


              Transport/Highways Appraisal
	Reference
	73450/APP/2023/431

	Location
	LAND AT CORNER OF FORE STREET & HIGH ROAD EASTCOTE

	Proposal
	Erection of a building for the use as a day nursery/pre-school, providing childcare and education for children age 0-4 years (Sui Generis use)

	Case Officer
	Natasha Vernal

	Recommendation
	REFUSAL

	
	

	
	


Site Characteristics & Background
The proposal site is bounded by the High Road and Fore Street in Eastcote. It is also flanked by the River Pinn and an established petrol station to the north and east of the site envelope respectively. 
The site consists of an area of natural vegetation throughout its extent with some significant tree provisions on the boundaries of the site envelope. It is private in tenure and has never been legitimately accessible to the general public. The location is mainly devoid of on-street parking controls and the location exhibits a relatively poor public transport accessibility level (PTAL) rating of 1b which heightens dependency on the ownership and use of private motor transport.
It is proposed to construct a new nursery building catering for ages from 0-4 years active from 8am to 6pm with a daily maximum of 64 children on-site and 22/3 childcare/ancillary staff members respectively. 10 communal car park spaces (inclusive of 5 disabled compliant bays) together with a total of 25 cycle on-plot spaces accessed via a currently redundant carriageway crossing (cc) on Fore Street located opposite Armstrong Close, that would now require modification/widening.

Parking Provision & Vehicular Trip Generation
There are no prescriptive standards (regional or otherwise) that can be applied but the Local Plan standard suggests that an individual ‘site based’ transport assessment should be undertaken together with the submission of a travel plan. In addition to any on-plot parking there should be provision for ‘drop-off’ and ‘pick-up’ facilities to be provided within the site envelope where possible.
10 communal car park spaces (inclusive of 5 disabled compliant bays) serving the needs of staff which would equate to, in excess, of 20. Given the aforementioned PTAL rating, it would be expected that most if not all staff would attend the location by private motor transport giving rise to some displaced parking onto the local highway. In regard to parental parking demand, (although not stated by the applicant), it would appear that there may be some potential for up to 10 vehicles could enter and drop-off within the site envelope at any one time which would be broadly replicated at pick-up periods. The applicant refers to a submitted indicative Travel Plan which, in the context of the site location (poor PTAL) and typical user profile of ‘linked trip’ patronage, would be considered relatively inconsequential in terms of a measurable move toward sustainable travel to and from the address.
Peak nursery activity periods are anticipated to occur between 8 to 9am with 45 two-way movements (26 arrivals & 19 departures) and 5pm to 6pm with 19 two-way movements (5 arrivals & 14 departures). It is therefore logical to assume that during both periods, all attending and departing vehicles (including staff vehicles) cannot be accommodated on-site resulting in an imposition of parking demand on neighbouring Fore Street and other nearby roadways.
Parking surveys undertaken by the applicant during these periods suggest that there is some available on-street capacity to cater for potential overspill particularly on Fore Street.
However, what the applicant has failed to acknowledge and address, is the level of base-line traffic movement already in evidence on this particular stretch of highway to which a number of educational outlets, all positioned within 1 mile of the address, already contribute. This includes 5 nurseries with comparable periods of operation and 6 schools (listed below), all of which exhibit similar timed attendance profiles particularly during the morning drop-off periods.  
Nurseries
‘Coteford’, ‘4Street’,’Bright horizons, ’Rise Montessori’ & Bloom Tree Montessori.
Schools
Coteford Infants & Junior, Grangewood Primary, Bishop Ramsey, Haydon Secondary & Warrender (incl Nursery).
Given this established trip generation generated by the above ‘education’ sites coupled with random observations made by council officers and the local community, suggest that Fore Street already experiences a substantive heavily trafficked base-line during peak periods due substantially to the cumulative impacts of all 11 established educational outlets. It is therefore the HA’s view that given the level of predicted added activity and likely demand for on-street parking by patrons attending the newly proposed nursery, there is potential for additional undue highway obstruction resulting in congestion to occur to the potential detriment of overall traffic movement and highway safety. Without evidence to the contrary, the HA cannot therefore support additional on-street parking load or the predicted vehicular trip imposition on the public highway for this very reason hence there is opposition to the proposal on the grounds of additional burden to existing cumulative base-line traffic levels evident in the locality.
PMA Comment: 
The Highways Officer has stated that: “Peak nursery activity periods are anticipated to occur between 8 to 9am with 45 two-way movements (26 arrivals & 19 departures) and 5pm to 6pm with 19 two-way movements (5 arrivals & 14 departures). It is therefore logical to assume that during both periods, all attending and departing vehicles (including staff vehicles) cannot be accommodated on-site resulting in an imposition of parking demand on neighbouring Fore Street and other nearby roadways.” This assumption assumes that arrivals and departures stay for the whole hour and therefore demand builds, however nursery pick-ups and drop offs tend not to take this long, being made up of smaller trips.  If required, additional mitigation could be conditioned in the form of the Travel Plan condition, which would speed up the drop off / pick up process. For example, children could be collected and delivered to parents waiting in their vehicles. 
As outlined within the Transport Statement, according to the TRICS database, the proposed 64 child nursery is expected to create a total of 177 daily trips, made up of 89 arrivals and 89 departures. It should be reiterated that nurseries tend to be accessed as part of a linked trip, which is also what the Highways Officer states. The number of trips within the outlined table should therefore not be considered as “new” trips. 
As stated within the provided Objection Rebuttal dated 18042023:
“2.17 The peak hour for arrivals for the proposed nursery is expected to be between 08:00 and 09:00, with a total of 26 arrivals in accordance with the TRICs data. The peak 15 minute parking survey beat which was recorded within this time was between 08:45 – 09:00 with a total of 63 cars parked within the unrestricted parking opportunities found within the study area. The number of expected arrivals from 08:00 – 09:00 is 26. In order to present a worst case scenario, assuming that half of the 26 arrivals (13) arrive within the peak measured beat surveys (08:45 – 09:00), three vehicles would be required to park on-street. This is due to the internal parking provision, providing space for ten vehicle internally. An additional three cars parking on-street during the peak 15 minute beat survey would increase the parking stress by 2%, from 61% to 63%. Reducing the number of on-street parking opportunities by one (due to the enlargement of the dropped kerb in order to access the site) would increase the parking stress by a further 1%, to 64%.” If the pick up or drop off takes less than the 15 minute peak there will be no overspill on the adjoining roads.  
2.18 As has been shown throughout the analysis provided herein the proposed will not result in a parking stress anywhere near the 90% threshold that usually denotes a high parking stress. As a worst case, the greatest impact could be an increase by 3%, from 61% to 64%, during the peak morning period. This doesn’t take into consideration of the drop-off area, which will likely reduce this impact.” 
The Highways Officer has also stated that “Parking surveys undertaken by the applicant during these periods suggest that there is some available on-street capacity to cater for potential overspill particularly on Fore Street. however, then goes on to state that “random observations made by Council Officers and the local community suggest that Fore Street already experience heavily trafficked baseline during the peak periods.” The parking surveys undertaken are in line with the peak times for other local nurseries and schools, therefore all existing demand has been measured and assessed, in contrast to the random observations which have taken place. 
Conclusion
Refusal is recommended as follows:
“The proposal fails to satisfactorily and fully demonstrate that the traffic generated by the proposed development would not have an adverse traffic imposition/parking impact on the surrounding highway network thereby potentially leading to adverse congestion/additional on-street parking to the detriment of pedestrian and highway safety contrary to Local Plan: Part 2 Development Plan (2020) Policies DMT 1 & DMT 2 and Policies T4 of the London Plan (2021).”


END




Richard Michalski - Highway Authority (28/07/2023)
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