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Matter 4

Matter 4: Housing: the spatial distribution of new housing
4.3) Is the proposed distribution of housing set out in Policy SS1 supported
by the Sustainability Appraisal, and will it lead to the most sustainable
pattern of housing growth?

1.

In WPC’s Matter 1 statement and Regulation 19 representations, it explains how
the SA work undertaken completely fails to demonstrate that the HLPSS has been
formulated based on a sound process of SA and testing of reasonable
alternatives. Identified development options and alternatives have been chosen so
as to justify a political decision, without due regard to the available evidence,
which points to more sustainable growth options.
Murrell Green/Winchfield
4.10) Is there a need for a new settlement Murrell Green/Winchfield within
the Plan period?

2.

There is clearly no need for a new settlement within the Plan period to meet
housing needs; a point acknowledged by HDC1.

3.

WPC’s representation on Policy SS1 strongly challenges the need for a new
settlement Area of Search (AoS) to be identified in the HLPSS in view of Hart’s
extensive housing supply pipeline, which is sufficient to meet longer term needs
beyond the end of the Plan period2.

4.

WPC consider that the accepted absence of housing need for a new settlement to
be provided in the Plan period is the fundamental issue as, without it, WPC fail to
see how planning for a new settlement can be considered ‘justified’ i.e. the most
appropriate strategy, when considered against reasonable alternatives. Nor is it a
strategy which can be considered ‘positively prepared’ as it is not required to meet
objectively assessed development requirements.

1

See footnote 7 (p.29) of the HLPSS, and again at paragraph 3.10 of TOP1 (Housing Numbers
and Spatial Strategy).
2 Further consideration is given to this in WPC’s Matter 5 Statement.
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Matter 4

Notwithstanding this overriding issue, in the absence of housing “need”, WPC
note that HDC has sought to justify the inclusion of the AoS on other grounds
within TOP1.

6.

HDC suggests (paragraph 3.10) that it wishes to plan positively for the future,
including beyond the plan period, in anticipation of additional housing
requirements arising. Paragraph 7.3 adds that this is supported by NPPF
Paragraph 14 which requires Local Plans to meet objectively assessed needs,
with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid change, and Paragraph 157 which
requires Local Plans to take account of longer term requirements.

7.

WPC’s representation on Policy SS1 and Matter 3 statement demonstrate that the
HLPSS more than delivers on this NPPF requirement for flexibility, without having
to make provision for a new settlement. Without this contingency plan, HDC will
already be over-delivering against its overall housing target.

8.

Contrary to HDC’s stated objective, the new settlement AoS does not actually
offer flexibility but instead fixes the development strategy for the next plan period
and beyond. It will shackle the hands of those that will be tasked to undertake the
next Local Plan Review (within 5 years), and prevents them from identifying and
testing alternative and more sustainable options. It does not allow any flexibility for
new planning or political developments (e.g. Brexit) that may change the entire
picture for Hart in the next few years. Furthermore, it fails to consider the dangers
of over-provision of housing, significantly beyond the actual amount needed. Not
only will it cause substantial and irreversible environmental impacts, it will harm
urban regeneration and brownfield delivery, and undermines the contribution
village expansions can make (particularly via future Neighbourhood Plans).

9.

A further crucial point to note, is that Hart is not a Green Belt authority and is
therefore not required to plan for areas of safeguarded land in order to meet
development needs stretching well beyond the plan period (NPPF Paragraph 83
and 85 refer).

10.

TOP1 offers further justification for a new settlement by suggesting (at paragraph
3.12) that it is the preferred strategy for dealing with additional growth because it
is the best way to secure the infrastructure needed. It goes on to explain that a
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good example of this, and key issue in Hart, is the provision of secondary school
places. We address school provision in response to Q4.13 and note that
education needs over the Plan period will be met without having to plan for a new
settlement. Moreover, evidence of existing infrastructure deficits to be addressed
by the new settlement is notably lacking, but what is apparent is that any
infrastructure provided within it will only be required to meet the demand
generated by occupiers of houses which are not needed.
11.

Lastly, Paragraph 3.12 of TOP1 seeks to justify the new settlement by claiming it
is supported by public opinion compared to urban extensions or ‘dispersal’
strategies. Paragraph 7.7 adds that this accords with the NPPF requirement
(Paragraph 155) that Plans should reflect a collective vision, as far as possible.

12.

WPC strongly contested this assertion in its representations on Policy SS3
(Paragraph 35). Whilst the new settlement option was ranked first amongst the
options presented in the Housing Options Paper 2014, it was by no means a firm
favourite amongst the limited number of respondents. Indeed, as noted in
Appendix 2 of TOP1, when HDC’s scoring was applied Option 1 (within
settlements) came out higher.

13.

Furthermore, the responses to the other questions of this high level consultation
reveal far from conclusive results. In response to question 4, 141 respondents
considered that other options should be explored, compared to 71 who did not. In
response to Question 2, 322 respondents considered that even the smallest
villages should see new homes, whilst 151 did not.

14.

The same can be said for the 2015/16 Refined Options for new homes
consultation, which reveals that if you take the first and second preferences,
Approach 1 (Dispersal) scores 3,392 votes, Approach 2 (Extensions) scores
2,671 and Approach 3 (Winchfield) scores 2,899.

15.

What is most conclusive, and conveniently not mentioned in TOP1, is the
breakdown of responses to the Regulation 19 consultation. Analysis undertaken
by WPC reveals that of the 204 representations on Policy SS3, 19 were in favour
(10%), 21 were neutral (10%) and 164 were against (80%).
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16.

Matter 4

Of further note is that the public were led to believe in the 2014 and 2015/16
consultations that a new settlement option was actually required to meet housing
needs over the Plan period. Once it became clear in the Regulation 19
consultation that this was not the case, the overwhelming response was against.

17.

Therefore, it is misleading for HDC to claim that the new settlement is justified as
it is supported by public opinion. What is more apparent, from WPC’s detailed
analysis of the plan-making process3, is that a political decision to plan for a new
settlement at Winchfield was made at the outset. HDC pre-determined the plan
making process, and it has tried and failed to produce the evidence to support that
decision. The idea of a new settlement has persisted in complete disregard to
changes in circumstance and alternative options. In doing so HDC has failed to
take account of up-to-date and relevant evidence (NPPF Paragraph 158) and has
prepared a Plan which does not reflect a collective vision (Paragraph 155).

18.

Notably, it is completely at odds with the ‘made’ Winchfield Neighbourhood
Development Plan (Examination Document NP3). This constitutes part of the
statutory development plan for Winchfield, and represents the most
comprehensive assessment of the Parish to date. Paragraphs 75 to 81 of WPC’s
representation on Policy SS3 explain how the new settlement option would
inevitably conflict with NDP policies, and would lead to irreversible change of vast
scale that would be completely at odds with the community’s vision as established
through its NDP4.

19.

Having regard to paragraphs 155 and 183 of the NPPF, it simply cannot be
considered reasonable for the made NDP to be so blatantly disregarded so to
accommodate a new settlement proposal lacking sound justification.

See paragraphs 9 to 39 of WPC’s representation on Policy SS3
This achieved a 61% turnout at the Referendum with an exceptionally high 96.4% ‘yes’ vote in
support of the Neighbourhood Plan.
3

4
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4.11) The Housing Topic paper suggests that houses could be delivered by
2024 (a six year period from now). Is a long lead in time therefore required to
deliver the new settlement, as suggested by the Council?
20.

TOP1 presents at table 9 an outline programme for the new settlement which
shows the steps to be taken to commence delivery of new housing from Autumn
2024.

21.

That so, WPC note in the Schedule of Proposed Modifications (Examination
Document CD11) that HDC is proposing an amendment to paragraph 144 of the
HLPSS which removes reference to new homes being built from around 2024/25.
HDC also proposes to delete Criterion b) which requires the new settlement to
have the “potential to deliver new homes from the middle of the Plan
period”. Its reasoning is “to allow the issue of timing and phasing of delivery
to be addressed through the DPD in light of the latest evidence and input
from stakeholders”.

22.

This is a notable change which reveals the uncertain position HDC finds itself in,
without the evidence to demonstrate when a new settlement will be needed. In
simple terms, it has a solution to a problem which does not exist, and it does not
know when it is going to exist.

23.

What it more certain is the extremely healthy land supply position in Hart (with
HDC able to demonstrate at least 9.74 years supply5). It is beyond reasonable
doubt that, before HDC will have the evidence of unmet housing need available to
justify a new settlement, there will have been at least one Local Plan review (and
more likely several)6.

24.

As and when reviews take place, consideration must be given to the changing
circumstances of an area and/or any relevant changes in national policy.
Decisions should be made based on the available evidence at this time.

5

WPC considers this to be at least 11.38 years for the reasons set out in its response to question
5.12 of its Matter 5 Hearing Statement.
6 Reviews at least every 5 years are a legal requirement for all local plans (Regulation 10A of the
Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012
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25.

Matter 4

The appropriate time to consider whether to plan for a new settlement or
alternative options is when the evidence base demonstrates a need exists. Until
this time there can be no justification.

4.12) Is there sufficient evidence to suggest that a new settlement can be
delivered in Murrell Green/Winchfield, without causing significant impacts
to the surrounding area and infrastructure?
26.

TOP1 (paragraph 6.27) suggests that the site assessments and SA provide
confidence that whilst there are constraints in the AoS, there is scope for strategic
development.

27.

WPC strongly disagree. Its review of HDC’s detailed site assessments STR0057
demonstrates the highly constrained nature of the AoS, and the significant
environmental and infrastructure issues that need to be overcome.

28.

This is further evidenced by the Site Appraisal prepared by MBELC8 (in particular
Figures 05 and 06). An extract from Figure 05, provided in Appendix 1 to this
Hearing Statement, demonstrates that the vast majority of the AoS south of the
M3/railway is unsuitable for large scale development. The constraints include the
highly rural landscape character with its narrow lanes and a network of woodlands
(some ancient), ecologically valuable sites (including SSSIs and SINCs), listed
buildings (many, where the landscape setting makes an important contribution to
their significance), the adjoining Canal Conservation Area and SSSI, and areas at
risk of flooding.

29.

The north-western part of the AoS is also significantly constrained. Development
here would harm the local countryside character and also impact upon the
character and enjoyment of the Public Rights of Way network. Development may
also result in visual coalescence with Hook.

Released only through a FOI request and provided at Appendix 4.3 of WPC’s representation on
Policy SS3
8
Appendix 4.4 of WPC’s representation on Policy SS3.
7
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30.

Matter 4

Overall MBELC’s Appraisal finds that Policy SS3 would result in significant
landscape and visual harm including harm to components which have high
landscape, amenity, ecological and heritage value.

31.

Of further note is that the majority of the AoS is agricultural land, with the potential
for large parts to contain ‘best and most versatile’ (BMV) land (i.e. 3a). Having
regard to NPPF Paragraph 112, WPC do not consider that HDC has
demonstrated that significant development of agricultural land is necessary, noting
the housing land supply position. Loss of BMV land in the AoS is therefore
unnecessary, unjustified, and would not constitute sustainable development.

32.

WPC also highlight in its representation on Policy SS3 the complete failure of the
HLPSS to identify the infrastructure necessary for a new settlement, or indicate
how it will be costed and provided. Given the absence of any detailed evidence
demonstrating that a new settlement is either deliverable or viable, WPC do not
see how provision can be made for it within the HLPSS. The failure to prepare the
necessary evidence and present it at Regulation 18 and 19 stages means that
there has been no informed consultation on fundamental issues for delivery of a
new settlement.

33.

The capacity of the road infrastructure in Winchfield is of particular concern to
WPC. The existing network reflects the area’s rural character and has limited
capacity for additional traffic. As noted by HDC in the detailed site assessments9,
upgrades to the existing highway network and, potentially, a new motorway
junction could be required in addition to significant engineering works to facilitate
new and/or improved vehicular crossings of the railway line.

34.

WPC is not aware of any evidence to demonstrate the deliverability of such
improvements has been agreed with the highway authorities or Network Rail. How
can the principle of building a new settlement in the AoS be reasonably agreed in
the absence of such crucial information?

35.

With respect to transport, Paragraph 3.21 of TOP1 suggests that Murrell
Green/Winchfield presents an opportunity to centre development around or
reasonably close to Winchfield station. The objective being to achieve a modal

9

STR005 and STR011
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shift. WPC is concerned that HDC appear to have given disproportionate weight
to the presence of the station, noting that there is no evidence to demonstrate that
there is spare capacity.
36.

Network Rail’s Wessex Route Study, August 2015 (see Appendix 2 for executive
summary) reveals (at paragraph 0.6.2) that there was 20% overcrowding on peak
Main Line services to/from London Waterloo, with standing commonplace from
Woking and Basingstoke (i.e. before Winchfield). It adds that planned growth to
2043 will require an additional 40% capacity (60% in total).

37.

These capacity issues are noted in the Feasibility and Deliverability Document
submitted by Lightwood with its representations. At page 55 Lightwood note that
discussions with Network Rail and South West Trains in August 2016 revealed
there are no plans to improve capacity in the period 2019 to 2024 as there are no
small interventions that can be delivered. It adds “there is a requirement for
large scale intervention to provide capacity, but this has not been confirmed
in terms of a scheme or timescales for implementation”. WPC is not aware of
any evidence published since to demonstrate that large scale interventions are
planned, and the modal shift envisaged by HDC can be achieved.

4.13) The Council suggest that the new settlement is needed to deliver a
much needed secondary school. However, given that 90% of the proposed
supply has already been granted planning permission, is this the case?
38.

TOP1 (paragraph 6.5) helpfully clarifies that 94% of the HLPSS target of 6,208
already has either been completed or has permission. The remainder will come
forward through sites within settlements, windfalls, and in the Odiham and North
Warnborough NDP.

39.

WPC is not aware of any paper within the evidence base which addresses
education requirements to meet planned growth over the plan period.
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Matter 4

The supporting text (Paragraph 425) to HLPSS Policy I8 does, however, that
safeguarding of land at Robert Mays School, Odiham and Calthorpe Park School,
Fleet enables expansion to meet future education needs.

41.

In this respect WPC note that the Hartland Village S106 includes a contribution of
£7.2 million towards secondary provision at Calthorpe Park. The Infrastructure
Delivery Plan (June 2018; Examination Document INF1) needs to be updated to
reflect this contribution. As drafted it suggests that only £1.9 million has been
secured from a housing development at Church Crookham. The IDP does,
however, clarify that funding has been secured for expanding Robert Mays School
(costing £7.6 million), and that £2.35 million has been secured towards secondary
education from the Netherhouse Copse S106.

42.

With the education needs for the proposed supply over the Plan period evidently
met, WPC understand that the need for a new secondary school arises only as a
result of the new settlement. Therefore, this is a further case of HDC planning for
a need which does not currently exist.

4.14) Is the area of search in terms of its boundary justified?
43.

Paragraph 3.9 of TOP1 notes that the AoS is sizable but it is not the intention to
develop the whole area, adding that the DPD and masterplanning process will
address the location and scale of development. That so, Paragraph 6.29 then
goes onto explain that the new settlement promoters are willing to work together
to bring forward comprehensive development, as evidenced by their joint concept
plan.

44.

Therefore, instead of being one or the other, the AoS boundary has only
encouraged the promoters to work together on a proposal for an expansive urban
area.

45.

In this respect, WPC highlighted in its representations on Policy SS3 how it will
not be possible to achieve a cohesive, well-connected new settlement of the size
envisaged by HDC given the constrained and disparate nature of the AoS, which
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is divided, with substantial areas of farmland unavailable, and major impermeable
barriers.
46.

The fragmented joint concept plan is helpful in demonstrating the struggles that
will be presented when it comes to attempting to masterplan a cohesive and
sustainable new settlement given the identified constraints.

47.

Furthermore, analysis that MBELC has undertaken of the concept plan, and
presented in Appendix 1, demonstrates that the proposal would in effect result in
three separate developments, as illustrated by drawing 1399.04 attached to
MBELC’s note.

4.15) Are the criteria set out within Policy SS3 justified?
48.

Policy SS3 is simply not required and should be deleted if the HLPSS is to be
found sound.

49.

Notwithstanding WPC’s position, it notes that the Schedule of Proposed
Modifications (CD11) proposes a caveat in the opening paragraph:
“Permission will be granted for the development of a new settlement to be
identified from the area of search identified on the Policies Map following
the adoption of a New Settlement Development Plan Document and agreed
comprehensive masterplan, where it has been demonstrated that the
impacts of development, including highway impacts, can be satisfactorily
mitigated.”

50.

This is notable addition which highlights the lack of evidence available to
demonstrate a new settlement can be satisfactorily mitigated. This amendment
has been made in response to the objection from Basingstoke and Dean Borough
Council (BDBC) which states Policy SS3 is unsound as it is not supported by
evidence to demonstrate a new settlement can be accommodated in the AoS
without harmful impacts upon the highway network and other infrastructure.
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Matter 4

HDC’s response fails to address the fundamental problem which BDBC rightly
raise, which is the lack of evidence available now to establish the principle of a
new settlement within the defined AoS.

52.

Whilst this is the case, the focus on highway impacts in HDC’s proposed
amendment is clearly insufficient when there are a considerable number of other
impacts to address10.

53.

Lastly, in the event that Policy SS3 remains, then the overarching criterion to be
addressed before any progress is made should be for an unmet objectively
assessed housing need to be established through a Local Plan review.

JD/1399/PC
24 October 2018

10

As demonstrated by WPC’s representation on Policy SS3.
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Landscape Briefing Note:
Review of Representations with regard to Draft Policy SS3
for a New Settlement at Murrell Green/Winchfield
Introduction
1. Two sets of representations have been submitted with regard to the promotion of development
with the Area of Search (AoS) identified in Draft Policy SS3 for a New Settlement at Murrell
Green/Winchfield.
2. The representations submitted on behalf of Gallagher Estates & Barratt Homes are primarily
concerned with the land to the south and west of the M3 (Winchfield). The representations on
behalf of Lightwood Land are primarily concerned with the land to the north and east of the M3
(Murrell Green). However, both sets of representations include an Initial Concept Plan that
covers the whole AoS which it is claimed demonstrates how the AoS could incorporate a new
settlement1. The representations on behalf or Gallagher Estates & Barratt Homes also include
a series of figures (Appendix 4 “Area of Search” Plans) that cover the whole AoS.

Concept Plan
3. Appendix 3 of the Gallagher Estates & Barratt Homes representations contains the ‘Initial
Concept Plan’.
4.

The most striking aspect of the Initial Concept Plan is that is does not show a single settlement
but three separate developments – a Murrell Green fragment, a Winchfield fragment and an
area trapped between the M3 and the railway line, a M3/railway fragment.

5.

The Murrell Green fragment is separated from the Winchfield Fragment by both the railway
line and the M3, and from the M3/railway fragment by the M3. It is located closer to both
Hook and Hartley Wintney, with fewer barriers, than to either of the other proposed
fragments. (See JB Planning Drawing 1399.04 attached to this note) The Murrell Green
fragment would result in the loss of an area of attractive countryside that currently provides
real separation between the very different settlements of Hook, a 20th Century town, and
Hartley Witney, an historic village. The landscape that separates these settlements would be

1

Representations on behalf of Gallagher Estates & Barratt Homes Paragraph 3.49

1

replaced with a belt of development.
6.

There is more chance that Hook, the Murrell Green fragment and Hartley Witney would feel
like an area of continuous settlement than that the three fragments that are proposed for the
AoS would feel like a cohesive settlement.

7.

The M3/railway fragment is located within the least sensitive landscape, but it is also the
least suitable for residential development, sandwiched as it is between two significant barriers
to movement and amenity. Although the M3/railway fragment is closer to the Winchfield
fragment than the Murrell Green fragment, the railway line on its embankment creates both
physical and visual separation and currently the two areas are perceived as belonging to two
different landscapes.

8.

The Winchfield fragment is located in the most sensitive landscape within the AoS, identified
in Hart DC’s Landscape Capacity Assessment 2016 as having low/medium capacity for
development. It is likely to result in:
•

Loss of the historic, dispersed settlement pattern of Winchfield,

•

Loss of the separate identity of Winchfield Hurst

•

Harm to the wider countryside setting of the Basingstoke Canal SSSI and Conservation
Area

•

Harm to the open countryside setting to listed buildings, promoted PRoW and rural
lanes.

9.

An extract from Figure 05 Key Constraints Composite, from the MBELC report submitted as part
of the representations from Winchfield Parish Council, is attached to this briefing note (Figure
05A). It illustrates the multiple constraints to be found in the area identified on the Concept
Plan for the Winchfield fragment.

2

‘Area of Search’ Plans
10. Appendix 3 of the Gallagher Estates & Barratt Homes representations contains four ‘Area of
Search’ Plans.
11. Figure 1 Context Plan provides factual information on designations, local plan polices etc. It
appears to be reasonably accurate.
12. Figure 2 Topographical Features Plan provides information on topography. However, it is
difficult to understand the overall topography because the woodlands, of which there are
many, are coloured dark green and obscure the topographical information underneath. There
are no apparent topographical features in the landscape that have informed the location of the
three fragments.
13. Figure 3 Landscape Character Plan provides factual information on Landscape Character.
14. Figure 4 is entitled, Appraisal Plan, but it does not contain any appraisal. It simply provides
factual information, much of which can be found on Figure 1 (e.g. Public Rights of Way, Listed
Buildings, Ancient Woodland etc.). It uses an aerial photograph rather than an OS map for a
base and includes information on Flood Zones 2 & 3 which are not included on Figure 1.
15. It is not clear that any appraisal of the landscape has actually been undertaken in order to
inform the areas proposed for development, other than to omit absolute constraints such as
Ancient Woodlands, Flood Zones and land not under the control of Gallagher Estates /Barratt
Homes/ Lightwood Land.
16. There is no discussion in the Gallagher Estates & Barratt Homes or the Lightwood Land
representations, nor any evidence on any of the plans on how the proposed ‘settlement’ can
have a sense of cohesion given the large area of unavailable land at its heart and the
formidable barriers to movement.

Date

October 15th 2018

Reference:

1064 BN01 Winchfield Representations.docx
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Foreword

Network Rail – Wessex Route Study

August 2015

We are delighted to present this Wessex Route Study, which sets out
the strategic vision for the future of this vital part of the rail network
over the next 30 years.
Each weekday this railway carries more than 50,000 people in the
high peak hour alone into central London, with many thousands
more accessing key interchange points and travelling between
regional centres on the Route. Even before future growth is
considered, some services on the route are already carrying
significant numbers of passengers in excess of realistic capacity.
Standing is commonplace from Woking and Basingstoke, with
passengers standing from as far away as Winchester on fast
services to London Waterloo.
Significant volumes of freight traffic are conveyed on the route, with
the majority of movements focused on the busy corridor between
the Port of Southampton and the Route boundary north of
Basingstoke (on the Basingstoke to Reading line).
Improvements to the network are already in hand to accommodate
passenger and freight growth in Control Period 5 (2014 to 2019).
But in future years, even more will have to be done if this railway is
to play its part in securing economic growth and serving peak
commuter demand into London.
The Route Study has developed options to deliver against the key
challenges, subject to value for money, deliverability and
affordability. Options are set out against a long-term planning
horizon to 2043, allowing sets of long-term interventions to be
presented alongside and consistent with a prioritised set of options
for Control Period 6 (2019 – 2024).
The dominant issue is the need to provide sufficient capacity in the
peak periods, specifically to and from London. The study has
focused on developing options that can contribute to improving
performance as well as meeting the capacity challenge on the
route. Alongside this, the study has also considered the growing
challenge of accommodating peak passenger volumes at stations,
with a view to setting priorities and options for investment in CP6.
This Route Study is published in August 2015. The options presented
will help to inform the Initial Industry Plan to be submitted in
Autumn 2016.
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Network Rail has led the production of this Route Study on behalf of
the Industry and as such it has been developed collaboratively with
industry partners and wider stakeholders including passenger and
freight operators, the Department for Transport, Transport for
London, Local Authorities and Local Enterprise Partnerships. We
thank them all for their contribution.

Paul Plummer

Tim Shoveller

Group Strategy Director

Managing Director
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Stagecoach South Western Trains
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0.1

Introduction

0.1.1
Network Rail is producing a programme of geographic
Route Studies, in conjunction with rail industry partners and other
stakeholders. This programme runs alongside development of
Network-wide Route Utilisation Strategies. These review national
issues such as stations, depots, rolling stock and electrification.
0.1.2
This Wessex Route Study investigates what capacity and
capability will be required from the railway network in Control
Period 6 (2019-2024), and beyond up to 2043. It seeks to
accommodate the conditional outputs articulated in the LongTerm Planning Process (LTPP) Market Studies, whilst maintaining
operational performance, and at a cost acceptable to funders and
stakeholders.
0.1.3
The Route Study identifies “choices for funders” which will
inform the Initial Industry Plan (IIP) for CP6 in September 2016 and
ultimately feed into the Department for Transport’s (DfT) High
Level Output Specification for CP6.
0.1.4
This Route Study has been developed as a result of
considerable analysis and close collaboration between Network
Rail, the Department for Transport, Transport for London and the
passenger and freight operators on the route. The Office of Rail
Regulation has acted as an observer. Productive meetings with
Local Enterprise Partnerships and local authorities have also been
held.
0.1.5
The study is also unique in that it has jointly been
produced with the Wessex Alliance. This alliance between South
West Trains and Network Rail was formed in 2012 and has operated,
maintained and renewed the railway in Wessex under one joint
management team.
0.2

Scope

0.2.1
The scope of the Route Study covers the South West Main
Line and connecting routes to the Hampshire and Dorset Coast and
the dense inner and outer suburban network of radial routes in
south west London, Surrey and Berkshire. Figure 0.1 sets out the
Study area.
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0.2.2
The area covered by the Route Study contains some of the
most densely trafficked routes in the country, Figure 0.2 helps to put
this point into context, comparing traffic levels on the Waterloo
approaches, the busiest part of the route to a sample of other key
nodes and termini in the country.
0.2.3
The route currently provides for a wide range of passenger
flows. Commuter traffic from the Main Lines, Windsor Lines and
inner suburban network sees over 50,000 passengers arrive into
London in a single typical high-peak hour alone.
0.2.4
As well as the dense London commuter operation, the
Wessex Route supports high levels of passenger traffic to/from the
many other important regional centres on the route such as
Bournemouth, Southampton, Portsmouth, Guildford and
Basingstoke. Off-peak business and leisure travel has shown
continued growth in recent years.
0.2.5
Although principally a radial route with most services
operating to or from London, it also accommodates key interregional passenger services on connecting routes:

•
•
•

From Southampton / Portsmouth to Brighton / Gatwick Airport

•
•

From Portsmouth / Southampton to Bristol and South Wales

From Reading / Guildford to Gatwick Airport
From Bournemouth / Southampton to the Midlands and the
North
From Weymouth to Bristol

0.2.5
Significant volumes of freight traffic are conveyed on the
route, though the majority of movements are focused on the busy
corridor between the Port of Southampton and destinations in the
Midlands and the North via Basingstoke and Reading. This traffic is
predominantly deep sea containers to / from the Port, but
significant volumes of automotive and aggregates traffic are also
transported on this and connecting routes.
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Figure 0.1 Geographic scope area of the Wessex Route Study

LONDON
WATERLOO

WINDSOR &
ETON RIVERSIDE
Datchet

Alton Line
Botley Line
Guildford New Line
Lymington Branch
Main Suburban Lines
Netley Line
North Downs Line
Portsmouth Direct
South West Main Line
Test Valley Line
West of England Line
Windsor Lines

STAINES
READING

Reading Green
Park (CP5)

Winnersh
Wokingham

Templecombe

Crewkerne

Wilton
Jn

Tisbury

SALISBURY

Grateley

Whitchurch

Laverstock
North Jn

Salisbury
Tunnel Jn

Overton

Andover

Honiton

Dean

Feniton

Chandlers
Ford

Romsey

Swaythling

Thornford

St Denys

Ashurst New Forest
BROCKENHURST

Chetnole
Maiden
Newton
Holton
Heath
Wareham

Dorchester
West
Weymouth Jn

Micheldever

Farnham

Hamworthy

Parkstone

POOLE
Worgret Jn

BOURNEMOUTH Christchurch

Branksome

HAMWORTHY GOODS

SWANAGE RAILWAY

Moreton
Dorchester South
Dorchester Jn

Upwey
WEYMOUTH

Pokesdown

New
Milton
Hinton
Admiral

Shalford Jn

Farncombe

Bentley

Milford
Witley

Hedge End

Redbridge Millbrook

WESTERN EASTERN
DOCKS
DOCKS
MARCHWOOD and
FAWLEY
Brockenhurst Jn

Lymington Town
LYMINGTON PIER

Shalford

Haslemere
Liphook

Botley

Bitterne
Woolston
Sholing

Netley
Hamble

Liss
Petersfield
Fareham
East
Jn

Swanwick

Bursledon

Portchester

FAREHAM

Cosham
Jn

Cosham

Rowlands
Castle

Bedhampton

Farlington Jn
Portcreek Jn

Horsley

Stoneleigh
Ewell West

CHESSINGTON
SOUTH
Leatherhead
Jn

EPSOM

LEATHERHEAD

HAVANT

Hilsea
Fratton
Portsmouth & Southsea
PORTSMOUTH
HARBOUR

Bookham
Effingham
Junction
REDHILL

Chilworth

Godalming

ALTON

Worcester Park

Chessington
North

Hinchley
Wood
Claygate

London
Road
(Guildford)

Guildford Jns

Eastleigh Jns

St Denys
Jn

Malden
Manor

Clandon

GUILDFORD

Shawford

SOUTHAMPTON

Beaulieu Road

Wool

Aldershot

Raynes Park
Motspur Park

SURBITON
Tolworth

Cobham & Stoke
D’Abernon

Worplesdon

Wanborough

Worting Jn

Southampton
Airport Parkway

Yetminster

Aldershot Jns

EASTLEIGH

Exmouth
Jn

Totton

Ash Vale
ASH

CLAPHAM
JUNCTION

Oxshott

WOKING

Ash Vale Jn

North
Camp

Hook
BASINGSTOKE

Winchester

Mottisfont & Dunbridge

Whimple
Cranbrook (CP5)
Pinhoe

Fleet

New
Malden

Berrylands

Weybridge Jn

West
Byfleet

Putney
Earlsfield

Norbiton

HAMPTON
COURT

Esher
Hersham
Walton-onThames

Brookwood

Mortlake

WIMBLEDON

Teddington
Hampton Wick
Kingston

Byfleet & New Haw

Pirbright
Jn

Farnborough

Basingstoke
G.W.R. Jn

Laverstock
South Jn

Axminster

Frimley

Farnborough North

St Margarets

Hampton Court Jn

Addlestone

LONDON
VICTORIA

Strawberry Hill
Shacklegate Jn

Thames Ditton

Camberley

Blackwater

Winchfield

SHEPPERTON

Chertsey

Bagshot

Sandhurst

Bramley

Gillingham

ASCOT

Martins
Heron

Crowthorne

LUDGERSHALL

Yeovil Pen Mill

Bracknell

Wokingham Jn

Mortimer

Sherborne

Sunningdale

Old
Kew Jn

Brentford

Kew
Chiswick
Bridge
Barnes Bridge
RICHMOND North
Barnes Jn Wandsworth
Barnes
Town
Twickenham
Sheen

Whitton

Fulwell
Hampton
Kempton Park
Sunbury
Upper
Halliford

Longcross

Winnersh
Triangle

Feltham
Strawberry
Hill Jn
Fulwell Jn

Virginia Water

Earley

Hounslow

Ashford

Egham

Reading West

Castle Cary

Pen Mill Jn

Staines
East Jn

Wraysbury

Heart of Wessex Line covered by the Western Route Study
Reading to Basingstoke Line covered by the Western Route Study
Part of West of England Line covered by the Western Route Study
Westbury Line covered by the Western Route Study

Yeovil Junction

Isleworth

Sunnymeads

Syon Lane

Dorking West

Gomshall

Dorking
(Deepdene)

Betchworth
Reigate

Vauxhall

Queenstown Road

Executive Summary

Network Rail – Wessex Route Study

August 2015

06

Figure 0.2 Daily train movements. Waterloo approaches / A national comparison
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•

Works at Waterloo fully to reopen Waterloo International
Terminal (WIT) for use by Windsor Line services, releasing extra
platforming capacity for this service group and in turn some
main line services

•

Works at Queenstown Road to increase capacity on the Windsor
lines and ease the movement of empty Main Line stock out of
Waterloo

•

Works to improve ‘on station’ capacity for passengers at
Waterloo, Vauxhall and a number of other suburban stations

•

Additional rolling stock to strengthen Main Line trains from
Woking and further out that currently do not operate at their
potential maximum length

•

Works to allow Windsor line services from Reading to operate at
10 rather than 8-car length.

Executive Summary

Network Rail – Wessex Route Study

August 2015

0.3.3
Completion of these schemes will see significant capacity
added to Main Suburban services to complement the additional
capacity already being provided in the peaks by the current roll-out
of 10-car train lengthening on most high-peak Windsor Lines
services into London Waterloo.
0.3.4
It is recognised that the 2019 baseline used for the
Wessex Route Study has the potential to change, following the
review of the Control Period 5 enhancement programme
announced by the Secretary of State.
0.3.5
As the options within the study represent a longer term
view over the context of the next 30 years, the implications of any
baseline revision are likely to be limited to the timing of the
implementation of these options rather than their scope. We are
therefore publishing this strategy noting that some of the baseline
assumptions could change. Should any influences significantly alter
the outputs of, and options identified within, the strategy, we will
review and update accordingly as part of the ongoing process to
maintain the validity of the strategy.
0.4

Conditional Outputs

0.4.1
The starting point for this Route Study is the Market
Studies published in October 2013, and established by the Office of
Rail Regulation in December 2013. The Market Studies forecast
demand for passenger and freight traffic, and propose service level
‘Conditional Outputs’ for the industry to meet subject to feasibility,
affordability and value for money.
0.4.2
Detailed demand analysis has been undertaken to
ascertain expected growth over the next 10 and 30 years. The
analysis identifies where supply and demand is mismatched over 10
and 30 year time horizons, and thus where train lengthening or
more train services might be required in peak periods.
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•

The level of rail capacity needed to accommodate predicted
freight demand

•

The level of rail connectivity between large towns and cities
across the route (for example, the frequency of train services,
journey times, and the provision of direct journeys which do not
require an interchange)

0.5
Choices for funders in Control Period 6 (2019-2024) and
beyond
0.5.1
The key choices identified and in some cases appraised as
part of the Wessex Route Study are summarised below with a more
detailed account in Chapter 5.
0.5.2
In some cases there may be further work required to
identify additional benefits in order to demonstrate a sufficiently
strong economic return.
0.5.3
In all cases, where support exists from funders to progress
a particular option, Network Rail will need to complete further
engineering feasibility to ensure sufficiently detailed costings,
output definitions and delivery plans can be submitted as part of
the Business Plan for CP6. All costings published in this Study must
be regarded as a high level guide only at this stage and are subject
to change.
0.6

Peak Capacity: Main Line services to / from Waterloo

0.6.1
This group of services comprises most trains operating on
the fast lines inwards of Surbiton. Figure 3 sets out the relevant
routes that have services that fall into this category.

•

The level of rail capacity required to meet peak Main Line
passenger demand into London

0.6.2
For this service group the London and South East Market
Study anticipates growth of 40 per cent by 2043. It is critical to note
that even before growth is considered approximately 20%
additional capacity is required to deal with existing over crowding
on these services. Standing is commonplace from Woking and
Basingstoke.

•

The level of rail capacity required to meet peak Main Suburban
and Windsor Lines passenger demand into London

0.6.3
Passengers are also standing from as far away as
Winchester on fast services to London Waterloo, a journey of over

0.4.3

The key Conditional Outputs for this Route Study include:
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Wessex Main Line Routes

Figure 0.3 Main Line service groups
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one hour, although seats are available on slower services from this
station.
0.6.4
The Route Study’s assessment, therefore, is that an
additional 60 per cent capacity is required in the high peak hour to
meet the 2043 capacity conditional output for Main Line long
distance services. This equates to 13 (10-11 Main Line and 2-3 Outer
Suburban) additional paths in the high peak hour, assuming the
majority of trains are configured with 3+2 seating.
0.6.5
Of particular note for this service group is the fact that the
density of operation on the single Up (London bound) Fast Line
inwards of Surbiton during the peak is higher than on any other
single stretch of main line in the UK. The significant growth in
passenger numbers alongside the constraint on network capacity

means even the smallest delay can quickly be transferred to other
services. This brings its own challenges in terms of maintaining
performance and particularly avoiding knock on delays as a result
of minor incidents. The capacity to add further services without
significant improvements to signalling and other infrastructure is
extremely limited.
Post-CP6 Options
0.6.6
For the longer term, meeting the capacity challenge on
the Main Line involves two distinct challenges: those in the inner
area (inwards of Surbiton) and those in the outer area (country end
of Surbiton outwards).
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0.6.7
This distinction highlights the differing nature of the
challenge. In the ‘inner area’, Main Line services in the peak operate
on a single fast line in both directions between Surbiton and
Clapham Junction. In the peak there are no capacity reducing
station stops between Surbiton and London Waterloo, or flat
junctions causing conflicting moves – so the challenge on this
section is simply that the railway has reached its maximum capacity
based on current signalling capability and the number of tracks.
0.6.8
Against this background, the route study identifies three
high-level options for the long term in the inner area, each based on
large scale changes to infrastructure and or signalling systems– but
with the same complementary interventions to junctions and
stations required in the outer area regardless of the inner area
solution. This would require extension of the Up Main Relief towards
Clapham Junction, together with one or more of the following
options:
A 5th track Surbiton to Clapham Junction
B Crossrail 2
C European Train Control Systems (ETCS) and Automatic Train
Operation (ATO) deployment on the Main Lines.
0.6.9
Only Option B (Crossrail 2, which involves some use of
freed up slow line capacity and slow line platforms at Waterloo)
looks to have the potential to get close to the long term target train
numbers to cope with growth.
0.6.10 Option C (accelerating the introduction of ETCS/ATO)
looks on initial analysis to have a significant positive impact on
capacity in the inner area and could be a much better value-formoney solution than the infrastructure changes needed for Option
A. Coupled with Option B, it could provide the necessary capacity up
to 2043.
0.6.11
In the ‘outer area’ the challenges are different. Several flat
junctions reduce capacity, and station stops at Woking, together
with different calling patterns of services, reduce the maximum
theoretical throughput of trains. Options identified here include:

•
•

Woking Junction grade separation
Woking additional through platform

•
•
•
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Guildford additional platforms
Basingstoke GW Junction grade separation
Southampton Central additional platforms

0.6.12
Table 0.1 below sets out these options. At this stage train
paths released estimates are indicative only.
Table 0.1 Options for long term delivery of Main Line paths
Choices / Interventions

Option A

Option B

Option C

30-34

32-36

30-34

Woking Grade Separation
and Woking New Platform
Basingstoke Grade
Separation
ETCS/ ATO Woking and
inwards
Crossrail 2 (including 6th
track option)
5th track between Surbiton
and Clapham Junction
Guildford Additional
Platforms
Southampton Central
Additional Platforms
Total Main Line Paths Per
Hour *

* Total figures include the Main Suburban services which utilise the
Fast Line.
0.6.13
The requirement for 2043 is the provision 37 Main Line
paths per hour. The options included in Table 0.1 do not fully meet
this requirement. Analysis has shown that combining ‘inner area’
solution could provide around 60 paths per hour by 2043 on both
the Fast and Slow Lines and would therefore fully meet the morning
peak capacity Conditional Outputs.
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CP6 Priorities
0.6.14
Given the above context, the route study has identified
CP6 priorities on the basis of those interventions that would be
commonly required regardless of the interventions chosen in the
inner area in the longer term. Of themselves they offer some
incremental capacity benefit supporting up to 28tph operations on
the Main Line. These are the works between Clapham Junction and
Waterloo, grade separation and additional platform at Woking,
and, depending on where the additional trains were to originate
from, the grade separation at Basingstoke.
0.6.15
The interventions at Guildford and Southampton could be
delivered in CP6 although their full benefit would only be realised
once an inner area solution was completed.

•

Double-deck trains. Whilst the full analysis of this option has not
been concluded, initial results would suggest that this is very
unlikely to offer value-for-money.

•

Homogenised rolling stock. It is suggested that some extra
capacity could be achieved if the current diesel fleet used
primarily on West of England services were to be replaced with
stock with the same performance characteristics as the electric
fleet. Analysis suggests that this may not be enough to generate
any additional paths, but could offer a performance benefit.

•

Greater use of the Slow Lines from Surbiton inwards. If some of
the trains which currently switch from the Slow Line to the Fast
Line at Surbiton were instead to remain on the Slow Line, then
their paths could be used by longer distance services. Analysis
suggests that this could potentially release two paths in the
high-peak hour. However, the disbenefits would be a) longer
journey times to London Waterloo for those whose trains remain
on the Slow Line, and b) a performance risk with two additional

0.6.16 The Route Study has also examined three other options
which could potentially provide additional capacity on the Main
Lines in CP6. These are:
Figure 0.4 Main suburban services to / from Waterloo
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major works at many key locations on the suburban routes. Crossrail
2 would be likely to deliver a more significant step change in
capacity, but a number of major changes to the infrastructure
would also be required, including possibly some significant works at
level crossings.

trains per hour using the Slow Line.
0.7

Main Suburban services to / from Waterloo

0.7.1
This group of services comprises all trains on the Main
Suburban lines as shown in Figure 0.4.
Peak Main Suburban Capacity

Suburban connectivity

0.7.2
The Route Study predicts 40 per cent growth on these
services by 2043. The Study sets out how crowding levels are likely
to pan out over the long term, concluding that the move from 8 to
10-car operation in CP5 will provide sufficient capacity until the late
2020s, at which point a further intervention is required. The options
set out are:

0.7.4
The Study tests a number of options around improving
connectivity between suburban locations locally and between
suburban locations and London.

•
•

0.7.5
The Study concludes there could be some minor
improvements in off peak connectivity, through minor frequency
improvements – possibly at the cost of journey times to/from
London. In the longer term, Crossrail 2 is identified as the strongest
option for improved connectivity offering both the possibility of
peak and off peak frequency improvements on some of the
suburban branches and a large set of new and faster journey

Train lengthening to 12-car operation
Crossrail 2

0.7.3

12-car train lengthening is feasible but would require
Figure 0.5 Peak capacity: Windsor Line services

LONDON
WATERLOO

WINDSOR &
ETON RIVERSIDE
Datchet

Isleworth

Sunnymeads

Hounslow

Wraysbury
STAINES

Feltham
Ashford

Longcross

Winnersh
Triangle
Winnersh
Wokingham

Fulwell
Hampton
Kempton Park
Sunbury

Virginia Water

Earley

Sunningdale

Upper Halliford

Bracknell
Martins
Heron

ASCOT

Syon Lane

Brentford

Kew
Chiswick
Bridge
Barnes Bridge
RICHMOND North
Wandsworth
Barnes
Town
Twickenham
Sheen

Whitton

Egham

READING

St Margarets
Strawberry Hill

Mortlake

Putney

CLAPHAM
JUNCTION

Teddington
Hampton Wick
Kingston

Shepperton
Chertsey

Bagshot

11

Addlestone

Camberley
Frimley

Key

Extent of the Windsor Lines

Vauxhall

Queenstown Road

Executive Summary

Network Rail – Wessex Route Study

August 2015

opportunities between parts of the suburban area and central
London.
0.8

Windsor Line services to / from Waterloo

0.8.1
This group of services comprises all trains on the Windsor
Lines as shown in Figure 0.5.
0.8.2
The Route Study predicts 37 per cent growth on these
services by 2043.
0.8.3
The Study sets out how crowding levels are likely to pan
out over the long term, concluding that the move from eight to
10-car operation to be delivered in CP5 will provide sufficient
capacity until the late 2020s / early 2030s at which point a further
intervention is required on the Richmond route. The options set out
are twofold, first a move to a 20 trains per hour timetable in the high
peak, followed by a move to 12-car operation.
0.9

Other key options and conclusions

North Downs Line (inter regional Reading – Guildford – Gatwick
Airport route)
0.9.1
The Study identifies a range of options for this route
including:

•

A move to a 3tph timetable to allow for two fast trains per hour
to / from Gatwick Airport. This option would be aided by
additional platforms and layout changes at Guildford station (an
option also recommended for the long term Main Line growth –
see Section 0.6 above)

•

Opportunities to raise some linespeeds and reduce headways on
the route

•

Significant journey time improvements of up to 10 minutes could
be achieved through electrification
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Regional services and Freight between Southampton /
Bournemouth and the Midlands / North
0.9.2
Options to provide additional paths on the Southampton
– Winchester – Basingstoke – Reading route for regional passenger
and freight traffic are set out

•

An option for a major extension to Wallers Ash loop to provide a
section of four-track railway between Wallers Ash and
Micheldever

•

Basingstoke grade separation as listed above in Section 0.6 is
also required to free up a further hourly freight path between the
Midlands and Southampton

•

Additional platforms at Southampton as identified in Section
0.6 would also aid through freight movements through the
station area in the off-peak and support the operation of
additional regional services in the long term.

Electrification
0.9.3
The Route Study highlights the need to develop options
for electrification of the Basingstoke – Andover – Laverstock /
Salisbury – Southampton route. This is in the context of potential
plans for an AC electrified ‘Electric Spine’ for freight between
Basingstoke and Southampton. The Study highlights the
importance of considering the Andover route as part of this plan,
owing both to its critical diversionary role and also potential
passenger benefits of electrification to Salisbury
0.9.4
The study includes options for electrification of the North
Downs Line. This would support both journey time improvements
and the release of diesel rolling stock.
0.9.5
The study sets out options for infrastructure improvement
on the West of England Line that would support journey time
improvements should electrification take place. Options that
support use of the route for diversions for from the Western route
are also set out.
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0.10

0.9.6
The Route Study has investigated locations where it is
considered that pedestrian flow will become a concern in coming
years.

0.10.1
This Route Study has been developed through a process of
wide industry collaboration, and the Route Study team wishes to
acknowledge the considerable assistance provided by industry
stakeholders and others in the development of this document.

0.9.7
Analysis has shown that in CP6 interventions will be
required especially at Clapham Junction.

Acknowledgements and Next Steps

0.10.2 The outputs from this Route Study will be used to develop
proposals for the Initial Industry Plan, due to be submitted to
Government in September 2016.
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