Memo

From:  
Darren Cook, Transport Development Control Floor 1 North Rear Civic Offices Bridge Street Reading RG1 2LU

To:
Alison Amoah  0118 9372286  alison.amoah@reading.gov.uk 

Date:
4th July 2017 
Application Number: 162108








Application Type: Full Planning Approval

Address:  452 Basingstoke Road Reading  RG2 0QE
Proposal: Part retention and refurbishment of the existing Gillette building, erection of a two storey research and development building (Class B1/B8), and erection of a 190 space multi-storey car park, with associated access, surface car parking, servicing, landscaping and engineering works. 
Transport Comments

The proposed development was initially for the part retention and refurbishment of the existing Gillette building, erection of a two-storey research and development building (Class B1/B8), and erection of a 190 space multi-storey car park.  This development is to facilitate the relocation of the P&G facilities from Egham, Surrey, to a new dedicated facility at its existing site in Reading.
This proposal has been altered to reduce the requirement for car parking and additional justification has been provided, I comment on this as follows: 
Parking
The original proposal included an additional provision of 230 spaces above the 161 retained on site spaces, the overall number is to be reduced but there is confusion over what level of parking will be provided with the Transport Addendum stating 333 spaces and the actual parking plan illustrating 328.

However the analysis undertaken by the applicant identifies that the proposal would require a provision of between 356 and 369, the proposed on site provision therefore is not sufficient. It is also noted that this does not appear to take into account the 31 visitor spaces which are to be retained.
The analysis undertaken would be in keeping with the calculations I including in my comments dated 27th January 2017 and stated the following:

The application site currently provides a total of 311 car parking spaces, of which 280 are for staff and 31 for visitors.  This includes seven accessible (disabled) parking spaces for staff and one accessible (disabled) parking space for visitors.

The applicants undertook a parking survey of its on-site facilities in March 2016. On the day of the survey, out of the 260 employees working at the Reading site, 231 were present and the maximum occupancy of the car park was 183.

Although 280 existing spaces are reserved for employees, the maximum occupancy rate of the car park is 79.2% (183 parked vehicles / 231 staff on site), with a minimum of 97 extra spaces not used and available at all times for employees.

The proposal includes the relocation of the 250 employees from Egham to the Reading site, applying the same staff attendance rate of 88.9%, it is predicted that, on average, 88.9% × 250 = 222 relocated staff would be on site on any given day.

Given the existing car mode share of 79.2%, the applicants have predicted that the 222 relocated staff present on site on any given day would require a maximum of 176 car parking spaces. The car mode share of 79.2% indicates that not all existing staff drive to the site and therefore reflects that parts of the existing staff make use of other modes of transport to commute. It is likely that the new, relocated staff would follow the same travel patterns as the existing employees based in Reading.

The car mode share calculated from the survey data is also in line with the 2011 Census data for Area E33039773 which records a mode share of 73.4% that includes the P&G wider site and some adjacent businesses.

By utilising the survey data the total required provision for the whole Reading site post-relocation would therefore amount to 183 + 176 = 359 spaces. The current number of visitor car parking spaces would also be re-provided, i.e. 31 spaces, bringing the total number of required parking spaces to 390.  

Given the results from the latest assessment my view has not changed since my comments in January and as a result insufficient car parking would be provided as part of the proposed change.

It has also been suggested that off site parking could be provided to mitigate this but to agree this the third party land owner would need to be party to a S106 Agreement agreeing to the parking being provided and an assessment would need to be undertaken of that land to ensure the required level of parking can be accommodated.  None of the above has been provided.

Third party land could only be provided without the above requirements if it is additional to the required demand.

Any reduction would need to be in accordance with the above that includes a provision of 390 spaces as has been highlighted as the worst case provision.

It is noted that previously it had been stated that 161 spaces would be retained outside of the red line plan but the latest plan only illustrates 91 spaces, if the original number of spaces were retained and the proposed provision provided 237 within the red line area this would be more than the required number of 390 spaces.

As a result I am unable to agree to the reduction in parking as identified in the latest Transport Technical Note.
Darren Cook

Transport Development Control Manager

