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1.0 Introduction
1.1 Background
1.1.1 Boston Transport Planning has been commissioned by_
Statement to support full planning application for redevelopment of
1.1.2 The client entered pre-application discussions with Cou
14™ August 2018 with ‘Transport and Parking’ comments being provided, as pe
1.1.3 Thesite is situated within within the _
near mainly within industrial part of the postcode and overlaps LchW@uring Park
Royal area
1.1.4 The area is mainly industrial and renowned for: -
e Commercial District of Park Royal including Fields
e Industry is largely small-scale operations, g distribution with offices,
workshops and studios for small busingg®
e New commercial and high-rise reside ent for University of the Arts and
Imperial College London
1.1.5 The site lies on the western side of within the which
forms part of a larger industrial are 'ﬂ
1.1.6 Tothe north of the site is largel @ dustrial land separating the site from the
Tothe eastliesa separating the site from the
1.1.7 The site is jgiygged '- est®rn side of

1.1.8

1.1.10

eceived planning permission in March 2008 for extension works.

and the site is located within a Strategic Industrial Location (SIL).

serving the site is a_ serving_ which prevents

open public access via security checks prior to entering the wider industrial estate.

This Transport Statement (TS) will outline to- the nature of the proposals and consider
highway safety, parking and traffic ‘net’ impact and that the site is in a sustainable location
for amenities and transport hubs.

e —

June 2019



1.1.11 This Transport Statement has been prepared to cover the following key objectives; these are:

e We will base the report on our experience of Transport Statement requirements for these
types of sites, the Department for Transport
- Policy Framework and any guidance in accordance with ;

e Outline national and local planning policy in support of the proposals;
e Site Visit including review road widths, junction and visibility splays at key locations on the
local highway network, taking account of existing site access positions, on-site operati

and a brief description of the local highway network;

e Provide a detailed description of the existing ‘consented’ use including scale,

from client data;

e  OQOutline a detailed description of the ‘proposed’ site proposals inc
nature of use, main features, proposed points of access, propg
profile with use of TRICS database and assess proposed/ ‘netfrigls?
multi-modal TRICS database of trip impact towards mini r@ind3 j i
I

e Assess the proposed level of car/cycle parkin ate th the proposals in relation to
LBE car and cycle parking standards, whilst takin2Qugcg@ht of site sustainability and nearest
public transport services;

e Review the latest road acciOW@t dat®ithin vicinity of the site from_
mapping (i < ) and identify that the proposed development
traffic will not be seen to exace @ current highway safety concerns;

e Undertake supporting * , oil tanker, 18m articulated vehicles, refuse’ swept path
vehicle tracking ang eeded;

e Investigajgfwhy

tops/facilities and other services to encourage
sustgigable travel whenever possible; and
No. electronic copy of the Transport Statement concluding the above

1.2 Report Structure

1.2.1  This TS has the following report structure:

Section 2 identifies _ transport planning policy involved with this

Transport Statement;
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Section 3 provides a description of the application area, site in relation to the local
highway network including the proposed development and site operations;

Section 4 will assess the existing access arrangements taking into account site

observations, servicing, refuse access, including review of_ parking

standards and review of Iatest- road accident data within vicinity of the site;

Section 5 outlines the assumed ‘net’ traffic & parking generation impact with the
proposals including

Section 6 presents a summary of the site sustainability including
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2.0 Planning Policy Context

2.1 Introduction

2.1.1 This section will seek to outline core national, regional and local transportation related
planning policy and guidance in relation to the proposed development. The key policy
guidance is: -

e National Planning Policy Framework (July 2018);
e The Adopted London Plan (2016) & the Draft London Plan (December 20
-~

2.2 National Policy — National Planning Policy Framework (2018)

2.2.1 The Ministry of Housing Communities & Local Government p@bli hé& revised NPPF in July
2018.

2.2.2 In terms of transport content, the NPPF stat e ‘d@elopment should be focused on
locations which are or can be made sustain limiting the need to travel and
offering a genuine choice of transport modes.

2.2.3 lanning principles that should underpin both

_ outlines a set of core |@*d-

plan-making and decision-taking, so t

e —
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2.2.5 states that

2.2.6 _ of the NPPF states that applications for development should: '

2.2.7 The nature and scale of t

of the site in relatj

2.3 London Plan

1 e Mgffor’s current Spatial Development Strategy, known as the ‘London Plan’ was published
in‘arch 2016. The plan provides the London wide context within which individual boroughs

set their own local planning policies.

2.3.2  Whilst Policy
(SIL’s) as London’s main reservoirs of

industrial and related capacity, including general and light industrial uses, logistics, waste
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management and environmental industries (such as renewable energy generation), utilities,
wholesale markets and some transport functions. The policy outlines that development
proposals in SIL’s should be refused unless they fall within specified broad industrial type
activities or the proposal is for employment workspace to meet identified needs for small and
medium sized enterprises (SME’s) or new emerging industrial sectors.

2.3.3 - of the London Plan states that the Mayor will encourage patterns and forms of
development that reduce the need to travel, especially by car.

2.3.4 Fromthe latest Draft London Plan |

att
level for London. Key policy considerations for the site in relation to th e

proposals would likely integrate with the following: -

 —— 0

2.3.5 Whilst the preparation of a supporting

ansport Statement proving to be less onerous in
terms of trip and parking impact tha Bmprehensive Transport Assessment outlines
how the site is seen to provide 3 rip/parking’ impact. It must be borne in mind that

the site is conveniently located

2.4

2.4.1 outlining the long-term spatial vision for the

B and the spatial objectives and strategic policies to deliver that vision. The Executive
umm states:

_
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243

244

2.4.5

2.5

2.5.1

2.5.2

itiss th S
connectivity with Crossrail with promotion of other non-car modes will enha

connectivity of the site for growth and development opportunities. Appendi tion

two states:

’-has been identified by the Mayor of London as an O re® with an
overall indicative employment capacity of 14,000 jobs and a targe new homes”.
Policy 2.4 sets out that the regeneration of the ation area will being
improved bus links to- and enhanced ipter es and key access routes
to the station. Hence, there is a greater opport, public transport to the site.

Chapter 3 of the document sets out the deve the A40 corridor and
within which Policy 3.3 sets to retai siness industry throughout the
encouraging sustainable, economic de ent and improvements to access and amenity.

Summary

The basis of the proposal extension’ development is seen to strongly accord to

the above principles to p non-car modes of travel and reduce the reliance on the

private car.

The site 4
, so the principle of
developmé and will

e seen toWave no negative impact on the environment or communities in the wider area.

revieling national and local ‘transport and highway’ planning policy in consideration of

d ment proposals as a ‘minor extension’ development, it is seen that planning policy

generally supports the proposals in promoting non-car modes of transport, reducing car
arking provision and encouraging smarter travel behaviour
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3.0 Description of Application Area

3.1 Site Location

3.1.1 Thesiteis located on the eastern side of
Park and connects into the mini roundabout
3.1.2
The private industrial estate is located in close proximity to the A40, which is #gn p
wider access to M40 and M25 motorways to the west and to London to the east.
3.1.3

eastern 2.0m footway after the security in serving the industrial est¥

3.1.4 Figure 3.1 and Appendix 1 outline the site in relation to the yffde hWay network.

Figure 3.1 — Site in relation to Wider Highway Ngfvo

\ / —
ﬁm{ HIGHWAY -
NE RELATION TO SITE

/

- I —
(Source: - Google Maps— April 2019)

3.15 he site is located on_ and provides access to_ both of

which provide access to central London to the south east and wider surrounding areas such

as

3.1.6 The site is located in a prominent location within

situated approximately 1.2
kilometres north of_ underground station via which operates on the
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3.1.7

3.1.8

3.2

3.21

The site is also located within . kilometres- of_

In terms of strategic and ‘A’ road highway network access, the site is situated approximately:

Th which

kilometre away from the . The

runs from

° kilometres away from the

kilometre

away from the

Within

The site is strategically located to enable close connectivity wj
highway network surrounding the site and
accommodating vehicles, pedestrians and cyclists via

dequate means of

Local Highway Network

Figure 3.2 below outlines the site in relation to ocalMhway network.
Figure 3.2 — Site in relation to Local Hi Network
ADD TE IN RELATION TO LOCAL HIGHWAY NETWORK

(Source: - || — 2rri! 2019)
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3.2.2

3.2.3

3.24

3.25

3.2.6

3.3

33.1

3.3.2

The site is located via

is a two-way distributor road with footways on both sides, at kerb bus stops,
subject partly to car parking permit parking area within controlled parking zone ‘SS’ including
‘double yellow’ parking restrictions, southbound speed camera, pelican crossings subject to a
traffic calmed 20 mph speed limit.

Permit holder parking within the controlled parking zone ‘SS’ on_ are subject to the
following restrictions: -

e Monday to Friday (10:00 — 11:00 and 15:00 — 16:00hrs)

_ near the site provide local access to: -

Business Park and local residential area via
e including wider Park Royal Industrial Estate

We understand that all staff, visitors, deliveries, servicin i e and waste operates

-operates on various data centres agross Eur the Asia Pacific, offering coIocatiorl
cloud and networking services in 18 ma S.

an organisation providing customers wit
and understand that the facility

rea with - building footprint;

at present provides: -

al car parking spaces;
onsite security

sites existiMg operation involves some long-term storage and archiving of
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3.34

3.3.5

3.3.6

3.3.7

41.1

provision for the facility can be reduced below the levels c
promotes access for ‘staff/visitors’ to use their cars or Pn-car modes of travel.

4.1.2 We understand that there are three types of
- staff at present split over any one shi

.
-

o Customer Staff (short t contractual basis)

Cleaning, Mainterfif

4.1.3

3.4 ‘Proposed Extension’

3.4.1 iven future demand of the basis of the proposals is fundamental to meet the
i of demand for growing customer base.
2 T posals consist of- floorspace proposals constituting an increase of of

the existing extension covering the existing
on the southern side of the site. The proposals are seen to contain following
facility apparatus (as per drawing: - ) as: -

. -
=
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3.43

3.4.4

3.4.5

3.4.6

3.4.7

3.4.8

3.49

We understand as per pre-application guidance that the proposals will involve the following:

.+ I e I

e repositioning of adjacent_ within the adjacent fronting unit for the
proposed building;

e areduction in car parking provision from- No. spaces; \@

e an additional-staff on top of the existing. No. staff; and

e re-positioning of cycle stands/racks to meet the required total cycle % ovision
required by-with the proposals

The existing loading bay serving the proposed site at present wi
access during construction deliveries for storage purposes bu ed off with the
proposals. As deliveries are all registered on a ain delivery access
adjacent to the main car park and this secondary deliveryg a® associated deliveries
that are in operation via this unit will be transfgrre central delivery access

ined for allowing

on the

munal bins surrounding the site within the-

dertaken b_ management services.

based and recycling of cardboards bales is undertaken
via the main delivery
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4.0 Access, Highway & ELBC Parking Standards

4.1 Vehicular & Pedestrian Access Arrangements

4.1.1 All vehicles, pedestrians and cyclists access the site via _ The

I - for [
vehicles visiting the site pass through the _ where they - by

- Figure 4.1 below outlines the location of the existing local area of the site in relation

to _ including vehicular access locations within the

Figure 4.1- Site in relation to Local Highway Network & Existing Vehicular
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4.1.2

413

4.2

421

4.2.2

4.2.3

We understand that the site currently has_ car parks within the site,

whereby the car park adjacent to the ‘delivery and service loading bay’ is used
as the and allows access to the site for staff and visitors.
We understand that the site has an existing- car park access on _which at

present is not operational for staff or visitors.
Parking Standards

Car Parking

states the following in relatio

standards for development: -

Notwithstanding the above,

for the proposals on and above the existing
the following comparison can be made between ‘existing’,
for
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Table 4.1 — Assessment of _’ for ‘Existing’/’Extension’ and 'Proposed

Total Provision’ for Site

EXISTING EXTENSION EXISTING & EXTENSION PROPOSED TOTAL
PROVISION FOR
SITE
.No. proposed
No. spacq S .No. spaces ‘1space per 500m?) spaces
provided at ‘Ispace per 500m?)
present
(25 No spaces as
‘1space per
500m?)

4.2.4  Asthe ssite being classed is storage which is non-movable, the basis of u
assessment of existing utilised provision will determine the likely upli
addition of the proposals.

4.2.5 Given the proposed London Plan standard above for. uses -
has .no. operational spaces to the requirement maxi
However, it must be borne in mind that facilit@wit proposals will equate up
to a maximum car parking provision of

parking
erve the

4.2.6 Giventhatthe anticipated increase of| (notWccounts for any increase in

customer’ staff i.e. award of new contracts to € contractors residing at the )
allows the - to accommodate pealgoperation riods of the year with the propose

No. spaces.

4.2.7 We understand that

4.2.8

staff visits are required This pattern is
& in the future which may result in a lower parking demand than
is Transport Statement. Whilst the provision ‘in-principle’ for providing. No.
b be adequate for staff and visitors given the is expected to
a-parking requirement provision. Assessment of daily parking accumulation will
revigived later within this section.

ave advised during pre-application discussions that “any parking provision should
include- of the total as disabled spaces and at electric vehicle charging space”

e understand that there are disabled parking spaces are currently provided via the
side ‘standalone’ car park adjacent to reception building and- space within the proposed
development car park. This level of provision will be increased to provide up to-. spaces
to serve a reduced total car parking provision proposed with the ‘extension’ within

the site.
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4.2.10 We also understand thatl No. electric charging space will be provided within the site to meet
- parking standards.

4.3 Cycle Parking

4.3.1 In terms of minimum cycle parking provision, pre-application meeting advice on the
proposals outlined the following: -

4.3.2 Atpresentfor the-qm site, this cycle provision standard would accord t
short and long stay cycle provision: -

° .No. long stay spaces and.No. short stay spaces, totalling provj
cycle spaces

4.3.3 ‘From on-site observations there arel No. Sheffield cycle stands
located within and aroundf§ No

proposals. This provides a total on-site provision of

various shift periods.

4.3.4 have stated that the proposals constituti would equate to the
following suggested additional provision: -
e Long Stay —. No. spaces; and
e Short Stay —INo. spaces
e Totalling an additional .Nle spaces
435 itional proposed cycle provision, it is seen that a

total of

staff operating on-site)
g¥‘an additional No. staff on top of the existing. No.
up to. No. spaces inclusive for staff, visitor and customers

have provided a ‘first principles’ breakdown of servicing, deliveries and waste
vehicles associated with the site at present in Table 4.2 below. It is seen tha.
can still access

via the site via other car parks with the proposals in place.

e —
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Table 4.2 — Daily Trips of Deliveries, Servicing and Waste Operations for Existing Site,

Proposals, ‘Net’ on-site operation

SCENARIO DELIVERIES & WASTE
SERVICING (DAILY)
Existing . No. HGV deliveries ‘Cardboard’ bales
Operation . ‘LGV/MGV’ deliveries compacted on-site &
(maintenance/couriers/servicing/ office deposited in blue
supplies/cleaning) household bins for
recycling collectig,
domestic
waste
Proposals . Extra- No. HGV deliveries per day on No anti
inception but likely to lessen on avergae to
approximatelyl No. per daily (maintenance
equipment/parts)
Existing e Up toll No. HGV deliveries
Operation with . ‘LGV/MGV’ deliveries operation
Proposals (maintenance/couriers/servicing/ offic
supplies/cleaning)

4.4.2 On the basis of the above, the anticipated impg of the pfpo3als is not seen to be material

Such

44.3 posed extension will generate few regular

resent generates therefore

4.44 There are
often couriers will e, motorbike or car, and larger deliveries would take place in a
Transit va i lar®er than a 7.5t box van.

4.4.5

44.6
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4.5 Review of Personal Injury Road Accident Analysis in relation to the site

4.5.1 Inordertoidentify local road safety concerns in relation to the site, Boston Transport Planning
will seek to outline a basic review of recent local road accidents within the Iatest-
period within close proximity of the site.

4,5.2 Collision data for the area has been obtained from
2018. This identified search area is the assumed extent of

the proposed impact of the site traffic as it joins the local highway network as shown below
in Figure 4.2.

Figure 4.2 — Identified Search Area in relation to the site

ADD IDENTPLAN

ata has been obtained for th year period . month) road accident data from

within identified ‘blue’ search area surrounding the ‘red edged’ site, witll No.
accidents recorded.

4.5.4 Table 4.3 below outlines the location, severity, number of vehicles/casualties and causation
factors from recorded accidents.

4.5.3

June 2019



Table 4.3 — Latest Collision Data Records from_ within the vicinity of the

site
CRASHMAP DATE LOCATION NO. OF NO.OF SEVERITY &
ACCIDENT REF VEHICLES/PEDESTRIANS | CASUALTIES CONTRIBUTORY
| /CYCLISTS FACTORS
_ - I No. cars _I No. —-— front and
driver/rider offside vehicle
collision
mini
roundabout
] junction
_ I No. cars I No.
driver/rider
priority and vehicle/
junction pillion
passenger
_ I No. car & 1 No. other — ‘Vehicle
vehicle changing lane to
the right conflicts
priority with vehicle in the
junction act of turning left

4.5.5 The above area identifies the latest collisionSQ# that are local to the proposed

recorded accidents
accidents but no

4.5.6 Given the high sporadic
recorded acggs
4,5.7 at whilst there have been -based road accidents within the

f the site within the latest available jll-month data predominantly involving only
ccidents. The contributory factors relate large to
concerns given the
measures and initiatives for

number of accidents and role of promoting

on and above the existing total
vehicular generation for the site. Therefore, it is seen that the should
not be seen to exacerbate the current road safety record within the area.

e —
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5.0 Census Ward Data & ‘Traffic/Parking/Junction’ Impact

5.1 Introduction

5.1.1 This section will firstly outline the ‘existing’ census data split of multi-modal trips associated

witin Rt [+ ssumed propose R

rate and trip generation associated with the proposals.

5.2 Existing Census Split of Multi-modal Trips assumed for _

5.2.1

Firstly, as the site is located within the

Figure 5.1 — Assumed Travel to Work by mode for proposal

based on Census 2011 Data

ADD@S MAP IN RELATION TO SITE
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e ‘Classified Count’ of northern mini-roundabout of_

O Assess proportional trip impact expected from the proposals onto this
junction during highway peak hours

e Assess on-street parking within ) within
-p to its northern mini-roundabout junction with and

O Assess those associated -who choose to park on-street and whether
they are parking on street on existing parking restrictions (i.e. double yellow
lines).

e Car Parking Surveys of Existing- Car Parks @
0 Assess on-site trip generation and ‘parking accumulation’ of\
i

associated with existing operations of_
5.3.6 as estate owners of_ provided permission tgearo
and _to collect this data.

5.3.7 Giventheinternal roads within are name
roads are largely subject to ‘double yellow’ parking restricti
above will formerly not only separate out thqge
illegally within but only those wi ar

these access
ver the basis of the
ré parking legally and

Vated with [l

5.3.8 Figure 5.2 below outlines the site’s existing car s whi e surveyed.

N
o)
o
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Figure 5.2 — Plan outlining location of- surveyed car parks and on-street car parking
for deriving existing trip generation/parking associated with existing_

Car Park 1 (CP1) currently provides up toINo. spaces;

e Car Park 2 (CP2) currently provides up to. No. spaces, however.No. are allocated

to rear of another row of parking spaces and positioned with therefore only
E No. available spaces. This car park allows access to an
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5.3.9 Onthe basis of the above, the existing total car parking provision for the site is. No. parking
spaces. We understand that the is also used for

5.4 Daily Parking Accumulation Profile for Existing Site Operations

5.4.1 As mentioned above, we understand that
discourages on-site car parking because of the
The car park is

-. Non-staff visits must give

-hour notice

e (including on-street

5.4.4 Table 5.2 below outlines Total Car Parking Accumyla
vehicles associated with
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5.4.5

5.4.6

5.4.7

5.4.8

is attached within Appendix|§.

The existing total capacity of the car parks is seen to be approximately. spaces, whilst the
highest total number of vehicles parked across the site at any time
survey was. No. vehicles

during the

). Survey results

suggest that this highest total car parking accumulation equates to
spaces) of existing total car park capacity.

With regard to the development proposals and no specific_ use
_on TRAVL or TRICS land use databases which are similar to the propo¥

premise of the extension we will —

and above the existing- It must be borne in account that #
robust given that the proposals include - extra *flo
considered to accommodate personnel and only an additional liNo. Y
with the proposals

Therefore, on this basis, the following additional ‘multi- are assumed for the
proposals, as per Table 5.3 below: -
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Table 5.5 - Existing Flows via _Roundabout Junction of-
I #<. Fiov

AM Highway Peak Hour- PM Highway Peak Hour-

IN | OUT | TOTALJUNCTION TRIPS | IN [ OUT | TOTAL JUNCTION TRIPS

5.6.3 accounts for No. total trips
No. total trips divided against ) of
5.6.4
existing traffic vi
N peak hour
5.6.5 i ove ‘highway peak hours’ within Table 5.4 above for the uplift of the
e following increase of trips are expected during these hours, these are: -
' of.No. trips during ‘AM’ highway peak hour for_ and
crease ofl No. trips during ‘PM’ highway peak hour for _
.6 asis of the increase.No. trips ) during the AM highway peak hour,
this would increase the number of total trips on in relation to total junction flows

o_ with proposals). With an increase of )
during the PM highway peak hour equates to increase of total trips on in relation
to total junction flows to.% (increase of.% flows with proposals).

5.6.7 On the basis that the junction operates well within capacity given the attached queue data
across both these periods being less thanl No. vehicles, suggests that an increase of. traffic
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on _ across either peak hour with the proposals is not seen to materially affect
operational capacity at this junction

5.6.8 It can be seen that the proportional trip impact of the proposals as highlighted above
impact concern neither on a
provided with the

proposals

5.6.9 Classified turning count data across the mini
roundabout of is attached within Appendix
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6.0

Site Sustainability

6.1

6.1.1

6.2

6.2.1

6.2.2

6.2.3

6.3

6.3.1

Introduction

To demonstrate that the proposed site is accessible by a wide range of travel modes and that
the predicted traffic generation is a robust case, Boston Transport Planning has assessed the
existing site sustainability in accordance with Department for Transport’s _

Public Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL)

The Public Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL) is a method of measuring accg ali

been calculated from

the report is included in

with limited means of
vehicular, pedestrian and cycle access
_t the entrance to the sit
‘5’, considered as
wider acknowledgement of the g
been outlined below for consid

from the site has a PTAL rating of
ore, given this variability of PTAL ratings, the
tial to maximise the use of nearby non-forms has

Pedestrian Accessibilit

identifies . kilometres as the preferred maximum walking

in area for

acceptable walking distances’.
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(Source: - Google Earth/Site Visit -April 2019)

. No.-service is operated by

No.-bus service is operated by
o

6.4.5 The No-bus service operates at the following frequency during core hours_

_follows via these bus stop, as follows: -

o Monday to Saturday

o Sunday
- I

o Monday to Saturday

6.4.6 Whilstthe No.- bus service operate e follo

and last times as follows via this

g frequency during core hours with first
as follows: -

e Southbound

6.5 National & Overground/ Underground & Crossrail

Rail & Overground Services

erence to paragraph
" it is stated that ‘people have been found to be willing to walk

to or from a station than a bus stop, up to about_ for rail compared to
for a bus.

6.5.2 _ London Underground Station is located approximately-metres
of the development via _ which is within a -cycle distance or

_
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walking distance up to.-kilometre threshold. Table 6.2 below outlines indicative frequency,
times and routing of underground services via this station.

Table 6.2 —_ London Underground Services (Indicative Frequency & Times)

ADD PUBLIC TRANSPORT SERVICE & ROUTE FREQUENCY
TABLE

6.5.3

6.5.4

6.5.5 as an interchange for several of

kilometres north of the site via
Line railway station is located

the London Overground routes is located app

-and accessible via - No. b
approximately. kiIometres- of

6.5.6  Whilst all local stations are outg
consideration that these statio @
the site providing access t i

would be willing to walk, due

W0 teasibly facilitate_ via

g¥tinations.
Crossrail

6.5.7 Crossrail j

6.5.8

The Crossrail scheme is currently expected to provide
. The initiative is
xpected to increase London’s rail-based transport network capacity by_
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6.6

6.6.1

6.6.2

6.6.3

6.6.4

6.6.5

Local Cycle Routes & Connectivity

Cycling can make a significant contribution towards establishing a more sustainable local

transport system. Cycling is widely
I o which aim to

develop cycle use through promoting a positive cycling culture. Cycling is widely recognised
as a sustainable alternative to short car journeys and
- It is seen that most cycle journeys for
between

purpose and those to rail stations are

, but many cyclists are willjggto

time of aroun

f National Cycle Route No.l
ity for those who travel long

ADD CYCLE PLAN
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6.6.6

6.6.7

6.6.8

6.6.9

6.6.10

The- guides assigns a coloured code to different types of cycle lane infrastructure,
these are:

e Dark Blue:
e Light Blue:
Purple:

e Yellow:

Orange:

An on-carriageway light blue cycle route runs on both sides of th¢

) between
are provided at all the junctions alo

The that routes between

is an cycle route along the
Cycle Guide. The route can be joined within

In addition to these routes there are ow’ rout€s on roads recommended by cyclists in

s having ‘direct’ cycle routes as shown below in Figure

outlines the

6.4 below, these are: -
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7 Summary and Conclusions

7.1

7.1.1

7.1.2

7.1.3

7.2

7.2.1

Introduction

Boston Transport Planning has been commissioned by

Statement to support a planning application for
building to provide a . This Transport Statement (TS) has been
prepared to support extension of increase in
with the site. The development site is located within the administrative boundary o

The proposed Development will include a reduction in car parking from

This report provides a detailed explanation of the site in relation t
highway network, national and local planning policy, existing acc
standard requirements, road accident data review, assume
trips and ‘parking’ impact generation and means of access

d wider
ements, parking
‘multi-modal’ staff
le modes of travel.

Summary of Transport Statement

The TS has outlined the following: -

London, withi
. The site is located within the

The site is located within
known as

part of London

-'

policies
within

surrounding
whilst maintgiai

proposals in sustainable modes
smarter travel behaviour;
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In consideration of ‘Car Parking Standards’ for .uses that the- ‘car
parking provision as’ ’. This would equate to a- provision o

No. parking spaces. Given the proposed _ standard above for - (as
mentioned in pre-application advice, however the site involves non-movable storage), the

, Which if applied to the_

. However, this is the

required parking provision would equate to
existing total car parking provision within the site, prior to
- It must be borne in mind that

() —

wider site operation

on-site during-

As -No. cycle spaces are
retaining this level of provision is d
staff on-site. The client acknowlegdgs
the site, however the provisio
spaces, however this woulg

nt on site but require relocation within the site,

ethg the_ required standard of.No.

as excessive given the on-site observation outlinedl

" ward outlines that.%

it can be seen that the provision ofI No. spaces

associated with -
on

On the basis of assigning
and above the existing
No. spaces. an

expected to approximately
proposals. With the the total car parking being revised to

No. spaces with the
No. spaces from.
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7.3

7.3.1

No spaces, the provision of. No. spare car parkin
. Therefore, it is seen that the anticipated impact of the proposals

during the
within the

being provided with the proposals;

The site achieves a PTAL rating of level of accessibility of public
transport, being within- walking distance of station. Furthermore, the
overground and underground station which is within a- walking distance
of the site. This is due to the site’s status to be contained within premise for
and it should be borne in mind that (as public highway)

adjacent to its roundabout junction wit
away from the site;

It can be seen that whilst there have beenINo. injury-based road acc
vicinity of the site within the latest available.-month data predomina

. Therefore, it is seen
current road safety record within the area;

It is expected that the development would generate worst ¢
No. trips during

which will

overground and
ing routes with a diverse selection of local
cessibility of the site needs to only account for the

underground stations, ‘direct’ walk
nearby facilities including car cl
PTAL rating but as the site loca

Conclusion

nskent with relevant transport planning policy guidance and will

transport related impacts. It therefore_ of the-

The proposed sch
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Appendix 1 — Site Location Plan
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Appendix 2 — Proposed Plans
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On-street Parking Data within
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Appendix 7 — Sustainability & PTAL
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