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8.6.3	 In making these forecasts, Mace has given consideration to reducing 
the number of vehicle movements by:

•	 the possible reuse of circa 33% of the crushed concrete produced 
during deconstruction of EC1 and EC2;

•	 reuse of excavated material for filling (based on its suitability);
•	 potential provision of an on-site soil hospital to remediate soil 

on site (the current extent of contamination and remediation 
required is unknown at this point);

•	 potential provision of a mortar batching facility on site;
•	 the use of reusable hoardings where they can be used in non-

aesthetic locations; and
•	 the potential for the use of prefabrication techniques and modern 

methods of construction where practical and viable to do so 
without compromising quality.

8.6.4	 It is proposed that a construction stage Travel Plan will be devised. 
There will be a general policy of not providing any car parking on site 
and the site labour force will be encouraged to use public transport. 
Provision will be made for essential parking only and cycling will be 
encouraged with secure bicycle storage and shower facilities made 
available on site.

Figure 8.1
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9.1	 Traffic Flows

9.1.1	 The number of vehicle movements generated by the RBKC Only 
Development Option was forecast in section 7 and is summarised below.

Table 9.1 Forecast Vehicular Trips 

Mode AM Peak PM Peak

In Out 2 Way In Out 2 Way
Taxi or Minicab 17 13 30 16 24 40
Driving a car or van 52 83 135 98 88 186
Servicing 16 10 26 3 3 6
Total 85 106 191 117 115 232

9.1.2	 These vehicle movements result from the completed development 
and are the “gross” traffic generation of the proposals, whereas the 
impact of the development needs to be assessed as a net change 
from the “no development” situation. The net change is calculated 
by taking account of traffic generated by the existing land uses, as 
shown in Table 9.2.

Table 9.2 Net Traffic Generation 

Mode AM Peak PM Peak

In Out 2 Way In Out 2 Way
Traffic Generation 85 106 191 117 115 232
Existing Traffic 65 27 92 24 86 110
Net Traffic 20 79 99 93 29 122

9.2	 Assessment Method

9.2.1	 The highway assessment method has been agreed with TfL and its 
full detail is contained in Appendix M. 

9.2.2	 As a simplified summary, the analysis of the existing situation has 
been based on surveyed traffic flows and the analysis of the 2021 
scenarios is based on forecast traffic flows which were derived 
from the process described below. 

9.2.3	 Background traffic growth from the existing situation until 2021 has 
been established using TfL’s strategic LTS model version 6.2.2.  
The highway growth forecasts were then extracted and input into to 
TfL’s highway assignment model CLoHAM to establish the baseline 
traffic patterns in the 2021 Base case (with no development on the 
Earls Court Site) . 

9.2.4	 The net development traffic for 2021 was added to the 2021 Base 
model, and assigned onto the highway network using CLoHAM. 
The outputs were then used for a more detailed analysis using the 
VISSIM model which had been audited by TfL’s consultants during 
the Earls Court Transport Study.

9.3	 Junction Analyses

9.3.1	 The proposed accesses were modelled using PICADY (the 
standard software package for priority junctions) and the Warwick 
Road / Old Brompton Road and the A4 / Warwick Road junctions 
were modelled using LINSIG (the standard software package for 
signalised junctions).

9.3.2	 The results of the Development tests are summarised in the 
following tables with full LINSIG and PICADY results in Appendix J.  

9.3.3	 When assessing the Site Wide Development Option, the Warwick 
Road / West Cromwell Road and Old Brompton Road / Finborough 
Road signalised junctions are analysed as part of the VISSIM 
network in the Appendix K cumulative impact assessment.  
For completeness, the site access PICADY analyses have been 
run using the turning movements from the VISSIM assessment of 
the 2031 Site Wide Development Option. The traffic flows for these 
analyses involve increased turning movements at each access, 
since they would serve also the Application 2 land uses, plus 
increased flows on Warwick Road and Lillie Road / Old Brompton 
Road. The AM and PM peak hour movements for the Site Wide 
Development Option are shown on Figure 9.2. 

9.3.4	 It should be noted that the Seagrave Road proposals would result 
in a small decrease in traffic entering and leaving the Seagrave 
Road car park site. Therefore, no separate cumulative assessment 
with the Seagrave Road proposals is presented, and the simplifying 

9	 Impacts – Road 
Network
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assumption has been made that the Seagrave Road proposals 
result in zero net change in traffic flows. 

9.4	 Warwick Road Access 

9.4.1	 The access onto Warwick Road has only been modelled as a left-
out as that is the only opposed movement given the one-way nature 
of Warwick Road. The signalised pedestrian crossing has been 
incorporated into the assessment and coded with on-site recorded 
signal data.  The results of the PICADY analyses for this junction are 
shown in Table 9.3 and 9.4 for the AM and PM peaks respectively. 

Table 9.3 Warwick Road Egress AM Peak

Approach The Development Site Wide Development Option
Ratio of Flow to 

Capacity
Max Queue 

Length (Vehs) 
Ratio of Flow to 

Capacity
Max Queue 

Length (Vehs) 
W a r w i c k 
R o a d 
Northbound

0.626 2 0.678 2

Egress onto 
W a r w i c k 
Road

0.121 0 0.050 0

Table 9.4 Warwick Road Egress PM Peak

Approach The Development Site Wide Development Option
Ratio of Flow to 

Capacity
Max Queue 

Length (Vehs)
Ratio of Flow to 

Capacity
Max Queue 

Length (Vehs)
W a r w i c k 
R o a d 
Northbound

0.605 2 0.608 2

Egress onto 
W a r w i c k 
Road

0.110 0 0.102 0

9.4.2	 The results indicate that this junction will operate within capacity 
with a maximum queue of 2 cars being forecast during the AM peak 
period.  This queue is located on the left and ahead movement on 
Warwick Road and is caused by the controlled crossing facility to 
the south of the access.

9.5	 West Brompton Access 

9.5.1	 The proposed priority junction onto Old Brompton Road has 
also been assessed using PICADY. This junction provides for all 
movements, so the outbound and right turn inbound movements 
have to give way to other traffic and are considered for queuing and 
delay analysis. 

9.5.2	 The results of the PICADY analysis for this junction using the future 
traffic flows are shown in Table 9.4 and 9.5 for the AM and PM peak 
periods respectively. 

Table 9.4 West Brompton Access AM Peak

Approach The Development Site Wide Development Option

Ratio of Flow to 
Capacity

Max Queue 
Length (Vehs) 

Ratio of Flow to 
Capacity

Max Queue 
Length (Vehs) 

Right turn 
In

0.00 0 0.00 0

Site Egress 0.176 0 0.084 0

Table 9.5 West Brompton Access PM Peak

Approach The Development Site Wide Development Option
Ratio of Flow to 

Capacity
Max Queue 

Length (Vehs) 
Ratio of Flow to 

Capacity
Max Queue 

Length (Vehs) 
Right turn 
In

0.00 0 0.00 0

Site Egress 0.119 0 0.221 0

9.5.3	 The results indicate that this junction will operate within capacity 
with no queues during either peak period.  
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Finborough Road/ Old Brompton Road

9.5.4	 The Finborough Road and Old Brompton Road junction is a four 
arm signalised junction incorporating pedestrian facilities on each 
arm. Finborough Road is one-way northbound and forms part of the 
Earls Court One Way System.

9.5.5	 The junction has been assessed using LINSIG software and its 
performance is set out in Tables 9.6 and 9.7 for the AM and PM 
peaks respectively.

Table 9.6 Finborough Road/ Old Brompton Road AM Peak 

Link Number and 
Description

Existing Base Future Base The Development

DOS MMQ DOS MMQ DOS MMQ
1 / 1 Finborough 

Road – Left / 
Ahead

61.1 10.2 63.0 10.8 63.4 11.0

1 / 2 Finborough 
Road – Ahead

56.9 9.9 58.7 10.5 59.1 10.6

1 / 3 Finborough 
Road –  Ahead 
Right

56.9 9.9 58.7 10.5 59.1 10.6

2 / 1 Old Brompton 
Road Eastbound 
-  Ahead

39.5 8.2 43.3 8.8 43.3 8.8

2 / 2 Old Brompton 
Road Eastbound 
-  Left

21.8 2.2 17.3 1.7 17.4 1.7

3 / 1 Old Brompton 
Road 
Westbound -  
Ahead / Right

60.8 10.1 62.8 10.4 63.4 10.5

Practical Reserve 
Capacity (%)

47.3 42.9 41.9

Total Delay over all Links 
(PCU/hr)

17.35 18.24 18.43

“DOS” = Degree of Saturation, a percentage of the available capacity which is 
taken up to accommodate the traffic flow
“MMQ” is the average maximum queue, measured in standard car lengths. 

9.5.6	 Table 9.6 indicates that despite the addition of background growth 
up to 2021, the junction continues to operate within capacity 
during the AM peak period. However, some queuing is observed 
on Finborough Road (on all movements) and Old Brompton Road 
(ahead/right movement). 

Table 9.7 Finborough Road/ Old Brompton Road PM Peak

Link Number and 
Description

Existing Base Future Base The Development

DOS MMQ DOS MMQ DOS MMQ
1 / 1 Finborough Road 

– Left / Ahead
65.5 11.3 67.3 11.4 64.7 11.2

1 / 2 Finborough Road 
– Ahead

61.0 10.9 62.7 10.9 60.3 10.7

1 / 3 Finborough Road 
–  Ahead Right

61.0 10.9 62.7 10.9 60.3 10.7
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2 / 1 Old Brompton 
Road Eastbound 
-  Ahead

25.3 5.4 20.5 4.9 28.4 5.5

2 / 2 Old Brompton 
Road Eastbound 
-  Left

15.7 1.5 9.6 0.7 9.8 0.7

3 / 1 Old Brompton 
Road Westbound 
-  Ahead / Right

65.5 11.7 65.7 11.9 64.7 11.7

Practical Reserve Capacity 
(%)

37.4 33.8 39.1

Total Delay over all Links 
(PCU/hr)

17.71 17.70 17.48

9.5.7	 Table 9.7 indicates that the addition of the Development traffic has 
no detrimental impact on the performance of the Finborough Road 
and Old Brompton Road junction.  

Warwick Road and A4 West Cromwell Road

9.5.8	 This junction has been modelled using LINSIG software and its 
performance is set out in Tables 9.8 and 9.9 for the AM and PM 
peaks respectively. 

Table 9.8 Warwick Road/ A4 West Cromwell Road AM Peak

Link Number and 
Description

Existing Base Future Base Scenario 1

DOS MMQ DOS MMQ DOS MMQ
1 / 1 Warwick Road 

South – Ahead / 
Right

72.5 29.8 70.7 30.2 71.9 30.8

1 / 2 Warwick Road 
South – Left 

64.8 14.4 62.9 13.6 64.0 14.2

2 / 1 West Cromwell 
Road West – 
Left / Ahead

72.7 58.4 72.3 55.7 72.3 55.7

3 / 1 Warwick Road 
North – Left

71.7 3.9 56.9 3.0 56.9 3.0

4 / 1 West Cromwell 
Road East – 
Westbound

56.3 40.9 68.3 52.5 68.3 52.5

5 / 1 West Cromwell 
Road East - 
Northbound

71.7 10.9 71.7 11.9 71.7 11.9

Practical Reserve 
Capacity (%)

23.9 24.4 24.4

Total Delay over all Links 
(PCU/hr)

49.33 52.58 52.99

9.5.9	 Table 9.8 indicates that the addition of the Development traffic has 
little impact on the performance of the Warwick Road and West 
Cromwell Road junction in the AM peak. Table 9.9 Warwick Road/ 
A4 West Cromwell Road PM Peak

Table 9.9 Warwick Road/ A4 West Cromwell Road PM Peak

Link Number and 
Description

Existing Base Future Base Scenario 1

DOS MMQ DOS MMQ DOS MMQ
1 / 1 Warwick Road 

South – Ahead / 
Right

72.5 29.8 70.7 30.2 71.9 30.8

1 / 2 Warwick Road 
South – Left 

64.8 14.4 62.9 13.6 64.0 14.2

2 / 1 West Cromwell 
Road West – 
Left / Ahead

72.7 58.4 72.3 55.7 72.3 55.7

3 / 1 Warwick Road 
North – Left

71.7 3.9 56.9 3.0 56.9 3.0

4 / 1 West Cromwell 
Road East – 
Westbound

56.3 40.9 68.3 52.5 68.3 52.5

5 / 1 West Cromwell 
Road East - 
Northbound

71.7 10.9 71.7 11.9 71.7 11.9
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10.1	 Residential Parking

10.1.1	 The modelling undertaken to date has utilised a residential parking ratio 
of 0.6 spaces per unit. This provision is based on the anticipated level of 
car ownership in the RBKC Only Development Option, so there should 
be no overspill residential parking on surrounding streets outside the 
Development site.

10.1.2	 This situation will be re-enforced through the anticipated planning controls 
prohibiting future residents of the development from obtaining on-street 
residential parking permits. 

10.1.3	 The residential parking spaces will mostly be provided underground, so 
that residents are able to park without impacting on local car parking 
supply. Parking will be designed in detail on a plot by plot basis, based on 
the access positions shown on the parameter plan “Vehicular Access and 
Circulation”. The on-street parking locations and proposed designations 
are shown on Figure 1.3. This shows 84 residential parking spaces on the 
private streets.

10.1.4	 Discussions with Streetcar, a Car Club operator which is active in RBKC, 
indicate a likely demand for three on-street spaces to be provided within 
the site. There is scope to vary this according to future Car Club demand 
levels.

10.1.5	 In line with the Draft London Plan standards, 20% of parking spaces 
will be provided with active electric charging.  A further 20% will have 
“passive” provision to allow for further expansion as electric vehicles 
become more prevalent. The adoption of these standards for the RBKC 
Only Development Option equates to 122 residential spaces having 
electric charging facilities with another 122 being passively prepared for 
adoption of the technology when demand is sufficient. In addition, 20% of 
the on-street spaces will be equipped for electric vehicle charging.

10.2	 Commercial Parking 

10.2.1	 It is considered that the limited commercial car parking provided within 
the Development will serve as an effective measure to restrain commuter 
car trips. Excluding Blue Badge and on-street visitor parking, a total of 21 
dedicated non-residential on-plot parking spaces will be provided across 
the site.

10.2.2	 It is proposed to provide 18 on-street pay and display or Blue Badge 
spaces on adopted streets within the development.

10.3	 Motor Cycle and Cycle Parking

10.3.1	 On-plo t motorcycle parking will be provided at ratios of one space per 
20 dwellings. Some of the on-street parking areas could be reserved 
for motorcycle use. 

10.3.2	 The London Plan residential cycle parking standard is one space per 
1 or 2 bed unit and two spaces per 3 or more bed unit.  This equates 
to a total of 1,311 on-plot spaces. Visitor cycle parking is proposed at 
a level of 0.1 spaces per dwelling equating to 102 visitor spaces to be 
provided on-street across the site. Non-residential cycle parking would 
be provided in accordance with London Plan cycle parking standards 
in a mixture of on-plot and on-street locations.

10.3.3	 Parking Management Proposals

10.4	 On-street parking will need to be controlled to ensure it is not 
mis-used. In particular measures will need to be taken, given the 
proximity to tube stations, to ensure that the Development is not 
used for commuter parking. This will necessitate the use of parking 
controls such as permits and pay and display parking, or similar. 

10.4.1	 It is proposed that an active and effective parking management 
strategy would be evolved to ensure demand does not exceed supply. 
Prospective residents and commercial occupiers would be made clear 
from the outset that there were constraints on parking and that an 
associated parking strategy would be in operation.  

10.4.2	 In terms of achieving the objectives of the parking strategy and 
ensuring dedicated residential spaces parking spaces are retained for, 
and only used by authorised users, the following mechanisms for the 
parking strategy are proposed:
•	 pay and display spaces will be provided on street along the High Street
•	 residential spaces to be located in private basements and in 

designated on-street locations
•	 Blue Badge parking will be provided at a ratio of 10% of the 

overall number of spaces 
•	 electric vehicle charging will be available at 20% of the overall 

number of spaces
•	 on–site enforcement will be carried out by the Estate 

Management Team.

10	 Impacts – Parking
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11	 Impacts - Public 
Transport 

11.1	 Introduction

11.1.1	 Table 7.5 summarises the net trip generation by bus, overground and 
underground rail. These demand forecasts were then run through 
the Railplan model to assign them onto the bus, underground, and 
overground rail networks. This method has been discussed and 
agreed with TfL through the pre-application process.

11.2	 Forecast Changes In Bus Passenger Demand

11.2.1	 It was agreed at the Scoping Study stage that the Transport 
Assessment would present the forecast changes in bus passenger 
numbers for each direction on each bus corridor, and their 
implications would be assessed by TfL Buses. 

11.2.2	 The following demand forecasts are for the bus corridors which 
will be subject to additional passenger demand in the 2021 
Base scenario; the RBKC Only Development Option (Scenario 
1); the RBKC Only Development Option and the Seagrave Road 
development (Scenario 2); the Site Wide Development Option 
(Scenario 3); and the Site Wide Development Option with the 
Seagrave Road development (Scenario 4).

11.2.3	 The assessment considers changes against the Existing Base and 
the 2021 Base.

Table 11.1 AM Peak Period Bus Passengers (0700-1000)

Link Existing 
Base

2021 
Base

Scenario  
1

Scenario 
2

Scenario 
3

Scenario 
4

Seats

Lillie Road 
EB

847 623 623 635 731 732 5850

Lillie Road 
WB

461 327 330 337 437 447 3351

Warwick 
Road

1602 1476 1494 1495 1601 1609 3786

Earls Court 
Road

1230 1122 1123 1123 1139 1141 3786

A4 East of 
Warwick 

Road

762 697 701 712 771 779 1545

11.2.4	 The results show that overall bus demand is forecast to fall between 
the Existing Base and the 2021 Base. This is due to TfL’s District 
Line, Piccadilly Line and West London Line service frequency 
improvements, which are forecast by Railplan to attract existing 
bus passengers onto the improved rail services. The reductions 
range between some 30% on Lillie Road to around 10% on the 
other corridors.

11.2.5	 The addition of Scenarios 1 and 2 results in little change to the 
forecast bus passenger numbers. 

11.2.6	 The cumulative Scenarios 3 and 4 forecasts are higher due to their 
increased amount of development and further background growth 
to the 2031 assessment year. The overall 2031 demand levels are 
comparable to, or below, existing passenger numbers, and all well 
within the overall seating capacities in each case.

11.2.7	 The impacts on the PM peak local bus network are set out in Table 
11.2 As with the AM peak period, there is a drop in passenger 
numbers when compared to the Existing Base. Again, the addition 
of Scenarios 1 to 4 sees passenger numbers increase to levels 
which are comparable to, or below, existing passenger numbers 
and all well within the overall seating capacities in each case.

Table 11.2 PM Peak Period Bus Passengers (1600-1900)

Link Existing 
Base

2021 
Base

Scenario 
1

Scenario 
2

Scenario 
3

Scenario 
4

Seats

Lillie Road 
EB

447 398 398 403 526 535 5811

Lillie Road 
WB

922 785 798 799 983 984 3312

Warwick 
Road

1670 1320 1332 1332 1369 1372 3285

Earls Court 
Road

1625 1422 1425 1396 1489 1472 3285

A4 East of 
Warwick 

Road

452 428 428 433 462 463 1509
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11.2.8	 The implications of these changes in passenger numbers are to be 
assessed by TfL Buses, but these Railplan results suggest that the 
Development impact is minor.

11.2.9	 It should be noted that the Railplan model split the total public 
transport trip generation from each development onto the bus, 
underground, and overground rail networks such that the bus 
demand was lower than the bus demand derived by section 7 of 
this report. The underground and overground rail demands are 
therefore higher, ensuring a robust assessment of those modes. 

11.3	 Impacts - Underground Line Capacity

11.3.1	 Baseline conditions on the underground network have been 
described in Section 5.7.  The Appendix I Railplan results provide 
details of the forecast levels of background growth in the 2021 
Base scenario; the RBKC Only Development Option (Scenario 
1); the RBKC Only Development Option and the Seagrave Road 
development (Scenario 2); the Site Wide Development Option 
(Scenario 3); and the Site Wide Development Option with the 
Seagrave Road development (Scenario 4).

11.3.2	 The AM results illustrate that forecast growth without any 
development on the Earls Court Site between the Existing Base and 
the 2021 Base would not change the number of station-to-station 
links with more than four standing passengers / sqm. There would 
be minor increases of 0.2-0.3 passengers / sqm on some links 
(which equates to an average of between five and seven additional 
passengers per carriage). 

11.3.3	 Table 11.3 summarises the percentages of the network within 
different passenger standing density ranges during the AM peak 
hour.

Table 11.3 Underground Network Assessment – AM Peak Hour (0800-0900)

Existing 2021 
Base

Scenario 
1

Scenario 
2

Scenario 
3

Scenario 
4

Some seats 
available

48.3% 46.6% 46.4% 46.6% 44.1% 44.1%

Some standing  
(0-1 /sqm)

13.9% 17.2% 17.2% 17.0% 15.2% 15.2%

Busy  
(1-2 / sqm) 

13.7% 14.4% 14.4% 14.4% 13.7% 13.7%

Crowded  
(2-3 / / sqm)

10.8% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 11.8% 11.8%

Very Crowded  
(3-4 / sqm)

7.9% 7.8% 8.0% 8.0% 8.7% 8.7%

Maximal  
(4+ / sqm)

5.3% 4.1% 4.1% 4.1% 6.5% 6.5%

11.3.4	 Overall the balance of links at different crowding levels in 2021 
would be less than the existing situation despite a background 
growth in passenger numbers of 21%. This is due to the increases 
in capacity provided by the District and Piccadilly Line upgrades. 
The most crowded part of the 2021 Base local network is the District 
Line between Fulham Broadway and Earls Court, where standing 
densities of 4.5 passengers / sqm are forecast during the peak 
hour. These densities are generally tolerable for short durations.

11.3.5	 The Scenario 1 and 2 standing densities are identical due to 
the relatively small additional demand from the Seagrave Road 
development. The RBKC Only Development Option (Scenario 1) 
would result in a negligible change compared to the 2021 Base. 

11.3.6	 The Scenario 3 and 4 results show overall crowding levels in 2031 
similar to the existing situation despite a background growth in 
passenger numbers of 26%. This is again due to the increases in 
capacity provided by the District and Piccadilly Line upgrades. The 
most crowded part of the 2031 Base local network is the District 
Line between Fulham Broadway and Earls Court, where standing 
densities of 4.7 passengers / sqm are forecast during the peak hour. 
These densities are generally tolerable for short durations.
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11.3.7	 The Scenario 3 and 4 standing densities are identical due to 
the relatively small additional demand from the Seagrave Road 
development. They would result in a minor change compared to the 
2031 Base, with the highest increases in standing densities being 
only 0.1 passenger / sqm. This is a negligible degree of development 
impact.

11.3.8	 The PM peak results are summarised in Table 11.4. 

Table 11.4 Underground Network Assessment – PM Peak Hour (1700-1800)

Existing 2021 Base Scenario 
1

Scenario 
2

Scenario 
3

Scenario 
4

Some seats 
available

45.6% 44.8% 44.8% 44.8% 39.4% 39.3%

Some standing 
(0-1 /sqm)

16.7% 18.5% 18.2% 18.2% 19.1% 19.3%

Busy 
(1-2 / sqm) 

17.6% 18.0% 18.2% 18.2% 16.7% 16.5%

Crowded
(2-3 / / sqm)

11.7% 11.1% 11.1% 11.1% 13.1% 13.3%

Very Crowded
(3-4 / sqm)

7.0% 7.0% 7.2% 7.2% 9.7% 9.7%

Maximal
(4+ / sqm)

1.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 2.0% 2.0%

11.3.9	 The standing densities are generally lower than for the AM peak, 
and the increases due to the RBKC Only Development Option are 
again negligible. 

11.3.10	 The cumulative impact assessment shows that Scenarios 3 and 4 
involve higher increases with the largest changes occurring between 
Earls Court and West Brompton where standing densities rise by 
0.7 passengers / sqm, and on the Piccadilly Line where standing 
densities increase by 0.6 passengers / sqm between Knightsbridge 
and Hyde Park Corner. The PM peak would have lower passenger 
densities than the AM peak.

11.4	 Impacts – West London Line Capacity

11.4.1	 Baseline conditions on the West London Line have been described 
in Section 5.7.  The Appendix I Railplan results provide details of 
the forecast levels of background growth in the 2021 Base scenario; 
the RBKC Only Development Option (Scenario 1); the RBKC Only 
Development Option and the Seagrave Road proposals (Scenario 
2); the Site Wide Development Option (Scenario 3); and the Site 
Wide Development Option with the Seagrave Road development 
(Scenario 4).

11.4.2	 Table 11.5 summarises the passenger standing densities during the 
AM peak hour.

Table 11.5 West London Line Assessment – AM Peak Hour (0800-0900)

Existing 2021 
Base

Scenario 
1

Scenario 
2

Scenario 
3

Scenario 
4

Imperial Wharf to  
West Brompton

4.80 3.76 3.78 3.81 4.29 4.30

West Brompton to 
Kensington Olympia

4.12 3.22 3.22 3.23 3.48 3.49

Kensington Olympia 
to West Brompton

2.53 1.65 1.66 1.67 2.03 2.03

West Brompton to 
Imperial Wharf

1.82 1.51 1.52 1.53 1.86 1.87

11.4.3	 The AM results illustrate that passenger standing densities without 
any development on the Earls Court Site would reduce by some 
0.3-1.0 passengers / sqm on some station-to-station links between 
the Existing Base and the 2021 Base scenarios. This is due to the 
capacity increases on the West London Line. The most crowded 
part of the line would be from Imperial Wharf to West Brompton, 
where standing densities of 3.76 passengers / sqm are forecast 
during the peak hour. 

11.4.4	 The Scenario 1 and 2 standing densities are virtually identical due 
to the relatively small additional demand from the Seagrave Road 
development. The RBKC Only Development Option (Scenario 1) 
would result in a negligible change (less than 1%) compared to the 
2021 Base.
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11.4.5	 The PM peak results are summarised in Table 11.6. 

Table 11.6 West London Line Assessment – PM Peak Hour (1700-1800)

Existing 2021 
Base

Scenario 
1

Scenario 
2

Scenario 
3

Scenario 
4

Imperial Wharf to  
West Brompton

3.30 1.64 1.65 1.65 2.13 2.13

West Brompton to 
Kensington Olympia

4.03 1.99 2.00 2.00 2.49 2.49

Kensington Olympia 
to West Brompton

5.34 3.81 3.80 3.84 4.14 4.17

West Brompton to 
Imperial Wharf

6.15 4.31 4.32 4.32 4.80 4.80

11.4.6	  Comparing Tables 11.5 and 11.6, the PM standing densities are all 
higher than for the AM peak. The increases due to The RBKC Only 
Development Option are negligible. 

11.4.7	 For the cumulative impact Scenarios 3 and 4 in 2031 the future 
standing densities with development are all significantly less than 
the Existing Base due to the increased line capacity.

11.5	 Impacts - Rail Stations

11.5.1	 Background growth in passenger demand and the additional trips 
due to development scenarios will result in increased station entry 
and exit flows.  These are presented below for each station in each 
peak period.

Table 11.7 Station Flows – AM Peak Period (0700-1000)

Existing 2021 
Base

Scenario 
1

Scenario 
2

Scenario 
3

Scenario 
4

Underground Passengers
Earls Court Entries 8,880 10,535 11,010 11,099 12,329 12,409
Earls Court Exits 6,641 7,474 7,873 7,862 8,849 8,866
Earls Court Totals 15,521 18,009 18,883 18,961 21,178 21,275

West Brompton 
Entries

767 1,001 1,001 1,139 1,515 1,648

West Brompton Exits 1,634 2,036 2,050 2,081 2,979 2,995
West Brompton 

Totals
2,401 3,037 3,051 3,220 4,494 4,644

West London Line Passengers
West Brompton 

Entries
295 659 673 695 851 874

West Brompton Exits 723 1,090 1,109 1,130 1,481 1,488
West Brompton 

Totals
1,018 1,749 1,781 1,826 2,332 2,362

11.8 Station Flows – PM Peak Period (1600-1900)

Existing 2021 
Base

Scenario 
1

Scenario 
2

Scenario 
3

Scenario 
4

Underground Passengers
Earls Court Entries 8,032 9,394 9,858 9,890 11,396 11,421
Earls Court Exits 7,178 8,842 9,213 9,242 10,801 10,828
Earls Court Totals 15,210 18,236 19,071 19,132 22,198 22,249

West Brompton 
Entries

1,082 1,607 1,605 1,648 2,644 2,663

West Brompton Exits 1,037 1,379 1,375 1,471 1,903 2,019
West Brompton 

Totals
2,119 2,987 2,979 3,119 4,547 4,682

West London Line Passengers
West Brompton 

Entries
686 1,551 1,580 1,574 2,028 2,043

West Brompton Exits 297 1,029 1,027 1,092 1,240 1,288
West Brompton 
Totals

983 2,580 2,607 2,666 3,268 3,331
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11.5.2	 At Earls Court station, the AM peak growth (without Development) 
between 2007 and 2021 is 16%.  The RBKC Only Development 
Option would add an additional 5%. The PM peak growth between 
2007 and 2021 is higher at 20%, and the RBKC Only Development 
Option would again add an additional 5%. The 2031 flows for 
the Site Wide Development Option show an additional 12% AM 
growth and 16% PM growth. In both peaks, the Seagrave Road 
development adds only a small increase (between Scenarios 1 and 
2, and Scenarios 3 and 4).

11.5.3	 At West Brompton station, the underground AM peak growth 
between 2007 and 2021 is 27%.  RBKC Only Development Option 
would add an additional 6%. The PM peak growth between 2007 
and 2021 is higher at 41%, and the RBKC Only Development Option 
would add a smaller increase of 4%. The 2031 flows for the Site 
Wide Development Option show an additional 47% AM growth and 
53% PM growth. In both peaks, the Seagrave Road development 
adds only a small increase (between Scenarios 1 and 2, and 
Scenarios 3 and 4).

11.5.4	 The West London Line entry and exit flows at West Brompton station 
show AM peak growth of some 70% between 2007 and 2021 and 
some 160% in the PM peak. The RBKC Only Development Option 
would then add just under 2% to the AM peak and 1% to the PM 
peak. The 2031 flows for the Site Wide Development Option show 
an additional 31% AM growth and 25% PM growth. The Seagrave 
Road development would add between 1- 2% more demand to each 
peak.

11.5.5	 The most onerous cumulative assessment flows in 2031 have been 
analysed (using LEGION dynamic station capacity models approved 
by TfL) to establish the level of mitigation required for that case. A 
RBKC Only Development Option plus Seagrave Road development 
was then assessed for 2021 using “static” spreadsheet-based 
models (Appendix N). The 2021 assessment was used to establish 
whether the 2031 level of mitigation would need to be implemented 
for Scenarios 1 and 2 by 2021.

Earls Court – Scenarios 1 and 2 in 2021 

11.5.6	 The “static” spreadsheet-based assessment by Halcrow in Appendix 
P has been used to check on gateline capacity requirements with 
Scenarios 1 and 2, finding that the existing gateline configuration 
would still operate satisfactorily with those developments in 2021.

11.5.7	 Planning Application 1 (the RBKC Only Development Option) 
proposes the re-commissioning of the pedestrian tunnel between 
Earls Court Exhibition Centre basement and the station. Although 
the static analyses suggest that the tunnel re-commissioning would 
not be required by 2021, it is part of the Development and would 
improve conditions at Earls Court station.

Earls Court – 2031 Cumulative Scenarios

11.5.8	 The existing AM peak model shows queue levels which are at their 
highest at the tops of the stairs that lead down from the eastbound 
District Line platform to the mezzanine level. The 2031 Base 
and Scenarios 3 and 4 each show an increase from the existing 
pedestrian densities and queuing.  These increases are focused on 
the western end of District Line platforms 1 and 2, and at the top 
of the Piccadilly Line escalator at the mezzanine level. Scenarios 3 
and 4 do not generate any new areas of passenger congestion and 
queuing.

11.5.9	 Overall, the PM peak shows less congestion. The model shows 
minimal queuing in the 2031 Base and Scenarios 3 and 4, with the 
exceptions of queuing for the lift up direction from the Piccadilly 
Line, which is considered acceptable.

11.5.10	 In terms of mitigation proposals at Earls Court, the gatelines at both 
ticket halls will run with sufficient capacity. No ticket hall alterations 
will be required. The key constraint at this station is the interchange 
capacity between the Piccadilly Line and eastbound District Line 
platforms. The Applicant proposes the re-commissioning of the 
pedestrian tunnel entrance, accessed from the basement of the 
Earls Court Exhibition Centre. This proposal has been tested in 
LEGION (Appendix O) and shown to have a beneficial impact on 
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passenger densities by reducing the number of passengers using 
the eastbound District Line platforms as a route to the Piccadilly 
Line Platforms. Around half of the future entry and exit flows could 
use the tunnel in preference to the Warwick Road gateline.

11.5.11	 The overall effect of the Development on Earls Court station would 
therefore be beneficial. 

West Brompton – Scenarios 1 and 2 in 2021

11.5.12	 The “static” spreadsheet-based assessment by Halcrow in Appendix 
P has been used to check on gateline capacity requirements with 
Scenarios 1 and 2, finding that the existing gateline configuration 
would still operate satisfactorily with the RBKC Only Development 
Option and the Seagrave Road proposals in 2021. The required 
number of gates does not increase between the 2007 assessment 
and 2021 Scenario assessments. 

West Brompton– 2031 Cumulative Scenarios

11.5.13	 In terms of passenger densities and queues within the station, the 
impact of Scenarios 3 and 4 is less than the impact of background 
growth between 2009 and 2031.

11.5.14	 In the AM peak the highest passenger densities within the station 
are at the gateline and on the West London Line platforms. In 
these areas there would be no material increase in densities under 
Scenarios 3 and 4. However, queuing around the gateline would 
spread further and passenger densities on the West London Line 
northbound platform would increase slightly. Although densities at 
the base of the staircases would be high, each platform would be 
clear of alighting passengers prior to the next train arrival. Average 
journey times during the peak hour from platforms to the station exit 
would remain under two minutes in all scenarios. There would be 
no significant increase on the District Line platforms as a result of 
the increased demand.

11.5.15	 During the PM peak the predominant flow would be entries as 
opposed to exiting passengers, and passenger densities on the 
unpaid side of the gateline would remain low. This is because 
the entries arrive in a less peaked profile. On the paid side of the 

gateline, passenger densities would increase due to increased 
number of passengers exiting in Scenario 3 and 4 but would still 
be less than those in the AM peak. During the PM peak the impact 
of Scenario 3 and 4 on these platforms is shown to be minimal. 
However, there would be high passenger densities on the West 
London Line platforms as passengers wait to board. These higher 
densities also reflect the large amount of conflicting movements 
from passengers interchanging with the District Line as well as 
those exiting the station.

11.5.16	 In terms of mitigating the net cumulative development impact at 
West Brompton, an additional ticket gate is proposed. The analysis 
with this mitigation shows relief in the AM peak with regards to 
queuing around the immediate gateline area. In the PM peak there 
is a consequent reduction in passenger densities at the gateline. 
The journey time analysis suggests that the relief brings journey 
times for exiting passengers broadly back in line with the 2031 Base 
situation. Average journey times from platforms to station exits 
remain below two minutes. In addition, the Applicant is helping TfL 
identify possible mitigation for background growth between 2009 
and 2031, possibly including increased staircase widths and ticket 
hall reconfigurations. 
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12.1	 Forecast Demand - Walking

12.1.1	 The trip generation model forecasts the following changes in walking 
demand as a result of the RBKC Only Development Scenario. These 
numbers relate to walking as a main mode.

Table 12.1: Net Additional Main Mode Walk Trips 

IN OUT 2-way

AM Peak Hour 141 154 296

PM Peak Hour 117 171 287

12.1.2	 In addition to the demand generated by walking as a main mode, 
there will also be walking trips to and from stations and bus stops. 
The additional public transport trips generated are shown in Table 
12.2.

Table 12.2: Net Additional Final Mode Walk Trips 

IN OUT 2-way

AM Peak Hour 465 464 930

PM Peak Hour 357 511 868

12.1.3	 These additional trips have been assessed for impacts on footway 
and crossing capacities. 

12.2	 Distributon Of Increased Pedestrian Demand

12.2.1	 For assessment purposes, it has been assumed that pedestrian 
flows are distributed between the adjacent corridors of Lillie Road, 
Old Brompton Road and Warwick Road in accordance with current 
base flows. This assessment has been undertaken for the AM peak 
which is a worst case for both background flows and the RBKC 
Only Development Option demand. 

12.2.2	 The additional overground and underground rail trips are forecast 
to access West Brompton and Earls Court stations respectively 
and this demand is additional to the footways on the routes to 
each station. The station demand forecasts have been provided 
by Railplan before manual assignment to footways, using the 

Appendix Q pedestrian model. The model has assigned trips to 
the most convenient routes to each station. To ensure robustness 
assignment has routed all Earls Court station passengers onto the 
Warwick Road surface level pedestrian crossing rather than splitting 
them between the crossing and the tunnel beneath Warwick Road.

12.2.3	 The additional bus demand has been assigned to the pedestrian 
footways to allow access to the bus stops closest to each of the 
separate sites. Again the bus assignment by direction has been 
undertaken using Railplan before manual assignment to bus stops 
and associated footways.

12.2.4	 Based on the method set out above, a summary of the distribution 
of all walk trips is shown in Figure 12.1.

12.2.5	 In addition to the Figure 12.1 demand, there is also a forecast 
increase in base flows due to background growth and this has been 
calculated through the use of TfL’s LTS model where existing flows 
have been factored using TfL’s LTS growth factor for pedestrian 
movements. This additional increase relates to other committed or 
approved schemes in the area and potential modal shift to walking 
and cycling. 

12.3	 Footway Capacities

12.3.1	 TfL’s Pedestrian Comfort Guidance for London (2010) has been used 
to assess implications on footway capacity. The guide allows for 
development proposals to be assessed and any potential problems 
identified at an early stage and mitigation developed if required. 

12.3.2	 The guide states that ‘the aim of a pedestrian comfort assessment 
is to understand the pedestrian experience as people walk along 
the street’. Therefore a number of different locations along a street 
are considered to establish the level of comfort, and how this may 
be impacted by footway constraints. 

12.3.3	 The guide allows for a Pedestrian Comfort Level (PCL) to be 
calculated for each location, which ensures that a review of the 
whole site as well as individual problem areas can be undertaken. 
The PCLs are defined as :

12	 Impacts – Walking 
and Cycling
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Table 12.3: PCL Definitions (ppmm = Pedestrians Per Metre Per Minute)

PCL A	
A+ <3ppmm

<3% Restricted Movement
A 3 to 5 ppmm

13% Restricted Movement
A- 6 to 8 ppmm

22% Restricted Movement
PCL B	

B+ 9 to 11ppmm
31% Restricted Movement

B 12 to 14ppmm
41%Restricted  Movement

B- 15 to 17 ppmm
50% Restricted  Movement

PCL B+ is the recommended level of comfort for all area types.  This level provides 
enough space for normal walking speed and some choice in routes taken.  At PCL B and 
B- normal walking speed is still possible but conflicts are becoming more frequent and, in 

retail areas, people start to consider avoiding that area.
PCL C

C+ 18 to 20 ppmm
59% Restricted  Movement

C 21 to 23 pmm
69% Restricted  Movement

C- 24 to 26 ppmm
78% Restricted  Movement

The pedestrian environment is becoming increasingly uncomfortable, with the majority 
of people experiencing conflict or closeness with other pedestrians and bi-directional 

movement becoming difficult.
PCL D

27 to 35 ppmm
100% Restricted  Movement

At PCL D walking speeds are restricted and reduced and there are difficulties in bypassing 
slower pedestrians or moving in reverse flows.

PCL E
>35ppmm

100% Restricted  Movement
At PCL E people have very little personal space and speed and movement is very 

restricted.  Extreme difficulties are experienced if moving in reverse flows. 

12.3.4	 The guide requires a number of locations to be considered and 
these areas are classified as follows:
•	 A location with the typical footway width for the site and no street 

furniture 
•	 Locations where full footway width changes, and there is no 

street furniture 
•	 Locations which include the typical street furniture 
•	 Locations where there are bus stops, cafes, market stalls or 

other locations where there are high levels of people waiting.
•	 Locations where the street furniture is not aligned parallel to the 

building edge or kerb edge or there are more than two pieces 
within a length of three metres.

12.3.5	 Applying this approach to the assessment has seen the following 
locations being identified for assessment: 
•	 Warwick Road North of crossing (western side); Bus Stop C
•	 Warwick Road North of crossing (eastern side); Cycle Stands
•	 Warwick Road South of crossing (western side); Signpost
•	 Warwick Road South of crossing (eastern side); Cycle Stands
•	 Old Brompton Road (southern side); Bus Stop O
•	 Old Brompton Road (northern side); Bus Stop P
•	 Old Brompton Road (southern side); Lamppost
•	 Lillie Road west of crossing (northern side)
•	 Lillie Road west of crossing (southern side)
•	 North End Road (eastern side) opposite West Kensington Station

12.3.6	 All of the above footway points are shown on Figure 12.2 and have 
been assessed, as summarised in Table 12.4. The full calculations 
are contained in Appendix P.

Table 12.4 PCL Assessment 

Location Existing 
Base

2021 
Base

Scenario 
1

Width 
Required

Warwick Road North of crossing  
(western side); Bus Stop C

E E E 1.90

Warwick Road North of crossing  
(eastern side); Cycle Stands

E E E 1.70

Warwick Road South of crossing  
(western side); Signpost

A A A- -

Warwick Road South of crossing  
(eastern side); Cycle Stands

A A A -

Old Brompton Road  
(southern side); Bus Stop O)

E E E 1.90

Old Brompton Road  
(southern side); Lamppost 

A+ A+ A+ -

Old Brompton Road  
(northern side); Bus Stop P

E E E 1.90

Lillie Road west of crossing  
(northern side)

E E E 1.90

Lillie Road west of crossing  
(southern side)

E E E 1.70

North End Road (eastern side) opposite  
West Kensington Station

E E E 1.90
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12.3.7	 Table 12.4 indicates that only three of the pinch points surveyed 
provide sufficient footway dimensions to achieve the minimum B+ 
rating.  The other locations required widening to achieve the widths 
shown in Table 12.4, either by moving street furniture to increase 
the clear widths or by widening the footways. It should be noted 
that the North End Road pinch point would require further widening 
up to 3.16m for the Site Wide Development Option plus Seagrave 
Road development scenario, whereas the other pinch points would 
not require further widening.

12.4	 Crossing Capacities

12.4.1	 The forecast pedestrian crossing demands from the RBKC Only 
Development Scenario have been assessed for the Warwick Road 
pedestrian crossing to Earls Court station and the Old Brompton 
Road crossing to West Brompton station. Figure 12.1 shows these 
to be the most significant pedestrian desire lines.

12.4.2	 According to Local Transport Note 2/95 “The Design of Pedestrian 
Crossings”, the minimum width (between the two rows of studs) for a 
Zebra, Pelican or Puffin pedestrian crossing should be 2.4 metres. 
If the crossing is of the Toucan type, or is used by a substantial 
number of cyclists on foot, the minimum width should ideally be 4 
metres.

12.4.3	 Where pedestrian flows over 600 per hour are encountered wider 
crossings should be used, up to have a maximum width of 10 metres 
for Pelican crossings. The Traffic Signs Manual (TSM) Chapter 5 
recommends an additional width of 0.5m above the 2.4m minimum 
for each 125 pedestrians / hour above 600.

12.4.4	 Tables 12.5 and 12.6 summarise the pedestrian crossing flows and 
the required crossing widths under each scenario.

Table 12.5 Warwick Road Crossing – TSM Assessment

Existing Base 2021 Base Scenario 1 Scenario 3
Two-Way Flow (ped/hr) 542 582 1136 2136
Width Required 2.4 2.4 4.9 8.5

Table 12.6 West Brompton Crossing – TSM Assessment

Existing Base 2021 Base Scenario 1 Scenario 3
Two-Way Flow (ped/hr) 550 591 647 1786
Width Required 2.4 2.4 2.9 7.1

12.4.5	 The results suggest that the Old Brompton Road crossing would 
require widening to 7.1m from its current 3.0m width but that the 
Warwick Road crossing would not require widening above its 
existing 10m width (which is the limit of current standards for 
crossing widths). 

12.4.6	 As a further check, TfL’s Pedestrian Comfort Guidance for London 
(2010) has also been used. This guide can be used to calculate a 
Pedestrian Comfort Level (PCL) for each crossing, using a number 
of geometric and temporal inputs for pedestrian crossing widths.

Table 12.7 Warwick Road Crossing - PCL Assessment

Existing Base 2021 Base Scenario 1 Scenario 3
Crossing A A A B+

12.4.7	 The above assessment indicates that the crossing width would be 
satisfactory for the RBKC Only Development Option and the Site 
Wide Development Option. The Seagrave Road development has 
no impact on the Warwick Road crossing and a minimal impact on 
the West Brompton crossing, so the Scenario 2 and 4 results are 
the same as the Scenario 1 and 3 results respectively.

Table 12.8 West Brompton Crossing - PCL Assessment

Existing Base 2021 Base Scenario 1 Scenario 3
Crossing A- A- A- C+
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12.4.8	 The above assessment indicates that the West Brompton crossing 
is more constrained and less able to accommodate increased 
demand than the Warwick Road crossing, due to its existing 3m 
width.  PCL analysis indicates that this crossing provides a C+ PCL 
rating with Scenario 3 and would need to be increased to 5.2m in 
order to achieve the target B+ PCL rating.  

12.4.9	 It is proposed to increase the crossing width to 7.0m.

12.5	 Forecast Demand - Cycling

12.5.1	 The addition of RBKC Only Development Option demand will see 
cycle flows increase, as summarised by Table 12.9.

Table 12.9 Additional Cycle Trips

IN OUT 2-way
AM Peak Hour 17 30 46
PM Peak Hour 12 15 27

12.5.2	 The Replacement London Plan Draft Policy 6.9 sets out the intention 
to bring about a significant increase in cycling, so that it accounts 
for at least 5 per cent of modal share by 2026. The above forecasts 
equate to some 2-4% and a 5% modal share would involve some 60 
additional cycling trips per hour.

12.5.3	 There is no standard capacity assessment method for cycling 
and meanwhile a range of TfL and Borough initiatives are being 
progressed in order to encourage a significant increase. The Cycle 
Superhighways and other improvements to the cycle network will 
involve a change to the routing and distribution of future cycle trips, 
so a quantitative analysis of cycling impact is impractical.

The Development will incorporate extensive cycling facilities and it is 
proposed that financial contributions will be made towards cycling initiatives, 
as summarised in the “Mitigation” section.
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13	 Mitigation 13.1	 Walking and Cycling

13.1.1	 The RBKC Only Development Scenario has been shown to generate 
pedestrian demand on the Warwick Road crossing to Earls Court 
station and on the Old Brompton Road crossing to West Brompton 
station. It would also result in increased footway flows on Warwick 
Road and along Old Brompton Road / Lillie Road. The impacts of 
additional pedestrian demand on the Warwick Road / Old Brompton 
Road, Warwick Road / A4 and Lillie Road / North End Road 
junctions would all be minor. Similarly there would be little change 
in pedestrian flows along Earls Court Road and the A4.

13.1.2	 Application 1 includes mitigation in the form of a new Toucan crossing 
and associated pedestrian and cyclist improvements on Warwick 
Road, and a new Toucan crossing plus widened footways on Old 
Brompton Road. These works are within the planning application 
boundary and it is proposed that they would be implemented as 
part of the consented proposals. 

13.1.3	 In terms of proposed mitigation which would be the subject of 
potential financial contributions rather than being implemented 
as part of a planning consent, the following elements have been 
identified :
•	 a financial contribution towards off-site pedestrian improvements, 

as part of a comprehensive public realm strategy for the 
surrounding area. This is envisaged to include improvements 
along Lillie Road, Old Brompton Road, Earls Court Road and 
Warwick Road by providing dropped kerbs and  facilities to 
aid sensory and mobility impaired users, and the removal or 
rationalisation of unnecessary street furniture 

•	 a financial contribution towards a wayfinding strategy for the 
local area, in accordance with Legible London guidelines

•	 a financial contribution towards off-site cyclist improvements. 
This is envisaged to include improvements to existing routes and 
the delivery of new routes at locations around the Application 1 
site, such as Old Brompton Road, Trebovir Road and Penywern 
Road

•	 a financial contribution for the installation of two Barclays Cycle 
Hire stations within the Development

•	 a financial contribution for the installation of tactile and audible 
information for sensory impaired users at the Old Brompton 
Road / Warwick Road and A4 / Warwick Road junctions.

13.2	 Public Transport

13.2.1	 The RBKC Only Development Scenario has been shown to 
generate public transport demand on the bus network and on the 
underground and overground rail networks. It has been shown 
that the District, Circle, Piccadilly and West London Line services 
would all have sufficient capacity to carry the passenger demand. 
However, the nearby bus facilities require some improvement and 
there are opportunities to improve the interchange and public realm 
quality at the rail stations. 

13.2.2	 Application 1 provides a net benefit by proposing to re-open the 
entrance to Earls Court station which passes below Warwick Road 
in a tunnel from an entrance within the application site.

13.2.3	 In terms of proposed mitigation which would be the subject of 
financial contributions rather than being implemented as part of 
a planning consent, the following potential elements have been 
identified :
•	 interchange zone improvements at Earls Court and West 

Brompton stations, to address the deficiencies identified in 
section 5.9. The detail of these improvements would need to 
be agreed with TfL and should be in accordance with the public 
realm strategies for each of the areas being considered

•	 A financial contribution for the improvement of three bus stops 
on Old Brompton Road, three on Warwick Road and three on 
Earls Court Road.

13.3	 Highway Network

13.3.1	 The junction capacity analyses in section 9 show that the proposed 
accesses would operate well within capacity during the peak 
periods and there would be negligible impact on the surrounding 
highway network due to the Application 1 proposals. 

13.3.2	 The Warwick Road / Old Brompton Road junction and the A4 
/ Warwick road junction have both been assessed in terms of 
highway capacity, finding that the RBKC Only Development Option 
would have minimal additional impact in the 2021 assessment year. 
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13.3.3	 As part of this assessment, the 2021 traffic signal timings for the 
Base and the development options have been adjusted in order 
to improve the coordination and performance of the local highway 
network. This is consistent with the Mayor’s objective to smooth 
traffic flows (draft Replacement London Plan Policy 6.11). This 
optimisation of signal timings can be undertaken through Tfl’s 
SCOOT system, subject to agreement with TfL.

13.3.4	 It is therefore concluded that measures to increase highway capacity 
are not required to mitigate the Application 1 impacts. 

13.4	 Framework Travel Plan

13.4.1	 It was agreed with TfL during scoping discussions that a single 
Framework Travel Plan should be submitted with the planning 
applications. This has been prepared in draft using TfL’s guidance 
document “Travel Planning for New Development in London”, 
February 2011 and is in Appendix R.

13.4.2	 The proposals which would be applicable to the RBKC Only 
Development Option are listed below, and divided into “Hard” 
and “Soft” measures. The Hard measures are those which have 
been designed into the proposals and involve the provision of built 
facilities, whereas the Soft measures are management proposals to 
support a Smarter Choices programme.

‘hard’ measures - SUSTAINABility through Design

13.4.3	 In order to encourage sustainable travel patterns from the outset, 
a number of design principles have been incorporated into the 
development and these are set out below, avoiding duplication with 
the items specified earlier in this section. 
•	 Direct connections to existing cycle routes at the site perimeter
•	 Provide space for Barclays Cycle Hire stations
•	 Create two-way streets to encourage cycling
•	 Provide a range of complementary land uses and facilities on 

the site
•	 Facilitate on-site changing, storage and showering for all 

employment land uses to encourage cycling
•	 Minimise commercial parking supply 
•	 Incorporate good quality public realm design for all areas 

 ‘Soft’ Measures
•	 Provide financial incentives for cycling through bike loans and 

cycle vouchers
•	 Consider car parking charges as part of a car park management 

strategy
•	 Provide on-site management to operate concierge facilities and 

delivery management strategy
•	 Extend / adapt the existing Controlled Parking Zone
•	 Establish a Streetcar car club
•	 Develop a Low Emission Vehicle Strategy
•	 Produce a Travel Pack to ensure all prospective occupiers are 

fully aware of their sustainable transport choices
•	 Appoint a Travel Plan Coordinator (TPC)
•	 Provide a personalised journey planning service to promote 

sustainable transport choices to all occupiers.

13.5	 Framework Delivery and Servicing Plan

13.5.1	 It was agreed with TfL during scoping discussions that a single 
Framework Delivery and Servicing Plan should be submitted with 
the planning applications. This has been prepared in draft and is in 
Appendix N.

13.5.2	 The Plan sets out a management strategy to encourage the efficient 
and sustainable movement of goods and deliveries and to reduce 
transport impacts associated with servicing. It has the following 
objectives:  

•	 Demonstrate that goods and services can be delivered, and 
waste removed, in a safe, efficient and environmentally-friendly 
way;  

•	 Identify deliveries that could be reduced, re-timed or even 
consolidated, particularly during busy periods;  

•	 Improve the reliability of deliveries to the site;  
•	 Reduce the operating costs of building occupants and freight 

companies; and 
•	 Reduce the impact of freight activity on local residents and the 

environment.
13.5.3	 The proposals include the following draft measures and the 

subsequent detailed proposals will be developed once the end 
users and onsite strategy elements and contracts are agreed :
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•	 Servicing Restrictions  
•	 Security Measures  
•	 Secure Delivery Drop-off Facilities  
•	 Accommodating Special Deliveries  
•	 Freight Operator Recognition Scheme  
•	 Consolidation of Suppliers  
•	 Delivery Restrictions and Enforcement  
•	 Promotion of Freight Information Portal
•	 Communication of Delivery Procedures  
•	 Workplace Servicing Booking / Management Strategy  
•	 Out of Hours Deliveries  
•	 Staff Training Requirements and Responsibilities  
•	 Waste Reduction, Storage and Removal Measures  
•	 Refuse Collection Procedures  
•	 Delivery and Collection Frequencies  
•	 Encouraging Deliveries by Sustainable Modes

13.6	 Framework Construction Logistics Plan

13.6.1	 It was agreed with TfL during scoping discussions that a single 
Framework Construction Logistics Plan should be submitted with 
the planning applications. This is in Appendix R.

13.6.2	 The Plan sets out a management strategy to better manage all 
types of freight vehicle movement to and from the Earls Court 
construction sites. It has the following objectives:  
•	 Demonstrate that construction materials can be delivered, and 

waste removed, in as safe, efficient and environmentally-friendly 
way as practicable;

•	 Identify deliveries that could be reduced, re-timed or even 
consolidated, particularly during peak periods;

•	 Help cut congestion on local roads;
•	 Improve the reliability of deliveries to the site; and
•	 Reduce freight operators’ fuel consumption.

13.6.3	 The CLP objectives will be achieved through a set of proposed 
delivery and servicing management measures and initiatives to 
ensure that construction and servicing of the Earls Court Site can 
be carried out efficiently, minimising negative impacts upon the 
local highway network, residents and commercial occupiers within 
and surrounding the site, and the environment.

13.6.4	 The proposed measures include: 

•	 Parking – on-site parking for construction workers will be 
restricted as there will be a general policy of not providing any 
car parking on the site. 

•	 Deliveries – all on-site construction deliveries will be pre-
arranged and pre-booked as part of the efficient operation of 
construction work. 

•	 Design - providing secure drop off facilities to reduce the number 
of failed trips and encourage out-of-hours deliveries;

•	 Procurement Strategy – contracting operators registered with a 
best practice scheme such as FORS;

•	 Operational Efficiency – agreeing core hours of construction;
•	 Waste Management - reducing the amount of waste generated 

and exported from the site and all principal and trade contractors 
will be required to produce a construction Site Waste Management 
Plan (SWMP) on a phase by phase basis;

•	 Traffic Management - the proposed construction vehicle access 
routes will be agreed with TfL, RBKC and LBHF; the routing will 
avoid using minor roads as far as possible and will specifically 
avoid residential roads adjoining the sites to ensure that delivery 
vehicles have minimal impact on surrounding roads;

•	 Pedestrian Routing – pedestrians will be kept separate from 
the deconstruction, demolition and construction activities at all 
times through rerouting pedestrian thoroughfares or providing 
temporary footpaths where required to be agreed with TfL, 
RBKC and LBHF;

•	 Construction Sustainability - phase specific CEMPs will be 
developed for the construction phases and will include a strategy 
for minimising carbon emissions; and

•	 Monitoring and Review – a programme of monitoring and review 
of construction activity to the site will be the responsibility of the 
principal contractor for each development of the full ECWKOA, 
and available to TfL, RBKC and LBHF upon request.



83Earls Court Project Application 1  |  Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea  |  Transport Assessment  |  June 2011Properties

Knightsbridge and Hyde Park Corner where standing densities 
increase by 0.6-0.7 passengers / sqm. The PM peak would have 
lower passenger densities than the AM peak.

14.6.3	 Considering the cumulative impacts at Earls Court station, these 
show further increases above the Development demands of 12% 
AM and 15% PM by 2031 due to further background growth and the 
additional travel demand from the Site Wide Development Option. 
The Seagrave Road proposals add only a small increase in both 
peaks. The cumulative impact at Earls Court station in 2031 would 
be accommodated without alterations to the ticket hall, due to the 
re-opened pedestrian tunnel providing additional entry/exit capacity 
and providing a more direct route onto the Piccadilly Line platforms.  

14.6.4	 At West Brompton station, the cumulative impact shows further 
increases above the Development demands of 35% by 2031 in both 
peaks due to further background growth and the additional travel 
demand from the Site Wide Development Option and the Seagrave 
Road proposals. The cumulative impact of these developments in 
2031 would be minimal in terms of additional passenger densities 
and queues within the station when compared to the 2031 Base. In 
both peak periods the increase in passenger densities can mostly 
be attributed to the forecast background growth between 2009 and 
2031 without the cumulative development. In terms of mitigation 
for the net impact of the cumulative developments above the 2031 
Base, an additional ticket gate is proposed. The analysis with this 
mitigation brings journey times for exiting passengers broadly back 
in line with the 2031 Base situation.  

14.6.5	 For the cumulative impact scenarios in 2031, the West London 
Line passenger densities with would still be significantly less than 
the existing situation because of increases in line capacity. The 
the increased West London Line passenger entry and exit flows 
at West Brompton station have all been included in the station 
capacity analyses. 

14.6.6	 Turning to the cumulative impact assessment on the bus 
network in 2031, the overall cumulative demand levels would 
be comparable to, or below, the existing passenger numbers. 
In every case, the peak period passenger numbers would be 
well within the overall seating capacities. The implications of 

these changes in passenger numbers are to be assessed by TfL 
Buses, taking account of peaks in demand above the average 
peak period conditions which can occur due to service disruption 
and other operational factors. However, it is clear from these 
results that the cumulative development impact is minor.

14.6.7	 Footway capacities were assessed for the cumulative 
development scenarios, finding that the existing 10m width of 
the Warwick Road crossing would be satisfactory and that the 
widened West Brompton crossing would also accommodate the 
cumulative development demand.

14.6.8	 The increased cycling demand due to the cumulative development 
proposals in 2031 can be accommodated satisfactorily


