
ChiCycle Objection to Planning
Application 22/01485/OUTEIA

Phase-2 of the West of Chichester
Development  (Part 1)

ChiCycle object on grounds that the Transport Assessment makes misleading claims
about the quality of proposed transport infrastructure. It also exaggerates the scheme’s
potential to stimulate modal shift towards sustainable travel.

This  document  explains  in  five  sections  why  the  proposed  walking  and  cycling
provision  is  inadequate  to  support  key  objectives  outlined  within  the  Transport
Assessment  and  why  the  proposal  represents  a  severe  reduction  in  provision  for
existing residents who currently walk and cycle.

The “Design and Provide” transport philosophy is intended to:

 Help reduce CO2 emissions from the transport sector

 Prevent under-provision of walking and cycling infrastructure or public transport 
services; and

 Reduce the risk of planning and developing underutilised or stranded assets

To  achieve  these  objectives,  it  is  necessary  for  the  scheme  to  follow  appropriate
national and guidelines. In our opinion, the Transport Assessment must be revised to
provide  a  more  realistic  account  of  the  local  scheme’s  compliance  with  required
highways standards.

This objection has been prepared on behalf of ChiCycle by:
Mark Record (secretary for ChiCycle)
22 Barton Rd
Chichester
PO19 3LJ
29th August 2022
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(1) The Transport Assessment makes misleading
claims that the proposed walking and cycling

infrastructure meets local and national standards
(1.1) A significant proportion of the proposed spine road cycle provision consists of
shared use urban pavements. This is incorrectly claimed to be in line with LTN 1/20
guidelines. Transport Assessment  paragraph 7.3.12 states:

7.3.12 Pedestrian and cyclist links, by means of segregated and/or shared use
cycleways, will be facilitated along the southern access road and the primary
spine route through the site in line with LTN1/20.

However, LTN1/20 paragraph 1.6.1 makes it clear that shared use pavements are not
considered  an  appropriate  design  choice  for  urban  streets.  LTN1/20  Summary
Principle No2 states:

Cycles must be treated as vehicles and not as pedestrians. On urban streets,
cyclists must be physically separated from pedestrians and  should not
share  space  with  pedestrians.  Where  cycle  routes  cross  pavements,  a
physically segregated track should always be provided. At crossings and
junctions,  cyclists  should  not  share the space used by  pedestrians but
should be provided with a separate parallel route. Shared use routes in streets
with high pedestrian or cyclist flows should not be used. Instead, in these sorts of
spaces  distinct  tracks  for  cyclists  should  be  made,  using  sloping,
pedestrian-friendly kerbs and/or different surfacing.

In  addition,  LTN1/20  paragraph  5.5.3  stresses  how  segregated  routes  for  cycling
should be provided unless the provision can alternatively be situated where there are
few pedestrians and where there are also few houses fronting a street.

5.5.3 Where a route is also used by pedestrians, separate facilities should be
provided  for  pedestrian  and  cycle  movements.  However,  away  from the
highway, and alongside busy interurban roads with few pedestrians or building
frontages,  shared  use  might  be  adequate  (see  Chapters  6  and  8).  Such
facilities  should  be  designed  to  meet  the  needs  of  cycle  traffic,  however  –
including its width, alignment and treatment at side roads and other junctions.
Conversion of existing footways to shared use should only be considered when
options  that  reuse  carriageway or  other  (e.g.  verge)  space  have  been
rejected as unworkable

No  indication  is  given  that  alternative  spine  road  routes  have  been  considered.
Therefore, provision of a low traffic neighbourhood that would enable inclusive cycling
in the carriageway at Westgate, has not been convincingly rejected as unworkable.
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(1.2)  Transport  Assessment  paragraph 11.3.3 makes further misleading statements
claiming the transport scheme follows standards set out in the LTN 1/20:

11.3.3 The creation of the shared cycle/pedestrian way on the western side of
the spine road has been principally engineered to facilitate a continuous, cycle
friendly route, which requires no crossings of the primary access road to majority
of the residential pockets at the Phase 2 scheme as well as the local centre at
the consented Phase 1 Scheme, which includes the primary school, community
centre and local shopping parade. 
11.3.4 The design of this  share use pathway has been  tailored to meet the
technical  requirements  and  standards  set  out  in  the  LTN  1/20  Cycle
Infrastructure design. Crossing points will also be introduced along the Spine
Road  at  suitable  locations  with  raised  tables  for  vehicles  to  prioritise  the
movements of pedestrians and cyclists. Street furniture and lighting have also
been  set  back  to  the  edges  of  the  shared  path  to  prevent  them  being  an
obstruction to cyclists and pedestrians

As  previously  highlighted  in  point  1.1,  LTN1/20  does  not  recommend  shared  use
pavements as an appropriate design choice for urban streets. 

Indeed, LTN1/20 paragraph 6.5.4 gives further explanation why shared use pavements
are inappropriate while other alternatives remain feasible:

6.5.4  In  urban  areas,  the  conversion  of  a  footway  to  shared use should  be
regarded as a last resort. Shared use facilities are generally  not favoured by
either  pedestrians  or  cyclists,  particularly  when flows are  high.  It  can
create particular difficulties for visually impaired people. Actual conflict may
be rare, but the interactions between people moving at different speeds can be
perceived to be unsafe and inaccessible, particularly by vulnerable pedestrians.
This  adversely  affects  the  comfort  of  both  types  of  user,  as  well  as
directness for the cyclist. 

(1.3)  Proposed  side  road  crossings  fail  to  follow  appropriate  standards.  LTN1/20
section 10.5 covers design of  priority junctions where cycle-ways cross side roads.
Two way cycle-ways that maintain priority at side roads are not considered safe unless
the cycle crossing is “set back” a minimum of 5 metres from the main axis kerb-line.
LTN1/20 paragraph 10.5.24 states:

Design priority, no setback 10.5.24  This approach is suitable for one way
tracks  travelling  in  the  same direction  as  the  adjacent  traffic  lane,  as
shown in figure 10.17. Drivers must give way to cyclists when leaving the side
road, but there is no priority for cyclists over traffic turning in.

The proposed cycleway leaves two way cycle-traffic running flush over the mouths of
side road junctions with no setback.  This will  cause unacceptable risks of  collision
between cyclists and the motor  vehicles turning into the junctions.  LTN1/20 Figure
10.15 shows the recommended layout for a two-way cycle track to safely cross a side
road:

ChiCycle objection to planning application 22/01485/OUTEIA (Part 1) Page-3



ChiCycle objection to planning application 22/01485/OUTEIA (Part 1) Page-4



(1.4) Planning application 22/01485/OUTEIA proposes an additional two-way priority
cycle crossing at Westgate. This crossing will have no setback as it crosses the mouth
of  the  side  road  junction.  This  failure  to  adhere  to  LTN1/20  guidance  will  cause
unacceptable  risk  of  collision  between  cyclists  and  motor  vehicles  turning  into  the
junction. The following diagram highlights the issue:

As previously highlighted in point 1.3, priority crossings that run flush over the mouths
of side roads are only considered suitable for carrying single direction cycle tracks.

It is therefore misleading to claim the proposed crossings will be compliant (or in line
with) with LTN1/20 standards.
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(1.5) The proposed spine road cycle route fails to deliver provision for cycling that is “at
least as direct – and preferably more direct – than that available for private motor
vehicles”. This is dispute this being the core LTN1/20 design principle of directness.

LTN1/20  Figure 1.1: Core design principles advise against making cyclists stop and
give way at side roads. The following illustrative advice is given:

Indeed, the West Sussex cycling design guide also specifies how cycleways along new
development spine roads should give priority to cyclists by means of stepped cycle
tracks. West Sussex cycling design guide paragraph 2.2.6 states:

2.2.6 Along such roads, sometimes referred to as spine roads, the minimum 
provisions for cycle users are stepped cycle tracks (sometimes called 
hybrid cycle lanes, terraced or similar) on each side of the road. This also 
applies to smaller sites where these will ultimately form a larger overall 
development meeting these criteria. Table 2a sets out the minimum level of 
cycle infrastructure provision.

WSCC cycling  design  guide  continues  to  recommend stepped  cycle  tracks  as  the
minimum provision for developments with over 500 dwellings. Table 2a states:

Where spine road serves a development of greater than 500 dwellings and 
connects to existing highway or primary distributor road at both ends, stepped 
cycle tracks are to be provided throughout on both sides of the 
carriageway
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WSCC cycling design guide also provides a cross section diagram of an appropriate 
stepped cycle track implementation (shown below):

Despite guidance given from both LTN1/20 and the West Sussex cycling design guide
that cycle-ways should maintain priority, the proposed spine road cycle-route will force
cyclists to give way to traffic at side roads.

The following diagram highlights where planning application 22/01485/OUTEIA fails to
give priority to cyclists. This will make the cycle-way of little use for commuters as cars
will stop at the give way makings blocking the progress of people cycling to work or
school on a bike:
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(2) The Transport Assessment makes misleading
claims that the proposed walking and cycling
provision is adequate to handle sustainable

travel demands
(2.1) Transport Assessment paragraph 11.2.1 states:

…Conversion of the existing Westgate/Sherborne Road mini roundabout into a
staggered crossroads junction with new parallel crossings installed along all arms
to  ensure  the  safe crossing  of  pedestrians  and  cyclists offering  onwards
linkages to the cycle route along Westgate into City Centre.

Transport Assessment paragraph 11.5.4 also states:

11.5.4 It  is considered that the proposed walking and cycling infrastructure  is
suitable  to  accommodate  demand and  desire  lines,  thereby  maximising
access

The following points refute both statements.

(2.2)  The  proposed  Westgate/Sherborne  junction  crossings  and  shared  use
pavements  are  not  considered  adequately  safe.  The  Stage  1  Road  Safety  Audit
highlights visibility criteria for cyclists/pedestrian visibility and paragraphs 3.4.1 & 3.4.2
highlight the following problems:

3.4.1 PROBLEM
Location: 3L (Drawing no. JUB_SR_DR_C_001 P02) – Proposed raised crossing
point on Sherborne Road.
Summary: Restricted visibility could lead to vehicle to pedestrian / cyclist
collisions.
The southern pedestrian / traffic inter-visibility splay is obstructed by vegetation
and trees. Restricted visibility could lead to vehicle to pedestrian / cyclist
collisions.
RECOMMENDATION
It  is  recommended  that  there  should  be  no  physical  obstruction  of  the
visibility splay and additionally, that the splay should be periodically maintained
to retain visibility.

3.4.2 PROBLEM
Location: 3M (Drawing no. JUB_SR_DR_C_001 P02) – Proposed shared used
footway /
cycle-way leading to Sherborne Road.
Summary: Restricted visibility could lead to vehicle to pedestrian / cyclist
collisions.
The proposed shared use route passes a brick wall, approaching the junction
with  Sherborne  Road,  where  cyclist/pedestrian  inter-visibility  may  be
restricted.  Restricted  visibility  could  lead  to  cyclists  to  pedestrian
collisions.
RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that a buffer should be introduced between the wall and the
proposed shared route to achieve inter-visibility.
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(2.3)  ChiCycle  consider  the  poor  quality  shared  use  pavements  proposed  for  the
Westgate/Sherborne-Rd  junction  to  be  unsuitable  for  cycling.  Sadly,  WSCC/CDC
rejected requirements for the scheme to comply with national standards. Instead they
“used  their  judgment”  to  grant  advanced  approval  for  the  proposed  sub  standard
shared pavements and crossings through issuing (TRO) CHS9038RC.

Nonetheless, County Highways Team Manager Steven Shaw has repeatedly stressed
that the shared pavements are only considered suitable for a small minority of cyclists. 

In an email to ChiCycle dated Wed, 7 Jul 2021, Steven Shaw explained:

The  majority of cyclists  shall continue to cycle on the carriageway along
Westgate and  additional measures are proposed to assist with this.  The
shared pedestrian cycle route provides a safe means of access for those less
confident  cyclists  and  this  route  provides  a  safer  means  of  negotiating  the
junction

TRO CHS9038  Appendix C includes repeated assurances from the WSCC Director of
Highways and Transport stating:

…The  majority of  cyclists  shall  continue  to  cycle  on  the  carriageway  along
Westgate and additional measures are proposed to assist with this.

Further examples of similar LHA statements are included in this document’s appendix.

The Transport Assessment predicts peak PM traffic volumes at the southern end of
Sherborne RD (combined two way hourly flows) of 1,140 motor-vehicles per hour! The
following diagram from the Transport Assessment (volume 2 appendix) illustrates the
intense volume of traffic predicted at this location:
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The daily traffic flow at the southern end of Sherborne Rd will regularly exceed 10,000
motor-vehicles per day once the proposed staggered spine road junction is installed.
This is  at  least  double  the traffic volume where DfT advise few people will  remain
prepared to cycle on-street!

Indeed LTN1/20 states in paragraph 7.1.4:

...At flows of above 5000 vehicles per day few people will be prepared to 
cycle on-street

DfT’s guidance is that few people will be prepared to cycle in these high volumes of
motor-traffic.  WSCC also claim cyclists  riding in  the carriageway will  constitute  the
majority  of  those using the junction.  If  both these points  are  accepted,  this  clearly
demonstrates the proposed cycle route has limited capacity for only a few cyclists. 

Therefore,  the  Transport  Assessment  claim  that  the  proposed  cycle  provision  is
suitable to accommodate demand is particularly misleading.

(2.4) The Westgate/Sherborne-Rd junction already carries two national  cycle routes
and is a key transport node for the majority of walking and cycling journeys made on
the western side of Chichester. It forms part of the only realistic walking and route from
the city to the Fishbourne Tesco Supermarket. The surrounding area contains an FE
college, several schools and at least two children's nurseries.

Severely  reducing provision  for  walking  and cycling  at  this  location,  by introducing
additional heavy traffic from a busy spine road, is a complete anathema to the Design
and  Provide  transport  philosophy  that  demands  “sustainable  transport  at  its
cornerstone”.

(2.5) The proposed pedestrian and cyclist’s movement plan illustrated within Transport
Assessment Appendix A show no cycling connections whatsoever leading either into
the city centre or towards the station!

However, Transport Assessment  paragraph 11.1.8 states:

11.1.8 The proposed pedestrian and cyclist’s movement plan is illustrated within 
Appendix A with an abstract shown in Figure 11.1 below. As can be seen [sic] 
the propose walking and cycling routes have not been designed in isolation from 
the surrounding area; they have been designed to link to existing routes into the 
city which were identified in the adopted West Chichester Infrastructure 
Statement and the consented Phase 1 scheme as the best routes to provide 
access to Chichester’s services.
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At the junction of Sherborne-Rd and Westgate, the only cycle connection shown leads 
into the North West quadrant of the College roundabout. This is not a suitable location 
for inclusive cycling because the road crossings are extremely hazardous. The 
following screen clip taken from the Transport Assessment  Appendix A shows there 
are no cycle routes leading into the city centre or towards the station:

Cycle movements are shown in purple. It can be seen none of these lead into the city!

ChiCycle objection to planning application 22/01485/OUTEIA (Part 1) Page-11



The following screen clip shows no cycle routes are indicated from the junction 
between Sherborne-Rd and Westgate, leading either into the city centre or towards the 
station. This clip is also taken from the Transport Assessment Appendix A:

The  diagrams  shown  above  are  the  ones  actually  recommended  in  the  Transport
Assessment itself as illustrations of the proposed development’s excellent walking and
cycle links with the surrounding area. 

This causes ChiCycle concern that the proposed development fails to offer reasonable
opportunities for sustainable transport.
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(3) Developers and LHA agree “Design and
Provide” is the appropriate transport philosophy

The Transport Assessment has acknowledged “Design and Provide” is the appropriate
transport  philosophy  to  adopt.  It  is  also  recognised  that  this  approach  requires
adequate  provision  for  sustainable  modes  of  transport.  Indeed,  paragraph  6.3.2
contains the following statement:

6.3.2 The key further considerations set out in the LHA response include:
▪ Agreement on the “Design and Provide” approach which seeks to design a
development proposal with  sustainable transport at its cornerstone with a
subsequent goal of reducing offsite highway impact; [ChiCycle’s emphasis]

(4) The Transport Assessment makes unrealistic
predictions about substantial reductions in

private motor-vehicle use
(4.1) The Transport Assessment contains an unrealistic claim that a modal shift of 15%
can be achieved merely by advertising alternatives to private motor car use! Although,
ChiCycle have no objection to  developers promoting sustainable transport using travel
plans, we doubt these soft measures could create anywhere close to a 15% modal shift
unless  accompanied  by  significant  improvements  to  the  local  walking  and  cycling
infrastructure.

Studies of  the impact of  soft  measures conducted by the DfT, reinforce ChiCycle’s
concerns. Without support from other interventions, soft measures alone are unlikely to
succeed. 

Indeed, DfT report Smarter Choices – Changing the way we travel (Published 24 June
2005) notes in its summary:

…those  experienced  in  the  implementation  of  soft  factors  locally  usually
emphasise  that  success  depends  on  some  or  all  of  such  supportive
policies as re-allocation of road capacity and other measures to improve public
transport service levels, parking control, traffic calming, pedestrianisation, cycle
networks,  congestion charging or  other  traffic restraint,  other  use  of  transport
prices  and  fares,  speed  regulation,  or  stronger  legal  enforcement  levels.
[ChiCycle’s emphasis]

As shown in sections No1 and No2, the infrastructure proposed to support sustainable
travel  is  poor  quality.  Indeed,  the  new  Westgate/Sherborne-Rd  staggered  junction
represents a severe reduction in provision for both walking and cycling.
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Nonetheless, the  Transport Assessment paragraphs 7.6.2 & 7.6.4 include the highly
optimistic claim that soft measures (advertising sustainable travel) will generate a 15%
modal shift:

7.6.2 The Phase 2 FTP has been developed in compliance with WSCC guidance
‘Transport for New Developments – Transport Assessments and Travel Plans’ to
meet  the Local  Authority’s  aims to reduce the need to travel  and discourage
unnecessary car usage.
7.6.4 To be consistent with the approved “umbrella” document, a mode shift of
15% is proposed within the Phase 2 FTP. To achieve this, a comprehensive
package of physical and behavioural measures is proposed in a bid to reduce
the number of solo car journeys and thus a positive mode shift towards noncar
travel. Such measures encompass: [ChiCycle’s emphasis]
▪ Inclusion of a travel section within the main website of the site displaying travel
direction to/from the site not only by road, but by public transport and other travel
modes. This will include links to obtain maps and timetables for local services,
transport operators, taxi companies and journey planners;
▪ A  Travel  Information  Pack  will  also  be  developed  and  made  available  to
prospective  residents,  employees  and  visitors  of  the  site  to  advise  on  the
preferred  route  of  travel,  local  walking/cycling  routes  together  with  public
transport information and contact details for local taxi firms and mini-bus hire;
▪ Display  travel  plan  posters  within  a  communal  area  that  can  be  easily
accessed  by  all  users  to  the  site  providing  the  latest  travel  information  on
walking/cycling routes and public transport services;
▪ Provision of  walking and cycling maps as well  as personal  travel  planning
advice to all prospective residents and employees onsite;
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(4.2) The Transport Assessment anticipates a 7% reduction in baseline traffic volumes
based  on  WSCC  introducing  a  recent  package  of  measures  [presumably  soft
measures] to promote behavioural change in transport use. ChCycle believe this is an
unrealistic  estimate. Recent WSCC initiatives to encourage sustainable travel  form
part of a long continuum of similar interventions. It is unreasonable to predict WSCC
most  recent  sustainable  travel  initiative  will  suddenly  deliver  a  step  change of  7%
modal  share  including  an  equal  corresponding  drop  in  local  motor  traffic  volumes.
ChiCycle note that recent Census figures show our local population is increasing. Even
if our transport modal share is moving in favour of sustainable travel, our increasing
population size puts an upwards pressure on the total number of journeys being made,
offsetting reductions in motor-vehicle use due to modal change.

Transport  Assessment  paragraphs  8.3.7  to  8.3.10  explain  how  the  baseline  traffic
figures are adjusted to include this 7% predicted reduction in traffic.
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(4.3) The Transport Assessment also predicts a permanent reduction of 10% in private
car use due to the Covid 19 pandemic.

ChiCycle would love to see this kind of reduction in local motor-vehicle use, but we feel
it is unrealistic to anticipate this level of reduction without significant improvements in
infrastructure to support this type of behavioural change.

Transport Assessment paragraphs 9.6.4 to 9.6.6 explain how the report’s traffic figures
are adjusted to predict a 10% reduction in motor-vehicle use post Covid 19:

(4.4) The Transport Assessment outlines multiple factors and then attributes unrealistic
future modal shifts to each factor. It is claimed Phase 2 FTP will result in  a 15% modal 
shift, WSCC Transport Plan contributes another 7%, and increased working from home
post Covid another 10% shift. Combined these factors results in a 35.6% predicted 
modal shift within the development. This is not a plausible prediction of sustainable 
travel uptake for a development with poor walking and cycling connectivity into the city!
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(5) Conclusion
Section  No1  has  shown  that  the  Transport  Assessment  greatly  exaggerates
compliance with sustainable transport standards.

The Transport Assessment also claims the scheme has  adequate capacity to support
future walking and cycling demand. However, section No2 demonstrates, contrary to
this claim, that the schemes actual capacity for walking and cycling will be limited. In
particular the most critical local node for walking and cycling at Westgate/Sherbourne-
Rd will  be  severely  impacted by intense  traffic created by the proposed staggered
junction design.

Section No3 highlighted how successful implementation of the “Decide and Provide”
philosophy  demands  sustainable  transport  to  be  made  the  cornerstone  of  project
development. However, sustainable transport has clearly not received adequate design
attention within this project.

The  Transport  Assessment  makes  unrealistic  predictions  about  substantial  modal
shifts  towards  sustainable  travel.  Section  No4  shows  multiple  factors  within  the
Transport Assessment are attributed towards unrealistically high predictions of future
modal  shift.  When these claims are  combined they  result  in  an  implausible  35.6%
predicted modal shift within the development. 

It is unrealistic for the Transport Assessment to indicate such a substantial uptake in
sustainable travel when construction of the development’s own spine road will sever
the cities only viable westwards heading routes for walking and cycling. 

The Divide and Provide transport philosophy is intended to “prevent under-provision of
walking and cycling infrastructure”.  Entirely contrary to this objective,  the proposed
scheme severely  restricts  residents  transport  opportunities  irrespective  of  whatever
modes of transport they choose to use in the future.

The Transport Assessment must be revised to give a realistic account of the scheme’s
non-compliance with expected highways standards. It must also accurately reflect the
serious impact these deficiencies will have on local travel.
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Appendix
The following copies of emails and documents show examples of WSCC statements
previously assuring residents that the sub-standard shared pavement and crossings,
pre-approved through (TRO) CHS9038RC, will leave the majority of cyclists continuing
to cycle on the carriageway along Westgate and that additional measures are proposed
to assist with this.

The following email was received from WSCC on Wednesday 7 th July 2021 by Mark
Record (Secretary  of  ChiCycle)  regarding  concerns  that  ISG Westgate/Sherbourne
Mini Roundabout plans contravene the Equality Act 2010
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The following  email  was  sent  by  Sarah  Quail  (Chair  of  WGRA)  to  WSCC County
Councillor  Joy  Dennis  (Cabinet  Member  for  Highways  and  Transport)  on  the  1st

December 2021. It highlights promises previously made to the community about the
West  of  Chichester  development’s  shared  pavement  scheme  at  the  Junction  of
Westgate and Sherborne Road.
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TRO CHS9038 has granted advanced permission to the West of Chichester’s Phase 2
scheme to relocate cyclists onto unsuitable shared use pavements around the junction
of Westgate and Sherbourne Rd. All  26 individuals objecting to this scheme raised
issues of unsuitable shared use pavements. Comments from Director of Highways &
Transport repeatedly claim that the majority of cyclists shall continue to cycle on the
carriageway along Westgate.  The following copy of  APPENDIX C – CHS9038 has
relevant comments highlighted in red.
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