Turner xLowe x ASSOCIates TRAFFIC ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS

22 Guest Road. Manchester. M25 3DL. Tel. 0161 798 7898 Fax. 0161 798 6642

Barris Liptrott Esq. 15 June 2010
Morbaine

The Finlan Centre

Hale Road

Widnes

Wa8 8PU

Dear Mr Liptrott

Representations to South Lakeland Core Strategy Document&mination in Public.
Proposed Allocation of Land at Canal Head. Kendal

We refer to the invitation of the Inspector of tBgamination in Public of the South
Lakeland Core Strategy Document to make final representations on proposed changes to
the Core Strategy Document following submissions madeedigarings.

This letter sets out, hopefully in easy to underdtierms, our concerns over the proposed
change to the Kendal Canal Head Area Action Plapetimnit an “appropriately sized”
food retail development in the preferred option for the site

This report is written in our capacity as advistarsviorbaine on the currently proposed
development on the Rugby Club site on Shap Road. We have, however been involved in
schemes in Kendal for many years starting with pheposed Booths supermarket in
Wainwright's Yard in 2000 (before the current traffmanagement scheme on
Stricklandgate was devised) followed by the Homebstere on Beezon Road in 2003,
the new hotel on Beezon Road in 2005, and the Woklfyard developments ranging
from a Department store to a Hotel and other retails in 2005, 2006 and 2007. We
have followed the changes in traffic in Kendal foore than 10 years and have vested
interests in many developments in the town. Ad Ww# demonstrated later in this
submission, the inclusion of a large foodstore lwe €anal Head site would adversely
affect all the schemes we have dealt with in thet pad, therefore, all other businesses in
the town.

Proposed Development on Rugby Club Site

Before considering the effects of the Canal Heaemehit is essential to consider the
previous and current applications on the Rugby Gltd as from information we have
seen submitted to the Examination in Public ofGloee Strategy the impression is given
that this was refused on insurmountable groundkis © not the case and any such
information is misleading.

The current planning application for a retail deyshent on the Rugby Club site was
submitted following the issue of the Inspectorpae into the Appeal against the refusal
of the original planning application for a mixedtband non-food retail development on
this site in March. In summary the Inspector cdesed that there were no retail or other
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planning reasons for refusing the application, enthe case of the highway aspects of
the scheme reported that:

“35 .... Itis clear from the Kendal Transport Asseent(a study commissioned by

the planning authority not the Transportation Asseent that supported the Rugby Club
redevelopment)evidence presented at the Inquiry, and my observations that there are
potential improvements that could be made to th@wa junctions, However, whilst a
particular solution was referred to at the Inquing details were provided and no
junction modelling was submitted that could confithat the works were capable of
being carried out and that the additional vehithesugh the junction would not result in
harm.

36 In these circumstances | consider thatatiditional traffic through the Station
Road / Longpool roundabout would materially addexisting levels of congestion and
unacceptably effect the free flow of traffic “

This was the only reason for upholding the refusiakhe application. The current

application provides additional information showitigat the proposed improvement of
this junction (actually the pedestrian crossingaadnt to the junction) would enable the
additional traffic that would result from the prgeal development on the Rugby Club
site to pass through this junction without any @a&se in congestion and probably a
reduction in the existing congestion.

The highway authority have confirmed in their consultation response to the planning
authority on the current application that the proposed changes to the pedastlitgn
would offer benefits to the highway network in thiginity. The same consultation
response makes some comments that are quite pesbka details of requests that have
been made of the highway authority are known anzhse the Inspector wants to see the
full consultation response and our comments onrdgponse, a copy of our letter of the

10 June (which has a copy of the highway authadtyiments at the rear) is attached as
Appendix A to this letter.

What is clear is that there is no reason for tleppsed development on the Rugby Club
to be considered to be unacceptable.

What is not specifically mentioned in the Rugby I€laspector’s report but which was
presented as evidence to the Inquiry and is inTadansportation Assessment for the
current application for the Rugby Club site, andiohis very relevant to the Core
Strategy, is the fact that the development on thughbi Club site would result in

significant reductions in traffic on the town centtne-way highway system and critical
highways such as Lowther Street and Blackhall Road.

The full effects of the Rugby Club development, dth®n a manual assessment, are
included in the Transportation Assessment for theeow application. This was also
submitted to the Rugby Club Inquiry as Supplementary Evidence and is the document
from where the Inspector obtained the traffic flows gdatehis report.

The results of this exercise, which consisted dfigmsng the traffic the proposed
development was likely to generate (actually allewdikely to be exceeded in reality as
is required under the Department for Transport Ael\an Transportation Assessment) to
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the highway network using the most direct routana from the site and the points of
origin of the trips, then removing the trips thadud already be being made to existing
foodstores in the area, were summarised in a simhiplgram for the two critical time
periods agreed with the highway authority (the vadsgkevening peak period and the
Saturday peak period).

We would be happy to supply a copy of the curreran$portation Assessment or
evidence presented to the Rugby Club Inquiry i thould be of assistance to the Core
Strategy Examination in Public but as this is adéadocument (and may have already
been submitted by the planning authority) for simpliave reproduce just the two
diagrams in Appendix B to this letter. As can bersin the weekday pm peak period the
Rugby Club development would result in the followieffects (very similar effects in the
Saturday peak period)

100 vehicle per hour reduction on Stramongate
100 vehicle per hour reduction on New Road
100 vehicle per hour reduction on Bridge Streeille@viBridge
94 vehicle per hour reduction on Aynam Road / Nether Bridge
247 vehicle per hour reduction on Lound Road
297 vehicle per hour reduction on Burton Road
103 vehicle per hour reduction on Kirkland / Higtega
103 vehicle per hour reduction on Lowther Street
199 vehicle per hour reduction on Blackhall Road

In addition to the obvious benefits that these céidas would bring to the town centre
highway network in terms of reduced congestion aedhys due to queuing, the
Environmental Heath Department of the South LaksRistrict Council has advised the
planning authority as part of the consultation & tturrent Rugby Club scheme
application of the imminent need to extend the LmwtStreet Air Quality Management
Area as a result of existing levels of traffic ceation in the town centre. All the roads
which it is now proposed that the Air Quality Maeagent Area would cover, would
experience a reduction in traffic as a result of the Rugby Club devetdpr copy of
our comments on the Environmental Health Departroensultation response (with the
actual consultation response at the rear of the Jestattached as Appendix C.

The proposed Rugby Club development would probably avoid the need for the Air
Quality Management Area to be extended (and maagqrties in Kendal town centre
blighted as a result) but may even enable the feethe current Order on Lowther
Street to be reviewed.

There are clearly numerous major highway and environmental benefits that would be
experienced as a result of the Rugby Club developapgoval

Proposed Canal Head Development Options
As part of the current Rugby Club application twopflementary Reports have been
produced. Supplementary Report 1 considered tipdications of a Foodstore on the

Canal Head Site. Supplementary Report 2 lookguratlems with the Kendal Traffic
Model and updated Supplementary Report 1 in thiet laf output from the Kendal
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Traffic Model received since Supplementary Repohia@l been issued. Copies of these
Supplementary Reports are attached as Appendices D and E respectively.

As our Supplementary Report 1 details, a foodsha® previously been considered on

the Canal Head site by consultants appointed bypthening authority to considered
options and identify a preferred option for the @aHead site. A foodstore was not
considered in the original option identificatiorudy, the options derived from which
were the subject of a public consultation exerciag, was suggested as part of that
consultation exercise and commented on by the consultants undertaking this study in
their final report.

At that time it was considered that this additionption would be a foodstore with a
gross floor area of 6500 sq m with no other uses on the site and the traffic generation
potential of this option was assessed on the bafsiaverage trip rates (no longer
considered acceptable by the Department for Trahggoa result of there being a 50%
chance of the traffic generation potential beingarrestimated through the use of such
rates)

Those consultants concluded in the Community Sjyateection of the analysis
undertaken to establish the preferred option (South Lakeland Local Development
Framework Kendal Canal Head Area Action Plan PreteOptions Report) that Option

5 (the foodstore option) was considered to haveegative impact on the transport
network (third para. Section 5.5).

In the case of the Planning Policy section of thalysis, Option 5 did not score well and
was considered to have _a vemggative impact on the already constrained tramspo
network (section 5.6.6).

In the case of compliance with the Area Action P(ARP) objectives a very simple
ranking was adopted with no apparent weighting mite@ the different criteria. The
options were effectively given a 1 to 5 score I {s presented as -- through 0 to ++.
As the Preferred Options report makes clear at.faval, a -- performance indicates a
particularly negative impact in achieving an AAHRedbive, whereas a ++ performance
indicated a particularly positive benefit in achieving A%P objective.

In what can only be an error that was not pickedwipen looking at how the Options
meet the AAP requirements, and in particularly tBquirement to facilitate efficient
movement through and within the town, Option 5 essidered to warrant a + score,
inferring that this Option is considered to havislgghtly positive” impact in facilitating
efficient movement through the town.

This scoring is not the advergapact on current congestion in the town (whiclthwhe
preceding comments would warrant a ++ for Optionbbix the ability of the Option to
ensure_efficientmovement through the town in which case Option g vits very
negative impact on the already constrained transmiwork should have been scored --.

The same also applies to the Preferred Option &hadahilst balancing its proposed land
uses to minimise peak period traffic flows wouldl sindoubtedly have some effect on
the town centre network, probably deserving a neutral O score, but even with this O score
on it's traffic effects Option 3 would still havel 1+'s and no —'s. Option 5, however,
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would only have 2 +'s, 1 minus and whatever wasr@mmate for the effects of this
option on the town centre highway network (at lemsninus and probably a double
minus).

The conclusion that Option 3 was the best to premstundoubtedly correct but to
suggest as the report does that Option 5 was dightlg behind in this ranking, is very
misleading.

These conclusions of the planning authority’s ownsultants were based on an assumed
foodstore of 6500 sqg m and no other developmerd (ae traffic the foodstore was
estimated having a 50% chance of being an undenagsf). Information now submitted

by the development promoters suggests a foodst@®0® sq m with other land uses, all

of which will generate peak period traffic movements (with the Masterplan drawing
showing a foodstore significantly larger than 63@0m and parking appropriate for a
much larger development).

On the basis of just a 6900 sq m foodstore, asSopplementary Report 1 showed, the
effects of just the foodstore element on the townte highway network would be
significant.

The same diagram as used to show the effects dRtighy Club scheme on the town
centre, but showing the effects of just the foodstlement of the Canal Head scheme is
reproduced in the Figures section of our SuppleamgriReport 1 (Appendix D to this
letter). As in the case of the Rugby Club siteow#inces have been made for trips
already being made to existing foodstores in tle@.afTo summarise this we reproduce a
section of our letter on the Air Quality effects of the Rugby Club scheme (Appendix A)
which considered the effects of the Canal Headdtwyd on all the highways which it is
considered need to be included in the extended hemstreet Air Quality Management
Area at the present time due to existing levels dficraongestion.

Effects of Proposed Foodstore Development on Canal Head &it
(Other uses making up the total development would add ememore traffic)

Highway Weekday PM Peak
Lowther Street +362 vehicles
Highgate +362 vehicles
Blackhall Road (New Road to Stramongate) +358 vehicles
Blackhall Road (Stramongate to Shopping Ctr) +178 vehicle
Blackhall Road (Shopping Ctr to Sandes Ave) +176 vehicles
New Road +334 vehicles
Stramongate (Blackhall Rd to New Road) +397 vehicles
Stramongate (Castle St to and over Bridge) + 9leshic
Wildman Street - 28 vehicles

The above flows are the additional traffic that Vdolbe experienced in just one hour, and
over a 24 hour day the increased traffic would hawdsastrous effect on air quality in
the town centre.
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Our Supplementary Report 2 looked at specific jumst around the town on the basis of
information from the Kendal Traffic Model and shahat the above increases in traffic
would result in serious additional congestion. tAat time it was envisaged that the
previously “hinted at” new bridge over the Riverri{do the north of Miller Bridge
would be an essential requirement just to avoidetkisting congestion on the approach
to the existing Miller Bridge, and this would dothimg to reduce the impact of the
development at other parts of the highway network.

We are now advised that redevelopment of the Canal Head site could be accompanied by
two-way working of Aynam Road or a replacement roadning south to north from
Lound Road to Miller Bridge, as if this would besalution to the issues that this
development would cause. We could produce yethandBupplementary Report on
these suggestions but have probably produced enough reports for the time being, and
therefore simply comment on the implications of éhksgest revelations as follows.

As mentioned in our letter on the air quality effee®f the Rugby Club scheme,
(Appendix A), utilising the Miller Bridge to enabl#affic to pass northwards from
Aynam Road to Blackhall Road might appear bendfigia this has not been thought
through and would have a serious effect on Low8teget traffic conditions and the air
quality in the current Air Quality Management Area.

Whilst taking some of the traffic that currentlyegsLowther Street away (and putting it
on the Miller Bridge) would reduce the volume ddffic causing the current air quality
problems, the new junction where Lowther Street ld/dwave to meet traffic coming off
the bridge would require traffic on Lowther Street to be controlled (probably by traffic
signals) resulting in traffic standing with enginesning in the worst location for air
quality.

Once past this junction the effects on Blackhala®@oNew Road and Stramongate (all
requiring protection under the expansion of thestaxy Air Quality Management Area to
deal with existing traffic volumes) would be thergaas illustrated above.

Nothing has been put forward as to how the two-wayking of Aynam Road would be
achieved at its southern end. Here the junctioyriam Road with Lound Road /
Nether Bridge is already constrained with queues developing on Aynam Road when
traffic is able to use two lanes and only gives waypedestrians using the zebra
crossings and the light flow from Lound Road to idgtBridge for the right turn out of
Aynam Road.

With the Aynam Road traffic plus the foodstore fiafdestined for the south being
forced into one lane and the junction having tocbetrolled so that northbound traffic
from Lound Road is able to get on to the two-wayisagceven greater congestion than is
already predicted for this junction will prevailtwino scope for providing the necessary
improvements without major property clearance (Wwhis not in the control of the
promoters).

Nothing has been put forward for a complete repterg of Aynam Road. Such a

scheme would have to rely on Parkside Road to rheehd Road. This is already
predicted to be operating close to capacity witlamditional traffic using Parkside Road.
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There is residential development on each side dfsitte Road and a significant number
would have to be acquired and demolished to imptbisgjunction.

The Canal Head Foodstore option has been promoteel 2008 and many hours of work
have obviously been undertaken attempting to shasvgractical. There has not been a
single piece of evidence submitted by the promdteatwe are aware of that attempts to
guantify the traffic effects of this option, jusemeral statements that everything will be
fine. In the time that has been available we find staggering (unless of course the
work has been done and it cannot be presentedshevts things will not be fine). When

we met the highway authority to discuss the Ruglb@evelopment in March 2010 it

was confirmed that there had been no contact to discuss the details of any of th& scheme
involving a foodstore suggested during and sinee2008 AAP Preferred Options Report

was issued.

In the light of the authority’s own consultant’'spogt and the above information we
cannot understand why the planning authority ardicoing to promote this option and
requesting the Core Strategy Inspector to consdehange to the current preferred
option.

Use of Kendal Traffic Model

It has been said by the highway authority that Klemdal Traffic Model is needed to
show the actual effects of proposed developmenkseidal. Whilst we are not opposed
to use of the model this is a somewhat strangerstit as there are many towns in the
County and elsewhere in the Country that have la@ldpments much larger than the
schemes currently being promoted for the Rugby Gntd Canal Head sites approved
that do not have a traffic model. Indeed the Kénazdel cannot be used to consider the
Saturday effects of any proposed development alsas only been calibrated for
weekdays.

Even if it were to be used, however, all it woulnlid to show that the effects resulting
from a manual assessment may not be as bad ongtimeays predicted to be subject to
an increase in traffic, as a model is able (onbsis of what it has been told about the
availability of other routes) to assign some of titadfic that would ordinarily use certain
highways if there was adequate capacity, to otegs bbvious routes in an attempt to
“spread the misery” over a wider area. In thiganse all the alternative routes are the
residential streets that surround the town centre.

What the model cannot do is miraculously pronouthee the estimated traffic for the
Rugby Club scheme, the Canal Head scheme, or &y ptoposed development would
be less than estimated as the model does not slotltlei estimated effects of a proposed
development still need to be calculated manually @mce fed into the model all it does
Is indicate which highways will be used by thidfica

As a result of the serious overloading the foodstor the Canal Head site would create
on the main highways as detailed above, the modglindicate that there would be less
increase on the main roads with traffic being dieerto the surrounding residential

streets, and it is for these reasons that useraidel would be beneficial.
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The highway authority had requested that the Kendal model be used to assdfecth

of the original Rugby Club scheme and we agreethit request offering to fund the
necessary work. This work was not undertaken kytithe of the Rugby Club Inquiry,
however, and it became necessary to undertake #imeiah assessment which produced
the flow diagrams previously referred to in thitde to supply the Rugby Club Inquiry
with the necessary information.

In the event the highway authority found time tm fine model itself using incorrect
information and issued a report the day beforeRbgby Club Inquiry opened which
showed that the effects on the junction that becenieal for that scheme would be less

than predicted by the manual assessment with secafiec tbeing reassigned to other
routes which in this instance did not have any adverse consequences. Had it been run
with the correct information and the suggested oupment to the pedestrian crossing at

the junction it would have shown an overall improestnin the situation.

When the Transportation Assessment for the cuReigiboy Club scheme was submitted
in March 2010 we advised that if the Highway Autihoagain wished to use the Model
this would be funded as part of the developmente idicated, however, that for this
work to be agreed we needed to have more detailseoéxisting model output for the
area of particular concern to the Rugby Club schtammake sure that any output from
the model could be considered reliable. Follownegeipt of that information our
Supplementary Report 2 (Appendix D) was produced.

The highway authority have responded in email to our report and cotisadi¢ne Model

Is not in need of the various changes we considere@ necessary on the basis of it
having been “validated”. This is important, nostjdior the Canal Head site, but for the
complete Core Strategy as the Model has been wsadsess all the sites proposed for
allocation in the Local Development Framework.

We do not wish to burden the Inspector with a blmwblow account of our report and

the highway authority response (as this is still ongoing with us still wishing tthase

model once it is reliable) and therefore give a Bsw@mples of areas where it is obvious
that the Model is not accurately interpreting thasing situation despite it being

apparently “validated” which the Inspector can aigrece / witness if desired.

Drivers leaving the town in the evening peak peradhe present time often meet a
gqueue formed on Station Road extending back from what is often thought to be the mini-
roundabout outside the Railway Station but in fadhe pedestrian crossing just beyond
the mini-roundabout. The photograph below showgaal queue when the crossing is
operated by pedestrians.
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12 vehicle queue from Mini-Roundabout Give Way lindQueue actually starts from
Pedestrian Crossing beyond mini-roundabout)

As can be seen this queue extends further thaeybean see past the bend at the bus
depot. In fact it often extends to Beezon Roathagphotograph below taken on one of
the journey time runs shows.

Back of Queue formed when pedestrian crossing at Railway Station operates
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The model, however, predicts no queue at the nomidabout give-way line and only a
1 vehicle queue at the pedestrian crossing

Mini-Roundabout

Pedestrian Crossing
Traffic Model Output for 2008 PM Peak Hour showingaverage queue length

Regular users of the highways in this area wilb &sow that a queue often develops on
Wildman Street as a result of pedestrians usingiwltezebra crossings at the Beezon
Road / Castle Street junction, on-street servicamgl traffic from Wildman Street having
to merge with traffic on Ann Street to travel southStramongate. The photograph
below shows the typical situation.

!1 I,
U i

Typical Queue on Wildman Street

Turner xLowe xAssociates



T xL xA
_11_

The Model, however, thinks there is not a singleicle queue on this section of highway

Beezon Road Wildman Street

S

2

Stramongate Castle Street
Traffic Model Output for 2008 PM Peak Hour showingaverage queue length

This is a result, in part, of the absence of thesksgveral other pedestrian crossing from
the Model. Should the planning authority ask what would the effects leenolvmg one

or both of these crossings (having paid for the 8dd be updated this would be a

reasonable question to ask) the answer would ke KMbdel would show no change as
the crossings are not in the Model to be removedhis is clearly an unacceptable

situation.

There is also a long queue which develops on Loolgh&hap Road on the route into
town. This is directly affected by the frequency of operation op#uestrian crossing.
On average the queue typically extends to the AgypRoad junction as the photographs
below show (taken at the same operation of the gigde crossing just as the crossing
returned to green for vehicle traffic).
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Typical Queue on Longpool / Shap Road due to operation of Pextdan Crossing
There are times when the queue extends beyond Byplead and similarly times when

the queue only extends as far as the railway oxdgé, but this is typically the
“average” situation.
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The model, however, predicts that the average queue on Shap Road would be 18 vehicles
long beyond Appleby Road.

Shap Road Appleby Road

Longpool
Again this is simply not the case.

The model has been validated by comparing predictdtic flows at certain locations
with observed flows and we are advised that theéid®taRoad / Longpool / Wildman
Street junction was one location where observed flows wempared to predicted flows.

We have requested details of the observed flows used for this validation process as the
predicted flows on the Longpool are significantly different to flows observed in 2010
(which logically should only be a percent or twéfelient to the flows observed in 2008).

Even if the observed flows and predicted flows elate, however, the above differences

in queues make any predictions from the model asrrently stands meaningless.

The model was also validated by comparing actuahey times over certain routes with
predicted journey times. A route around the town centre was one ofuvhigdation
routes (the actual route is detailed in our Supplaiary Report 2 (Appendix D) section
2.26). According to the Kendal Transport Assessmdrich sets out the validation of
the Traffic Model, actual runs around this routereveecorded in 2008 ranging from 5
min 39 sec to 15 min 16 sec with an average time of 9 min 20 sec.

Whilst there have been some minor changes to thitersince the 2008 validation the
time taken to travel this route at the present tisnstill a good indication. As stated in
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our Supplementary Report 2, it would be impossibléravel this route in 5 min 39 sec.
and we would invite the Inspector to try this tonfton our findings. The quickest time
that this route could be covered when tested on aalameekday was 8 minutes.

The longest time was actually better than the woeste time quoted in the Model
Validation report of 13 min 30 sec (compared to 15 mirsd®in the validation report)
and the average time was 10 min 30 sec. Had theusapedestrian crossings that have
been omitted from the model been included the maabelld probably have been
considered to be well validated. As it stands, éav, (with a strange comment from the
highway authority in response to our report that¢hossings do not need to be included
in the model as the model is predicting journeyesmvell assuming the crossings do not
exist) the output cannot be considered to be anyemeliable than our manual
assessment (which is the only form of assessmantitbuld be available had there not
been a model).

We understand that the SLDC are proposing to commission running the model as part of
another study to look at further options for then@leHead site. If run it its present form

any output would be meaningless and open to chgdlenlf the above issues were
corrected and the output considered reliable, st kb could say is that the effects of
adding the amount of traffic that has been estichate accordance with DoT
recommendations would be either the same as showur manual assessment or a
combination of lesser effects on the main highwapsl increases in traffic in the
surrounding residential streets. The model witl In® able to make the seriously adverse
effects of a foodstore on the Canal Head site ‘gaya.

Conclusions
In the light of:

i. Our calculations which have been in the publimd: since March and have
not been challenged

il. No alternative traffic figures from the schenf@®moters despite promoting
this option now for a number of years

iii. The fact that whenever the Kendal Traffic Modslused, and in whatever
form, corrected or otherwise, the best that can be hoped is a lesser increase in
traffic on the main roads than we predict but vatborresponding increase in
traffic on the surrounding residential streets, and

iv. The Environmental Heath Department’s intendetkesion of the Lowther
Street Air Quality Management Area as a resultxadtang traffic flows which
will only be increased as a result of a foodstareh® Canal Head site

We cannot see why the planning authority are vgllio use public money to continue
promoting this option.

The proposed change to the Canal Head Area Actamm Re understand, is to enable an
“appropriately sized” foodstore to be included Ire tpreferred option. This may be
thought would enable a much smaller sized developrte be included if the lesser
traffic effects were deemed to be acceptable. Evstor@ half the size of that currently
proposed would result in significant additionafficaon the critical highways and would
still lead to worsening congestion for all highwagers and fly in the face of the
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expansion of the Lowther Street Air Quality Management Area to deal with existing
problems.

As far as we are aware the promoters of the CaaatiHoodstore have not indicated that
a store smaller than that being promoted woulddoe@table (and it is very questionable
if new bridges and highways - which would be regdifor any foodstore of reasonable
size - would be financially viable for a small¢éore).

The requested change to the AAP wording will simmelgult in the Rugby Club scheme,
which has been demonstrated will result in redum@ayestion on the critical highways
and less traffic based emissions in the Lowthexe®tAir Quality Management Area, and
the much needed benefits it will bring to the Rugby Club and community that wsiilee
to use the new facilities in Oxenholme, being dethypossibly to the extent that the
benefits will be lost forever.

Accordingly, through this letter, we would request the Inspector not to agree to the
proposed change in wording of the Canal Head Are@oA Plan on the basis that no
information has been submitted to show that angmehof the size likely to be required

to meet the needs of the promoter would not leadntcceptable consequences for the
highway network and air quality in the town, whiltere has been significant,
unchallenged, evidence that it would lead to thesecceptable consequences.

Yours faithfully

Flosinr-

John Lowe
Partner
Turner Lowe Associates
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Turner xLowe x ASSOCIates TRAFFIC ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS

22 Guest Road. Manchester. M25 3DL. Tel. 0161 798 7898 Fax. 0161 798 6642

Barris Liptrott Esq. 10 June 2010
Morbaine

The Finlan Centre

Hale Road

Widnes

Wa8 8PU

Dear Mr Liptrott

Proposed Development. Kendal RUFC Site. Shap Road. Kendal
Consultation Response of Highway Authority

We refer to the letter to you of the 2 June fronsNBellwood of the South Lakeland
District Council (SLDC) Planning Department enctgsiwo further letters; one from the
Environmental Health Department of SLDC dated 2% Magyarding proposals to extend
the Lowther Street Air Quality Management Area, ané from the Highway Authority
dated 28 May.

This letter responds to the Highway Authority’séet(a copy of which is attached). This
letter is one of a series of letters which deahwite responses received from various
sources regarding the proposed development. It, nimrefore need to be read in
conjunction with other responses where referred tonelo

Whilst we are addressing this letter to Morbaine,agsume that it will be forwarded on
with the other letters to the planning authoritg @ur requests for further information set
out below are therefore, made to the planning aityhooriginal comment authors.

Traffic Impact

The highway authority point out that there is nodelbng of the Station Road /
Longpool Road junction (nor of the Shap Road / &pgl Road junction, the existing
problems here being directly related to the Station Road / Longpool junction).

The Transportation Assessment provides a detaigdiaeation of what is currently
happening at these junctions in paragraphs 8.47 to 8.66 and states at 8.56:

8.56 We would be happy to produce a simulation of ¢éfisct but it would be
beneficial to agree all the parameters with the Highway Authority first.

When a copy of the Transportation Assessment watstseMr Smith and Mr Goodwill
of the Highway Authority by email on the 10 March we stated:

We would like to prepare a detailed simulationtd turrent junction and as you will see
in the report, this would best be done after aligmaeters are agreed. | would therefore
like to meet you (both) on site to observe andugis¢he current problems and how these
can be translated to a model. | assume that youldvalso want to use the Kendal
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Traffic Model to check the effects of the propas#ls we agreed for the previous scheme
the developer is happy to commission this worloag bs the input and alterations to the
model are agreed (which they were not for the autpterred to in the council’s case at
the Inquiry, although the predicted flows from thedel were lower than the flows from
my manual assessment).

When we met the Highway Authority on the 30 Marcle wet out our proposed
methodology for simulating this junction (which standard compusessment programs
are unable to replicate) and again stated thabitldvbe desirable to agree the parameters
first.

Since then (10weeks ago) there has been no feediraakkempt to agree any of the
parameters necessary for this work. The letteh®f28 May contains the first response
we have seen regarding the proposed splitting efptidestrian crossing facility (which
we have always stated is the cause of the probienss area and this has subsequently
been confirmed from the Kendal Traffic Model Outpl&t has been received through a
Freedom of Information Act request).

We are therefore somewhat surprised at the statemethe letter relating to this
junction.

In the absence of reaching agreement over the p#easnand the actual form of the

alterations to the pedestrian crossing (the lagbotvn in the Transportation Assessment
is just one suggestion, as we discussed at theinrgeat the 30 March there are other
options) we will undertake the simulation discusaethe meeting using our parameters
as soon as other matters are confirmed.

Traffic Growth

The Highway Authority consider that the backgroutrdffic growth used in the
assessment is not correct. The growth used irassgssment is the same as adopted in
the Kendal Transport Assessment and the Kendafid fdibdel (albeit the output from
the model — discussed in a separate letter — dateseem to confirm this) and was used
to avoid any areas of dispute.

The Highway Authority state that they do not waot discuss the Canal Head
development option involving a foodstore as paithed application and advised after the
meeting in March they were not prepared to autkasse of the Kendal Traffic Model to
do this as part of the work Morbaine were prepared to commission.

SLDC are treating this Option for the Canal Hedd as a material factor in the Rugby
Club application and this site, therefore, doebexrelevant to this application.

The Canal Head site is just one of a number ofsithich are being proposed for
allocation for various uses in the SLDC Core Stwte The effects of these
developments on the Kendal highway network are rg waaterial factor in allocating
these sites for the intended uses. Each of thiése will need to be subject to an
assessment when the specifics of each developmambgal is finalised, but it would be
bizarre if the work that has been undertaken by GLdere to be pronounced
unacceptable when an applicant for one of the sibeses forward with their proposals
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and the effects of the development had to be asdesssuming that backgroutraffic
was now expected to grow at a different rate.

This will apply to all the sites in the Core Strategy, not just taeaCHead site. SLDC
must wonder, therefore, why the growth rate thatleen used in all the work they have
commissioned, is not considered to be appropri&enwt comes to looking at a specific
site.

We are happy to use RTFE forecasted traffic groadfusted for classified roads in
Kendal for the respective peak periods using thestalempro estimates as this would be
our normal approach. Clearly, however, we woulghvio see this approach being
applied to all other development proposals, ndttjus Canal head Foodstore option, and
this will lead to total traffic flows on the Kendalighway network, potentially
significantly different to those which currentlyefé the Kendal Model (making its output
and any conclusions drawn from it as to the suitgbof any site for a proposed use
meaningless). As you will be aware we are due &kenrepresentations to the Core
Strategy Inspector in the next few days and thil elearly have to figure in these
representations.

Trade Draw Assumptions

It is stated that the trade draw assumptions inTtrensportation Assessment do not
match the figures used in the retail study. The Figures ugbd ikssessment do match
the figures in the Retail Assessment

It is stated that the Transportation Assessmenemastimates the amount of new trips
on the local highway network. It does not. This vaebated at the Inquiry and the
clawback figure of 0% for food trips was acceptéfithere is no clawback there will be

no new trips on the Kendal Highway Network as ailtesf a foodstore on the Rugby

Club site. There will be trips which are new tortalar highways, matched by

reductions in flows on other highways as is fullgtalled in the Transportation

Assessment.

Use of Kendal Traffic Model

The Highway Authority wish to see the Kendal Traffflodel used to assess the effects
of the proposed development. As has been preyiaiated, in March we agreed to

commission use of the model. Since then the maéave found out about the model

the more will be required to make it suitable fesessing the effects of the proposed
development in the areas of concern. When thesdéeacorrected we will be happy to

commission this work.

The Highway Authority have responded separatelyandigg our concerns over the
Kendal Model. We respond in detail to these comtmen a separate letter. In
conclusion it is considered by the highway autlyothat the model is suitable for
assessing the effects of the proposed developmethiei particular area of concern. |If
this was the case then the model would be prediatinat is actually happening at the
moment (within a percent or so as we are now in 20103 @008 base scenario.
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Whilst this may be the case in other parts of tvent as will be seen in the photographic
and model output information to be presented toGhee Strategy Inspector, in the area
of interest to this application the model is prédg no queues where anyone can see
long queues in some locations, and queues far fdhga are actually occurring in other
locations.

The model may have indeed been “validated” buthat means is that in the locations
where the predicted output was compared with dgtumdunted flows there was a
reasonable match. What is particularly strangghim instance is that the Station Road /
Longpool junction was one of the junctions used to validate the Imotlee model
predicts an average queue on the Station Roadvehitles in the pm peak period. At
the pedestrian crossing an average queue of 1 northbound vehiclaictegrevhich
would not even extend back to the mini-roundabout.

Anyone leaving Kendal in the evening peak periodijg the back of a queue on Station
Road that extends to the Bus Depot, and then argvdiong Station Road, would find
any statement that the model has been validateavhed it predicts no vehicles queuing
on this approach it must be right (and every driveist be imagining that they are in a
queue) is unbelievable.

Once this and a few other matters have been phtt (@nd it would be an easy matter to
put them right) we will be happy to rely on the mabdutput and commission the use of
the model to assess the effects of the Rugby Gihkrse (as we have repeatedly said
since March).

Presumably the SLDC will want to know that the nladeeliable to assess the effects of
a foodstore on the Canal Head site. For thatlséee is a different area of concern but it
would still be a simple matter to put things right.

Travel Plan

This is a speculative development which could beiped by a number of different food
and non-food operators, most of which will alre&dye their own company travel plans.
It is also an outline application.

As such the Department for Transport provide recommended wording for a planning
condition or S106 Agreement in their publicationsthg the Planning process to Secure
Travel Plans: Best Practice Guide. Copies will be pravitithis would be of assistance.

There is no necessity to provide a Travel Plahiatstage.
This was also the case with the previous schentevis considered at the Public Inquiry
where, if | recall correctly (but am happy to berected) as it was an outline application

the submission of a Travel Pan was not even a reworded condition had planning
permission been granted.
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If you, or the SLDC when this is forwarded on terthhave any queries, please do not
hesitate to contact us.

Yours faithfully

Foseer-

John Lowe
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Appendix B

Effects of Proposed Rugby Club Scheme
on Town Centre Highways
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Appendix C

Response to Environmental Heath Department’s
concerns over Air Quality Effects of

Rugby Club Scheme on Lowther Street

Air Quality Management Area



Turner xLowe x ASSOCIates TRAFFIC ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS

22 Guest Road. Manchester. M25 3DL. Tel. 0161 798 7898 Fax. 0161 798 6642

Barris Liptrott Esq. 10 June 2010
Morbaine

The Finlan Centre

Hale Road

Widnes

Wa8 8PU

Dear Mr Liptrott

Proposed Development. Kendal RUFC Site. Shap Road. Kendal
Effects on Air Quality

We refer to the letter to you of the 2 June fronsNBellwood of the South Lakeland
District Council (SLDC) Planning Department enctgsiwo further letters; one from the
Environmental Health Department of SLDC dated 2% Magyarding proposals to extend
the Lowther Street Air Quality Management Area, ané from the Highway Authority

dated 28 May.

This letter responds to the Environmental Healtipddsment's letter (a copy of which is
attached albeit in this case the quality is vemtje This letter is one of a series of letters
which deal with the responses received from varisogrces regarding the proposed
development. It may, therefore need to be read in conjunction with other response
where referred to below.

Whilst we are addressing this letter to Morbaine,agsume that it will be forwarded on
with the other letters to the planning authoritg @ur requests for further information set
out below are therefore, made to the planning aityhboriginal comment authors.

Existing and Proposed Air Quality Management Areas

The existing Air Quality Management Order coversntlzer Street where we are not
surprised that levels of air bourn pollutants exceed target leveltodhe “text book”
canyon effects the adjacent buildings provide. &k a little surprised that modelling
shows the target levels will be exceeded on thds@ich are intended to be covered by
the extended order as many of these would notdssetl as canyons and some are even
open on one side. We would therefore be grateful if SLDC could proviaetlughe
modelling (or a report on its findings), and ifghis already available via the SLDC
website we would be grateful to know where, in otttiat we can respond more fully.

Effects of Proposed Development on Air Quality Managemerreas
The Transportation Assessment sets out the eftédise proposed development based
on a manual basis (which is what the vast majafitgroposed developments in Cumbria

and throughout the country are based on). Aslddtan other letters we have always
stated that we would be happy to work with the Kigip Authority and use the Kendal
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Traffic Model to confirm the manual findings andist still hoped that this will be the
case.

All that the model will do, however, is possiblyoshlower increased traffic flows where
the development would add to traffic on a particular highway link (where the model
considers there are other more suitable routessigmathe additional traffic to), or where
the development would result in a reduction infttabn a particular link it may assign
some of the traffic using other links to this limk take advantage of the additional
capacity created by the reduction in the flow.this case the benefits of the development
would be seen on the roads that are currently icayme traffic that the model assumes
will transfer to the links with reduced flows, amidese may be some way from the
development (likely to be the residential strebtd provide alternative routes around the
town centre).

The model cannot result in more traffic being gatedt than has been assumed in the
manual assessment as the total traffic generatitbrbevfeed into the model as a fixed
parameter and that will be the same as already ndbe manual assessment.

The Transportation Assessment considers the situatithe evening peak period and the
busiest time on a Saturday. It is interestingdterthat the Kendal Model does not cover
the Saturday period and cannot be used to assessfétts of the development (for air

quality or any other purpose) during that time. [yOour manual assessment covers this
period.

Air Quality effects are considered on an averagéy dasis using traffic speeds and
flows averaged over a 24 hour day / 365 day year. The effects shown in the
Transportation Assessment would not be as pronaumden averaged out over this
period but there will still be benefits where flowse predicted to reduce, and where
increased flows are expected, these will be a nradiced percentage of the average
daily flow.

We will be happy to quantify the effects of the eipment over a 24 hour average day
and will use this in whatever assessment seemsjppaie when we have seen the
authority’s work which has lead to the intention wfcreasing the Air Quality
Management Area. Until then we attach the peakogegffects for a weekday and
Saturday for information in Figures 1 and 2 (reproductions of Figures 3 and 6 of the
current Transportation Assessment).

As can be seen the effects of the proposed developon the highways identified for
the extension of the Air Quality Management Areauldde as shown in Table 1 below.
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Table 1. Effects of Proposed Development on Rugby Club Site

Highway Weekday PM Peak Saturday Peak
Lowther Street -103 vehicles - 95 vehicles
Highgate -103 vehicles - 95 vehicles
Blackhall Road (New Road to Stramongate) -108 vehicles -100 vehicles
Blackhall Road (Stramongate to Shopping Citr) -181 vehicles -172 vehicles
Blackhall Road (Shopping Ctr to Sandes Ave) -217 vehicles-204 vehicles

New Road -100 vehicles - 96 vehicles
Stramongate (Castle St to and over Bridge) - 1xhashi - 14 vehicles
Wildman Street + 4 vehicles + 4 vehicles

Clearly if the above effects were considered olierfull 24 hour period it could be that

the proposed development could remove the need for the Air Quality Management Area
to be extended and enable the existing Area toebevaluated (as removing 100+
vehicles per hour from the Lowther Street “canyoniist have a significant positive
effect).

Effects of Development on Canal Head Site

This series of letters also refer to the option being promoted for a largedoodn the
Canal Head site.

We are aware that the SLDC are treating this asoie than a possible Option for the
Canal Head AAP at the present time which will béjsat to a Public Consultation
Exercise, and nobody seems to know exactly what is to be proposed in the way of
highway alterations, but we have previously produaa assessment of the effects this
scheme would have on the existing highway networtké weekday evening peak period
(Figure 3 which is a reproduction of Figure 1 of Gupplementary Report No: 1).

Using exactly the same parameters as adopted émptbposed development on the
Rugby Club Site, the foodstore element alone beirggnoted for the Canal Head site
would have the following effects on the same highways:

Table 2. Effects of Proposed Foodstore Development on Cardead Site
(Other uses making up the total development would add even more
traffic)

Highway Weekday PM Peak

Lowther Street +362 vehicles

Highgate +362 vehicles

Blackhall Road (New Road to Stramongate) +358 vehicles

Blackhall Road (Stramongate to Shopping Ctr) +178 vehicle

Blackhall Road (Shopping Ctr to Sandes Ave) +176 vehicles

New Road +334 vehicles

Stramongate (Blackhall Rd to New Road) +397 vehicles

Stramongate (Castle St to and over Bridge) + 9leshic

Wildman Street - 28 vehicles
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The above flows are the additional traffic that Vdolbe experienced in just one hour, and
over a 24 hour day the increased traffic would heaydienomenal effect on air quality in
the town centre.

The effects on the already defined Air Quality Mgement Area and the proposed
extension would be so severe that it would be ezt continue with the promotion of a
foodstore of the size proposed (or even significantly lemain the Canal Head site.

It will of course be argued that the Kendal Trafflodel will be used to determine the
likely increases allowing for the existing and fi@yredicted congestion on the highway
network. The total amount of traffic entering dadving the site will still, however, be

the same and any lesser increases on the above nmast be matched by increased
traffic using the roads which can by-pass the toamtre, all of which are residential.

It has also been suggested that there will be abmelge parallel to the Miller Bridge and
this could be used in conjunction with two-way fiabn Aynam Road or a substitute for
Aynam Road. These options are discussed in greksiil in the letter relating to

development on the Canal Head site but what isfgignt here is the effects that such
proposals would have on Lowther Street.

Providing the option for some of the traffic thatiees from the south to use a two-way
Aynam Road and the existing Miller Bridge from dotd north would mean that traffic
on Lowther Street would reduce. This would appear to be a good thiveyexisting air
quality problems on Lowther Street are not just a fastdhe volume of traffic, however,
but the speed of the traffic and at the preserd tine only interference with free-flowing
traffic is the use of the zebra crossing at the @rdowther Street (which over a 24 hour
day is not a major interruption).

If traffic is now to also come over the bridge, tluaction of the Miller Bridge with
Lowther Street would have to be signal controlled ¢therwise there would be long
gueues on the Bridge if priority remained with Lbet Street or on Lowther Street if
priority was given to the Bridge traffic).

However, this junction is controlled there will Is¢anding traffic on Lowther Street
directly in the “canyon” section. Traffic waiting with engines running will have a major
adverse effect on the air quality in this locatiewen if there is less traffic using Lowther
Street.

As we know the Planning Authority are planning on spending what is probably a not
insignificant amount of money looking at this newtion for the Canal Head site we
would recommend that the Environmental Health Section be involvedatage as it is
obvious to us that this Option for the Canal Heigelis a non-starter purely in air quality
terms, let alone the effects it would have on itatbngestion, road safety and displaced
traffic into residential areas.

Turner xLowe xAssociates



T xL xA
-5-

If you, or the SLDC when this is forwarded on terthhave any queries, please do not
hesitate to contact us.

Yours faithfully

John Lowe

Turner xLowe xAssociates
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the Preferred Option that it is assumed the Foodstore would replace have

been deducted. The Flows indicated are not the total effects of an Option

with a foodstore as the other land uses which will make up the Option would

also add traffic to the highway network as detailed in the Preferred Option Report)
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1.7

Introduction and Background

This report presents an assessment of the teaftidhighway issues that would be
associated with any development of the Canal HaadrsKendal that included,
in whole or part, a food superstore of any significant size.

The Canal Head site is the subject of an AreacAd#lan (AAP) which South
Lakeland District Council (SLDC) is drawing up aatpof its Local Development
Framework (LDF). An “Issues and Options” Reportswsubject to a Public
Consultation exercise in June / July 2007.

At the time of the public consultation process Options had been identified:

Option 1. Existing Uses and Planning Applicationsrent at the time (referred
to as the “No Area Action Plan” approach). Usesultobe
employment, residential and some recreational uses.

Option 2: First of the Options treating the area a@mprehensive development.
Uses considered would be offices, residential aHodte!.

Option 3: This is as Option 2 but include area loa ¢ast side of the former
canal. Uses would again include offices, residém@ind a Hotel with
some retail and restaurant uses.

Option 4: As option 3 but with more residential el®pment in place of the
retail and restaurant uses.

During the Public Consultation process repriediems were made by Planning
Consultants well known for their work with Tescaggesting that a fifth option
should be considered which incorporated a foodstorAccording to the
subsequently issued Preferred Options Report, teolslef how the site would be
laid out or what other land uses, if any, wouldampany this foodstore, were
provided.

Following the Public Consultation exercise aféred Options Report went out

to public consultation in April 2008. The foodstadea was treated as an Option
for consideration, albeit this option had not bgant of the Public Consultation
exercise. In deciding upon the Preferred Option the foodstore option was
considered to be a foodstore of 6500 sg.m. withesanspecified residential and
commercial uses.

The Preferred Option Report concluded thatdpd would be best for the town

for a variety of reasons. The foodstore option (now referred to as Option 5) was
considered and details given on why this could Ipetconsidered to be the
preferred option. One of the reasons was the teffet such a scheme would
have had on the already constrained town centleasig network.

The Preferred Option Report was then the sulpéca Public Consultation
exercise in April / May 2008.
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1.9

1.10

1.11

1.12

1.13

1.14

In August 2009, representations were made for an option involving a foodstore by
one of the owners of land within the Canal Heae @he Gilkes Company), in the

form of a Vision Statement indicating a foodstorghwhe other uses. These
representations were presented to the Shap Roaalapye made submissions to

the Inquiry in respect of the unacceptability on highway grounds of a foedsto
Canal Head. The Inspector decided to dismiss the Canal Head site on planning
policy grounds, such that he did not deem it nergs® consider the highway
issues.

In November 2009, after the closure of the Ru@lub Inquiry but before the
Inspector’'s decision was issued, further representations for a foodstore based
scheme were submitted by the Gilkes Company (edetw as the Gilkes Scheme

in the rest of this Report). For the first time wew see details of what the
promoters of this scheme are actually proposing (ddtkiter).

The effects of the Preferred Option (OptioroB)the highways in the immediate
vicinity of the site were considered in detail Ime tPreferred Options Report. The
highway effects of Option 5 were considered to bé&ichental to the highway
network, but no detailed analysis has been putth@gublic domain.

To assist SLDC in the production of their LIFstudy of the town’s highways
and parking situation was commissioned by SLDC. aBsess the effects of
development sites being promoted in the LDF on tighway network, the

appointed consultant’s used the County Councilafic Model (often referred to

as the Kendal Saturn Model — Saturn being the nairtee computer program
used).

The original model was produced several years ago to test optiotraffior
management measures in the town centre and wasupdated as part of this
2008 study to make it representative of the cursénation in Kendal. This study
resulted in the Kendal Transport Assessment, tied feport being issued in June
2009. Upon completion of the Kendal Transport Assessment the updated model
was returned to the County Council

This updated Model was also used by the Co@uyncil as the basis of
guantifying the effects of the Kendal Rugby Club (in the event incorrectly) and is
relevant to this Supplementary Report.

Against this background we now consitereffects of putting a large foodstore
on the Canal Head site.
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2. Conclusions of the Preferred Options Report

2.1 Whilst an Option involving a Foodstore was patt of the Public Consultation
exercise, it was nevertheless considered in théefPed Options report on the
basis of assumptions which had to be made by theuttants undertaking this
study in the absence of any details being providgdhe planning consultants
who suggested this option during the Consultation éserc

2.2 It is stated in the Community Strategy section of the analysis undertaken to
establish the preferred option that Option 5 (thedstore option) was considered
to have a negative impact on the transport netwaitd(para. Section 5.5).

2.3 In the case of Planning Policy (Section 5.6), Option 5 did not respond well and
even taking into consideration the details whiclvehaome forward in the
intervening period, reasons for scoring Option 3w at the Preferred Options
selection stage such as the loss of charactereofitha and urban design issues
resulting from a major superstore and a vepgative impact on the already
constrained transport network (section 5.6.6) alleappropriate.

2.4 In the case of compliance with the AAP objextiva very simple ranking was
adopted with no apparent weighting given to the different criteria. The options
were effectively given a 1 to 5 score but this iesented as -- through 0 to ++.
As the Preferred Options report makes clear at.paral, a -- performance
indicates a particularly negative impact in achigvan AAP objective, whereas a
++ performance indicated a particularly positivendf@ in achieving the AAP
objective.

2.5 In what can only be a typing error that hasbe®n picked up, when looking at
how the Options meet the AAP requirements, andamiqularly the requirement
to facilitate efficient movement through and withthe town, Option 5 is
considered to warrant a + score, inferring thag ®ption is considered to have a
“slightly positive” impact in facilitating efficient mement through the town.

2.6 This scoring is not the advensepact on current congestion in the town (which
with the preceding comments would warrant a ++3gtion 5 even as it stood at
the time), but the ability of the Option to ensef@cient movement through the
town in which case Option 5 with its venyegative impact on the already
constrained transport network should have been scared -

2.7 The same also applies to the Preferred Optiowl8ch whilst balancing its
proposed land uses to minimise peak period traffic flows wouldustioubtedly
have some effect on the town centre network, prghdbserving a neutral 0
score, but even with this O score on it's traffileets Option 3 would still have 11
+'s and no —'s. Option 5, however, would only h&ve’s, 1 minus and whatever
was appropriate for the effects of this option om tibwn centre highway network
(at least a minus and probably a double minus).
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2.8

2.9

2.10

2.11

2.12

2.13

2.14

The conclusion that Option 3 was the best tonpte is undoubtedly correct but
to suggest as the report does that Option 5 wag siidhtly behind in this
ranking, is very misleading.

The Preferred Options Report then details tifects of the Preferred Option
(Option 3) on the highways in the immediate vigingf the Canal Head site,
concluding that it would not have unacceptable comseces.

It is important to note, however, that thereise undertaken in the Preferred
Options Report to estimate the effects of that @ptin the highway network was
not the same as that undertaken for the Rugby @taposed development, nor
that which would have to be undertaken for a preddsodstore (or any form of

development for that matter) on the Canal Head aitdhe planning application

stage. For the work undertaken so far in detemmitihe Preferred Option this is
not of importance but would have been very impdribia foodstore had been

proposed, and this needs to be considered at tidge sf any changes to the
Preferred Option were to be contemplated by SLDC.

The additional traffic the preferred Optiow&s estimated to add to the Highway
Network was based on the size of the developmehtrgnrates derived from the
TRICS database. This database holds survey intmmaollected at different
types of development all over the UK, with the fiaflows observed at these
developments converted to trip rates (the numbetripé per 100 sq m of
development in the case of a retail scheme, nurobéiips per dwelling in the
case of a residential scheme etc), so that they beayapplied to proposed
developments of different sizes to estimate the trafficahm@moposed development
could be expected to generate.

As different sites will produce different trigtes the database provides the facility
to produce an average rate from all the sites s&leor to rank them from highest
to lowest with the 88 percentile highest rate identified. Thé"ggercentile rate is
statistically significant and an estimate basedsaoh rates is unlikely to be
exceeded in reality (whereas there is a 50% ch#matean estimate based on
average rates will be exceeded in reality).

The Department for Transport’'s Guidance onn3part Assessment (2007)
advises that 8% percentile rates should be used as the performahcthe
highway network should not be based on traffic flows that had a 50% chance of
being under-estimated. The local Highway Autho(@umbria County Council)
require all Transport Assessments to be based 8np@&fcentile rates (as the
Rugby Club proposed development was).

The rates used in the Preferred Options Reporerdgipes are based on the
average rates. For the proposed land uses makin@piion 3 this probably
makes little difference but it does when a foodstisr considered as detailed in
Section 4 of this Supplementary Report.
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3. The Kendal Transport Assessment

3.1 To assist the Local Development Framework whictbGLare preparing, a
Transport Study of Kendal was commissioned by SLWRich the highway
authority has advised us was monitored by the GoGatuncil to ensure that the
results were robust.

3.2 The resulting report, the Kendal Transport Assessmas issued in June 2009.

3.3 The report considered the supposedly existingtsito and two further scenarios,
both at a design year of 2025 - one assuming general traffic growth and the other
assuming the same traffic growth plus the effedtalbidentified development
sites in Kendal during the life of the LDF. Then@hHead Preferred Option 3
was treated as one of these schemes. There weransoof the model to
determine the effects of individual schemes or gsoaf similar schemes being
promoted in the LDF.

3.4 As part of this study, new consultants estimated the traffic effectsl dhe
proposed LDF schemes again using trip rates erttdcom the TRICS database
and again using average trip rates.

3.5 We cannot understand why, if the highway authoxiég indeed monitoring this
work to ensure that it was robust, why it was noinfed out that a proposed
development in the County needs to be assesseHeohatsis of 8% percentile
rates, nor why the report producers (who must heeen aware of the Department
of Transport's recommendation that"8percentiles rates be used for Transport
Assessments such as this) did not mention thataties they were intending to use
were not in accordance with DOT recommendations.

3.6 In the case of the Canal Head site and its Peefgdption, this probably makes
little difference, but when all the LDF sites arensidered the overall effects
could be significant, thus defeating the purposthiafstudy. On the basis of how
it has been undertaken, a developer of one of the LDF sites could absiirtine
Kendal Transport Assessment had concluded thatintpact of a particular
scheme was acceptable, only to find that the High®athority wanted a new
assessment using different trip rates when a ptgnapplication was submitted -
leading to understandable frustration.

3.7 The Kendal Transport Assessment did at least ¢bheerhole of the town centre,
but despite there being references to the area being studied, there is no afention
the bottleneck that causes the existing problemNem Road just prior to Miller
Bridge; no mention of the Aynam Road / Lound Roddether Bridge junction
and the long queues that any visit to the townaizserve; and several references
to the Station Road / Longpool roundabout, claintede operating over-capacity
at the present time (which is an impossible situatis the junction must have the
capacity to accommodate the flows that are padsirayigh it) when in fact any
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observations would confirm that it is the pedestri@aossing to the north of the
roundabout which causes the queuing in this lonatiet this crossing is not
included in the model.

3.8 Whilst the Kendal Transport Assessment wasided to assist the LDF, sadly it
has done little to explain the real problems anatwieeds to be done to address
them.
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4. Effects of a Foodstore on the Canal Head Site

4.1 The current (November 2009) proposals by GilkegHe alternative Canal Head
foodstore option are based on the uses and siaeseefshown below. The SLDC
Preferred Option 3 uses are also indicated.

4.2 The Gilkes option proposals give no indicationtted areas of leisure uses that
would be provided, although in later notes detgilimow the alternative proposal
will meet the requirements of the AAP it is statledt there will be canal-side bars
and restaurants with several references to “leisuses. For this comparison the
same areas have been assumed for each option.

4.3 For this exercise it has been assumed that thistme would replace all the shops
and A2 uses that are in the SLDC Preferred Option.

Table 4.1 SLDC Preferred Option and Alternative Poposal

Use SLDC Preferred Option Gilkes Option
Foodstore - 6900 sqg m GFA
Shops 1334 sqg m GFA -
A2 Financial 1334 sq m GFA -
Restaurants 2335 sg m GFA 2335 sqg m GFA
Pubs 667 sqg m GFA 7 66 m GFA
Offices 3589 sg m GFA 10000 sq mAGF
Industrial 2500 sq m GFA inc in @#ifigure
Apartments 385 dwellings 200 dwellings
Houses 156 dwellings split not specified

4.4 The difference between the two options is theeefor

I. the replacement of 2668 sq m of local shops armhtial units in the SLDC
Preferred Option with a 6900 sq m foodstore;

ii. the increase in the 6089 sq m of employment usdbe SLDC Preferred
Option to 10,000 sq m of employment uses;

iii. the reduction in dwellings from 541 to 200.

4.5 The split of Employment to Residential uses in $h&®C Preferred Option was
based on market needs at the time and if the Gok#isn’'s proposed split is in
line with current needs then it is likely that tReeferred Option would also be
amended to reflect this. These differences, tbesetan be ignored.

4.6 The shops and financial units in the SLDC pretewption were estimated to

generate 68 arrival and 87 departure movementsi®@mighway network in the
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4.7

4.8

4.9

4.10

4.11

4.12

Preferred Options Report. At such low flows théfedence between using
average and 85percentile trips rates is not significant.

The proposed foodstore is a lot larger than thgbR«@lub proposal (which being
located on a retail park was a different form ofelepment in any event). The
TRICS database has therefore been searched faysuo¥ foodstores in this floor

area range in Town Centre, Edge of Town Centre and Edge of Centre locations in
all parts of the UK other than Greater London, fldnd and the Republic of
Ireland. The results of this search show afi B&rcentile pm peak period arrival

rate of 9.492 vehicles per 100 sq m and a deparateeof 10.492 (copy TRICS
output attached).

The foodstore proposed in the Gilkes Option walhétefore need to be assessed
on the basis of 655 arrivals and 724 departuréearpm peak period to comply
with DfT advice and County Council requirements.

Even on the basis of the inappropriate averags,ratstore of this size would be
assumed to generate 564 arrivals and 589 depaftopyg of TRICS Output also

attached) - far more than the traffic the shops famahcial units the foodstore

would replace would generate.

It would, however, be unfair to assume that this would be the additional araffic
the highway network resulting from the foodstor&s was pointed out in the
Rugby Club assessment work, trips to a foodstoee reat new trips on the
highway network, although with a foodstore of tlsige more trips than are
currently being made to stores outside of Kendal are likely to be brought into the
town centre than would be the case with the Rugby’€krballer foodstore.

For the Rugby Club Inquiry a model was built whlobked at where food
shopping trips were currently being made and thstieg highways that would be
used to make these trips. The effects of the Rugby Club foodstoeethven a
combination of additional flows on some highwaysl anreduction in flows on
others. To provide a simple comparison the modet win during the Rugby
Club Inquiry for a foodstore on the Canal Head silleeit there were no firm
proposals giving an indication of the size of sacktore available at the time.
This showed that even a modest foodstore similathéosize proposed on the
Rugby Club site would have a serious effect on the towtredighway network.

The model has been run again using the abovalaread departures and the split
of these trips between the existing foodstoresmasduat the Rugby Club Inquiry
for the smaller store. As a much larger foodstemeow proposed at Canal Head,
the Retail Consultants may wish to amend their kk@nens as to where this trade
will be diverted from although at this stage this does give a good indiaaition
what the effects of a large foodstore on the Canal Headvsuld be.
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4.13

4.14

4.15

4.16

4.17

To give a conservative estimate, the effects efstiops and financial uses in the
Preferred Option that it is assumed the foodstomilav replace have been
removed from the total traffic, resulting in an adshal 597 arrivals and 637
departures in the pm peak period. If however, these uses were retained on the site
to meet the aims of the AAP then the effects ofgteposed foodstore would be

the above detailed 655 arrivals and 724 departures.

The net effects of the proposed foodstore, allgvian traffic that would already
be on the highway network, and discounting thect$fef the retail uses assumed
in the Preferred Option for the Canal Head site which theéstooe would replace,
are shown in the attached Figure 1.

As can be seen, there would be:-

I. an extra 334 vehicles trying to get along New dRean addition to the
traffic that the other elements of the scheme which are consistent with the
Preferred Option will add to this movement in any event.

il. an additional 490 vehicles trying to get outAfynam Road onto Nether
Bridge adding to the long queues that develop iatghint at the present
time.

iii. an additional 362 vehicles having to turn riglam Highgate into Lowther
Street - a junction already identified to have ffisient capacity for future
traffic flows in the Kendal Transport Assessment.

V. an additional 122 vehicles using Blackhall Road trying to get onto Sandes
Avenue - a junction predicted to operate at itfical capacity without
any of the LDF allocations and to have insufficiecapacity to
accommodate all of the LDF allocations in the Kéndaansport
Assessment.

These increases are major for a highway n&twach as Kendal's and they
indicate that the foodstore element of the Gilkpsom for the Canal Head site
would have a serious effect on the whole of thentowjeopardising existing
business, causing misery for Kendal’'s highway users - and whatever the benefits
of the scheme may be in funding the AAP aspirations, such a use would be totally
contrary to the Planning and Highway Authorities’ policies to reduce congestion
in the town.

It has been suggested by the promoters oGthkes Canal Head Option that a
new bridge might possibly solve the existing anaifies Canal Head problems. A
bridge from New Road to Bridge Lane replacing MilBridge may indeed reduce
the congestion at the current bottleneck, wherelames of traffic on New Road
have to reduce to one to pass over Miller Bridgehis would, however, do
nothing to alleviate the problems added by the tautdil traffic from the Gilkes
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option to Aynam Road / Nether Bridge / Highgateaoither Street / Blackhall
Road / Sandes Avenue etc.

4.18 It goes without saying that a smaller foodstar Canal Head would have less
effects, but even at half the proposed size and with a new bridge to bypass Miller
Bridge, this would still add 245 vehicles to the Aynam Road flow at Nether
Bridge; 181 vehicles to the right turn movemenbihiowther Street, and 61
vehicles to the Blackhall Road flow - and this igseéd on a simple pro-rate
calculation, when in fact smaller stores tend toagate traffic at higher rates.

4.19 It is clear that, regardless of whatever statements may be made, a foodstore of any
significant size on the Canal Head site would haety serious consequences for
the town centre highway network. It would be peseeand totally unacceptable
for this to be supported by the planning and highway authorities.

4.20 As a final point we would add that the figgueoted in the Inspector’'s Report for
the Rugby Club development of an additional 180iaclek passing through the
Station Road / Longpool junction was in simple ter@@ vehicles on the north to
south, and 90 vehicles on the south to north mowné@ctually the flows were
not exactly balanced but that does not matter)er@kvas no interaction between
these two movements (that too is a simplificatientlaere would have been a
reduction in the right turn from Station Road toliwWan Street which would have
benefited all the traffic travelling north to south).

4.21 The same situation occurs in numerous places elsewhere aoghtvayhnetwork,
for example traffic travelling west to east fromvither Street to New Road
passes traffic travelling east to west on New Raadth then turns to pass over
Miller Bridge. The proposed foodstore on the Gilkes site would put 700 vehicles
through this junction (after discounting the traféiffects of the retail and financial
uses in the Preferred Option it is assumed thestood would replace). If the
retail and financial uses in the Preferred Optignratained the flows at this point
would be even higher, as they would at every other point on the netwierke an
increase would occur (Black numbers on Figure 1).

4.22 The Inspector clearly thought that the traffic Bueggby Club would add to the
highway network could be addressed (as indeednit. cThe levels of increase
that would result from a foodstore on the Gilkes siannot ever be hoped to be
mitigated.
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5.1

5.2

5.3

5.4

5.5

Conclusions

The Preferred Option for the Canal Head site m@Vitably add some traffic onto
the already congested town centre highway netwitnéitathe mix of uses chosen
is likely to generate the minimum amount of traffi@t could be expected from
the development of an area of this size.

Replacing the Preferred Option’s retail and fim@nases with a Foodstore of the
size proposed would result in very serious traffic congestion, so serious that the
vitality of the town must be put into question.

This would also be the case even with a new bridge neglitiller Bridge as this
is just one problem location on the highway network

Even a smaller foodstore element would resulerious adverse effects (and it
must be assumed that a smaller foodstore wouldcbengpanied by other uses
which would also have their own adverse effects).

It has to be concluded that this is not an @gmeite site for a foodstore regardless
of any other advantages there may be.
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Figure 1

Net Weekday PM Peak Hour Effects of Foodstore on Canal Head Site
(Flows Indicated are the Foodstore Trips after the effects of the retail uses in

the Preferred Option that it is assumed the Foodstore would replace have

been deducted. The Flows indicated are not the total effects of an Option

with a foodstore as the other land uses which will make up the Option would

also add traffic to the highway network as detailed in the Preferred Option Report)
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Appendix

TRICS Database Output for Foodstores
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TRICS 85™ Percentile Trip Rates

RANK ORDER for Land Use 01 - RETAIL/A- FOOD SUPERST ORE
Time Range: Weekdays 17:00-18:00

Rank| Site Ref Description Area GFA Day Date Arrivals Departures Totals
1|SF-01-A-01 [TESCO, NEAR IPSWICH SUFFOLK 5780 Friday 10/10/2003 11.747 12.042 23.789
2|DC-01-A-14 [SAINSBURYS, CHRISTCHURCH DORSET 5720 Friday 11/08/2000 12.115 11.119 23.234

3** |CW-01-A-09 [ASDA, PENRYN CORNWALL 5900 Tuesday 26/05/2009 9.492 10.492 19.984
4INT-01-A-03 [SAFEWAY, NOTTINGHAM NOTTINGHAMSHIRE 5016 Friday 08/12/2000 9.23 9.41 18.64
5|CB-01-A-05 [TESCO, CARLISLE CUMBRIA 6050 Friday 31/10/2003 8.43 9.24 17.67
6|WR-01-A-02 [TESCO, MOLD WREXHAM 6000 Friday 19/09/2003 8.017 8.517 16.534
7[WR-01-A-01 |[SAINSBURYS WREXHAM 7075 Friday 26/09/2003 7.689 8.466 16.155
8[HC-01-A-03 [SAFEWAY, HORNDEAN HAMPSHIRE 5017 Wednesday | 29/11/2000 7.893 7.853 15.746
9|DH-01-A-01 [MORRISONS, BISHOP AUCKLAND |[DURHAM 6721 Thursday 06/07/2000 7.186 8.466 15.652

10|DC-01-A-12 |SAFEWAY, WEYMOUTH DORSET 5156 Friday 14/07/2000 7.312 7.933 15.245
11|KC-01-A-19 |SAFEWAY, GRAVESEND KENT 5439 Thursday 18/09/2003 7.262 7.796 15.058
12|NT-01-A-02 JASDA, MANSFIELD NOTTINGHAMSHIRE 8081 Friday 08/12/2000 7.054 7.264 14.318
13 **|WS-01-A-10 [TESCO, CHICHESTER WEST SUSSEX 6003 Friday 21/07/2000 6.713 7.513 14.226
14|DC-01-A-15 [TESCO, BOURNEMOUTH DORSET 6780 Friday 08/12/2000 7.183 6.932 14.115
15|SY-01-A-01 |[TESCO, BARNSLEY SOUTH YORKSHIRE 7000 Friday 11/04/2003 6.629 6.286 12.915
** = 85th%ile Rates
Notes: Trip Rate = No. of Trips per 100 sg m GFA

Based on Search of Food Superstore Developments with gross floor areas in range 5000 — 9000 sq m in Town Centre,
Edge of Town Centre, and Edge of Town locations in all parts of the UK except Greater London, Ireland and N. Ireland.
2000 Onwards
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TRICS Average Trip Rates

TRIP RATE for Land Use 01 - RETAIL/A-FOOD SUPERSTORE

Weekdays
ARRIVALS DEPARTURES TOTALS

No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip
Time Range Days GFA Rate Days GFA Rate Days GFA Rate
00:00-01:00 1 6780 0.531 1 6780 0.752 1 6780 1.283
01:00-02:00 1 6780 0.221 1 6780 0.516 1 6780 0.737
02:00-03:00 1 6780 0.28 1 6780 0.221 1 6780 0.501
03:00-04:00 1 6780 0.251 1 6780 0.295 1 6780 0.546
04:00-05:00 1 6780 0.236 1 6780 0.221 1 6780 0.457
05:00-06:00 1 6780 0.811 1 6780 0.472 1 6780 1.283
06:00-07:00 1 6780 1.032 1 6780 1.091 1 6780 2.123
07:00-08:00 13 5918 2.379 13 5918 1.545 13 5918 3.924
08:00-09:00 15 6116 4,571 15 6116 2.967 15 6116 7.538
09:00-10:00 15 6116 6.549 15 6116 4.624 15 6116 11.173
10:00-11:00 15 6116 7.2 15 6116 6.268 15 6116 13.468
11:00-12:00 15 6116 7.278 15 6116 7.296 15 6116 14,574
12:00-13:00 15 6116 7.421 15 6116 7.529 15 6116 14.95
13:00-14:00 15 6116 7.236 15 6116 7.602 15 6116 14.838
14:00-15:00 15 6116 7.122 15 6116 7.217 15 6116 14.339
15:00-16:00 15 6116 7.397 15 6116 7.7 15 6116 15.097
16:00-17:00 15 6116 7.881 15 6116 7.985 15 6116 15.866
17:00-18:00 15 6116 8.181 15 6116 8.542 15 6116 16.723
18:00-19:00 14 6073 7.469 14 6073 8.2 14 6073 15.669
19:00-20:00 13 6154 5.901 13 6154 7.03 13 6154 12.931
20:00-21:00 13 6154 3.563 13 6154 4.564 13 6154 8.126
21:00-22:00 13 6154 2.174 13 6154 2.889 13 6154 5.063
22:00-23:00 6 6126 0.691 6 6126 1.358 6 6126 2.049
23:00-24.00 1 6780 1.401 1 6780 2.035 1 6780 3.436
Daily Trip 97.775 98.919 196.694
Rates:
Notes: Trip Rate = No. of Trips per 100 sg m GFA

Based on Search of Food Superstore Developments with gross floor areas in
range 5000 — 9000 sq m in Town Centre, Edge of Town Centre and Edge of
Town locations in all parts of the UK except Greater London, Ireland and

N. Ireland.

2000 Onwards
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1.0

11

1.2

1.3

1.4

15

Introduction and Background

Our Transportation Assessment for the current Morbaine ptaapjlication (no.
SL/2010/0180) for the redevelopment of the Kendal Rugby Club considers the
effects of the proposed development throughouttdlen centre on a “manual”
basis, i.e. the traffic effects of the developmbate been quantified and then
added to the highways that drivers would logically use. As a proportion of the
traffic attracted to the new development wouldadyebe on the highway network
visiting the existing foodstores in the area, thexdsting trips were also taken into
account based on the findings of White Young Gre&#®tail Assessment that has
been undertaken for the application. All this wagleffectively the same as was
undertaken for the previous application for the éapand accepted by the
Inspector.

In view of the Inspector’s concerns, the StaRRwad / Longpool junction has now
been looked at in detail. This junction was ideedi in the South Lakeland
District Council (SLDC) Kendal Transport Assessmastbeing one of the key
junctions in the town (Junction 6 in the Assessiemhich was considered to be
operating in excess of its capacity under present day (actually 2008) traffic flows,
and which the Kendal Transport Assessment concluwdedld be difficult to
improve. This resulted in a policy recommendation that there should be no further
development on the Shap Road / Appleby Road carridat could generate
material peak period traffic flows.

The Kendal Transport Assessment was guided by the Kendal Saturn Traffic
Model, and information relating to the Model wagquested under the Freedom of
Information Act from both the District and Countyo@hcils. The information
requested has now been supplied and it has enabléal better understand and
comment on the workings of the Saturn Model.

Our Transportation Assessment for Morbaineigimmal application for the Rugby
Club site considered the effects of the developmantts site access and
guantified the traffic that would be approaching gite from each direction on
Shap Road. The consultation response of the HighAwdhority on the original
planning application recommended that the Saturmléibe used to assess the
effects of this additional traffic on the highwalysthe town centre. This was
agreed to but the County Council did not undertdiee modelling work by the
time of the Appeal.

Following submission of our Transportation Asseent for the current
application (which now_doesonsider the effects over the whole town centre
albeit in the above mentioned “manual” form), weriadd the County Council
that if they wished to run the Saturn Model to selwat the effects of this
additional traffic would be - using the Model todigribute traffic on certain
routes to minimise delays, (something not possilile the “manual” assessment)
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- then Morbaine was happy to commission this woithe County Council has
agreed to this and a fee and the proposed methmpddtr the work has been
submitted to us by the County Council.

1.6 It has also now emerged that SLDC are apparemityggfurther consideration to
a Foodstore being provided as part of a developroanthe Canal Head site
(suggested by Gilkes at the Rugby Club Appeal but with no evidencditate
the traffic consequences of such a scheme).

1.7 Our Supplementary Report 1, (sent to the CounciDi&trict Councils on 17
March 2010) assessed, again on a “manual” basslikbly traffic effects of a
foodstore at Canal Head. This concluded that a foodstore in this toeatidd
have a devastating effect on town centre highways - a conclusion also made in the
SLDC Preferred Options for the Canal Head site ystad is detailed in our
Supplementary Report.

1.8 We then informed the County Council that if 8&turn Model was to be used to
assess the effects of the Morbaine scheme, it waldd be logical to run the
Model for a Canal Head scheme that included a fooelso that both foodstore
options could be compared in highway terms on a “like fof lieesis.

1.9 Whilst the County Council had provided a quotafor running the Saturn Model
to assess the effects of the Morbaine scheme andprbposed highway
improvements, the County Council have indicated;,tlas a result of other
commitments they have for their modelling team,ytiweould not be able to
authorise their modelling team to run the Modehlso look at any schemes on
the Canal Head site.

1.10 We also understand (although we are happy to be corrected on this) that the
County Council have had no contact from the SLDGuwo the Model for the
Canal Head site, nor from the promoters of the Canattéeheme.

1.11 On the basis of the information received wé&artae following observations.
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2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

2.6

2.7

Issues with the Saturn Model

The Saturn Model considers the highway netvearla series of links (roads) and
nodes (junctions or points where something thacedfeaffic flow happens). The
SLDC Kendal Transport Assessment report repeateditys to the Station Road /
Longpool junction (the mini-roundabout), which is identified as Junction 6, as
being the source of congestion in this area. As veported to the previous
Rugby Club scheme Inquiry, however, simple obs@waatshow that this mini-
roundabout junction is not the source of any queuing in this location, this being
the pedestrian crossing next to the Railway Statioasscc

As there is no mention whatsoever of the pedesicrossing in the Kendal
Transport Assessment report our initial assumptvas that the crossing was not
being accounted for in the Model.

Having now seen the structure of the Model, dx@v, we can see that the
crossing isallowed for, with the mini-roundabout being moddllas a roundabout
plus a series of other priority junctions, somengeappropriate, others not, all
separated from the crossing.

For the text of the Kendal Transport Assessment to be correct, with the problems
in this location being due to the mini-roundabaungtion, the nodes making up

the mini-roundabout should be showing congestidhis is, however, simply not

the case. The Saturn Model agrees with what we aathe Inquiry - that the
mini-roundabout has ample capacity to accommoda@iqied traffic flows.

The Model output that has been supplied istier 2025 situation, with all the
development proposed in the SLDC Local Developmeérgmework (LDF)
implemented. The County Council advised us at tthee of supplying the
Freedom of Information Act requested informatiomttithey did not have the
Model files for the “2025 without the Proposed LDBEes” scenario and that, if
this could be obtained from the consultants whoewawk the SLDC Kendal
Transport Assessment, it would be supplied. Ngthurther has been received
and it is therefore assumed that this informatsondt available.

All the following figures, therefore, relatetrto the present day situation, but the
situation expected allowing for traffic growth t025 and all the traffic that the
sites being promoted in the LDF would generateearty something far worse
than the present day situation that the lay-pecsonrelate to. Even on the basis
of these flows, however, the congestion predicésdlts from the operation of the
pedestrian crossing, not the mini-roundabout jamcti

The mini-roundabout junction, considered byKleadal Transport Assessment to
be the source of the existing congestion, would clearly experience even greater
congestion under the 2025 traffic flows. Howevers flanction is predicted by
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the Saturn Model to have no more than a 2 veharlg fjueue at the Station Road
give way line for traffic travelling on to Longpgand a one vehicle queue in the
off-side lane for traffic turning into Wildman See On the Longpool approach
there is no queue at all predicted for the Longpo@tation Road manoeuvre and
a 6 vehicle queue on the Longpool to Wildman Streahoeuvre. If the mini-
roundabout was located in isolation these queuaddyarobably be appropriate
for the traffic flows being allowed for. Unfortutedy, however, the junction does
not operate in isolation.

2.8 The congestion that is predicted in this location results, as werdpeatedly
said, from the operation of the pedestrian crossing this is exactly what the
Model is indicating. The Kendal Transport Assessinovides a Table which
summarises the performance of the critical junation the network under 2008
Base traffic flows; and 2025 with and without thBF allocated sites (Table H1)
- which is reproduced in Appendix A to this repfat ease of reference. As the
text of the Kendal Transport Assessment makes ,cteay table indicates the
worst performance of any approach arm of each jomctin the case of junction
6 in the 2025 LDF PM Peak scenario (the scenariovuch the Saturn Output
has been examined) the “junction” is predictede@mperating with a V/C of 105.
This is a \blume of traffic to @pacity ratio of 105%.

2.9 An examination of the Saturn Model output showat tiinis is the predicted
performance of the southbound Longpool approacha taffic signal controlled
junction representing the Pedestrian Crossing. s Tapproach is assumed,
however, to be a two lane approach to the crogsummgch “on the ground” it is
not) with the right turn flow to Station Road and the straight ahead flow to
Wildman Street having their own separate lanes.yofir familiar with the
junction will be aware that there is only a sinflae approach to the Pedestrian
Crossing (with the two traffic movements mixed tbgg) which only separates
into two lanes south (beyond the crossing)

2.10 If the Pedestrian Crossing had been modelled atlyrreith just a single lane
approach then the predicted traffic flows (mord Wwé said of these later) would
be far more than 105% of the highway’s capacity.

2.11 Subject to this major error, however, is the Mabelurate and simply the text of
the SLDC Kendal Transport Assessment which conliywuafers to the mini-
roundabout as the source of the congestion indofret/nfortunately this is not
the case as whilst the Model is predicting a quaue¢he southbound Longpool
approach to the crossing, the Model is only préaica one vehicle queue on the
northbound approach to the crossing and a 2 vehiodeie on the Station Road
approach to the node representing the mini-roundabout.

2.12 Anyone trying to get out of Kendal in the pm peak period at the present time who
meets the end of the queue which at the momennh @&tends back from the
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2.13

2.14

2.15

2.16

2.17

2.18

crossing and mini-roundabout to the bus garage knowssthitot longer than two
vehicles and common sense says that with traffbevtir to 2025 and additional
development traffic added to the network this queuebeileven longer.

In fact the Model predicts that there would be&ogestion for traffic leaving the
town via this route under 2025 traffic flows.

The question then becomes: “If the mini-roloodda is modelled correctly is it
therefore just a case of adjusting the pedestniasstng parameters so that the
predicted queue matches what is currently beingemsmpced ?”. This time,
however, the answer is not as simple.

The traffic flows that are being assumed ® the various links in the highway
network are not observed flows with an allowance fidure traffic growth /
changes as results from the “manual” assessmertidsaalready been undertaken
in our Morbaine Transportation Assessment. Thidrdlows on the links in the
Saturn Model are what the Model thinks will use ¥agious links to get from the
start and finish points that have been fed into the Model. The amouatffiaf it
assumed will travel from Longpool to Wildman Street Longpool to Station
Road depends on the ease with which it thinksitratin travel along these routes
to get to the ultimate destination compared togisoutes which skirt around the
town centre (which in the main are residential roads or go through residential
areas). The whole link structure therefore needbéd accurate and from the
Saturn Output that has been provided it can be #ent is far from accurate,
with some very serious (but thankfully easy to correnrs.

As an example, any observer will see thafitrafrriving at the Station Road /
Longpool junction via Ann Street does not enterjtmetion other than to make a
left turn onto Wildman Street which it can do witliagiving way to any other
flow.

At the next junction along Wildman Street tiearside lane (the one traffic from
Ann Street is automatically in unless it weaves ithie offside lane) carries on to
Stramongate. Traffic turning right at the mini-ngabout from Station Road to
Wildman Street must weave into the nearside lané wishes to travel on to
Stramongate, which most of the vehicles do. Theldlassumes that Ann Street
traffic gives wayto the Station Road to Wildman Street movement ¢iwiti does
not) and therefore that that traffic from Ann Streeuld experience delays which
in reality it does not. Similarly it will be assumg that traffic from Wildman
Street does not experience any delays on thiktthighway when clearly it
does.

The Wildman Street traffic is then assumethenModel to continue southbound
and to pass onto Stramongate without any intelwaptiThose familiar with this
area will know that the two pedestrian crossings\dldman Street on either side
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2.19

2.20

2.21

2.22

2.23

2.24

of Beezon Road / Castle Street, (which are not included in the Saturn Mhdgel)
the slow turning movements into Castle Street dedlast minute lane changing
when drivers realise that remaining in the offdelge means turning into Beezon
Road, regularly results in queues extending backhwto Station Road mini-

roundabout.

The Model is thinking that there_is imterruption to traffic on Wildman Street,
and _noqueuing whatsoever, and will, therefore, be assggmore traffic to this
route and less to other routes as a result.

Once on Stramongate there is a further pedestrian crossing just beyond
Stramongate Bridge and further crossing facilindgere Stramongate turns into
New Road, only one of which is in the Model. Stoagate then feeds into two
lanes on New Road which continue to Miller Bridge.

At the time of the preparation of the Kendal TpamnsAssessment these two lanes
continued over the bridge as narrow lanes but é¢ie df the Kendal Transport
Assessment report states that what was at thettienplanned introduction of the
merge of these two lanes to one just prior to thege and the introduction of
further pedestrian crossing facilities (which hawev been implemented) was
being allowed for in the 2025 scenarios.

The 2025 with LDF allocated sites output which ltesen provided does not allow
for the pedestrian crossing but, it would seem fitbm assumed flow travelling
over the bridge and predicted flow to capacityoatissumes a single lane with no
interruption to traffic through the operation ofetltrossing (and also a very
generous estimate of the capacity of this singhe laith no accounting for the
sharp bend which forces all traffic to slow down totanto the bridge).

Amazingly, even though the Saturn Output shows gart of the highway
network to be overloaded (even without allowing five operation of the
pedestrian crossing which would result in even tgreaver-loading) this point on
the highway network is not considered in the Keridahsport Assessment report
(Table H1, our Appendix A).

Continuing along the town centre one-way systéwse familiar with Kendal

will know that there was always a queue at the AyrRRoad / Lound Road /
Nether Bridge junction where, prior to Lound Roanlg closed temporarily (as it

is at the time of writing this Note), vehicle traftravelling to Lound Road was
interrupted by pedestrians using the Zebra Crossing on the nearside lane of
Aynam Road, and traffic turning right to go ovee thridge was interrupted by
pedestrians using the Zebra Crossing in the offede and traffic arriving via
Lound Road (which was also interrupted by the Zé&kn@ssing on Lound Road).
During the peak periods, drivers joined the backhef right turn queue well in
advance of the Zebra Crossings.
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2.25 The Model predicts a 1 vehicle queue in the nd@afane and a 2 vehicle queue in
the offside lane with no alterations to the curremangements and allowing for
traffic growth to 2025 and all LDF allocated sitm@mpleted (which includes the
preferred option following the consultation exeecter the Canal Head site, all
traffic from which has to pass through this jungjio This is simply unbelievable.

2.26 The Saturn Model has been deemed to be validgtedntongst other things,
comparing estimated travel times from the Modelhwiteasured journey times
along several routes, one being a complete journey aroarah#iway system:

I. starting at the Aynam Road / Lound Road junction just rorad;

ii.  travelling over the Nether Bridge;

ii.  turning right and travelling along Kirkland and Highgate;

iv. waiting at the Stricklandgate / Allhallows Lane trafights;

v.  turning right onto Lowther Street;

vi. giving way to pedestrians using the well used Zebra Crossinghgetive
SLDC offices (which does not appear to be in the Model)

vii. travelling eastbound along New Road into BlaakiRoad and giving way
to pedestrians using the Zebra Crossing on the p&hith also does not
appear to be in the Model);

viii. giving way to pedestrians using the pedestganssing on Blackhall Road
to the north of Stramongate;

iIX. giving way to pedestrians using the pedestrian crgssithe Bus Station;

X.  waiting at the Blackhall Road / Sandes Avenue tadights;

Xi.  turning right onto Sandes Avenue,

xil. giving way to pedestrians at the pedestrian crossing to the west of the
Sandes Avenue Bridge;

xiii. turning right from Sandes Avenue to Stationdfoat the bus garage and
queuing up on the approach to the Station Road rghool mini-
roundabout;

Xiv. turning right onto Wildman Street;

Xv. merging with Ann Street traffic (the Model assumes Ann Street traffic gives
way to the right turn traffic and traffic arriving viaongpool);

Xvi. giving way to pedestrians using the Zebra Crossings north and south of
Beezon Road / Castle Street, and slowing down bdelmaffic turning
(slowly) into Castle Street;

xvii. giving way to pedestrians using the crossiaghte south of the Stramongate
bridge;

Xviii. giving way to pedestrians using the crossing on New Road d@l#wihall
Road junction.

Xix. At the time the runs were measured slowing down to turndeér the
Miller Bridge (now the two lanes of traffic whichreaformed south of the
Stramongate Bridge must merge into one and give whgn the new
pedestrian crossing is operated but this was redgmt when the journey
times were measured);
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2.27

2.28

2.29

2.30

2.29

xX. Giving way to pedestrians using the Zebra Crossingyora Road:
xxi. and giving way to Lound Road traffic.

According to the text of the Kendal Transport Assgent, when this route was
travelled to validate the Model runs it took betwes mere 339 seconds (5
minutes 39 seconds) and 906 seconds (15 minutexdhds) with an average
time of 560 seconds (9 minutes 20 seconds). ThdeM(¢with all the above
omissions of pedestrian crossings and errors regarding where acitfadly gives
way) predicted an average journey time of 595 secdhdsr{utes 55 seconds).

Firstly it is not believable that this 3.5 km muwould be covered in only 5
minutes 39 seconds in the evening peak period. 90& second journey is
probably more like the average time for this joytnelf the 339 seconds is
erroneous then the average of the actual journeysstwill not be the 560
seconds assumed. If the above errors in the Madet addressed the Model
would not be predicting it's estimated average npeyr time of 595 seconds.
Either way the Model cannot be considered to bielatdd.

Looking to the north of the Station Road / gpool junction there is something
very strange happening at the Shap Road / ApplelgdRunction. Here Shap
Road has priority over Appleby Road with the juastihaving a large island in
the centre of Appleby Road which separates thet tigin in / right turn out
movement to / from Appleby Road from the left turn out of Appleby Road. Any
gueuing should be on Appleby Road yet the Modelssuming that there is a 47
vehicle queue of southbound traffic on Shap Roadhennorthern side of the
splitter island (with only a 2 vehicle right turrueue on Shap Road and a 2
vehicle queue on Appleby Road waiting to turn rigitto Shap Road).
Immediately to the south of the splitter island #hevehicle queue reduces to 9
vehicles.

Whilst indeed there is often a queue at thistpat the present time which extends
across the Appleby Road junction, as has alrea@y [s®en this results from
operation of the pedestrian crossing at the Statimha queue cannot be created
on the main road of a priority junction when itrist giving way to any other
manoeuvre.

The only information that has been supplied isSheurn Output for the 2025
with LDF allocated sites scenario. Compared toptesent day situation, traffic
on Shap Road at the Appleby Road junction, andidragfassing through the
Station Road / Longpool Road junction, will, howevenly differ from the
current traffic flows through theses junctions Ime level assumed for general
traffic growth between 2008 and 2025 and the aoidhti traffic from the LDF
sites.
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2.30

2.31

2.32

2.33

2.34

2.35

2.36

The traffic growth assumed in the Kendal Transpesessment for 2008 to 2025
was 14%. The traffic the LDF sites were assumedyanerate can only be
determined by a comparison of the “2025 with LDfesi Model output with the
2025 base or “without LDF sites” output (which hmad been supplied) but whilst
this would not be an insignificant level of additad traffic, in comparison with
the base traffic it must be a small percentage.

As part of our current Transportation Assessment the Rugby Club
development we undertook a traffic survey at thati® Road / Longpool
roundabout, the results of which are presentedumRugby Club development
Transportation Assessment.

If the 2008 base Saturn Output had been made available we would have expected
the flows predicted at this junction to be similathe 2010 observed flows.

The 2010 survey showed 2039 vehicles passing ghrttte mini-roundabout
including traffic travelling to and from the Stati@ar park (which is not allowed
for in the Saturn Model). The Model assumed 14%kbeound traffic growth for

2008 to 2025 which would equate to around 13% fiit(2to 2025 so the 2025
base traffic flows through the mini-roundabout should lberd 2065 vehicles.

The 2025 base plus LDF sites traffic flows predidly the Model are, however,
3338 vehicles per hour with nothing predicted téeermr leave the Station car
park. The Model is therefore predicting that tHieA_sites would result in an
additional 1273 vehicles passing through the jwmcth the pm peak hour, or put
another way, the LDF sites would result in a 61%rease in traffic passing
through the junction, which is nonsense. A comparison c2@8 and 2025 base
Model runs (neither of which have been supplied l/adetermine where the
Model is making its erroneous assumptions but tieecertainly some error being
made somewhere in the “2025 with LDF” predictions.

Similarly, the Model is predicting that just nowhthe Shap Road / Appleby
Road junction the inbound (southbound) flow on Sigad would be 1458
vehicles in the pm peak hour with an outbound frmotind) flow of 862 vehicles
per hour. As above these are the predicted flon&)R5 with the LDF allocated
sites.

The highway authority has an automatic trafficnrteuon this stretch of highway
which during 2008 recorded an average weekday midlow of 532 vehicles

per hour in the pm peak period and an average ootbfiow of 557 vehicles per
hour. The 2008 base Model output should indicate values very close to these
flows at this point in the Model (north of node 940in the 2025 base Model
output, flows similar to the above flows increased by 14% should be being
predicted (606 inbound / 634 outbound).
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2.37

2.38

2.39

In the “2025 with LDF sites” Model output that Hasen supplied the Saturn
Model is indicating that the LDF sites will add 8tibound vehicles to the 2025
base flow (606) which would be more than doubling flow without the LDF
sites. This is clearly ludicrous. Once again mgarison of the 2008 and 2025
base Model runs, if supplied, will determine whehe Model is making its
incorrect assumptions but there is clearly somgthigry wrong in the “2025 with
LDF sites” predictions.

We have only looked at a small area of the SatureMbut clearly as it currently
stands its output is meaningless and other thamiging a simple test of the

benefits that would be obtained from the propodéstations to the pedestrian
crossing at the Station (see below), it cannotdresidered to be “fit for purpose”
for any assessment and certainly not for assesldifggent development scenarios
on the Shap Road corridor or the Canal Head Steould the SLDC wish to rely

upon the Saturn Model as it currently stands favptidg policies which affect

these areas it would be open to challenge.

Fortunately, however, it would take a minimal anmoof work to correct the
above errors and produce a Model which could be considdraolee
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3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

Kendal Transport Assessment Suggested, and Keriddugby Club Proposed,
Improvements to the Station Road / Longpool junction

The Kendal Transport Assessment, having concluded that thenSRdad /
Longpool junction is the cause of congestion in the Shap Road corridor area,
considered the introduction of traffic signal control to address this congestion.
The Kendal Transport Assessment makes referendgvdooptions that were
considered but does not provide details of theoogtiother than a simple
description and reference to calculations of thgac#y of these options. Under

the Freedom of Information Act request SLDC have now provided the traffic
signal calculations that led to the conclusions ke tKendal Transport
Assessment. No drawings have been supplied but from our consideration of the
information that has been supplied it can be cateziuthat drawings were never
produced.

For some strange reason the first option censttldid not deal with the current
(or more precisely the 2025 predicted) flows as it wasrasd that traffic arriving
from Ann Street, which has to turn left onto Wildm&treet without giving way
to any other movements, would not continue to d@® blat would be able to enter
the junction and travel straight on to Station Roadight onto Longpool. With
all these possible manoeuvres it was concludedttatic signal control would
not provide adequate capacity (which is not a surprising conclusion).

A second option was then considered which assumed that the Ann Street traffic
would not be signal controlled - which, to deathwan alleged existing problem,
should have been all that was needed to be coesiderThis option was
considered to potentially have adequate capacin examination of the
calculations which led to this conclusion, howevehows that the signal
arrangements would have required traffic wantintuta right from Station Road

to Wildman Street to wait in a right turn lane vehilraffic travelling from Station

Road to Longpool passed on the inside. Queues of 18 vehicles were predicted for
this right turn, requiring any arrangement to haweght turn lane of at least this
length which would extend well up the hill towarte bus garage. Clearly this
would not be possible without significant land acqigsit

There was no allowance for traffic entering axiting the Station Car Park,
which would be a requirement of any scheme.

The conclusion that signal control might beoagibility to improve this junction
was clearly never an appropriate solution.

From the previous section of this Note it is nowaclthat the congestion on
Longpool / Shap Road is caused by the operatiothefpedestrian crossing
outside the Station. This is the only cause ofgestion predicted by the Model
with the Model assuming that the crossing haltsiclehtraffic for 20 seconds
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3.7

3.8

3.9

3.10

every 80 seconds (or put another way, the capaxitthe highway is being
assumed to be 75% of what it would be if the crossing werdam)t

By replacing the single crossing with two shomrssings and a central island
the time that vehicle traffic would be stationary coutdréduced by around 50%.

Whilst the levels of traffic in this area are euwtty not being predicted by the
Model with any reliability, a simple test could badertaken running the Model
with the additional traffic effects of the RugbyuBl development (which have
been assessed in detail in a form which can beemppd the Model’'s Origin /
Destination type structure for traffic flow entrghd the delays at the crossing
reduced to simulate the changes to the crossingopeal as part of the Rugby
Club development.

From the simple manual calculations set out inRhgby Club Transportation
Assessment it is clear that this would show the benefits of the proalbsedions
to the crossing in relative terms with the improesmin capacity through the
reduction in standing time for vehicles being geedhan the additional capacity
required to accommodate the additional Rugby Clenetbpment traffic, leading
to a net overall benefit.

With the errors in the current Model detailed he previous section corrected
(which we do not believe is the responsibility loé tRugby Club development to
address) and the Model predicting base traffic §idw this area which match
surveyed flows, the changes to the crossing shgolda long way towards
completely solving the problems of this area andbkng development to be

promoted on the LDF sites which the Kendal Transport Assessment concluded

should be resisted.
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4, Update of Supplementary Report 1: Effects of Foodstore on Canal Head Site

4.1 The Saturn Model Output, albeit unreliable in many respects as detailed in
previous sections of this Note, enables the priedistmade in our Supplementary
Report 1 on a “manual” basis to be updated.

4.2 Our Supplementary Report 1 considered the effictie foodstore element of
the Gilkes scheme as set out in their November 26posals. An allowance
was made for trips that would already be on thevoet as part of existing
shopping patterns. The effects of the foodstoreeviben set out in terms of
additional traffic movements (and in some casesatahs in traffic movements)
on the various highways around the town centre.

4.3 Our Supplementary Report 1 did not indicate tke &ffects of a development on
the Canal Head site which included a foodstore. The flows indicated were simply
the additional traffic flows that a foodstore wowdédnerate over and above the
flows that the preferred option for the site woblave generated, and have been
allowed for in the Model in its “2025 with LDF Sg&scenario.

4.4 These effects can now be looked at in greateil.detta the following notes a
junctions “capacity” is taken to be the traffic iloassumed when the flow to
capacity ratio predicted by the Model is at 100%n reality a junction is
considered to be at capacity at around 85% of the flow / capacity ratio.

i. Starting at the northern end of the one-way systhe Saturn Model is
predicting that the recently introduced merge friovo lanes to one at the
northern side of Miller Bridge would be operatingl®6% of its capacity
under a 2025 flow of 1931 vehicles per hour (agitkt in Section 2 this
does not allow for the operation of the pedestdassing). A foodstore of
the size being promoted would add 338 additional vehicles to this flow
taking the flow to capacity ratio to 125%. Evemagng the fact that a
junction is considered to be at “capacity” withlewf to capacity ration of
85%, this junction would not be able to operatelileg to massive queuing
and the previously hinted new bridge would be assity (assuming that it
is physically possible to provide it).

ii. At the Aynam Road / Lound Road junction the Mbde currently
predicting only a 2 vehicle queue at the zebra crossing in the “2025 with
LDF sites” scenario (with the queuing here alseet#d by traffic on Lound
Road). With pedestrians using the crossing theés Z@#v (1144 vehicles
per hour) is predicted to be 75% of the highwayapacity (making the
capacity 1525 vehicles per hour). Even though disue is unbelievable
and well below the queue that existed under 2008lwith no LDF sites
before Lound Road was temporarily closed, a foodsttn Canal Head
would add 490 vehicles to the flow in the pm peeakiqd taking the flow to
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1634 vehicles per hour which would be 107% of the junction’s capacity. As
the capacity here is a result of the pedestriassong, this could only be
addressed through the removal of the crossing whkiohld be totally
contrary to the District and County Councils’ policies.

At the Stricklandgate / Lowther Road traffigsials the junction is predicted

to be operating well in excess of its capacityhia t2025 with LDF sites”
scenario with maximum flow to capacity ratios (fsignal controlled
junctions this is referred to as degree of satomathich is slightly different

but a 90% degree of saturation is considered tindenaximum acceptable
level) of 116% on Allhallows Lane and 115% on $tiandgate with 1596
vehicles per hour passing through the junctiondésrihese flows there are
predicted queues of 20 vehicles on Allhallows Lane and 36 vehicles on
Stricklandgate.

The foodstore would add 362 vehicles to the ciitisgght turn from
Highgate into Lowther Street (949 vehicles per haesulting in a 38%
increase in traffic on an arm that is already priedi to be operating at 115
% of its capacity.

There is nothing that can be done to mitigate dhi this level of additional
traffic would result in massive queuing on Highgadééd as the signal
timings would have to be adjusted to “spread theemyi’ evenly around the
junction, also even longer delays on Allhallows &afthe exit from the
Booths supermarket). Clearly an existing foodstore’s trade cannot be made
to suffer to facilitate a rival foodstore in thevo.

The extremely well used pedestrian crossinghatdastern end of Lowther
Street (the SLDC offices) is not in the Model. Ténés predicted to be a
1423 vehicle per hour flow in the single lane ofntber Street which would

be around the highway’s capacity allowing for the crossing. A foodstore on
Canal Head would add 362 vehicles to this flow ngkihe total flow on
Lowther Street to 1785 vehicles per hour which wlorgquire free-flow
conditions with no pedestrian crossing to accomrteodarhe pedestrian
crossing obviously cannot be removed.

Similarly, no allowance for the pedestrian crogsat the Blackhall Road /
New Road junction has been made in the Model, WhighModel assuming
that the eastbound flow of traffic from Lowther &t has an uninterrupted
left turn into Blackhall Road. Without a foodstore on Canal Headfree-
flow left turn would be operating at 78% of its eaftly with a predicted
2025 flow of 1554 vehicles per hour. With a foodstahe flow would
increase to 1916 vehicles per hour which would 6% 9f the highway
capacity (remembering that 85% is considered tthbenaximum practical
capacity). Allowing for the use of the pedestrienwssing the capacity
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would reduce considerably, and this junction woualaot have adequate
capacity to accommodate the foodstore traffic.

vi. Some of the foodstore traffic then travels noalong Blackhall Road to
Sandes Avenue with some turning right onto Straraten¢p go around the
northern loop of the one-way system to get bacthéoMiller Bridge. For
the northbound traffic, there are already queues which develop at the first
pedestrian crossing and at the pedestrian crossangls Bus Station /
Westmorland Centre car park access points beyond. The foodstore would
add 105 vehicles to the flow on Blackhall Roadlet first crossing point
ands 122 vehicles pass the crossing and acceds peyond.

vii.  Finally this additional traffic arrives at tH@andes Avenue junction where it
materialises as a 104 vehicle increase. A foodstoould also add 78
vehicles to the right turn movement from Sandesniveeto Blackhall Road
but this would be balanced by a similar reductiothie east to west flow on
Sandes Avenue. The net effects of a foodstore analCHead would
therefore be the 104 vehicle increase on BlackRadd.

This junction is already predicted to be operating over-capacity by the
Saturn Model (junction 4 of Table H1 from the Kehdaansportation
Assessment, our appendix A) at 101% flow to capaweitio (although the
actual Model output indicates individual turning vement flow to capacity
ratios of 102% and 103%) with a total flow throudie junction of 3894
vehicles per hour. The Model is currently predigtia 10 vehicle long
gueue on Blackhall Road and an 11 vehicle queussamdes Avenue
westbound approach. Even by adjusting the sigmahgs the additional
104 vehicles the foodstore would add to this jurctvill inevitably have a
material adverse effect.

viii. For the right turning traffic from Blackhall &ad to Stramongate this has to
give way to southbound Blackhall Road traffic. S hmnanoeuvre is
predicted by the Model to have a flow to capacdtior of 93% with 641
vehicles turning right being opposed by 375 vekicriving from the
north. The foodstore would add 253 vehicles tortgkt turn manoeuvre
and 72 vehicles to the opposing flow on BlackhalbR. (Please note that
the diagram with our Supplementary Report 1 indigata reduction in
traffic turning right onto Stramongate is an eraod there would be the
above increase). With no increase in the oppdsivngthese additional 253
vehicles would result in a flow to capacity ratiol30%. Allowing for the
increase in opposing flow the flow to capacity sattould be even higher
indicating queues that could easily extend backiéav Road blocking the
right turn from New Road into Blackhall Road.
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4.5 Whilst previous sections of this Note have demated that the Saturn Model
cannot be relied upon for accurate predictionshefgerformance of the Kendal
highway network, in many instances features of the highway network which
reduce its capacity have been omitted from the Made a fully corrected Model
would give even worse results with a foodstore ba €Canal Head site than
outlined above.

4.6 It is clear that adding a foodstrore to the Cafedd site would result in major
over-loading of the highway network and whethereolagn the existing Model or
a fully corrected Model, the planning authority gslibnot be considering such an
option.

Turner xLowe xAssociates
-16 -



T «L xA

Proposed Development

Shap Road. Kendal

Supplementary Report 2: Results of Examination of Kendal Saturn Model Output and
Update of Supplementary Report 1: Effects of FoodstoreroCanal Head Site

5.1

5.2

5.3

5.4

5.5

5.6

5.7

Conclusions

In the case of the Rugby Club development,Satirn Model output that has
been received shows that the congestion in thia arel on the Shap Road
corridor is as was stated at the Rugby Club Inqdug solely to the operation of
the pedestrian crossing at the Railway Stationiameuld be an easy matter to
improve this situation.

Regarding the Saturn Model, its errors as detailed above (which is not an
extensive list, merely examples) show that as tbhddicurrently stands its output
cannot be considered even remotely accurate enfmugissessing the effects of
any development in the central area of the town.

The Model would need to be updated and whereas we indicated previously that
we were prepared to run the Model to show how adtwe on the Canal Head

site would compare to a foodstore on the Rugby Gltd it is now clear that
extensive alterations to the Model will be requiréd/hilst these could be done
relatively quickly, it is not considered that itahd be the Rugby Club scheme

that funds these alterations.

This work would have to be undertaken if théSLwished to consider different
options for the Canal Head site and it may be thatCounty will be happy to
have their modelling team find time for this wofkequested by the SLDC. If so

we would be happy to work with the SLDC and the County to ensure that output
from an updated Model could be considered to beeayr

At this stage the Model, even with all the abdigted faults, is showing that
under the traffic flows assumed with the previousigicated LDF preferred
options around the town, many links / nodes wowdoperating at or beyond
capacity at the 2025 design year.

The Supplementary Report we prepared on thesecouences of putting a
foodstore on the Canal Head site showed that thvendd be several hundred
additional vehicles using the one-way system araimedtown. Even without a
Model that can be considered to be reliable itlearcthat adding the levels of
traffic that a foodstore must bring to these higysvaill result in major additional
congestion over and above the congestion thatrinaqusly preferred option for

the Canal Head site (which was a well balanced, tiaffic generating option)
would have caused - which could probably have lwessidered to be something
that Kendal highway users might be expected to put up with in order to achieve
desired development in the town.

As detailed in our Supplementary Report on dbesequences of promoting a
foodstore on Canal Head, we cannot see how the SLDC could possible consider
that the previous Option Selection Study and thed&é Transport Assessment
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5.8

work would be sufficient to promote a foodstoreioptfor their site. It is now

clear that as the Model stands it cannot simplyrdre to consider this option
purely on the basis of different traffic flows asyadecisions could clearly be
challenged as being made on the basis of grosshefl assumptions and Model
output. It would, however, be a simple matter timdp the Model up to a fit for

purpose standard and we would be happy to work thithSLDC in achieving

this.

From the information that is available, howevewill inevitably be the case that
even an updated Saturn Model will show major cotigesesulting at critical
junctions in the town, with many existing tripsriserring to residential areas and
other routes which should not be made to suffeitithdl traffic use as a result of
a proposed development.
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Appendix A

Extracts from Kendal Transport Assessment

Turner xLowe xAssociates



Kendal Transport Assessment Final Report

8.

8.1

8.2

Model Results

Introduction

This section of the report presents results of the SATURN traffic model analysis, followed by
summary analysis of development impact at individual junctions. Appendix H presents key
indicators of junction performance output from the SATURN model, and Appendix | provides more
detailed analysis of individual junction performance, both of which should be read in conjunction
with the summary results contained within this section.

The SATURN traffic model has been interrogated to provide Volume to Capacity (V/C) ratios and
average delay per vehicle on modelled links. Model results have been interrogated for key
junctions within Kendal. The key junctions are listed below, and the selection of these junctions
was informed by a review of the modelled VVolume to Capacity ratios and the distribution of
development traffic flows. Therefore the key junctions represent those predicted to experience
significant changes in traffic flow and delay as a result of the proposed developments. A plan of
the key junctions is shown in Figure 8.1.

Junction 1: Windermere Road / Queens Road / Green Road priority junction;
Junction 2: Windermere Road / Burneside Road signalised junction;
Junction 3: Windermere Road / Busher Walk priority junction;

Junction 4: Sandes Avenue / Blackhall Road signalised junction;

Junction 5: Sandes Avenue / Beezon Road priority junction;

Junction 6: Longpool Road / Station Road / Ann Street roundabout;
Junction 7: Shap Road / Appleby Road priority junction;

Junction 8: Appleby Road / Sandylands Road priority junction;

Junction 9: Sedbergh Road / Sandylands Road priority junction;

Junction 10: Bridge Street / Aynam Road priority junction;

Junction 11: Lound Road / Parkside Road priority junction and committed improvements as
part of K-Village development;

Junction 12: Parkside Road / Valley Drive priority junction;

Junction 13: Burton Road / Lound Road / Romney Road roundabout;

Junction 14: Burton Road / Heron Hill / Oxenholme Road signalised junction;

Junction 15: Oxenholme Road / Kendal Parks Road signalised junction;

Junction 16: Milnthorpe Road / Romney Road / Hawesmead Avenue signalised junction;
Junction 17: Milnthorpe Road / Vicarage Drive priority junction

Junction 18: Milnthorpe Road / Glebe Road priority junction; and

Junction 19: Highgate / Allhallows Lane signalised junction
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Figure 8.1 — Location of Key Junctions
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Table H.1 - SATURN Model Results for Base and Base plu

s LDF Development Scenarios
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Junction 2008 Base 2025 Base 2025 LDF
AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak
V/C | Delay | Value | V/C | Delay | Value | VIC | Delay | Value | V/C | Delay | Value | VIC | Delay | Value | V/C | Delay | Value

1 97 35 89 22 108 127 107 111 113 117 116 197
2 69 13 63 11 105 97 97 41 104 93 102 75
3 99 39 75 37 87 56 80 56 94 55 89 53
4 73 94 70 80 94 41 97 47 102 60 101 56
5 68 11 48 8 87 22 67 18 98 45 65 15
6 84 5 107 74 91 6 106 63 97 6 105 58
7 60 8 105 93 66 22 116 190 75 22 116 200
8 100 31 60 7 103 53 73 8 116 176 80 8

9 60 5 105 67 70 5 119 191 102 49 126 260
10 61 10 51 19 61 0 84 0 67 0 85 0

11 58 9 98 41 63 62 71 30 69 31 81 31
12 92 9 58 5 104 55 76 7 106 76 91 12
13 67 16 55 13 76 13 50 10 88 16 67 13
14 98 47 114 136 94 45 100 51 101 56 103 75
15 70 31 49 29 63 47 47 33 84 49 61 35
16 82 49 83 84 85 51 79 51 92 51 165 639
17 47 19 56 158 42 63 63 321 51 215 69 369
18 102 61 119 212 112 157 141 419 122 247 147 478
19 74 87 68 43 106 107 107 113 112 160 116 190
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