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1 Introduction 

1.1.1 I have prepared this Rebuttal following receipt of the Proof of Evidence on transport and 

highways prepared by Mr Grantham of Hampshire County Council. 
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2 Reason for Refusal 2 

2.1.1 Mr Grantham presents his evidence on the matter of sustainability as two elements, related 

to the perceived inadequacy of pedestrian links to the secondary school and to the health 

centre. 

2.1.2 Taking the first matter under consideration – Mr Grantham concedes first in para. 2.6 that 

there is in fact a safe pedestrian route to the school and then in para. 2.7 acknowledges that 

this could be described as being within a reasonable walking distance. 

2.1.3 When evaluating the second element – access to the health centre – Mr Grantham again 

acknowledges under his para. 2.15 that there is a safe, albeit longer, walking route available 

between the site and the healthcare uses. 

2.1.4 In both regards, Mr Grantham is evidently conceding that the site is appropriately accessible 

to these destinations by means of walking and in this regard it appears to me that we are in 

agreement. Mr Grantham offers no other evidence to substantiate the actual reason for 

refusal as written, which deals exclusively with the matter of sustainable accessibility. 

2.1.5 In my opinion, a key issue with Mr Grantham’s evidence is apparent in his para. 2.8. Here he 

sets out what is presented as ‘the fundamental reason for the Road Safety concern being 

maintained’. Mr Grantham’s evidence to RfR2 is entirely focused on this perceived road safety 

concern, however the application was not refused on the basis of highway safety, nor does 

RfR2 make any such reference. 

2.1.6 In communication with Mr Grantham pursuant to the SoCG (ref. Appendix JW-R-1) it became 

apparent to me that Mr Grantham considered the matters of sustainability and highway safety 

to be intrinsically linked.  It is my view that Mr Grantham has unreasonably extended this 

association in his justification of the RfR. I accept that safety of a particular pedestrian route 

can have a bearing on the appraisal of sustainability, particularly where no other acceptable 

routes are available. However, where other acceptable pedestrian routes are available, which 

appears now to be agreed by all parties, then any residual concerns over safety of one 

particular route cannot in my view be considered a matter of sustainable accessibility. Instead, 

it should be viewed as a potential matter of residual highway safety and thus incompliance 

with NPPF para. 111. 
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2.1.7 In my opinion, Mr Grantham is seeking to unreasonably introduce a separate matter of 

residual highway safety under the auspices of the sustainability reason for refusal. It was in 

my opinion for good reason that the application was not refused on these grounds. As 

indicated in my evidence, in the previous appeal Inspector’s report1 (paragraph 42) and in the 

judgement of Mr Justice Garnham2  (paragraph 34) - on review of that decision, there was 

found to be no policy basis for refusing a planning application due to a particular pedestrian 

route being deemed unsafe, assuming that appropriate alternatives are available. In his 

evidence Mr Grantham provides no new policy analysis to counter this conclusion. 

2.1.8 Although seemingly reluctant to acknowledge previous determinations on the Appeal site 

itself, Mr Grantham seeks to place reliance on a decision from an entirely different site in 

different circumstances. I have reviewed the Land East of North Wallington Road3 decision in 

light of Mr Grantham’s reference to it. 

2.1.9 With reference to the quotation from the decision provided by Mr Grantham (his para. 2.21) it 

is evident that the Inspector considered the distances to services and facilitates by means of 

the longer route in that case to in some cases be beyond what the Inspector considered 

acceptable distances. This is markedly different to the Appeal Scheme, where the longer 

routes have now been accepted by all parties to be acceptable. I also consider it important to 

highlight that in the North Wallington Road case, essentially all services and facilities were 

required to use the longer route, but similarly all ‘could’ be accessed by the shorter but ‘unsafe’ 

route – this is not the case with the Appeal Scheme. 

2.1.10 Finally, I note that in summarising why he considers this decision relevant Mr Grantham again 

cites his concern regarding residual highway safety implications of pedestrians using this 

route; the ‘fundamental reason for the Road Safety concern’ as he refers to it. However, it is 

evident to me that the Inspector in the North Wallington Road appeal did not refuse that 

application on that basis. No reference is made to what would have been the relevant NPPF 

paragraph at the time, para. 109, dealing with unacceptable highway safety. Rather, the 

Inspector concluded that the site was an inappropriate location for development of this type 

being in conflict with local spatial policy. In other words, that Inspector found the site to be 

inconsistent with policy on sustainable development. This appeal decision does not support 

Mr Grantham’s view that an application should be refused because of perceived residual 

highway safety concerns. 

 
1 Appeal Ref: APP/W1715/W/18/3194846 - Land at Satchell Lane, Hamble-le-Rice SO31 4HP (CD8 8.1) 
2 Eastleigh BC v SSHCLG - Case No. CO/371/2019 (CD9 9.1) 
3 Appeal Ref: APP/A1720/W/22/3297544 - Land east of North Wallington Road, Wallington, Fareham, PO16 8TE 
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3 Reason for Refusal 3 

 March 2019 EMET Report 

3.1.2 In para. 3.4 of Mr Grantham’s evidence, he asserts that the Inspector in the GE Aviation case 

considered the March 2019 HCC report by the EMET to be ‘highly relevant’. This is entirely 

unsubstantiated and there is no evidence within the Inspector’s report to reach this 

conclusion. The quotation from para. 52 of the Inspector’s report to which Mr Grantham refers 

provides no insight into the Inspector’s opinions on the materiality of the HCC report. It is quite 

evident to me that the Inspector was presenting the position of HCC as indicated in that report 

and the weight to be attributed to it in decision making cannot be inferred from its reference. 

 GE Aviation Decision 

3.1.3 In his paras. 3.8 and 3.9 Mr Grantham goes on further to interpret the findings of the GE 

Aviation Appeal Inspector in a manner which I again consider cannot be substantiated. 

Contrary to Mr Grantham’s assertion in his para. 3.8, the Inspector quite clearly did not 

conclude that there should be no further development on Hamble Lane until the package of 

mitigation works on Hamble Lane are identified and funded. It is inconceivable to me that an 

Inspector would make such sweeping determinations on matters beyond the scope of the 

appeal case they are considering. 

3.1.4 In practice, the Inspector’s conclusions were evidently and quite reasonably more nuanced. 

It is clear to me that the Inspector concluded that the impact arising from that particular 

development, which was considerably larger than the Appeal Scheme, would give rise to a 

severe impact on some parts of network, in the absence of mitigation. 

 Hamble Lane Improvement Scheme 

3.1.5 By extension to his early mischaracterisation of the GE Aviation Inspector’s position, Mr 

Grantham places considerable reliance on the failure of HCC and other parties to secure 

funding for the Hamble Lane Improvement Scheme (HLIS). This was of relevance to the GE 

Aviation appeal as reliance was placed on these improvements and its funding by the 

appellant for mitigation. That is not the Appellant’s case here. 
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3.1.6 A pillar of Mr Grantham’s case is that conditions on Hamble Lane are already ‘severe’ and 

yet in this context, for a period of many years, HCC and its partners have failed to secure 

funding for improvements. All public funding for highways improvements schemes is 

supported by a business case which consider the relative merits of the proposed works. A 

failure to secure funding for improvements will often arise from a lack of perceived benefit – 

or looked at another way, an insufficiently acute problem to merit the expenditure. Mr 

Grantham presents the failure to secure funding for HLIS as evidence of an insurmountable 

issue that prevents development, whereas it could be justifiably seen as evidence of a 

problem of insufficient prominence to merit intervention. 

 Base Model Validation 

3.1.7 In commenting on evidence presented in the Highways Statement submitted with the appeal, 

Mr Grantham repeats irrelevant comments made in his appendix to the LPA’s SoC. At para. 

3.15 he includes copies of base model tables from an appendix to the Highways Statement. 

That appendix included a copy of a technical note submitted to HCC prior to lodging of the 

appeal, attempting to reach agreement with HCC on conventional ARCADY and PICADY 

modelling of the Hound Road and Satchell Lane junction respectively. The models of Hound 

Road and Satchell Lane included in that technical note were not relied upon in the Highway 

Statement, instead being superseded by the VISSIM base model combining assessment of 

both junctions, which I continue to rely on in evidence. Mr Grantham’s commentary on the 

perceived shortcomings of these models in para. 3.16 are entirely irrelevant to the evidence 

presented in the Highways Statement. 

3.1.8 This issue is further compounded by Mr Grantham’s then reference to the VISSIM forecast 

model outputs under his next paragraph, 3.17. He incorrectly identifies these as having been 

taken from the same Appendix JW9 of the Highways Statement, incorrectly associating them 

with the previously presented ARCADY and PICADY base models. 

3.1.9 Most egregiously, Mr Grantham goes on in para. 3.18, immediately after presenting the 

results of the VISSIM models, to argue that the findings of such forecast modelling ‘must be 

called into question when the current (2021) base year flows are producing queue length 

results so out of sync with the reality’. This comment is made in the absence of any attempt 

by Mr Grantham to challenge the base model validity of the VISSIM model of the Hound Road 

and Satchell Lane junctions and seemingly instead relying on the entirely irrelevant concerns 

relating to the superseded base modelling of the same junctions.   
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3.1.10 I find it inconceivable that Mr Grantham, as an expert in highway matters, is not fully aware of 

differences between the (superseded) ARCADY/PICADY models and the VISSIM model (i.e. 

the evidence base relied upon) and therefore the irrelevance of commenting in the manner 

set out in evidence. I can therefore only conclude that the observations of Mr Grantham were 

presented in an unfortunate error – as they lead to confusion rather than clarity. 

3.1.11 I should make it abundantly clear that the VISSIM model (i.e. the model relied upon in this 

appeal) is: 

a) Agreed to be an appropriate modelling tool in the manner in which it has been used; 

b) Uses a validated base model which is fit for purpose for this assessment; and 

c) Therefore, appropriately characterises the degree of impact (or lack thereof) of the 

appeal scheme traffic generation on Hound Lane and Satchell Lane junctions.  

3.1.12 I consider it important to highlight that in discussions pursuant to the SoCG and to expediate 

the Inquiry, I sought to reach agreement with Mr Grantham on the base VISSIM modelling as 

shown in Appendix JW-R-1. This included issuing an advance copy of an updated LMVR (on 

26 September 2022) that I have since appended to my evidence. Earlier in this exchange, Mr 

Grantham had provided comment which called in to question the validity of the VISSIM base 

model (26 September, shown as blue comments into my email of 24 September). Regrettably, 

these criticisms were entirely without merit and arose from a misreading of the LMVR which 

Mr Grantham subsequently acknowledged (28 September). These discussions took place 

prior to exchange of evidence, and I am encouraged to see that these specific concerns are 

not included in Mr Grantham’s evidence, although I am concerned that conclusions drawn 

from them have been retained, leading to the misleading narrative now set out. 

Assessment of Impact 

3.1.13 It is encouraging to note in para. 3.17 that Mr Grantham makes references to the findings of 

the VISSIM model when considering the appraisal of development impact. However, I note 

the lack of any attempt by Mr Grantham to provide his opinion on the extent of this impact 

and whether, in planning policy terms, it could be considered severe. In contrast, I have set 

out clearly in evidence why I consider this impact to not be severe.  

3.1.14 In the subsequent para. 3.18 Mr Grantham again appears to place sole reliance on the 

perceived nature of existing traffic conditions as the basis for concluding that this scheme, or 

in fact any development, must not be permitted along Hamble Lane. I have discussed in 

evidence why I do not consider this to be a valid application of planning policy. 
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3.1.15 I note specific reference to Hamble Lane ‘north’ in Mr Grantham’s evidence and I am unclear 

what he considers to be included within this definition. However, it is apparent from his 

evidence that Mr Grantham is not challenging the geographic scope of modelling assessment 

provided in the Highways Statement, which was scoped extensively before submitting the 

appeal and which I have carried over to my evidence to the Appeal. In this respect, I have not 

sought to provide any further evidence in rebuttal to respond to Mr Grantham’s concerns 

regarding the more generic description of Hamble Lane ‘north’. Had Mr Grantham intended 

to seek assessment of the impact of the development beyond the scope already prepared, 

he would have done so at the scoping stage; or within the SoC or here in evidence. 
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4 Access 

4.1.1 Under para. 3.19, Mr Grantham introduces the matter of access which he acknowledges was 

not a reason for refusal. His references to the drawings only having been produced for the 

purpose of planning, allowing agreement in principle, appears a statement of fact and entirely 

consistent with what might be expected at this stage of planning. Similarly, the fact that s278 

approval is still required and this remains to be agreed is similarly entirely as would be 

expected. These comments appear to be made, along with entirely unsubstantiated hearsay 

regarding land ownership, to unreasonably cast doubt on a new matter that does not form a 

part of the LPA’s reasons for refusal. Given the lack of any evidence from HCC to support 

these observations, there is nothing further to rebut.  
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John Wilde

From: Grantham, Matt <Matt.Grantham@hants.gov.uk>
Sent: 28 September 2022 12:27
To: John Wilde; Charlie Guille
Cc: Glenn Charles; Steven Brown; Altman, Rebecca
Subject: RE: Appeal 3292580 Satchell Lane - C&A statement of case
Attachments: Highways and Transport Topic Based SoCG revA.docx

Hello John, 

Please find attached the Highways and Transport Topic Based SoCG, with some suggested wording added in regard 
to a matter of dispute for the suitability of cycling the northern route as raised below (see 2.2.4). 

In regard to the draft updated copy of your LMVR, thank you for forwarding this on, and I can confirm that this is 
currently being reviewed. 

Also, apologies for any confusion I may have caused in my earlier email when I mistakenly outlined queues in my 
response on 3.2.10 and 3.2.11. 

Regards, 
Matt. 

From: John Wilde <jwilde@c-a.uk.com>  
Sent: 26 September 2022 13:30 
To: Grantham, Matt <Matt.Grantham@hants.gov.uk>; Charlie Guille <cguille@c-a.uk.com> 
Cc: Glenn Charles <gcharles@c-a.uk.com>; Steven Brown <S.brown@woolfbond.co.uk>; Altman, Rebecca 
<rebecca.altman@eastleigh.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: Appeal 3292580 Satchell Lane - C&A statement of case 

Dear Matt, 

Thank you for your response. I’ve updated the SoCG to revA taking on-board your suggested changes, with the 
exception of para. 2.1.2. The matter of acceptability of cycling on the northern route has not been in dispute thus 
far, to my knowledge. The suggested wording applies new limitations to what can be agreed here, such that if this is 
to be part of your case I think it is appropriately introduced as a new matter of dispute, separately. If this is 
necessary, could you please advise on appropriate wording of what is now considered to be disputed? 

Turning to the matter of base modelling, whilst I appreciate that your case is principally focused on the perceived 
‘severity’ of the current conditions, this remains an approach that we dispute and will no doubt be a focus of the 
Inquiry. Accordingly, we will continue to place reliance on the modelling information and the forecasting of 
development impact that this demonstrates. It will benefit of the efficient running of the Inquiry if we are able to 
agree on the appropriateness of the base model of the junctions of Hound Road and Satchel Lane’, without 
prejudice to the party’s dispute as to the significance of this impact. 

To this end, I note your response to para. 3.2.10 & 3.2.11 and reference to the original LMVR and Appendix F of the 
same – I should advise that the data to which you refer are traffic flows as per the title of the appendix (Traffic Flow 
Validation) and not queue as is indicated in your comments. This will no doubt have a significant bearing on the 

Caution: This is an external email and could contain malicious content. Do not open any links or 
attachments if you were not expecting them. If the e-mail looks suspicious, please report via the 'Report 
Phishing' Button found on your toolbar. 
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conclusions you have reached given that the data shows a very high level of validation when applying comparison by 
means of GEH. 

Notwithstanding the above and in order to advance agreement on this matter, I have attached in advance a draft 
updated copy of our LMVR which will form a part of my evidence. You will note that this now includes further data 
collection and is supplemented by further evidenced visual calibration and now journey time validation. As I have 
indicated previously, quantified queuing data is not a validation criteria. This LMVR continues to be prepared in 
accordance with best practice and therefore does not include quantifiable validation against queuing. 

I would be grateful of your thoughts on the updated LMVR and I remain hopeful that we can agree the validity of 
this base model. I will aim to prepare a package of model files to be issued to you. 

Kind regards 

John 

John Wilde
B.Eng. (hons) MCIHT

Director 

Website LinkedIn

Kent.
Park House, Park Farm, 
East Malling Trust Estate, Bradbourne Ln. 
Aylesford, Kent, ME20 6SN 
tel. 01732 448 120

Hampshire.
Landmark House, 
Station Road, Hook, 
Hampshire, RG27 9HA 
tel. 01256 630 420

Registered in England No. 08136641

From: Grantham, Matt <Matt.Grantham@hants.gov.uk>  
Sent: 26 September 2022 11:54 
To: John Wilde <jwilde@c-a.uk.com>; Charlie Guille <cguille@c-a.uk.com> 
Cc: Glenn Charles <gcharles@c-a.uk.com>; Steven Brown <S.brown@woolfbond.co.uk>; Altman, Rebecca 
<rebecca.altman@eastleigh.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: Appeal 3292580 Satchell Lane - C&A statement of case 

Hello John, 

Thank you for sending through your draft SoCG for consideration and comment. 

I have worked through this and attach the draft upon which I have added some comments (tracked changes will 
hopefully show).  One minor additional point, please note that the paragraph numbering appears to have gone out 
of sync a little – the are two 2.2.3’s and two 2.2.4’s,  

You don't often get email from matt.grantham@hants.gov.uk. Learn why this is important
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Additionally, in regard to the points raised below, I have also considered these and added further comments / 
clarification accordingly (blue). 

Regards, 
Matt. 

From: John Wilde <jwilde@c-a.uk.com>  
Sent: 22 September 2022 11:52 
To: Grantham, Matt <Matt.Grantham@hants.gov.uk>; Charlie Guille <cguille@c-a.uk.com> 
Cc: Glenn Charles <gcharles@c-a.uk.com>; Steven Brown <S.brown@woolfbond.co.uk> 
Subject: RE: Appeal 3292580 Satchell Lane - C&A statement of case 

Dear Matt, 

Further to your e-mail below and the Inspector’s suggestion to purse topic specific SoCG at last week’s CMC, I have 
drafted the attached for your consideration. 

I believe this represents a fair summary of the position of the parties, based on a review of all information up to and 
including the respective SoCs. Without prejudice to our position that all matters could be agreed, I wanted to draw 
your attention to a number of points of dispute that I believe we could work towards agreement on prior to the 
Inquiry. 

2.2.5 - Highways Safety 

As you will note from point 2.1.2, in the absence of a specific highway safety RfR we do not intend to present 
evidence relating to the safety or otherwise of the ‘Northern Route’ for pedestrians. This matter was dealt with 
conclusively by the previous appeal Inspector. Our case will not be based on reliance of the ‘Northern Route’. I 
appreciate that as indicated in 2.2.2 the parties are in dispute as to whether in the absence of this route, the site can 
be considered sustainable development.  

However, as referred to in 2.2.5 I note that the LPA and yourselves appear to have introduced the separate matter 
of residual highway safety, perceived to arise as a result of there being a residual demand for the North Route. This 
matter was not raised as a RfR and was dealt with conclusively by the previous Inspector. I note that this specific 
matter was always challenged in the High Court and the Inspector’s decision found to be lawful. 

I would therefore appreciate your consideration as to whether residual highway safety impact on the Northern 
Route is a matter that will be in dispute at the Inquiry. 

Due to the unfortunate location of the site, it is justifiably anticipated that at least a proportion of the proposed site 
users wishing to travel sustainably will chose to travel in a northern direction on Satchell Lane, as this is the quickest 
route theoretically available to them.  Whilst it is acknowledged that other routes are available, the distance and 
time for many of the user groups will be prohibitive.  Should the quicker northern route be utilised by some to 
negate prohibitive issues (i.e. time) when choosing to travel sustainably from the site, this brings into play the 
highway safety issues.  Essentially the two (sustainability and highway safety) are linked, and as such we would wish 
to discuss and outline our concerns at appeal.  

3.2.2 - Interpretation of ‘Severity’ in NPPF 

With reference to your most recent e-mail below and a number of the comments made within the SoC – I have 
drawn out two separate matters of dispute relating to the para. 111 NPPF test of disparity. 3.2.4 pertains to the 

Caution: This is an external email and could contain malicious content. Do not open any links or 
attachments if you were not expecting them. If the e-mail looks suspicious, please report via the 'Report 
Phishing' Button found on your toolbar. 
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more common dispute of what quantum of development impact can be considered ‘severe’ for this test. I 
appreciate that this is likely to remain a matter in dispute.  

However, 3.2.2 pertains a different matter of disagreement with regards to the fundament principle of how the 
para. 111 NPPF test is applied. I have understood the LPA’s case to be that the prevailing conditions on the network 
could be described as ‘severe’ such that by definition, any further impact would also be severe and thus fail the 
para. 111 NPPF test. The Appellant’s case is contrary to this, namely that the para. 111 NPPF test should be applied 
the relative impact of the development, albeit in the context of the cumulative baseline. I would grateful for you 
clarify whether this does remain a matter in dispute. 

To confirm, this matter would remain in dispute. 

3.2.5 - Comment by EMET 

The LPA’s original delegated officer’s report made reference to the comments of the then Executive Member for 
Environment and Transport as carrying material weight in decision making. You will be aware that in our submitted 
Highways Statement that clarification was sought from HCC that this did not constitute policy. I note however that in 
your Appendix 6 of the LPA SoC, reliance is placed on this statement. I have worded to 3.2.5 on this basis to indicate 
that there remains dispute as the weight that can be attributed in decision making. For your reference, the 
Appellant’s position is that these statements carry very little or no weight in decision making and the reference 
made to this by the Inspector in the GE Aviation case was intended to provide context for HCC position at that 
appeal and does not, in itself, give rise to additional weight. 

Noted 

3.2.10 & 3.2.11 – Validity of VISSIM Base and Future 2025 Models 

I’m sure you will agree that it can be hugely beneficial for the efficient running of an Inquiry if agreement can be 
reached on the validity of base modelling, if necessary without prejudice to parties potentially differing opinions on 
how to interpret the forecasting of development impact. 

To this end we included a comprehensive Local Model Validation Report for the VISSIM model of the Hound 
Road/Hamble Lane and Satchell Lane/Hamble Lane junctions. I note from you e-mail in August that the 
‘accurateness’ of the future year 2025 is ‘unclarified’ such that the development scenario results cannot be fully 
relied upon. 

In the draft SoCG I have interpreted this to represent two separate possible areas of dispute. 3.2.10 refers a dispute 
as to the validity of the VISSIM base model (and the forecast 2025 base arising from this). As mentioned, I think it 
would benefit the Inquiry to seek over the intervening period to try to agree the validity of the base model, as this 
should be a largely factual matter. My forthcoming evidence has revisited the previous base model and enhanced it 
with further validation survey data collected in the intervening period to provide more confidence in the outcomes, 
although the model is substantially the same and the results generally consistent. The updated LMVR will be 
included in my evidence, but this can be shared sooner in pursuit of agreement on the base model? Likewise, I 
would be happy to share the model files if this is something you can interrogate? Please let me know if you would 
like me to send these? 

Separately 3.2.11 refers to an implied dispute with regards to the ‘accurateness’ of the future model in the context 
of your comment that this in unclarified, separately from concerns regarding the base model. However, I am 
unfamiliar with the any process by which a forecast model can be clarified. I would welcome further comment on 
whether this separately points in SoCG is based on a misunderstanding that can be addressed at this stage and again 
save Inquiry time.  

In regard to the VISSIM modelling, in terms of unclarified, this was more in reference to the report itself, in that it 
clearly outlined the 2025 future year modelling, demonstrating the difference in scenarios with and without 
development, however what it didn’t outline within referenced tables was the results of the baseline (2021) data 
and how this corelated against the observed queues.  This data was outlined in JW10 of your Highways Note, in 
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appendix F, however again there were discrepancies between the reality and the modelled data.  Throughout the 
three modelled time-zones, there were approximately 48 occasions where the difference between observed and 
modelled queues was over 10 vehicles, and on one occasion there was a difference of observed and modelled queue 
lengths of 45 vehicles. 

Given this, as with the previous modelling work, the concern was to what extent can future year modelling (2025) be 
relied upon when the base model from which its data is derived is at times so unrealistic. 

In terms of your offer to view further modelling results however, I would be happy to receive these to view, 
however it should be pointed out that the HCC reason for objection in this matter is primarily based on the severity 
of the existing traffic conditions, and the desire for no more development to come forward that accumulatively 
exacerbates this, until such times as appropriate highway improvement measures can be put in place. 

I would be grateful for your thoughts on the above in addition to any other comments you have on this draft SoCG. 
Please feel free to contact me to discuss. 

Kind regards 

John 

Website LinkedIn

Kent.
Park House, Park Farm, 
East Malling Trust Estate, Bradbourne Ln. 
Aylesford, Kent, ME20 6SN 
tel. 01732 448 120

Hampshire.
Landmark House, 
Station Road, Hook, 
Hampshire, RG27 9HA 
tel. 01256 630 420

Registered in England No. 08136641

From: Grantham, Matt <Matt.Grantham@hants.gov.uk>  
Sent: 24 August 2022 16:11 
To: Charlie Guille <cguille@c-a.uk.com> 
Cc: Glenn Charles <gcharles@c-a.uk.com>; John Wilde <jwilde@c-a.uk.com> 
Subject: RE: Appeal 3292580 Satchell Lane - C&A statement of case 

Hello Charlie, 

Apologies for the delay in responding to you, I have been on leave and am currently trying to clear my workload on a 
nearest deadline first basis. 

I appreciate however that a response to your question below would be of assistance in terms of the Planning Appeal 
for Satchell Lane. 

I can confirm that the addition of VISSIM modelling in your Highways Statement of February 2022 was noted, and 
indeed there is reference to this in my Proof of Evidence which is currently going through draft stages. 
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In terms of the results of the VISSIM modelling, whilst theoretically useful, the accurateness of the future year 2025 
results is unclarified and as such its reported results of a 2025 base year plus development scenario cannot be fully 
relied upon.  Despite this, the results were reviewed at face value, and this demonstrated (as expected) that with 
development permitted, the existing delays experienced by the users of Hamble Lane on a daily basis will increase 
even further than they currently are. 

It is the view of HCC as Local Highway Authority that the Hamble Lane corridor already has delays that could be 
described as severe for its users.  Any additional traffic brought forward via new development will exacerbate this 
situation further, and as such to ensure severe delays are not allowed to become even more severe, as outlined in 
previous documents, no further development outside of that already allocated in the adopted EBC Local Plan should 
be permitted until such time as improvements to the Hamble Lane corridor have been implemented, and congestion 
rates have dropped to a reasonable level accordingly. 

Basically, in the opinion of HCC as Local Highway Authority, Hamble Lane already suffers from severe congestion 
levels, and any future development should not be allowed to be brought forwards and make the situation worse 
without adequate mitigation in place. 

Regards, 
Matt. 

From: Charlie Guille <cguille@c-a.uk.com>  
Sent: 17 August 2022 17:36 
To: Grantham, Matt <Matt.Grantham@hants.gov.uk> 
Cc: Glenn Charles <gcharles@c-a.uk.com>; John Wilde <jwilde@c-a.uk.com> 
Subject: Appeal 3292580 Satchell Lane - C&A statement of case 

Dear Matt, 

I hope you are well.  

With regard to the above Appeal, we issued a Highways Statement in February 2022 (our ref 17-004-
021 Rev B), and subsequently we received the attached response from HCC Highways as part of the 
Eastleigh BC Statement of Case. 

While we note the concerns raised regarding validation of the three ARCADY and PICADY models, we 
had also developed a microsimulation model to seek to overcome these concerns, as reported in 
Highways Statement paragraphs 3.3.29 – 3.3.35 and Appendix JW10. As far as we can see this is not 
mentioned in the HCC response. Therefore we would welcome any further commentary from HCC on 
this modelling, bearing in mind the agreement of a SoCG in advance of the inquiry.   

Best wishes 

Charlie 

Charlie Guille 
MCIHT BEng (Hons)

Principal Transport Consultant 

Website LinkedIn

Caution: This is an external email and could contain malicious content. Do not open any links or 
attachments if you were not expecting them. If the e-mail looks suspicious, please report via the 'Report 
Phishing' Button found on your toolbar. 



7

Kent. 
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tel. 01732 448 120
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