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WinACC Comments on the Local Plan Part 2 from a transport perspective
1. Overall
The fundamental principle of the NPPF is that development should be sustainable (the
meaning of this term is set out clearly in that document). WinACC strongly supports this and
expects that all development will contribute to the District becoming more sustainable.
LPP1 follows this principle.
Policy WT1 in LPP1 states Winchester Town’s spatial planning vision. This includes a
requirement for ‘sustainable transport provision’ and this policy is reproduced in LPP2 (2.4)
which WinACC supports.

2. Inconsistencies and conflicts in LPP2
WinACC is concerned about the conflicts in many of the provisions in LPP2 (the Plan), which
we fear will result in unsustainable development. There need not be any such conflicts.
‘Balance’ is a weasel term that can be misused to conceal a lack of detailed thought on how
to implement a benign broad vision.
Detailed implementation policies are needed in LPP2 to deliver the admirable strategic
policies such as WT1 and the aspirations of LPP1. Decisions affecting transport
infrastructure - especially parking provision and bus provision - and the lack of progress in
developing cycling and walking infrastructure, are currently taking us in the wrong direction.

3. An opportunity to tackle transport pollution and its impact on climate
change
Transport emissions account for almost half the emissions in Winchester District, so if LPP2
does not include policies that contribute to a reduction in these, Winchester District will not
meet the targets for the reduction in carbon emissions. Worse, it seems inevitable that the
government will be passing down fines imposed by Europe for failure to comply with EU and
UK air quality standards. The indications are that these standards will become more
stringent in the future.
We hope the City Council will embrace the opportunity of LPP2 to set out a practical
strategy for removing pollution ‘hot spots’ in Winchester. There may no longer be time,
but a realistic robust strategy for tackling pollution problems might still remove or reduce
the level of the fines and retain resources for developing additional low carbon transport
infrastructure, as we state below.

4. Supporting the town economy without town centre parking
Many in the business community believe that the prosperity of business in the town centre
is dependent on plentiful car access and parking in the town centre and para. 3.7.3 of the
Plan lends support for this view. This is based on assertion and not evidence.
Action taken in other cities indicates this is fundamentally wrong: they have restricted
access by vehicles to their centres and created extensive pedestrianised areas and shared
spaces for use by vehicles and pedestrians. Examples where this has been done include
Oxford, Canterbury, York and Bath, Liverpool and Chichester. The retail sector and other
parts of the economy in these cities are thriving.

There is a growing body of evidence from other places which shows that improved
pedestrian areas increase footfall and expand business, with more visitors attracted by a
more pleasant traffic free environment which also makes for healthier lives. For example:
a.

The HDH Vitality Index 2014 indicates that several towns with pedestrianised areas
larger than Winchester perform as well as or better than Winchester. These include
Bath, Liverpool and Chichester.

b.

Living Streets has published ‘the Pedestrian Pound – The business case for better
streets and places’ (2014) and ‘Making the Case for Investment in the Walking
Environment July 2013 – A review of the evidence’.

5. Traffic in Winchester Town Centre
In section 3.6 there is a contradiction between the reference to Winchester Town Access
Plan (WTAP) which aims to reduce the amount of traffic in the city and improve air quality
(3.6.6) and what is proposed about parking in the Winchester District Car Parking Strategy
2014-2018.
Paragraph 3.6.7 of the Plan states the Car Parking Strategy aims to keep parking capacity in
the town at current levels even though this will prevent the improvement in air quality and
not reduce traffic. No reasons are given for ignoring WTAP or the clear statement in LPP1
about reducing parking in the town centre by up to 15% by 2016.
The contradiction should be resolved by deleting the reference to keeping parking in the
town at current levels.

6. Silver Hill
The aims of WTAP will be damaged further by the Silver Hill redevelopment because it will
significantly increase parking in the town centre. There will be a big increase in the amount
of public parking provision compared with the current capacity in the Friarsgate Car Park of
133 spaces; and it will increase residents’ parking by about 200 parking spaces at the scale
of one space per dwelling. This is contrary to WTAP. A reduction in public car parking in the
development gives the opportunity to reduce the height of the building and gain greater
acceptability for the development.
The wording in Policy WIN 4 (iv) about parking provision should be amended by deleting
‘Appropriate car parking to replace any spaces lost .............through the Transport
Assessment’. These words also are inconsistent with the phrase at the beginning of (iv)
requiring ‘remove traffic from Silver Hill’.
It is important that the full range of facilities needed for all bus passengers are of high
quality and located conveniently near the bus stops.

7. Transport Policies for Winchester Town
Although there are contradictions within the Car Parking Strategy, the Local Plan part 2
should include policies that are consistent with the aim in the ‘Strategic Approach’ of the
Car Parking Strategy (p11) namely:
The ‘three ring’ approach to segmenting our car parks in Winchester Town will
support tourism and the economy and will also help to reduce congestion, improve
air quality and reduce our carbon footprint. Our Park and Ride services contribute

extensively to these objectives and our ‘gateway’ car parks located at the edge of
the city will be enhanced so that motorists can park close to their entry and exit
route without entering the one way system.
A consistent more detailed analysis of the opportunities for developing this strategy is
required. So we set out below our proposals for implementing this ‘strategic approach’
within spatial planning policies and procedures which will deliver the change required by
these supporting documents.
Policies WIN1 and WIN2 refer to development in the Town and contain statements about
‘sustainable transport options etc...’ and ‘mitigates adverse environmental or transport
impacts’. These are too vague and need more detailed policies. They are said to be drawn
from the Vision for Winchester Town which has a list of aspirations that are too often
contradictory. A clear statement needs to be included that the spatial planning vision of
WT 1 in LPP1 and the aims of WTAP will be delivered followed by the policies which will
achieve them such as the following:
1.

Walking and Bicycling
The Plan omits anything about implementing the existing Winchester Cycle Strategy, or
the Walking Strategy which is at an advanced stage of acceptance by WCC. These
should be included, with policies and plans which deliver them where practicable; and
key potential routes should be identified and reserved on the maps.

2.

20mph zone
WinACC has welcomed the 20mph zone but would like to see this extended to cover a
wider area of the town.

3.

Parking
WCC introduced the concept of a 3 ring parking strategy for Winchester Town. Building
on this, WinACC proposes to adapt this to 3 zones. Without seeking significant changes
to the park and ride zone, WinACC proposes big changes to the other two zones in
Winchester town, which could also be appropriate for other town centres. These would
deliver the aims of WTAP and the Strategic Approach of the Car Parking Strategy and
reduce the numbers of vehicles parking in the centre.
An illustrative map is shown below of the central and other zones. Attachment 1
proposes changes to named car parks.
A. Central Restraint Zone:
We have defined this as all those places that require access via the central circulatory
system, so details of the boundary differ significantly from the town centre boundary
shown in LPP1 as SF1 in purple.
Policy Proposals
o All surface public car parks in this area should be redeveloped for other uses
appropriate for the town centre between 2015 and 2025.
o Private vehicle use should be discouraged apart from by people with
disabilities and service and delivery vehicles.

o As new planning applications relating to business and commercial uses are
considered off-street business and commercial parking should be removed.
o Developments which are required to submit a travel plan should include park
and ride or gateway parking strategies, and limit onsite parking to a
minimum.
o All businesses in the area should be required to have a comprehensive travel
plan for staff and customers with SMART targets by 2018.
o New residential units should be limited to one off-street parking space.
o On change of occupier, all existing private residences should be limited to
one permit per unit plus day parking vouchers (this would ameliorate the
current situation where more permits are issued than there are spaces for
cars, and not involve any reduction in allocation for any people who continue
to occupy the same premises).
B. Gateway Zone:
Planning policies here will concentrate on improving the capacity within this
zone for providing parking places that will ‘capture’ traffic before it enters the
town centre and removes the need for cars to use the central circulatory system
and can return by the same road they arrived on.
Policy Proposals
o All car parks in the Gateway Zone should be retained (such as Cattle Market /
Worthy Lane) where they are conveniently placed to enable pedestrians to
access the Central Zone.
o Follow a co-ordinated plan of building up capacity within this zone to
replace, if necessary, car parks removed in zone 1, possibly with decking,
creating multi-stories. (See appendix 1 for detailed proposals for named car
parks.)
C. Approach Zone:
Throughout the zone, policies should support initiatives that encourage parking
practices such as using Park-and-Ride and Gateway facilities and discourage use
of central Winchester zone 1 parking facilities which contribute to town centre
pollution.
Policy Proposals
o Prohibition of temporary signs which offer parking in the central zone such
as “Cathedral Market, use City Centre Car Parks”.
o The removal of all reference to “short stay car parks” (often more expensive
for short periods than “long stay” car parks).
o Signage from the M3 and A31 to promote routes where cars have the option
to park in Gateway car parks before they join the central circulatory system.
o Review of routing so that signs direct cars to areas with Gateway car parks
(for example encouraging cars along Romsey Road to use Chilbolton Avenue
to use the Railway Station West car park on Saturdays).

o Advance warning of gateway and P&R car parks, with signs that encourage
drivers to use them and indicate they are good value. (For example: direct
cars approaching along Bar End to use Barfield Close and Chesil car parks
which would make City Bridge less unpleasant; and giving warning that the
better access to Cattle Market car park is from Andover Road which will
reduce pressure on the Carfax (Albion) Junction).
o Install photovoltaic cells above P&R car parks to recharge electric P&R buses
through induction equipment (which would save money and reduce
emissions).

Illustrative Map of Central Zone

8. Railway Station Approach Area
The first of the 3 policies, WIN5, setting out the development principles, needs significant
changes.
This area is used by everyone. Up to 14,000 pedestrian journeys pass through the area every
week-day. The most important guiding principle for use of land around the station is that

the station should facilitate easy low carbon movement in and out of Winchester town for
people who live, work and enjoy leisure in Winchester.
The Plan should start by analysing what happens. The recent Station Travel Plan shows that
walking to and from the station is the way most people on outward rail journeys get to the
station (45%), more than those who park their cars (23%) and those dropped off by car
(12%). Yet pedestrians are badly served. The policy needs to give a high priority to
pedestrians.
Parking facilities for bicycles are not adequate for the numbers parked at the moment and
probably deter others from travelling to and from the station by bicycle. The policy needs to
provide additional parking facilities for bicycles.
WinACC is aware of substantial criticism of the Tibbalds Winchester Station Approach
Development Assessment. There has been no opportunity for consultation on its contents.
To allow for changes to the proposals in the Assessment, the document should be
excluded from Policy WIN 5 and only should be referred to in the supporting background
paragraphs.
WinACC is concerned that the brief for the Tibbalds Assessment has not been followed in its
proposals, so far as transport and parking is concerned. The brief required ‘a transport and
parking strategy to maximise opportunities for walking and cycling and the use and
interchange of public transport modes’. We know there are large numbers of pedestrians
coming to the station. So it is important to plan so that conflicts between cars and both
pedestrians and bicyclists in the area of the Station Square are avoided. A large, 418
space, car park should not be planned for the Carfax site.
The Tibbalds Assessment should also indicate more clearly the improvements that could
be made to several footpath links to the town centre.
The statement in WIN5(viii) that public parking should not be reduced is not based on any
clear evidence or analysis. It makes no allowance for and there is no reference to the extra
parking recently provided by South West Trains/Network Rail on the East side of the station.
Nor is there any consideration of the car park to the West of the station and how this might
be used/increased to attract vehicles arriving from the Stockbridge Road direction which
would reduce the number of cars passing through the Albion cross roads. So this policy
paragraph should be deleted.
A significant issue is the amount of parking provided and its location in the Gladstone Street
area. Appendix 3 of the Tibbalds Assessment offers an analysis of the impact that changes in
the balance of parking location near the station would have on the volume of traffic at the
Albion Junction. Unfortunately, the scope of the study is too narrow, the methodology
flawed, and the evidence used decidedly unreliable. The Plan should not rely on this
analysis.
We have done a more substantial exercise which we attach as Attachment 2. It is clear from
our work that, on available evidence, the proposal to concentrate public parking in the area
at Gladstone Street would increase traffic at the Albion Junction by 45 movements over the
present, whereas concentration on Cattle Market / Worthy Lane would reduce traffic at the

Albion Junction by 108 movements per day. This increase will be small compared with the
additional impact of Barton Farm’s 2000 new homes. A concentration on Gladstone Street
could add at least an extra 1000 movements per day, in an already polluted area, if the
Barton Farm residents do not adopt other forms of transport for getting to the station area.

WinACC Comments on the Local Plan Part 2 from all other perspectives
Winchester Town section 3
Section 3.2.2
We object to the remaining inclusion in this section of development at Bushfield Camp,
which is not a sustainable location for employment development and will detract from the
commercial vitality of the city. It is therefore contrary to policies WIN1 i) and iii), WIN 2 ii),
WIN 3 iii) and many policies within the Vision for Winchester as well as the LPPpt1 vision as
set out in 3.1.4.
Section 3.3
The figures allocated within Net Housing Requirement table need to be more robust.
3.3.2 notes that there is a reduction of numbers within Silver Hill and the Police HQ, now
verified. There is no indication of how this loss of numbers will be made up rather than the
Micawber-like hope that 'these may be partly offset...'
3.3.3 The assumptions behind the SHLAA figures have already been challenged by others
and there is no doubt that these challenges will be further articulated.
3.3.4 There should be a requirement (not an expectation) that all housing sites should
provide 40% affordable housing. The pressure to deliver on SHLAA numbers does not
reduce the need for affordable housing, and the pressure to deliver on SHLAA numbers
should not lead the Council to accept viability arguments put forward by developers to
reduce affordable housing. If the site doesn't work without affordable housing, why should
it be brought forward?
3.3.5 The very large windfall numbers rely on historic data. But on examination, it is evident
that 50% of these sites have been post industrial/commercial uses. These sites are running
out, as was shown by the two thirds drop in units delivered from this site sector between
2010/11 and 2011/12. The very thorough SHLAA exercise has shaken out sites which will
generate, optimistically, 420 homes. It is not feasible that more than twice this number can
be expected to come forward on sites nobody has yet thought of.
3.3.6 refers to “the likelihood of some existing planning applications being renewed at lower
densities.” The planning policy should be to increase rather than decrease densities, for
reasons of sustainability, vibrancy, walkability and viability of public transport and other
communal facilities.
The Plan should explicitly recognise that land is a finite resource which needs careful
husbanding. This is an added reason to opt for increased densities on housing land when it
becomes available.
3.7.1 The document Winchester and its setting should not just be cited here, but included in
appendix C.
Win 1 – Winchester Town
We object to this policy as it stands and suggest the following
i) The character of Winchester needs definition. The companion document 'High Quality
Places' is, whatever its merits, non-specific.
We would suggest defining the character as compact, mixed use, combining buildings of

different ages, historic, with easy access to countryside, green fingers e.g. along river,
accessible on foot, relationship with water, views of countryside.
ii) Add, at the end ..and be of sufficient density to meet (iii)
iii) We endorse this, although many of the specific items later on in this section of the plan
are in conflict with this policy . We recommend that "e.g. walking and cycling" is added
after "Sustainable transport options".
3.7.3 Many people who do not live in central Winchester do live near public transport
especially a railway station. We do not believe the reference to a “sustainable transport
network” is clear in intent in this context, unless it means more cars. If it does, a more
specific policy is needed on reducing pollution and meeting the City's targets on
greenhouse gas emissions.
Likewise 'rebalance the local economy ' needs clarification. Does this mean finding
alternatives to local government employment?
Win 3 – Views and Roofscape
ii) and 3.7.6 Definition and perhaps examples of sensitive integration are required here.
Solar collection is an important element in any programme to reduce emissions of CO2.
There should be an encouragement of the design of roofscapes to provide efficient
orientation for solar collection. This is not addressed in High Quality Places chapter 6 which
is where it would be expected.
3.7.9 (Station Approach Area)
Please see our attachment three for detailed comments on the Tibbalds' paper. We strongly
believe that a full public consultation on the Tibbalds' report is necessary and desirable.
An analysis of how it meets the policies set out in the Vision for Winchester should form
part of this.
We object to the wording 'The City Council has assessed the potential for viable
development in this area in order to maximise the benefits for the city as a whole.” This is
incorrect. The viability study concentrates narrowly on the City Council's own landholdings,
to the detriment of all (including the Council itself).
Win 5 - Station Approach Area
We object to this policy as it stands and suggest the following wording.
(i) are consistent with the Development Framework set out in the Winchester Station
Approach Development Assessment
(2014)as amended following public consultation discussion and review;
(v) Do not exceed 4-5 storeys in height, except where good urban design principles (these
require closer definition), require a landmark building (6 storeys), in which case this would
need to make a positive contribution to Winchester’s townscape. The impact of buildings
over 3 storeys on views and adjoining areas should be assessed;
(vi) retain existing trees and buildings where they make a positive contribution towards
enhancing local distinctiveness;
(vii) provide active streets frontages to enhance the public realm and pedestrian
environment, including the vitality and viability of the local centre along Andover Road;

3.7.14 we disagree with the wording and suggest the following amendment: consideration
has been given as to whether the former Registry Office building should be retained. A very
clear case (not as yet presented) would need to be provided for the loss of this building which
plays an important role in setting the character of the station square, as well as being of
historic interest in its own right.
Win 6 The Carfax Mixed Use Site
We object to this policy as it stands and suggest the following wording:
Land at the Carfax site, as shown on the Policies Map, is allocated for a mixed-use
development comprising office (Use Class B1a) uses, small-scale retail or leisure uses,
residential accommodation, and car parking or such other uses as shall be set out within
the station area assessment once it has been subject to public consultation and review.
Planning permission will be granted provided that detailed proposals accord with other
relevant policies and:
(i) include a Design and Access Statement which clearly demonstrates a full understanding
of the site constraints, context of the area, and shows how the designs have responded to
it;
(ii) provide a fitting gateway into the town, by enhancing and extending the public realm
and providing buildings of the highest design quality;
(iii) retain and respect the Registry Office, Records Office and Station buildings and assess
the impact of development within the wider context, including residential properties and
views;
(iv) prioritise pedestrian routes through the site and links to the to town centre and other
key destinations, improving provision for and integration of pedestrians, cyclists and
public transport, including appropriate provision for a transport hub as identified by the
Station travel plan
3.7.15 We suggest the following amendment
The area formerly used as the Cattlemarket, is now largely used as a car park, with the
building containing the Conservative Club also within the site. As such the Cattlemarket is an
under-used site which, apart from the core of the conservative club itself, makes no
contribution....
Win 7 – the Cattlemarket
We object to this policy as it stands and suggest the following wording:
Land at the Cattlemarket site, as shown on the Policies Map, is allocated for a mixed use
development comprising offices (Use Class B1a) and other commercial uses, residential
accommodation, and car parking or such other uses as shall be set out within the station
area assessment once it has been subject to public consultation and review. Planning
permission will be granted provided that detailed proposals accord with other relevant
policies and:
(i) include a Design and Access Statement which clearly demonstrates a full understanding
of the site constraints, context of the area, and shows how the designs have responded to
it;

(ii) provide a fitting entrance to this part of the town, by improving the public realm,
improving pedestrian and cycling access, including through the site, and developing
buildings of the highest design quality including a landmark element at the junction of
Andover Road and Worthy Lane
(iii) define the extent and significance of any archaeological remains and provide for their
preservation or recording, as appropriate;
(iv) ensure that the scale of the development respects and is not overbearing for nearby
residential and other properties;
(v) seek to retain a view of the Cathedral from Andover Road or from within the
development.
(vi) The conservative club building, once stripped of its later additions, is a fine mid-19th
cent villa capable of adding significant character to redevelopment of the cattle market.
Its removal should only be considered if a comprehensive justification can be provided
which over-rides this.
Policy DM6, page 130 - Open Space Provision for New Developments
We object to the way it is presently stated and qualify
“Residential development of 15 dwellings and above should provide useable open space on
site, in accordance with the Local Plan’s space standard for quantity and quality”; where
there are private gardens the need for further on site provision may well not be required,
especially if there is close proximity to existing public open spaces and paths leading into the
countryside; what is important is to ensure that there is safe and easy access for people of
all ages and abilities to those spaces on foot. Similarly it is more important to ensure that
nearby facilities are attractive, useable and in good condition before providing new on site.
“The exact form and type of open space should take into account the nature and size of the
development and the specific needs, including quantitive and qualitative deficits of open
space and recreational facilities, in the local area”.
The qualification in the last sentence above is welcomed although the Open Space Strategy
is an inadequate document to support the above policy. It is to be welcomed for highlighting
the special value of many of Winchester’s open spaces and its setting; it aims to ensure that
they are protected but it fails to effectively map areas in need of protection, all the existing
open spaces, the accessible surrounding countryside and paths leading to into accessible
natural areas all of which are important for new developments.
It is too focussed on numbers and fails to quantify qualities and potential use or highlight
issues connected to access, in particular the need for provision of safe and attractive
walking routes to existing open spaces, the creation of a network of paths with safe crossing
points at all junctions with roads. Similarly if fails to build in the need to improve poor
performing open space and to provide safe access; in many cases this would be of greater
value to residents of new, and existing, housing than provision of small new bits of open
space, all too often left over spaces of little value.
The document is useful for background, although not complete; it is not a ‘Strategy’, it lacks
clear aims, priorities and a plan for action linked to development.

Attachment 1
Details of changes to car parks to comply with the 3 Zone Proposals
Central surface car parks: Jewry Street, Cossack Lane/Middle Brook Street, Colebrook
Street, St Peters, Gladstone Street
As surface car parks these all make poor use of the site they cover. They also all encourage
their users to cause disproportionate pollution and disruption when they access the car
park. They all add to the traffic congestion on the central circulatory system, across City
Bridge, at Westgate or the Albion Junction. Adequate alternative arrangements should be
found in the Gateway Zone and appropriate uses found for the space they currently occupy.
River Park Car Park
This may be outside the LPP1 definition of the Town Centre, but requires access via the
central circulatory system so we have treated it as part of the Central Core in that it
contributes to central Winchester pollution. Its future will be tied to the future of the
Leisure Centre. Any proposals to expand this car park would clearly make pollution in
Winchester worse. Promoting the idea that relatively healthy people could walk the last five
minutes to the leisure centre by a very pleasant route could mean that Cattle Market /
Worthy Lane could become the car park of choice for the Leisure Centre. A robust travel
plan for the Leisure Centre could deliver these changes and reduce the amount of parking
need at the Leisure Centre.
Street Parking in Broadway.
Capacity is extremely limited (about 24 places) so the level of benefit is very low. The loss of
amenity is considerable. The potential for a grand market square is lost, and buses are badly
disrupted, especially at busy times. A large scale area of iconic significance is hopelessly
cluttered. King Alfred is diminished. It would be easy to identify better alternative facilities.
Coach Loading in Broadway
The restricted width of City Bridge makes coach access to Broadway problematic, especially
since it is unnecessary. Alternative facilities could be created less than five minutes’ walk
away in Barfield Close Park and Ride car park or at St Catherine’s Park and Ride. Once traffic
has reduced over City Bridge access can be improved to the town Centre by widening the
pavements there and introducing traffic control.
Tower Street Car Park
A popular car park which could in some respects be considered a gateway car park but it is
responsible for a large measure of the pollution outside Westgate at the bottom of Romsey
Road, and also causes conflicts for pedestrians walking from the station to the High Street
via Westgate . If the opportunity arose in the future it would provide considerable benefit if
cars could be captured in a gateway car park built further out along the Romsey Road
corridor , and the remaining three levels of Tower Street car park converted to high quality
offices in the way the upper levels were. In the meantime the junction outside Westgate
(surely a space with squandered pedestrian potential) could be improved if the Tower Street
entrance were closed and Sussex Street returned to two-way traffic. It would be helpful to
rename the car park ‘Westgate’
Private Off-Street Parking

While the bulk of daytime traffic seems to be linked to central area public parking, morning
and evening congestion are linked to the considerable hidden parking behind small shops
and offices. For example in a survey of private non-residential parking in 2012 WinACC
found 528 cars parked behind buildings in the block between St George’s Street and North
Walls. There would be a gradual reduction of these as the new policies were reflected in
accommodation turnover. The council could explore the scope for workplace parking levies
to fund public transport.
Park and Ride Car Parks
These remain underused, but their spare capacity could be useful if parking were restricted
in the town centre. Over a number of years usage has not grown noticeably, and WinACC
surveys still show over 600 empty spaces on a regular basis. The bus service would be more
viable if usage were to grow.
Durngate and Station Car Park West
Both of these are well located to serve as gateway car parks and their capacity could be
increased by adding a deck to each.

Attachment 2
Detailed Notes on Winchester Station Approach Development Assessment (Tibbalds’)
Appendix 3: Transport Study
The appendix concludes (para 7.6): “the relocation of more parking provision towards
Gladstone Street may result in fewer vehicle trips on the highway network, particularly
through the problematic City Road Junction” (i.e. Carfax or Albion junction).
The analysis of current usage relies on the WCC March 2013 car park survey, makes a
number of unsupported assumptions, and relies on an insufficient analysis. The
methodology has not been explained, but the results suggest factors that make it unreliable
including:


It relies too heavily on a thin set of 38 replies to the car park survey by users of
Gladstone Street car park. The data was gathered in an uncontrolled way: there was
no systematic checking of data, no record of when the visits the replies refer to took
place, no record of the routes actually used, and the voluntary posting of the
completed forms by the respondents probably caused a skewed sample.



The analysis of traffic behaviour concentrates solely on current (or March 2013) use
of Cattle Market / Worthy Lane and Gladstone Street car parks (together 460
spaces), and ignores the impact of the station, coach park and Tower Street Car
Parks (together 1218 spaces), three times larger and the most obvious choice of car
park for people approaching from Andover Road.



It assumes that cars currently crossing the Albion junction from the north would
choose Gladstone Street car park. Unsurprisingly the WCC survey shows their
overwhelming preference for Tower Street, probably because the one-way system
means they reach Tower Street first: the WCC survey showed that large numbers of
cars cross the Albion junction (357 times on a weekday) to use Tower Street car park
and this has not been taken into account



The routes assumed are not specified but the appendix states wrongly that ‘the
majority of trips from the east, south and west [to Worthy Lane/ Cattle Market] must
pass through the City Road (Albion) junction.’ Alternative routes to Worthy Road /
Cattle Market avoiding the Albion Junction appear to have been ignored and the
appendix therefore overstates the numbers of cars accessing Worthy Lane / Cattle
Market that pass through the Albion Junction:
o From Alresford via the Worthies and Worthy Road (Google calculates this is
one minute slower than the assumed route via the City Centre)
o From Basingstoke via the A33 and Worthy Road (Google calculates that this is
slightly quicker than using the M3 and rail replacement buses now always use
this route). The diagrams suggest it has been assumed these journeys come
through the city centre.
o From Salisbury, Stockbridge, and the north west via Andover Road (quicker
than via Stockbridge Road)



No allowance has been made for the way the one-way system forces most vehicles
to destinations other than Romsey Road to pass through the Albion Junction on
their return home in the evening (unless they use the Staple Gardens rat-run).



No account has been taken of the impact of the 126 new spaces on the East station
car park deck.



No consideration has been given to active promotion of Cattle Market / Worthy
Road as a key ‘Gateway’ car park, including better signage, creation of direct access
from Andover Road, and market pricing. This could help ‘capture’ more passing cars,
relieve pressure on Tower Street car park, and reduce traffic at the Albion junction.



No consideration has been given to the increased demand created by 2000 new
homes at Barton Farm (1000 more car trips per day?); Worthy Lane / Cattle Market
would be ideally placed to intercept this without increasing conflict at the Albion
junction, whereas Gladstone Street would be in the wrong place.



The appendix does not address the problem of the conflict between cars and
pedestrians in the square outside Westgate. The report as a whole underplays the
significance of the pedestrian spine from the Station, through Westgate, down High
Street to City Bridge, and has not analysed footfall figures for any route. Some
analysis of how this can be reduced is essential.



The appendix does not address the impact of its recommendations on pollution
levels. It ignores the fact that the second-worst pollution area in Winchester is on
Romsey Road just west of Westgate. Traffic reduction here is essential to reduce
pollution to maximum permitted levels. Its recommendation of a large car park in
Gladstone Street will make conditions outside Westgate even more difficult to
tackle.



No attempt has been made to analyse car parking facilities to the west of the
station and their potential negative and positive contributions to reducing pollution
levels and serving demand from the west.

Another look at the evidence
For the reasons given above we believe data in the March 2013 car park survey was too thin
and the survey methods too loose to rely on for an exercise like this. Worse, it would seem
that the analysis carried out by Tibbalds had too many methodological shortcomings to
deliver reliable conclusions. For want of better data, however, we have done our own
analysis of the results of the somewhat flawed 2013 survey. Our conclusions are quite
different from Tibbalds’.
We have looked at each reply and carefully allocated each route taken by the users of
Worthy Lane / Cattle Market, Tower Street, and Gladstone Street car parks, differentiating
between the routes taken to and routes taken from the car park, and setting probability
factors where there are alternative possible routes, or missing information. We have
multiplied up (upscaled) the numbers of responses to reflect the average weekday use of
each car park, to give estimated actual numbers of journeys through the Albion junction.
We have set out likely change in traffic volume at the Albion junction for two scenarios.
1. Major development of Gladstone Street car park and reduction in the role of Worthy Lane
/ Cattle Market car park
This would increase traffic at the Albion Junction by 45 movements, mostly because traffic
from the north would cross the junction in greater volume than the reduction caused by
greater capture of traffic from the south by an enlarged Gladstone Street car park. With the

development of Barton Farm (2000 households) up to about 1000 extra trips per day (500
in either direction) would be caused because cars could no longer park in Cattle Market car
park.
2. Major promotion of Worthy Lane / Cattle Market and removal of Gladstone Street
This would decrease traffic at the Albion Junction by 108 movements, mostly because of
the more effective gateway capture of vehicles coming from the north that currently use
Tower Street car park. With the development of Barton Farm, the importance of capturing
traffic from the north will be even greater and this could well prevent 1000 extra vehicle
movements per day at the Albion Junction.
The conclusion of the appendix is certainly counter-intuitive, and fails to reflect observed
behaviour, where conflicts and congestion at the Albion are considerable, much of it caused
by traffic from the north. Our results appear to sit more comfortably with observations.
Our calculations are available on an Excel spreadsheet.

Attachment 3

Comments on Tibbalds’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’ Report on the Winchester
Station Approach, Development assessment 2014.
High level comments
The report starts well with a rephrasing of the aspirations of the original brief. However
it is evident that the direction it has taken has been driven by the viability report
(appendix 4.)
This would be understandable in a purely commercial exercise to establish the site
values of individual plots but ignores the knock on added value to the city as a whole,
through regeneration of its gateway. The City Council should be expected to act for the
benefit of all landowners, residents and other stakeholders in the city, and not just its
own land holdings. Even taking a narrow view of its own self-interest as a landowner,
the failure to provide a clear vision for the delivery of regeneration of the whole area
misses the opportunity for the added value that this vision will bring to all properties
within it.
Whilst the analysis is (with certain reservations) an adequately thorough one there is a
missing section to this document. This is the development from the analysis to the
'general principles' outlined in Appendix 1. Several of these show no signs of evidence
based decision making and are therefore questionable. Of particular concern here is the
assumption that significant car parking needs to be provided on the Carfax site, with no
valid explanation as to why.
The viability study itself states in section 3.28 that affordable housing is not viable on
the Carfax site. For the City to fail on viability grounds either to provide affordable
housing on a prime City Centre site or to make the affordable housing contribution
required of all other developers, would be to render the core strategy policy CP3
undeliverable. The report is therefore fundamentally unsound on this point if no other.
The analysis stops at this point, whereas the logical iteration would be to re-evaluate
the proposed development options and come up with better ones, including the
possibility that surface car parking (accepted as an environmentally unacceptable use
for the Carfax site) should not be taken as the financial benchmark for assessing
viability. The solution will lie in a wider view of the whole area, to include the network
rail land holdings on the western side of the station, ignored in this report as network
rail have not been involved in its production.
The previous report in 2013 was universally criticised as an insufficient answer to the
original brief and as a result providing no proposals for public consultation. We believe
that that this second attempt likewise fails to meet the original brief. It is unsound in
various respects and has not yet been through any consultation process. It should not
therefore be cited, in its current form, as supporting documentation to the LPPt 2.
We strongly believe that a full public consultation on the
Tibbalds’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’ report is necessary and desirable. An
analysis of how it meets the policies set out in the Vision for Winchester should
form part of this.
Detail Comments
The aspirations set out on page 5 of the report are all worthy and reflect the aspirations
of the original brief document.

Section 2 makes no note of the importance of the routes across the area and moves

straight to development opportunities. This concentration on the specifics of individual
sites within the station area as against the importance of the quality of the station area
to the economic prosperity of the city as a whole runs through the whole document and
is we suggest unfortunate. The emphasis on specific sites as distinct from public realm
improvements is not made in the original brief so has presumably emerged from
discussions with officers during the consultation.
The section on commercial brief and land use notes that 'reflecting current demand,
there are no immediate plans to reroute any existing busses to the station. This ignores
both the emerging reports referred to in our transport comments, and the imminent arrival
of 2000 new homes a little way to the North of the station.
Section 3 character and townscape omits to mention that the station is the work of
William Tite, a distinguished architect, and is we believe the only station of his on the
old LSWR line to be unlisted despite being described in Gordon Biddle's authoritative
'Britain's Historic Railway Buildings' as ' much the best of Tite's intermediate stations
on (this) line. These are known records of historic value.
Of the registry office the report notes that it is a 'pleasant building' but that its retention
should not be a priority as it will significantly reduce the potential of the Carfax to
contribute to the regeneration of the area.' We would contend that it is of group value in
relation to the station building. Winchester's unique selling point is surely the strength
of character of its historic built environment and a historic setting at the gateway to the
town should not lightly be discarded. The case for re-use of buildings rather than
demolition is self-evident and made elsewhere.
We would furthermore argue that the case for its removal is unproven as it rests on a
poorly worked sketch (option 1b) and the loss of a building which adds significantly to
the character of the station approach, and helps to identify that visitors are arriving at a
historic cathedral city rather than a recently developed town, deserves a greater degree
of analysis and testing than is provided here.
Alternative sketches provided previously have demonstrated that the retention of the
registry office does not necessarily lead to a reduction in accommodation on the site.
Trees
On P 24 Tibbalds’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’ state that one of their objectives is to
“Retain Existing Trees”.
However, looking at the proposal, as shown on plans & described in the text, what they
propose is the loss of:

27 trees with 21 years growth on the HCC owned car park,



11 trees with 21 years growth, on the HCC along the Records Office to Station Rd
North frontage, which on P 34 they say they propose to remove “to improve the
aesthetic” & to make way for a “proposed kiosk”. Kiosks could very well be sited
amongst the trees. “Winchester, the Heart of a City” ISBN 978-0-90079-604-3,
mentions this tree planting as ”improving the experience for pedestrians”.



34 trees with 21 years growth on the HCC owned the triangle of land adjoining
the pedestrian route cutting across the flank of the Records office.



14 trees on the East and North boundaries of the WCC owned car-park.



In addition, their revised section through the pavement from the Station to
Gladstone St, will mean the loss of a further 8 trees (see P 34 section B.



Trees on the steep bank East of Upper High St, beyond the railway bridge.



No replacement planting is shown.

This gives an approx. total of 85 trees to be felled in the cause of “Creating a High
Quality Station Forecourt” see P 24. The only existing trees spared the axe are 11 trees
to the North of the Records office.
Section 4,5 and appendix 3
LPP2 says on page 33 (WIN 5) planning permission [in the station approach area] will be
granted provided that detailed proposals accord with other relevant policies and (i)are
consistent with the Development Framework set out in the Winchester Station Approach
Development Assessment (2014). This is unfortunate because it locks LPP2 in to the
current assessment and, since there appear to be no plans to amend the assessment,
does not allow for any changes following consultation. This is no doubt not what was
intended and this formal inflexible connection will hopefully be deleted in future drafts
of LPP2.
As it stands the lock is particularly significant for the transport aspects of the
assessment, and means that the two documents must be compatible. Any contradictions
will render the overall planning framework impossible and mean the inspector will find
it difficult to approve LPP2. Developers will be able to appeal decisions on the basis that
their schemes are in line with the assessment even if they are at odds with the policies
quoted in LPP2, or do not comply with late amendments to LPP2 made in response to
the consultation.
LPP2 sets out a number of aims adopted from ‘other relevant policies’ such as:


the Vision for Winchester’s desire to:
o Encourage sustainable transport options and contribute towards reducing
carbon emissions and creating a green and environmentally friendly town,
(policy WIN 1 p30) and
o mitigate adverse environmental or transport impacts in the Town Centre
(policy WIN 2 p31)



The reference to the key aims of Winchester Town Access Plan (WTAP) (3.6.6 p28),
including: reduce the negative impacts of transport-related carbon emissions

Much in the assessment contradicts these aims, and as such will set Winchester up for
some difficult and expensive planning appeals. In summary, the assessment fails to
develop sufficient low-carbon transport infrastructure to meet the evident pedestrian,
cycling and public transport requirements in the area, and proposes gratuitously to
develop dominant private car and car parking infrastructure that will promote the
negative impacts of transport-related carbon emissions.
6 key views
The Report accepts. See P 17, that the Records office (1993) is a building of distinction,
is a successful modern building, that it acts as a landmark and is well liked. “Winchester,
the Heart of a City” ISBN 978-0-90079-604-3 mentions (P181) that because of the
falling contours, the Records Office ”looks surprisingly modest when viewed from the

higher ground to the South”. It stands roughly on the site of the North gate to the walled
city.
Tibbalds’ massing studies (Local Views, Appendix 2 P66) propose the blocking off of all
views of this landmark from arriving rail travellers with a 6 storey building. To reduce
and mask the contribution of such a landmark building does not comply with the
aspirations to:

improve the aesthetic & environmental impact of the area



safeguard and enhance views and the character of the area



repair the urban fabric and create cohesive urban fabric.

The Carfax site is at a level approx. 2 storeys above ground level at the Andover,
Stockbridge road junction. One must therefore question the logic of proposing 6 storeys
on this relatively elevated site and a story less on the Cattle Market site.
Development framework
Subject to the concerns expressed above, the broad principles of the development
framework as shown on the plan page 43 are sound. We are intrigued as to how the
cultural/leisure use proposed on p44 is designated for the Cattle market rather than the
more central location of the Carfax.
However the overarching principles proposed appear, where they are not self evident,
to have been arrived at in a somewhat arbitrary manner.
In particular, there is no acknowledgement that the existing roads themselves are the
most significant public realm in the area. The report proposes a high quality public
space in the centre of the cattle market not on any significant route. This is a recipe for
failure of the space.
A landmark element and public space are proposed on the corner of worthy
lane/andover road. this would come better out of a detailed design for the cattlemarket
development.
To create landmark element of the highest design quality opposite the station assumes
the removal of the registry office without justification other than that it 'would be likely
to constrain' the development.
The number of improvements proposed to highways are seen as merely aspirations.
What is required for the Station area is a regeneration that will enhance values
throughout the area and have a significant impact on Winchester's commercial offer as a
significant historic centre within easy reach of Waterloo. To achieve this it is essential
that the improvements to the public realm (existing streets) are seen as an integral part
of the project, not a desirable bolt-on.
Comments on the Appendix 1proposals
In general these go well into the realm of architecture rather than urban design, and as
such it would be more meaningful to comment on more thoroughly worked proposals.
In several respects (option 1a parking aisles at 3m wide) they are defective at a basic
level.
Viability assessment
Para 1.5 is open in noting that the viability assessment has driven the proposals. This is
understandable in a purely commercial exercise to establish the site values of individual

plots but ignores the knock added value to the city as a whole of regeneration of its
gateway. The City council would be expected to act for the benefit of all landowners,
residents and other stakeholders in the city, and not just its own land holdings.
The Carfax is given a negative residual value under option 1b, because of the existing
value placed on the surface car parking. However the surface car parking has early on
been identified as the prime factor in degrading the quality of the area, so its removal
will have other benefits than just on the existing sites, and these need to be established.
The car parking being provided as part of development is also costed at nil income
value. We suggest that this should be looked at further in the light of the overall
Winchester Town Access plan and indeed para 7.4 notes that an increased use of park
and ride would reduce the amount of city centre parking activity ie the need for these
free car spaces.
We note that neither Option 1a or 1b allow for any element of social housing.
How does this relate to LPP2 which states on P23 that WCC has the “expectation” of
achieving 40% affordable housing in all new housing developments? If this is not
achieved on sites which are in public ownership, WCC in an untenably weak position in
seeking to wrest 40% affordable from private developers.

