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	TRANSPORT STRATEGY
PUBLIC REALM & PLANNING  


	To:
	Matthew Dempsey, Charlotte Meynell and Oluwaseyi Enirayetan (Planning)

	From:
	Hannah Fallows (Principal Transport Planner) 

	Date:
	19 March 2017

	Re:
	Land Outside   17-24 Dobson Close  London   NW6 4RS 

Public Highway Outside  131 Finchley Road   London  NW3 6HY

Land Adjacent to   The O2 Centre  255 Finchley Road  London  NW3 6LU

Land Adjacent to   Swiss Cottage Library  88 Avenue Road  London   NW3 3HA 

Land Adjacent to   100 Avenue Road  London   NW3 3HA 

Land Fronting  Holborn Police Station   10 Lamb's Conduit Street  London  WC1N 3NR 

Land Adjacent to  42 Highgate Road  London  NW5 1NT 

Land Adjacent to  101 Euston Road  London  NW1 2RA

Land Adjacent to  27-28 Chalk Farm Road  London  NW1 8AG

Land Adjacent to  1 Court Close  St John's Wood Park  London  NW8 6NN

Land Adjacent to  Warren Street Underground Station  Tottenham Court Road   London   NW1 3AA 

Land Adjacent to  511 Finchley Road   London  NW3 7BB

Land Adjacent to  1 Haverstock Hill  London  NW3 2BP

Land Adjacent to  55 Fortune Green Road  London  NW6 1DR 

Land Adjacent to  Warren Street Underground Station  Tottenham Court Road  London  NW1 3AA 

Land Adjacent to  Highgate Studios  53-79 Highgate Road  London   NW5 1TL

Land Adjacent to  Havertsock School  24 Haverstock Hill  London   NW3 2BQ

Land Adjacent to  241 Camden High Street  London  NW1 7BU

Land Adjacent to  39 Tottenham Court Road  London  W1T 2AR 

Land Adjacent to  137-139 Euston Road  London  NW1 2AA

Land Adjacent to  197 Kentish Town Road  London  NW5 2JU

Land Adjacent to  97 Southampton Row  London  WC1B 4HH 

Land Adjacent to  Holborn House  113 High Holborn   London  WC1V 6JQ

Land Adjacent to  75 Kingsway  London  WC2B 6SR 

Land Adjacent to  14-16 Camden High Street  London  NW1 0JH 

Land Adjacent to  69-70 Russell Square  London  WC1B 5BA

Land Adjacent to  229 High Holborn  London  WC1V 7EG 

Land Adjacent to  135 Camden High Street  London  NW1 7JR 

Land Adjacent to  121 Shaftesbury Avenue  London  WC2H 8AD 

Land Adjacent to  Unison Centre  130 Euston Road  London  NW1 2AY 

Land Adjacent to  6 Gray's Inn Road  London  WC1X 8HG 

Land Adjacent to  166 High Holborn  London  WC1V 6TT 

Land Adjacent to  145-149 Tottenham Court Road  London   W1T 7NE

Land Adjacent to  80 - 85 Tottenham Court Road  London  W1T 4TE

Land Adjacent to  1 St Giles High Street  London  WC2H 8AG 

Land Adjacent to 104 Finchley Road  London  NW3 5EY

Land Adjacent to 100 -110 Euston Road  London  NW1 2AJ  

Land Adjacent to 108 - 110 Finchley Road   London  NW3 5JJ  

Land Adjacent to 90 Tottenham Court Road   London  W1T 4TJ  

Land Adjacent to 167 - 169 Shaftesbury Avenue  London   WC2H 8AN  

Land Adjacent to 190 High Holborn  London  WC1V 7BH

Land Adjacent to 23 Tottenham Court Road  London  W1T 1BJ

Land Adjacent to 7 High Holborn   London  WC1V 6DR

Land Adjacent to 19 - 37 Highgate Road   London  NW5 1LB

Land Adjacent to 16 Procter Street   London   WC1V 6NX

Land Adjacent to 121 Shaftesbury Avenue  Kondon  WC2H 8AD


	Proposal:
	Installation of 1 x telephone box (multiple locations)

	Reference:
	2017/1068/P

2017/1087/P

2017/1196/P

2017/1017/P

2017/1069/P

2017/1088/P

2017/1197/P

2017/1070/P

2017/1089/P

2017/1198/P

2017/1073/P

2017/1090/P

2017/1199/P

2017/1074/P

2017/1091/P

2017/1200/P

2017/1076/P

2017/1092/P

2017/1021/P

2017/1077/P

2017/1093/P

2017/1022/P

2017/1078/P

2017/1094/P

2017/1023/P

2017/1079/P

2017/1095/P

2017/1026/P

2017/1080/P

2017/1096/P

2017/1028/P

2017/1081/P

2017/1097/P

2017/1030/P

2017/1083/P

2017/1098/P

2017/1031/P

2017/1084/P

2017/1099/P

2017/1033/P

2017/1085/P

2017/1194/P

2017/1036/P

2017/1086/P

2017/1195/P

2017/1039/P




This response should be read in conjunction with the excel obs document attached.
Proposal

The 46 applications all propose to install a telephone box, each at a different location under a GPDO Prior Approval Determination. 
Each application has been assessed and where the application is contrary to the policies outlined below, the application has been deemed as unacceptable. 

Promoting Sustainable and Efficient Travel (CS11)

· Core Strategy policy CS11 states that the Council will ‘ensure that growth and development has regard to Camden’s road hierarchy and does not cause harm to the management of the road network.’
· ‘The Council will protect existing and proposed transport infrastructure (including routes for walking, cycling and public transport, interchange points, depots and storage facilities) against removal or severance.’

· Paragraph 11.7 states ‘Given the constraints on transport capacity in a densely developed area like Camden, almost every part of the existing transport infrastructure is a valuable asset. The Council will therefore seek to protect all existing and proposed facilities and links.’

Any developments wishing to alter the existing layout of the public highway must design for Camden’s road hierarchy which gives pedestrians and cyclists priority above all other users. Any removal of existing infrastructure, such as a reduction in footway width, is seen to have a detrimental effect on pedestrian movement and thus would be unacceptable as it is contrary to policy CS11. 

Camden’s policies outline objectives to promote sustainable transport and paragraph 11.8-11.12 of CS11 specifically detail the importance of encouraging more walking. The introduction of additional street furniture that reduces footway widths, and thus pedestrian comfort, could in turn lead to the discouragement of sustainable transport. Where the introduction of a telephone box leads to a reduction of ‘clear footway’ width, the proposals would be unacceptable.

Development connecting to the highway network (DP21)
· ‘Policy DP21 should be read in conjunction with policies DP16, DP17 and DP19 and Core Strategy policy CS11.’
· Paragraph 21.2 states that ‘The Council has a duty to provide for the efficient movement of vehicles and pedestrians on the road network.  We do this by enabling and promoting walking, cycling and public transport.’
· The Council will expect works affecting highways to: 
· ‘f) ensure adequate sightlines for vehicles leaving the site;
· g) address the needs of wheelchair users and other people with mobility difficulties, people with sight impairments, children, elderly people and other vulnerable users;

· h) avoid causing harm to highway safety or hinder pedestrian movement and avoid unnecessary street clutter;

· i) contribute to the creation of high quality streets and public spaces;’

· Paragraph 21.10 states ‘In order to protect the safety of pedestrians, cyclists and motor vehicles, connections to the highway network should be designed with appropriate sightlines, visibility splays and queuing distances to reflect the character of the development, local highway conditions, traffic speeds and pedestrian activity. Guidance is included in the Department for Transport's Manual for Streets, the Camden Streetscape Design Manual and our Camden Planning Guidance supplementary document.

· Paragraph 21.12 in particular states that it is ‘important that development does not hinder pedestrian movement, and the Council will not support proposals that involve the provision of additional street furniture that is not of benefit to highway users.
Any development that would result in a narrowing of the footway, whether this is from the telephone box causing a physical obstruction or from queues that may form as a result of the telephone box, will obstruct pedestrian movement and would therefore be contrary to policies DP21. Further to this, any new proposal that could hinder movement for wheelchair users (narrow footways) or interfere with the navigation for vulnerable road users, such as visually impaired users, will also be contrary to DP21.
Any development that presents a safety risk will also be refused. If the proposed telephone box blocks sightlines, visibility splays, queueing distances and causes harm to highway safety the proposal would be contrary to policy DP21 and thus unacceptable. 

Street furniture, such as a telephone box, that is not seen as a benefit to highway users will be deemed as unacceptable. Given the infrequent use of telephone boxes it can be argued that instead of providing a service to the highway users, instead, they act only as a hindrance to pedestrian movement. 
The Transport Implications of Development (Policy DP16)
· ‘The Council will seek to ensure that development is properly integrated with the transport network and is supported by adequate walking, cycling and public transport links. We will resist development that fails to assess and address any need for:

· a) movements to, from and within the site, including links to existing transport networks. We will expect proposals to make appropriate connections to highways and street spaces, in accordance with Camden's road hierarchy, and to public transport networks;
· c) safe pick-up, drop-off and waiting areas for taxis, private cars and coaches, where this activity is likely to be associated with the development.’

If the proposed telephone box obstructs existing loading and unloading arrangements, for example single yellow lines, the proposal would be contrary to DP16 and therefore unacceptable.

Walking, cycling and public transport (Policy DP17)

· ‘The Council will promote walking, cycling and public transport use. Development should make suitable provision for pedestrians, cyclists and public transport and, where appropriate.’

· Paragraph 17.4 states ‘Footpaths need to be wide enough for the number of people who will use them so they do not spill onto roads. They should also include features to assist vulnerable road users, including the provision of dropped kerbs and textured paving where appropriate.’
If the location of a telephone box reduces the ‘clear footway’ width and results in inadequate provision for pedestrians the proposal would be contrary to policy DP17 and therefore be deemed as unacceptable. 
Camden’s Planning Guidance: Transport (CPG7)
· Paragraph 8.6 of CPG7 states outlines the following considerations:
· ‘ensuring the safety of vulnerable road users, including children, elderly people and people with mobility difficulties, sight impairments, and other disabilities;

· maximising pedestrian accessibility and minimising journey times;

· providing stretches of continuous public footways without public highway crossings;

· linking to, maintaining, extending and improving the network of pedestrian pathways;
· providing a high quality environment in terms of appearance, design and construction, paying attention to Conservation Areas, and using traditional materials (such as natural stone or granite setts) where appropriate,

· use of paving surfaces which enhance ease of movement for vulnerable road users; and

· avoiding street clutter and minimising the risk of pedestrian routes being obstructed or narrowed, e.g. by pavement parking or by street furniture.’
· Paragraph 8.9 states: ‘Footways should be wide enough for two people using wheelchairs, or prams, to pass each other. We seek to maximise the width of footways wherever possible.
In the absence of detailed design drawings that include dimensions of the proposed position of the new telephone box, it is unclear as to how wide the ‘clear footway’ width is once the proposed telephone box has been installed. 

Camden’s Streetscape Design Manual 

· Section 3.01 Footway Widths states the following:

· ‘‘Clear footway’ is not the distance from kerb to boundary wall, but the unobstructed pathway width within the footway.
· 1.8 metres - minimum width needed for two adults passing.

· 3 metres - minimum width for a busy pedestrian street, though greater widths are usually required.
· Keeping the footway width visually free of street furniture is also  important, allowing clear sightlines along the street.’
· Section 4.01 Vehicular Traffic Signs states ‘The distance from the outer edge of a sign to the kerb should be at least 0.45m (0.5m preferred).’ Such as signs / bollards / bus shelters 
· Section 4.13 Advertising and Publicity states the following:
· ‘Street advertising should be kept to an absolute minimum in all locations.

· Commercial advertising must not be placed on street furniture.

· Illuminated footway advertising boards, such as those produced by JCDecaux, must not be introduced. Any existing sites should be reviewed to ensure adequate footway widths are maintained and sightlines are protected.’
The proposed telephone boxes each measure 1325mm (rounded to 1400mm for robustness) in width. Camden’s Streetscape Design Manual, together with TfL guidance, states that furniture should be placed a minimum of 450mm back from the carriageway. Installing the proposed telephone box would result in a loss of 1900mm (minimum) of footway.

If the proposals reduced the ‘clear footway’ width to below the thresholds as set out in Camden’s Street Scape Design Manual and TfL’s Pedestrian Comfort Guidance, the installation of a new telephone box would be unacceptable. The narrowing of the footways would reduce pedestrian comfort, may lead to the discouragement of sustainable travel and could have an impact on highway safety (interfering with signals, visual obstructions, visibility splays, overcrowding). 
Additionally, the Camden Streetscape Design Manual outlines advertising guidance that resists the introduction of commercial advertising. Whilst the proposals do not currently seek to introduce advertising as part of this application, there is concern that the large panel on the rear elevation will seek to introduce advertising in the future. It appears that these applications may be more intended for the future use of commercial advertising and not actually for the benefit of the highway user.

TfL’s Pedestrian Comfort Guidance

· Appendix B: Recommended Footway Widths outlines the recommended widths for low flow (<600pph), active flow (600-1200pph) and high flow (>1200pph) as follows:
· Low flow: 2m ‘clear footway’ width;

· Active flow: 2.2m minimum ‘clear footway’ width; and

· High flow: 3.3m minimum ‘clear footway’ width for 2000pph.

Should any of the proposals reduce the ‘clear footway’ to be less than the thresholds as set out in TfL’s Pedestrian Comfort Guidance document, the application would be unacceptable and should be refused.
Further Points

· The enclosed nature of the proposed boxes raises concern with regards to antisocial behaviour.
· Camden’s emerging Local Plan refers to uncluttered streets and high quality public realm. 

· TfL must be consulted for all proposals on the TLRN.
· There are a number of committed schemes in the areas of some of the proposed locations, such as the West End Project, which seek to improve the public realm, and in doing so, are reducing the amount of street clutter. This application therefore contradicts Camden’s aspirations. 

· Additionally, it is unclear as to who would take financial responsibility if the proposed telephone box, if granted permission, would be required to be removed as a result of a committed scheme. Which party would pay for its removal or relocation?
· The application includes photographs of the proposed sites that are not a fair representation of pedestrian flows. The photographs have not been taken at peak times and do not hold any merit in the judgement of pedestrian flows in that area. Note, no data regarding flows were submitted as part of this planning application. 
· If the proposals are deemed as acceptable appropriate mitigation measures to the public highway, such as stat searches, must be agreed upon and conditioned/detailed in an additional legal agreement as part of planning permission. 
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