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1.     Introduction 
 

  

1.1 In July 2003, Bullen Consultants Ltd (BCL) was commissioned by the 

Highways Agency (HA)  to develop a package of transport improvements for 

the Chichester Area. The commission involved the development of junction 

improvements for the section of the A27 Chichester Bypass between 

Fishbourne and Portfield junctions in conjunction with the development of a 

number of possible supporting transport improvements for the wider 

Chichester area. 

 

1.2 Highway improvements at Chichester were initially considered as part of the 

wider South Coast Multi Modal Study (SoCoMMS) concluded in 2000. The 

improvements needed at Chichester were considered due to congestion and 

extensive queuing experienced at five roundabouts and one signalised junction 

on the Chichester Bypass. This congestion is caused mainly as a result of 

conflict between local traffic travelling across the A27 and the through traffic 

travelling along the A27 itself. 

 

1.3 The scheme option recommended as part of SoCoMMS included grade 

separation or closure of the existing six at grade junctions along the bypass. 

 

1.4 However, during Summer 2003, the Secretary of State announced that several 

SoCoMMS schemes, including the Chichester Bypass Junction Improvements, 

were rejected on environmental grounds, and less environmentally damaging 

options should be found. He instructed the HA to work with the Local 

Authorities to develop solutions and a transport strategy which addressed both 

the trunk road and local transport issues and to take these proposals through 

public consultation and report back to him.   

 

1.5 As a result, the HA formed a partnership with West Sussex County Council 

(WSCC), and over a period of nine months, BCL carried out a feasibility study 

to develop solutions which met the criteria set down by the Secretary of State. 

The main aim of the proposals was to cater for traffic demand up to the year 

2025 (the estimated design year).  In order to consider the impact of 

improvements to the bypass and surrounding area, a wider area traffic study 

was commissioned, extending from Emsworth to the west and Littlehampton 

to the east and from the south coast to just north of Chichester. A multi-modal 

transport model was developed for this area, to assess the impact on traffic 

flows under a number of different future scenarios. In addition to general 

growth up to the Design Year, this model also allowed for additional demand 

generated by the proposed commercial housing developments in the 

Chichester area. 

 

1.6 Highway improvements developed for the area form an integral part of West 

Sussex’s current Local Transport Plan (LTP). This LTP covers the period 

2001/02 to 2005/06 and aims to widen travel choice, improve safety, promote 

integration and accessibility and improve both the economy and the 

environment through transport improvements at both a strategic and a local 
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level. Further details on the LTP are provided in paragraph 1.22 – 1.25. The 

bypass proposals were developed with a view to the LTP measures 

complementing the scheme. However, irrespective of any major bypass 

improvements, WSCC are developing and implementing a number of local 

transport improvements.  

 

1.7 During the development stage of the proposed transport strategy, several 

alternative options including a Northern bypass, Southern bypass, grade 

separation at all junctions and all movements at all junctions were considered. 

However, these were rejected before the consultation process began as there 

were major concerns mainly with regard to the environment, safety, 

operational efficiency, meeting objectives, and delivery of the overall strategy. 

A brief description of the options considered and why they were rejected is 

described in Chapter 5, later in this report. 

 

1.8 Also, in accordance with the Secretary of State's requirements, the review of 

bypass options took into account the primary issues of the Local Transport and 

Structure Plans of WSCC (the local transport authority) and Chichester 

District Council (CDC) (the local planning authority) and the views of the 

Statutory Environmental Bodies (SEBs).  Consultation has been ongoing with 

the following four SEB’s throughout: Countryside Agency (CSA), 

Environment Agency (EA), English Nature (EN), and English Heritage (EH). 

Further details on the outcomes of these consultations are provided in 

Appendix A. 

 

1.9 A ‘package’ of Chichester transport proposals was reported, in confidence, to 

the Secretary of State in May 2004 in the form of a Feasibility Study Report. 

This Feasibility Study Report reviewed the options previously considered, 

developed less environmentally damaging options, and reported on the 

engineering, environmental and traffic and economic assessment of these 

options, which included public transport initiatives.  

 

1.10 The Secretary of State was satisfied with the new proposals coming out of the 

review, and in June 2004, an announcement was made to commence the public 

consultation process on these proposals. The public consultation process was 

continued as a partnership between the HA and WSCC between November 

2004 and February 2005. 

 

1.11 A public exhibition was held between 29
th

 November and 4
th

 December 2004. 

The aim of the public exhibition was to invite views on the favoured transport 

strategy for the Chichester area. The exhibition presented  two options 

designed to improve all modes of highway transport  along the bypass and the 

wider area. Vital complementary measures to improve the wider transport 

network in the Chichester exhibited ranged from public transport 

improvements to the provision of Park and Ride sites. 
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Existing Conditions 

 

Road Network 
 

1.12 The A27 Chichester Bypass is part of the Folkestone to Honiton Trunk Road 

along the south coast. The route is of varying standard. To the west of 

Chichester, it is a  dual carriageway with grade separated junctions, with a 

section of motorway (M27) between Portsmouth and Southampton. To the 

immediate east of Chichester, the recently constructed A27 Westhampnett 

Bypass is a modern standard dual carriageway with grade separated junctions. 

Further east, but still within West Sussex, the A27 remains dual carriageway 

standard with at grade junctions. The only exception to this standard is at 

Arundel and Worthing, where it is predominantly single carriageway. 

 

1.13 The Chichester bypass performs two important functions. Firstly, as part of the 

south coast trunk road (Folkestone-Honiton), it provides for strategic, east-

west traffic movements. Secondly, by its location it also provides for local 

movements, including traffic from the coastal belt (areas such as the 

Witterings and Bognor) that wishes to access Chichester. Local traffic from 

the A259 Bournes corridor to the west, the Manhood Peninsular to the south 

and the Greater Bognor area to the south-east all use the bypass to access 

Chichester or beyond. Traffic along the A259 corridor shares the A27 section 

of the bypass between Bognor Road and Fishbourne Roundabout. 

 

1.14 The Chichester Bypass is an approximately 5.5km long dual carriageway with 

five at grade roundabouts and one signal controlled junction. The roundabouts 

are sited at Fishbourne Road (A259), Stockbridge Road (A286), Whyke Road 

(B2145), Bognor Road (A259), and Portfield. There is a traffic signal 

controlled junction with the B2144 (Oving Road). Figure.1 details the location 

of these junctions within the study area shown. 

 

Traffic and Transportation 

 

1.15 Congestion and extensive queuing occurs daily at most of the junctions 

throughout the bypass and especially during the peak hours and seasonal 

peaks. A27 through traffic flows currently conflict with significant flows from 

Bognor Regis and the Manhood Peninsula towards Chichester. These delays 

are particularly relevant at Fishbourne, Stockbridge, Whyke Road and Bognor 

Road roundabouts.  

 

1.16 The average daily two way traffic flows of the order of 40,000 vehicles on the 

A27 are significantly below the standard values above which link capacity is 

likely to be reached (approximately 60,000 vehicles per day).  It is considered 

that the current delays and queues are caused by insufficient junction 

capacities. 

 

1.17 Congestion at the bypass junctions has a number of impacts on the wider area 

transport network, resulting in: 

 Poor accessibility to, and from, Chichester. 
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 Poor accessibility to, and from, the Manhood Peninsular, Bognor Regis, 

and the Bournes corridor. 

 Adverse effects on the local economy. 

 Impacts on agricultural industry on the Manhood Peninsula. 

 Delays to public transport movements, community service vehicles and 

emergency services. 

 Safety issues to those trying to cross the bypass, including pedestrians. 

 Rat-running through residential and commercial areas. 

 Congestion through local villages. 

 Rat-running on minor rural roads. 

 Severe tailbacks into Chichester in the evening. 

 Noise and air pollution impacts. 

 

Environment 
 

1.18 The character of the study area (see Figure.1 for the study area) is that of an 

urban fringe in a flat landscape.  On the southern and western fringe of 

Chichester, residential and light industrial development has expanded to meet 

the boundary formed by the A27 bypass. Apart from Fishbourne village and 

the suburb of Stockbridge, the landscape immediately outside the A27 

comprises farmland and large lakes formed by gravel extraction. The 

landscape is generally flat and the only significant landmark is the tall spire of 

Chichester Cathedral in the town centre.  

 

1.19 The surrounding environment is influenced by the noise and visual impact of 

heavy traffic travelling along  the A27 bypass and by the severe congestion 

caused at the many junctions along its length. The presence of adjacent and 

off-site trees and hedges softens the impact along some sections of the bypass. 

 

1.20 There are a number of Sites of Nature Conservation Importance (SNCI) within 

the study area, but mainly to the south of the bypass. Between Bognor Road 

Roundabout and Whyke Road Roundabout there is the Gravel Lakes SNCI. 

Further west and bordering the eastern side of Stockbridge is the historic 

Chichester Canal SNCI, which passes under the A27. To the west of the 

Fishbourne Roundabout and to the east of Fishbourne is the Fishbourne 

Meadows SNCI which borders the southern side of the A27. The Chichester 

Harbour Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) and wider Area of 

Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) are also located in this area. The view of 

the Cathedral from the Harbour area is considered to be historic and important. 

 

1.21 At the western end of the study area is the Fishbourne Roman Palace. The 

railway line, Fishbourne and the A27 bound this. The palace has views of the 

A27 from the grounds. 

 

Local Transport Plan 

 

1.22 The West Sussex Local Transport Plan (LTP) contains six key objectives: 

 

 widening travel choice; 

 improving road safety; 
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 sustainable economic growth; 

 protecting and enhancing the environment; 

 promoting accessibility to services and facilities; 

 Improving transport integration. 

 

The plan also embraces fifteen individual strategies ranging from cycling and 

walking, through school travel, bus and rail and parking to network 

management, air quality and climate change. These objectives and strategies 

form the basis for the County Council’s annual programme of highways and 

transport works together with other transport related schemes and development 

lead projects. 

 

1.23 Transport plans for individual urban areas and the surrounding rural areas have 

been developed within the context of the key objectives and strategies of the 

LTP. In the case of Chichester, an existing Urban Transport Plan (UTP) for the 

City was produced in March 2000 and is shortly to be reviewed and replaced 

by a district wide Area Transport Plan (ATP). This review will take into 

account the wider context as well as the needs of the City itself. In particular, 

the influence of the A27 trunk road, passing around the southern part of the 

City and the catchment areas of the Manhood Peninsular and Greater Bognor 

Regis lying to the south of the trunk road and the ‘Bourne’ villages in the 

corridor to the west will be addressed.  

 

1.24 The Traffic Reduction Report is one of a series of supporting documents to the 

West Sussex LTP and is a five year strategy based around: 

 

 Creating travel choices through a number of initiatives including 

integration of transport facilities, development of green travel plans and 

enhancing cycle and pedestrian routes.  

 Discouraging road use through the reduction of long stay parking spaces, 

and increases in parking charges 

 Improving public transport through fare reduction, and network 

expansion. 

 

1.25 The package of transport measures developed for the Chichester area is based 

on satisfying the objectives stated in both the LTP, and the Traffic Reduction 

report.  

 

Objectives of the scheme 

 

1.26 The key objective of the proposed transport strategy is to deliver a high quality 

transport service for the people of Chichester, by reducing congestion, and 

improving reliability and choice of travel. This will be achieved through a 

programme of improvements to the strategic road network, by better 

management of roadworks and through influencing behaviour through better 

information about journey choice.  

 

Objectives of the strategy include: 

 

 Improving road and personal safety. 
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 Enhancing and protecting the environment. 

 Improving accessibility and integration. 

 Enhancing the local economy. 

 Reducing general traffic levels. 

 Improving modal split, to non-car modes. 

 Managing overall transport demand. 

 Improving health through reductions in emissions and increasing levels of 

exercise. 

 Reducing congestion within the City. 

 Improving the attractiveness of public transport, including significant 

reductions to bus journey times / delays. 

 

Aim of this Public Consultation Report 

 

1.27 This report describes how the routes defined in the Stage 2 Assessment Report 

(Bullen Consultants, Report No.104CO18:12:A), and the wider area transport 

improvement measures outlined by WSCC, were presented at the Public 

Exhibition. It provides an analysis of the views obtained during the 

consultation and from both postal and internet responses received as a result of 

the exhibition. The report also presents information on alternative schemes 

considered in the development of the Chichester Area transport strategy. 



Highways Agency & WSCC  Public Consultation Report 

Chichester Area and A27 Transport Proposals  104C018:18:D 

 7 

2. The Proposals Exhibited 

 

2.1 The exhibition focused on two proposed options for the A27 bypass, together 

with a number of other local complementary measures for the transport 

network. The options displayed for the bypass were: 

 

 Option 1: Junction improvements with widening of the A27 to three lanes 

between Fishbourne and Stockbridge roundabouts. 

 Option 2: Junction improvements, with construction of a Stockbridge Link 

Road (SLR) to the west of Stockbridge, to run between the A27 

Fishbourne roundabout and the A286 Stockbridge Road.  

 

2.2 Please refer to the exhibition panels in Appendix B of this report for A3 plans 

illustrating the bypass options 1 and 2. 

 

2.3 Both options included the provision of Park and Ride sites at various locations 

as a complementary measure. Other measures complementary to the wider 

area transport strategy were also exhibited, and these are described in further 

detail later in this section. 

 

2.4 As stated previously, two options were carried forward from the feasibility 

study that was carried out by Bullen Consultants and completed in May 2004 

(Report No. 103CO22:3:A).  

 

2.5 The scope was limited to these two options as a result of previous studies into 

alternative options that may have delivered the strategy. The possibility of 

grade separation at all junctions was initially explored, but this option was 

discounted on the grounds of both environmental impacts and safety aspects. 

The possibility of underpasses was also discounted due to the Environment 

Agency’s concerns with regard to high groundwater levels and the risk of 

flooding as well as the potential to contaminate the groundwater aquifer that 

lies beneath the study area. All movement junctions were proposed for 

Fishbourne, Bognor Road and Portfield because these are also linked with the 

relatively best (A Class) access roads to the city from the bypass. The other 

access roads from Stockbridge and Whyke are seriously affected by the 

railway crossing gates and from Oving access is very restricted. A northern 

bypass route was also discounted at an early stage, as studies showed that this 

proposal would require significantly greater investment and would have large 

adverse environmental impacts. The potential of both these options and the 

reasons why they have been discounted are explored in further detail in section 

5 of this report. 

 

Option 1: Junction Improvements with widening of the A27 between 

Fishbourne and Stockbridge Junctions. 

 

Fishbourne Roundabout  

  

2.6 The proposal is to construct a grade separated junction that would take the 

local road over the A27 via an overbridge, 7m above existing ground level. 

The A27 would remain at the existing ground level and the local roads would 
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be raised to meet an elevated roundabout. It was decided that the local road 

would be elevated because this will create less overall visual intrusion and be 

contained within a smaller footprint. 

 

Stockbridge Roundabout 
 

2.7 The proposal is to replace the roundabout with a left in / left out only limited 

access junction for cars and commercial vehicles. Access across the A27 

would be permitted for public transport and emergency vehicles only with 

signal controlled priority.  

 

 

Whyke Roundabout 
 

2.8 Similar to Stockbridge junction, the existing roundabout would be converted 

to a traffic signal junction with restricted left in/left out movements only for 

cars and commercial vehicles. Again, access across the A27 would be for 

public transport and emergency vehicles only with signal controlled priority.   

 

Bognor Roundabout 

 

2.9 Under the proposal, this junction would become a grade separated junction 

with the A27 on a flyover at a level of 7m over the existing roundabout, at the 

same level as the railway bridge. Vinnetrow Road will be diverted from the 

roundabout and on to the A259 Bognor Road to reduce the number of arms on 

the roundabout, thereby enabling it to operate more efficiently.  

 

Oving Road Junction 

 

2.10 In this case, the existing traffic signal junction would be improved with 

restricted movements in an arrangement similar to Stockbridge and Whyke 

junctions. Access across the A27 would be for public transport and emergency 

vehicles only and would be signal controlled priority. All other vehicles would 

be permitted left in / left out manoeuvres only.  

 

Portfield Road Junction 

 

2.11 The junction would be improved with some minor at grade improvements such 

as part time traffic signals, and dedicated left turns from the A27 bypass 

westwards towards Portfield Way and from Arundel Road westwards onto the 

A27 bypass.  

 

Additional lane between Portfield and Oving junctions 

 

2.12 An additional lane would be added to the westbound carriageway of the A27 

between Portfield Road junction and Oving road junction 
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Widening of the A27 between Fishbourne and Stockbridge junctions 

 

2.13 Under option 1 an additional lane in each direction would be added to the A27 

between the Fishbourne and Stockbridge junctions, if a Stockbridge Link 

Road is not provided. This lane is provided purely for safety reasons; to enable 

the traffic carrying out the ‘U’ turn manoeuvre to come back along the 

eastbound carriageway, to do so safely; and not for capacity reasons. The U-

turn manoeuvre is the result of the restriction on movements at Stockbridge 

junction, which prevents traffic from travelling straight across the A27, or 

performing right turns. 

 

Option 2: Junction Improvements with Stockbridge Link Road 

 

2.14 In addition to the junction improvements outlined above for Option 1, Option 

2 includes the addition of a local single lane link road from the A27 at 

Fishbourne Junction to a point on the A286 Stockbridge Road, to the south of 

Stockbridge. This road is referred to as the Stockbridge Link Road (SLR). 

 

2.15 An additional arm would be added to the Fishbourne Roundabout for the 

proposed link road.  

 

2.16 Under this option, the section of the A27 between Stockbridge and Fishbourne 

roundabouts would remain as two lanes in both directions. 

 

Wider Area Transport Measures 

 

2.17 A number of complementary transport measures were proposed by WSCC at 

the exhibition. These formed part of the overall ‘package’ of measures which 

was developed as a wider transport strategy for the A27 and Chichester area. 

Measures included the principles of  Network Management, Demand 

Management and Sustainable Transport Options. These measures will form 

the basis of the emerging Chichester Area Transport Plan. Whilst many will be 

developed further before any major bypass improvements, in isolation they 

will be limited in achieving significant transport objectives for the future.  

 

Network Management Measures 

 

2.18 Network management measures aim to make better use of the existing road 

network. Measures proposed included: 

 A review of the road hierarchy 

 Review of signing strategy 

 Intelligent Transport Systems (ITS) 

 Traffic Management Schemes 

 Management of Goods Vehicles 

 

  Demand Management measures 
 

2.19 Demand management measures look at controlling travel needs. The 

complementary measures aim to achieve this through control of parking, both 
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on and off street and through encouraging the development of green travel 

plans in both the work place and schools. 

 

Sustainable Transport Options 

 

2.20 Sustainable transport options aim to achieve modal shift from car to alternative 

modes of transport through improving walking and cycling opportunities, 

through improvements to public transport, greater investment in community 

transport and the development of Park and Ride.  

 

Park and Ride Sites 

 

2.21 The possibility of Park and Ride sites was, as part of a demand management 

parking strategy for Chichester, one particular sustainable transport proposal 

developed as part of the strategy, and assessed by BCL alongside the potential 

junction improvements. A number of locations were considered for these park 

and ride sites along with their potential access arrangements. The sites 

considered are at the following locations:  

 

Site location A – North of Fishbourne junction 

 

Site location B – South-east of Fishbourne junction 

 

Site location C – Just west of Stockbridge junction, south of the A27 

 

Site location D – Adjacent to Bognor junction 

 

Site location E – North of Portfield junction (on the site of the old A27 route) 

 

Site location F – Off Westhampnett Road at the west end of Chichester 

 

2.22 The location of these sites is shown on Panel 7 of the Public Exhibition panels 

(see Appendix B). 

 

2.23 All of the sites chosen allow parking for about 500 cars. The primary objective 

of the Park and Ride in this case was to intercept commuter traffic before it 

enters Chichester, with the A27 acting as the intercepting barrier. The possible 

sites are strategically placed to intercept traffic on the A27, at the east and 

west ends of the bypass, as well as traffic from the Manhood Peninsula. 

 

2.24 It should be noted that although six sites were put forward for consultation, 

only two or three sites are likely to be implemented by 2025. 
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3. Exhibition Methodology 

 

  Introduction 

 

3.1 Following the Secretary of State’s announcement in June 2004, to commence 

the public consultation process, communication between the partnership of 

WSCC and HA, with the general public, SEB’s and local organisations and 

businesses has been ongoing throughout and has taken many forms. 

 

Information Leaflet 
 

3.2 An information leaflet was produced for distribution to the public as part of 

the consultation process. It outlined the improvement proposals and included 

an invitation to the exhibition. In November 2004, it was distributed free of 

charge, together with a response form, to some 55,000 households within the 

distribution area as agreed by the Highways Agency and West Sussex County 

Council. A map of the distribution area has been included in this report (see 

Figure.2). Leaflets were also deposited at local public libraries, help points, 

major garages and most post offices within the same area for public 

consumption. Deposit locations included: 

 

 Chichester Library 

 Selsey Library 

 Witterings Library 

 Southbourne Library 

 Bognor Regis Library 

 Willowhale Library 

 Arundel Library 

 Chichester Help Point 

 Bognor Regis Help Point 

 Bognor Regis Arun Leisure Centre Help Point 

 Selsey Help Point 

 Main Reception, The Grange, West Sussex County Council 

 

3.3 The leaflet (A3 folded in size), a copy of which is included in Appendix C, 

was split into 3 sections comprising front, back and centre pages. The front 

page acted as an introduction, detailing the current situation, the aims of the 

improvements and how those improvements would be achieved. The centre 

pages described the proposed improvements and illustrated where these would 

take place. The centre pages also included a section on ‘Respecting and 

Protecting the Environment’. The back page held details of the exhibition 

location and dates, along with information on future actions and contact 

information.  

 

Response Form 

 

3.4 A standard Response Form was produced as part of the consultation process. 

A copy of the Response Form can be found in Appendix D. 
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3.5 The Response Form was available at the exhibition and could also be accessed 

and completed on both the HA and WSCC websites. Response forms were 

delivered to some 55,000 households along with the information leaflet. 

Figure.2 shows the distribution area for this postal drop.  

 

3.6 The aim of the Response Form was to obtain public opinion regarding the 

overall favoured transport strategy for the Chichester area. The exhibition 

response form also aimed to gauge public opinion on the two favoured options 

for improving the movement of traffic at the six junctions on the A27 around 

Chichester. The aim was to use the analysis of these responses to further 

develop the overall transport strategy for Chichester and to further refine the 

proposals for the junctions on the A27 Bypass.  

 

3.7 A return postal address and a statement of confidentiality of responses was 

included as part of the response form. Copies of this form were also available 

in alternative formats including Audio, Braille, Large Print or another 

language, from WSCC. The closing date for receipt of comments (end of the 

statutory 12-week consultation period from the consultation start date) was 

stated as 28
th

 February 2005.  

 

3.8 The response form had twelve questions. Apart from questions 11 and 12, all 

questions were multiple choice. Question 11 provided space for additional 

comments. The questions are described below: 

 

Question 1- Required an answer from the respondent on the frequency of 

their use of this section of the A27. Four choices were provided.  

 

Question 2- Allowed multiple answers from the respondent on how they, as 

a user, would be affected by the proposed junction 

improvements. One of the choices lets the respondent give an 

alternative answer to the six choices available.  

 

Question 3- Required a ‘yes’ or ‘no’ answer as to whether they agreed that 

there was a need for improvements to the junctions on the A27 

Chichester Bypass.  

 

Question 4- Those respondents giving a positive answer to question three 

were expected to choose and rank, in ascending order, three of 

the eight main problems associated with the existing junctions. 

One of the choices allowed the respondent to give an alternative 

answer to those stated.  

 

Question 5- The respondents were requested to give an opinion as to 

whether they ‘Agree’ or ‘Disagree’ with the proposals for the 

six different junctions. An individual response was required for 

each junction. 

 

Question 6-  The respondent was required to choose whether they prefer 

scheme Option 1, Option 2 or neither.  
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Question 7- Required a ‘yes’ or ‘no’ answer as to whether a Park and Ride 

scheme has an important role to play in a transport strategy for 

Chichester. 

 

Question 8- The respondents were requested to give an opinion as to 

whether they ‘Agree’ or ‘Disagree’ with the six proposed Park 

and Ride sites. An individual response was required for each 

location. 

 

 Question 9- The respondent was required to state whether they would make 

use of any of a choice of four alternative modes of transport. 

They were required to choose whether they would, would 

possibly, or would not use the specified mode. 

 

Question 10- The respondent was asked for their opinion as to whether they 

agree on the overall strategy. There was a choice of four 

responses to this question ranging from Strongly Agree to 

Strongly Disagree.  

 

 Question 11- The respondent was provided with a space for any other 

comments. 

 

 Question 12- The respondent was asked to provide their name and address if 

they wished to receive a copy of the announcement.  

 

3.9 The results from the response forms are summarised and analysed within 

section 4 of this report.  

 

Posters and publications 

 

3.10 Posters and publications promoting the public exhibition were placed at a 

number of locations including all libraries, help points, council offices, parish 

councils, schools, non-governmental organisations (NGO’s), and partner 

organisations in Chichester and the surrounding areas. 

 

Websites 

 

3.11 Dedicated pages were set up on the following Highways Agency (HA) and 

West Sussex County Council (WSCC) websites.  

 

 www.highways.gov.uk/chichesteranda27proposals 

 www.westsussex.gov.uk 

 

3.12 The HA site provided information on: 

 

 Project history 

 Aims and key objectives 

 Strategy development and local issues 

 Local supporting measures 

 Options and Solutions considered 

http://www.highways.gov.uk/chichesteranda27proposals
http://www.westsussex.gov.uk/
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 Protecting the environment 

 Frequently asked questions 

 Publications 

 Exhibition panels (copies of) 

 Contact information 

 Photo Gallery: Before and after 

 

3.13 The WSCC website provided an electronic copy of the information leaflet 

published in November 2004 (A copy of the leaflet is available in Appendix 

C).  

 

3.14 A copy of the Public Consultation Response Form was available on-line at 

both websites.  

 

Exhibition dates and venues 

 

3.15 The Public Exhibition was advertised in the information leaflet drop and by 

advertisements placed in the local press. Advertisements were run in the West 

Sussex Gazette, Observer Series, Journal and Guardian. Adverts were all in 

full colour and were run for two weeks previous to the Public Exhibition, 

namely the week beginning 15 November 2004 and week beginning 22 

November 2004.  Invitations were sent to Statutory Bodies, County and 

District Councillors and Members of Parliament. During the Public 

Exhibition, advertising boards were placed outside the Assembly Rooms in 

Chichester to publicise the event. 

 

3.16 There was a preview presentation held for Local Councillors and members of 

the press, held on Monday 29
th

 November 2004. The presentation consisted of 

the proposed strategy for the Chichester Area and A27 Transport Proposals. 

After the presentation, the attendees were invited to preview the Public 

Exhibition, prior to opening to the public later that afternoon.  

 

3.17 The Public Exhibition was held at The Assembly Rooms, North Street, 

Chichester on the following dates in 2004: 

 

Monday 29
 
November    5.30pm – 8.00pm 

Tuesday 30 November  10.00am – 8.00pm 

Wednesday   1 December  10.00am – 8.00pm 

Thursday   2 December  10.00am – 8.00pm 

Friday    3 December  10.00am – 8.00pm 

Saturday   4 December  10.00am – 4.00pm 

 

 The Assembly Rooms were chosen as the location for the exhibition due to 

their central location within the pedestrianised shopping centre. The location 

was easily accessible by public transport and the Assembly Rooms were 

accessible by all sectors of the local community. 
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Exhibition Panels 

 

3.18 The exhibition consisted of 21 exhibition panels (A0 and A1 in size), mounted 

vertically, numbered with a title panel. A3 copies of each exhibition panel, at a 

reduced scale, are included in Appendix B.  

 

3.19 A description of the exhibition panels is given below.  

 

  Panel 1- ‘Welcome’ indicated the scheme name, the client and the  

    consultants. 

 

 Panel 2- ‘Background’ gave a brief history of the A27 around Chichester 

starting with the South Coast Multi Modal Study (SoCoMMS) 

which recommended improvements to this route. The panel also 

identified the key local issues of Transport, Development and 

Regeneration. 

 

 Panel 3- ‘Objectives’ listed the key objectives of the Transport Strategy 

including reducing congestion, improving safety and improving 

modal split to non-driver modes. 

 

 Panel 4- ‘Problems associated with the A27 Chichester Bypass 

Fishbourne to Whyke’. The panel detailed the safety statistics 

for the A27 Fishbourne to Whyke Junctions as well as 

highlighting the main problems associated with the Fishbourne, 

Stockbridge and Whyke junctions. 

 

 Panel 5- ‘Problems associated with the A27 Chichester Bypass Whyke 

to Portfield’. The panel detailed the safety statistics for the A27 

Whyke to Portfield Junctions as well as highlighting the main 

problems at the Bognor and Portfield roundabouts and Oving 

junction.  

 

 Panel 6- ‘Environmental context’ was a map showing designated nature 

conservation sites including Candidate Special Areas of 

Conservation (cSAC’s), Sites of Special Scientific Interest 

(SSSI’s), Special Protection Areas (SPA’s), Ramsar sites, Areas 

of Oustanding Natural Beauty (AONB’s), and Sites of Nature 

Conservation Importance (SNCI’s). The context plan also 

highlighted areas of existing vegetation, water bodies, 

floodplains, public rights of way and any heritage sites.  In 

addition the panel contained text that lists the key 

environmental issues in Chichester.  

 

 Panel 7- ‘The Proposed Transport Strategy’ showed the A27 route from 

Fishbourne to Portfield and detailed the proposed improvements 

for the six junctions. The map also identified the possible 

locations for Park and Ride sites around the edge of the City. 
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 Panel 8- ‘Fishbourne to Stockbridge Option 1 without Stockbridge Link 

Road’ was a schematic representation of this stretch of the 

route, showing the proposed two-level junction at Fishbourne, 

and the restricted movement, left in / left out only, junction at 

Stockbridge. The panel also identified the location and scale of 

proposed Park and Ride sites along this stretch of route.  

 

 Panel 9- ‘Fishbourne to Stockbridge Option 2 with Stockbridge Link 

Road’ was a schematic representation of this stretch of the 

route, showing the proposed two-level junction at Fishbourne, 

and the restricted movement, left in / left out only, junction at 

Stockbridge. It also showed the proposed Stockbridge Link 

Road (SLR). The panel also identified the location and scale of  

the proposed Park and Ride sites along this stretch of route. 

 

 Panel 10- ‘Views of Fishbourne Junction’ showed the existing view from 

the A27, looking west to Fishbourne Junction and the Future 

view with the proposed improvements. 

 

 Panel 11- ‘Views of Stockbridge Link Road’ showed the existing view 

eastward from the Public footpath linking Appledram Lane to 

Birdham Road, looking toward Mile Pond Farm and 

Stockbridge; and the same view with the proposed Stockbridge 

Link Road. 

 

 Panel 12- ‘Whyke to Bognor’ was a schematic representation of the 

proposed junction improvements for the stretch of the A27 from 

Whyke junction to Bognor roundabout, with detailed inserts 

showing the proposed junction arrangements. The panel also 

identifies the location and scale of the proposed Park & Ride 

sites along this stretch of the route. 

 

 Panel 13- ‘Views of Bognor Junction’ showed the existing and proposed 

view of Bognor Junction from the A259 (Bognor Road) looking 

west, including the new turning for the realigned Vinnetrow 

Road.  

 

 Panel 14- ‘Oving to Portfield’ was a schematic representation of the 

proposed junction improvements for the stretch of the A27 from 

Oving junction to Portfield roundabout, with detailed inserts 

showing the proposed junction arrangements. The panel also 

identifies the location and scale of the proposed Park & Ride 

sites along this stretch of the route. 

 

 Panel 15- ‘Traffic Changes’ showed traffic flows along the length of the 

entire route. It showed the ‘Current traffic flow’, ‘Traffic flow 

in 2025 if only local measures are implemented’, ‘Traffic flow 

in 2025 if Option 1 without Stockbridge Link is implemented’ 

and ‘Traffic flow in 2025 if Option 2 with Stockbridge Link is 

implemented.  
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 Panel 16- ‘Local Measures Supporting the A27 Improvements’ detailed 

how the emerging Chichester Area Transport Strategy is being 

developed to replace the existing Urban Transport Plan (UTP) 

for Chichester. It is planned to extend this over a wider area 

through the development of a district wide Area Transport Plan 

(ATP). The panel also outlined the main local transport issues 

for Chichester.  

 

 Panel 17- ‘Components of the Local Measures’ looked at the local 

measures for obtaining  ‘Network Management’, ‘Sustainable 

Transport Options’ and ‘Demand Management’. An assessment 

was provided as to whether this is already happening, whether 

new work or further work is already planned and whether the 

prospects for the Local Measure would be improved with the 

A27 junction proposals in place.  

 

 Panel 18- ‘Comparison of Options’ compared ‘Option 1’, ‘Option 2’ and 

‘West Sussex County Council Measures only’, against the five 

variables of Environment, Safety, Economy, Accessibility and 

Integration.   

 

 Panel 19- ‘Other Options Considered’ was an analysis of the various 

options previously considered for the six junctions including 

two-level junctions, traffic signal junctions, roundabouts and 

local road closure. The table also provided a comment on the 

consideration of a northern bypass route.  

 

 Panel 20- ‘Future Steps’ was a flow chart of the future processes leading 

to construction of highway improvements. 

 

 Panel 21- ‘Other Information’ invited comments by post, telephone or 

email to the Highways Agency. A range of explanatory 

brochures by the Highways Agency on compulsory purchase 

and compensation were also advertised.  

 

3.20 After the exhibition, A3 bound copies of the exhibition panels were deposited 

for viewing at the locations specified in paragraph 3.4 (see leaflet locations). 

 

Additional documents made available at the exhibition 

 

3.21 West Sussex County Council (WSCC) made a number of information leaflets 

and documents available to the public at the exhibition, which were available 

for the public to take home with them. Documents displayed included: 

 

 Where to park in Chichester 

 Cycle Chichester – cycle routes in the area 

 Cycle West Sussex 

 Centurion Way Cycle Path at Chichester 

 Local walking leaflets 
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 Young Drivers Skills Course Leaflets 

 ‘Looking After’ leaflets- which deal with information about all aspects 

of highway maintenance from grass verges to gritting 

 

3.22 HA also displayed a range of explanatory brochures on Compulsory Purchase 

and Compensation.  

 

Additional information available at the exhibition 
 

3.23 Information on potential local transport measures that could be implemented 

to complement the proposed junction improvements and potential SLR was 

also available, or explained by, representatives of WSCC, at the exhibition.  

 

3.24 Potential local measures included:  

 Appledram Lane traffic management 

 Improvements to the A286 south of the proposed SLR to Wophams Lane 

 Road and Junction improvements on Wophams Lane and Green Lane 

 Closure of Donnington Bends 

 Improvements to Vinnetrow Road and junctions 

 Improvements to the B2166 at Hunston, North Mundham and Vinnetrow 

 Continuing development of the cycle network, including routes to 

Tangmere, Selsey, Bognor Regis, the Bourne corridor and the South Coast 

Cycle Route.  

 Integrated train and bus interchange by relocating the bus station next to 

the railway station. 

 Decriminalised parking enforcement and extensions to controlled parking 

zones. 

 Provision of safer crossings on the A27 bypass for pedestrians, particularly 

as part of a programme of ‘safer routes to school’. 

 Development of a local walking strategy for the City. 

 

The locations of some of these potential local transport measures can be found 

on Figure.1.  

 

Attendance record 

 

3.25 An attendance record was kept at the exhibition. The attendees were asked to 

provide their name, address and postcode. 

 

3.26 Attendance over the six days was as follows: 

 

Monday 29 November 47 

Tuesday 30 November 540 

Wednesday 1 December 422 

Thursday 2 December  506 

Friday 3 December  529  

Saturday 4 December  557 

 Total    2601 
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3.27 The majority (2014) of those attending the exhibition came from within a 

Portsmouth postcode ‘PO’. Of these 920 came from within PO19, followed by 

578 people from PO20. A further 198 people came from PO21. After a 

Portsmouth postcode, the next highest attendance came from a Brighton 

postcode (BN), with 107 people attending the exhibition coming from a BN 

postcode (See figure.15 for postcode locations). 

 

Presentations to organisations 

 

3.28 In addition to the Public Exhibition, a number of daytime and evening 

presentations were given by the HA and WSCC to local and regional 

organisations during the consultation period. A list of these organisations is 

provided in Appendix F.  At these presentations the proposed option 1: 

junction improvements, and option 2:junction improvements plus SLR were 

presented. A question and answer session was provided and the organisations 

were also invited to express their views on the proposals. 

 

Question and Answer Sheet (Q&A) 

 

3.29 A Q&A sheet was produced to answer some of the questions that were 

considered most likely to be asked about the scheme. A copy of this Q&A 

sheet is available in Appendix E. The Q&A sheet was initially distributed to 

approximately 300 local organisations, including parish councils and local 

interest groups, along with a newsletter outlining the initial response to the 

public exhibition. This Q&A sheet was later updated. 

 

Press Releases 

 

3.30 A number of press releases were published between December 2004 and 

January-February 2005.  These press releases provided updates on the results 

of the public consultation.  

 December 2004 – This press release reported on the levels of attendance at 

the recent public exhibition and detailed the locations where copies of a 

reference book containing all the material featured in the exhibition could 

be found.  

 January 2005 – This press release provided an update on the current level 

of response to the public consultation (around 3,000 responses). The article 

also outlined the aims of the proposals. A copy of the Q&A sheet was also 

replicated.  

 February 2005 – This press release provided another update on response to 

the consultation (around 8,000 responses at this stage).  The article also 

provided information on where people could obtain a copy of the response 

form and the deadline for return of those forms.  

 

3.31 As a result of the media releases, the scheme was featured on local radio and 

briefly on television. 
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4. Response Analysis 

 

Methodology / database 
 

4.1 A database has been established to store and handle the response form data  

and to provide the results used in this report.  

 

4.2 All the responses received were entered into a spreadsheet. An analysis tool 

was developed in Microsoft Access which enables the user to interrogate the 

responses either as an answer to an individual question or as specific answers 

to a combination of questions. 

 

4.3 The Analysis tool gives the user the answer as total number of responses 

analysed, and the percentage who answered a single or a combination of 

questions in a specific way. It also enables the user to interrogate the responses 

by postcode, type of consultee (individual, organisation etc) and/or method of 

communication (letter, e-mail etc). It also gives the reference numbers for 

responses held as hard copies. 

 

4.4 A CD containing this Analysis Tool is included at the back of this volume of 

the Consultation Report. It will require ‘write access’ before the analysis could 

be carried out. This is done by copying the tool on to the hard drive of a 

computer. It also gives instructions for analysis. 

 

Error definition 

 

4.5 A number of the response forms were found to contain errors in the way that 

the respondent had marked the form. In an attempt to create a degree of 

accuracy in the results, a definition of what is classified as an ‘error’ was 

established for each individual question and sub-question. An error for an 

individual question or sub-question did not invalidate the entire response form 

but merely that one question.  

 

4.6 Error definitions for the questions are as follows: 

 

Q1. The response to Q1 is considered an error if more than one box is 

ticked. No answer is recorded if none of the boxes are checked. 

 

Q2. One or more boxes can be ticked. All responses are valid and hence 

there should be no errors. No answer is recorded if none of the boxes 

are checked. 

 

Q3. The response is considered an error if both the yes and no boxes are 

checked. No answer is recorded if none of the boxes are checked. 

 

Q4. To be valid, the response must have only one box marked with a ‘1’, 

one box marked with a ‘2’ and one box marked with a ‘3’. The 

remaining five boxes may be either blank (correct response) or marked  
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(ie, ranked down to 8), but will not be taken into account in the 

analyses. Responses consisting of just a ‘1’ or a ‘1’ and a ‘2’ will also 

be taken into account, provided there is only a single entry of each 

ranking on the form. 

 

Q5. The response is considered an error for the sub-question if both the 

‘Agree’ and ‘Disagree’ boxes are checked. No answer is recorded if 

none of the boxes are checked. 

 

Q6. A response is considered an error if more than one sub-question is 

checked. No answer is recorded if none of the boxes are checked. 

 

Q7. A response is considered an error if both the yes and no boxes are 

checked. No answer is recorded if none of the boxes are checked. 

 

Q8. A response is considered an error for the sub-questions if both agree 

and disagree are checked. No answer is recorded if none of the boxes 

are checked. 

 

Q9. A response is considered an error if more than one box for a sub-

question has been checked. No answer is recorded if none of the boxes 

are checked. 

 

Q10. A response is considered an error if more than one box is checked. No 

answer is recorded if none of the boxes are checked. 

 

Q11 All answers are valid. 

 

Q12 A valid address is required. 

 

 

Response rates 

 

4.7 A total of 9234 responses were received following the public consultation. Of 

those responses; 

 

8821 (95.53%)  were postal returns of the Response Form. 

175 (1.90%)   were internet returns of the Response Form.  

114 (1.23%)   were letters received through the post. 

23 (0.25%)   were letters received through e-mail. 

101 (1.09%)  were postal returns of the Response Form with a letter 

attached.  

  

Analysis of results  
 

All figures are quoted as a percentage of the total number of responses unless 

stated otherwise.  
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Postcode Analysis 

 

4.8 Of the 9234 respondents, 6334 (69%) provided a postcode, or at least the first 

four digits of a postcode. Analysis of these postcodes has found that 67% of 

the total respondents were identified as living within a Portsmouth postcode 

‘PO’. 2% of the total respondents were identified as coming from a postcode 

other than ‘PO’. The remaining 31% did not provide a postcode.  

 

4.9 Further analysis has allowed us to determine that of those respondents with a 

‘PO’ postcode approximately: 

 

22% came from PO20 (the area to the south and east of the city, including 

the Manhood Peninsula but excluding Bognor) 

16% came from PO21 (Bognor Regis) 

19% came from PO19 (Areas within the city and predominantly north of the 

A27, but including the area of Stockbridge) 

5%  came from PO18 (Areas to the north and west of the city) 

4% came from PO22 (Area east of Chichester, and east of Bognor Regis) 

 

Figure.3 (see Figures section at the back of this report) shows the geographical 

spread of respondents. 

 

 

 Question 1: How often do you travel along or across the A27 Chichester 

Bypass? 

 

4.10 The results of question one regarding frequency of use are depicted below in 

Figure.4. The results show that the majority of respondents (51%) travel daily, 

36% travel weekly and 7% travel only monthly along or across the A27 

Chichester Bypass. 1% of respondents stated that they did not travel along this 

route at all. 5% of respondents did not answer this question.  
 

Figure.4. Frequency of use

7% 1% 5%

36%

51%

Daily Weekly Monthly Not at all No answer
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Question 2. As what type of user do the junctions on the A27 south of 

Chichester affect you? 

 

4.11 The results of question two found that in terms of mode of travel the  

respondents could be affected by changes to the A27 in more than one way. 

As a result the following percentages add up to more than 100% due to 

respondents giving multiple answers. 

 

4.12 Of the total respondents, it was found that 89% stated that changes would 

affect them as a driver, 12% as a bus passenger, 9% as a pedestrian, and 14% 

as a cyclist.  

 

4.13 In terms of the type of user, 57% would be affected as a local resident, 9% as a 

local business and 3% as a visitor to the area.  

 

4.14 191 respondents (2%) stated that they would be affected as user type ‘other’. 

‘Other’ user types included, taxi or car passenger, and commercial and 

business drivers including postmen, community nurses, bus drivers and taxi 

drivers. 

 

4.15 Figure.5 provides a graphical representation of the results to question 2. 

 

Question 3: Do the junctions on the A27 bypass need to be improved? 
 

4.16 Analysis of question three indicates that a majority of 93% of the total 

respondents stated that ‘yes’ the junctions on the A27 Chichester Bypass need 

to be improved. Only 3% stated that they did not think the junctions needed to 
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be improved. 4% did not answer the question. Figure.6 shows the results to 

question three in a graphical form. 

 

Figure.6. Do the junctions on the A27 

Chichester Bypass need to be improved.

93%

3% 4%

Yes

No 

Error / No answ er

 
 

Question 4: What are the main areas for improvement? 

 

4.17 Analysis of question four aimed to rank the respondent’s perception of the 

importance of the main problems encountered on this section of the A27. 

Some respondents went beyond the three ranks of importance; some 

respondents ticked the boxes rather than ranking them. Paragraphs 4.2-4.3 

gives a definition of what constitutes an error, and what constitutes a correct 

answer for question four. The results detailed in Table 4.1 below are based on 

the 6825 responses where the respondent provided an answer that did not 

contain an error. All results are a percentage of the total respondents. 

 

Area for improvement Rank 1 – 

Most 

important 

Rank 2-  

Second 

most 

important 

 

Rank 3-  

Third most 

important 

Journey times along the A27 21% 23% 7% 

Journey times across the A27 36% 20% 5% 

Provision for public transport 2% 6% 11% 

Provision for pedestrians / 

cyclists 

2% 4% 9% 

Safety record 8% 7% 14% 

Effect on the natural 

environment 

2% 3% 9% 

Noise and air pollution 2% 4% 11% 

Other 1% 0.4% 1% 

6% of respondents did not answer the question 

 Table 4.1: Areas for improvement. 

 



Highways Agency & WSCC  Public Consultation Report 

Chichester Area and A27 Transport Proposals  104C018:18:D 

 25 

4.18 The results show that journey times across the A27 are ranked as the most 

important area for improvement by 36% of the total respondents followed by 

journey times along the A27, which was ranked as most important by 21% of 

respondents. Safety record, as ranked by 8% of respondents came third as the 

most important improvement, followed by Provision for public transport (3%), 

Noise and Air pollution (2%), Provision for pedestrians / cyclists (2%), Effect 

on the natural environment (2%) and Other (1%) 

 

4.19 1% of respondents marked ‘Other’ as the most important area for 

improvement. Within this category, ‘other’ included: 

 Improving congestion within the City 

 Eliminating rat runs 

 Improving vehicle access to Chichester City centre 

 

4.20 Figure.7 shows the results for question 4. We can see that when we add 

together the number of respondents that ranked an area for improvement either 

1, 2 or 3, Journey times across the A27 are still considered to be the most 

important area for improvement followed by Journey times along the A27 and 

then Safety record.  

 

4.21 If we include the results of any responses that were deemed to involve an 

‘error’, normally as a result of respondents ticking the boxes rather than 

providing a ranking, the order of importance of areas for improvement remains 

the same.  
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Question 5: Give your opinion on the proposals for the six A27 bypass 

junctions. 
 

4.22 Question five is sub-divided into six parts, with each part relating to a specific 

junction proposal. Figure.8 illustrates the following information: 

 

4.23 When asked to give their opinion on the proposals for Fishbourne roundabout, 

80% agreed with the proposed two-level junction at Fishbourne, only 8% 

disagreed with it and 12% did not answer the question for this junction. 

 

4.24 When asked for their opinion on the proposed improvements at Stockbridge, 

44% of the respondents agreed with the proposed traffic signals with transport 

priority at the Stockbridge junction, however only a slightly smaller 

percentage (41%) disagreed with the proposals. 15% of respondents did not 

answer the question. 

 

4.25 42% of respondents agreed with the proposed traffic signals with public 

transport priority at Whyke Road, whilst 40% disagreed with the proposal and 

18% did not respond. 

 

4.26 Of the total respondents, a majority of 82% agreed with the proposed two-

level junction at Bognor Road. Only 7% disagreed with the proposals. 11% 

did not respond. 

 

4.27 The number agreeing with the proposed traffic signals with public transport 

priority at Oving Road was 45% of the total respondents, while 35% disagreed 

with the proposals at this junction. A fairly substantial 20% did not respond to 

the question. 

 

4.28 With regard to the proposed minor improvements at the Portfield junction, 

70% agreed with the proposals, only 10% disagreed and 20% did not answer 

the question.  

Figure.8. Public opinion on the proposals for the A27 bypass junctions.
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Question 6: What should be done to cater for traffic to and from the 

Witterings, Selsey and the surrounding area? 

 

4.29 Analysis of question six shows that to cater for traffic to and from the 

Manhood Peninsula (Witterings, Selsey and surrounding area), 48% of the 

total respondents would prefer a SLR Road to be constructed, as in proposed 

option 2. However, 22% of respondents would like to see the A27 widened to 

three lanes in each direction between Fishbourne and Stockbridge junctions 

with limited turning movements at Stockbridge, but no SLR as proposed in 

option 1. 21% of respondents would not like either of the above. 9% did not 

respond to the question. Figure.9 shows the results to question 6. 

 

0 10 20 30 40 50

Percentage of total respondents

Stockbridge Link Road

               (Option:2)

A27 Widening

  (Option:1)

Neither

No answ er

Figure.9. Preferred option to cater for traffic from the Manhood 

Peninsula
 

 

4.30 Analysis of Q2 with Q6 shows that the construction of a SLR is the most 

popular choice with local residents, local businesses and visitors to the area. 

51% of local residents preferred a SLR to cater for traffic to and from the 

Witterings, Selsey and surrounding area. 54% of local businesses preferred a 

SLR and 44% of visitors preferred a SLR. 

 

4.31 Further analysis of response to question six, with postcode, was also 

undertaken. The results of this analysis are displayed in Table 4.2.below.  

Refer to Figure.10 (see Figures section) for a graphical representation of these 

results, by postcode. 

 

4.32 Analysis of question six with postcode shows that for all postcode areas the 

most popular option to cater for traffic to and from the Witterings, Selsey and 

the surrounding area is the construction of an SLR. 

 

4.33 More detailed analysis was undertaken to determine the views of those most 

likely to be affected by the construction of a SLR. Analysis shows that in 

Stockbridge, (postcode ‘PO19 8’) 59% favour an SLR, compared with only 

13% that want to see the A27 widened between Stockbridge and Fishbourne 

roundabouts. In the area that would be affected by the physical construction of 

the link road ‘PO20 7’ (the area to the south-west of Stockbridge) 57% still 

favour a SLR. 
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 Postcode 

PO18 PO19 PO20 PO21 PO22 Other 

Number of respondents 

from postcode 

460 1718 1979 1498 381 188 

Percentage of 

respondents from 

postcode that prefer a 

Stockbridge Link Road 

(SLR) (Option:2) 

47% 54% 52% 47% 49% 36% 

Percentage of 

respondents from 

postcode that prefer 

A27 widening 

(Option:1) 

24% 19% 14% 28% 30% 24% 

Percentage of 

respondents from 

postcode that prefer 

neither an SLR or 

widening 

22% 21% 28% 15% 14% 19% 

Table 4.2: Geographical spread of opinion on options for access to the 

Manhood Peninsula.  

 

Question 7: Do you think Park and Ride has an important role in a 

transport strategy for Chichester? 

 

4.34 Analysis shows that a majority of 61% believe that Park and Ride has an 

important role in a transport strategy for Chichester. 34% believed that it did 

not have a role to play. Only 5% did not answer the question. Figure.11 

illustrates the results of question 7.  

 

 

Figure.11. Does Park and Ride have an

important role in a transport strategy for 

Chichester?

61%

34%

5%

Yes

No 

Error / No answer
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Question 8: Which sites would you favour as the location of a Park and Ride 

Site? 
 

4.35 Question eight had a low response rate with the lack of response to questions 

ranging from 54-68%. Like question 5, this question was subdivided into six 

parts, with each part asking for an opinion on a specific location for a Park and 

Ride site. A graphical representation of the analysis of Question 8 is given in 

Figure.12.  
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4.36 Analysis of question 8 shows that: 

 

 28% favoured a Park and Ride site at Location:A to the north of 

Fishbourne Junction, while 10% disagreed with this location. 62% of 

respondents did not answer this question. 

 

 28% agreed to a Park and Ride site at Location:B to the south of 

Fishbourne junction, whilst 10% disagreed with this location. 62% of 

respondents did not answer this question 

 

 20% agreed with a Park and Ride site at Location:C
1
, described as being 

located to the west of Fishbourne junction, while 12% disagreed with this 

location. 68% of respondents did not answer this question.  

 

 39% agreed with a Park and Ride site at Location:D to the north of Bognor 

Road junction, while only 6% disagreed with this location. 55% of 

respondents did not answer this question. 

 

                                                           
1
  Please note that this location was described as being west of ‘Fishbourne’ on the public consultation 

response form but should have been described as being west of ‘Stockbridge’ (as marked on the 

accompanying Transport Proposals leaflet). 
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 27% agreed with a Park and Ride site at Location:E north of Portfield 

junction. 8% disagreed. 65% of respondents did not answer this question. 

 

 22% agreed with a Park and Ride at Location:F South of Barnfield Drive. 

10% disagreed with this as a location. 68% of respondents did not answer 

this question.  

 

4.37 Analysis of the data for question eight shows that there is a limited interest 

(only 33-46% of respondents) in the location of the park and ride sites, despite 

61% of people stating in question seven that they believe Park and Ride has an 

important role to play in a transport strategy for Chichester.  

 

 

Question 9: If you currently drive into Chichester, would you change and 

make use of an alternative mode of travel? 

 

4.38 Responses to the four parts of question nine are detailed in the table below, 

and illustrated in Figure.13. 

 

Facility Yes Possibly No No 

answer 

Improved bus services 

 

18% 25% 34% 23% 

Park and Ride sites 

 

26% 23% 30% 21% 

Improved cycle links 

 

19% 12% 38% 31% 

Improved walking routes 

 

17% 12% 39% 32% 

 Table 4.3: Opinions on alternative modes of travel. 
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4.39 Analysis of question nine reveals that if we add together all of those that stated 

that they would, or would possibly use an alternative mode of transport, the 

most popular alternative to driving into Chichester would be to use Park and 

Ride (49%). The second most popular would be improved bus services (43%), 

followed by Improved Cycle links (31%). The least popular choice of 

alternative mode of transport was improved walking routes, with only 29% 

stating that they would use them as an alternative to car travel into Chichester.   

 

4.40 Analysis of question nine with postcode was undertaken to determine what 

method of alternative transport was most likely to be successful in a given 

area. The results, displayed in Table 4.4 show that Park and Ride would be the 

most preferable alternative for those respondents living in ‘PO20 7’ and 

‘PO20 2’, the Birdham and Oving areas respectively. Improved cycle routes 

would be the most preferable alternative for those living in ‘PO20 1’, the area 

around North Mundham and Hunston. Improved walking routes would be the 

most preferable option for those living in ‘PO19 8’, the Stockbridge area. (See 

Figure.17 for locations of postcodes). 

 

 Postcode 

PO20 7 

Birdham 

Area 

PO20 1 

North 

Mundham 

and 

Hunston 

Area 

PO20 2 

Oving 

Area 

PO19 8 

Stockbridge 

Area 

Percentage of respondents 

from postcode that would 

change and make use of 

improved bus services 

43% 45% 45% 40% 

Percentage of respondents 

from postcode that would 

change and make use of 

Park and Ride sites 

48% 48% 50% 38% 

Percentage of respondents 

from postcode that would 

change and make use of 

improved cycle routes 

32% 51% 48% 45% 

Percentage of respondents 

from postcode that would 

change and make use of 

improved walking routes 

22% 46% 35% 59% 

Table 4.4: Which alternative mode of transport is favoured most by a given 

postcode? 
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Question 10: Opinion on the overall strategy 
 

4.41 Analysis of the results to question ten shows that a majority of 68% agree with 

the strategy, of these 46% agreed and 22% strongly agreed with the proposed 

overall strategy. Only 13% disagree with the overall suggested strategy, and 

only 11% strongly disagree with the strategy. 8% of the total respondents did 

not answer question ten. Figure.14 shows these results in a graphical form. 

 

Figure.14. Opinion on the overall strategy
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4.42 Further analysis of opinion on the overall strategy has been undertaken to 

establish what percentage of those respondents that stated that they agree with 

the overall strategy, disagreed with the individual junction improvement 

proposals. 

 

4.43 2038 respondents ‘strongly agree’ with the overall strategy. Table 4.5 below 

states the number of these 2038 respondents who then disagreed with the 

various junction proposals. The results of this analysis are also illustrated in 

Figure.15. 

 

Junction 

Proposal 

Disagree with the 

proposal 

Agree with the 

junction proposal 

No answer 

Fishbourne 33 (1.6%) 1864 (91.5%) 141 (6.9%) 

Stockbridge 300 (14.7%) 1524 (74.8%) 214 (10.5%) 

Whyke 289 (14.2%) 1466 (71.9%) 283 (13.9%) 

Bognor 18 (0.8%) 1910 (93.7%) 110 (5.4%) 

Oving 273 (13.4%) 1444 (70.9%) 321 (15.8%) 

Portfield 92 (4.5%) 1661(81.5%) 285 (14%) 
Percentages are all out of 2038. Respondents may disagree with the proposals for more than 

one junction option.  

Table 4.5: Number of respondents who ‘Strongly Agree’ with the overall 

strategy but disagree with a given junction proposal 
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4.44 Further analysis shows that of the 2038 respondents who ‘strongly agree’ with 

the overall strategy, 164 respondents (8.1%) disagreed with the provision for 

all three restricted junctions (Stockbridge, Whyke and Oving); and 4 

respondents (0.2%) disagreed with the provision for all three ‘all movements’ 

junctions (Fishbourne, Bognor and Portfield).  

 

 

4.45 4266 respondents ‘agree’ with the overall strategy. Table 4.6 below states the 

number of these 4266 respondents who then disagreed with the various 

junction proposals. The results of this analysis are also shown in Figure.16. 

 

Junction 

Proposal 

Disagree with the 

junction proposals 

Agree with the 

junction proposals 

No answer 

Fishbourne 171 (4%) 3690 (86.5%) 405 (9.5%) 

Stockbridge 1430 (33.5%) 2188 (51.3%) 648 (15.2%) 

Whyke 1417 (33.2%) 2094 (49.1%) 755 (17.7%) 

Bognor 114 (2.7%) 3847 (90.2%) 305 (7.1%) 

Oving 1290 (30.2%) 2179 (51.1%) 797 (18.7%) 

Portfield 250 (5.7%) 3289 (77.1%) 727 (17%) 
Percentages are all out of 4266. Respondents may disagree with the proposals for more than 

one junction option. 

Table 4.6: Number of respondents who ‘Agree’ with the overall strategy but 

disagree with a given junction proposal. 
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4.46 Further analysis shows that of the 4266 respondents that ‘agree’ with the 

overall strategy, 862 respondents (20.2%) disagreed with the provision for all 

three restricted junctions; and 7 of the respondents (0.2%) disagreed with the 

provision for all three ‘all movements’ junctions.  

 

4.47 Of the 6304 respondents who ‘agreed’ or ‘strongly’ agreed with the overall 

strategy, the following results, displayed in Table 4.7, were found with regard 

to opinion on the various junction proposals. 

 

Junction 

Proposal 

Disagree with the 

junction proposals 

Agree with the 

junction proposals 

No answer 

Fishbourne 204 (3.2%) 5554 (88.1%) 546 (8.7%) 

Stockbridge 1730 (27.4%) 3712 (58.9%) 862 (13.7%) 

Whyke 1706 (27.1%) 3560 (56.5%) 1038 (16.5%) 

Bognor 132 (2.1%) 5757 (91.3%) 415 (6.6%) 

Oving 1563 (24.8%) 3623 (57.5%) 1118 (17.7%) 

Portfield 342 (5.4%) 4950 (78.5%) 1012 (16.1%) 
Percentages are all out of 6304. Respondents may disagree with the proposals for more than 

one junction option. 

Table 4.7: Number of respondents who ‘Strongly Agree’ or ‘Agree’ with the 

overall strategy but disagree with a given junction proposal 

 

Further analysis shows that of the 6304 respondents who ‘agreed’ or ‘strongly’ 

agreed with the overall strategy 1024 respondents (16.4%) disagreed with the 

provision for all three restricted junctions; and 11 respondents (0.2%) 

disagreed with the provision for all three ‘all movements’ junctions. 
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4.48 Analysis of Q10 with postcode was also undertaken, and the results of this 

analysis are displayed in Table 4.8.  
 

 Postcode 

PO18 PO19 PO20 PO21 PO22 Not 

‘PO’  

Number of respondents 

from postcode 

460 1718 1979 1498 381 188 

Percentage of 

respondents from 

postcode that strongly 

agree with the 

proposals 

26% 21% 20% 28% 29% 20% 

Percentage of 

respondents from 

postcode that agree 

with the proposals 

49% 46% 35% 52% 56% 37% 

Percentage of 

respondents from 

postcode that disagree 

with the proposals 

13% 15% 18% 10% 5% 14% 

Percentage of 

respondents from 

postcode that strongly 

disagree with the 

proposals 

0.1% 12% 21% 5% 5% 11% 

Table 4.8: Percentage of respondents living within a given postcode 
 

 

4.49 The results show that support for the overall strategy is strongest outside of the 

immediate area of the proposals. Those respondents from PO22, to the east of 

Chichester and Bognor, were most likely to support the proposals, followed by 

those from Bognor Regis and those to the west of Chichester. Those 

respondents from PO19 within the City and PO20, which includes those areas 

closest to the A27 and the area of the Manhood Peninsula, expressed less 

support for the proposals and a higher percentage disagreed with the overall 

strategy. 
 

4.50 Further, detailed analysis of postcode with opinion on the overall strategy is 

illustrated in Figure 17 (sheets 1 & 2, with sheet 2 being an inset map showing 

Chichester City Centre – see ‘Figures’ section), which shows the level of 

support for the proposals within each postcode area, or grouped postcode area. 

Analysis indicates that support for the proposals is strongest in the zone of  

‘PO22 6, PO22 7, PO22 8 & PO22 9’(North-East of Bognor, encompassing 

Middleton-on-sea, Felpham, Flansham and Shripney) with around 86% of 

respondents from that postcode area agreeing with the proposals. The weakest 

support for the overall strategy is in PO20 1(North Mundham and Hunston 

area) and PO20 9 (Selsey), where agreement is at 47% and 46% respectively. 

 

 



Highways Agency & WSCC  Public Consultation Report 

Chichester Area and A27 Transport Proposals  104C018:18:D 

 36 

Question 11 – Further Comments 

 

4.51 To ease analysis of the comments for question eleven, a number of common 

themes were identified from an initial preview of approximately 500 response 

forms. Analysis of the response forms then involved categorising additional 

comments into the following categories: 

 

 Suggestions -Grade separation 

   -Traffic lights 

    -Other 

 Objections  -Issues with no right turns 

   -Environmental considerations 

   -Traffic being pushed onto country / local roads 

   -Other 

 Northern Bypass requested 

 A27 Motorway requested 

 Stockbridge Road level crossing improvements requested 

 Other (reserved for any comments that could not be categorised into the 

themes listed above) 

 

4.52 Of the total 9234 respondents whose responses were analysed, 5014 made 

additional comments. An analysis of the main comments is provided below.  

 

4.53 11% of the total respondents requested grade separation of some or all of the 

six junctions along the A27. Grade separation included the addition of both 

flyovers and / or underpasses.  

 

29% of those requesting grade separation were from postcode PO20 (the area 

closest to the A27, to the south of Chichester), 19% were from PO19 (the area 

within Chichester and to the north of the A27) and 15% were from PO21 

(Bognor Area). 

 

4.54 9% of the total respondents objected to the ‘no right turn’ junctions, such as 

those proposed at Stockbridge, Whyke and Oving. Of those respondents: 

 

8% were from PO19 8 (Stockbridge area) 

8% were from PO20 7 (Birdham area) 

7% were from PO20 8 (Witterings area) 

5% were from PO20 1 (North Mundham and Hunston area) 

5% were from PO19 7 (Portfield area) 

5%  were from PO21 3 (Aldwick area, Bognor Regis)  

3%  were from PO20 2 (Oving and east of Chichester) 

 

Analysis shows that objection to the ‘no right turn’ policy is greatest from 

those postcode areas most likely to be directly affected by the proposals, ie 

those areas that feed into the A27 via Stockbridge, Whyke and Oving 

junctions. 

 

4.55 9% of the total respondents made a suggestion of an alternative proposal. 

Suggestions included the introduction of more cycle lanes along the route, 



Highways Agency & WSCC  Public Consultation Report 

Chichester Area and A27 Transport Proposals  104C018:18:D 

 37 

measures to prevent rat-running along local roads, alternative junction 

arrangement suggestions, the re-introduction of the Selsey tram and 

improvements to traffic movements within the City of Chichester. A more 

extensive list of alternative suggestions in relation to the proposals is provided 

in Appendix G. 

 

4.56 5% of the total respondents requested a northern bypass. 

 

4.57 5% of the total respondents objected to the proposals on ‘other’ grounds, 

including concerns over disruption during construction; the cost of the 

improvements; and the impact that the improvements might have on 

commerce within the City centre. A number of people were concerned that 

Park and Ride would not be a practical solution for the local population, with a 

number of user groups stating that they would struggle due to disabilities, age, 

large amounts of shopping, or with small children. Another common objection 

was against the public transport priority at Stockbridge, Whyke and Oving 

junctions. It was felt that it was unacceptable to give priority to public 

transport that is currently perceived by some as being over-priced, unreliable 

and under-utilised. 

 

4.58 2% of the total respondents requested improvements to Stockbridge Road 

level crossing to ease congestion on the A27. Suggestions ranged from closure 

of this route into the City, to construction of an overbridge or underpass. 

 

4.59 2% of the total respondents requested more traffic lights instead of / or in 

addition to the existing proposals. 

 

4.60 1% of the total respondents objected to the proposals due to environmental 

considerations including concerns with regard to increased noise levels, 

reductions in air quality and impacts on the landscape. Particular concern was 

focused on the proposed Stockbridge Link Road (SLR), where it was felt the 

proposals may have a negative impact on both the landscape, and the fauna 

and flora associated with this area of presently untouched open countryside. 

 

4.61 1% of the total respondents objected to the proposals as they were worried 

about traffic being transferred onto country / local roads. Particular concerns 

were with potential rat-running through North Mundham and Hunston. Others 

concerns were raised with regard to Wophams Lane and Appledram Lane.  

 

4.62 1% of the total respondents objected to the proposals on the grounds of 

increased journey times, particularly across the A27, and as a result of the ‘no 

right turn junctions at Stockbridge, Whyke and Oving.  

 

Analysis of response from postal letters 
 

4.63 A total of 155 letters were received from individuals in response to the 

consultation. Of these 61% came attached to a response form, and the rest 

were stand-alone letters.  
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4.64 Responses varied greatly between individuals, but there were some common 

themes throughout the responses. 24% of the responses objected to the 

introduction of ‘no right turns’ at Stockbridge, Whyke and Oving Road 

junctions as they felt that restricted turning would increase journey times and 

cause congestion in other areas of the A27. Three individuals who responded 

totally disagreed with the proposals and felt that the proposals offered no long-

term solution to the traffic problems.  Six individuals opposed the Stockbridge 

Link Road (SLR) due to the impact it would have on the environment and felt 

that the link road would encourage more housing development within the area 

to the south of the A27. 

 

4.65 A variety of suggestions and alternatives were put forward by the majority of 

the individuals who responded.  The most common suggestion (20%) was the 

construction of a new bypass north of Chichester.  14% of respondents 

suggested grade separation at all junctions or at Stockbridge and Whyke 

junctions.  Some individuals also suggested traffic signals at roundabouts 

during peak hours and bridges or underpasses at the railway crossing on 

Stockbridge Road as a solution to easing traffic congestion within the area. 

 

4.66 Other suggestions included cheaper and more reliable public transport that 

would offer people an alternative to using cars.  The introduction of school 

buses, and staggered school starting times, were also suggested by some 

people. 

 

Analysis of response received through website 

 

4.67 175 (1.9%) of the total responses to the consultation were submitted through 

the HA and WSCC websites, of these responses, 10 were from organisations. 

In addition, 23 letters in response to the consultation were also submitted 

through the internet, of which 7 were from organisations.  

 

4.68 Of the 175 response forms submitted, analysis of answers to question 10 

shows that 19% of respondents strongly agreed with the overall suggested 

strategy, 30% Agreed, 21% disagreed and 24% strongly disagreed.  

 

 

 

Figure.18. Response to website - opinion on overall strategy.

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree Error / No answer
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Analysis of response from meetings and presentations with local groups. 
 

4.69 Presentations on the proposals were given to twenty-one organisations that 

were either active, or had interests in, the local area. Of these groups, six were 

business related, eight were local councils, three were community groups, two 

were environmental groups, one was a transport group and one was a health 

organisation (see Appendix F for a list of organisations). 

 

4.70 Of the 21 organisations that received a presentation, 12 appeared to give 

overall support for the proposals, a further two suggested that they would 

support option 2. Of the remaining organisations, 4 did not express a specific 

opinion on the scheme during the presentation. One group stated that they did 

not support the overall strategy unless a number of conditions were first 

satisfied.  

 

4.71 A number of positive points came out of the meetings held to present the 

proposals. A number of groups were happy that the proposals should improve 

access to businesses on the peninsula, and for businesses to expand out onto 

the peninsula. Another positive was that a number of groups saw the proposals 

as improving road safety and journey time reliability. The health group was 

pleased that there was an emphasis on improving alternative modes of travel, 

which they felt, would benefit local health.  

 

4.72 A number of concerns were also raised at the meetings. A number of groups 

felt that there were still local issues to be resolved before the proposals would 

be entirely satisfactory. Other concerns raised included: 

 Concerns about access to the peninsula. 

 Concerns about the capacity of the railway bridge at Tesco’s. 

 Safety of slip lanes. 

 Rat-running on local roads through places such as Hunston and North 

Mundham. 

 Noise and air pollution impacts, particularly in relation to the proposed 

SLR.  

 Concerns about Wophams Lane junction. 

 Concerns that predicted traffic growth might have been underestimated. 

 

4.73 The meetings also highlighted a number of suggestions that groups felt would 

improve the current situation or would improve on the suggested proposals. 

One group suggested that the construction of a northern bypass was the only 

real solution to the current problems or that grade separation should be applied 

to all junctions. A number of groups suggested improvements to the SLR and 

to the proposals for the junction of Vinnetrow Road. The transport group 

would like to see more improvements for cyclists. One organisation would like 

to see a rethink on bus services into the City including subsidisation of fares.  

 

  Analysis of responses from organisations / companies / business groups. 

 

4.74 A total of 117  (1.27% of the total) responses were received from 

organisations, companies and business groups, 50% of these were response 

forms, 44% were letters and 6% were response forms with letters attached.  
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4.75 The type of organisations that responded were very varied and included: 

 Local businesses, including farms. 

 National organisations 

 Business groups 

 Local Councils 

 Statutory bodies 

 Environmental groups 

 Transport groups 

 Local interest groups 

 Community groups 

A list of some of the organisations that responded and an indication of their 

overall support for the proposed strategy is provided in Appendix F.  

 

4.76 Analysis of question 10 for the 65 response forms received from organisations, 

groups and businesses has identified that 25% of those ‘Strongly Agree’ with 

the proposed overall strategy, a further 49% ‘Agree’ with the overall strategy, 

whilst 12% ‘Disagree’ with it and 8% ‘Strongly Disagree’ with it.  

 

 

4.77 A total of 83 groups responded by letter to the proposals.  Of these, 

approximately 13% who responded totally supported the scheme and the 

proposals.  Nearly 14% of the groups who responded supported option 2 with 

Stockbridge Link Road (SLR) only, compared to 3% who supported option 1.  

Nearly 10% of the groups who responded said they did not support or agree 

with the proposals. 

 

4.78 The majority of groups who responded did not give a preference for the 

scheme and had some reservations with certain aspects of the proposals.  The 

biggest objection (10%) to the proposals was the introduction of no right turns 

at Stockbridge, Whyke and Oving Road junctions.  Some groups felt that 

restricting turning at these junctions would only cause congestion in other 

areas of the A27 and Chichester.  Six groups objected to the Stockbridge Link 

Road (SLR) due to the impact it would have on the environment. 

 

4.79 Most groups put forward their suggestions or alternatives for the scheme.  The 

most popular was either grade separation at all junctions (8%), or the 

construction of a new bypass north of Chichester (7%).  Groups such as the 

Figure.19. Response from organisations - Opinion on overall 

strategy
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Cyclist Touring Group and Sussex Wildlife Trust also placed strong emphasis 

on better public transport and cycling/walking facilities. 

 

Petitions 

 

4.80 In addition to the response forms and other correspondence, a petition 

containing 2053 signatures was handed directly to Dr Stephen Ladyman, 

Minister for Roads. It was handed in by Andrew Tyrie, the Member of 

Parliament for Chichester, on behalf of Pieter Montyn and other Manhood 

Peninsula residents on Monday 18
th

 July 2005. A copy of this petition is 

available in Appendix J. 

 

4.81 The petition highlighted their perceived inadequacies of the Highways 

Agency’s and West Sussex County Council’s Chichester Area and A27 

Transport proposals and asked for the Secretary of State to intervene in the 

delayed consultation process. 

 

4.82 It also asked for an immediate “can do” approach to engineering and 

environmental solutions for a Northern Bypass or for grade separation at all 

junctions along the A27 Chichester Bypass. The Minister accepted the petition 

on behalf of the Secretary of State and asked that the Highways Agency 

include it in their Consultation Report. 

 

4.83 It should be noted that the petition was submitted well outside the official 

consultation period which was extended and concluded in March 2005.  The 

consultation period was extended by a month to allow for all the presentations 

to various groups to be completed and then allow sufficient time for them to 

respond. 

 

4.84 The numbers who signed the petition objecting to the current proposals were 

not included in the response analysis because it was outside the consultation 

period as well as for the fact that it is unknown as to how many of these 

‘objections’ are duplicated.  

 

4.85 The number of signatories to the petition is in line with the number of 

‘objections’ received to the proposed strategy during the consultation period 

itself. As reported in 4.37 previously, when asked for their opinion on the 

overall strategy, of the 9234 respondents, 24% of the respondents either 

disagreed or strongly disagreed with the proposals. This amounts to 2216 

respondents, which is very similar to the 2053 who signed the petition. It is not 

known as to how many of the consultees who objected to the proposals during 

the consultation period also signed the petition. 

 

Summary of data analysis 

 

Information about the sample group 

 

4.86 Analysis shows that the sample group is predominantly made up of drivers 

(89%) and local residents (57%). The sample group is also predominantly 

regular users travelling either daily (51%) or weekly (36%) along the A27. In 
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terms of geographical spread of respondents, approximately one fifth came 

from the area immediately south of the A27, and including the Manhood 

Peninsula. One fifth come from an area to the north of the A27 and within 

approximately a one-mile radius of Chichester City Centre. One fifth live in 

Bognor (PO21 – Refer to Figure.3 for details).   

 

Public opinion on the proposed scheme 

 

4.87 The majority of respondents (68%) agree with the overall strategy, compared 

with only 24% that expressed disagreement. The strongest agreement came 

from ‘organisations’, including local businesses, business groups and 

community groups, where 74% of organisations that responded were in 

agreement with the overall proposals.  

 

4.88 Agreement with the overall strategy did vary with geographical location. 

Support was greatest from those areas outside the immediate vicinity of the 

A27 bypass. The greatest support was from the Bognor Regis area, including 

the areas of Pagham, Aldwick, Felpham and Shripney. The lowest levels of 

agreement were from within Chichester City, Selsey, and the area around 

Hunston and North Mundham where there was approximately a 50:50 split 

between those that agreed and those that disagreed with the overall strategy.  

 

4.89 Opinion on the proposals also varied with junction options. The proposed two-

level junctions at Fishbourne and Bognor Roundabouts proved to be the most 

popular choice, with agreement from 80% and 82% of respondents 

respectively. The proposed minor junction improvements at Portfield also got 

agreement from a majority of 72% of respondents. The proposed 

improvements at Stockbridge and Whyke, that consisted of traffic signals with 

public transport priority proved to be less popular options with a near 50:50 

split between those agreeing and those disagreeing with the proposals. The 

same junction arrangement of traffic signals with public transport priority at 

the Oving Road junction proved to be more agreeable, with 45% of 

respondents agreeing with the proposal against only 35% disagreeing with the 

option.  

 

What are the main areas for improvement in relation to the existing A27 

Chichester Bypass? 

 

4.90 Respondents view journey times across the A27 (36% of respondents) and 

journey times along the A27 (21% of respondents) as the most important areas 

for improvement. The third most important priority is safety that has a smaller 

percentage of (8%) of respondents voting it as the most important area for 

improvement. 

 

4.91 Other areas for improvement that have come out of the consultation process 

include: 

 Improving congestion within the City 

 Eliminating rat runs  
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Manhood Peninsula Access 

 

4.92 The most popular option to cater for traffic to and from the Manhood 

Peninsula, which includes the Witterings, Selsey and surrounding area, is the 

construction of a Stockbridge Link Road (SLR). 48% of respondents had a 

preference for the new link road, whereas only 22% would like to see the A27 

widened to three lanes in each direction between Fishbourne and Stockbridge, 

and 21% of respondents did not want either option. Support for the Link Road 

was greatest from those living within Chichester City and those living on the 

Peninsula. Even in Stockbridge, which would be most directly affected by the 

physical construction of a new link road, support was at 57-59% of 

respondents living within that postcode area.  

 

Park and Ride 

 

4.93 The majority of people (61%) believe that Park and Ride has an important role 

to play in a transport strategy for Chichester, but only 33-46% of respondents 

were concerned with where the Park and Ride sites should be located.  

 

4.94 A site located to the north of Bognor Road junction came out as the most 

favoured location for a Park and Ride site (39% of respondents), followed by 

sites to the north and south of Fishbourne junction (28% of respondents for 

each). A site described as being to the west of Fishbourne junction is the least 

favoured location for a Park and Ride site, agreed with by only 20% (It should 

be noted that this location was incorrectly described on the response form and 

should have been described as ‘west of Stockbridge’. It is possible that this 

incorrect description impacted upon the respondents’ decision as to whether 

this should be a location for a Park and Ride site). 

 

4.95 Park and Ride proved to be the most popular choice as an alternative mode of 

travel to the car, for journeys into Chichester. 49% of respondents stated that 

they would definitely, or possibly, use Park and Ride as an alternative. Park 

and Ride proved to be a particularly popular alternative for those living in 

PO20 7 (the Birdham area) and PO20 2 (the Oving and Westergate area).  

 

Measures to complement the proposals 

 

4.96 A number of respondents made suggestions for measures to compliment the 

proposals.  

 

4.97 A total of 15% of respondents marked provision for public transport as either 

the most important, second most important, or third most important area for 

improvement. Improvements to public transport were also a subject area that 

was frequently brought up in question 11 as further comment. Suggestions for 

improvements ranged from: 

 Subsidisation of fares 

 Improved frequency and reliability of services 

 Re-introduction of the Selsey Tram.  
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4.98 A number of respondents commented that they would like to see the addition 

of more cycle lanes in the proposals and 31% of the total respondents stated 

that they would, or would possibly, use improved cycle links as an alternative 

mode of travel to the car to access Chichester.  

 

4.99 There were a number of respondents that suggested measures to combat rat 

running through areas such as North Mundham, Hunston, and even local rat 

running such as at Stockbridge Gardens on the A286. Measures suggested 

included speed restrictions, speed cameras, road humps and no-entry signs. 

 

Objections to the scheme 

 

4.100 Only 24% of respondents disagreed with the overall proposed strategy. 

Objections to the scheme were wide ranging, but a number of common themes 

emerged time and again, these included: 

 

 Issues with the no right turns proposed for the Stockbridge, Whyke and 

Oving junctions, particularly concerns that the proposal would increase 

congestion and journey times for those travelling along or across the 

A27. 

 Environmental considerations  

 Concern that traffic will ‘rat run’ along local country roads, particularly 

through North Mundham and Hunston, and along Vinnetrow Road.  

 Concern that Park and Ride would not be a practical solution for a 

number of sectors of the community including the elderly, disabled and 

those with small children or lots of shopping.  

 Concern that changes would impact upon the commercial viability of 

Chichester City centre. 

 Concern that the construction of a SLR would lead to housing 

development occurring on the stretch of land between Stockbridge and 

the SLR. 

 

Alternative proposals 

 

4.101 As with objections to the scheme, there were numerous suggestions for 

alternative proposals.  

 

4.102 One of the most common suggestions (11%) was for grade separation along 

the entire length of the A27 bypass around Chichester.  

 

4.103 Another popular suggestion at 5% of respondents was the construction of a 

northern bypass.  

 

4.104 Other alternative proposals included: 

 

 Improvements to Stockbridge Road level crossing to ease congestion 

on the A27 

 Alternative junction arrangements 

 More traffic lights instead of / or in addition to the existing proposals 

 Southern bypass 
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4.105 A number of the most popular alternative proposals and objections have been 

taken forward and have been assessed and reported separately. The outcomes 

of the assessment of the three most popular alternative solutions together with 

a Southern bypass, which was considered as an alternative off-line alternative 

to the Northern bypass, are reported briefly in Chapter 5.  The potential for 

grade separation at all junctions, the potential for a Northern Bypass Option 

and the issues with ‘no right turn’ junctions at Stockbridge, Whyke and Oving 

were the three most mentioned alternatives in the response form and at the 

public exhibition and other presentations.  
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5. Alternative Schemes Considered in the Development of the Strategy 

 

5.1 As mentioned in Chapter 1 (paragraph 1.7), several alternative options 

including a northern bypass, Southern bypass, grade separation at all junctions 

and all-movement at all junctions have been considered, and rejected on 

grounds of environmental impact, safety, operational capability and delivery 

of overall strategy. As such, these alternatives were not included in the 

consultation process.  

 

5.2 However, as mentioned in Chapter 4 (paragraph 4.89-4.93), the three most 

popular alternatives demanded/proposed by the public during the consultation 

process were grade separation at all junctions, a northern bypass, and 

permitting right turns at all junctions. A southern bypass was also proposed as 

an alternative to the northern bypass by some. Reasons as to why these 

alternatives could not be provided were explained to the public, both verbally 

and in writing during the consultation process, and are outlined below. 

 

Grade Separation  

Why is grade separation at all the junctions not feasible? 
 

5.3 At a grade separated two-level junction (either flyover or underpass), the sum 

of the length of the slip roads required to achieve the level difference at an 

acceptable gradient is stipulated by design standards. For the most basic merge 

or diverge arrangement this is approximately 300 metres. Furthermore, due to 

safety considerations, the minimum permitted distance between the end of the 

merges at one junction (to enter the main flow), and the start of diverges for 

the next junction (to leave the main flow), known as the Weaving Length, is 

1km. This applies unless the traffic along the main carriageway is very low 

and/or the traffic leaving at the junction is a very small proportion of the 

mainline flow, in which case, this could be reduced to about 500 metres. This 

allows merging traffic sufficient length to merge into the mainline traffic 

before the traffic on the mainline starts to diverge to exit at the next junction. 

 

5.4 In the case of the A27 Chichester Bypass, the average distance between the 

junctions is only about 1.1km (only about 400 metres between Portfield and 

Oving). If adjacent junctions were to be grade separated, the actual weaving 

length available, is only about 500 metres or even less. Traffic levels and 

turning proportions are very high on the bypass, and do not fall into the 

category of either the low mainline flow or low turning proportions. As a 

result, the available weaving length is inadequate by a substantial margin. 

Hence, grade separation cannot be provided at adjacent junctions without 

serious safety implications. The alternative is to provide interchange (with slip 

roads) only at alternate junctions instead of every junction. However this 

scenario is no different to what is being proposed now as without any slip 

roads, right-turning manoeuvres could not be executed anyway at that 

junction. 

 

5.5 It should be noted that the three junctions chosen to permit all movements 

(Fishbourne, Bognor and Portfield) were chosen because they provided the 

least resistant route into Chichester, on the north side of the Bypass, as they 
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have no level crossings and are not narrow residential roads. This aspect forms 

an integral part of the overall strategy to enhance accessibility. As such these 

junctions would be best suited to provide slip roads, as is the case under the 

current proposal. As mentioned previously, the benefits of providing grade 

separation without the slip roads would be very limited, and would not justify 

the cost (monetarily and environmentally). 

 

5.6 Notwithstanding the above, in the case of the Chichester Bypass, any flyovers 

above existing ground level at Stockbridge, Whyke or Oving junctions would 

be situated immediately adjacent to residential areas. As a result, junction 

layout incorporating such visually intrusive structures, proposed as part of the 

South Coast Multi Modal Study (SoCoMMS) in 2002 have been dismissed 

already by the Secretary of State for Transport, and could not be considered 

any further. Underpasses were also considered and deemed unfeasible due to 

high groundwater levels, and the associated groundwater aquifer that lies 

beneath the study area. The Environment Agency has expressed a concern to 

safeguard the water resources in the Chichester Area. The EA has stated 

opposition to any proposals involving lowering ground levels, such as 

underpasses. The construction of underpasses would also have substantially 

severed residential access to properties within the vicinity of the Stockbridge, 

Whyke and Oving junctions.. In a similar vein to the flyovers, weaving length 

is also an issue for underpasses. 

 

5.7 The EA has stipulated a minimum road level for the Stockbridge Link Road 

and open structures where the route crosses any watercourses, so as not to 

restrict channel capacity and to accommodate any peak flood flows. 
 

Left turn only junctions.  

Why right turns at all the junctions not feasible? 

 

5.8 The existing at grade junctions on the Chichester bypass experience extensive 

congestion due to the volume of traffic at the junctions and the conflict caused 

by the traffic carrying out various turning manoeuvres. 

 

5.9 The most efficient way to eliminate conflict for the levels of traffic on the 

bypass is to provide grade separated junctions at all the junctions or to restrict 

the turning movements at some of the junctions. The current solution proposes 

a combination of grade separation and restricted junctions. 

 

5.10 It has already been established that grade separation could not be provided at 

all the junctions due to the weaving lengths between the junctions and 

associated safety issues and environmental reasons. As suggested previously, 

flyovers would not be suitable due to the visually intrusive nature of their 

structures and underpasses were considered unfeasible due to the high 

groundwater levels in the area. The alternative is to provide grade separation 

without interchange facilities at alternate junctions and it has already been 

established that without interchange facilities (i.e. no slip roads), right turns 

could not be executed. 
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5.11 As such, the only alternative remaining would be to allow right turns at the at 

grade junctions under the current proposals. This would only re-create the 

conflict that results in congestion at present. Traffic analysis has already been 

carried out to ascertain the feasibility of converting the existing roundabouts to 

traffic signal junctions. It was found that this was not feasible because the 

junctions would not have enough capacity for the design year of 2025 and 

would experience extensive congestion. 

 

5.12 As mentioned in paragraph 5.5 above, all-movement junctions at Fishbourne, 

Bognor and Portfield were chosen because these junction provide routes of 

least resistance into Chichester (no level crossings).  

 

5.13 Notwithstanding the above, due to the level of objections from the 

consultation, further studies have been carried out to ascertain the feasibility of 

right turns for at least one of the restricted junctions. At Stockbridge junction, 

it was found that this proposal would only have a limited lifespan (Approx. 

2017). Right turning at Oving was not considered as a stand-alone option due 

to relatively low demand and the fact that it has all-movement junctions on 

either side of it. However, further analysis showed that a right turn at Whyke 

(Whyke Road South to A27 east) is feasible purely from an operational point 

of view, but was discounted on safety ground because a Safety Audit revealed 

that the arrangement would be unsafe. 

 

 

Northern Bypass 

  An overview of a Northern Bypass option 

 

5.14 Initially several routes were identified for a potential Northern Bypass Route. 

They were designed for a design speed of 85kph and assumed to be wide 

single carriageway. This is because several studies have indicated (including 

CATM) that only about 20% of the traffic on the current bypass is through 

traffic (no origin or destination in the Chichester area), and as such, a wide 

single carriageway would have sufficient capacity to cater for the traffic using 

this route. A standard 7.3m single carriageway would have sufficed for the 

anticipated levels of flow, but since the route is a trunk road, a wide single 

carriageway was considered more appropriate. The horizontal alignment used 

included for some relaxation of standards to minimise environmental impact 

and landtake. 

 

5.15 The six route options considered, varied in length between 7.8km and 10.9km, 

and required between 9 and 14 new structures to cross exiting local roads. All 

options appeared feasible in terms of engineering.  

 

5.16 The study showed that the removal of traffic from the existing Southern 

Bypass was unlikely to be sufficient to allow the existing bypass junctions to 

operate adequately with capacity up to 2025. Even with the reduced traffic 

along the existing bypass, it appears that four of the existing junctions would 

have inadequate capacity in the design year of 2025, and as such, would have 

a direct impact on delivery of the local transport proposals. Furthermore, many 

of the local and trunk road improvements would not complement each other, 
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as the current proposals do. This would also mean that in addition to the 

Northern Bypass, further improvements would need to be carried out to some 

of the junctions on the existing bypass as well. Traffic analysis showed that 

Fishbourne and Bognor junctions would reach capacity before 2025 even with 

the through traffic taken out. As such, these junctions would require 

substantial improvements despite a northern route. The true extent of 

improvements is unknown at this stage, but grade separation is highly likely. 

 

5.17 All options would pass through the designated (pending confirmation by the 

Secretary of State) National Park and would have severe environmental 

impacts due to the high ecological and landscape value of the affected land. 

Any route would be likely to affect a Scheduled Ancient Monument. Semi-

natural ancient woodland habitats could also be affected. The road would need 

to cross the River Lavant at some point east of Chichester, with potential 

impacts on flood storage, runoff and river contamination. The chalk aquifer 

over which the majority of the junctions are located is also vulnerable to 

contamination. Several Public Rights of Way could be severed and there 

would be additional noise and air quality impacts in this rural environment. 

 

5.18 The scheme cost of a Northern Bypass, with existing junction upgrade, where 

still required, was estimated to be approximately £168m using current 

government guidelines. Extensive land take would be required to construct 

this route consisting of three grade separated junctions and links totalling 

approximately 8km in length.  It was assumed that the land costs would be 

12% of the construction costs. 

 

5.19 The economic assessment for the Northern Route yielded a  Benefit Cost Ratio 

(BCR) of 2.2. This may be further reduced when more accurate land costs are 

used. This compares with a BCR of approximately 4.9 for option:1 of the 

current proposals and 5.2 for option:2. 

 

5.20 5.20 In concluding, although feasible in terms of engineering and 

economics, the Northern Bypass would require investment in the region of 

£168m. It would have significant adverse environmental impact (visual 

intrusion due to a road through a greenfield site, noise and air pollution etc), it 

would also mean off-line construction outside the existing terms of reference. 

On this basis, it is considered that the Northern Bypass was not viable. 

 

Southern Bypass 

An overview of Southern Bypass 
 

5.21 The geography to the south of the existing Chichester bypass and the 

alignment of the A27 itself allows for only a single viable corridor to be 

utilised for the routes. This corridor passes to the north of Fishbourne and 

Appuldram, to the south of Stockbridge and then to the north of North 

Mundham.  

 

5.22 The number of route possibilities within this corridor is endless. As such, a 

single typical route was identified for assessment. It was designed for a design 

speed of 85kph and assumed to be wide single carriageway. This is because 
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several studies have indicated (including CATM) that only about 20% of the 

traffic on the current bypass is through traffic (no origin or destination in the 

Chichester area), and as such, a wide single carriageway would have sufficient 

capacity to cater for the traffic using this route. A standard 7.3m single 

carriageway would have sufficed for the anticipated levels of flow, but since 

the route is a trunk road, a wide single carriageway was considered more 

appropriate. Similar to the Northern Bypass, the horizontal alignment used 

allowed for some relaxations to minimise environmental impact. The route 

considered was about 8km long, which is similar to the Northern Route. The 

number of local roads crossed is 9, which is also identical to the Northern 

Route. 

 

5.23 The start and end of the routes were chosen with a view to minimising the 

length of the bypass. In the case of the eastern end of the bypass, the A27 will 

be diverted to the east of Portfield junction with a grade separated interchange, 

providing access to Portfield Roundabout. 

 

5.24 At the western end, 2 possible start points for the Southern Route were 

considered. The existing grade separation at Ratham Lane and Clay Lane was 

utilised to create a grade-separated junction at the commencement of the 

routes. Both locations already have grade-separation to isolate a local road 

from the A27 without interchange. This arrangement could be developed to 

provide interchange and divert the A27 to the south. The existing bypass could 

be linked to the local road via a roundabout. 

  

5.25 No interchange will be provided with any of the local roads to the south of the 

existing bypass. All intersections with the local roads will be grade separated 

without interchange. 

 

5.21 Similar to the Northern Bypass, the study showed that the removal of traffic 

from the existing A27 Chichester Bypass was unlikely to be sufficient to allow 

the existing bypass junctions to operate adequately with capacity up to 2025. 

Even with the reduced traffic along the existing bypass, it appears that four of 

the existing junctions would have inadequate capacity in the design year of 

2025, and as such, would have a direct impact on delivery of the local 

transport proposals. Furthermore, many of the local and trunk road 

improvements would not complement each other, as the current proposals do.  

 

5.22 This would also mean that in addition to the Southern Bypass, further 

improvements would need to be carried out to some of the junctions on the 

existing bypass as well. Traffic analysis showed that Fishbourne and Bognor 

junctions would reach capacity before 2025 even with the through traffic taken 

out. As such, these junctions would require substantial improvements despite a 

southern route. The true extent of improvements is unknown at this stage, but 

grade separation is highly likely. 

 

5.23 Any route south of the Chichester A27 could impact (directly or indirectly) 

upon running and/or standing water.  These impacts could cause the loss or 

dissection of important nesting, egg laying and foraging habitats, indirectly 

affecting potential protected fauna. 
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5.24 Any Southern Bypass will be fairly adjacent to Chichester Harbour which has 

been designated a Special Protection Area (SPA) because it supports 

internationally important numbers of certain species of wildfowl and waders.  

Also Chichester Harbour has been designated as a Ramsar site due to its 

important wetland habitat mosaic of great importance for over-wintering 

wildfowl and waders. Chichester Harbour has been designated an Area of 

Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). The harbour, backed by the Sussex 

Downs, is a series of tidal inlets and creeks, which punctuate areas of fertile 

farmland. 

 

5.25 A small section of Chichester Harbour is also a Site of Special Scientific 

Interest (SSSI) which lies to the south of the A27.  The site is of particular 

significance for wintering wildfowl and waders and also breeding birds, both 

within the Harbour and in the surrounding permanent pasture fields and 

woodlands. This SSSI is considered to be of high nature conservation value. 

 

5.26 There are also three Sites of Nature Conservation Importance (SNCI) 

Fishbourne Meadows SNCI, River Lavant Marsh SNCI and Chichester Gravel 

Pits and Leythorne Meadow SNCI and Chichester Canal SNCI, which will be 

affected by a southern route.  

 

5.26 Chichester Gravel Pits and Leythorne Meadow SNCI are disused gravel pits 

that form the largest collection of inland water habitats in West Sussex and are 

considered to be of medium conservation value. These pits are of countywide 

importance for their wintering and breeding wildfowl, damselflies and 

dragonflies. A southern route would pass through all these sites, unless it is 

diverted much further to the south, which would increase the length of the 

route significantly. 

 

5.27 The scheme cost of a Southern Bypass, with existing junctions upgrade, where 

still required, was estimated to be approximately £170m using current 

government guidelines. Extensive land take would be required to construct 

this route consisting of three grade separated junctions and links totalling 

approximately 8km in length.  It was assumed that the land costs would be 

12% of the construction costs. 

 

5.28 The economic assessment for the Southern Route yielded a  Benefit Cost Ratio 

(BCR) of 2.2. This may be further reduced when more accurate land costs are 

used. This compares with a BCR of approximately 4.9 for option:1 of the 

current proposals and 5.2 for option:2. 

 

5.29 In concluding, although feasible in terms of engineering and economics, the 

Southern Bypass would require investment in the region of £170m or more, 

depending on the land costs. It would have significant adverse environmental 

impact (visual intrusion due to a road through a greenfield site, noise and air 

pollution as well as affecting national and local designated sites), it would also 

mean off-line construction outside the existing terms of reference. On this 

basis, it is considered that the Southern Bypass was not viable. 
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  Local transport improvements 

 

5.30 As mentioned previously, West Sussex County Council is developing a 

number of local transport measures that could be implemented to complement 

the proposed junction improvements. A list of some of these potential 

improvements can be found in paragraph 3.24 – 3.25. and a full list can be 

found on Panel 17 of the Exhibition Boards (see Appendix B) 

     

Responses to postal letters 

 

  Standard response 

   

5.31 The majority of those who sent a letter in response to the consultation process 

received a response/acknowledgement from the HA. Due to the high volume 

of responses, the majority of individuals were sent a standard response letter, a 

copy of which is included in Appendix H. This standard response letter also 

included an attachment that answered some of the most frequently asked 

questions. A copy of this ‘Question and Answer’ sheet is available in 

Appendix I. 
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6. Conclusions 

 

6.1 The consultation process received a huge amount of feedback, with a total of 

9234 responses. Most of these responses were in the form of the official 

response form, however the process also provoked a significant number of 

responses by letter. The majority of responses received were from individuals, 

however 1.3% of the total responses were from organisations. 

 

6.2 A majority of 69% of the total respondents either strongly agree or agree with 

the proposed overall transport strategy in the Chichester Area, with particular 

emphasis on the A27 Bypass. Only a minority of 24% expressed any kind of 

disagreement with the overall strategy. Strong support came from the 

organisations active within the local community including local businesses, 

business forums and community groups, with 74% of all the organisations in 

agreement with the proposed overall strategy.  

 

6.3 Analysis of the responses showed that there was strong support for the 

construction of a Stockbridge Link Road (SLR) with 50% of respondents 

stating that it was the favoured method to cater for traffic to and from the 

Witterings, Selsey and surrounding area. 

 

6.4 Correspondence with the statutory environmental bodies (SEB’s) has indicated 

that they have no significant objections to the junction proposals and the SLR 

in principle, provided that the road is implemented as part of the overall 

transport strategy. 

 

6.5 The majority of respondents (61%) believe that Park and Ride has an 

important role to play in a transport strategy for Chichester. About 49% of 

respondents indicated that they would, or would possibly, use it as an 

alternative mode of transport to driving into Chichester City centre, if it were 

available. A site to the north of Bognor Road junction was viewed by 39% of 

respondents to be the most popular choice of location for Park and Ride.  

 

6.6 A number of objections and suggestions arose from the ‘further comment’ 

section of the response form. The most popular of these objections and 

alternative proposal suggestions have been addressed through the review of 

alternative scheme options considered in the delivery of the strategy.  

 

6.7 11% of respondents suggested that all junctions on the A27 bypass should be 

grade separated, in the form of either additional flyovers, or underpasses. 

Alternative scheme development has found that this is not a viable suggestion 

due to weaving length, as detailed in paragraph 5.3, environmental impacts 

due to the visually intrusive nature of the structures that would be constructed, 

and issues related to high groundwater levels in the area. Grade separation at 

all junctions has already been excluded as an option by the Secretary of State 

and this option will not be explored any further.  

 

6.8 Analysis of the results found that 5% of respondents requested the 

construction of a northern bypass route. Further development into the potential 

for such a route has found that this would involve high capital costs (in excess 
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of £168m), and would have significant environmental impacts, cutting through 

an area of recently designated (pending confirmation by the Secretary of State) 

National Park and still require improvements at Fishbourne, Stockbridge, 

Whyke and Bognor junctions on the existing bypass.  

 

6.9 9% of the respondents objected to the ‘no right turn’ junctions proposed at 

Stockbridge, Whyke and Oving. Analysis of the responses to question five 

backed up the objection by highlighting the lack of agreement with the 

proposals for these junctions (only 42-45% of respondents agree with the 

proposals). Alternative scheme development has worked to explain why these 

junction proposals have been instigated, and why they are the optimum design 

in terms of safety, improving journey times along the A27, and improving the 

reliability of access to Chichester City Centre. However, in addition, the 

possibility of producing a right turn facility at Whyke Road (south to east) is 

under investigation to improve the routes available for traffic from the 

Manhood Peninsula heading east. 

 

6.10 Work by WSCC on local improvements will aim to satisfy a number of local 

transport issues identified by respondents, including concerns over issues such 

as potential rat running through local / country roads. The Chichester district 

wide ATP is an evolving document that addresses a number of local transport 

concerns and identifies solutions to these issues. The document is still being 

developed and some aspects require further analysis and study prior to 

inclusion. Local measures should help to ameliorate concerns raised in the 

consultation process with regard to issues such as junction suitability at the 

junctions of Vinnetrow Road with Bognor Road, and at Wophams lane with 

the A286. The result of the consultation will help to develop  the new 

Chichester ATP. 

 

What happens next? 

 

6.11 Further work is to be carried out by WSCC in reviewing the existing UTP and 

replacing it with the district wide ATP, taking into account the wider context 

as well as the needs of the City itself. This review will encompass and develop 

the wider area transport issues addressed as part of the proposed scheme and 

address a number of concerns raised during the consultation process. It is 

possible that the development of the ATP may lead to a number of area wide 

transport improvement proposals being implemented independent of the 

proposed junction improvements, and on different time-scales. 

 

6.12 Further extensive studies are also being carried out to address various concerns 

raised during the consultation process with regard to the trunk road 

improvements. Some of the more complex issues will be looked at again at the 

detailed design stage, when more detailed assessments will be carried out. 

 

6.13 The findings of the consultation process will be reported to the Secretary of 

State (SoS) for Transport during the summer of 2005 and it is widely 

anticipated that the SoS will make an announcement by the end of 2005. Until 

such time, all the findings of this consultation process will remain strictly 

confidential. 
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