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Introduction
This Technical Note (TN) has been prepared by Stantec UK, on behalf of the Client (Packaged Living Ltd) in connection with the development proposals at Norman Place, for 254 studio, one, two and three bedroom residential dwellings (Use Class C3), together with 278m2 (GEA) of flexible Class E floorspace at ground floor level (Ref. PL/24/0958).
As part of the planning submission a Transport Statement (TS) was prepared that assessed the impacts of the development pertinent to transport and highway.
This TN provides a response to RBC highways and transport comments received on 31st January 2025.
Active Travel England (ATE)
RBC Stated in their comments that:
“Active Travel England have been consulted on this application and they have advised that the application should be assessed utilizing their standing advise notes. The advice notes request that an application is submitted with a completed copy of the ATE Toolkit by the developer, which has not been provided.
It is also evident that the application fails to meet numerous requirements as set out in the standing advice notes, the Highway Authority would therefore advise that the applicant completes and submits the toolkit for review. It should be advised that much of the areas of concern are identified in the remainder of this consultation response and have been identified previously.
One point that has not previously been identified is that the applicant has not undertaken a qualitative assessment of the surrounding pedestrian and cycle routes included how access to local schools and colleges would be accessed through active travel modes. As the applicant is likely to be aware part of the Active Travel advice notes requires an assessment of the actual routes around the site and not just whether the application site is within a sufficient distance to public transport etc.”
Stantec Response:
A completed ATE Toolkit and a qualitative assessment of the surrounding pedestrian and cycle routes will be provided separately. 


Pedestrian and Cycle Access
RBC stated in their comments that:
“The development proposes to create a new shared foot/cycleway to accommodate both pedestrians and cyclists, which would be located along the eastern edge of Norman Place and through to the River Thames. Norman place already provides a pedestrian and cycle route but this proposal seeks to propose a dedicated shared facility. 
The route would consist of a facility that is between 3.2m and 3.6m in width which in principle would be in excess of the 3m minimum width requirement specified in LTN 1/20. However, LTN 1/20 does specify that should the route be adjacent to vertical features then additional width would be required to ensure that a useable width for pedestrians and cyclists is provided. The applicant has stated that the existing width between Norman Place and the river is 2.3m and this is to be improved to a width of 3.2m which is acknowledged however the existing route was constrained by existing buildings and therefore there has not previously been an opportunity to provide a connection that meets the required standards. In addition, this is a comprehensive redevelopment of the site and therefore the applicant should be providing fully compliant footway and cycleway infrastructure to comply with the NPPF whereby it is stated that these modes of travel should be given priority.
The footway / cycleway connection between the River and Norman Place must therefore be designed to facilitate at least a 3.5m wide facility with details on the vertical features within the site provided so that it can be determined what additional widths may be required.”
Stantec Response:
The width of the cycle route along Norman Place has been maintained at 3.5m, in line with the previous proposal. An updated plan of the proposed cycle route is included with this response; see Drawing 332610561-STN-HGN-XX-DR-H-0007 P03. 
The cycle route width between Norman Place and the Towpath has been amended to 3.75m in width, providing a 3.0m wide cycle route, with a 0.5m buffer from the building to the north and the southern edge consists of a wall (531mm high), so a 0.25m buffer has been provided for this. The amended route is shown on Drawing 332610561-STN-HGN-XX-DR-H-0007 – P03. 
RBC stated in their comments that:
“At the vehicle access point the width of the pedestrian cycle route has been widened but to facilitate this the applicant has proposed a narrowing of the carriageway to a width of 4.7m. However, it is identified within DfT document Manual for Streets that carriageway widths should be designed taking into account numerous considerations and I provide the relevant section below and highlight the specific areas that would be impacted by this development. 
7.2.2 Carriageway widths should be appropriate for the particular context and uses of the street. Key factors to take into account include: 
· the volume of vehicular traffic and pedestrian activity;
· the traffic composition; 
· the demarcation, if any, between carriageway and footway (e.g. kerb, street furniture or trees and planting); 
· whether parking is to take place in the carriageway and, if so, its distribution, arrangement, the frequency of occupation, and the likely level of parking enforcement (if any); 
· the design speed (recommended to be 20 mph or less in residential areas); • the curvature of the street (bends require greater width to accommodate the swept path of larger vehicles); and 
· any intention to include one-way streets, or short stretches of single lane working in two-way streets.
It should also be noted that Figure 7.1 of Manual for Streets also identifies that a 4.8m wide carriageway would be the minimum width possible to facilitate a car and service vehicle travelling along a straight section of carriageway. Given that this reduction is carriageway width is located on a bend a greater width would be required. The proposed width of 4.7m is therefore unacceptable. 
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Given that the proposed development is promoting on street loading particularly for larger vehicles and in a location adjacent to the narrowed carriageway which is on a bend a greater width than 4.8m would be required. Any reduction to the existing width would result in vehicles utilizing the opposite footway to the detriment of Highway safety. 
Although the widening of the footway / cycleway in this location is accepted this has a detrimental impact on the carriageway width and highway safety the applicant must therefore revised the scheme so that the building is set back further from the back of the footway. 
For completeness the applicant should assess all vertical features along the route and update the scheme to ensure compliance with LTN 1/20.”
Stantec Response:
The carriageway width has been maintained with the kerb locations retained. The previous drawing incorrectly dimensioned 4.7m when the CAD measures 4.79m at this location. The scheme does not propose to narrow the existing carriageway width of Norman Place. An amended Drawing 332610561-STN-HGN-XX-DR-H-0007 – P03 has been provided.
RBC stated in their comments that:
“In addition to this it is noted that steps are proposed at the northwest corner as the route approaches the Towpath which will require the provision of corduroy paving at the base and top of the steps to ensure that pedestrians are aware that cyclists may be present but also the hazard of the steps themselves. It is accepted that this can be dealt with by way of a condition.”
Stantec Response:
This is acknowledged, we believe the details of corduroy paving can be dealt with by way of a condition.


RBC stated in their comments that:
“The development proposals include improvements to the section of NCN 5 that runs along the northern boundary of the site and is part of the River Thames Tow Path. These improvements include the provision of a 3.0m wide path along the site boundary with a 500mm buffer from vertical features as compliant with LTN 1/20.
To facilitate this the site wall will be removed to create a width of 3.5m south of two existing tress in the grass verge along the riverbank. To the east of this several trees are located within the grass verge located along the existing site boundary wall and as such widening is proposed in the verge along the riverbank. This is illustrated on drawing 332610561-STN-HGN-XX-DR-H-0009 Rev P01 and is deemed acceptable.”
Stantec Response:
It is acknowledged that the changes to the towpath to facilitate the increase of its width are deemed acceptable.
RBC stated in their comments that:
“The proposed scheme proposes cycle parking at the point at which the route from Norman Place meets the Towpath which is NCN Route 5 the cycle stands would create an obstruction especially for cyclists traveling east along the Towpath and turning right towards Norman Place. The adjacent wall and landscaping would also obscure visibility of the Sheffield stands especially when no bicycles are parked in this location. The applicant has agreed to this and stated that the Sheffield stands are to be relocated and are illustrated on the latest landscape strategy drawings but all that has been submitted is a resubmission of the original drawing or drawing A4012E-ASA-XX-00-DR-L-0200 Rev R5 which was submitted within the drainage strategy. Neither of these drawings identify any relocated cycle parking and therefore further information is required to address this point.” 
Stantec Response:
The updated landscaping drawings have been included in this response. Three Sheffield stands have been relocated to the east along the Towpath, and one to the front of the building on Vastern Road.
RBC stated in their comments that:
It is proposed to provide steps on the northwest corner of the site so that access can be provided to the rear of the site, the landscaped courtyard and commercial use. However, in line with DfT document Inclusive Mobility the proposed scheme has provided no ramp directly adjacent to the steps to allow for a convenient accessible route to this space. An alternative access is provided that is located on Norman Place to the south, which is approximately 40m away from the stepped access, but the Highway Authority do not consider this to be a suitable alternative access for those travelling along the Towpath and as such it had previously been requested that the applicant provide details to explain how this meets the required standards.
Unfortunately, the applicant has only stipulated that the inclusion of a ramp would have a detrimental impact on the landscaping strategy and that access can be gained from Norman Place. However, paragraph 9.2.1 of BS 8300‑1:2018 Design of an accessible and inclusive built environment states the following:
Where a ramp is necessary (see 8.1.4), its existence and location should be clearly indicated as a person approaches. If the beginning of the ramp cannot be located close to the accessible entrance, information should be provided at that point to direct users to the correct location. The text should be in large characters, contrasting visually with their background, and be accompanied by the International Symbol for Access. 
Should the applicant wish to propose this as the alternative a directional signage drawing would be required which can be dealt with by way of a condition. However, it is evident from drawing 332610561-STN-HGN-XX-DR-H-0017 Rev P01 that this route will on occasion be obstructed by bins within the refuse collection area. As such the bin collection area should be revised to facilitate the safe movement of those pedestrians that cannot make use of the steps with a 2m clearance provided.”
Stantec Response:
Directional signage will be provided, and it is acknowledged that this can be secured via condition.
An increased refuse collection regime for the residents to twice weekly is now proposed, a 2m gap can be maintained between the presented bins and the landscaping to facilitate the safe movement of pedestrians (and passing of a fired tender), see Drawing 332610561-STN-HGN-XX-DR-H-0006 P09 and Drawing 332610561-STN-HGN-XX-DR-H-0006B P07 .
RBC stated in their comments that:
“A separate pedestrian access is to be located along the site frontage onto A329 Vastern Road and this is to be in the form of two stepped accesses with a sloped access provided at the western boundary of the site. Given that the main route of travel would be to and from the west as this is the location of the nearest crossing facility to the site and this is along the main route to the Town Centre are this has been deemed acceptable.”
Stantec Response:
It is acknowledged that the pedestrian access located on A329 Vastern Road with stepped and sloped accesses is deemed acceptable.
RBC stated in their comments that:
“Access to the main cycle parking area for the development is gained via the car park area and the principle of this is agreed however the details of the cycle parking are provided later within this consultation response.”
Stantec Response:
It is acknowledged that the principle of access to the cycle parking store via the car park is acceptable.
RBC stated in their comments that:
“The landscape strategy has identified the provision of two new trees along Vastern Road however it would appear that due to their location near the kerb edge that they may create an obstruction to visibility of the Highway signage along the site frontage. The applicant would be required to undertake an assessment of the visibility to the signage to ensure that no obstruction occurs.
The applicant has responded to this point by claiming that the clear stem height would be 2.4m to prevent visibility issues, the Highway Authority has no concern regarding visibility at the junction it is visibility to the signage that must be assessed. At the very least this will highlight the areas where trees would be unable to be located therefore aiding other officers and your client team as to what can be located and where. .”
Stantec Response:
332610561-STN-HGN-XX-DR-H-0020 – P03 presents the forward visibility to the signs located on Vastern Road. This shows that the proposed trees would not obscure the navigational signs with the tree canopies controlled/restricted to maintain a clear 2.4m canopy height and narrow tree stem.

RBC stated in their comments that:
“The DAS identifies the canopy spread to extend up to 8m and would overhang the carriageway creating conflict with vehicles and as such this is not acceptable. The species of the tree would also need to ensure that no branches are provided below 2.4m in height from the point of planting to ensure that no conflicts with cyclists occurs. It has been confirmed by the applicant that the trees at the time of planting will have the required height clearance and that the spread of the tree will be maintained to ensure the spread of the tree will not interfere with Highway safety thereby necessitating them to be pollards and cut back so that they do not overhang the carriageway. The above is accepted however this may not be acceptable to the Natural Environment officer.”
Stantec Response:
It is acknowledged that this has been deemed acceptable by the Highways Officer but may not be by the Natural Environment Officer.
Vehicle Access / Servicing
RBC stated in their comments that:
“Vehicles are to access the proposed undercroft car park from Norman Place in a similar location to the existing car park access and allows for two vehicles to pass on entering/exiting the car park. This was previously deemed acceptable, but it has been identified following a further review of the drawings that a give way is proposed as you exit to facilitate movement along the footway / cycleway to which there would be no or very little intervisibility between drivers and pedestrians/cyclists. A visibility splay must be provided prior to the shared pedestrian / cycle facility that is in accordance with the design standards at Sections 5.7 and 5.8 of LTN 1/20.
The design at present contradicts who has priority as the give way lining implies that the priority is the pedestrians and cyclists, but the tactile paving would imply that it is the vehicles. Pedestrian and cycle movements must be given priority and therefore the access should be designed as a dropped crossing with adequate visibility provided at the back of the footway.”
Stantec Response:
Having reviewed the above the access is proposed to be amended to a dropped crossing with the internal giveway line removed. Forward visibility along the proposed shared pedestrian/cycleway is ample for a cyclist to identify when the access shutters are in operation and a vehicle is emerging. Equally the shutter will stop and slow vehicles from egressing.  The car park has 19 spaces for residents, resulting in a very low flow of vehicles through the access point. This is coupled with the fact that residents will be familiar with the arrangement, which reduces the risk of a collision, while no visitors will have access to the car park.  
Signage will be installed to remind vehicles of the presence of the cycle route when egressing the car park. Given these points we do not believe that there is a significant conflict point at the access between pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles. The amended access is presented on Drawing 332610561-STN-HGN-XX-DR-H-0007_P03.
RBC stated in their comments that:
“Two further access points are proposed as an in and out for service vehicles and the principle of this is accepted. Tracking has been submitted that identifies a 7.5t panel van service vehicle entering and exiting the layby from either direction and visibility provided to demonstrate there would be no Highway safety issue with the layout. These have been illustrated on drawings 332610561-STN-HGN-XX-DR-H-0006 P04A and 332610561-STN-HGN XX-DR-H-0012 which are deemed acceptable.”
Stantec Response:
It is acknowledged that the two access points for the servicing bay are acceptable.
RBC stated in their comments that:
“In addition to the above the assessment within the servicing and bin strategy has only undertaken a swept path analysis for a 7.5t panel van and has provided no information as to the breakdown in the service vehicle size should the development propose a high proportion of larger vehicles the layby area should be designed to facilitate off street servicing for all vehicles. Should this not be provided there is risk of larger vehicles parking on the footway/cycleway to service the site to the detriment of Highway safety
The applicant has stated that the largest vehicle that will service the site will be an RBC refuse vehicle, and this will serve the site from the carriageway. However, the applicant has provided no evidence to support this, and this is likely to not be the case given the commercial use proposed at the ground floor level.”
Stantec Response:
This response includes a tracking drawing for a 10m Rigid Truck, see Drawing 332610561-STN-HGN-XX-DR-H-0023_P02.
An articulated vehicles will not be needed to service the commercial unit. To prevent this, a condition could be included in the tenancy agreement with the tenant to prevent servicing at this location by an articulated HGV.
RBC stated in their comments that:
“Refuse is to be relocated to a collection point on Norman Place which doubles up as the layby however this would result in the lay by being unavailable for deliveries which the trip rate data identifies as being a constant occurrence throughout the day. The applicant has updated the TRICS data which has identified a reduced amount of servicing than previously reported however this still equates to the bay being in use for an average of 31 minutes every hour during the day. The Highway Authority would only be able to accept this dual use should a refuse collection management plan be submitted that identifies the expected time the refuse is to be collected, and a timeframe specified for when the bins will be taken out to the collection area and then back to the stores that minimizes the use of that area. The Highway Authority would be happy for this to be dealt with by way of a condition.”
Stantec Response:
It is acknowledged that this is acceptable through implementing a Refuse Collection Management Plan, which would need to be secured via conditions we agree with.
RBC stated in their comments that:
“Irrespective of the above the location of the bin collection point does provides not just an unattractive route to the rear landscaped courtyard but also an unattractive outlook for the residential units along that elevation as well as creating pinch points for pedestrians. The applicant has stated that the pinch point would equate to 2.1m however drawing 332610561-STN-HGN-XX-DR-H-0017 Rev P01 clearly identifies that the narrowest point would be 850mm wide and this is confirmed on drawing 332610561-STN-HGN-XX-DR-H 0006B Rev P04 and subsequently drawing 332610561-STN-HGN-XX-DR-H-0006B Rev P05 which although not measuring the narrowest point indicates that the pinch point would be 1m. The applicant has therefore provided conflicting information within the submission. 
The Highway Authority would however stress that the loading area depicted by the blue area on the plan is the extent to which the bins will be located, and it is far more likely that the management team would overload the nearest location than the furthest and so the bins would be positioned in a way that creates an obstruction. This would be further exacerbated by the requirement for the accessible route as detailed above given that this would reduce the area further.
The shape of the refuse collection area should therefore be revised to ensure a 2m clearance at the narrowest point, the drawing updated to include all the bins within that area and details provided as to how it will be demarcated/enclosed to ensure the bins do not spill out creating an obstruction.”
Stantec Response:
The collection area has been refined to maintain a 2.0m clearance between the presented bins and the landscaping to the north and between the refuse bins and the building. To achieve this, refuse is collected twice a week, and the number of bins displayed is proposed to be reduced to 13 x 1,100L and 13 x 240L to reflect the increased collection regime. See Drawing 332610561-STN-HGN-XX-DR-H-0006B P07.
RBC stated in their comments that:
“It is noted that point 2.2 of the waste strategy states that smaller bins than 1100l will be used for the commercial use given the size of the unit but Table 2.2 indicates how many 1100l bins will be required. The document is therefore providing conflicting information as to what size bin would be utilized. The applicant has provided further information stating that the refuse storage will be developed to consider the proposed occupier of the commercial unit which is accepted by the Highway Authority in this instance but would necessitate the reduction of the commercial floor space to facilitate the bin store. However, still no clarity has been provided in relation to the collection of the refuse associated with the commercial use, if this is to be undertaken on the same days as the residential then this must be identified on the drawing also.”
Stantec Response:
Table 2.2 uses 1,100L as a unit of waste generated, which can then be split into smaller-sized refuse bins. The tenant will dictate the size of the bins utilised and their requirement for bin stores to be developed within the unit. 
The provision of a bin store will reduce the size of the commercial area; this is agreed. No additional space outside of the commercial floor space will be allocated for a bin store. The day of collection can be conditioned within the agreement with the tenant to not conflict with the collection of the residential collections or coordinated with the Estate Management Team. This can be conditioned within the proposed Refuse Collection Management Plan.
Parking
0. RBC stated in their comments that:
“There will be 136 bicycle parking spaces provided to encourage cycling; this meets the minimum number of bicycle parking spaces required for the residential development. These will be a mixture of two-tier stackers and Sheffield Stands, which will be provided as 130 within two-tier stackers and 6 within 3 Sheffield Stands. This in principle is acceptable however a full detailed drawing would be required which can be dealt with by way of a condition.”
Stantec Response:
It is acknowledged that the provision and make-up of the cycle parking is accepted in principle.
The cycle parking provision will be secured via a condition.




RBC stated in their comments that:
“Cycle parking for the commercial uses has been provided by way of external Sheffield stands which is accepted in principle for visitors however the applicant has referred to an amended landscape plan that has not been submitted to accompany the application. The Highway Authority are therefore unable to agree to the proposed locations. Given that there are numerous competing requirements within the external space this should be submitted for review and agreed at the application stage. In addition, staff cycle parking should be provided within a covered and secure cycle store, the applicant has stated that this can be dealt with by way of a condition however given that this would be located within the building and require direct access on to the landscaped area this should be agreed at the application stage.”
Stantec Response:
An updated Landscaping plan for the position of the relocated Sheffield Stands will be provided.
Fire Access
RBC stated in their comments that:
“The Highway Authority have reviewed the submitted Fire Strategy, and it is noted that the tracking plan has been submitted for a standard fire appliance however details must also include the provision of the larger fire tender vehicle that would deal with the high-rise buildings proposed as part of the scheme.
In addition, it is noted that the Fire Strategy advises that the access route for a fire appliance would be clear and unobstructed however, this is not the case given that the space could be obstructed by a delivery vehicle or a huge number of bins on collection days.
The Fire Strategy should therefore be updated to reflect the above.”
Stantec Response:
We have consulted with Hoare Lea who are the schemes fire consultant. The previously shown pumping appliance is in line with Building Regulations requirement. Therefore there is no requirement for tracking of a high reach pumping appliance. Updated Fire tender tracking has been included with this response, see Drawing 332610561-STN-HGN-XX-DR-H-0021 – P04.
Tracking has been completed, and it shows the fire tender passing the 13 x 1,100L and 240L bins (Drawing 332610561-STN-HGN-XX-DR-H-0006 P09).
[bookmark: _Hlk190699266]It should be noted this is a loading bay, not a parking bay and will be restricted to waiting only by the facilities team. As such, the vehicle will not be unattended with the driver available to move the vehicle in the event of a fire.
The Fire Strategy has been updated to reflect these changes.
Trip Generation
0. RBC stated in their comments that:
“Following The receipt of the additional information the Highway Authority have been able to review the mode share percentage through the census data and this is agreed. 
The data therefore presented within Table 7.7 of the Transport Statement that stipulates that vehicles trips associated by the development would decrease albeit that there would be some increases in overall trips by alternative modes, is accepted.”
Stantec Response:
It is acknowledged that this is accepted.
Highway Works
RBC stated in their response that:
"The proposed development results in the provision of a new / widened footway / cycleway along the western boundary of the site between Vastern Road and the Towpath, this route already partly within the adoptable Highway extent and as such the proposed improvements should all be adopted. This should include the full opening at the northern boundary with the Towpath. The proposal proposes further improvements along the Towpath which is also Public Highway.
The extent of all the Highway works should be illustrated on a dedicated plan(s) to be included within any S106 Agreement.”
Stantec Response:
Included with this response is a drawing that contains displays all the highway works, see Drawing 332610561-STN-HGN-XX-DR-H-0025B P02.
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