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:
27th January 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 is 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.

The site is located in South Reading outside of the Town Centre Area but is located within close proximity to frequent premier bus routes to and from the Town Centre Area.

During the pre-application discussions it was agreed that a Transport Assessment (TA) should accompany any planning application.  My comments on this are as follows:

Trip Rates

The Trip Rate Information Computer System (TRICS) has been used to calculate the proposed trip generation and I am happy with this approach.  
The site has been assessed as being an office for the whole site as this would constitute a worst case scenario and in principle has been deemed acceptable.

The applicant has utilized the 85th Percentile instead of the average over all the selected sites, the TRICS Good Practice Guide does not suggest this as a suitable assessment when less than 20 sites have been selected.  Only 10 sites have been selected by the applicant and therefore this could result in a skewed trip rate.

I have reviewed the TRICS database and I do not believe that site SC-02-A-16 is comparable to the application site in terms of parking provision and should therefore be removed, leaving just 9 sites.  Given the TRICS Good Practice Guide the trip rate data should be assessed utilizing the average trip rate over the remaining 9 sites which equates to the below data:
Table 1: RBC Trip Rate Data

	
	AM Peak Hour (08:00-09:00)
	PM Peak Hour (17:00-18:00)

	
	In 
	Out
	Total
	In
	Out 
	Total

	Vehicles
	59
	5
	64
	3
	48
	51


These trips rates would be comparable to the application site and would be accepted especially as they are representative of all office trips that would be a worst case scenario.
The trip rate data supplied within the Transport Assessment can be seen in the table below:

Table 2: Applicant Trip Rate Data

	
	AM Peak Hour (08:00-09:00)
	PM Peak Hour (17:00-18:00)

	
	In 
	Out
	Total
	In
	Out 
	Total

	Vehicles
	108
	0
	108
	11
	76
	87


As can be seen the 85th percentile results in a higher result and there is the anomaly that no vehicles exit the site in the AM Peak which would not be a comparable assessment.
Given that the proposed trip rates are in excess of those I am happy with in principle I am happy that the development has been satisfactorily assessed.  
Junction Assessments

As agreed with the applicant at the pre-application meeting on 13th June 2016, traffic surveys were requested for the following junctions:

• B3031 Basingstoke Road/Bennet Road;

• Service road/Bennet Road;

• B3031 Basingstoke Road/Hartland Road/Acre Road;

• B3031 Basingstoke Road/Whitley Wood Lane/Imperial Way;

• Commercial Road/Bennet Road; and

• B3031 Basingstoke Road/Manor Farm Road.

Manual classified turning counts with queue lengths were carried out at the above junctions and this has fed into the junction assessments.  These assessments have identified that the junctions are currently within capacity but the B3031 Basingstoke Road/Bennet Road Junction is close to capacity.
Future years have been assessed included 2018 and 2026, this would comply with assessment criteria.

The assessment of future years identifies that all of the junctions still remain operating within capacity apart from the B3031 Basingstoke Road/Bennet Road signalized Junction.  This junction exceeds capacity in 2018 and 2026 without development, therefore the proposed development worsens this situation.  The tables at Appendix E highlight that extensive queues and delays would be generated following development on each of the arms of the junction.  However, as can be seen above the trip rate data used by the applicant is in excess of that the Highway Authority would be happy with therefore there is some scope to reduce the impact on the junction. 
At present it is likely that some form of mitigation to reduce this impact would be required, however any reduced impact as a result of the updated trip rates in Table 1 above could remove or reduce any mitigation measure required by the developer.
The above will therefore need to be addressed.

Access
Access to the site is currently gained from a two-way service road originating from Bennet Road, approximately 230m to the south, which runs parallel with the B3031 Basingstoke Road. The egress point is located 70m south of the access point along the same service road. 

Access to and egress from the visitors’ car park has different arrangements, with visitors entering and exiting via at the same point.

The new access arrangements include the provision of the retained existing access / egress for the southern car park and a new in / out arrangement for the northern car park.  The existing access point for the northern car park will require modifying and the proposed design is acceptable.  A completely new access is also required to provide the exit from this parking area.  
During the pre-application discussions it was agreed that access to a small number of parking spaces could be provided north of the bollards, located on the service road, however the submitted plan (drawing 2096 P0) illustrates the access located north of the bollards is the exit for a parking area that accommodates 159 car parking spaces.  This is an unacceptable amount of parking to be accessed from this point and could result in staff rat running through the site and the adjacent residential areas via Manor Farm Road.  A revised access and parking layout is therefore required illustrating a reduced parking number that could be served from the northern access point.  This could be achieved by segregating a number of the parking spaces.
The access located to the north of Block B will require alteration to reduce its width.  Given my points above the access should be a minimum of 4.1m in width so that it can accommodate two-way movement.
An additional access point is retained for servicing the site and this is deemed acceptable.
Parking
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.

I would be happy to utilise both sets of survey data results mentioned above to calculate a parking provision for the site but these would need to be included within the application documents.  

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.  
However, the applicants have undertaken an additional assessment given the above calculation is solely based on a staff attendance rate derived from a one-day survey. Attendance may vary and may as well increase depending on circumstances. Assuming a worst-case situation where all future staff would be present on site, i.e. 510 employees, and still applying a car mode share of 79.2%, it is expected that 510 × 79.2% = 404 car parking spaces would be required. Taking account of visitor parking, a total of 435 spaces would be needed to accommodate future demand.  Again this figure would be acceptable subject to the receipt of the survey data.
Irrespective of the above the development proposals provide for a provision of 541 spaces. This figure breaks down into 510 spaces, one space per future member of staff, and an additional 31 spaces, re-provided for visitors (as per the existing situation). P&G has indicated that, on regular occasions, all staff are gathered on site and this provision would help ensure demand can be met at all times.

This proposed provision has been compared with RBC’s car parking standards.  The Councils maximum car parking standards would require a provision of an additional 191 spaces resulting in a total provision of 502 spaces.
The applicants have however proposed an uplift of 230 spaces (bringing the total number of spaces to 230 + 311 = 541) this is in excess of the Councils maximum car parking standards.  This level of parking has been to address RBC’s concerns about any potential, albeit infrequent, overspill on local streets, in the event of all 510 staff being on site at the same time.

As stated above I would be happy to review the survey data with the aim of utilizing it to formulate the parking numbers.  Given that the assessment of the B3031 Basingstoke Road / Bennet Road junction identifies that it exceeds capacity following development a reduction of 151 parking spaces is likely to have a positive impact on the assessment of the junction.
At Point 4.5 of the TA it states that little on-street parking is available in the vicinity of the site. All roads have double-yellow lines (including Bennet Road and the service road), thus deterring parking, however extensive on street parking is available within the residential areas of South Reading located on the east of the B3031 Basingstoke Road.  It is therefore important that the parking levels proposed are sufficient to ensure that overspill parking does not occur but I am happy that the level of parking proposed would be sufficient.
I do however have a query given that the proposed car parking layout plan (drawing number 5504 2090 P/0) states a provision of 380 car parking spaces.  This does not tie up with any of the car parking provisions detailed above and therefore a revised drawing should be provided illustrating the full provision of parking.

I would stress that although drawing number 5504 2090 P/0 states 380 parking spaces the drawing itself actually illustrates 384 parking spaces.  This should be reviewed and the correct number of spaces illustrated.
The car parking spaces illustrated are to the correct dimensions and provide suitable manoeuvrability.

Application of the Councils cycle parking standards would result in the cycle parking provision of 44 cycle parking spaces and this has been deemed acceptable.  It is stated that these will be provided within a secure and covered store but none of the submitted plans illustrate the location of any of this cycle parking. Given the size of the site I am happy that this can be dealt with by way of a condition.
Servicing
The proposals provide for one loading bay in the service yard area. While this is below the maximum standards however this has been agreed given that a vehicle swept path analysis has been undertaken to show servicing vehicles could manoeuvre and dwell within the site without blocking back onto the public highway. 
Travel Plan

An overview travel plan has been submitted and is acceptable.  A full travel plan will be required but I am happy for this to be dealt with by way of a condition.

SuDs
A SuDs report has been submitted to accompany the application and this has identified that attenuation tanks accommodating 106m³ will be provided to reduce surface water run-off.  The discharge rate has not been fully specified but it has been stated as being the greenfield run off rate which has been deemed acceptable.  I therefore have no objections to the SuDs proposal subject to conditions.
Please ask the applicant to address the above points by way of amended plans / information prior to determining the application.

S106

It is likely that a S106 requirement will be required towards mitigation measures for the Bennet Road / Basingstoke Road junction but until the assessments of the junctions have been reviewed I am unable to determine what level of contribution would be required.
Darren Cook

Transport Development Control Manager

