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1. Introduction

Delta-Simons was instructed by Havant Property Investment LLP (the 'Client’) to undertake an Air Quality
Assessment (the ‘DS Report') in support of a planning application for the proposed B8 Distribution Facility
(the 'Proposed Development') at 32 New Lane, Havant, Hampshire (the 'Site').

A planning application (reference: APP/21/00200) was submitted to Havant Borough Council (HBC) in
February 2021 for 'Demolition of existing buildings and redevelopment of site comprising erection of distribution
warehouse (class BB) with ancillary offices and related facilities, vehicle storage deck, new access,
landscaping and associaled infrastructure.' This was accompanied by the DS Report (Delta-Simons
ref: 20-1275.01; dated 26" January 2021).

The report concluded:

‘The Proposed Development is expected to result in a negligible impact associated with the operational
phase traffic on nearby receptors and the residual effects are considered (o be not significant. As such,
in accordance with the assessment criteria, additional mitigation is not required. [...]

Furthermore, it is considered that the Proposed Development complies with national and local policy for
air guality.”

Subsequent to the submission of the DS Report, comments were received from the HBC Environmental
Control Officer (ECO) on 27™ April 2021, requesting further clarification of aspects of the road traffic emissions
dispersion modelling detailed within the DS Report. These were addressed on 2™ July 2021 and for

completeness are presented again in Appendix B,

Additional comments were issued by HBC on 28" July and 16" August 2021 (reference: CONS/21/025286).
The remainder of this note addresses these comments.
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2. HBC Additional Comments and Delta-Simons Responses
Comment 1 (28™ July 2021)

Air Quality - lmpact of Development Transpord Demand (Defta Simons Response, Supplementary Transport
Assaessmeant)

The key concluding comments following review of the Delfa Simons Air Quality Assessment Report Ref: 20-1275.01
i55.2 (Apnl 2021) are reproduced befow;

‘It would seem to me to be irational o accept the conclusions of an air guality assessment which s based upon a
baseline scenaro which is poorly justified, and & development impact scenario which has not been agreed lo be
reasonable...In the event that the justification for the baseline scenario cannot be agreed, or that the Highways
Authority will only agree a development impact scenano which differs significantly from that accounted for within
the air guality report, it may be necessary fo update the air quality assezsment, Otherwise, following receipt of those
assurances it may be possibie o accept the report.

Daita Simons Hesponse fo [EH] Comment 3° addresses the baseline scenano, and ‘Comment 4° the developmaeant
impact stenanic.  The response to Comment 3 canfirms the source of traffic low figures lo be a WYG Air Quality
Asszessmen! undertaken for another developmen! (APPA800244). Figures appear to have been taken from this
source in preference to avallable DIT figures, and in general, the figures used are conservative relative to the DIFT
values (available for Petersiield Rd, New Road, New Laneg)

The authors refer to both conservative fraffic flows & conservalive emissions assumplions, and point owt that the
vanfication correlation was close to real-word monitonng values. | am not sure | understand the laffer commant;
my understanding was that the rafio referred lo followed the application of a correction factor that was required o
adjust for unger-prediction occumng despife the consenvalive values adopled.

Response 1

It is agreed that the traffic flows used, were in general conservative when compared to the DfT values and
were considered to be preferable to contemporary traffic counts being undertaken during the prevailing unusual
conditions resulting from the recent travel restrictions.

As stated in the 2™ July Technical Note (JTN), 'a good correlation between monitored and modelled datasets
at the verification locations’ was achieved as evidenced by the low RMSE. This was not intended to suggest
that the modelled and the monitored pollutant concentrations corresponded closely (as then an adjustment
factor would not need to be applied), but that the under-prediction of the model was systematic and consistent
and therefore, that the application of a single adjusiment factor to all of the modelled road pollutant
contributions was appropnate in this instance.

Comment 2 (28"™ July 2021)

T would stand by the comments regarding the ‘crudeness’ of baseline fligures. By 'crude’, | am refernng to idenhtical
AADT flow values being used for multiple road links {e.g. New Lane/Eastern Road/ Leigh Road/Elmieigh
Road/Crossfand Drnive; or Pars Road North/Petersheld Road), which 15 unlikely to reflect real-world condifions. This
is not necessanly a reason to refect the report in & of iiself, however It is nolable thal two of the roads affected by
the uncerainly in raffic fow figures are adjacent lo the verificalion points used, and that the grealtest degrees of
under-prediclion of road contnbution NOx is at the monitoring position adiacent to the sensitive receptor | identiffed
i e prior commeants that was not consideread in the report (sée response o Comment 5, below). '

Response 2

Whilst greater definition of base ftraffic flows would normally be desirable, the changes to poliutant
concentrations throughout the modelled assessment extents were sufficiently small to confirm that
no significant impacts would be anticipated throughout the assessment extents. Whilst it is acknowledged that
the greatest degree of under-prediction within the Model Verification study was at diffusion tube DT28 (as
indicated in Table E4 of the DS Report), it is also noted that the recorded 2018 annual mean nitrogen dioxide
(NO2) concentration at this location was 33.7pug/mé®.
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In accordance with Environmental Protection UK (EPUK) and Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM)
guidance, in this instance a change of 6% or more of the air quality objective for NOz as a result of the
development-generated traffic flows would be required in order to be considered as significant effect (i.e. a
moderate adverse impact). However, the greatest increase throughout the assessment extents is predicted to
be 1% in annual mean NO; concentrations, even though conservative model inputs {2019 emissions factors
and background concentrations) were used. As such, a significant effect would not be anticipated at this
lecation, or elsewhere within the study area.

Comment 3 {28™ July 2021)

The response to Comment 4 serves to demonstrate the Tuidity’ of estimates of transport demand which | have
previously referred lo, highiighting that the most recenl demand eslimales (presented in the supplementary
lransport Aszessment) amoun! o 8 net increase In transport demand from the site of reduced magnilude lo that
included within the Delta Simons Afr Quaity report. Al the time of writing, the Highways Authority was understood
fo remain unsatisfied with the estimates of net change relative to the extant sife {in it's wound-down stafe, i.e, the
real world rmpacty, and | had for this reason infended fo reiferste commaents made previcusly. Howeavar, he
appircant has today forwarged further commenis from the Highway Authonty, which | have now reviewed. This
response s amended to reflect those comments,

It is understood that the Highways Agency has now agreed a degree of ‘nefting ' of traffic for the purpose of junction
capacity modelling. Whilst if is implicit from the Highways Agency response thal if has agreed figures for traffic net-
change’, the nel change in AADT transport demand associated with the site s not specified within the considtation
responsge, and is nol specified in either the Supplemeantary- or Addendum- Transport Assessment

The purpose of the air quality assessment 15 fo eslimate the net change in air quality as a result of the development
— the ‘net change in fransport demand associated with the development land” must be known / agreed fo be
reasonable. It appears that the gross demand of ~/<2500 AADT |s agreed, however | remain unclear as to whether
the final agreed net change esfimate is significantly greater than the value assumed wathin the Delta Simons Air
Quality Repoirt (or not)

The Delfa Simons response fo EH Commenl 4 is noted (rather than disputed), and is considered o form the conlext
within which the tfransport net change’ values ultimately agreed with the Highway Authority will be considered in
terms of the associaled ransport emissions.”

Response 3
The Project Transport Consultant (PTC, Vectos) has provided the following response:

'The Highways Agency no longer exists and it is Highways England that is responsible for trunk roads.
Highways England have not commented on the planning application. HCC [(Hampshire County
Council)] as the local highway authority has now agreed the traffic generation of the proposed
redevelopment and how this should be used in any assessments. The traffic generation is not fluid and
has been refined through a number of steps following discussions with HCC, These discussions have
now been completed and the traffic generation and distnbution for use in assessing the planning
application is agreed.’

The net trip generation of the Proposed Development, as agreed with HCC, remains 466 24-hour Annual
Average Daily Traffic (AADT), as detailed in Response 4 of the JTN. Furthermore, it is noted that the
development is forecast to lead to a net reduction in HDV flows of 99AADT. This was not taken into account
in the DS Report, which therefore, afforded additional robustness to the assessment.

The final distribution, as agreed with HCC, is amended slightly from that presented in the JTN, however, the
development generated traffic flow on each road link is still expected to be lower than those included in the
dispersion model for the DS report. For completeness and to allow comparability, the final net development
flows are presented in the following table alongside those used for the dispersion model.

Environment | Health & Safety | Sustainability ﬁ.deltasimunE



Air Quality - Response to Havant Borough Council Additional Comments
32 New Lane, Havant, Hampshire

Delta-Simons Project Number: 20-1275.01 Page 4 of 14
Road Air Quality Assessment HCC Approved Flow Comparison of
Modelled Scenario Modelled vs FINAL
AADT increase due to AADT increase due to gpn;ﬁrm%redlcted
development dt_awlupmant _ C
Mew Lane MNorth of Site 216 112 =104
| Crosslands Drive 383 | 350 -33
Mew Lane South 216 2 -211

In order to represent a robust assessment approach, as indicated above, the Dispersion Modelling Assessment
undertaken as part of Air Quality Assessment considered that that there would be 216 AADT on New Lane
both north and south of the Site. This was a robust assumption made for the purposes of the assessment
which would not occur in reality as the traffic would not be able to travel both ways on New Lane. Reference
should be made to Figure 1 for a Layout Plan of Modelled Road Links and Associated Traffic Flows.

The table in Appendix 1 that formed part of the previous response gives the details of traffic included on a
number of links around the Site. This includes the above robust assumption for New Lane. It must be taken
into account that traffic using Crosslands Drive flows onto both Petersfield Road and Park Road. This means
that traffic associated with the Site is present on more than one link as it moves through the highway network
around the Site and therefore, a cumulative sum for modelled traffic flows cannot be undertaken using this
table as it will involve double counting.

The predicted traffic flows generated by the Proposed Development, as agreed with HCC, are lower on all
road links (as per the last column of the above table) resulting in a robust assessment approach and, therefore
the impacts on pollutant concentrations would be also lower than those presented in the DS Report. As such,
the impact of the Proposed Development on concentrations of nitrogen dioxide (NO:) and particulate matter
(PMq and PM:zs) would remain negligible, with the resulting effect considered to be not significant
accordingly.

Comment 4 (28™ July 2021)

‘The Air Qoaity Response document also addresses Environmental Healfn's commeant that if considers the
residents of Carginal House to be the most sensifnve human receplors in aif guality terms = as 37 % of gdevelopment
traffic will be carmed by the Park Road North=Fark Road South link.

Delta Simons seeks fo dismiss this concemn by asserting that the greatest proportional change (in air quality
associated with development traffic enissions-) will be in the immediate vicinity of the site where the impact of it's
transport demand will be most concentrated. | would however highlight that ‘significance’ of a maternial change i
Arr Qually at the recepfor is proporional to both the exisfing ambient concentration and (o the distance belween
the receplor and the carrfageway kerbside (poliutant source). Cardinal house is in a location with high baseline
ambient concentrations, especially af the junclion with Elm Lane, and the receplor (s within 5m of the kerbside. In
this sense, it is more sensitive to the same degree of change than would be a receptor with a lower extant ambient
air quaity, and whera [he receplor is sel back from the camageway (as /s the case in the wvicinity of the
development). For these reasons, | stif consider the residents of Cardinal House o be the most sensitive receplors
to net change in local fevels of iraffic denved air poliution

i light of the above, | do not feel able at this stage to recommend approval of the air quality report — this remains
fo a significant extent depend upon the outcome of discussions with the Highway Authority in respect of the view af
nal change that balances the need to acknowledge & theorelical consenfed transport demand, and the real-world
change refative to the aclual existing site use. In the Tirst instance, cianty on the transport nef change scenamo
agreed o be representifive of the site (as AADT values) should be sought in.arder to frame consideration of the Air
Quality aszsessment.’

Response 4

It is accepted that significance of impact is a function of both the change in pollutant concentration and the
existing ambient pollutant concentration. However, it is also noted that the highest roadside annual mean NO;
concentration recorded between 2016 and 2019 throughout the Borough was 38.5pg/m?* (at DT1(B), in 2016,
in Langstone, outside of Havant). If the maximum predicted increase of 1% in NO; concentrations associated
with the Proposed Development, as detailed in the DS Report, were experienced at such a location, then the
impact would be considered to be slight adverse, which is, in accordance with the IAQM guidance would still
be classed as a not significant effect.
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In addition to the robust emissions factors, background concentrations and traffic data (as detailed in
Response 3) used in the assessment, as set out in HCC's response to the Supplementary Transport
Assessment, there is an agreed approach to traffic generation and the traffic distribution accordingly the
resulting traffic data used in the air quality assessment is considered to be overly conservative.

As such, it is not anticipated that the development would lead to any non-significant impacts at any sensitive
locations.,

Comment 5 (16" August 2021)

1 have undertaken some calculations (denved from development particulars and values given the varous Veclos
reports) in order to derve a representative ‘high middle-estimate' of average gross Inp generalion, for comparison
o the low-middie- & saturation- estimales.

I have generated a figure of 2653 AADT, which would represent a nel Uolift of +703 AADT. | belleve this o represent
a reasonable ilfustration of the range of likely real-word impact of the development, and it is inferesting (o nole that
the Air Qualily assessment has accounted for an net change in AADT which approximates to a middie value
between the (Veclos-denved) low- and (EH calculated) high- estimales. Figures presented below for clanty;

« Conceplual “saluration ransport dermand’ (calculated by EH) = 4792/day (Gross) [+2842 Nel]
« ‘high middle-estimale’ (calculated by EH) = 2653/day (Gross) [+703 Net]

+ Delta Simons Air Qually Assessment = 2548/ day (Gross) [+589 Nel]

« low-middle-estimate’ (Vectos Feb'21) = 2414/day (Gross) [+466 Net]

The conceptual safuration demand estimate is rejected as an AADT scenaric for the reasons given above. Given
the issues highlighted with the bespoke fraffic data, the low-middle-eslimate /s considered lo shightly under-
represent likely gross AADT demand. The basis for the Delta Simons estimate Is unclear. | will use the ‘high
middie-estimate’ as the basis for qualitative consideration of air guality impac!s.

Cluaiitative Assessment of ikely Air Qualify impacts

The difference between the ‘high middle-eslimate’ and the demand used in the Delta Simons Alr Qualily assessment
is +104 AADT, or +17.36%. Accounting for the effect of this additional traffic for receplors calculated within the air
gualily azsessmen! does nol resull in any matenal change (o the conclusions.

I have previously highlighted that the most air-quality-sensitive receptor likely to be affected by traffic associated
with the proposed development was not included within the scope of the report.

| note that tha traffic distribution model is not in dispute. This means that 56-59% gross development fraffic will be
rouling via Park Road South, and up o 15% could benefil from uliizing local road network ‘ral runs’. Assuming a
broadly similar roufing model applies lo the exisling sie, the corresponding net-change equales lo +355 & +105
AADT respectively. OF these, it is noted that around 20% might be expected fo be zero-emission vehicles (at this
dgevelopment, given the specific proposals). contnbuting principaily to particulate pofiuhion, but negligibly to Mifrogen
Oxides (NO, & NO: ). Emissions factors apply io conventionally fuelled vehicles.

i terms of NO: (the pollulant of concem for the receplor identified), the effective uplift {of convenlionally emithing
vehicles) might be expecled to be +3716 AADT. Rough cafculalions based upon bhoth the resulls of the Delfa Simons
report & local monitenng data indicate that the likely impact al Cardinal House would be classified as ‘'slighl,
adverse, with a predicted environmental cancentration (PEC) of approximately 86% of the NAQS oljeclive af the
receptar.

It cther words, the developmen! may be expected lo adversely impact local air quality at this sensilive receptor, but
that the development can be sustainably accommodated without breach of any afr guaiity standards, and without
causing a deterioration in focal air guality of unacceplable magnifude.

Applyrg the same logic fo receplors located on the wable rat runs, the +104 AADT is considered to be exiremaly
unilikely to create a significant adverse impact, in air qualily lerms.

In consideration of the above, an objection on air quality grounds cannot reasonably be sustained, and on this basis
{ withdraw my holding objection.’

Response 5

The EHO has qualitalively considered a theorstical 'high-middie-estimate’ trip generation for the Proposed
Development, which is presented as being conservative. This has been compared to the data used in the
DS Report, which was based on earlier Vectos estimates prior to the agreement of 'final' flows between Vectos
and HCC,
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As slated in Comment 5, this scenario would lead to a theoretical AADT change on Park Road South of circa
395 vehicles. This figure would be approximately 20% higher than the 329 considered in the DS Report.
Assuming a robust approach, whereby the change in pollutant concentrations at the receiving environment
has a linear relationship with the change in traffic flows, this in theory, would lead to a 20% increase in predicted
pollutant concentrations associated with development-generated trips.

It is agreed therefore, that the potential impact at receptors on Park Road South would in theory be slight
adverse, as a worst-case. This corresponds to the inferences of Response 4, that 'not significant’ residual
impacts on air quality would be anticipated at all individual receptor locations in the vicinity of Park Road South,
and overall, as a result of the Proposed Development.

Summary

The results of the January 2021 Delta-Simons Air Quality Assessment indicate that the Proposed Development
is expected to result in a negligible impact associated with the operational phase traffic on nearby receptors
and the residual effects are accordingly, considered to be not significant. This assessmenl was undertaken
with higher levels of traffic than would be associated with the Site and therefore means that a very robust
assessment has been undertaken.
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Appendix A - Limitations
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Limitations

The recommendations contained in this Report represent Deita-Simons professional opinions, based upon the
information listed in the Report, exercising the duty of care required of an experienced Environmental
Consultant. Delta-Simons does not warrant or guarantee that the Site is free of hazardous or potentially
hazardous materials or conditions.

Delta-Simons obtained, reviewed and evaluated information in preparing this Report from the Client and
others. Delta-Simons conclusions, opinions and recommendations have been determined using this
information. Delta-Simons does not warrant the accuracy of the information provided to it and will not be
responsible for any opinions which Delta-Simons has expressed, or conclusions which it has reached in
reliance upon information which is subsequently proven to be inaccurate.

This Report was prepared by Delta-Simons for the sole and exclusive use of the Client and for the specific
purpose for which Deita-Simons was instructed. Nothing contained in this Report shall be construed o give
any rights or benefits to anyone other than the Client and Delta-Simons, and all duties and responsibilities
undertaken are for the sole and exclusive benefit of the Client and not for the benefit of any other party. In
particular, Delta-Simons does not intend, without its written consent, for this Report 1o be disseminated to
anyone other than the Client or to be used or relied upon by anyone other than the Client. Use of the Report
by any other person is unauthorised and such use is at the sole risk of the user. Anyone using or relying upon
this Report, other than the Client, agrees by virtue of its use to indemnify and hold harmless Della-Simons
from and against all claims, losses and damages (of whatsoever nature and howsoever or whensoever
arising), arising out of or resulting from the performance of the work by the Consultant.
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Appendix B - HBC Comments and Delta-Simons Responses
4™ July 2021

Environment | Health & Safety | Sustainability Adeltasimuns



Air Quality - Response to Havant Borough Council Additional Comments

32 Mew Lane, Havant, Hampshire
Delta-Simons Project Number: 20-1275.01 Page 11 of 14

1. HBC Comments and Delta-Simons Responses

Comment 1

Air Quality - Impact Assessment, Consfruction Fhase (Construction Management Flan)

Comments relate to the Delta Simons Alr Quality Assessment Report Ref: 20-1275.01 iss.2 {(April 2021} & the TSL
Construction Management Flan dated 1207/21 issue 1

The Air Quality raport concluded that unmitigated construction activiies would represent up to high risk of dust
soiling impacts and medium risk of lncreases in particulate matter concenfrafions. but that through the
implementation of suilable mitigation measures, the effect of dusl and PM1o releases would be sighificantly reduced
(to a low/negligible nsk). Suggested measures are outlined within section 6.1, and these measures are agreed 1o
represent good praclice.

The measures given in section 6. 1 of the air quaiity report are broadly represented in the TSL managoment plan, |
would recommend that the TSL management plan be isted as an approved supporing document compnsing an
integral part of the scheme, 50 as lo make if's conlents (in principle) 'enforceable’. | don't beleve that a specific
compliance condifion is stnclly necessary.

if the Development Managemen! service considers it necessary to include a specific condifion requirng that the
CMP be observed, please (el me know and | will draff some condificn wording which refers fo compliance the
submitted framework document & eslablishes a requirement for LPA approval o he obtained for revisions in respect
of certain sections (e.q. working hours, dust suppression ele.).’

Response 1

As stated in paragraph 6.1.1 of the DS Report, "a Construction Management Plan has been provided and
summarises the systems, procedures and controls that will be adopted by the Principal Contractor and the
Sub-contractors to minimise any adverse environmental effects during construction.! This is the TSL
Management Plan referred to above.

Specific detail with regard to the works schedule and methods were not available when the assessment work
for the DS Report was undertaken.

Comment 2

Air Quality — Impact Assessment, Operational Phase
Comments refate to the Defta Simaons Alr Quality Assessment Report Reft 20-1275.07 iss8.2 (Apni 2021).

The report refers fo the EFUK & IAQM industry guidance ‘planning for air qualify” v1.2 2017 in determifing
significance of any changes to local air quality. The eporf does refarence both Nalional & Local Palicy. but does
nol recognise thal the indusilry guidance pre-dates both the NPPF & LIP2036 Policies, nor that there iz & compelling
argument lo make thal the significance scales given within the induslry guidance (s no longer compalible with
prevailing policy, Relevant illustrative text from the NPPF is quoted within the repor.

fn addition, emerging policy from the LP2036 deliberately aims fo betler the degree of prolection offered by the
industry guidance, and the extant policy (DM10) includes wording which is compatible with the latest version of the
NFFF (i.e. including ‘heailth’ focus in agddition fo a 'standards focus’. [ refer to this policy contaxt in light of uncertainty
i the reliability of the outputs of the assessment, and of the conclusions that are based upon these oufputs.”

Response 2

The DS Report (dated 26" January 2021) referred to the significance criteria from the EPUK/IAQM (2017)
guidance for the operational phase assessment of vehicle emissions. Whilst this industry-standard guidance
pre-dates the latest version of the NPPF, used in combination with worst-case model inputs it is considered to
represent a robust assessment.

As detailed in paragraph 5.3.4, of the DS Report:

‘for the purposes of the assessment, traffic data for 2022 was utilised as the development opening year.
Air quality is predicted to improve in the future based on expected reduction in roadside levels as a
result of technological advancements as stated in Section 3.2.13. However, in order to provide a robust
assessment, emission factors and background concentrations for 2019 were utilised within the
dispersion model. The use of 2022 traffic data and 2019 emission faclors and

Adeltaslmuns
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bac:kgruund concentrations is considered to provide a worst-case scenario and therefore a sufficient
level of confidence can be placed within the predicted pollution concentrations.’

It is noted that the Havant Borough Local Plan 2036 (LP2036) is yel lo be adopted, although it was considered
in the assessment. Policy E23 states:

‘The purpose of this policy is therefore at least to sustain existing levels, and where possible secure
improvements in air quality by requiring new development to offset its associated emissions.’

As no significant change to pollutant concentrations is anticipated as a result of the Proposed Development, it
is considered to comply with this draft policy, in terms of sustaining existing levels of air pollution. However, as
detailed in paragraph 6.2.2 of the DS Report:

‘the occupier will be introducing electric vehicles to its fleet and associated charging infrastructure at the
Site 'in order to limit the impact of the Site's operations on the environment.

Further details of the proposed mitigation measures that could benefit air quality were not available at the time
the DS Report was completed. However, a Travel Plan produced by the Project Transport Consultant (PFTC)
(Vectos ref: 205452/R02; dated January 2021) has since been submitted in support of the planning application.
The Travel Plan includes the following measures that will reduce overall emissions to air associated with the
operation of the Proposed Development;

4 Welcome packs and notice boards to inform employees of the Travel Plan;

A Measures to promote the use of public transport, including provision of details of local bus and rail
services to staff;

& Measures to promote walking and cycling to and from the Site, including segregated routes on Site,
cycle parking, lockers and changing facilities;

4 Promotion of car sharing schemes and national events; and

4 Ongoing monitoring and review of the Travel Plan.

Comment 3

I note that the baseling traffic figures used for the assessment are crude, there is poor resoiution n traffic fow
estimates between road links and he higures guoted do nof appear to correspond to the values given by the
referenced source; differing substantially in the estimate of proportion of traffic representing HGV's. for example
Some values attnbuted to key road links differ significantly from eslimates used in assessmenis underaken for
other developments — aiffening by up to a -1/3rd (Park Road North / Park Hoad South in particelar). This will reduce
the accuracy of the model. Where the vanification points are close to the affected road links (e.g. DTZZ) Ihis will
sarve to increase the magnitude of the adjustment factor that needs to be applhed. Where venficalion points are not
on affected road links {e.g. If adjacent to an accurately charactensed link, effects will not be fully accounted for
within the venfication process..'

Response 3

Whilst the base traffic flows for the Air Quality Assessment detailed in the DS Report were derived from the
Department for Transport (DfT ), additional flows were also obtained from a review of previous assessments in
the vicinity, including those for the verification link which covers DT22/DT28.

Specifically, the additional base flow data were obtained from the Air Quality Assessment for the Former Colt
International Site (WYG ref: A090070-182; dated March 2018) for use on links where DIT traffic flows were not
available. These were then factored to the appropriate assessment years using TEMPro growth factors.

With reference to Appendix E of the DS Report, it should be noted that an RMSE of 1.18 was calculated,
indicating a good correlation between monitored and modelled datasets at the verification locations.
Furthermore, in order to manage the current traffic survey challenges, associated with prevailing low traffic
flows (as a result of the recent restrictions), conservative model inputs were used for the future scenarios,
including 2019 emissions factors and background pollutant concentrations.
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Comment 4

It should also be noted thal the guantitative assessment of developrment impact is based upon overall operalional
trip generation figures and ‘nef change in trip generation” estimates which are both disputed by the Highways
Authority. This raises doubts as to the valigily (or representativeness’) of the esfimate of development impact (both
in highway, and air quality terms)

Contragictoty (development operational-phase traffic) tnp distnbutions-are also given in the transpont assessment,
understood to be a resulf of a typographical error, Allocation of the development trips to the local road network is
nol stated cleary in the report, and js only possible to derive by calculation. It appears the air quality assessment
may have been based upon a distrbulion broadly corrasponding o Table 5.8 of the traffic assessment (though full
calcuwations have not been undertaken). Table 5.8 is expected to represent the ‘correct” figures. Given that 57% of
development traffic being expected fo access the strategic road network ('SRN, AZ2{) at the Havant Junction
tapproaching from the focal wad nelwork, 'LRN'), and Park Road (North / Soulh) is a road link where kerbside
exceedances of nalional air quality standards are known o be Tkely lo occur at junctions; | am uncilear as to why
na receptors have been considered on this route.”

Response 4

It is understood that both the predicted total operational phase trip generation of the Proposed Developmeant
and its distribution have been revised since the DS Report was completed. The latest transport information
has been submitied to Hampshire County Council (HCC) in the form of a Supplementary Transport
Assessment (Vectos; dated July 2021), which includes an updated Travel Plan in Appendix |. However, the
flows that were used in the detailed dispersion modelling of air guality are considered to be robust.

Within the Supplementary Transport Assessment, the PTC has indicated that the net trip generation of the
Proposed Development will be 466 Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) trips, which is significantly lower than
the 599AADT considered in the DS Report. This figure is also under the 500AADT EPUK/NAQM threshold,
above which "significant’ impacts on air quality are likely to occur.

A comparison of the modelled development Annual Average Daily Traffic {AADT) trips on each key road link,
compared to those now predicted by the PTC, is included in the table below.

Road | AQA Modelled Scenario Updated Scenario Comparison
% AADT increase | % AADT increase of ':ud;“:: d
Development | due to Development | due to :f e A:DT
traffic using development traffic using development ow ( )
route {599 total) route (466 total)

Mew Lane North of Site 36% 216 29% 135 -81

MNew Lane South of Site 36% 216 1% 5 -211

Crosslands Drive 64 % 383 T0% 326 -&57

B2148 Petersfieid Road 61% 365 T0% 326 -38

B2149 Park Road 55% 329 56% 261 -G8

As indicated above, the predicted transport flows generated by the Proposed Development are lower on all of
the assessed road links and, therefore the impacts on pollutant concentrations would be lower than those
detailed in the DS Report. As such, the impact of the Proposed Development on concentrations of nitrogen
dioxide (NO:z) and particulate matter (PM1c and PMzs) would be negligible, with the resulting effect considered
to remain not significant.

Furthermore, it should be noted that as part of the overall robust approach, in order to correspond with the
surrounding road network, it was assumed that 5.2% of the development-generated traffic would be Heavy
Duty Vehicles (HDVs), whereas in reality a net reduction in HDV flows is predicted. As such, it is anticipated
that emissions from the traffic generated by the Proposed Development would be significantly lower than those
used in the model, as delailed in Appendix E of the DS Report.
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Comment 5

The residents of Cardinal House fon the comer of Park Road South & Elm Lane are considered fo represent the
worst-case receptor, and the omission of this receptor undermines confidence in the conclusions of the
assessment.’

Response 5

The greatest changes in pollutant concentrations as a result of the Proposed Development are anticipated in
the vicinity of the Site, where the greatest changes in traffic flows will occur, as a result of the development,
before it disperses. Therefore, residential properties on Park Road are not considered to be worst-case
receptor locations.

Mevertheless, it is noted that the recent roadside/near-kerbside diffusion tube NO: monitoring records on this
stretch of road were below the annual mean Air Quality Objective (AQO). Therefore, as the maximum predicted
change at the most significantly affected receptor locations are not greater than 1% of the relevant AQOs, it is
anticipated that any impacts on these receptors would lead to a 'not significant’' effect.

Comment 6

I terms of the actual volume of fraffic accounted for, it would appear the air quaility assessment has considered a
net growth in fraffic demand as +599 as total vehicles, AADT. The vehicle type distribution assumed is unclear
and | note that both the nef-change in flows ana the development traffic roufing choices assumed (considered as a
hinary choice from site access) both differ from the net figures given in the fransport assessment (from -90 fo +466
depending on scenario & TO/30 direction spilil, given in the transport assessmenl, compared with +566 & 60/40 spiit
in the air qualily assessment). This is ustrative of the fluidity’ of estimates of transport demand. which | will redurn
to in the sections below.’

Response 6

As detailed above, the current predictions for the Proposed Development's net growth in fraffic flows is
+466AADT, which is under the 500AADT EPUK/IAQM threshold, above which 'not significant’ impacts on air
quality are likely to occur. As a higher figure of +599AADT was used in the Air Quality Assessment, the DS
Report is considered to be robust, as are the flows on each individual road link.

Summary

The results of the January 2021 Delta-Simons Air Quality Assessment indicate that the Proposed Development
is expected to result in a negligible impact associated with the operational phase traffic on nearby receptors
and the residual effects are accordingly, considered to be not significant.
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