the crossing facilities at the Eric Road/ Stubbington Lane/ Bells Lane junction to accommodate cycles and tying in cycle facilities to the existing provision on Bells Lane.
	A contribution will be required for delivery of these works, proportionate to the total dwellings proposed for both parcels.
	It is noted that a contribution to provide footway connections from the site access to the Old Newgate Lane/Newgate Lane junction has been proposed in order to provide connections to the HA2 site access should this site come forward. It is considered ...
	Conclusions
	2.14 National guidance on Travel Plans, Transport Assessments and Statements advises that these documents should consider other issues to highway safety and capacity when considering the impact of development schemes.  This includes encouraging sustai...
	2.15 In my view, the highway authority’s consultation responses did not only seek to review the appropriateness of the local walking and cycle routes solely in relation to highway safety and capacity impact of the appeal schemes.  The information requ...
	2.16 In accordance with national guidance, the agreed Travel Plans have been prepared at this stage of the process in order to readily integrate into the design and occupation of appeal sites and avoid instances of these documents being retrofitted af...
	2.17 As advised in paragraph 2.6 above, an important consideration of approving Travel Plans is how well integrated a development scheme is or can be made to be with respect to its local amenities and surroundings.  This includes for reviewing the qua...
	2.18 By agreeing the Travel Plans and justifying the S106 contributions sought as identified in paragraph 2.7 of my main evidence, it is considered that the highway authority agrees that the site is or can be made to be sustainable.
	2.19 It is also considered that by agreeing the Travel Plan and S106 contributions sought that the agreed measures, initiatives and targets have been agreed with consideration to the above and that the appeal sites will provide reasonable opportunitie...

	3. APPROPRIATENESS OF MS PARKERS APPROACH TO ASSESSING THE ACCESSIBILITY CREDENTIAL OF THE APPEAL SITES
	Fareham Local Plan 2037 Background Paper: Accessibility Study
	3.1 Ms Parker presents a series of criticisms of the approach I have adopted in the determining the accessibility of development schemes during the planning application submission of both appeal sites.  However, as set out in paragraphs 2.9 to 2.19 ab...
	3.2 The fundamental difference between the two approaches is that Ms Parker provides a walking distance cut-off to facilities in strict accordance with suggested CIHT guidelines and the Fareham Local Plan 2037 Background Paper: Accessibility Study 201...
	3.3 In my view, it also appears that Ms Parker has not considered in detail, or even dismissed out of hand with no material evidence to support her views to the contrary, the agreed S106 contributions to improve local walking and cycling routes within...
	3.4 The ‘Fareham Local Plan 2037 Background Paper: Accessibility’ is underpinned by some, but not all, of the relevant guidance relating to assessing the accessibility credentials of schemes.  In my view, as stated in paragraph 4.5 of the CDG.10, the ...
	3.5 I consider that Fareham Borough Council has applied a pragmatic approach using the guidance set out in CDG.10, when considering the accessibility and sustainability credentials of the proposed allocated sites in the Draft Fareham Local Plan 2037. ...
	3.6 As can be clearly seen, none of the proposed allocated sites meet all of the preferred maximum distances as advised in Table 1 of CDG.10. In fact, allocated site HA10 at Funtley Road South appears to score very similarly when compared to Ms Parker...
	3.7 In my view, in considering the appeal proposals and using the approach as summarised in paragraph 3.5 above, Ms Parker and the planning authority are not being consistent or reasonable in the strict application of its guidance when considering the...
	3.8 The Chartered Institution of Highways and Transportation (CIHT) ‘Guidelines for Providing for Journeys on Foot’ (PfJoF) that is used to underpin CDG.10 was published 20 years ago.
	3.9 The document states at paragraph 3.31 that “acceptable” walking distances will vary between individuals and circumstances. At Table 3.2 it sets out some suggested preferred maximum walking distances.
	3.10 The document confirms at paragraph 1.10 that it will not always be possible to achieve ideal results in all situations and that it is the task of the professional planner or engineer to decide if a lower standard is acceptable in given circumstan...
	3.11 The document also advises at paragraph 3.35 that for smaller areas and individual new developments, usually within an existing urban area, origin / destination surveys and network planning may not be appropriate. It is my view that PfJoF encourag...
	3.12 There are also a broader range of reference documents and guidance available, which I have considered when assessing walking and cycling distances between new development and local services and facilities.  In my professional opinion, the referen...
	3.13 Guidance suggests that two kilometres for walking and 10 kilometres for cycling as being realistic. In my view, the guidance that is available is not designed to be interpreted prescriptively, or intended to set maximum thresholds on walking or c...
	3.14 I consider that a pragmatic approach is required with reference to the local circumstances, which are, in relation to Fareham, that a meaningful number of trips are non-motorised, and that there is a range of local services and facilities within ...
	3.15 The Fareham Local Plan 2037 Background Paper: Accessibility focusses on an assessment of walking and cycling distances. It should in my view also look to assess the relative ability to minimise vehicular journey lengths, for when these are needed...
	Criticisms of the Walking and Cycling Routes
	Routes to the East
	3.16 Ms Parker in her evidence does not consider that the pedestrian and cycle route to Bridgemary is particularly attractive or stimulating and that vulnerable non-motorised users may feel particularly unsafe during the hours of darkness and winter m...
	 Width;
	 Lighting;
	 Surveillance;
	 Crossing Newgate Lane; and
	 Separation of Pedestrians and Cyclists.

	3.17 As advised in Section 2, the quality and attractiveness of the pedestrian and cycle routes to amenities and facilities located in Bridgemary to the east has been considered in detail in the Travel Plans that have now been agreed with the highway ...
	3.18 Woodcote Lane is a no-through access road serving a nursing home and ten residential dwellings. It is generally between 4 and 5 metres wide between Newgate Lane and the shared footway / cycleway which provides access to the pedestrian crossing at...
	3.19 The shared footway / cycleway on Woodcote Lane and Brookers Lane is approximately 3m wide. This is generally industry acceptable width for shared use between pedestrians and cyclists. The Department for Transport (DfT) Local Transport Note (LTN) ...
	3.20 Table 6.3 of LTN 1/20 advises that the recommended minimum width of a shared footway / cycleway is 3m where cycle flows are up to 300 cyclists per hour. The Transport Assessments prepared to support the planning applications (CDA.57 and CDA.128) ...
	3.21 The section of Woodcote Lane between Newgate Lane and Newgate Lane East is partly illuminated.  Should the appeal sites be granted planning consent, the development of the sites will bring a level of active frontage to the northern side of Woodco...
	3.22 As set out in detail in paragraphs 3.27 to 3.28 of my main evidence, the agreed mitigation package includes for upgrading the current uncontrolled crossing to provide a controlled TOUCAN crossing on Newgate Lane.  It is my view that the provision...
	3.23 It is acknowledged that the 150 metre section of Brookers Lane between Newgate Lane East and Brookers Lane is currently unlit.  It is understood that a deliberate decision was made by the highway authority at HCC to not light the new Newgate Lane...
	3.24 As advised in the Highway Authority's consultation dated 6th November 2018 (CDB.2a), the Highway Authority did request that we consider the suitability and attractiveness of this walking route but this was in relation to reviewing the appropriate...
	3.25 Notwithstanding, as indicated in the agreed Travel Plans, the appellants are willing to consider an appropriate contribution towards illuminating this section of Brookers Lane if considered necessary by the planning inspector.
	3.26 Ms Parker does not consider that the remainder of the route to facilities and amenities in Bridgemary are not safe or unattractive and I agree with this view.
	Routes to the North
	3.27 Ms Parker implies that the walking route to the north would be along Old Newgate Lane, which she considers to have a low level of lighting and poor natural surveillance.  She also considers that the noise from Newgate Lane East detracts from the ...
	3.28 A detailed review of the appropriateness of the routes has been carried out in the agreed Travel Plans and within my main evidence.  Table 3 of my main evidence considers that the route has an overall score of 31 out of 40, which is in excess of ...
	3.29 When considering the route, the highway authority has noted the widths of the footway on the western side of the carriageway to be 1.5 and 1.8 metres. Whilst acknowledging that these are not optimum but acceptable, it specifically requested a nor...
	3.30 It should also be noted that one of the criteria of the business case (CDH.14) for the implementation of the recent Peel Common Roundabout and Newgate Lane East schemes was to improve walking and cycling routes.  At paragraph 2.8.16 it advises:
	“A minimum width for the new road is achieved by maintaining the existing road as a service road, and for utility and leisure cyclists, thus providing a clearway (without frontage access / junctions) for through traffic and a safe route for local resi...
	3.31 This is further reinforced at paragraphs 3.8.4 to 3.8.7 of CDH.14 that make the case that the pedestrian and cycle improvements proposed as part of the Peel Common Roundabout and Newgate Lane East schemes will provide safer, more welcoming enviro...
	3.32 Paragraph 3.8.6 of CDH.14 specifically advises in relation to Old Newgate Lane:
	“In addition to the improved cyclist / pedestrian facilities to be provided at Peel Common Roundabout, the use of a low trafficked service road (existing Newgate Lane) will provide a safer, more welcoming environment and could encourage people to cycl...
	3.33 It also advises at paragraph 3.8.13:
	“With the Newgate Lane route alignment to the east, the existing alignment (functioning as a service road), will provide a safer environment for pedestrians and cyclists and significantly reduce the potential for conflicts with general traffic on this...
	3.34 Similar statements are provided at paragraphs 3.8.21 and 3.8.28; as well as paragraphs 3.8.30 to 3.8.36.
	3.35 Ms Parker also suggests at paragraph 11.29 of her evidence that 'the Peel Common Wastewater Treatment is frequently in use by heavy good vehicles entering and existing the site which could be a potential safety hazard to pedestrians'.  Surveys un...
	Routes to the West
	3.36 Paragraph 11.30 of Ms Parkers PoE related to routes to the west to Stubbington. It simply states that 'it is not an attractive route… it is heavily dominated by road traffic, is unlit and has no natural surveillance'.
	3.37 This view is contrary to the assessment carried out within the agreed Travel Plans and my main evidence.  The existing route is considered to have a score of 29 out of 40 and that this will improve to 33 out of 40 with the mitigation agreed to be...
	Gosport Road Section.
	 Enlarged Pedestrian refuge – £4,000 (replacing existing)
	 Footway widening (to form 3m wide shared route) - £32,000 (160m replace verge with footway construction)
	 Footway widening (to form 2.5m wide shared route) - £42,000 (140m widening existing footway into c/way & reducing size of bus stop)
	 Footway Resurfacing  (existing areas) - £20,000
	 Lighting Column relocation - £2,500 (assuming 2No. re-use and service OK)
	 Signs & road markings - £2,000
	 Traffic Management (20% of works cost £102,500) - £20,500
	 TOTAL (Excludes fees & SU Costs) - £123,000
	 Design and supervision fees (19.5%)
	 SU Costs (30%)
	 TOTAL (Including fees & SU Costs) - £183,885
	 TOTAL COST (including optimism bias at 44%) - £264,794

	Bells Lane/Stubbington Lane/Eric Road Junction
	 Enlarged Pedestrian refuge - £12,000 (replacing existing 3No.)
	 Footway widening (to form 3m wide shared route) - £14,000 (70m replace verge with footway construction)
	 Footway Resurfacing (existing areas) - £5,000
	 Signs & road markings - £1,000
	 Traffic Management (20% of works cost £32,000) - £6,400
	 TOTAL (Excludes fees & SU Costs) - £38,400
	 Design and supervision fees (19.5%)
	 SU Costs (30%)
	 TOTAL (Including fees & SU Costs) - £57,408
	 TOTAL COST (including optimism bias at 44%) - £82,668

	3.38  Paragraph 3.8.21 of CDH.14 states:
	“Phase 1 will provide new crossing facilities on the Rowner Road and a shared use footway / cycleway across the south of the roundabout.  This will help reduce severance and, in particular, better serve school children travelling from Peel Common Roun...
	3.39 It is therefore considered that the pedestrian and cycle routes to the west of the site with the mitigation measure improvement, do and will provide appropriate connections for all users, in particular in keeping with the business case of the Pee...
	Routes to the South
	3.40 Ms Parker merely states at paragraph 11.31 that 'the B3385 is a busy main road. Whilst it is lit, there is no natural surveillance, and it is not an attractive pedestrian route'.
	3.41 This view is contrary to the assessment carried out within the agreed Travel Plans and my main evidence.  The existing route is considered to have a score of 34 out of 40.
	3.42 I acknowledge that the walking distances from the northern and southern appeal sites to facilities and amenities located in Lee-on-the-Solent are in excess of two kilometres and that it is unlikely to be used as a walking route except for those v...
	Public Transport
	3.43 In Ms Parkers evidence she appears to reduce the acceptable walking distance guidance threshold to a bus stop with consideration to her assessments of the quality of the walking and cycling routes to the bus stops on Newgate Lane East at the Wood...
	3.44 Ms Parker is not correct in that the nearest bus stop to the northern appeal scheme is located approximately 740 metres from the Appeal scheme.  This is the correct distance to the bus stop located at the Woodcote Lane and Brookers Lane crossing ...
	3.45 As advised in the Highway Authority's consultation dated 6th November 2018 (CDB.2a), whilst the Highway Authority considered that the distance between the appeal sites and the bus stops on Tukes Avenue potentially reduced the attractiveness of th...
	3.46 I broadly agree with Ms Parkers measured distances to the bus stops on Newgate Lane East from the centre of the southern appeal site and the centroid of both appeals as a cohesive development.
	3.47 Notwithstanding, in my view, a more pragmatic and realistic approach in the use of public transport is the overall journey time.  This approach is endorsed by Buses in Urban Developments (2018), as quoted at paragraph 11.18 of Ms Parkers evidence...
	3.48 My main evidence at paragraphs 6.35 to 6.42 provide an assessment of journey times to and from the site by bus and rail.  It concludes that with the bus stops and bus services on both Newgate Lane and Tukes Avenue, future residents can still trav...
	3.49 Furthermore, there are 154 available car parking spaces located at Fareham Railway station.  In my view, travel by train with the initial or later part of journey by car is still considered to be a sustainable mode of transport.
	3.50 I therefore conclude that travel by train is a genuine sustainable transport option for future residents to travel to wider facilities outside Fareham.
	Land East of Finchampstead Road, Wokingham
	3.51 The Finchampstead Road appeal (CDJ.24) was dismissed on 25th August 2020 and Ms Parker refers to this appeal decision in supporting her conclusions that the appeal sites would not provide a realistic choice in sustainable transport modes.
	3.52 It is agreed that the Inspector dismissed the appeal and one of the reasons for refusal was in relation to accessibility. However, in my view, the appeal site was not dismissed because the local amenities and facilities were not located within re...
	3.53 Ms Parker at paragraph 11.73 of her evidence, accepts that the walking routes associated with the Finchampstead appeal are not directly comparable with the appeal sites, although they share some of the key characteristic that describe the quality...
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	FL&BH 5.4 Planning Rebuttal
	1.0 Introduction
	1.1 This rebuttal is prepared in response to the Proof of Evidence prepared by Ms Jane Parker in respect of the appeals at Land at Newgate Lane, North and Land at Newgate Lane, South.
	1.2 It responds to the planning policy matters raised in Ms Parker's proof, but does not deal with:
	 matters of housing land supply, which are separately addressed in the rebuttal of Mr Neil Tiley;
	 matters of sustainability (in respect of access to local facilities) or the Newgate Lane East junction, which are separately addressed in the rebuttals of Mr Anthony Jones and Miss Martha Hoskins; or
	 matters of landscape and visual effects (in terms of quantification of impacts), which is separately addressed in the rebuttal of Mr James Atkin.
	1.3 Since the exchange of evidence on 2nd November 2020, the parties have agreed updated Statements of Common Ground (dated November 2020, Version 2), which confirm that – based on the engrossment of the drafted legal agreements to secure the relevant...
	1.4 This leaves the following matters only in dispute:
	1.5 The subsequent sections of this report rebut some of the comments raised in Ms Parker's proof in relation to reasons a to e.

	2.0  Principle of Development
	Weight to be given to Development Plan Policies
	2.1 Section 7 of Ms Parker's evidence considers the proper approach to determining the appeals. At paragraph 7.24 she makes clear that where no five-year housing land supply can be demonstrated (or the housing delivery test is failed), the fact that t...
	2.2 However, the pertinent point which I make in my evidence is that policies CS2, CS6, CS14 and CS220F  are not only out-of-date in relation to the LPA's housing land supply position, but also because they are predicated upon a housing requirement wh...
	2.3 Section 6 of Ms Parker's evidence provides a detailed assessment of the consistency with the NPPF of each of the relevant planning policies.  She describes the way in which the Core Strategy recognises the importance of the 'plan-led system' and e...
	2.4 Whilst I hope the above discussion is helpful, the other critical point which I convey in my evidence, is that in fact any weight to be ascribed to policies CS2,CS6, CS14 and CS22 is not the determinative factor vis-à-vis the principle of developm...
	2.5 At paragraphs 10.13-10.14 of her proof, Ms Parker accepts that alleged conflict with the five criteria of policy DSP40 is limited to the following:
	 Criteria ii – whether the development is sustainably located adjacent to, and well related to, the existing urban settlement boundaries, and is well integrated with neighbouring settlements;
	 Criteria iii – whether the development is sensitively designed to reflect the character of the neighbouring settlement and minimise any adverse impact on the strategic gap; and
	 Criteria v – whether there are any unacceptable environmental implications of the scheme, but only in respect of the safe operation of the highway network and the loss of BMV land (the latter of which is afforded only limited weight by the LPA).
	2.6 Accordingly, if the proposals are to be assessed under a 'tilted balance' (as the parties assert they should), then the primary consideration is the identification of harms and benefits identified in relation to the above criteria proportionate to...
	2.7 Even if the proposals were to be assessed under a 'straight balance', then the primary consideration for the Inspector would be the degree of compliance with the three contested criteria of policy DSP40 only.
	Weight to be given to Emerging Planning Policy
	a) The Draft Local Plan


	2.8 The parties agree that the Emerging Local Plan cannot be afforded significant weight at this time, in line with paras. 48-50 of the NPPF.
	2.9 Ms Parker's proof, however, contains a contradiction to this statement, noting at paragraph 6.29 that "the Council has been making development management decisions on sites identified for development in the emerging Local Plan Review."
	2.10 One such example is the 'Hallam Land' application referred to in paragraphs 7.12-7.13 of my evidence. Although the application submitted in 2016 for a c. 1,000 home strategic development has since been withdrawn, it is understood that the applica...
	2.11 The Hallam Land site is located within an area of the Strategic Gap which was previously identified in the emerging Local Pan as a proposed 'Strategic Growth Area'. The Strategic Growth area has now been removed from the current Regulation 19 Con...
	2.12 What this highlights is that, were it not for the nitrates issue, the LPA would have likely granted consent at sensitive greenfield land within in the gap, which according to the current iteration of the emerging plan, is now surplus to requireme...
	2.13 It therefore equally follows that the lack of LPA support for schemes such as the appeal proposals likely flows from the consideration that they are unnecessary to deliver the emerging housing requirement, rather than a consideration of their con...
	2.14 This is especially problematic, given that:
	 the current indications are that the new standard method will not be adopted in its current format (see below);
	 as a result, the new standard method may not be determined or implemented for several months; and
	 the submission of the emerging Local Plan for examination in its current form is subject to the above (as accepted in the Council's Local Development Proof; see paragraph 9.8 of my evidence and CDF.7).
	b) The New Standard Method

	2.15 The parties do not agree on the weight to be given to the emerging 'New Standard Method'.
	2.16 The proposal to revise the standard method, as set out in the consultation documents 'Changes to the Current Planning System' and 'Planning for the Future', is yet to be imposed. Objections from the planning and development industry (including bo...
	2.17 Ms Parker's argument, in section 8 of her evidence, is that any housing land supply shortfall will be short-lived, citing figures of a projected 6.4 year supply (based on a 20% buffer) or 7.3 year supply (based on a 5% buffer) once the new standa...
	2.18 The comment that "the current best evidence is therefore that the current housing shortfall will be translated into a significant surplus in the near future" at paragraph 8.121 of Ms Parker's proof is therefore wholly unjustified given neither pa...
	2.19 Whilst the current proposals would indeed see Fareham's requirement go down, it may well be the case that it reverts back or indeed is increased given the government's targets for the delivery of new homes nationally.
	2.20 Accordingly, I would respectfully suggest that paragraph 8.121 of Ms Parker's proof should not be given weight by the Inspector.

	3.0 Landscape Character and the Strategic Gap
	Siting vs. Design
	3.1 An important failing in Ms Parker's evidence on this matter (in respect of reasons for refusal b) and c) is that it appears to reflect an inherent presumption against development within the countryside and strategic gap regardless of its impacts.
	3.2 I have established that criteria iii of policy DSP40 is the operative policy in the absence of a five-year housing land supply, and therefore it is not the presence of development in the countryside/gap which determines conflict with policy, but w...
	3.3 Comments within Ms Parker's proof (in her own words or as quoted from the evidence of Mr Dudley) which support my theory are as follows:
	 Paragraph 13.11 – the inclusion of "The Appeal Sites' location in the Countryside" as a heading within a list of identified harms.
	 Paragraph 10.32 – which states "…harm to the countryside can not be minimised as the Appeal Development will, on the basis of Mr Dudley's evidence, appear as an incongruous island of development with the countryside, with no clear relationship to th...
	 Paragraph 10.38 – where Mr Dudley asserts that "the development of any part of the site would significantly erode this open character, reducing the integrity of the Strategic Gap and introducing a much greater level of activity."
	 Paragraph 10.22 – which reads "… Mr Dudley notes that the appellant's commitment [in the application documents] 'to respect the grain of the local area and acknowledge local character' has not been achieved as the Local Planning Authority's publishe...
	3.4 In my view, this failure to recognise the difference between siting (physical location) and urban design means that the LPA's assessment of the proposals under criteria iii is flawed. Criteria iii does not assert that development can not be locate...
	3.5 There is no policy which says specific parts of the strategic gap are sacrosanct.
	The 'Orientation' of the Development

	3.6 Ms Parker's evidence does eventually go on to an assessment of the design of the proposals in relation to gap/countryside impacts, with further reference to Mr Dudley's evidence.
	3.7 The applications are supported by a suite of parameter plans and illustrative masterplans which will govern the detailed design to come forward at reserved matters stage. The reserved matters proposals will need to be positively assessed by the LP...
	3.8 Mr Dudley's chief criticism of the design proposals is that the appellant's have provided contradictory information with regards to decision making around how to structure the variety in dwelling density, building height and location of open space...
	3.9 Notwithstanding the fact that the proposed HA2 allocation has now been removed from the emerging Local Plan, the appellants have always and continue to perceive the developments to be subject to more urbanising influences to the eastern boundary. ...
	3.10 By contrast, Peel Common, which the parties agree is not a defined settlement, lies within open countryside. It is characterised by a more rural character where a loser development grain with lower-rise properties would more accurately mirror the...
	3.11 Moreover, by siting the lower density housing and green infrastructure to the west of the appeal sites, the design proposals better respect the western-facing boundary with the strategic gap. It is in our view, this much more substantial part of ...
	3.12 I would accept that the development proposals will increase traffic along (old) Newgate Lane, however it should be borne in mind that prior to the operation of the by-pass, this road carried all traffic north-south between Fareham and Lee/Gosport...
	Magnitude of the Impact

	3.13 Paragraph 10.39 of Ms Parker's evidence (quoting paragraph 5.19 of Mr Dudley's evidence) is clear that in the LPA's opinion, this is a very important and sensitive part of the Strategic Gap where impacts of any development are likely to be felt s...
	3.14 Mr Atkin and I have already explained in our evidence why we consider this position to be incorrect, highlighting that the both in terms of preventing coalescence and maintaining the most 'open', uninterrupted and valuable parts of the gap, it is...
	3.15 Regardless of this dispute about which parts of the gap are more important to its function than others, the assertions in Ms Parker's evidence (quoting Mr Dudley) that development on the appeal sites would "entirely neutralise" the function of th...
	3.16 Even if the LPA's assessment of landscape impact was to be taken as fact, I do not consider that a claim that the value of gap is 'entirely' destroyed by the development of the appeal sites can be justified. The gap covers a significant area of l...
	Individual vs Cumulative Impact

	3.17 Finally, on this point, I would like to comment on Ms Parker's assessment of the landscape impact of the proposals as separate applications (as well as together). Whilst Ms Parker is correct that that Planning Statements make clear that the two p...
	3.18 The two sites are subject to almost identical considerations in terms of the reasons for refusal given their adjacent location and shared site constraints, and I consider it likely that the Inspector will reach the same decision for both appeals....
	3.19 As such, I consider that the prospect of only one site coming forward to be limited. This is important since Mr Dudley's assertions about the creation of 'isolated' or 'island' development in respect of his individual visual impact assessments ar...

	4.0 Integration with settlement boundaries
	4.1 Section 11 of Ms Parker's evidence assesses the proposals against criteria ii of DSP40, namely whether the development is –
	The Correct Approach to assessing Locational Sustainability

	4.2 Ms Parker assesses this first point, concerning the sustainability of the location of the appeal sites, solely in relation to the ease with which future residents can reach local facilities by non-car modes of travel. There is a clear criticism of...
	4.3 However, more generally, I should like to rebut the insinuation that sustainability of a location is based solely on ensuring limited car travel, and that this can be assessed purely in terms of strict and rigid adherence to recommended walking/cy...
	4.4 Whilst is it true that the appeal sites do not benefit from as good access to a choice of local facilities compared to say brownfield sites in Fareham, they are not in an isolated location. There are plenty of opportunities to access local service...
	4.5 It is also crucial for the Inspector to recognise that the evidence from HCC Highways accepts that the Travel Plans now prepared to support the appeals overcome reason for refusal h/I, which alleged "insufficient support for sustainable transport ...
	Relationship with Existing Settlement Boundaries

	4.6 I wish to rebut the line of argument in paragraphs 11.81 to 11.93 of Ms Parker's proof that, in the absence of the HA2 allocation, the appeal sites can not be well related to the settlement boundary of Bridgemary on the basis they are not physical...
	4.7 To be "well related" to the settlement boundary is to have proper regard to the identity, character, scale etc. of settlement in terms of ensuring that a new development can achieve a functional and visual relationship with it.
	Integration with Neighbouring Settlements
	4.8 I find some of the comments in Ms Parker's evidence regarding permeability and connectivity between the appeal sites and to Bridgemary misleading.
	4.9 First, there is an important point to clarify in relation to the delivery of the pedestrian and cycle link between the north and south site, and another from the south site to Woodcote Lane. These connections have always been a part of the proposa...
	4.10 During ongoing negotiations with the LPA since the exchange of evidence, in to overcome any possible confusion around the appellant's commitment to delivery on this matter, the appellant has also proposed the following conditions. These are not a...
	4.11 The point I make above about the likelihood of the appeal proposals coming forward together applies equally here – such that these measures are extremely likely to be secured in the event consent is granted.
	4.12 Second, the pedestrian crossing described in Ms Parker's paragraph 11.26 is to be upgraded to a Toucan crossing as part of the planning obligations (secured by a legal agreement before the Inspector). This will be delivered in the event either ap...
	4.13 Taking the above into account, the likely walking/cycling route from either site to Bridgemary would be south through the development, before turning left onto Woodcote Lane, crossing Newgate Lane East, joining Brookers Lane, before connecting wi...
	4.14 The route is partially lit and would benefit from the additional ambient lighting generated by the new development. However, should the Inspector consider this a determinative matter, the appellants would be willing to accept a reasonably worded ...
	4.15 Overall, Ms Parker's comments on the issue of locational sustainability and the ability for the developments to integrate with the neighbouring settlement go against the positive and creative approach to decision-making enshrined in paragraph 38 ...



	14e Appellants Rebuttals
	FL&BH 6.4 HLS Appendix

	14e Appellants Rebuttals
	FL&BH 6.4 HLS Rebuttal




