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1. The purpose of this Technical Note is to respond to the various comments made by consultees relating to New Forest District Council planning application no.08/93517 in respect of highways and transport matters.

2. Having reviewed the neighbour and statutory consultee responses we hereby set out specific clarification, with additional supporting information where appropriate, in respect of the following points:

i. Validity of speed survey;
ii. Accident analysis;

iii. Validity of sightlines;

iv. Car ownership levels;

v. Trip generation assessment;

vi. Significance and impact;

vii. Other matters raised by Hampshire County Council Highways Department (HCC).

3. Further to this we reconfirm that the Access Statement prepared for the scheme was undertaken in accordance with pre-application discussions with HCC.
i.
Validity of Speed Survey

4. We note that neighbours have raised concerns over the existing speed of vehicles using Eastfield Lane.  In respect of the site this has a direct impact upon the required visibility splays at the proposed access junction with Eastfield Lane.  For the avoidance of doubt we can confirm that the speed surveys were undertaken:
· On both the northbound and southbound approaches to the visibility envelope and not at the location of proposed access, thereby ensuring that the speeds were recorded at the point where the approaching vehicle would be seen (in accordance with guidance); 

· That measurements were recorded during the guideline off-peak period of 1400-1600 hours; 

· That road surface conditions were wet and as such this corresponds with the conditions upon which visibility distances are based (if conditions were dry it would have been necessary to adjust the speed downwards by 4kph);

· That at only 18 months old the data is still valid; 

· That the surveys were carried out by a specialist, independent, traffic survey company; and

· That HCC have already had sight of the survey previously and did not raise any issue with its methodology or the soundness of the results. 

ii.
Accident Analysis
5. Some respondents raised concerns about the potential for accidents on Eastfield Lane.  In order to quantify this we have obtained 3 years’ Personal Injury Accident data from Hampshire Police.  The records supplied (and attached for reference) reveal that no accidents were recorded near the proposed site access nor at any other access onto Eastfield Lane during this period.  The only incidents occurred to the north at the junction with the A31 where just 4 slight accidents took place.  Logically all involved turning movements at the junction.  It is therefore considered that the addition of the new access (refer item iii) and the slight increase in traffic (refer item v) will not result in any significant change to the accident rate along Eastfield Lane.

iii.
Validity of Sightlines
6. As set out in the Access Statement the sightlines at the proposed site access junction have been determined in accordance the ‘Manual for Streets’ (MfS) which HCC confirmed as being applicable to Eastfield Lane.  As such the visibility requirements correspond with the standards set out in MfS and are in accordance with the observed, recorded traffic speeds on the relevant sections of Eastfield Lane.

iv.
Car Ownership Levels
7. We note references made to the development resulting in 50 additional cars seeking access onto Eastfield Lane.  Indeed whilst there is parking provision (in accordance with parking standards) for this quantum of parking this does not necessarily equate to full demand for each space.  Whilst new build developments typically have higher parking demand than more established residential areas (e.g. due to age of residents); it is nevertheless noted from Census car ownership data for the immediate surrounding area that the majority of existing households have only 1 car or do not own a car at all.
v.
Trip Generation Assessment
8. Further to references made to the development resulting in 50 additional cars it is noted that some concerns were raised that this would have a corresponding impact in the peak hours.  For the purposes of clarification formal assessment of traffic generation to accompany a planning application is not required for developments of less than 50 dwellings as per the Department for Transport’s ‘Guidance on Transport Assessment’.  For information however we have undertaken an analysis of the peak hour traffic generation using the nationally recognised ‘TRICS’ trip rate database.  The trip rates and associated traffic generation for the net increase on the site of 23 dwellings (the traffic associated with the existing 3 dwellings is deducted) is set out below in Table 1, whilst the full TRICS output data is attached.  For robustness TRICS developments with solely private housing have been analysed rather than mixed private / affordable as is proposed.
Table 1:  Peak Hour Trip Rates and Traffic Generation – 23 Residential Units

	
	AM Peak 0800-0900
	PM Peak 1700-1800

	
	Arrivals
	Departures
	Arrivals
	Departures

	Trip Rate (per unit)
	0.153
	0.414
	0.353
	0.175

	
	
	
	
	

	Traffic Generation
	4
	10
	8
	4


vi.
Significance and Impact
9. We note that some responses were concerned about the significant impact that traffic generated by the proposed development would have adding to ‘rat-running’ through traffic already using Eastfield Lane.  It can be seen from the table above however that the development will not add significant volumes of traffic onto Eastfield Lane or the wider local highway network during the peak hours.

10. These flows equate to an increase of just one additional vehicle every 4 minutes in the AM and every 5 minutes in the PM peak.  Such changes will be imperceptible and are also of magnitude which would have no effect upon either highway safety nor junction capacity arising from such small increases in flow.  It is also noted that such traffic will not be an increase to the through traffic, rather it will be local traffic using Eastfield Lane as a means of access.
vii.
Matters Raised by Hampshire CC Highways
11. Hampshire CC Highways Department provided comments on the application as a statutory consultee.
12. It is noted that HCC recommended refusal for two reasons the first being the proposed internal layout does not provide sufficient width to allow a fire appliance to pass beyond the gateway feature.  In accordance with the advice given in the consultee response we can confirm that the gateway feature is to be trimmed by 0.5m in order to comply with HCC’s requirements.  This has been discussed with the relevant highway officer (refer attached email).

13. The second reason for refusal relates to the need for transport contributions as part of a S106 agreement.  This matter is being addressed by Charles Planning Associates.
14. In respect of informatives set out by HCC it is confirmed that it is the intention for the estate road (excepting the shared private drive) to be adopted and that the amendment to the gateway feature addresses any preclusion to this occurring.  It is further confirmed that there is no bus stop structure within the visibility splay to the north of the proposed site access junction.  Finally it is noted that HCC do not object to the proposed parking provision.
viii. Conclusions

15. It is determined that the transport (access) statement, and the associated access junction design and parking provision, has been undertaken in accordance with appropriate standards and guidelines to the satisifaction of Hampshire County Council as local highway authority.  It is further demonstrated that the traffic generated by the development will not have any significant impact upon either highway safety nor junction capacity arising from such small increases in flow.
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