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1. Introduction  

Pre amble  

1.1 This rebuttal has been prepared following receipt of the Transport Proof of Evidence (PoE) 

submitted by Mr Whitney on behalf of Eastleigh Borough Council.   

2. Access junction (PoE chapter 3) 

2.1 This Section of my rebuttal deals with the proposed changes to Kings Avenue and Coronation 

Parade that make up reason 2 of the refusal. It corrects a number of assertions and provides 

clarification on the design guidance relevant to this proposal. It also clarifies the position of 

the Road Safety Auditor in relation to cycle movements.  

Increased journey time and walk distances  

2.2 Paragraphs 3.2.1 – 3.2.3 of Mr Whitney’s PoE correctly identify the existing principal desire 

lines and proposed changes. Paragraph 3.2.4 goes on to confirm that with the scheme in 

place the walk distances increase by approximately 28m for some users as a result of the 

change / removal of the eastern desire line.  It should be noted however that the 

corresponding increase in walk time is incorrect and should actually read 21 seconds as 

opposed to 37 seconds when based on an average walk speed of 4.8kph. It is recognised that 

this error was not identified by either party in the various working drafts of the Statement of 

Common Ground but nonetheless, needs correcting now.  
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2.3 To clarify the correct calculation should be;  

An average walk speed of 4.8kph equates to an average speed of 1.33m per second. 

28m / 1.33m = 21 seconds.  

2.4 It is also important to reconfirm that, based on Table 5.1 of my PoE, this increase in journey 

time would affect only 122 pedestrian movements across the 11.5 hour survey period (an 

average of 10 pedestrians per hour) compared to the 404 pedestrians (an average of 35 per 

hour) who would experience negligible increases to walk time of less than 3 seconds.  

2.5 Paragraph 3.2.7 of Mr Whitney’s proof suggests that the proposed changes are for the sole 

benefit of motor vehicles. This is fundamentally incorrect; by way of example,  

• The current location of the loading area on Kings Avenue requires large vehicles to 

reverse across existing pedestrian and cycle desire lines into the one-way oncoming 

traffic in Coronation Parade to turn around.  The scheme will provide a dedicated 

loading bay on Coronation Parade adjacent to the Cooperative store so that large 

vehicles can safely arrive and leave in forward gear. Indeed, the provision of a 

dedicated service bay was a recommendation of many local residents as well as the 

Road Safety Audit.  

• The pedestrian crossing currently running east-west across the Parade (opposite 

Folland Court) has a substandard pedestrian visibility.  This will be improved through 

the removal and relocation of the existing parking bays that are located in closest 

proximity.  

• The relocation of the crossing point from the junction bell mouth on Kings Avenue to 

provide a formal crossing point further west that ties in with the most heavily used 

desire lines is a benefit for the majority of pedestrians and cyclists; 

• The widening of the pavement on the more heavily used western side of the Parade 

will be of benefit to the majority of pedestrians and cyclists. 

• The provision of dedicated parking areas proposed on Kings Avenue will remove the 

current vehicle parking that is prevalent across the footways, owing to a lack of 

resident parking spaces. This will provide a more attractive and usable footway and 

route for pedestrians and cyclists.  

2.6 A slightly longer desire line for the minority of users must therefore be balanced against the 

overall improvements to pedestrian and cyclist safety and amenity that would be provided. 

The increases in walk and cycle times are unlikely to be a concern for users and as part of a 

longer walking or cycling journey, would not be noticeable. 

2.7 It is apparent that Mr Whitney only considers in his evidence the smaller proportion of 

pedestrians and cyclists that suffer a slight increase in their journey time through the 

provision of a new desire line as opposed to any wider safety benefits.  
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2.8 Contrary to the conclusions reached by Mr Whitney in paragraph 3.2.8 of his PoE therefore, 

it is clear that the proposals provide an improved environment for all users and fully comply 

with Paragraph 102 or 108 of NPPF, or Policy DM13 of the emerging Eastleigh Borough Local 

Plan (2016 – 2036). 

2.9 This is also the position of HCC as highway authority, as per paragraphs 3.4-3.8 of the Agreed 

Statement of Transport Matters. (CD#) 

Noncompliance with National Design Standards 

2.10 Mr Whitney confirms in paragraph 3.3.1 that the National Design Standard for Cycle 

Infrastructure is now LTN 1/20 and this is not disputed. Mr Whitney does not however go on 

to confirm that this Guidance was only published on 27th July 2020 and was not in place when 

the application was determined; it follows therefore that it could not have been a material 

consideration or point of reference at the time the design was produced.  

2.11 Nonetheless, in Paragraph 3.3.3 Mr Whitney again only provides reference to the shortest 

and fastest way of travelling from place to place for cyclists and it is noted that no reference 

is expressed in respect of either safety or amenity.  

2.12 Paragraph 3.3.4 – 3.3.7 then go on to make specific references to LTN 1/20 and Table 5.2 in 

particular, that relate to the design standards for new segregated cycle lanes. It is obvious 

that National Cycle Route 2 running through Hamble and along Coronation Parade is neither 

new nor segregated; rather, the proposals seek to relocate those users of the shared surface 

on the eastern side of the Parade to the shared surface route running along the western side 

of the Parade; an existing shared route that HCC as highway authority consider to be 

acceptable and a benefit for all users.  

2.13 The correct part of LTN /1/20 that should have been considered by Mr Whitney is section 6.5 

entitled ‘Shared Use’ defined as a route or surface which is available for use by both 

pedestrians and cyclists; as set out below, the scheme fully complies with this guidance.  

Increased conflict between pedestrians and cyclists  

2.14 Continuing on from the above, in Section 6.5 of LTN /1/20, Table 6.3 confirms that the 

recommended minimum widths for shared use routes carrying up to 300 pedestrians per 

hour and up to 300 cyclists per hour is 3m. The proposed route provides a minimum width 

of 3.5m at its narrowest point and is well in excess of 5.2m along the majority of the Parade.  

2.15 It is noted that paragraph 3.4.4 of Mr Whitney’s proof only provides the increases in 

pedestrian and cycle movements in percentage terms; which appear significant, however, in 

accordance with Table 6.3, it would be more appropriate that these percentages are 

expressed in absolute movements for them to be considered appropriately.  

2.16 The total number of movements when consolidated onto the western side of the Parade 

would increase by only 10 pedestrians an hour and 4 cyclists which equates to a combined 

total average of approximately 45 pedestrian movements and 9 cycle movements in an hour. 



Rebuttal to Proof submitted by Mr E Whitney 
Land at GE Aviation Hamble le Rice 

 

 

 
  4 

 

This is significantly less than the 300 pedestrians and 300 cyclists as defined by LTN 1/20 

when referencing the acceptability of shared space.  It is evident therefore that the continued 

provision of a shared facility is entirely appropriate and is in accordance with the relevant 

sections of LTN 1/20.  

Crossing provision at Coach Road 

2.17 It is agreed that a pinch point currently exists at Coach Road and this would remain 

unchanged in the future scenario. It is also agreed that the use of this crossing point will 

increase in the future. However, the increase equates to only an additional 10 pedestrians 

and 4 cyclists per hour, it is not considered that this small increase in users constitutes a 

safety issue or will have the significant detrimental impact on pedestrians and cycles that Mr 

Whitney suggests.  

2.18 Nonetheless, the relocation of the street column and the widening of the dropped kerb 

would assist in reducing this pinch point and can be considered as part of the normal S278 

process.  

Road Safety Audit  

2.19 Section 3.6 of Mr Whitney’s PoE asserts that the Safety Auditor was not able to adequately 

consider cycle movements in the course of their assessment, since none were observed, and 

the cycle path proposals were not known to them. However, as agreed in the SoCG and set 

out in the original Road Safety Audit, certified auditors are required to carry out audits in 

accordance with GG-119, part of the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges which includes 

consideration of: 

• whether cycle routes have been provided where required,  

• whether all cycling needs have been considered, especially at junctions,  

• are the routes clear of obstructions and; 

•  do shared facilities take account of all user groups.  

2.20 It is surprising therefore that Mr Whitney considers there is any ambiguity around this issue.  

2.21 Nonetheless, for the avoidance of doubt, I have contacted the Road Safety Auditor to confirm 

whether they had considered all user groups, including cyclists, in the undertaking of their 

audit. I have also issued TN11 to the auditor, as referred to by Mr Whitney, which shows the 

desire lines taken by pedestrians and cyclists and which preceded the undertaking of the 

safety audit.  

2.22 On 22nd October, the Safety Auditor responded to confirm that: 

As a part of the RSA process the Audit Team need to undertake a site inspection to observe 

and identify any potential road safety issues that may arise from the development proposals 

and highway works,  reviewing our site notes we can confirm that we did not witness any 
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cyclists during the time of site visit hence our report stated that 'it that is unclear from the 

information provided if the existing shared use pedestrian/cycle facility along the western 

side of Hamble Lane is to be retained' albeit this was shown to not be retained in the later 

drawings.  

2.23 Thank you for providing the survey information that you undertook in December 2019, which 

show pedestrian and cycle movements throughout the course of the main part of the day. 

2.24 Based on the survey results we can confirm that our original findings contained in the Stage 

1 RSA would not change. 

2.25 This correspondence is included as Appendix A to this rebuttal and I trust that it now 

sufficiently closes out this matter.  

3. Observed Traffic Data, baseline Data and Vacant Uses 

Introduction 

3.1 This Section of my rebuttal deals with the comments that make up reason 3 of the refusal. It 

corrects a number of assertions and provides clarification on the assessment guidance 

relevant to this proposal. It also provides further information to clarify some of the matters 

raised.  

Observed Traffic Data 

3.2 Paragraph 4.2.2 of Mr Whitney’s proof correctly states the days over which the traffic surveys 

were undertaken, including the Manual Classified Counts on Thursday 27th April 2017.  

3.3 Paragraph 4.2.6 then goes on to state that the guidance set out in Webtag is the accepted 

national guidance on collection of traffic data for assessment and evaluation of highway 

infrastructure in England.  

3.4 Whilst Webtag guidance is indeed the correct tool for facilitating business case development 

and the assessment of large infrastructure projects that require government approval, it is 

not the guidance that is applicable to the undertaking of a Transport Assessment to consider 

a development related impact.  The correct guidance to use is Planning Practice Guidance on 

Transport Assessments and Statements (CD84) which states-  

3.5 ‘In general, assessments should be based on normal traffic flow and usage conditions (e.g. 

non-school holiday periods, typical weather conditions) but it may be necessary to consider 

the implications for any regular peak traffic and usage periods (such as rush hours)’.  

3.6 Unlike the Webtag guidance, it is evident that the Thursday before a bank holiday would 

generally be considered to be a neutral assessment day. As discussed in my PoE, the survey 

data is also considered to be representative of the flows across a typical weekday and was 

reviewed by HCC, who, in paragraph 4.7 of our ASTM, confirm that the baseline traffic data 
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collected was reviewed was considered to be sufficiently representative of the highway 

network.  

3.7 Nonetheless, to demonstrate this point, I have obtained ATC traffic survey data from HCC for 

the same location as the ATC data supplied by Mr Whitney and cited in our SoCG for two 

neutral 7-day periods as defined by Webtag.  

3.8 The traffic flow data for week commencing 19th June 2017 and 2nd October 2017 is 

summarised below for each weekday peak period along with the 5-day average in Tables 3.1 

and 3.2 for each peak period, respectively. For ease of refence, the traffic flows recorded on 

the day of survey are shown in bold, recorded flows across other days that were lower than 

this total are in green and flows that are higher than this total are in red.  

Table 3.1 – comparison between different 2017 survey periods (AM Peak) 

Day Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday 5-day 

Ave 

Survey Data 1429 

 

1514 1479 1463 1409 1459 

Week 

Commencing 

19th June 

2017 

1399 1462 1448 1449 1426 1437 

Week 

commencing 

2nd October 

2017 

1442 1497 1501 1459 1471 1474 

 

3.9 It is evident from the data summarised above that across the 14 different days, lower flows 

were recorded across 9 days than those used in the Transport Assessment, with the averaged 

5-day flows being lower across 2 of the 3 surveyed weeks. All flows were recorded as being 

within 5% of the generally accepted daily variance in traffic flows.  
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3.10 The same exercise has also been undertaken to assess the differences in flows across the PM 

peak periods and this data is again summarised below in Table 3.2. 

Table 3.2 – comparison between different 2017 survey periods (PM Peak) 

Day Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday 5-day 

Ave 

Survey Data 1464 1495 1505 1477 1435 1475 

Week 

Commencing 

19th June  

1338 1411 1458 1417 1381 1401 

Week 

commencing 

2nd October  

1313 1597 1489 1517 1434 1470 

 

3.11 It is evident from the data summarised above that across the 14 different days, lower flows 

were recorded across 9 days than those used in the Transport Assessment, with the averaged 

5-day flows being lower across all surveyed weeks. With the exception of 3 of the days (one 

that recorded higher flows and 2 that recorded lower flows) all other days were recorded as 

being within the typical 5% daily variance in traffic flows.  

3.12 As would be expected, since HCC hold various traffic datasets, it is evident that their opinion 

as Highway Authority  was correct and the data used in undertaking the assessment was 

robust. It follows therefore that turning proportions and queue lengths would also be robust. 

3.13 Given that EBC were aware of the existence of this ATC counter, it is surprising that more 

data was not obtained to cross check with the application before coming to the wrong 

conclusion.  

Background Traffic Growth 

3.14 In Section 4.3 of his PoE, Mr Whitney states that since no growth factors (TEMPro) were 

applied to the traffic survey data used in the assessment to account for background traffic 

growth, that the extent of future year traffic growth will therefore be underestimated. As 

mentioned in section 5.6 of my PoE, applying a more generic TEMPro / NTEM Growth Factor 

to background traffic carries inherent uncertainty, especially when disaggregated to local 

zones, not least as TEMPro only assumes constant traffic growth.  

3.15 To assess whether background traffic growth has actually occurred between 2017 and 2019, 

ATC data has once again been obtained from HCC for broadly the same 7-day periods used 

in Tables 3.1 and 3.2 above and the net change in traffic flows between these two years has 
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been calculated. The 5-day average vehicle movements were considered to best represent 

the changes in traffic flow between the assessment years and these are summarised in Table 

3.3 below, however the trends are the same when comparing the daily flows.  

Table 3.3 – Differences in traffic flow for AM and PM peaks for April, June, October  

Period April (AM) June (AM) Oct (AM) Survey (PM) June (PM) Oct (PM) 

 

2017 1459 1437 1474 1475 1401 1460 

2019 1447 1425 1436 1443 1401 1456 

Variance -0.83% -0.84% -2.58% -2.27% 0 -0.28% 

 

3.16 It is evident from the above, that even despite the committed development that has come 

forward since 2017 (and that has been included within the Transport Assessment) that peak 

hour flows have reduced.   

3.17 It is also worth considering whether the growth has occurred but outside of the peak hour 

periods and the changes to daily traffic flows are therefore summarised below in Table 3.4. 

Table 3.4 – Differences in daily traffic flow for April, June, October  

Period Survey June October 

2017 20206 20620 19960 

2019 20055 19722 19557 

Variance 0.75% -4.5% -2% 

 

3.18 Again, it is evident that based on this ATC location, total traffic volumes have fallen between 

the year of survey in 2017 and the latest 2019 data, this is further supported in paragraphs 

5.3.4 and 5.3.5 of my PoE where I reference the additional surveys undertaken by WYG on 

behalf of the Parish Council (CD75) that also confirm that flows have reduced between 2017 

and 2019 on Hamble Lane adjacent to Kings Avenue.  

3.19 Based on the above therefore, it is considered that the agreement with HCC to not apply 

additional growth factors was correct and that the approach taken in the Transport 

Assessment that only applied growth derived from committed development was still overly 

robust as traffic flows have reduced since the time of assessment even when considering that 

some of these schemes have been built out.  
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Trip Generation and Netting Off of Trips  

3.20 Of fundamental importance is Section 4.4 of My Whitney’s proof that deals with the trip 

generation of the proposed development and the ‘netting off’ of trips, as it would appear 

that the methodology used in the preparation of the Transport Assessment has been 

misunderstood by Mr Whitney.  

3.21 As correctly stated in paragraph 4.4.8 of Mr Whitney’s PoE, the existing floor area that would 

be removed to facilitate the development was indeed occupied at the time the traffic surveys 

were undertaken. It stands to reason therefore that the trips generated by this existing floor 

area would have been inherent within the surveys undertaken along the Hamble Lane 

Corridor.  

3.22 At the time of survey, the GE Aviation site was more intensively used than it is now, and it 

was considered that the most reasonable approach was to apply an average level of 

occupation to this commercial floor area as derived from the TRICS database. This 

methodology primarily allowed for an audit trail in respect of the datasets used in the 

assessment as opposed to the use of an occupation figure solely supplied by the applicant.  

The level of trips used in assessing the extant uses are those agreed with Mr Whitney in our 

Statement of Common Ground (paragraph 4.4). For comparative purposes, the levels of staff 

reduction that actually occurred over this period is shown in Table 5.5 of my proof and is 

shown to be greater than that generated by TRICS. 

3.23 Two assessment scenarios were presented in the application and these are correctly outlined 

in Mr Whitney’s PoE; however, it appears that Mr Whitney has not properly understood 

them.  

3.24 Development Scenario 1 of the TA (CD25) applies no reduction to the surveyed baseline flows 

to account for the trips generated by the existing land uses. Clearly, this scenario could never 

actually occur in reality, as it includes both the proposed residential trips and those 

generated by the commercial use they replace. Nonetheless, it was agreed in discussions 

with HCC that this scenario should be presented as it allowed a very robust assessment to be 

appraised, owing to HCC being unclear at that time as to whether those staff occupying the 

floor space would decant from the site or remain elsewhere on site.  

3.25  It is confirmed in the Agreed Statement on Transport Matters with HCC that their position 

and consequent mitigation is based only on this assessment scenario.  

3.26 Development Scenario 1 can therefore be summarised as: 

Surveyed traffic flows (inclusive of extant uses that will be vacated) plus committed 

development flows plus proposed residential trips.  

3.27 Development scenario 2 calculates the net change in traffic flows that will actually occur by 

subtracting the trips generated by the existing floor area (as outlined in paragraph 3.2) from 

the future residential trips to present the net difference between the existing and proposed 

uses once the site is vacated (netting off). 
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3.28 Development Scenario 2 can therefore be summarised as: 

Surveyed traffic flows (inclusive of extant uses that will be vacated) plus committed 

development minus extant flows plus residential flows. 

Mr Whitney’s suggested approach 

3.29 In paragraph 4.4.14 Mr Witney  seeks to summarise the vehicle trips at the northbound ahead 

movement at Windover Roundabout and states that the traffic volumes stated are taken 

from the Traffic Flow diagrams appended to the Transport Assessment. Whilst the first 4 

bullet points correspond correctly to Figures 5.7 (729 trips) Figure 5.1 (49 trips) and Figure 

5.3 (48 trips), no traffic flow diagram corresponds to the 39 trips cited; it is assumed that this 

may have been misread and the number of trips being referred to is that shown on Figure 

5.5 which shows the vehicle trips generated by the commercial uses and would be removed 

from the network in the future. The figure identifies that a decrease of 9 trips would occur 

at this movement through the junction when netting off the existing uses as part of scenario 

2.  

3.30 Mr Whitney then goes on to state in paragraph 4.4.20 that by comparing Development 

Scenario 2 with the future baseline scenario, the Transport Assessment compares 787 trips 

with 778 trips. However, the source of these numbers is not clear; the Transport Assessment 

considers 817 trips (Figure 5.13 - Development scenario 2 AM Peak) with 778 trips (Figure 

5.9 – Future baseline scenario AM peak), which shows an uplift of 39 trips at this particular 

movement.  

3.31 Nonetheless, in paragraph 4.49 Mr Whitney rightly confirms that the correct approach is to 

properly determine both the net and gross impact of the development and sets out his 

methodology for doing so. Whilst his suggested approach adds extant trips to those already 

inherent in the surveys, for the purposes of this exercise, the discussions in respect of 

baseline flows and background growth can be put to one side, as the comparison is between 

the agreed residential trip generation and the agreed commercial / existing trip generation 

that was inherent in the surveys and that the site could otherwise generate.  

3.32 Table 3.4 below compares the residential and commercial trip generations that are agreed 

in our SoCG. 
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Table 3.4 Trip Rate comparison as per the SoCG between existing and proposed floor area 

Land use  AM in AM Out PM In PM out  

Existing 

Commercial to 

vacated  

83 13 5 77 

Proposed 

residential  

24 63 59 35 

Net change  -59 +50 +55 -42 

Total change 2 

way.  

                     -9                           +12 

 

3.33 It is evident that the comparison between the trips generated by the two land uses shows 

negligible differences and gives rise to a slight reduction in the morning peak hour period and 

a slight increase in the evening peak hour period; an impact that plainly cannot be considered 

to be severe even were no mitigation to be provided.  

3.34 In concluding (paragraphs 4.4.24 and 4.4.25) Mr Whitney states that the errors he describes 

are important as they are the central argument of the Transport Assessment. it is clear that 

Mr Whitney’s approach is incorrect for three main reasons; 

• The errors perceived to have been identified are not correct and the assessment does 

not underestimate the levels of development traffic;  

• Mr Whitney correctly states (para 4.4.8-4.4.9) that the extant uses would have been 

included in the baseline surveys then later incorrectly assumes (para 4.4.17) that no 

assessment scenario includes the existing / vacant uses and builds a case on this basis.  

• Mr Whitney wrongly assumes that the Transport Assessment under estimates the 

impact of the development. 

4. Traffic Impacts – Modelling Methodology  

Introduction 

4.1 This section of my rebuttal deals with matters relating to modelling and assessment 

methodology. Prior to responding to detailed matters, it is first worth referencing (CD34) - 

The Transport Assessment for the Uplands Farm Estate for the development of 375 units and 

associated uses. This document was prepared by Ove Arup and Partners (Arup) by whom Mr 

Whitney is appointed. Mr Whitney also appears to have had direct involvement in the 

project, having either been noted as ‘author’ or ‘checker’ on some of the technical 

documentation.  
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4.2 Chapter 7 of that document deals with the impact of development and junction modelling. 

Section 7.1 confirms that the increase in traffic associated with the proposed development 

has been identified by comparing junction turning counts with a future year of 2026. 

4.3 Section 7.1 of the document confirms that where the impact is less than 5% on all approaches 

to the junction, and in both peaks, the junction has not been modelled in detail. 

4.4 It is stated that the rationale behind this approach is that general traffic levels frequently 

fluctuate at around 5% either side of the average traffic level. As such, it is asserted that 

increases in traffic that do not exceed 5% will fall within the standard variance in junction 

performance and would not materially impact on the operation of the road network.  

4.5 It is therefore useful to consider the extent of junction modelling that would be required if 

this approach were to have been applied to the GE Hamble assessment. It Is not totally clear 

from the wording of the Arup TA whether this ‘threshold test’ applies to any one arm 

experiencing a flow increase of more than 5% or whether than comparison applies to all flows 

through the entire junction. Either way, to be conservative, I have assumed that is applies to 

one arm only and this is set out in Table 3.5 for both the development 1 and development 2 

scenarios.  

Table 3.5 – 5% junction threshold test summary 

Hound Road / 

Hamble Lane  

9% 6% 9% 6% 

Cunningham 

Gardens / Hamble 

Lane   

6% 5.5% 5.5% 5.5% 

Portsmouth Road / 

Hamble Lane  

6% 3% 6% 3% 

Jurds Way 4% 4% 4% 4% 

Tesco / Hamble 

Lane  

4% 4% 4% 4% 

Windover 

Roundabout  

4% 3% 4% 3% 

 

4.6 Using this approach, it is evident that even when applying the more conservative assumption, 

that only 3 of the junctions would require further assessment in either of my Development 1 

or 2 assessment scenarios. Were the alternative approach applied, where it is 5% of total 

traffic through the junction, then all junctions would fall under the 5% threshold.  
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4.7 It is however my opinion that the approach taken by Arup is a reasonable one, albeit that by 

applying this test to traffic data that has then had TEMpro growth factors applied to a 2026 

future year (as they have done) would ultimately further dilute the percentage impact of the 

development traffic.  

Queue length Calibration 

4.8 Mr Whitney is correct that the models were calibrated to ensure that the queue length was 

representative of ‘on site’ queuing. In undertaking the modelling exercise, calibration factors 

(intercept adjustments) were applied to the non-signal junction models. This reduces the 

effective capacity of a junction to ensure that where a junction is behaving differently to the 

‘average’ junction it is reflected in the model output. A common way of assessing whether 

the model is representative of the situation on the ground is to compare modelled with 

actual queue lengths.  

4.9 A number of technical discussions were held with HCC in 2017 and 2018, which included site 

observations by HCC and comparisons with other datasets. I have also visited the locations 

to observe queue lengths and as a result, both I and the highway authority have agreed that 

the models are appropriate for assessing the impact of the development.  

Modelling of signalised junctions  

4.10 In section 5.3 of his PoE, Mr Whitney suggests that the modelling of the Cunningham 

Gardens, / Chamberlyne Road / Hamble Lane junction may underrepresent the level of 

queuing that occurs.   

4.11 For validation purposes, the results of the junction modelling have been compared to the 

results from the Berry Farm application that modelled for the same junction. A comparison 

of the results was also included within the Transport Assessment and demonstrated that the 

two models were similar. Therefore, it is considered that the model constructed for this 

junction is acceptable. 

4.12 In addition to the above, Mr Whitney seems to have fundamentally misunderstood how 

saturation flows are measured and the effect of blocking back on signal junction 

performance.  Saturation flows represent the maximum flow that can enter the junction 

across the stop line assuming that it is fed by a constant queue and has a clear exit and green 

signal for the entire hour.  Mr Whitney is incorrect to state that you would adjust the 

saturation flow in a signal junction model to reflect blocking back.  The saturation flow should 

remain unchanged, as traffic would discharge at the saturation rate when blocking does not 

take place, and the effective green time should instead be adjusted to reflect the period of 

time during the green signal period that the exit is blocked. Irrespective, no blocking back 

was observed on site and the queue length from the down stream junction would not 

interact with this junction.  
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Impact at Windover Roundabout  

4.13 It is agreed that the Transport Assessment does not present junction modelling for the 

Windover Roundabout and this was agreed with HCC during pre-application discussions as 

the impact of the development (even under Development Scenario 1) would be minimal.  

4.14 It is also correct that this was because the Tranyst model that had previously been built by 

us would no longer reflect the changes proposed by Highways England.  

4.15 Mr Whitney goes on to raise 3 points that specifically relate to why, in his opinion, this is the 

incorrect approach. Points 2 and 3 of Mr Whitneys concern relate to traffic flow assumptions 

that he thought were incorrect and I have addressed these matters in Chapter 3 of this 

rebuttal.  

4.16 In relation to his first point,  that questions why the junction wasn’t not modelled to assess 

the development impact; in discussions with HCC it was agreed that the development would 

have minimal impact on the future operation of the existing / proposed junction and 

therefore a model that reflects the operation of the junction in its future form was not 

constructed. Indeed, at that time, there was not a fixed scheme for the junction.  

4.17 Mr Whitney goes on to state that given that the Appellant had previously modelled the 

junction, that the impact must have been considered to warrant a proper assessment at the 

time. Indeed, that was initially the case as the proposals originally discussed were for a larger 

quantum of proposed development; this was reduced in scale during the masterplanning and 

pre application process which span 3 years.  

Incorrect Choice of Modelling Tools  

4.18 During extensive pre-application discussions held since 2016, neither HCC nor EBC requested 

the development of a microsimulation model and standalone software packages were 

agreed to be an appropriate tool. Indeed, this approach is consistent with other approved 

development along the Hamble corridor. Paragraph 4.9 of the ASTM confirms HCC position 

on the traffic models used. It would not be normal practice for an applicant to decide, 

irrespective, to construct their own model at a cost in excess of £60,000, particularly when it 

is not considered necessary by the Highway Authority.  

4.19 In paragraph 5.5.11, Mr Whitney confirms that HCC had already prepared a valid model, and 

queries why it was not used to assess this application. HCC have however also confirmed in 

the ASTM (CD77)that they have reviewed the impact of the development against the Hamble 

Lane improvement scheme as identified in the corridor study and do not consider that the 

additional traffic generated by the proposed development will have a significant detrimental 

impact on it as robust assumptions in respect of traffic growth have been included in the HCC 

work. This is confirmed in CD41 which sets out the various growth assumptions used in the 

model and that a very robust approach was taken in relation to background growth.  
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5. Traffic Impact – Severity of Impacts  

Introduction 

5.1 This section of my rebuttal deals with impact of the development and the severity of those 

impacts as perceived by Mr Whitney and how they comply with Paragraph 108 of the NPPF.  

5.2 Mr Whitney states in paragraph 6.1.1 that there is no definition of severe and it is agreed in 

the SOCG that where impacts are severe, mitigation should be developed which mitigate the 

severity of the impact; it does not automatically follow however that because mitigation is 

provided towards a specific improvement,  that development impact would otherwise have 

been severe; mitigation can offset the incremental impact of any development proposals.  

5.3 Paragraph 117 of the committee report confirms this point and states that overall, following 

consultation with the highway authority, the level of traffic generated by the development is 

not considered to result in any severe adverse impact to the operation of the existing 

highway network, aligns with the Council’s Climate Change and Environmental aspirations 

and is not at a level which would justify a refusal of planning permission, as referred to in 

para 109 of the NPPF.  

5.4 This rebuttal has also confirmed that the actual impact of the development is significantly 

less that that anticipated by HCC.  

5.5 At paragraph 29, the committee report confirms that to mitigate the development, a full 

Travel Plan and Construction Management Plan are required along with construction of the 

access as set out. A financial contribution of £750,000 is considered necessary to off-set the 

development related impact and is secured in order for any future improvement towards 

Hamble Lane Improvements including Hound Road/ Satchell Lane/ Hamble Lane junction and 

Windhover Roundabout; however, full funding has subsequently been received for the 

improvements to Windover Roundabout.  

5.6 At paragraph 6.1.3 Mr Whitney reconfirms that the appellant has agreed to make significant 

financial contributions to mitigation measures, and this is agreed, but this does not mean 

that without that financial contribution, the impact would be severe, and it is not stated as 

such.  

5.7 Paragraph 6.1.7 then goes on to suggest that the Transport Assessment has underestimated 

the impact of the development; when, in contrast, as this rebuttal demonstrates, the 

approach taken has been extremely robust. It follows therefore that that the impacts 

deemed acceptable to HCC are actually far less severe that those upon which their 

recommendation was based.  
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6. Traffic Impact – Sufficiency of Mitigation  

6.1 It has been demonstrated in my PoE and throughout this rebuttal that the assessment 

methodology took a very robust approach; significantly,  

• it used traffic flows that were higher than the other the flows recorded on the 

majority of other days in the morning and evening peak hour periods; 

• It used flows for a 2017 base year which are higher than the more recent 2019 flows; 

• It applied committed development growth which does not seem to have occurred 

on the road network; 

• It took no account of site wide and more wholesale changes previous and proposed 

at the GE Hamble Campus; 

• It did not apply the 5% threshold test as applied by Mr Whitney elsewhere to 

discount the assessment of junctions.  

6.2 Finally, as previously mentioned, HCC only took account of a theoretical scenario of existing 

commercial uses + proposed uses; something that cannot occur in reality; this is therefore 

an extremely robust approach.  

6.3 It is clear that since pre application discussions were first held with HCC in 2016 that a 

significant reduction in headcount has already occurred at GE Hamble and other facilities, 

such as the delivery hub in Segenworth, are now operation with some staff having now 

transferred to this facility.     

6.4 It is my opinion therefore that the net change in trip generation that will have occurred 

between the extant and proposed use is a material consideration. Whilst all changes in trip 

generation will have an incremental impact, this cannot be considered as being severe, 

irrespective of whether any wider junction mitigation measures take place.  As identified in 

paragraph 4.6, the majority of the junctions assessed would also pass the Arup 5% threshold 

test.  

6.5 Irrespective, based on an assessment of development scenario 1 only, HCC have confirmed 

that the mitigation package, that includes a £750K financial contribution towards either the 

wider Hamble Lane corridor study (were full funding to be secured) or specific junction 

improvements at Hamble Lane / Hound Road and / or Hamble lane Portsmouth Road as 

identified in the ASTM, would be sufficient to mitigate the impact of the development. 

6.6 The mitigation measures proposed by the development also include significant 

improvements to pedestrian and cycle routes along Kings Avenue and Coronation Parade 

which will provide a safer environment for all users and will encourage use of these modes.  

6.7 Finally, the development is located in a sustainable location with good access to bus and train 

services and local facilities. The preparation of a full Travel Plan building on the framework 
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document will also be prepared which will promote sustainable modes and offset the impact 

of single car occupancy.  

7. Traffic Impacts – likelihood of Mitigation coming 

forward  

7.1 This section of my rebuttal deals with Mr Whitney’s concerns that insufficient evidence has 

been provided to demonstrate that the traffic impacts of the proposed development can be 

mitigated.  

7.2 Firstly, Mr Whitney appears to infer that the acceptability of the development is entirely 

reliant on the delivery of all the corridor improvements proposed for the Hamble Lane. As 

has been demonstrated, this is not the case, and this has been confirmed numerously. 

Secondly, the mitigation to be provided comprises of a package of measures including the 

provision of a new access and parking areas to benefit pedestrians, the provision of a CTMP 

and a Travel Plan as well as the contribution towards the incremental impact of the 

development on the Hamble lane corridor, such measures would be secured by the 

appropriate mechanisms to ensure their delivery.  

7.3 As confirmed in the EMET report, the various improvements that make up the Hamble Lane 

Corridor Improvements can be implemented independent of each other and in priority order 

dependant on the availability of funding.  

7.4 The ASTM confirms that were full funding not secured for the wider corridor, improvements 

would be delivered with the £2,331,022 of funding already held by HCC and the £1,277,891 

of funding secured (inclusive of that relating to this development) totalling £3,608,913. The 

contributions would be used towards offsetting the impact of the development and 

implementing changes at the Hamble Lane / Hound Road / Satchell Road Junction and / or 

the Hamble Lane / Portsmouth Road junction. 

7.5 It is considered therefore that such confirmation and commitment should provide the 

certainty required.  

Finally, to clarify the position in relation to the EMET to which Mr Whitney refers to from 

paragraph 8.1.3 of his PoE; The EMET was issued by HCC in March 2019, the comments 

referenced in paragraph 111 relating to the committee report were subsequently  issued by 

HCC in December 2019 as was the more recent position clarified on the 14th August 2020. It 

is unclear therefore why Mr Witney appears to question the position of HCC on this 

application. Although, whilst it is apparent that he does not support the highway authority 

in any of the matters raised, be it background growth, committed development or 

assessment approach that relate to this application he appears content that the position of 

the EMET  is acceptable without having undertaken his own review.  
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8. Conclusions  

Summary 

8.1 This section of my rebuttal responds to each of the points raised in Mr Whitneys Conclusion. 

For ease of reference, the concluding points of Mr Whitney are shown in Italics with my 

response provided below  

8.2 Flaws in the Transport Statement’s methodology mean that its findings underestimate the 

traffic impacts of the proposed development. As such the consultation position adopted by 

HCC was based on an underestimate of traffic impact. 

8.3 As confirmed in this rebuttal, Mr Whitney’s assertions are incorrect. The position of HCC is 

robust as it is based on scenario 1 only, a scenario that still includes the employment trip 

generation in the baseline survey data.  

8.4 Taken together, the Transport Statement and the commitment to contribute to S106 

mitigation schemes nevertheless indicate that the traffic impacts of the proposed 

development would be unacceptable if unmitigated. 

8.5 This is incorrect, as summarised in Table 3.4, the net change in traffic flows when accounting 

for the extant uses on site are minimal, giving rise to a reduction in vehicles in the morning 

peal hour.  

8.6 No attempt has been made by the appellant to demonstrate that the principal mitigation 

measures relied upon to offset the traffic impacts are sufficient. What little assessment has 

been undertaken in relation to mitigation is flawed. 

8.7 The impact of the development is not extensive and as demonstrated, baseline traffic flows 

have also fallen since the time of survey. HCC have also confirmed that the development 

could be accommodated on the highway network and would not impact on the proposed 

Hamble Lane Corridor Improvements.  

8.8 The principal mitigation measure required to offset traffic impact – the proposals 

associated with the Hamble Lane Corridor Study - are not reasonably foreseeable. 

8.9 It is agreed that the date for delivery of the wider Hamble Lane Corridor mitigation is not 

known; however, HCC have confirmed that S106 monies are held and that in the event that 

full funding is not received, works can be delivered independently of each other. 

8.10 As such, it has not been demonstrated that the significant forecast impacts of the 

development on capacity and congestion can be mitigated to an acceptable degree, as also 

required by paragraph 108 of the NPPF. 

8.11 It has been demonstrated throughout my proof and this rebuttal that the impacts of the 

development are not significant, and the incremental impact can be sufficiently mitigated. 
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8.12 The proposed access junction arrangement is detrimental to pedestrians and cycles, and 

there are elements of the design which introduce new safety risks. 

8.13 It has been demonstrated in my proof and in this rebuttal that the junction arrangement is 

an improvement on the exiting arrangement and is safe for all users. This has been the subject 

of a road safety audit and an independent site visit by HCC Safety engineers. This statement 

is therefore wholly unfounded.  

8.14 The road safety audit does not appear to have been adequately briefed and as such it was 

not possible for the auditor to properly consider sustainable transport modes. 

8.15 As confirmed in this rebuttal, the safety auditor properly understood the site context and the 

audit was carried out in accordance with the required guidance that requires the 

consideration of all road uses. This statement is therefore wholly unfounded.  

8.16 The access junction arrangements thus do not meet the requirements of paragraph 108 of 

the NPPF. 

8.17 The access junction fully meet the requirements of Paragraph 108 of the NPPF and a safe and 

suitable access arrangement has been provided for all users.  

8.18 On the basis of the above findings, it is considered that the proposed development should 

not be granted planning consent. 

8.19 As set out above, there are significant flaws in my Whitney’s review of the work undertaken 

and a number of incorrect assumptions have been made which have resulted in him coming 

to his conclusion.  

8.20 Mr Whitney has himself stated (para 4.4.19) that the correct approach to assessing the 

impact of development is to determine both the gross and net impact and this has been 

undertaken. The net impact of the development leads to a reduction of 9 trips in the morning 

peak hour and an increase of 11 trips in the evening peak hour.  

8.21 In respect of the proposed changes to Coronation Parade and Kings Avenue, it is clear that 

Mr Whitney has only given consideration to the fastest and most direct route for the smaller 

proportion of road users. Despite his comments to the contrary, the Safety Auditor and HCC 

officers have been fully aware of the proposed changes and have considered them to be 

acceptable.  
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APPENDIX A – RESPONSE FROM ROAD SAFETY AUDITOR  
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From: vimal <vpatel@rks.org.uk>  

Sent: 22 October 2020 09:40 

To: Damian Tungatt <damian@markidesassociates.co.uk> 

Subject: RE: Road Safety Clarification : Hamble le rice 

Importance: High 

 

Dear Damian,  

 

Thank you for your email which included the Pedestrian/Cycle Desire Line Analysis (Ref: 17055-01-

TN09), the Audit Team can confirm that we have conducted the Stage 1 Road Safety Audit (RSA) 

Report (RKS Associates Ref: VRP1130-01) in accordance with Highway Standards contained in Design 

Manual for Roads & Bridges (DMRB) document GG-119. The Audit Report is an independent 

assessment of the road safety for all road users and we specifically align our chapter headings with 

the specific guidance set out in the GG-119.  We can therefore confirm that the Audit report takes 

into account of non-motorised road users which include Pedestrians, Cyclists and Horse Riders 

(Chapter 4 of the RSA Report). 

 

As a part of the RSA process the Audit Team need to undertake a site inspection to observe and 

identify any potential road safety issues that may arise from the development proposals and highway 

works,  reviewing our site notes we can confirm that we did not witness any cyclists during the time 

of site visit hence our report stated that 'it that is unclear from the information provided if the 

existing shared use pedestrian/cycle facility along the western side of Hamble Lane is to be retained' 

albeit this was shown to not be retained in the later drawings.  

 

Thank you for providing the survey information that you undertook in December 2019, which show 

pedestrian and cycle movements throughout the course of the main part of the day. 

Based on the survey results we can confirm that the our original findings contained in the Stage 1 

RSA would not change. 

 

We trust the above information is clearly set out, if you require any further clarification please do not 

hesitate to contact me. 

 

Warmest Regards 

 

Raz 

 

 

 

Vimal (Raz) Patel 
BEng(Hons), FIHE, RegRSA (IHE), CoC (HE) 

 

(Director) 

Mobile: 0783 777 6252 

E-mail:   vpatel@rks.org.uk  

mailto:vpatel@rks.org.uk
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Damian Tungatt <damian@markidesassociates.co.uk>  
Sent: 21 October 2020 14:29 
To: vimal <vpatel@rks.org.uk> 
Subject: RE: Road Safety Review Letter: Hamble le rice 
 
Dear Raz 
 
I trust all is well with you.  
 
Would it be possible to please also confirm to me whether during your original audit and subsequent 
review /  letter (dated September 2020) that you gave due consideration to all road roads users, 
including pedestrians, cyclists and where relevant, equestrians travelling along both the eastern and 
western side of Coronation Parade linking with Coach Road and Kings Avenue.  
 
I ask the question as the original audit report confirms that you did not witness any cyclists during 
the time of your site visit and that your report also stated that 'it that is unclear from the information 
provided if the existing shared use pedestrian/cycle facility along the western side of Hamble Lane is 
to be retained' albeit this was shown to not be retained in the later drawings.  
 
For your reference, I also attach a survey we undertook in December of last year (which I don’t think 
you were in receipt of?) that showed pedestrian and cycle movements throughout the course of the 
main part of the day.  
 
If you were able to get back to me as soon as you are able it would be appreciated as I need to get 
back to the council on these points to confirm.  
 
Thanks in advance.  
 
Damian  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:damian@markidesassociates.co.uk
mailto:vpatel@rks.org.uk
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-----Original Message----- 
From: vimal <vpatel@rks.org.uk>  
Sent: 08 September 2020 19:29 
To: Damian Tungatt <damian@markidesassociates.co.uk> 
Subject: Road Safety Review Letter: Hamble le rice 
 
Damian,  
Trust that you are well and safe, further to the receipt of the information regarding the proposed 
development at Hamble-le-Rice, we have reviewed all the information and attached a letter 
confirming our views. 
We trust that the letter is clearly set out, however if you require further information or clarification 
then please contact me. 
 
Warmest Regards 
 
Raz 
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