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1. QEB Campaign: Proof of evidence relating to prot ection of the 
SPA & local conservation issues. 

1. This document forms part of the QEB Campaign’s Proof of Evidence in relation to the 
appeal by the developer (Taylor Woodrow) into the refusal by Hart District Council to 
grant planning permission for the development of the Queen Elizabeth Barracks & 
Wakefords Copse site.  

 
2. This proof of evidence sets to establish that the mitigation measures proposed by the 

appellant to avoid an adverse impact on the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection 
Area (SPA) are unproven, controversial and that their long term effectiveness is 
uncertain. This proof shall also make the case that it is unreasonable to consider that any 
restriction in capacity of the Bourley Road car park is a direct material benefit arising as a 
direct consequence of the proposals to develop the Queen Elizabeth Barracks (QEB) 
site. 

 
3. Although these arguments can be developed in many ways it is appropriate to structure 

them around the appellant’s own supporting documentation, in particular; 
i. Regulation 19 Updated Environmental Statement – Ecology & Nature Conservation 

Chapter (February 2007) [ref. 1] 
ii. Environmental Statement Technical Appendix L; Visitor Management Strategy 

(February 2007) [ref. 2] 
iii. Environmental Statement Technical Appendix M; MORI Survey Reports (February 

2007)  [ref. 3] 
 



 

2 of 45 

4. It is also useful to consider the following supporting document; 
i. Inspector’s Report to Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government into 

“Lands at Dilly Lane” APP/N1730/A/04/1170984 and others [ref. 4]. 

Survey data 
 
5. In paragraphs 4.27 through to 4.31 of [1] the appellant uses survey data to establish a 

profile of the visitors who come to the SPA. This contains a number of interesting 
statistics. According to the 2004 survey only 73% of visitors to the SPA arrived by car. 
This means that 27% of visitors arrived by other means. This is a high proportion of 
people who could still visit the SPA even if the Bourley Road car park was to be 
restricted. What is not established is that if car access is restricted, how many of the 73% 
of visitors arriving by car would switch to a different access method or would use one of 
the alternative car parks? 

 
6. It should be noted that the 2004 survey was conducted by interviewing people on the 

SPA itself. The surveys in 2005 & 2006 were conducted in a different way, here the data 
was gathered by observers monitoring the car-parks. Consequently it should be no 
surprise that the 2005 & 2006 surveys reveal that 92% of visitors to the car parks arrived 
by car. These were in fact surveys of the usage of the car parks NOT the usage of the 
SPA. 

 
7. Statistics are given for the ‘maximum hourly average number of cars parked’. It is not 

clear what mathematical construct a ‘maximum hourly average’ is, however, the numbers 
of 21 (2005) & 18 (2006) are very misleading. A spot check on the number of cars using 
the Bourley Road car park at 3:15pm on 11th March 2007 (a Sunday) was 41. This figure 
for the usage of the car park is not unusual and it would be wrong to conclude from the 
survey figures that the car park only ever holds a maximum of 21 vehicles. 

 
8. The 2004 user survey ([1] para 4.28) gives a weighted list of reasons as to why people 

visit the SPA. The highest rated attributes are; 
i. Attractive scenery 41% 
ii. Peace and quiet 36% 
iii. Ease of access 25% 
iv. Live locally 20% 
v. Enjoy the ecology of the area 17% 
vi. Good routes for purpose 13% 

 
9. It is not clear what ‘Ease of access’ meant in the minds of the responders. Did it mean 

that the area is easily accessed by car OR that it was easy to access without resorting to 
a car OR that some of the area’s much valued aesthetic amenity can easily accessed by 
foot once one has arrived? The term ‘Good routes for purpose’ is even more vaguely 
defined, one has to question what each responder’s ‘purpose’ was. 

 
10. To some the appeal of the Bourley Road car park is the large areas of open grassland, 

surrounded by deciduous woodland directly accessible from the car park itself. For others 
the attraction is the fact that there are so many different ecological environments within 
close proximity to each other. Others may marvel at the wide open vistas and beautiful 
views across the Thames Basin. Many are captivated that such a varied and rugged 
natural landscape still exists as an oasis between large conurbations in the South East of 
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England. What is certain, and shown by the strength of feeling expressed at the original 
planning meeting1, people do not believe that the alternative space being proposed off of 
Beacon Hill Road comes close to offering the same sense of amenity as that offered by 
the Bourley Road area. 

 
11. This latter point is critical, because if the reduction of the Bourley Road car park is to be 

considered as suitable mitigation then it has to work at reducing the numbers accessing 
the SPA in perpetuity. This means that the existing population have to accept the 
reduction in the car park as the end of their perceived right of ready access to an area 
that many value extremely highly. If they do not accept this as a fait accompli then they 
will likely find other ways to access the area. Further in future years it is certain that the 
same attributes which make the area so widely popular today will still appeal to people 
and with time people will find new ways of accessing the area. Even if effective in the 
short term, future inhabitants of Church Crookham and of the QEB site could well reclaim 
access to the Bourley Road car park. There is no-way that either the short term 
effectiveness or the in perpetuity effectiveness of closing the car park has been proven in 
these survey results. All that they indicate is that there is a strong desire from local 
people to have access to this area, which is seen to offer great amenity value to a wide 
cross section of users. 

 
12. An important feature missing from the survey data are interviews with young (under 18’s) 

people, who can access the area at many informal access points. It is understood that 
because of regulations relating to the protection of young people that many of those 
conducting the survey in 2004 avoided approaching youths. In other instances it can be 
reasonably expected that youths would not make themselves available to be interviewed. 
Consequently this survey can not be considered to statistically reflect the behaviour of 
under 18’s. As will be shown later this age group are believed to be most often 
associated with the outbreak of non-accidental fires and therefore can be considered to 
have a disproportional and detrimental effect on the integrity of the area to support 
breeding colonies of ground nesting birds. 

 
Conclusion 1.1 
13. The results of the various user surveys conducted by the developer to assess the 

behaviour of visitors to the SPA do not lead to a robust conclusion that the various 
measures being proposed as part of the “Visitor Management Strategy” will be effective. 
Reasonable doubt remains as to if the number of visitors using the SPA would be 
reduced and would remain reduced in perpetuity if the proposed measures were to be 
instigated. 

 

                                                 
1 The Hart District planning meeting to decide upon these appealed applications was held on 14th July 2005 in the Prince’s 
Hall, Aldershot. Both the main theatre auditorium and an overflow room where filled to capacity, Therefore over 700 
individuals turned up to witness the meeting. This indicates the depth of feeling that the issues being discussed generated in 
the local community. 
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Closing pathways 
14. In the Visitor Management Strategy (VMS) [2] emphasis is made of the proposal to close 

some existing pathways, which cross the more sensitive areas of the SPA. The 
effectiveness of such measures is controversial in that it is unproven. In fact the Ecology 
Chapter [1] of the updated Environmental Statement submitted in response to the 
Regulation 19 request casts doubt on the effectiveness of such measures; 

“4.36: Walking is a popular activity on the SPA/SSI at present, with the user 
survey indicating that 15% of all visitors visited the SPA for this purpose. Of these 
46% kept to the broad, well maintained path network, whilst 42% of visitors 
strayed from the paths. The straying visitors have created a number of informal 
paths causing vegetation loss and erosion.” 

 
15. Leaving aside that only 15% of visitors come to walk on the SPA, which is clearly a 

broken statistic (what do the other 85% do?), 42% of walkers do not stick to the formal 
paths (which is nearly as high a proportion as the 46% who do).  Clearly closing 
pathways will have no long term positive benefit as new ones will very likely be formed or 
old ones re-established. Hence if the appellant wants to put forward the idea that closing 
paths is an effective measure to mitigate the adverse impact on the SPA then they 
should get on and do so and demonstrate that this works before being allowed planning 
permission. Following the precautionary principle any of these controversial and 
unproven measures for protecting the SPA should be shown to work before any 
permission for development can be granted.  

 
16. An important interpretation of the Habitats Regulations 1994 section 48(5) was 

established  in the High Court Decision of case CO/4040/99; ADT Auctions Ltd v. 
Secretary of State for Environment, Transport & Regions and Hart District Council [2000] 
EWHC Admin 305 (16th March, 2000). In his ruling The Hon. Mr Justice Jowitt stated 
that; 

“The approach required by paragraph (5) is relevant both when the decision 
maker is satisfied the proposed development will adversely affect the site's 
integrity and when he is undecided whether it will or not. In either case paragraph 
(5) requires permission to be withheld. This approach reflects the importance 
attached to safeguarding the integrity of an SPA.” 

European case law (C-127/02, Waddenzee) has emphasised the precautionary nature of 
the test and stated that "the plan or project in question may be granted authorisation only 
on the condition that the competent national authorities are convinced that it will not 
adversely affect the integrity of the site concerned".  It goes on to say, "where doubt 
remains as to the absence of adverse effects on the integrity of the site linked to the plan 
or project being considered, the competent authority will have to refuse authorisation." 
(paras. 56 & 57 of ECJ judgement in Waddenzee). Thus the Habitats Directive does 
require a precautionary approach in the consideration of "no adverse effect". 
 
Consequently the decision maker, in this instance the Secretary of State, is subject to 
these regulations and may only grant permission if she can be sure that there is no 
question that there would be no adverse impact upon the SPA. 
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17. The VMS [2] in para 4.10 talks about introducing formalised paths which are intended to 
shepherd people along the least ecologically sensitive routes. As 42% of people 
surveyed had strayed from the existing paths during their visit then this proposal can 
reasonably be expected to be ineffective. Certainly the onus of proof lies with the 
developer to demonstrate that such measures will be effective. Their own statistics cast 
doubt upon the effectiveness of such a strategy, which is not reassuring. 

 
Conclusion 1.2 
18. There is no conclusive evidence to demonstrate that closing of footpaths would be of any 

long term benefit in preventing the proposed QEB development adversely affecting the 
integrity of the SPA. The effectiveness of such measures remains unproven. There are 
reasonable grounds to doubt that the measures will offer viable and effective protection 
to the SPA against the adverse effects of the proposed QEB development. 

 
 

Detrimental effect of arson 
19. The vulnerability of Dartford Warblers to the devastating effects of arson is 

acknowledged in the document [1] para 4.44. “….. the dependence of this species 
[Dartford Warbler] on gorse strands and other such dense vegetation can mean that they 
are more vulnerable to the effects of fire.” On the Bourley & Long Valley SSSI part of the 
Thames Basin Heaths this dependency is more acute. Here the gorse and heather 
occurs in isolated islands which each sustain their own populations of Dartford Warbler. 
If an island is destroyed the other islands do not have the capacity to support the 
displaced population while the burnt heathland vegetation recovers. Gorse burns 
particularly well, igniting easily and burning strongly when lit. It is renowned for its kindling 
properties. 

 
20. Although fires do occur naturally on heath land, fires triggered through arson or by 

accident are more frequent and there is often insufficient time between incidents for 
affected colonies of breeding birds to fully re-establish before fire once more claims the 
habitat. The document [1], para 4.47 points out that 96% of fires are ‘man made’. 61% 
resulting from suspected arson. The increased incidence of such fires during school 
holidays and at weekends is identified as suggesting that “….. children of a school age 
may be an important factor.” 

 
21. Youths are underrepresented in the car park surveys of 2005 & 2006. As young people 

will mainly walk or cycle to the SPA they are not likely to ingress on to the SPA through 
the formal car parks, which were the only access points being monitored. In 2005 & 2006 
it is understood that those conducting the survey were instructed not to approach 
unaccompanied children. In 2004 children were approached and interviewed although 
anecdotal evidence (not least from the author’s own teenage children and their friends) 
the young people took measures to avoid being ‘delayed’ by those conducting the 
survey. 

 
22. Para 4.49 examines the distribution of fires across the local SPA/SSSI and in particular 

looks at the lower incidence of fires away from the inhabited periphery. The paragraph 
concludes; “It is likely that the natural surveillance that these areas receive, through 
being a focus for people accessing the SPA/SSSI, deters individuals from starting fires.” 
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23. We therefore are faced with a paradox in the appellant’s argument that the reduction in 
size of the Bourley Road car park can be used to offset the detrimental impact of a 
growing population on the SPA. 

 
24. In the context of arson the main suspected perpetrators are young people who do not 

drive to the SPA. Young people will typically walk or cycle on to the SPA. Restricting 
access to the SPA by those using motor vehicles will not deter youths from accessing the 
SPA. In fact if the Bourley Road car park restriction is successful in achieving the 
appellant’s goal of reducing the number of adults using the SPA then the area may very 
well become more attractive to teenagers with a tendency towards mal intent. The lack of 
adult surveillance could very well increase the number of children, teenagers and young 
people attracted to use the SPA. It has already been established in Taylor Woodrow’s 
Environmental Statement [1], that adult surveillance is likely to be an important factor in 
reducing the incidence of deliberately started fires. Reducing this level of surveillance will 
likely have an inverse effect on the number of fires being started on the SPA and 
therefore it can not be successfully argued that reducing the Bourley Road car park’s 
capacity will have a positive effect on the SPA. 

 
25. The VMS document [2] para 2.24 provides an insight into unaccompanied children 

accessing the wider natural environment. 18 unaccompanied children were spotted on 
the Greendane Copse, Beacon Hill & Parkhurst Hill SINCs. These are children that did 
not choose to play in the more accessible copses to the west of Beacon Hill Road, but 
had chosen to cross the busy Beacon Hill Road to access the wider natural areas on the 
eastern side. This demonstrates that the busy road does not act as a barrier to the 
children’s range. If crossing Beacon Hill Road does not deter children they will certainly 
not be deterred in crossing the Bourley Road. Bicycles and mobile phones give children 
the means of access and a degree of feeling of security that allows them a wide range to 
their exploration. The expanse and diversity of ecosystems on the SPA makes it a very 
attractive environment for children to explore, consequently they are drawn into its 
deeper parts. 

 
26. In [2] para 2.25 reference is made to a total of 20 unaccompanied children using car park 

4 and the associated ‘roving route 83’. This clearly indicates that children do successfully 
penetrate deep into the SPA. However, children are unlikely to keep to the ‘formal 
routes’. There are many minor tracks which crisscross the SPA and most children using 
the SPA were probably not ‘observable’ from the monitoring points being used in the 
2004 MORI survey. The survey was designed primarily to intercept dog walkers. 

 
27. The eldest son of the author of this section of the document is a frequent visitor to the 

SPA with his friends. He was surprised that a survey concluded that there were only 20 
young people visiting the SPA. However when asked about where on the SPA he and his 
friends go he explained that they rarely used the formal paths. Apparently there are 
many ‘bike jumps’ which have been constructed away from the pathways used by the 
majority of adults. His observation was “why would anyone build a bike jump near were 
most of the adults go”. We then discussed how long they go undisturbed by adults. His 
perception is that when they are static a runner or a cyclist would encounter them roughly 
once every 15mins to 20mins when they were situated off on one of the minor pathways.  
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Conclusion 1.3 
28. The mitigation proposals of the developer will have little effect in deterring the use of the 

SPA by the age group that is most frequently associated with the starting of heathland 
fires. If the developer’s proposed measures to reduce the number of adults using the 
SPA were to be effective then arguably the reduction in adult supervision could act to 
increase the opportunity for fire setting. An increase in local population will also act to 
increase the numbers of young adults and teenagers who are within roaming range of 
the Bourley & Long Valley SPA/SSSI. All of these factors will have an adverse effect on 
the integrity of the SPA by causing an increase in the number and severity of non-natural 
fires. 

 

Provision of Wardens 
29. Consider page 65 of [1] (paragraph is an extension of 5.12, it is the final paragraph on 

the Visitor Management Strategy (VMS) before the section on the Management Plan). 
The argument is put forward that; “The surveillance of car parks and other areas by the 
VMS ranger will represent a significant deterrent to any existing fire setters. Furthermore, 
the presence of a ranger on site will mean that any fires which do occur will be dealt with 
more quickly and more effectively, thus reducing their potential to cause lasting 
ecological damage.”  

 
30. Protection of the SPA is forever, 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, in perpetuity. Taylor 

Woodrow are suggesting that two rangers for the SPA are all that are necessary.  Taylor 
Woodrow makes no commitment to fund this service in perpetuity.  Therefore the VMS 
ranger service can not be considered as an effective and robust protection measure 
against all deliberately and accidentally started fires. 

 
31. Herein lies a fundamental issue in attempting to fulfil the Habitats Regulations 1994 (para 

48) requirement not to have any detrimental impact on the SPA through ‘soft’ measures, 
how do you prove that they last? If you can’t prove that they will last then they will fail to 
meet the HR 1994 requirements. A short term measure is no mitigation. 

 
32. In perpetuity is also a concept that is quite different for ecology protection than say for 

funding service provision in a block of flats. The latter can be realised through a 
commercial contract which may reasonably be expected to lapse after some decades 
have past. The former is an imperative to fulfil legislation and requires that the protection 
is guaranteed, long after the instruments that drew it up have ceased to be. If there is 
any doubt that the provision will not be provided in the medium and extended future then 
it is a flawed provision and its continued effectiveness can not be relied upon. 

 
33. Consequently although ambitious claims for the effectiveness of wardens can be made 

and arguably wardening will have some positive impact on the SPA such ‘soft’ measures 
can not be relied upon to mitigate adverse impacts on the SPA. 

 
34. Effective wardening and other management features of the VMS are critical components 

in the developer’s package of protection measures which have been put forward as 
being necessary to protect the SPA. They therefore form a material planning 
consideration. They relate to a material planning consideration that is based upon statute 
law, the Habitats Regulations 1994 which themselves are a response to European 
Directives on nature conservation.  Although it is normal practice to leave such funding 
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matters to be sorted out through ‘legal agreements’ it would be unreasonable, given the 
magnitude of its importance, to simply put to trust that this matter can be resolved in 
such a way. The RSPB have raised an objection to the QEB development unless this 
aspect is addressed fully. 

 
35. In perpetuity funding of the VMS initiatives and having in place the mechanisms to 

ensure that they will always remain effective are a critical part of determining if such 
measures are admissible protection or not. In none of the documentation that has been 
made available to this Inquiry so far has there been any detail of how such a robust in 
perpetuity funding mechanism could be implemented. Without this evidence there must 
remain significant doubt about if the VMS can be held to be a permanent provision. 
Consequently without a demonstrable in perpetuity funding and management 
mechanism the various measures in the VMS can not be held to offer effective protection 
for the SPA. 

 
36. To fund the long term provision of the VMS would be an expensive proposition. Salaries 

and pensions would need to be funded in perpetuity. Funds would need to be secured so 
that equipment can be maintained and replaced as necessary. The wardens will need 
suitable rough terrain vehicles not just at the start of the scheme but throughout the 
lifetime of the mitigation measures. Ecologists and lawyers can reasonably argue that 
simply delaying an adverse effect on the SPA to some future date is not meeting the 
stringent requirements of the Habitats Regulations 1994. Unless the various ‘soft’ 
provisions in the VMS strategy are robustly funded in perpetuity then all that is happening 
is that the onset of the adverse effects that they are designed to mitigate against is being 
delayed. 

 
37. It is beholden upon the applicant to adequately demonstrate that their development 

posses neither immediate adverse impact nor a latent adverse impact on the SPA. 
Therefore they need to demonstrate beyond doubt that the VMS strategy will work 
effectively and that it will work in perpetuity. They have not done so. 

 
38. The wording of the VMS [2] para 1.11 does not even make any firm commitments as to 

what the level of VMS wardening will be. It simply ‘recommends’ a total of three (3) 
wardens, it does not commit them. It can easily be argued that three rangers can not give 
dawn to dusk protection to the SPA 7 days a week – consequently even 3 rangers can 
be held to be inadequate, especially when holidays, sick leave and the European 
Working Time Directive are taken into account. The 3rd ranger is in fact to be allocated to 
the QEB site and is therefore only very indirectly associated with the protection of the 
SPA.  

 
39. A further complication that has not been addressed with regards to the developer’s 

wardening proposals is that of the warden’s jurisdiction on MOD owned land. To have 
any authority or legal backing, the wardens should be employed by the MOD. There is 
nothing in the proposals which suggests that any agreement between the developer 
(Taylor Woodrow) and the MOD is in place or will ever be put in place as to whom the 
wardens will report to and what jurisdiction they will have over the land that they are 
supposed to be managing. Without such an agreement, up front, there can be no 
confidence in any wardening system being effective. 
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40. This issue of jurisdiction has wider ramifications on the effectiveness of Taylor 
Woodrow’s VMS. Works to reduce the capacity of car parks, to close pathways, etc 
require the ongoing consent of the land owner, the MOD. If the MOD did not allow 
permission or chose at a future date to rescind such permission where would this leave 
the integrity of the VMS? Is it reasonable to rely upon proposed agreements from a 
developer when the developer does not have absolute control over if they are able to 
deliver or not? 

 
41. Underpinning this is the observation that actually the Visitor Management Strategy is 

contrived. Good husbandry of the SPA is the responsibility of the land owner, who has 
their own obligation to restore 95% of the SPA to favourable condition by 2010.  Taylor 
Woodrow can not point to measures being implemented by the MOD as being a benefit 
of their own development, when improvements to the SPA/SSSI are required whether 
their development goes ahead or not. 

 
Conclusion 1.4 
42.The provision of wardens will not be in perpetuity and thus will not fulfil the requirements 

of the Habitats etc Regulations 1994 for mitigation measures for the QEB development. 
There is a question about the jurisdiction and hence the ability of wardens to successfully 
manage the Bourley & Long Valley SPA/SSSI. 

 

Public Education 
43. The VMS [2] in paras 4.46 & 4.47 talks about an ongoing program of ‘Public Education’. 

It is not clear that mandating this provision through conditions would meet the various 
soundness tests (described in circular guidance) and certainly it is not enforceable.  

 
44. The fundamental flaw in relying on public education is that it is going to be impossible to 

facilitate this in perpetuity. This is nicely encapsulated in the naivety of one of the points 
under para 4.46;  

“Information packs should be provided for new residents of the QEII [sic] and 
Wakefords Copse development both with people moving into the houses for the first 
time, and also subsequently, when houses are sold on.” 

 
45. Does the developer seriously suggest that there is a reasonable, reliable and legally 

binding mechanism that will ensure that information packs are handed on to people 
moving into these homes in perpetuity? It would be impossible to ‘covenant’ such a 
requirement onto the freeholder. It would also be impossible to enforce any requirement 
that all future house sales get notified to the original developer so that they can send on 
such an information pack to the new owner. 

 
46. Once again the developer is proposing to work around the SPA issue with ‘soft’ 

mitigation measures which may be available and diligently applied in the build out phase 
but can not reasonably be expected to still be implemented in future years. Such 
measures are therefore inadequate to protect the integrity of the SPA and must be 
discounted as being of any value in offsetting the long term harm that the developments 
would do to the SPA. 

 
47. In para 5.2 the developer recognises that their suggested measures will not last in 

perpetuity when they talk of measures that ‘will continue for some time until fully 
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effective” & “will continue …..for an appropriate period of time”. These measures appear 
to be token gestures designed to offer convenient ‘work arounds’ for protecting the SPA 
but only for sufficient time for the developer to complete the build out and move on.  
Protection of the SPA is for the long term. These proposed measures are not measures 
that can be considered sound in terms of their long term effectiveness. 

 
Conclusion 1.5 
48. The effectiveness of public education and its provision in the long term remain in doubt. 

Hence, such measures can not be relied upon to offer effective mitigation to act to 
reduce the impact of the proposed QEB development on the nearby Bourley & Long 
Valley SPA/SSSI. 

 

Monitoring 
49. The VMS [2] section 6, talks about the importance of ongoing monitoring. This is a very 

important part of the VMS if it is to be effective. The developer would have to fund an 
independent and ongoing monitoring and assessment program. 

 
50. There is a fundamental flaw in the proposed monitoring strategy. There is no provision to 

say what would happen if the measures are shown not to be working. Planning 
permission can not be rescinded. Are homes going to be compulsory purchased and 
condemned if the mitigation measures are shown to be failing? Who determines that the 
mitigation is failing? 

 
51. There is no element of redress if the provisions of the VMS do not work. 
 
52. Should planning permission be granted then this can only be on condition that the 

program of mitigation and avoidance measures are put in place and established to be 
working before the first homes are occupied. Then at the completion of each phase there 
would have to be a pause, of sufficient length that it can be demonstrated that the 
measures are effective before the next phase can be commenced. If at any stage the 
mitigation measures are shown not to work then development must stop immediately. 

 
53. If it is unreasonable to impose such conditions as those outlined above on the 

development then it is argued that it is unreasonable in the face of the Habitats 
Regulations 1994 to grant permission for the development. 

 
54. Any ability to impose such conditions does not negate the need to first establish with 

certainty that; 
i. measures proposed would protect the SPA against adverse impact from the 

proposed developments. 
ii. measures are not unreasonable in terms of restricting access to amenities currently 

enjoyed by the existing population. 
iii. can be funded in perpetuity. 

 
Conclusion 1.6 
55. Without an effective and legally binding agreement to stop any further development and 

to take necessary steps to redress the cause of any damage to the integrity of the SPA, 
should monitoring indicate there to be a problem, the whole package of proposed 
mitigation measures is unsound.  



 

11 of 45 

 

Open space provision 
56. It is recognised that the developer proposes to supply a ‘generous’ amount of open 

space to accompany their development. What has not been established, proven, 
demonstrated or even trialled is whether providing such green space will act to mitigate 
the impact of the development upon the SPA. In particular the open space being 
provided to accompany the QEB development is integral to the site and is therefore 
unlikely to attract visitors away from the SPA. 

 
57. An area of 50 ha known as ‘the Southern Area’ is also going to be provided under lease 

from the Ministry of Defence (although it is believed that the MoD have the right to 
renege on this agreement in the interest of national security). This area can not be 
considered to offer mitigation as it will not attract people away from the SPA as it is not 
comparable in terms of terrain, environment and scenery. Further it is somewhat 
inaccessible in that it is only to be provisioned with a small (5 spaces) car park. 

 
58. The ‘Southern Area’ is predominantly marsh (in fact it is a highly rated Site Important for 

Nature Conservation (SINC) because of its marsh habitat). It is much smaller than the 
SPA, resulting in both a constrained choice of routes and routes of limited walk lengths. 
Therefore the ‘Southern Area’ is unlikely to offer suitable mitigation to prevent the nearly 
3,000 new residents of the new development being attracted to use the SPA on at least 
some occasions. The Bourley & Long Valley SSSI/SPA is highly popular as a 
recreational destination for many people [13.4% of the population of GU52 8xx use the 
SPA ([1] para 5.12), people are prepared to travel over 4 miles (12%) to use it, 
anecdotally people do travel from as far away as Odiham and 67% of visitors do not live 
in the adjacent postcodes [3]]. Given this popularity it can reasonably be expected that 
the SPA will be attractive to residents of the QEB site if it is developed. 

 
59. Consequently the ‘Southern Area’ will not act to attract existing visitors away from the 

SPA and will not act as an attractive alternative to keep new residents away from the 
SPA on all occasions. It may serve as a convenient short walk for dog owners (much as 
the grassy areas adjacent to the Bourley Road car park is today for many people) but it 
will not prevent deeper penetration on to the SPA by QEB residents. 

 
60. The Planning Inspector into the Dilly Lane applications (in particular 

APP/N1730/A/06/1199383) considered the case for a similar “Suitable Accessible 
Natural Green Space (SANGS), which Natural England had mistakenly considered to be 
sufficient. However, Natural England is not the authority with the responsibility to decide 
if the measure would mitigate any adverse impact on the SPA under the planning 
system. The Inspector accepted (para 12.8 of her report) that the SANGS being offered 
was; “… of a reasonable size, fenced off from the road, with defined footpaths and open 
areas to allow dogs to be let off the lead.” However she concluded that despite these 
attributes the SANGS would be an ineffective mitigation measure. Again in [4] para 12.8 
of her report; “However, it would have a quite different character to the heaths, being 
more enclosed and within a farmland and village setting”. 

 
61. Then in [4] para 12.9;  “There is little I can see to suggest that it would be successful in 

diverting existing trips by these residents away from the Heath.” This was because in her 
opinion; “It would offer nothing significant over and above the Heath, while being less 
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convenient and with less opportunity for longer walks with dogs off a lead. ……. Other 
components of the SPA remain a convenient and unique destination to satisfy a wider 
range of recreational needs”. 

 
62. Although the ‘Southern Area’ is a different site to the SANGS offered in the Dilly Lane 

application the same conclusions could reasonably be held to be true; that the site does 
not offer the same amenity value as the SPA.  

 
63. The site incorporates Ewshot Marsh which is a SINC. It is not appropriate to be 

deliberately encouraging public access to a SINC, particularly one that is classified as 
being of importance, such as Ewshot Marsh. Hampshire, and other county councils, 
consider that SINCs contain habitats or features that cannot be recreated and it is 
important to ensure that these sites are not lost and that they continue to be managed for 
their wildlife interest. 

 
64. It is important that the obligation to protect SINCS is not forgotten in the face of the 

imperative to protect the SPA. It is unreasonable to trade the well being of the SPA 
against a SINC when an alternative is not to allow the proposed QEB development. 

 
Conclusion 1.7 
65. The open space being offered by the developer is neither appropriate for purpose nor will 

it attract visitors away from the SPA. 
 

Reduction in capacity of the Bourley Road car park 
66. According to the MORI user survey an average of 1,010 people use the SPA each day, 

(quoted many times throughout [1]). 37% of such visits (according to the 2004 survey 
data) are made through the Bourley Road car park. 

 
67. Hence; 

i)  closing the car park will prejudice 374 people per day – who choose to use this car 
park to access the SPA. Particularly those that choose to use it for the amenity of 
grassy areas adjacent to the car park itself. 

ii)  although arguments are made throughout the extensive Environmental Statement 
that the reduction of the Bourley Road car park would act to dramatically reduce 
usage of the SPA it should be remembered that the other 63% in MORI’s survey 
access the SPA through other ingress points. 

 
68. The effectiveness of reducing this car park is unproven and controversial. In particular 

concerns are raised about; 
i) It is not reasonable to connect the reduction in the size of the car park to the QEB 

development: 
a. It is not a direct consequence of the QEB development; its association with the 

QEB is contrived. 
b. If it is acceptable to reduce its capacity then this can readily be done in isolation 

from the QEB – it does not depend upon the QEB and therefore should not be 
reasonably considered to be a benefit of the QEB development. 

c. Does this mitigation measure if used to benefit Taylor Woodrow not prejudice 
other developers who are then unable to gain the benefit of the car park’s 
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reduction for their own development ambitions? The alleged positive benefit of 
reducing the car park can not be double counted by a subsequent developer. 

d. Taylor Woodrow does not own the car park. Therefore it is ultra vires to make 
any works on the car park a condition of their being granted planning permission 
elsewhere (ie. for development on the QEB site). 

ii) It is not proven that reducing the car park would have any long term benefit on the 
SPA: 

a. People will still access the SPA through other ingress points 
b. Closing the car park will not act to prevent the very damaging impact of arson. 

iii) Reducing the car park is a ‘soft’ measure in that it can not be guaranteed that in 
future years the car park is not reclaimed through expansion for public use. 

 
69. The Visitor Management Survey (VMS) [2] in para 3.3 states; 

“Fundamental to the strategy is the redirection of some of the visitor pressure to 
which the SSSI/SPA is currently subject, and the capture of a significant proportion of 
any residual pressure deriving from the Queen Elizabeth II [sic] Barracks and 
Wakefords Copse proposals into the less sensitive adjacent areas of the SINC 
areas.” 
 

70. Clearly unless the developer can demonstrate the long term effectiveness of reducing 
the capacity of the car park to alleviate pressures on the SPA then this mitigation 
measures can not be held to be a suitable way of avoiding adverse impact on the SPA. 

 
Conclusion 1.8 
71. Reducing the capacity of the Bourley Road car park will not prevent the proposed QEB 

development adversely affecting the integrity of the SPA. 
 

Inappropriateness of the ‘compensation’ area off ‘B eacon Hill Road’. 
72. The developer is proposing that by creating a car park on Beaconhill Copse they will 

open up to public access an area which incorporates; Greendane Copse, Beaconhill 
Copse & Parkhurst Hill, all of which are Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation 
(SINCs). It is proposed by the developer that this area will offer appropriate 
‘compensation’ to the people displaced from the Bourley & Long Valley areas. 

 
73. The updated Environmental statement submitted in response to the Regulation 19 [1] 

request, points out (para 4.39) that public access to the water catchment area is 
prohibited, yet the water catchment area is a large part of the area that the appellant is 
suggesting they are going to make available as compensation for the drastic reduction in 
capacity of the Bourley Road car park. The appellant has not demonstrated that the 
general public are going to be given free access to this water catchment area, access to 
the area is not in the gift of the developer, the land is owned by the MoD. 

 
74. In fact given the serious threat of water shortages in the South East is it right that a water 

catchment system, built by the Victorians and used effectively for many decades should 
be sacrificed as compensation for the closure of a car park elsewhere? Should any far 
sighted planning authority not act to preserve this precious resource now that the 
provision of alternative water resource has become one of the Government’s most 
pressing requirements of the planning process in the South East? 
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75. The application to provide a car park in an area off of the Beacon Hill Road is also 
inappropriate in terms of having a distinct possibility of creating an adverse impact upon 
the SPA. A serious issue with regards to this proposed car park is that it is situated off of 
a busy A class road. It will be accessed from a roundabout and as part of Taylor 
Woodrow’s mitigation strategy would have to be well signposted. Sign posting would be 
necessary if the public who currently use the more secluded Bourley Road Car Park (on 
a B road) were to migrate to it. By its nature of being more prominent this car park facility 
is bound to attract additional visitors to those who currently use the Bourley Road Car 
Park. As the car park is within 650m of the SPA then rather than acting to protect the SPA 
this car park could lead to further pressure being brought to bear on this very important 
ecological habitat. 

76. The Car park proposed is also to be built upon a Site of Importance for Nature 
Conservation (SINC). SINC’s are identified and protected by Hampshire County Council 
(HCC).  Although the area of the SINC upon which the car park would be built is 
described as being “Improved Meadow” and hence as having lower ecological value than 
the remainder of the SINC it must be remembered that an ecosystem is made up of it’s 
component parts and all contribute to the ecological viability of an area. Therefore it 
would be wrong to risk damaging this area by building a car park upon it. 

77. The majority of the SINC is of importance because it is an area which is classified by 
HCC as being capable of being restored to valuable heathland. Therefore is it 
appropriate to introduce extra people pressure on to it?  Hart’s own Local Development 
Plan 1996-2006 in its policy CON6 requires that former heathland which is capable of 
recovery should be protected. Allowing the applicant to develop a car park designed to 
deliberately give access to such an area would be contrary to this ecologically sound 
conservation policy. 

78. Is it ever appropriate to build a car park on an SINC? Is it right that a planning application 
deliberately intended to increase recreational pressure on a SINC be allowed? The 
developer tries to argue that such measures are justified in that they reduce pressure on 
the SPA. This pressure is an issue of concern for them because it would increase if their 
application were to be allowed. The mitigation measures that they are putting forward 
have a direct impact on a number of SINCs; Ewshot Marsh, Beacon Hill & Parkhurst Hill. 
Therefore, their proposed development of the QEB site has a direct and detrimental 
impact on these SINCs through direct and deliberate increase in recreational pressure 
and in the case of Beacon Hill by the construction of a car park.  The argument that the 
SINCs are sacrificed for the benefit of the SPA is a disingenuous one; neither the SPA 
nor the SINCs would be adversely affected if these planning applications were not 
allowed. 

79. The Bourley Road car park gives access to a much cherished public amenity which 
attracts visitors from a wide area. People travel from neighbouring boroughs, coming to 
enjoy wide open vistas, a sense of remote rugged isolation and the tranquil beauty of this 
extraordinary haven in the middle of the urban jungle. The area adjacent to the Bourley 
Road car park provides an area of open park land which has been described as Church 
Crookham’s common. It provides an easily accessible focal point for young families & 
elderly dog walkers to exercise and relax. The area has a social importance and is a 
frequent meeting ground between friends and acquaintances. The Planning Inspector 
who conducted the Public Inquiry into the Local Development Plan (1996-2006) could 
never have envisaged this impact and loss of amenity to existing residents when he 
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allocated the QEB site.  The loss of amenity to existing residents is not an acceptable 
impact.  Developments that cause an unreasonable loss of amenity should reasonably 
be refused. 

80. The area offered as compensation land is not as it stands today an area of open 
heathland and is therefore unlikely to be considered as an equable exchange by the local 
population. The area is not as;�open, secure, flat, accessible, extensive or attractive as 
the area that is intended to replace. 

81. The VMS [2] para 4.12 indicates that only a limited number of people use the area being 
offered in compensation currently and that this is ‘probably’ due to the area being 
inaccessible. However, it is not the case that the area is inaccessible. The area between 
Beacon Hill and Bourley Road can easily be accessed from the Bourley Road car park 
(crossing south across Bourley Road) or on foot from the settlements of Ewshot & 
Church Crookham. The fact that it is not extensively used is an indication that its amenity 
is not as highly valued as the Bourley & Long Valley SPA. It does not offer a like for like 
compensation. Conceivably if it did offer a like for like environment then the 
compensation site would also very likely be classed as SPA. If the amenity of the new 
site is not as highly valued as the SPA areas then it will fail to attract existing users away 
from the SPA. New residents of the QEB are also likely to switch to using the SPA when 
they eventually discover it. 

Conclusion 1.9 
82. The area off ‘Beacon Hill Road’ does not offer appropriate compensation for the loss of 

amenity to the local population brought about by restricting the capacity of the Bourley 
Road car park. Building a new car park on the Beacon Hill SINC will compromise the 
objectives of declaring the area as a SINC. 

 



 

16 of 45 

Urbanisation of a rural landscape 
83. The proposal to build a roundabout on this section of Beacon Hill Road would introduce 

an obtrusive and unacceptable urbanisation of the countryside due to impacts of; 
i. loss of trees,  
ii. loss of areas of SINC and Ancient Woodland  
iii. street lighting which is detrimental both in terms of being obtrusive but also through 

introducing light pollution into the countryside. 
 
84. The construction of the car park will require the loss of a substantial number of trees. The 

car park will be built close to the road and combined with this loss of tree cover the car 
park will be obvious from what is otherwise a predominately rural road. 

 
Conclusion 1.10 
85. The proposal to build a roundabout (with any associated lighting) on Beacon Hill Road is 

an unacceptable urbanisation of the rural landscape. 
 
 

Dormouse Survey: Lack of 
86. The Regulation 19, Updated Environmental Statement reports the status of many 

important vertebrate species on the proposed development sites. However no mention 
has been made of any study of Dormice.  Without such a survey the ecological impact of 
the development could reasonably be held to be incomplete. 

 
87. The Planning Inspector as the competent Planning Authority should have the benefit of 

such a Dormouse survey for the proposed development sites if minded to allow the 
appeal. 

 
Conclusion 1.11 
88. The updated environmental statement is inadequate in addressing the developer’s 

obligation to protect Dormice. 
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2. QEB Campaign: Proof of evidence relating to oper ations at 
Farnborough Aerodrome. 

89. This document forms part of the QEB Campaign’s Proof of Evidence in relation to the 
appeal by the developer (Taylor Woodrow) into the refusal by Hart District Council to 
grant planning permission for the development of the Queen Elizabeth Barracks & 
Wakefords Copse site.  

 
90. This Proof of Evidence sets to establish that the proposed QEB development site sits 

directly on the Farnborough Aerodrome runway centre line, just where it intersects 
Farnborough’s Aerodrome Traffic Zone (ATZ).  The Proof of Evidence will establish that 
the Aerodrome operator (TAG Farnborough Ltd) has an obligation enshrined in 
Government policy to expand their operation beyond the current limit of 28,000 
movements per annum. The PoE will point to the International Civil Aviation 
Organization’s (ICAO) guidance that suggests that new residential developments should 
not be placed on the flight path of airports and aerodromes. It shall be established that 
the UK Government’s white paper on aviation has adopted this guidance as firm policy. 

 
91. It is also useful to consider the following supporting documents; 

i. Ordinance Survey map (originally produced at 1:50,000) overlaid with Farnborough 
ATZ and ILS cone originally created by TAG Farnborough Ltd, reproduced under OS 
licence number AR189448) [ref. 5]. 

ii. International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) Assembly Resolutions in Force (as 
of 8 October 2004 – Doc 9848) [ref 6]. 

iii. Proof of Evidence by Louise Congdon (York Aviation LLP) to Public Inquiry into 
appeal APP/P1750/A/06/2024640/NWF [ref 7]. 

iv. Department for Transport “The Future of Air Transport” White Paper (1st published 
December 2003) [ref 8]. 

 

Confluence of air traffic  
 

92. Reference should be made to the map [5] which depicts the Instrument Landing System 
(ILS) cone for Farnborough, the Aerodrome Traffic Zone (ATZ) and a number of nearby 
aircraft exclusion zones. 

 

93. Aircraft departing Farnborough in a south westerly direction (on runway 24) will fly 
straight along the runway centre line until they reach at least three nautical miles (nm)  
from the aerodrome centre or acquire a height of at least 1,800 feet. This will mean that 
aircraft will very regularly over fly the QEB site on take off from Farnborough. Note the 
circle of the ATZ has a radius of 2.5nm and sits directly over the QEB site. 

 

94. Aircraft landing at Farnborough (on runway 06) acquire the ILS guidance cone at least 3 
miles out. The arms of the ILS embrace the bulk of the QEB site. All landings on runway 
06 will over fly the QEB. The elevation of the QEB site is 140 ft higher than that of the 
aerodrome. 

 

95. Farnborough Aerodrome nestles in the centre of an Aerodrome Traffic Zone (ATZ) which 
is a cylinder of air space 2.5nm in radius and 2,000ft high. Farnborough Air Traffic 
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Control (ATC) has jurisdictional control of what flies into the ATZ. When not busy, 
Farnborough ATC may allow aircraft to transit the ATZ. 

 

96. Access for General Aviation (GA) to the north east of Farnborough is effectively blocked 
by a number of army firing ranges and Heathrow’s massive London Control Zone. The 
area south west of Farnborough Aerodrome is ‘open’ class G air space (G for General). It 
is into this ‘free’ air space that the vast majority of recreational aircraft (GA) are funnelled. 
If denied access to cross the ATZ or if the GA pilot is not ‘bothered’ or not qualified to 
request transit then he/she will simply fly around the ATZ anyway. 

 

97. Modern Global Positioning Satellite (GPS) equipment allows an aircraft to subscribe the 
circumference of the ATZ with a fair degree of precision. 

 

98. The ATZ and the ILS cone intersect directly over the QEB. Modern radar is very good, 
Farnborough’s ATC are very competent. The risk of a mid-air collision is low. However 
arguably this low risk is at its highest where the ATZ & ILS intersect …… directly over the 
QEB. 

 

99. Farnborough Aerodrome Residents Association (FARA) has rule 6 status at this inquiry 
and will present an assessment of Third Party risk derived using the mathematical 
modelling process employed by NATS and used by the Government’s Department for 
Transport (DfT) to inform its Public Safety Zone (PSZ) policy. The very specific 
geographical collision risk being described here, and the potential consequences for 
those on the ground, is an additional risk to that derived through the mathematical 
modelling process. In other words FARA takes the NATS approved crash rate statistics 
for Business Aviation (as applied at Farnborough) and applies them without reference to 
the magnifying effect of the various airspace confluences which combine over the QEB. 

 
Conclusion 2.1 

100. The development proposed for the QEB is in a location directly under an area of 
airspace that demonstrably carries a higher than average collision risk for aircraft. It is 
not appropriate to build a high density housing estate in such a location. 

 

ICAO “A balanced approach” to noise 
101. The International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) is an assembly of the United 

Nations which sets overarching global Civil Aviation guidance for member states to 
consider when formulating national policies. The United Kingdom is a signatory to ICAO 
and agrees to abide by its guidance. Therefore this guidance is a material planning 
consideration in the United Kingdom. 

 
102. Appendix C & F of the Assembly Resolutions in Force (as of 8 October 2004) [6] are 

of particular relevance to this appeal. The theme of appendix C is a “balanced approach” 
to aircraft noise management, appendix F is dedicated to ”land use planning & 
management” 

 
103. The document recognizes in appendix C that; 

“……. the severity of the aircraft noise problem at many airports has given rise to 
measures which limit aircraft operations and has provoked vigorous opposition to the 
expansion of existing airports or construction of new airports.” 
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Such situations as described by ICAO (above) if allowed to develop would act to frustrate 
the desire expressed in the Department for Transport’s white paper “The Future of Air 
Transport” [8] to promote the growth of operations at existing airports while expressing 
the desire to ensure that people’s lives be minimally blighted by such expansion. The 
ICAO guidance and the DfT white paper are consistent in recognising and attempting to 
address this conflict. 
 

104. Appendix C, Section 3 (b) of the ICAO document [6] “Encourages States to”; 
“apply land-use planning and management policies to limit the encroachment of incompatible 
development into noise-sensitive areas and mitigation measures for areas affected by noise, 
consistent with Appendix F to this Resolution;” 
 

105. This guidance would suggest that the planning process in the United Kingdom should 
not be allowing high density development in the direct flight path of an active aerodrome. 
This is because the level of noise annoyance experienced by the newly introduced 
population could seriously undermine the balance between the benefits of the airport and 
the environmental harm caused by the flying which may then further restrict future growth 
at the nearby airport. 

 
106. The Chief Executive Officer (CEO) for TAG Farnborough Ltd has identified that his 

aerodrome is a “noise sensitive airport”. When TAG recently applied for a relaxation in 
the limit of weekend & Bank Holiday movements, over 3,000 people wrote in to object. 
Clearly the type of operation at Farnborough (Business Aviation) has a demonstrable 
capability of causing the onset of noise annoyance. It would be against the intent of the 
White Paper on the future of aviation [8] to saddle Farnborough aerodrome with 3,000 
more residents directly on its flight path and within the important 3nm flight departure 
turning point and ILS capture zone. These new residents would have to factor into any 
consideration to increase the annual number of flights from Farnborough aerodrome. If 
these extra residents were to tip the cost benefit analysis then the QEB development will 
have directly contravened the policy set out in the DfT’s white paper to promote growth to 
full capacity of existing aerodromes (so as to limit the number of people exposed to the 
blight of aircraft operations by avoiding the necessity to build new airports).  

 
 
107. Appendix F of [6] recognises this important responsibility in the application of land 

use planning; 
“Whereas activity may increase significantly at most airports and there is a risk that future 
growth may be constrained by inappropriate land use near airports. ……. 
Recognizing that while land-use management includes planning activities that may primarily 
be the responsibility of local authorities, it nevertheless affects airport capacity, which in turn 
has implications for civil aviation.” 

 
108. The DfT’’s White Paper [8] echoes this guidance when it sets out the policies outlined 

in its Section 3, a section which is introduced as ‘a balanced approach’, a clear reference 
to the terminology in the ICAO guidance. In particular para 3.7 of [8] states; 

“A wide-ranging and balanced approach will be needed to deliver these objectives, 
including: ……….. 
·  using land-use planning and management measures at and around airports, including 

avoiding new housing development in areas exposed to high levels of noise.” 
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109. The definition of “high levels of noise” appears top have been left ambiguous and is 
almost certainly going to be the subject of some controversy at this inquiry. Arguably 
given the context and motivation for this particular policy a “high level of noise” is a level 
of noise that causes the onset of noise annoyance. 

 
110. Some commentators will point to the 55dB LAeq16h contour and use it as the defining 

threshold of a “high level of noise” (the 55dB contour). They will point out that this 
contour does not encroach upon the proposed development site. However, LAeq contours 
are a rather disingenuous metric to use for gauging how noise from an aerodrome 
operation such as Farnborough will impact upon local residents. The LAeq takes the 
individual noise events and spreads them out across a 16 hour period (albeit, if it is done 
properly, with special rules for the hours after 07:00pm). It is a valid method for 
assessing the degree of noise annoyance from a near constant passage of aircraft, such 
as at Heathrow, where the ever present drone of aircraft is the main concern. 

 

111. At Farnborough aircraft movements are sporadic and noise disturbance and 
annoyance is associated with individual events, not the overall averaged noise that 
happens in a 16 hour period. It is not the LAeq that is causes people distress, it is the 
effect of the individual aircraft. At Farnborough it is ‘that’ aircraft that annoys while at 
Heathrow it is ‘those’ aircraft that annoy. This is a fundamental difference between what 
affects people near a major international airport (with a near constant passage of flights) 
and what affects people who live in proximity to Farnborough Aerodrome.  

 
112. This argument can be sustained through empirical evidence. The 55dB contour does 

not encompass many residential properties in the vicinity of Farnborough Aerodrome. Yet 
when TAG Farnborough Ltd recently applied to have a relaxation in their weekend flying 
limit over 3,000 people wrote into object. Almost exclusively the reason stated for 
objection from these 3,000 individuals was that they experienced noise annoyance. 
However, if the 55dB contour really did define the threshold for the onset of noise 
annoyance only a handful of people would experience such annoyance. Clearly a 
different noise disturbance and noise annoyance mechanism is at work at Farnborough 
which has an affect which extends well beyond the 55dB noise contour. 

 

113. It is widely recognised that the level of onset of noise annoyance is related to the 
perceived social value of the noise source. Few people are annoyed by an ambulance 
siren although they may be disturbed by it. Conversely people will be annoyed by the 
exhaust noise of a ‘modified’ car. The onset of noise annoyance is therefore partially 
dependent upon the perceived social value of the source of the noise. 

 
114. Business aviation is accepted to cause a higher susceptibility to noise annoyance 

than commercial aviation because in part people are more readily able to accept the 
social benefit of scheduled commercial air travel. 

 

115. That the noise events are individually disturbing and occur unpredictably is a major 
factor in why such events cause annoyance. Put more simply the loudest noise within a 
particular noise contour at Heathrow, where the constant drone dominates, is much lower 
than the loudest noise within the equivalent noise contour at Farnborough. This is 
because the discrete events caused by individual movements are in themselves loud and 
disturbing but the impact of these events is integrated over time and so mathematically 
appear to be much less than they really are. 
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116. Perhaps an analogy would be helpful; let us consider the noise contour as being 
represented by an average temperature of a metal plate. If the plate has an averaged 
temperature of 25’C it is not too unpleasant to hold, provided that this is 25’C average is 
achieved by the plate being kept at a constant temperature. If however the 25’C average 
temperature is achieved by the plate being mainly maintained at 15’C BUT being rapidly 
heated to 100’C for short periods then it would be very annoying to have to keep hold of 
it; yet the average temperature can still be stated as being just 25’C. 

 
117. The Department for Transport have made comment to the effect that research is 

currently underway to reassess if the averaged Leq noise contour model, developed for 
use at major airports is applicable for business aviation aerodromes.  

118. A further consideration is that the noise contours produced and published by TAG 
depict noise produced only by aircraft landing and taking off at Farnborough, they do not 
include the significant number of over flying aircraft. 

 
119. It should not be assumed that simply because the QEB site currently sits outside the 

official 55dB noise contour that residents will not experience noise annoyance caused by 
their living directly on the Farnborough flight path. An annoying level of noise should 
reasonably be considered to be “a high level of noise”.  

 
120. There is a further uncertainty as to how the effect of noise on the future residents of 

the QEB site will be judged. The UK will soon be implementing the requirements of the 
EU Noise Directive. This works with the concept of 55db day/evening/night.  There will be 
a requirement for noise action plans to be developed to resolve unacceptable effects of 
noise. The control regime is expected to be similar to that of air quality management and 
where there is a presumption that planning controls will prevent new housing being built 
in areas with unacceptable levels of noise. The planning decision for the QEB site needs 
to anticipate this requirement. 

 
Conclusion 2.2 
121. Allowing the development of up to 1,132 new homes directly on the flight path into an 

aerodrome which has the potential for major expansion would contravene ICAO 
guidance and would be in direct contradiction to policies stated in the DfT’s white paper 
on “The Future of Air Transport”. And the new residents would be subjected to an 
unacceptable level of annoyance from the noise of aircraft movements from Farnborough 
Aerodrome. This could well not be acceptable under the UK’s impending new noise 
management regime. 

 

Presumption of air traffic growth at Farnborough 
122. The Department for Transport’s white paper “The Future of Air Transport” [8] 

encourages growth at existing airports so as to be able to meet the expectation of 
increased demand while avoiding the need to develop new airports. In para 2.11 of [8] it 
states; 

“The availability of sufficient airport capacity is an important constraint on future growth. Our 
starting point is that we should make the best use of existing airports before supporting the 
provision of additional capacity. A sustainable approach entails first making better use of 
existing infrastructure, wherever possible, and this has been a primary consideration in 
developing our conclusions.” 
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123. As part of her proof of evidence [7] to the Public Inquiry into appeal 

APP/P1750/A/06/2024640/NWF over TAG Farnborough’s application to increase 
weekend flying Ms. Louise Congdon of York Aviation LLP assesses the aerodrome’s 
capacity for growth. In her paragraphs 3.4, 3.5 & 3. 6 she observes that; 

 
“3.4 In this context, it is important to note that Farnborough is an existing airport, to state the 
obvious, with approved capacity to be able to handle 28,000 movements per annum, leaving 
aside the spare physical capacity of the runway and other infrastructure at the Airport. Ensuring 
effective use of, at least, the already approved capacity of the Airport is therefore a 
fundamental part of Government policy towards airports in the region. 
 
3.5 It is also important to note what the White Paper has to say about the growth 
of business aviation in the South East of England: 

“The ability of business aviation to gain access to the main airports in the South East 
will continue to be problematic as capacity constraints cause airports to focus on more 
valuable commercial traffic. The Government recognises the important contribution 
made by small airports in the South East in providing capacity for business aviation. 
We support the adoption of policies which encourage the continued provision of these 
services.” 

 

3.6 The White Paper goes on to cite Farnborough as one of the airports with “potential to 
provide additional capacity to cater for business aviation demand.” Given that the White 
Paper considered policy afresh, unconstrained by previous statements of policy or existing 
planning permissions, this statement could be construed as an expectation that, over time, 
overall movement capacity at Farnborough would be increased above that implied by the limits 
to existing movement contained in the existing local policy and planning permissions.” 

 
124. Local residents whose amenity of piece and quiet would be adversely affected by any 

such expansion may very well be able to make the case that there should be no 
expansion at Farnborough beyond the current 28,000 movements per annum limit 
imposed as a condition of the aerodrome’s planning consent. However the merits of such 
a case are not before this Public Inquiry. Therefore this Inquiry should make the 
presumption that expansion at Farnborough is likely as a direct consequence of 
Government policy.  

 
Conclusion 2.3 
125. A residential development on the QEB site has the potential to act as a constraint on 

the expansion of Farnborough Aerodrome which implies that any such development 
contravenes Government policy as laid out in the DfT’s White Paper “The Future of Air 
Transport” [8]. 
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3. QEB Campaign: Proof of evidence relating to the Settlement Boundary, 
Development of Greenfield Land, Visual Impact of th e Development and 
the Design and Access Statement. 
 
126. This document forms part of the QEB Campaigns Proof of Evidence in relation to the 

appeal by the developer (Taylor Woodrow) into the refusal by Hart District Council to 
grant planning permission for the development of the Queen Elizabeth Barracks and 
Wakefords Copse site. 

 
127. This proof of evidence establishes that the site extends beyond the settlement 

boundary, contrary to Policy DEV2.  The proposed development site also includes land 
which by definition is not classed as previously developed (brownfield) land, contrary to 
PPS3 (Housing).  The proof also shows there to be conflicts between the Design and 
Access Statement and the Local Plan. 

 
128. The proof shows that the design of the proposed development will have an 

unreasonable visual impact and is out of keeping with the character of the area.  
 The conclusion of this proof is that the information submitted with the application shows 

that the scheme as proposed does not comply with the Local Plan and will cause 
unreasonable impact on the local environment. 

 
 
Settlement Boundary 
129. Policy DEV2 ring-fences land within the development area identified for the Local 

Plan to ensure that the future of this land should be certain and that it specifically should 
NOT be developed.  Two areas, called Area A and Area C in the Enquiry into the Local 
Plan were discussed.  With regard to Area C the Inspector specifically agreed the area 
should remain outside the settlement boundary and concluded that “The future of the 
land should, nevertheless, be made certain in the planning exercise with the 
development of the Barracks” (paragraph 6.7.64).   

“6.7.64 The second area of land, Area C, occupied the apex of the triangular Barracks 
site.Much of it seemed to have been a paved area, possibly with buildings, much like the MT 
Depot to the north west. It was now fastbecoming overgrown. This land was a significant part 
of the local gap and I could understand that, adjoining Ewshot Marsg, there wer 
environmental reasons not to developthis area. The Objectors accepted that. The future of the 
landshould, nevertheless , be made certain in the planning exercises associated with the 
development of theBarracks. A return to agricultural use would seem unlikely. Being largely 
level,the possibility of formal open space use,playing fields perhaps,would fail to be 
considered, and if there were no nature conservation objection, this might be a partial solution 
to the problem of open space deficiency.” 

 
130. In paragraph 6.7.2 where the Inspector makes his recommendations he specifically 

says these two areas should be excluded from the Settlement boundary and this was 
incorporated into the Local Plan which was adopted by Hart District Council. 

6.7.2 …….. (b) The barracks(excluding the site of Proposal DEV 2) should be the subject of a  
single Proposal to include all of the land,that is to say, the sites of Proposals DEV 1, DEV 3, 
DEV 5 and DEV 7 with the additions proposed by PIC170 and areas A, B and C, although the 
land of Area C and part of Area A adjoining Ewshot Lane could be excluded from the 
settlement boundary. 
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131. It is therefore unacceptable that this land should now be proposed for development 

just because it is within a development policy boundary. This is counter to the original 
reason for including it, namely to prevent it form being developed and to retain it as a gap 
to Ewshot and a buffer to the countryside.   

 
132. Policy DEV2 A allows for 'land swaps' between the brownfield areas of the 

development site and some of the greenfield areas.  Its intention is not clear on the issue 
of the areas outside of the settlement boundary, although the Planning Authority appear 
to understand this. However it is made clear in the wording of DEV2 C, explaining that 
the 'balance of the site is required to secure a means of access and to provide a rural 
setting on the edge of the site.  This was clearly intended to refer to areas A and C in the 
Inspectors Report into the Local Plan. 

 
133. Further, land swaps of brown for greenfield are only permitted if they achieve all three 

objectives set out in the Local Plan; i.e: 
i. Not lead to harm (indirectly) to the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area; 

and 
ii. Secure a net benefit for nature conservation; and 
iii. Secure a more sustainable design and layout of the development. 

 
134. The development of the proposed motor transport depot will have an impact on the 

SPA by increasing the population on this site and people pressures on the Heaths.  No 
benefit to conservation has been specifically identified as a result of developing this area.  
The extension of development into this remote part of the site is not sustainable 
especially as it is outside the settlement boundary.  In addition the land in Areas A and C 
is no longer 'brownfield' and their development does not achieve the objectives of the 
Local Plan. 

 
135. The Design and Access statement says the development proposals comply with the 

Local Plan Policy DEV2 (Para. 4.2.3 and elsewhere), however, it can be seen from the 
above that it does not as there is nothing in the Local Plan that permits development 
outside the settlement boundary 

 
Conclusion 3.1 
136. The development proposals are contrary to the Local Plan because they include 

areas outside of the settlement boundary which were specifically included in the Plan to 
protect them from development. 

 
 
Development of greenfield land 
137. The definition of brownfield land is included in Appendix C of PPS3 and it specifically 

excludes: 
“Land that was previously-developed but where the remains of the permanent structure 
or fixed surface structure have blended into the landscape in the process of time (to the 
extent that it can reasonably be considered as part of the natural surroundings). 
There is no presumption that land that is previously-developed is necessarily suitable for 
housing development nor that the whole of the curtilage should be developed“. 

 



 

25 of 45 

This appears to perfectly describe the area of the former road transport depot that has been 
cleared of all structures and has been overgrown.  The following aerial photo illustrates the 
vegetation coverage that was on the site some years ago, although some of this has been 
cleared by the developer.  None the less the Inspector for the Local Plan Inquiry held with 
the view that the land was not to be developed. 
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138. The plans and statements about use of previously developed land contained in the 
Design and Access Statement (Figure 2.2, Para. 2.2.2, Para 4.2) are therefore incorrect 
and misleading. 

 
139. The development proposals also include other areas of greenfield land which are 

'swapped' as intended within policy DEV2 A. But when these are added to the areas 
referred to above and the use of Beacon Hill Copse for car parking, a substantial area of 
greenfield is proposed for development and this is contrary to PPS3 and the Local Plan. 

 
Conclusion 3.2 
140. The development proposals include significant amounts of greenfield land outside the 

settlement boundary, which is in excess of 5 hectares and is contrary to the Local Plan. 
 
 
Visual Impact/Design and Access Statement 
141. We have several areas of significant concern regarding the visual impact of the 

proposed development.  These 'impacts' fall into three categories.  Local, medium and 
long distance. 

 
142. The local impact that is of greatest concern is the height, scale and design of the 

‘Local Centre’.  The Design and Access Statement shows the height of development 
proposed. In section 8.5; paragraph 8.5.6 shows building heights of 4 storeys in this area 
that are up to 15m +/- 1.5m tolerance.  This equates to four full storeys plus a roof.  
Nowhere else in Church Crookham are there buildings approaching this height.  Not only 
this but these buildings are proposed on the highest part of the site which is 
approximately 108m above sea level. Interestingly this is about 35m above the new 
development at Elvetham Heath and over 30m above Fleet town centre, so it is high land 
in relation to surrounding housing development. If buildings of 15m+ are located on this 
land the ridge of them will be over 133m above sea level.  These buildings will be visible 
from the low lying ground to the south of the site, from high level ground at Caesar’s 
Camp (where the current view of Fleet is totally obscured by trees) and from long 
distance views beyond Crondall on the rising ground to the south. 

 
143. The proposed development would be seen from the wider countryside and this is 

acknowledged in the Landscape and Visual Assessment, but the professional view is 
that this is not serious.  We strongly disagree.  One can not currently see any of the 
existing development in this locality but the QEB development would be seen from many 
locations. It is therefore extremely significant. 

 
144. In addition to this, many of the houses on Aldershot Road backing onto this site are 

bungalows, so there would be a stark contrast between the proposed urban development 
in this sector of the site and the sub urban, small scale development that already exists 
in Church Crookham.  This is very poor urban planning and is not acceptable. 

 
Conclusion 3.3 
145. The height of buildings on the north west area of the site (‘Local Centre’) will be 

excessive and out of character with the local area and will be visible from areas where 
existing development cannot be seen at present. The impact of the proposed 
development on views both near and far will be out of character for the locality. 
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146. The Design and Access Statement does not contain a topographical analysis of the 
site, nor does it contain level survey information or proposed site sections and massing 
diagrams.  This makes it difficult to assess the true impact of the development on areas 
such as Humphrey Park, however buildings backing onto Humphrey Park are shown to 
be up to 12m high +/- 1.5m adjacent to bungalows in Aldershot Road and two storey 
houses.   We respectfully suggest that it would be wrong to approve a development 
without accurate level information on which to assess the impact of the development on 
adjacent residential areas.   

 
Conclusion 3.4 
147. There is inadequate information in the application to assess the impact of the 

development on the residents of Humphrey Park and Aldershot Road, however, what 
little information there is gives us great cause for concern. 

 
148. The proposed development on this site will be visible from the medium and longer 

views as mentioned above.  Previously with developments around Fleet, care has been 
taken to ensure that the new buildings are screened from adjacent rural areas. A 
particularly successful example of this is the Netherhouse Moor development which 
comes close to Hitches Lane but is not visible except for the smallest parts of some 
roofs.  The development is screened by a natural rise in the land.  Similarly Zebon Copse 
is screened and also Elvetham Heath is contained between natural features and the M3. 
The proposals for the QEB site are totally different to these good examples of urban 
planning. The proposed QEB development will be extremely visually prominent because 
of the height of development and also because of the extent of development outside the 
settlement boundary on the former road transport depot land.   

 
Conclusion 3.5 
149. The development will have a significant impact on views from the wider countryside 

which is totally out of keeping with the character of the area and will have an adverse 
affect on the Landscape Character. 

 
150. The Design and Access Statement also contains information on bulk and scale of 

buildings that is, quite honestly, frightening.  Table 8.4 and Figure 8.7 show 15m deep 
plan buildings of 100m in length.  This is totally out of keeping with the local character or 
domestic suburban architecture and is unacceptable.  The parameters stated are so 
'loose' that they will not allow robust planning control of the development. 

 
151. The form of existing traditional buildings in the area is generally derived from 

traditional construction where buildings have small span, steep pitched roof forms.  More 
recent suburban development increases roof spans and reduces roof pitches but the 
scale of the buildings is still small and does not approach the figures proposed in the 
Design and Access Statement. 

 
152. The Design and Access Statement chooses three reference points for design of the 

new development; Aldershot, Odiham and North Fleet suburbia.  The choice of Aldershot 
for a development adjacent to Church Crookham is not logical in urban design terms. 
Rushmoor Borough and Hart District have distinct characters; Rushmoor is an urban 
area where one settlement merges into the next.  Hart is countryside with distinct 
settlements surrounded by open space.  The intensity of built form found in Aldershot 
does not exist in Hart.  This is not just a question of density, for example, in Albert Street 
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in Fleet, the redevelopment of the original Fleet School site is a reasonably high density 
scheme (52 dwellings per hectare) but still maintains the scale and character of the area.   

 
 
 

 
 
This scheme illustrates that it is possible to achi eve PPS 3 densities and keep within the character o f 
the area. 
 
153. We acknowledge that developments have to make efficient use of land, but this does 

not mean that the developer should propose to import a building character that is alien to 
the District.  Church Crookham is suburban throughout its area and this should be a 
starting point for 'Building in Context', which is recommended good practice.  Settlements 
such as Odiham and Crookham Village can be used to give clues to the form and scale 
of development that is appropriate, whilst acknowledging that average densities will have 
to be higher on the QEB site. But very high densities have been achieved successfully in 
Odiham which positively enhance the character of the town. 

 
154. Section 8.9 of the Brief shows a form of development which it calls Parkland military 

which is totally alien to the locality.  These are urban forms and their relationship to the 
public open space will be cliff like and unlike anything that has been built in the area to 
date.  It certainly does not have a precedent in any local traditional building and is clearly 
out of character.  The ‘Local Centre’ frontage illustrated on this page is again an urban 
form that one would expect to find in the centre of settlements, not on the edge as this is 
proposed to be.  We would seriously question the concept of an urban core to this 
development. 

 
155. The resulting layout proposed for the site has little to do with the character studies 

carried out by the developer either.  The road pattern in the latest Design and Access 
Statement has become a winding route and will not provide the permeability referred to 
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in the beginning of the design statement.  Villages such as Odiham and small towns such 
as Fleet are based around a central access or spine route which is linear and easy to 
understand.  Early development plans for this site showed a simple spine route but this 
has changed to be more complex with each iteration of the plan. The twisting routes of 
modern estates are confusing and disorienting and are not characteristic of settlements 
in this locality.  A good example of this 'not working' is Zebon Copse, which is very 
confusing and discourages use, putting pressure onto surrounding residential roads. 

 
Conclusion 3.6 
156. The urban design character of the proposed scheme is flawed by using the wrong 

reference points which are urban and out of character with the area.  The form, scale 
and layout of buildings is not in keeping with the suburban character of the area. 

 
157. The visual impact of the roundabout and car park proposed for Parkhurst Hill SINC 

will be significant and detrimental.  A significant number of trees will be removed and the 
meadow adjacent to the proposed location for the car park will be opened up.  This will 
change the wooded character of Beacon Hill Road at this point.  The visible car park and 
open meadow will encourage visitors, which normally could be an attractive option, 
however, because of the proximity of the SPA, the use of this car park by passers by 
would cause additional uncalculated impact on the SPA. 

 
158. In order to create sustainable communities there needs to be a hierarchy of 

development from the out lying areas to the core; in this case Fleet town centre.  Each 
local area needs a local parade of shops typically containing a convenience store, 
possibly a hairdresser, newsagent and possibly other small shops or services.  Fleet 
should provide a local centre for this proposed development and larger towns such as 
Basingstoke, Camberley  and Guildford for a wider range of facilities and services.  Fleet 
town centre looses significant business to adjacent towns and this should be 
discouraged as it will involve longer car journeys and will not support the local 
community.  The latest version of the Design and Access statement contains a provision 
for a supermarket which will be totally contrary to this approach and the aims of PPG13 
(Transport). 

 
Conclusion 3.7 
159. There should be a control over the size and number of retail development allowed on 

this site to ensure that the development supports Fleet as its local town centre. 
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4. QEB Campaign: Proof of evidence relating to Traf fic and Transport 
 
160. This document forms part of the QEB Campaign’s Proof of Evidence in relation to the 

appeal by the developer (Taylor Woodrow) into the refusal by Hart District Council to 
grant planning permission for the development of the Queen Elizabeth Barracks and 
Wakefords Copse site. 

 
161. There is a large and genuine concern from the local residents around the QEB site 

about the capacity of the road system and the impact the additional traffic will have on 
their amenities, road safety and hte ability of the road system to reasonably cope with 
this level of additional traffic. 

 
162. This proof of evidence establishes that the proposed Highway solution is not in 

accordance with the Local Plan both in terms of (i) its reliance on parts of the Highway 
network which are already at capacity or will become so as a result of the development 
and (ii) because of its impact on the surrounding residential areas. 

 
163. This proof will also show there are incorrect assumptions, calculations and predictions 

in the information submitted by the developer that do not give a realistic prediction of the 
likely impact of the proposals on the local the Highway network. 

 
164. The conclusion of this proof is that the information submitted with the application 

shows that the scheme as proposed does not comply with the Local Plan and will cause 
unreasonable impact on local transport. 

 
 
Local Plan Policy DEV 2 
165. The Local Plan policy for this site does not set a particular number of houses as the 

Inspector for the Local Plan decided there were five factors that would determine this.  
The Special Protection Area (SPA) is clearly one crucial aspect and there are also 
requirements to protect and mitigate for the impact on other nature conservation issues.  
The protection of societal risk from Farnborough airport is another vital criteria.  The 
capacity of the highway network is listed as the fifth.  The wording supporting the Policy 
states:  

“THE OVERALL SCALE OF HOUSING DEVELOPMENT IS SUBJECT TO:...... 
5. Capacity of the surrounding highway network and transportation systems to accommodate 
growth.” 
 

166. The policy also requires a 'comprehensive package of proposals'....'linking the site to 
the highway network'.  The policy envisaged a spine road linking to Redfields site, 
DEV15, and the employment site of DEV 3 to integrate the cycling, bus, transport and 
employment. This wording regarding the capacity of the highway network is particular to 
this development site for specific reasons which we explain below. 

 
167. The amended application now being considered still does not include assessments of 

key junctions, although some data is now included in the new outline application.  A 
Traffic Assessment (TA) should consider the impact of traffic on any junction where a 
material impact can be anticipated and this should have included the Reading Road 
corridor  ie Fleet Road/Reading Road N&S/Crookham Road, the Aldershot Road A323 
and Redfields Lane/A287/Hyde Lane.  To accurately assess these junctions a realistic 
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assessment needs to be made of the traffic flows from the development, capacity of the 
highway network and the routes likely to be taken.  We will firstly look at the capacity of 
the highway network and then cover the other parameters below. 

 
168. It is known that Fleet Road is at capacity at present and that the Oatsheaf Junction is 

also at capacity.  This has been reported to Hampshire County Council and to Hart 
District Council including in a report commissioned from W S Atkins.  This report is 
attached in Appendix T1.  Bearing in mind the traffic growth that has continued since the 
statistics reported at that time, the situation has only become worse.   

 
169. In the studies carried out for the Fleet Town Centre Improvement Scheme tests were 

carried out on the Oatsheaf junction to see if a pedestrian crossing phase could be 
incorporated.  In the report by WS Atkins dated March 2002, page 29 (Appendix T1) they 
note that the introduction of a pedestrian phase at these lights was not possible as it 
would 'more than double the queue lengths' on Reading Road South and North.  
Similarly at Kings Road waiting times could increase from 45 seconds to 3 minutes!  This 
shows how critical these junctions are. 

 
170. The fact is that the traffic flows through Fleet town centre are limited by the junctions.  

In the report by  Hampshire County Council contained in Appendix T2, on page 18 
paragraph A.3 a table shows the traffic flow on Fleet Road, noting that it had hardly 
increased in the last 7 years 'suggesting that the road is operating close to capacity at 
peak periods.' 

 
171. Turning to Reading Road South we note that WSP in the TA say this road has a 

theoretical link flow capacity of 1,850 cars per hour, whihc is based on a mathematical 
calculation related to road road width.  This flow is not achievable in reality though as can 
be seen from the traffic surveys contained in the TA.  The capacity of this road, as with 
others in Fleet, is determined by the junctions and other restrictions along the road 
(pedestrian crossings, right turns etc.).  Taking Appendix E of the TA and looking at data 
for site 6 northbound traffic (the start of Reading Road South) we see the morning peak 
flows start at 7am at about 575 and continues at about the same level throughout the 
day rising in the evening to a peak flow of about 780 vehicles traveling north.  The fact 
that the morning peak is significantly lower than the evening peak (which is the opposite 
to what one would normally expect) and starts early in the morning means the road is 
over capacity during the morning period.  The road is also at capacity at its junctions in 
the evening but does not reach the ‘calculated’ capacity figure. Traffic regularly backs up 
from the town centre to somewhere between Courtmoor Avenue and Basingbourne 
Road and often further.  Looking at the southbound traffic this is about equal for am and 
pm peak hours at 600 cars.  Hampshire County Council agree this road is currently at 
capacity. 

 
172. It is proposed in the TA to add 200 cars to this road at peak hour, mainly northbound; 

in reality this will probably be more.  (Table 7.4 TA Feb 2007 for new outline application).  
This is just not possible; the road clearly does not have capacity in the morning peak for 
this level of increase.  It is totally incorrect to use the 'theoretical' link flow capacity for this 
road when the data shows clearly it is limited to a much lower capacity by the junctions. 

 
173. It is obvious that a significant amount of this restriction is caused by the schools at 

Heatherside and Court Moor, however they already stagger their opening/closing hours 
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to help minimise congestion and it is difficult to see what more they could do.  However, 
the queues do not stop when you pass Heatherside, the traffic is queuing from the 
Oatsheaf junction too which we have already explained is also at capacity. 

 
174. Further, it is useful that WSP have now extended their survey to show flows further 

along Reading Road South.  In Appendix E2 of the TA dated Feb 2007 for the Outline 
Application the first survey relates to this area.  If one looks at traffic flows for  
movements 19, 20 and 21 (Northbound on Reading Road South at the canal bridge) ( = 
520+105+70 ) these show about 700 vehicles per hour for the whole time of the morning 
survey. By the time this traffic has reached Fleet Road it has dropped to 450 cars 
(Movements 35,40,45 = 90+250+110 = 450), yet at least 600 of vehicles at the canal 
want to travel north.  Traffic is heavily reliant on Connaught, Clarence and Albert Street, 
which are residential unclassified roads.  What is surprising to us is how many cars join 
Reading Road South along its length between Crookham Crossroads and the canal 
bridge – about 250 vehicles on the day of this survey (Movements 10,11 &12  = 
25+340+100 = 465).  Some of this will be local traffic but it also indicates a level of 'rat 
running' to short cut the queues that build up in the mornings. 

 
175. The TA discusses the problem of Reading Road South and on page 53 where it is 

acknowledged that the road is currently over its theoretical link capacity in the area of the 
Heatherside School crossing, carrying 118% of the theoretical capacity in 2005. It 
proposes the introduction of a developer funded traffic signal to reduce the overcapacity 
from a theoretical 160% to 148%.   

 
176. The problem with development on the south side of Fleet is that the canal limits the 

access points to travel north to four places.  Malthouse bridge is a single file bridge 
Listed Grade II and is close to Coxheath Bridge which is in a residential road. There is 
little point in diverting traffic over these bridges as it will end up at the Oatsheaf junction 
which is already at capacity.  The bridge on Reading Road South is already at or above 
capacity.  Kings Road bridge has a limited capacity because of the junctions of Kings 
Road/Fleet Road (see below) and Aldershot Road (Fleet) and Reading Road South.  
This was, we believe the concern of the Local Planning Authority in scribing the policy to 
include the very pertinent words concerning the Highway capacity.  The developers of 
this site need to find a way of balancing the level of development with highway 
improvements. 

 
177. No assessment of the junction between Aldershot Road and the A323 has been 

carried out.  From our personal experience this junction reaches capacity in the am peak 
and the tail backs create a danger because of the blind hill just before the junction.  
Aldershot Road (east) already takes about 700 vehicles in the morning peak (Movements 
36, 41 and 47 = 430+200+65 = 700) and the TA says the development will add 74 cars in 
the morning peak.  This is more than 10% so the junction with the A323 should have 
been assessed to allow for growth and development traffic.  Again the capacity of this 
road is determined by its junction with the A323 and not the theoretical link capacity.   It 
has not been shown that this junction has the capacity to accommodate growth and 
therefore fails to meet the Local Plan policy. 

 
178. The report in Appendix T2 also refers to a study by Mott McDonald in 1996 which 

found that a 14% increase in traffic would lead to Fleet Road/Kings Road and Albert 
Street/Reading Road South reaching capacity Para B.2.2). Since then there has been 
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considerable growth in traffic from the Elvetham Heath housing estate and in particular 
on Albert Street from the 'overflow' from Fleet Road.  These junctions have not been 
assessed yet they are clearly critical to the ability of the highway network to 
accommodate this development. 

 
179. We also have grave doubts about the reality of the proposed development flows. 

Looking at plan 28 from the TA Feb 2007 for the Outline Application, this shows a total 
peak hour flow from the development of 433 vehicles.  Whilst we would raise serious 
doubts about the optimism of the overall traffic flows from the development as a 
whole(see below), let us for the present assume this figure is correct.  We will just 
consider the am peak as this is the most critical.  The main site access in Sandy Lane is 
indicated to take about half the site traffic.  With the proposed layout and high density 
housing at this end of the site we would also question this allocation, however, let us 
continue with this assumption.  

 
180. Apparently the majority of this traffic is expected to turn right out of the site and travel 

down the residential roads of Twesledown Road and Sandy Lane (which is to include 
road humps).  This is largely to access Crookham crossroads and Reading Road South.  
Bearing in mind the danger of the junction at the end of Twesledown Road, the humps in 
Sandy Lane and the capacity of Reading Road South, it seems more likely traffic will 
take a left turn out of the development and use Gally Hill Road, Crookham Road, Hitches 
Lane and Winchfield Railway Station (which is quicker to get to than Fleet Station from 
this starting point even with empty roads).  The school and church located on Gally Hill 
Road use the highway for parking making this road effectively single lane at peak travel 
times and thereby significantly reducingthe capacity of this road. 

 
181. This will cause capacity problems with the complex junction between Gally Hill Road, 

Aldershot Road and Sandy Lane.  The assessment of this junction in the TA does not 
take into account the poor sight lines for right turns from this junction, nor the complex 
relationship between this junction and Gally Hill Road – they are both treated as separate 
junctions.  To have a development of this size and not to resolve this dangerous junction 
is unreasonable.  In addition the development relies on this junction as part of its cycle 
route into Fleet.  Fleet has a high accident rate for vulnerable road users which results 
from high levels of traffic on roads.  This junction, which is already dangerous will 
become far worse and simply ‘painting the tarmac’ is not a meaningful solution. 

 
182. The TA Feb 2007 states in para 7.11.6 that the modeling for this junction reasonably 

replicates the observed peak hour queuing. This is not the case as the junction between 
Sandy Lane and Aldershot Road already experiences average queues of 2.5 cars whilst 
the model puts this at 0.71. Whilst these figures do not seem that large, the TA notes 
that this junction will reach capacity for short periods in the morning peak, but it is based 
on a very optimistic data and unsubstantiated assumptions.  We would assert that the 
junction will receive far more traffic from the development and will be a problem both in 
terms of capacity and safety for vulnerable road users and the TA does not produce 
believable evidence to counter this. 

 
183. Development site DEV12 in the current Local Plan will also lead to significant traffic 

growth in the area which will reduce the capacity on the roads further.  This site is a very 
large site previously used by the Defence Research Agency for military research and jet 
engine testing.  It is currently vacant, generating no significant traffic.  A planning 
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application for 1,300,000 square feet of warehouse space providing 1,600 jobs has been 
re-submitted to Hart Council.  Although it is not clear what development will happen on 
this site the site has a Lawful Use Certificate for Research and Development.  When this 
site becomes active again, whihc it will do soon, the levels of traffic will rise significantly 
and impact on hte capacity ofhte Highway Network. 

 
184. On the 4th April the Highways Agency wrote to the Planning Inspectorate to object to 

the development at QEB noting that the additional traffic ‘will have a significant impact on 
juntion 4A, which is already at capacity during peak hours, and the environment.’  This is 
quite an extraordinary state of affairs.  Without the development of DEV12, immediately 
adjacent to junction 4A on hte M3 the Highway Agency are objecting to additional traffic; 
yet the Agency cannot object to the lawful use of this site which will generate huge 
amounts of additional traffic.  These facts cannot be ignored inthe light of the Planning 
Policy for this site, which includes a specific reference to the capacity ofhte highway 
network. 
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Conclusion 4.1 
185. The above information shows that there are clear capacity and traffic growth 

problems that have not been addressed in the development proposals. The planning 
policy for this sites makes it clear that the level of development on this site is constrained 
by these facts. These issues must be addressed by the applicant before permission for 
development of the site can be given, otherwise the application should be refused. 

 
186. The development will put an unreasonable burden onto the local highway network will 

lead to unacceptable long queues, 'rat running' through residential areas and villages 
which will be contrary to Policy GEN 1 of the Local Plan. 

 
 
 
Trip rates, modal split and predicted traffic growt h 
187. There are many features of the trip rate calculation that mean in reality it is a very  

optimistic forecast. This illustrates the poor level of understanding that the developer has 
shown of the local highways network and further undermines the validity of TA.   

 
188. Firstly, we need to understand a little about Fleet.  The report produced by W S 

Hampshire County Council and W S Atkins for Fleet Town Centre Improvements notes 
(para A.1 first published Feb 2002 - Appendix T1) that Hart has one of the highest levels 
of car ownership in the country. In fact it has been repeatedly reported in the Press that 
Elvetham Heath housing estate has the highest car ownership per head of population in 
the country.  New estates attract younger more mobile families with two working parents 
– this is clearly shown by the age profile in the National Statistics. This is not just a result 
of the social structure of this area though, but also because of the dispersed location of 
facilities, jobs, and the lack of suitable public transport (this is highlighted in the Local 
Transport Plan(LTP)). A high proportion of retail (comparison and convenience), 
entertainment and employment involve travel which unfortunately can only practically be 
done by car.  All 6th form colleges are outside of the area and so there is a very 
significant 16 to 18 year old age population that commute too. 

 
189. The trip rate calculation in the TA is based on data for the South East.  However, 

there are distinct differences in trip data between new residential estates and existing 
established residential areas.  Our Tables T1, T2, T3 and T4 show census data for Fleet 
North compared to Church Crookham, the South East and England.  These are from the 
2001 Census data.  Fleet North in 2001 included about 300 houses at Elvetham Heath 
and a large part of Ancells Farm estate as well as some existing residential properties.  It 
is therefore largely made up of recently completed houses and reflects the nature of 
likely residents of any further development around Fleet. 
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2001 CENSUS DATA NEIGHBOURHOOD STATISTICS         T ABLE T1  

Economic Activity (UV28)     Fleet North percent Church 
Crookham 
East 

percent Hart percent South East England 

      Ward    Region Country 

All People Count Persons Apr-01 2324  3412  61655  5766307 3.6E+07 

Economically active Count Persons Apr-01  1989 86% 2574 75% 46537 75% 4037629 2.4E+07 

Economically active: Employee Count Persons Apr-01 1674  2126  37952  3195580 1.9E+07 

Economically active: Employee: Part-time Count Persons Apr-01 212  446  7783  703347 4196041 

Economically active: Employee: Full-
time 

Count Persons Apr-01  1462 63% 1680 49% 30169 49% 2492233 1.4E+07 

Economically active: Self-employed with 
employees 

Count Persons Apr-01 59  95  1867  180275 1049823 

Economically active: Self-employed with 
employees: Part-time 

Count Persons Apr-01 7  17  295  26926 151575 

Economically active: Self-employed with 
employees: Full-time 

Count Persons Apr-01 52  78  1572  153349 898248 

Economically active: Self-employed 
without employees 

Count Persons Apr-01 170  233  4232  371963 1905165 

Economically active: Self-employed 
without employees: Part-time 

Count Persons Apr-01 44  49  1345  111701 542458 

Economically active: Self-employed 
without employees: Full-time 

Count Persons Apr-01 126  184  2887  260262 1362707 

Economically active: Unemployed Count Persons Apr-01 33  45  962  133481 1188855 

Economically active: Full-time Students Count Persons Apr-01 53  75  1524  156330 917582 

Economically inactive Count Persons Apr-01 335  838  15118  1728678 1.2E+07 

Economically inactive: Retired Count Persons Apr-01  82 4% 451 13% 7286 12% 772936 4811595 

Economically inactive: Student Count Persons Apr-01 49  59  1521  240554 1660564 

Economically inactive: Looking after 
home / family 

Count Persons Apr-01  147 6% 218 6% 4122 7% 377565 2316229 

Economically inactive: Permanently sick / 
disabled 

Count Persons Apr-01 19  62  1063  198886 1884901 

Economically inactive: Other Count Persons Apr-01 38  48  1126  138737 1102095 

Economic Activity (UV28) National 
Statistics 
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2001 CENSUS DATA NEIGHBOURHOOD STATISTICS         T ABLE T2  

 
 
Age 
Distribution  

    North Fleet Church 
Crookham 
East 

Hart South East Englan
d 

Age Groups - 
Summary 

Age Groups - 
Summary; Aged 0-4; 
years 

Percentage Persons Apr-01 8.81 6.07 6.08 5.91 5.96 

Age Groups - 
Summary 

Age Groups - 
Summary; Aged 5-
15; years 

Percentage Persons Apr-01 14.64 14.09 14.37 14.02 14.2 

Age Groups - 
Summary 

Age Groups - 
Summary; Aged 16-
19; years 

Percentage Persons Apr-01 3.40 3.69 4.83 4.81 4.9 

Age Groups - 
Summary 

Age Groups - 
Summary; Aged 20-
44; years 

Percentage Persons Apr-01 52.53 35.22 35.41 34.62 35.31 

Age Groups - 
Summary 

Age Groups - 
Summary; Aged 45-
64; years 

Percentage Persons Apr-01 17.42 25.6 26.58 24.29 23.75 

Age Groups - 
Summary 

Age Groups - 
Summary; Aged 65; 
years and over 

Percentage Persons Apr-01 3.21 15.33 12.74 16.36 15.89 

     100.01 100 100.01 100.01 100.01 
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2001 CENSUS DATA NEIGHBOURHOOD STATISTICS         T ABLE T3 
 

Distance Travelled to Work 
(UV35) 

           

    Fleet North  C.C. East  Hart  South 
East 

England 

    Ward  Ward    Region Country 
All People Count Persons Apr-01 1957  2525  45499  3888756 22441497 
Works mainly at or from home Count Persons Apr-01 196 10% 247 10% 4871 11% 386302 2055224 
Less than 2km Count Persons Apr-01 184 9% 267 11% 7248 16% 792325 4484082 
2km to less than 5km Count Persons Apr-01 315 16% 473 19% 5491 12% 683531 4510259 
5km to less than 10km Count Persons Apr-01 412 21% 603 24% 9501 21% 589320 4094614 
10km to less than 20km Count Persons Apr-01 264 13% 301 12% 6809 15% 532799 3412081 
20km to less than 30km Count Persons Apr-01 139 7% 142 6% 2811 6% 260817 1197605 
30km to less than 40km Count Persons Apr-01 120 6% 130 5% 2092 5% 138450 527840 
40km to less than 60km Count Persons Apr-01 215 11% 190 8% 3136 7% 151207 487683 
60km and over Count Persons Apr-01 45 2% 48 2% 1351 3% 141187 607571 
No fixed place of work Count Persons Apr-01 61 3% 116 5% 2051 5% 199278 991537 
Working outside the UK Count Persons Apr-01 3 0% 8 0% 117 0% 11593 59346 
Working at offshore installation Count Persons Apr-01 3 0% 0 0% 21 0% 1947 13655 
TOTAL      100%  100%  100%   
Percentage travelling over 20km     24%  18%  18%   

            
78 people of retirement age in N. Fleet.           
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2001 CENSUS DATA NEIGHBOURHOOD STATISTICS         T ABLE T4  

Method of 
Travel to Work - 
Resident 
Population 
(UV39) 

   Fleet 
North 

 C C 
East 

 Hart  South East England 

    Ward % age  % age  % age Region % age Country 
All People Count Persons Apr-01 2326  3412  61655  5766307  35532091 
Working People    1957  2525  45499  3888756   
Works mainly at or 
from home 

Count Persons Apr-01 196 10% 247 10% 4871 11% 386302 10% 2055224 

Underground, 
metro, light rail or 
tram 

Count Persons Apr-01 3 0% 3 0% 58 0% 8949 0% 709386 

Train Count Persons Apr-01 190 8% 116 3% 2451 4% 218822 4% 950023 
Bus, minibus or 
coach 

Count Persons Apr-01 10 1% 17 1% 591 1% 169312 4% 1685361 

Taxi or minicab Count Persons Apr-01 8 0% 10 0% 96 0% 16032 0% 116503 
Driving a car or van Count Persons Apr-01 1365 70% 1806 72% 30312 67% 2301493 59% 12324166 
Passenger in a car 
or van 

Count Persons Apr-01 63 3% 110 4% 1962 4% 219850 6% 1370685 

Motorcycle, scooter 
or moped 

Count Persons Apr-01 12 1% 31 1% 462 1% 43731 1% 249456 

Bicycle Count Persons Apr-01 24 1% 75 3% 1208 3% 119315 3% 634588 
On foot Count Persons Apr-01 79 4% 105 4% 3204 7% 385450 10% 2241901 
Other Count Persons Apr-01 7 0% 5 0% 284 1% 19500 1% 104205 
Not currently 
working 

Count Persons Apr-01 369  887  16156  1877551  13090593 

   98%  99%  99%  98%  
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190. It can be seen from these statistics when comparing North Fleet with Church 
Crookham that there is a significantly higher working population (86% as opposed to 
75%), that there is a substantially smaller retired population ( 3% over 65 as opposed to 
15%) and that they travel further to work (24% travel over 20km as opposed to 18%).  In 
addition to this a high percentage use a car for travel to work (70%) and North Fleet is 
very close to the railway station (8% commute by train) and explains why car use is 
slightly higher in Church Crookham as fewer people commute.  This figure of 70% is 
even higher when compared to the average for the south east which was 59% in 2001.  
This illustrates how new developments such as this do have a heavier reliance on car 
travel than established residential areas.  Hampshire County Council may have set 
laudible objectives in their LTP in terms of reducing car usage but achieving these in the 
Fleet area is not within their gift. It is not possible for them to choose the residents who 
will live here, to find them jobs close by, to build a local sixth form college, department 
stores, cinemas and all the other things people rely on cars to access in this area.  We 
are not making any social judgements in this assessment, just pointing out the reality of 
the situation in Fleet, which is different from 'the South East' generally. 

 
191. It is also true that bus usage is very low in Fleet generally and particularly for access 

to employment – it is only 1% and is noted as 2.7% for all trips in the report on the Town 
Centre Improvements.  Cycling to work is also low on the new estates at 1%.  

 
192. The TA has taken figures for travel to work from Special Workplace Statistics for 

Church Crookham.  Firstly these SWS figures are at variance with the Census data. 
Secondly it is simply wrong to say a new housing estate is the same as an established 
residential area for this aspect.  As can be seen above they are statistically significantly 
different.  To say 5.6% will go by rail, 6.6% will cycle and 10.4% will walk is totally 
unrealistic.  It would be very desirable to see a 400% increase in the use of buses to 
access employment but we do not see any changes being put in place that will make this 
happen.  Unfortunately we need to be realistic and the truth is that the car is the only 
realistic option for many journeys within and out of Fleet. 

 
193. The calculations for modal split are grossly unrealistic in several places.  For 

example, the calculations claim that 30% of trips for convenience shopping in Fleet town 
centre will be by bike and 40% by car.  It shows only 10% of secondary school trips by 
car – Hampshire County Council web site for school travel plans notes that, on average 
in the county 20% of secondary school children are taken by car.  Bearing in mind Fleet’s 
high car usage and the fact this proposed development site is on the edge of the schools’ 
catchment the real figure will certainly be much higher than 20%.  Apart from the fact that 
this undermines the basis of the TA, this travel will be at the am peak impacting on road 
capacity when it is most critical. 

 
194. The TA uses low growth rates for traffic predictions.  This is also very optimistic.  

Between 1994 and 1999 traffic grew at 5% per annum,   Although there were some 
special reasons for some of this, the area around Fleet has experienced high levels of 
traffic growth consistently.  This is noted repeatedly in the LTP (“North East Hampshire 
Transport Strategy – Full Local Plan March 2006”( NEHTS)).  This document states in 
paragraph 9.113, for example, that trends of 1% per annum will lead to increased 
pressure at key junctions on the local road network.  The TA on page 43, Table 7.3 
shows traffic growth taken for the calculations as being between 2.1 and 2.7% over 7 
years.  We are not aware of any significant proposals to reduce traffic from Hampshire’s 
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prediction of 7% over this period to less than 3%, the figures used in the TA.  HDC’s 
Local Plan specifically refers to allowances for growth in traffic and this has not being 
done correctly in the TA.  Further, once the development is completed, traffic growth will 
still continue in the area – and although this is not necessarily a direct result of the 
development – it is a requirement to allow some capacity on the roads for the future. 

 
195. For instance we already know of the new Hitches Lane development that will ensure 

that traffic growth will be high for roads such as Gally Hill Road and Reading Road North 
(leading to the Oatsheaf junction). 

 
196. In addition there is the proposal for Pyestock in hte Local Plan policy DEV12, referred 

to above, for 1,3000,000 square feet of warehousing and 1,600 jobs.  The Highway 
Authority accept that it will add a significant amount of traffic tothe road system, however, 
because of the Lawful Use Certificate they cannot object to an equivalent level of traffic.  
It is therefore very odd that the TA does not take into account the traffic that is currently 
‘missing’ from the roads from this site as it will, one day soon, come back into use. 

 
197. Planning for development at QEB needs to allow for the growth of traffic in the 

highway network that will actually happen – especially in the light of the capacity issues 
raised above and the policy wording in DEV2.   It is clear that the two developments 
alone will lead to continued high levels of growth in the area without even thinking about 
the high background level of continuing development. 

 
198. Therefore, despite that on the surface science appears to have been applied to this 

TA, on closer scrutiny, it is seriously flawed and does not present a realistic projection of 
transport from the site – it is too optimistic and is not 'robust' as claimed. We believe this 
will seriously impede a decision being made on the proposed developments until a more 
robust TA is available.  

 
Conclusion 4.2 
199. The TA under-calculates the traffic generated by new developments and does not 

make a realistic allowance for future traffic growth in the area.   
 
Road Safety 
200. Very little improvement has been proposed to the surrounding road network to 

improve safety.  Additional traffic is added to the roads in an area where vulnerable road 
users are at risk because of the existing high levels of traffic.  In particular the Gally Hill 
Road/Aldershot Road junction and Reading Road South will be made more unsafe. 

 
201. Additional traffic will be added to the A287 which already has a high accident rate.  

The problems caused  by adding extra traffic to this road from developments has 
previously been a local  issue. Contributions have been asked for and secured from 
developers to carry out improvements, although very little appears to have actually been 
done to alleviate the issue. We have already questioned the supposed distribution of 
traffic from the development. The assumptions for the TA appear to unrealistically 
manipulate traffic away from the Sandy Lane exit onto Aldershot Road, and thereby 
avoid the controversial and dangerous Redfields Lane/A287 junction.  The development 
will clearly have an impact on the access to the A287 and we believe it will be far greater 
than predicted in the TA. 
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202. Cycling from the proposed development along the routes that have been proposed 
will need substantial investment to make these routes safe.  The only realistic option for 
a cyclist is to join Reading Road South at some point, as indicated on the proposed 
route, and this is not a safe road for cycling at present.  There is no proper cycle lane 
and the canal bridge is too narrow to accommodate this. A new pedestrian bridge may 
resolve this constriction but there are many other problems.  The existing cycle route on 
Fleet Road to the station is far too narrow and needs significant improvement if it is to be 
an acceptable part of the developer’s proposed routes.  The local roads however are 
already too congested with cars making Fleet one of the worst places in Hampshire for 
vulnerable road users, such as cyclists. 

 
203. The proposals should contain safe routes for cycling to schools, the leisure centre 

and the town centre but there is not even a  safe route out of the site itself and the use of 
roads such as Gally Hill Road, Reading Road South without significant improvement is 
unsafe and not reasonable. As a basic minimum, junction improvements at Gally Hill 
Road/Aldershot Road are required, cycle lanes in Reading Road South and major works 
to the canal crossing are needed to create safe routes.  Cars need to be prevented from 
‘rat running’ so residential roads are kept as low speed circulation routes that cyclists can 
use safely. As proposed the additional traffic from the development will make roads less 
attractive for the people who already cycle in Fleet and will reduce cycling to the town 
from existing residential areas. 

 
204. Children who use Church Crookham Junior School, Tweesledown Infants School, 

both on Tweesledown Road and Crookham Infants School on Gally Hill Road and the 
several nurseries in the area, will be put at greater risk by the increased traffic.  Many 
children walk from Zebon Copse, Humphrey Park, Quetta Park and Church Crookham 
walk to school along Aldershot Road, Gally Hill Road and Sandy Lane.  The junction of 
these roads will be dangerous and the painting of the road surface will not compensate 
for the added risk.  More traffic will use Gally Hill Road to access both Fleet and 
Winchfield stations than has been estimated.  Parking for the Curch and School in Gally 
Hill Road make this road single lane with poor visibility which, with the increased traffic is 
unreasonably dangerous.  Although other junctions have been subject to risk 
assessments no risk assessment has been done for the proposed works at this junction. 

 
205. The TA claims there will be little use of the Redfields Lane/A287 junction, which it 

also notes is unsafe and operates at capacity.  We believe this is wishful thinking rather 
than sound traffic management principles.  The TA notes the queue at this junction will 
increase from 14 to 19 cars based on a minimal flow of traffic in this direction.  If the TA 
is wrong in its assumption that people will drive all the way up Beacon Hill to access the 
A287 then these figures and the avoidance of the highway safety issue at this junction is 
seriously flawed.  We believe it is flawed as we can see no evidence in the TA that 
convinces us that Redfields Lane will not be the first choice for access to the A287.  The 
main access to the development is at the north end of Sandy Lane and it is a simple left 
turn into Aldershot Road.  The road through the estate will be designed to 20mph 
maximum with speed control and will be impractical for the majority of residents to exit 
onto Beacon Hill.  As we have already stated, we do not believe the number of people 
predicted to turn right out of the spine road exit will be achieved. 

 
206. The development should contribute to improvement of the cycle route to Fleet town 

centre as it is reliant on this road and no safe route currently exists. 
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Conclusion 4.3 
207. The development will lead to increased road safety hazards around the site without 

adequate highway safety measures.  In particular it will exacerbate the safety issues of 
the Gally Hill Road/Aldershot Road/ Sandy Lane juntion, reduce road safety for cyclists 
by intensifying traffic on existing roads which cannot be widened to create safe routes. 

 
 
Impact on Residential Amenities 
208. The Local Plan does not permit development which increases traffic flows which 

would cause a material detrimental affect to amenities. (GEN 1 (viii)). The Policy is 
extended in GEN 1(x) to cover villages.  It is clear to us that the congestion in Reading 
Road South and the travel patterns that will emerge will lead to significant ‘rat running’ 
through residential areas and through Crookham Village.  For example, it is quicker to 
get to Winchfield Railway station from the proposed development site (even when roads 
are empty in non peak hours) than Fleet Station – with the added advantage that you are 
more likely to get a seat on the train and you will be able to park your car (Fleet Station 
car park now has no spare parking spaces at all during the week).  To travel north from 
this site it is easier to use Gally Hill Road and Hitches Lane; and to access the M3 
junction 4a. We  know of many people who use that route regularly and then go through 
the twists and turns of Elvetham Heath housing estate to access the Cove Road and 
thence the M3.  All these routes go through villages and will impact on the amenities of 
their residents. 

 
209. As we have noted above there will be a significant use of cars to access secondary 

schools which will intrude on established residential areas – far more than has been 
calculated – however, many of these will be done 'on the way to work' so there will also 
be a return journey through junctions as it will be a two way trip. 

 
210. There will be a significant amount of traffic using Twesledown Road and cutting 

through roads such as The Verne, Basingbourne Road and Courtmoor Avenue, again 
impacting on the amenities of established residential areas. 

 
211. What is wrong with this concept is that the development adds significantly to the 

traffic in established residential areas whilst the development does not provide any relief 
to the problem within its site – the new residents of the proposed development can use 
the roads in established residential areas but the existing residents of Fleet will not be 
able to benefit from using the roads in the proposed development.  With the road 
congestion problems we have in Fleet it would only seem reasonable to seek some relief 
of this problem from the way any new developments are designed.  

 
Conclusion 4.4 
212. The traffic from this development will have an unreasonable affect on the amenities of 

the surrounding residential areas because of the rat running and increased traffic 
resulting from the under capacity of the road network, contrary to Policy Gen 1 in the 
Local Plan. 
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Bus services 
213. Bus usage in the local area is 2.7% of all journeys within the surrounding area.  The 

earlier TAR used a figure of 6% however the current TA cannot be compared in this way 
as it breaks the usage down into different journey types.  The fact remains that the 
average usage of buses in the TA is many times higher than the existing pattern and we 
do not see what will be done by the developer to achieve these claims.  The bus service 
to Fleet, whilst this may be very good, is of limited use as the destination does not 
provide for many ofhte needs of this community.  It does not access leisure facilities, 
cinema. It only accesses a little comparison shopping, a small amount of  employment 
and, as can be seen from the travel to work statistics, the train is used less today by new 
housing estates.  The new bus service to the new Elvetham Heath housing estate has 
not been successful and has been reduced as a consequence.  The park and ride 
scheme there has also failed, again illustrating that the public transport did not provide 
for the needs of the people who move into this area. 

 
214. The bus maps contained in the TA are all wrong and this is recognised by Hampshire 

County Council.  Whilst this is not of great significance, as they are likely to change yet 
again before this development gets underway, the information is misleading in some 
areas.  Bus services have been reducing in the area with the loss of routes through 
Pondtail, to Fleet Hospital (this service now goes to Elvetham Heath to fulfil a 
commitment to serve the estate but disadvantages the existing population!) .  Also the 
extension of the Aldershot bus service into the QEB site will add yet another diversion to 
a service that used to run directly to Aldershot. The more diversions this bus makes onto 
estates the longer the journey time and less attractive service it provide to the rest of 
Fleet.  It is also stated that this service has adequate time in its timetable to make this 
diversion - most of the time it only has 10 minutes turn round time which needs to 
accommodate any lost time, a convenience break, checking for any lost property and 
other administrative work.   

 
215. Whilst we acknowledge the efforts being made to improve bus services, there is no 

long term assurance this will be maintained or, as has happened elsewhere, that other 
services will be cut or merged to reduce the effectiveness in the longer term. 

 
Conclusion 4.5 
216. The use of bus travel cannot be relied upon to provide a signifcant modal shift. 
 
 
Fleet town centre 
217. It is important for reasons of sustainability that Fleet town centre it is accessible by 

residents of the proposed development at QEB site.  The large Elvetham Heath housing 
estate has done little to benefit town centre business and the retailers do not receive the 
level of trade they should from the population catchment they have.  This expectation is 
supported by PPG13.  It is also important that the retail provision on this site does not 
compete with Fleet town centre and the provision of a supermarket on the proposed site 
would do that.  The shops on this site should only be a local retail centre to support the 
development. The main food shopping should be provided for in Fleet town centre where 
other comparison and convenience shopping can be done at the same time.  With a 
supermarket on site residents will travel to other centres further afield to do their other 
types of shopping. A supermarket would also attract people away from Fleet town centre 
and would lead to more unsustainable travel patterns. This will damage the vitality of 
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Fleet town centre and will ultimately add to total mileage travelled to retail centres at 
Basingstoke and Camberley for example.  

 
218. The proposed development therefore should also be contributing to parking in Fleet 

town centre. The NEHTS notes the reliance of Fleet town centre on its parking, however, 
it is limited and has actually been reduced through highway improvement measures 
funded by the Elvetham Heath development.  This situation needs to be addressed as 
the proposed QEB development should relate to and support the town centre.  A 
significant financial contribution to additional parking in the town should have been 
proposed by the developer to support the strategy contained in NEHTS and the viability 
of the town centre.  

 
Conclusion 4.6 
219. The proposed development should also be contributing to parking in Fleet town 

centre. 
 
Construction Traffic 
220. The latest proposals for construction traffic place an unreasonable impact on the 

Servicemens accommodation at Quetta Park. This estate provides accommodation for 
450 young servicemens families with several hundred children which will cross the site 
access road every day to go to school.  This is clearly unsatisfactory. 

 
221. There are inadequate controls proposed over the routing of construction traffic from 

this site.  Routes should be agreed with the Local Authority and Highway Authority to 
minimise impact on the existing residential areas and there should be the ability to 
amend that  agreement to address any problems that may arise. 

 
Conclusion 4.7 
222. There are inadequate measures to protect the amenities of surrounding residents to 

the impact of construction traffic from t he development. 
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