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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1.1 In September 2007 a planning application was submitted by Kent International 
Gateway Ltd for the development of a Strategic Rail Freight Interchange (SRFI) 
adjoining junction 8 of the M20 motorway at Hollingbourne, Kent.  This proposed 
development is referred to as Kent International Gateway (KIG).  The submission 
contained a Transport Assessment Report (TA) which was produced by Denis Wilson 
Partnership. 

1.1.2 In the intervening period the Highways Agency (HA) in their letter dated 14th January 
2008 and attached at Appendix A, Kent County Council (KCC) and Kent Highway 
Services (KHS) in their letters dated 21st November 2007 and 27th November 2007 and 
attached at Appendix A, have made comprehensive comments on the TA.  Further to 
the written responses received from the above stated parties, a meeting was held on 3 
March 2008 with Maidstone Borough Council (MBC), KHS, KCC and their Consultants’ 
Jacobs Babtie. KHS’s notes of that meeting are attached at Appendix B for 
reference.    

1.1.3 These comments have requested additional information and clarification on transport 
related elements.  Denis Wilson are retained as the on-going Highways and Traffic 
consultant in respect of KIG and have been tasked with addressing and responding to 
the comments received.  An initial response including the submission of a scoping 
matrix was sent to KCC/KHS and the HA on 21st May 2008 and is attached as 
Appendix C as is the HA’s response dated 11th July 2008. 

1.1.4 This supplementary Transport Report has been prepared to address all of the issues 
raised by HA, KCC and KHS in their respective responses to the Transport 
Assessment submission.   

1.1.5 It is proposed that this document be issued as a working document for discussion and 
dialogue with the relevant highway authorities.  Upon the substantial agreement of this 
document, the information can be incorporated in to a new and revised Transport 
Assessment Report that will be formally submitted in support of the current KIG 
proposal. Therefore, this supplementary report serves not only to address and resolve 
the issues previously raised by the highway authorities, but to also allow the highway 
authorities to have an input to the final Transport Assessment Report content.  It is 
hoped that this approach will engage the highway authorities in this process in the 
future and secure their proactive, as opposed to reactive, involvement.    
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2 DOCUMENT STRUCTURE 

2.1.1 In order that all issues raised are comprehensively addressed this supplementary 
information report addresses each question raised with a specific chapter.  This 
approach has been adopted to allow the reader to easily associate the question raised 
with the appropriate answer.   

2.1.2 There has been some overlap between the issues raised by the HA and KCC/KHS 
and, as such in preparing this report the above structure has resulted in some 
repeating of information.  This has been unavoidable. 

2.1.3 The full responses received are reproduced in full at Appendix A.  Each chapter of 
this report identifies the query raised and then provides a summary of the headline 
responses.  Where appropriate these headline responses are supported by detailed 
appendices. 
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3 KCC – LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK’S CORE STRATEGY 
PREFERRED OPTION 

3.1 Comment  

3.1.1 The transport impact assessment makes no acknowledgement of the Local 
Development Framework’s Core Strategy Preferred Option 

3.2 Summary Response 

3.2.1 It is understood that MBC have delayed the LDF process in order that the Council can 
reach a view on the KIG proposal.  Therefore, in view of this decision it is the KIG 
project team’s opinion that the assessment of the transport implications of KIG need to 
be determined in order to allow the LDF appraisal to recommence.  Furthermore, the 
KIG team believe that it is wholly reasonable to assume that the LDF will plan not only 
new development but also the infrastructure to serve it and that developer 
contributions will be required to fund any infrastructure gap.  Therefore the LDF 
process can address the impact of its own proposals and consider the KIG proposals 
as an input to that process.  

3.2.2 Appendix D presents the notes of the MBC Committee Report where the LDF process 
was deferred. 

3.2.3 KIG do recognise that MBC will wish to consider the implications of a consent at KIG 
for its LDF.  Indeed, we understand that this is one of the principal reasons why the 
LDF process has been delayed.  Nevertheless, it should be recognized that it is not our 
obligation to undertake traffic modelling for the LDF process itself.  Our obligation is to 
demonstrate the acceptability of the transport, and other effects, of the KIG 
development having regard to forecast conditions which take into account projections 
of growth and known commitments.  At present, none of the development which may 
emerge through the LDF process is committed and neither is its location determined. 

3.2.4 We have stated that we will be happy to discuss with the relevant parties the 
implications of KIG for wider development in the area, once our input data has been 
agreed with the relevant Highway Authorities and the VISSUM model is available but, 
in the meantime, our focus is on demonstrating the acceptability of KIG on its own 
merits. 
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4 KCC POINT A) – TA GUIDELINES 

4.1 Comment  

4.1.1 The assessment does not satisfy the key objectives outlined in the Guide to Transport 
Assessment in terms of accessibility, environment, road safety, economy and 
integration 

4.2 Response 

4.2.1 There are two sets of guidelines against which the approach adopted within our TA 
should be assessed, they are: 

·  Guidance for Planning Officers on Transport Assessments and Travel Plans.  Kent 
County Council, Jacobs.  January 2008. 

·  Guidance on Transport Assessment.  Department for Transport.  March 2007. 

4.2.2 The KCC guidance was published in January 2008 several months after the TA was 
submitted.  However, for the sake of completeness we have reviewed the TA against 
these subsequent guidelines.  The guidance makes reference to the Governments five 
key policy objectives of Accessibility, Environment, Road Safety, Economy and 
Integration.  However it does not elaborate on how they should be incorporated into a 
Transport Assessment, but simply refers to “the current DfT guidelines”. 

4.2.3 The DfT Guidance on Transport Assessment introduces the Governments five 
objectives as those which are set out in the White Paper ‘A New Deal for Transport’ 
and which are central to the New Approach to Transport Appraisal (NATA) process.  
The guidance states that: “a TA should adopt the principles of NATA by assessing the 
potential impacts of a development proposal within the framework of the five NATA 
objectives.” 

4.2.4 The guidance summarises the issues that should be considered under the five 
objectives.  The interpretation of the issues is slightly different to the sub-objectives set 
out in NATA.  It has been used here to demonstrate that the TA and other supporting 
planning application reports and documents have addressed the Government’s 
objectives.  The principal objectives, the issues that should be considered, and the way 
in which they have been addressed are set out in the form of an Appraisal Summary 
Table (AST).  The objectives and issues are presented in the order that they are 
considered in the Guide to Transport Assessments document. 
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Objective Issue KIG Planning Application Response 

Accessibility Access to the 
transport system – 
locating access 
points and links for 
pedestrians and 
cyclists to the wider 
transport network 

TA Sections 2.2, 2.3 and 2.4 identify the 
existing situation for pedestrians and cyclists. 

TA Paras 5.4.7 – 5.4.9 specifically identify 
development access provisions that will be 
made for pedestrians and cyclists. 

TA Section 7.2 specifically identifies 
improvements that will be made to existing 
provisions for pedestrians and cyclists. 

 Access to the local 
area – providing 
transport nodes or 
interchanges for the 
proposed 
development that 
will benefit other 
developments and 
the local community 
as a whole 

TA Section 2 specifically identifies all relevant 
existing access opportunities in the vicinity of 
the development site. 

TA Section 5.4 specifically identifies the means 
of access to the development that will be 
provided for all modes of transport. 

TA Section 7 identifies further improvements to 
access that are being considered as part of the 
development. 

 Community 
severance – 
ensuring that the 
development does 
not create barriers 
to access within the 
local community 

TA Section 2 identifies several existing rights of 
way in the vicinity of the development site.  TA 
Sections 2 and 7 identify how these could be 
enhanced and refurbished. 

It is intended that all rights of way affected by 
the development proposals be maintained or 
diverted, thus avoiding the creation of barriers 
to access.  

Safety The potential for 
development-related 
or other transport 
accidents in the 
vicinity of the site 

TA Section 3 presents a summary of personal 
injury accidents for the area around the 
development site.  The summary is necessarily 
brief because Kent Constabulary refused to 
release sufficient detail to permit detailed 
analysis. 

A subsequent request for the necessary 
information has met with a more cooperative 
response and data has been supplied by KCC 
and the HA. A detailed accident analysis has 
been undertaken and is presented in Chapter 8 
of this Supplementary Report. 

From the data made available for the TA and 
that supplied subsequently, there is no 
indication that the development proposals will 
lead to a significant deterioration in the pattern 
and severity of accidents in the vicinity of the 
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Objective Issue KIG Planning Application Response 

development site. 

 Perception of 
personal insecurity 
in and around the 
development site 

Personal security within the development site is 
assured since access to the site will be 
controlled through both manned and electronic 
security systems.   

Economy Government 
regeneration 
objectives (e.g. use 
of Brownfield sites) 

The development proposals do not represent 
an attempt to further Government’s 
regeneration objectives, at least not directly.  
Rather, they represent the pursuit of 
Government’s desire to make greater use of 
alternative modes of transport to road haulage 
in the freight and distribution sector.  As such 
the development site has been selected in 
consideration of its proximity to the strategic rail 
and road networks and to major centres of 
population. 

Planning Issues Report Section 4 presents the 
relevant Government policy background. 

ES Section 4 presents details of the site 
selection process. 

 Non-motorised 
users’ journey time 

TA Sections 5.4 and 7 respectively identify 
means of access to the development that will 
be provided for all modes of transport and 
further improvements to access that are being 
considered as part of the development.  This 
supplementary report also assesses non-
motorised users’ journey times through a walk 
and cycle infrastructure audit and walk and 
cycle isochrone mapping. 

 Motorised users’ 
journey time and 
reliability 

TA Section 10 presents a detailed assessment 
of the traffic impact of the development.  The 
assessment examines junctions and links in the 
vicinity of the study area in relation to capacity, 
queues and delays in scenarios with and 
without the proposed development.  These 
criteria are direct measures of motorised users’ 
journey time and reliability. This supplementary 
report also assesses motorised users’ journey 
times through the further audit of public 
transport journey times and isochrone mapping. 

 User costs The capacity analysis testing of all junctions 
within the study area includes vehicle delay and 
cost calculations.  
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Objective Issue KIG Planning Application Response 

Furthermore, as indicated elsewhere we are 
prepared to supply base information to the 
Highway Authorities to incorporate within their 
available models to determine the potential 
benefits and costs of the scheme further a-field 
than the immediate highway network. 

 The construction, 
land, preparation, 
supervision and 
subsequent 
maintenance costs 
of development 
proposals (including 
mitigation works) 

A detailed cost appraisal of the development 
during its construction and operation phases 
has been undertaken by the developer AXA.  
This appraisal, together with forecast revenues, 
has contributed to AXA’s decision to proceed 
with this planning application. 

The appraisal is commercially sensitive and 
has not therefore been submitted as part of the 
planning application.  

Environment Nuisance to people 
caused by transport-
related noise and 
vibration generated 
by the development 

ES Section 11 presents specific and detailed 
quantification and assessment of the noise and 
vibration impacts of the development proposals 
for both the construction and operational 
phases.  

 The emission of 
greenhouse gasses 
as a result of the 
transport 
implications of the 
development and 
the impact of 
changes in local air 
quality on people 

ES Section 12 presents specific and detailed 
quantification and assessment of the air quality 
impacts of the development proposals for both 
the construction and operational phases. 

 The transport-
related impacts of 
the development on 
areas of designated 
landscape 
importance 

ES Section 6 presents specific and detailed 
assessment of the impacts of the development 
proposals on the landscape, including areas of 
designated importance, for both the 
construction and operational phases. 

 Whether the site is 
in an air quality 
management zone 
or is likely to cause 
a breach of current 
legislation 

ES Section 12.5 presents details of relevant 
local air quality management areas. 

ES Section 12 presents specific and detailed 
quantification and assessment of the air quality 
impacts of the development proposals for both 
the construction and operational phases. 

 The transport-
related impact of the 

ES Section 8 presents specific and detailed 
assessment of the impacts of the development 
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Objective Issue KIG Planning Application Response 

development on 
areas of nature 
conservation or 
biodiversity and 
Earth heritage 
interests (such as 
geology) where they 
interact with roads 

proposals on ecology and nature conservation, 
including biodiversity, for both the construction 
and operational phases. 

ES Section 9 presents specific and detailed 
assessment of the impacts of the development 
proposals on ground conditions for both the 
construction and operational phases. 

 Heritage of historic 
resources where 
they interact with 
the development-
related and/or 
proposed mitigation 
measures 

ES Section 13 presents specific and detailed 
assessment of the impacts of the development 
proposals on cultural heritage, including 
heritage of historic resources, for both the 
construction and operational phases. 

 The transport-
related impact of the 
development on the 
townscape 

According to the Transport Analysis Guidance 
provided on the DfT’s Webtag website 
(www.webtag.org.uk) “Townscape is the 
physical and social characteristics of the built 
and un-built urban environment and the way in 
which we perceive those characteristics.”   

Given that the development site is remote from 
the urban environment the assessment of the 
impact on townscape has not been considered 
relevant and has not therefore been 
undertaken. 

 Appraisal of the 
transport-related 
impacts of the 
development on the 
water environment 

ES Section 10 presents specific and detailed 
assessment of the impacts of the development 
proposals on drainage and flood risk, including 
the water environment, for both the 
construction and operational phases. 

 The impact of the 
transport 
implications of the 
development on 
physical fitness 

TA Sections 5.4 and 7 respectively identify 
means of access to the development that will 
be provided for all modes of transport and 
further improvements to access that are being 
considered as part of the development.  These 
provisions will facilitate pursuit of the physical 
fitness objective since they include for provision 
and enhancement of pedestrian and cycle 
facilities. 

 Journey ambience The development proposals will have a largely 
neutral effect on journey ambience in the 
vicinity of the development site.  The one 
exception to this is the provision of an on-site 
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Objective Issue KIG Planning Application Response 

truck stop for HGV drivers.  TA Section 5.2.2 
describes this facility. 

Integration The potential for the 
development to 
influence interaction 
among all transport 
modes (motorised 
and non-motorised), 
either in isolation or 
in combination with 
other developments 

The principal objective of the development 
proposals is to encourage such interaction by 
providing a Strategic Rail Freight Interchange 
that will allow high volumes of bulk freight to be 
moved by rail and then distributed or collected 
by road. 

TA Sections 2, 5.4 and 7 respectively identify 
existing access opportunities for all modes of 
transport, the means of access to the 
development that will be provided for all modes 
of transport and further improvements to 
access for all modes of transport that are being 
considered as part of the development.  These 
provisions will influence interaction between 
passenger transport modes.  TA Section 8 
presents a framework travel plan which, when 
implemented, will further influence this 
interaction. 

KIG has investigated the feasibility of providing 
a Park and Ride facility for the town of 
Maidstone within the development site.  Whilst 
indicative in detail at this stage, it has been 
identified that such a site could be incorporated 
and that an appropriate access junction with 
bus priority could be achieved on to the A20.  
Any such park and ride site would not be within 
the KIG boundary but rather on the Southern 
side of the A20. 

 Interaction between 
the development 
proposal and wider 
issues of 
Government policy 
such as 
environmental 
sustainability and 
health 

The Planning Issues Report which forms part of 
the planning application addresses wider 
issues of Government policy. 
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4.3 Conclusion 

4.3.1 The AST presented here demonstrates that the planning application documents and 
the TA in particular, have comprehensively addressed Governments objectives and 
sub-objectives as set out in its Guidance on Transport Assessment.  The way in which 
this has been achieved is clarified in this AST. 

4.3.2 The only residual issue to be addressed is the need for a more detailed analysis of 
personal injury accidents.  Suitable data has subsequently been supplied by KCC and 
the HA, and analysis of this data is presented in Chapter 8 of this report 
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5 KCC POINT B) – GROWTH FACTORS 

5.1 Comment  

5.1.1 Growth factors have been applied with no reference to the emerging LDF and the 
Highways Agency study.  There is no indication that the traffic flows quoted have been 
harmonised to a neutral month and day.  There is no indication whether TEMPRO 
growth factors have been adjusted with NRTF figure.  No reference is made to future 
capacity assessment work being done by Parson Brinckerhoff on behalf of the 
Highways Agency, or to data gathered by them. 

5.2 Introduction 

5.2.1 This chapter is broken down into the following section: 

·  Emerging LDF 

·  Highways Agency Study 

·  TEMPRO Growth factors and NRTF/Neutral  month and day 

·  Parsons Brinckerhoff Capacity work on behalf of the HA 

5.3 Emerging LDF 

5.3.1 Our position on the LDF is presented in Chapter 3. 

5.4 Highways Agency Study 

5.4.1 The Highways Agency Study was incomplete at the time of the preparation and 
submission of the TA.  As such it was not possible for its findings to be incorporated 
within the TA.  Data on KIG will be provided to the HA for input into their study. 

5.4.2 The Highways Agency has recently confirmed to us that their Saturn modelling of the 
M20 corridor is on hold pending KCCs assessment of the LDF scenarios using their 
VISSUM modelling.  

5.5 TEMPRO Growth Factors and NRTF 

5.5.1 Details of the traffic counts used are presented in Section 2.9 of the TA.  For 
convenience a summary is set out below. 

5.5.2 Base traffic surveys were undertaken on a weekday in June 2004 at the following 
junctions: 

·  M20 junction 8 (MCC) 

·  A20/M20 Link roundabout (MCC) 

·  A20/Penfold Hill roundabout (MCC) 
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·  A20/Great Danes Hotel roundabout (MCC) 

5.5.3 Following discussions with KCC additional surveys were undertaken in March 2007 at: 

·  A20/Roundwell Priority Junction (MCC) 

·  On the A20 either side of the Roundwell Junction (ATC’s) 

5.5.4 Finally in May 2007 again on the request of KCC a MCC of the A20/Willington Street 
Junction was undertaken. The surveys are presented in Appendix D of the September 
2007 TA. 

5.5.5 Using the 2007 traffic surveys the 2004 traffic surveys have been factored to 2007 
levels. 

5.5.6 We have taken on board your comments and have applied traffic growth in the form of 
TEMPRO adjusted for NRTF for the Maidstone area.  The approach taken is as per the 
TEMPRO guidance Note, April 2006.   

5.5.7 As a result the traffic growth factors applied are as presented in Table 5.1 below. 

TEMPRO NRTF Adjusted for Maidstone 
Period 

AM PM 

2007 – 2016 1.127 1.129 

2007 - 2026 1.250 1.256 

Table 5.1 TEMPRO Growth Factors Adjusted to NRTF 

5.5.8 All new traffic data incorporating this revised approach to traffic growth and trip 
generation and distribution as articulated elsewhere in this report is presented as 
requested in editable electronic format on the enclosed CD at Appendix E. 

5.6 Parsons Brinckerhoff Capacity Work on Behalf of HA 

5.6.1 Future capacity work being undertaken by PB on behalf of the Highways Agency is 
acknowledged.  We will supply all data relevant to KIG for PB to incorporate within 
their future capacity assessment. 

5.6.2 We have not been made aware of or been allowed access to data collected by PB.  
We cannot therefore include this information within our assessment. 
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6 KCC POINT C) – B2163 / PENFOLD HILL & GREAT DANES HOTEL 
ROUNDABOUTS 

6.1 Comment  

6.1.1 The ARCADY assessment of the B2163/Penfold Hill junction has used incorrect 
geometry and significantly overestimates junction capacity.  Should the correct 
calculation show a lack of capacity at the year of opening the developer would be 
expected to bring forward proposals to mitigate the impact. 

6.2 Summary Response 

6.2.1 The base geometric data for both the B2163/Penfold Hill junction and the Great Danes 
Hotel roundabouts has been revisited, and it is agreed that incorrect geometry has 
been used in some instances.  Consequently, both junctions have been reassessed for 
the same scenarios as that contained within the TA.  These are: 

·  2007 Base. 

·  2016 without development. 

·  2016 with KIG. 

·  2026 without development.  

·  2026 with KIG. 

6.2.2 The assessment has also considered the revisions to traffic growth, employee 
numbers and traffic distribution patterns as described in full elsewhere in this 
Supplementary Report and presented in electronic format at Appendix E.  The 
following sections present a summary of the findings of the assessment of the two 
junctions with full ARCADY printouts presented in Appendix F for the Great Danes 
Hotel roundabout and Appendix G for the B2163 Penfold Hill Roundabout 
Respectively. 

6.3 Great Danes Hotel Roundabout – Without KIG Scenarios 

2007 Base – Great Danes Hotel Roundabout 

6.3.1 ARCADY 6 has been used to assess the Great Danes Hotel roundabout.  For the 
purposes of calibrating the junction modelling against observed queue lengths 
assessment for the 2007 base has been undertaken. Table 6.1 below shows a 
summary of the ARCADY outputs for 2007 base, with the full printouts presented at 
Appendix F. 
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Weekday AM Peak 
08:00 – 09:00 

Weekday PM Peak 
17:00 – 18:00 

ARM 
Max 
RFC 

Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

RFC 
Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

Arm A : A20 West 0.459 0.9 0.05 0.635 1.7 0.06 

Arm B : B2163 0.448 0.8 0.14 0.293 0.4 0.12 

Arm C : A20 East 0.730 2.6 0.09 0.464 0.9 0.06 

Arm D : Hotel Access 0.184 0.2 0.23 0.086 0.1 0.12 
Notes: RFC is the ratio of flow to capacity for the worst affected arm expressed as a percentage; max Q is the 
maximum queue in vehicles for the worst affected arm; the delay is the average delay per  vehicle at the 
junction in minutes 

Table 6.1: Great Danes Hotel Roundabout – 2007 Without KIG 

6.3.2 The queue lengths identified in Table 6.1 above confirm that the junction output 
information is calibrated in line with the observed queue lengths. It can be seen that 
the maximum ratio to flow capacity in 2007 occurs in the AM peak on Arm C (A20 
East) at a value of 0.730 RFC, with the PM peak on Arm A (A20 West) with a value of 
0.635 RFC.  The maximum queue length for Arm C is 2.6 vehicles in the AM peak with 
the expected delay per vehicle of 0.09 minutes.  

6.3.3 It is therefore currently operating within its design capacity. 

2016 Without KIG – Great Danes Hotel Roundabout 

6.3.4 The Great Danes Hotel roundabout has been assessed for the scenario 2016 without 
KIG.  Table 6.2 below presents a summary of the results.  Full printouts are included at 
Appendix F. 

Weekday AM Peak 
08:00 – 09:00 

Weekday PM Peak 
17:00 – 18:00 

ARM 
Max 
RFC 

Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

RFC 
Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

Arm A : A20 West 0.519 1.1 0.06 0.722 2.5 0.08 
Arm B : B2163 0.553 1.3 0.19 0.335 0.5 0.16 
Arm C : A20 East 0.832 4.7 0.13 0.626 1.7 0.07 
Arm D : Hotel Access 0.396 0.6 0.45 0.076 0.1 0.15 
Notes: RFC is the ratio of flow to capacity for the worst affected arm expressed as a percentage; max Q is the 
maximum queue in vehicles for the worst affected arm; the delay is the average delay per  vehicle at the 
junction in minutes 

Table 6.2: Great Danes Hotel Roundabout – 2016 Without KIG 

6.3.5 From Table 6.2, it can be seen that the maximum ratio to flow capacity in 2016 without 
KIG occurs in the AM peak on Arm C (A20 east) at a value of 0.832 RFC, with the PM 
peak on Arm A (A20 west) with a value of 0.722 RFC.  The maximum queue length for 
Arm C is 4.7 vehicles in the AM peak with an expected delay per vehicle of 0.13 
minutes.  Again this junction is shown to be working within its design capacity in 2016. 
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2026 Without KIG– Great Danes Hotel Roundabout 

6.3.6 The capacity of the Great Danes Hotel roundabout has also been assessed for 2026 
without KIG.  Table 6.3 presents a summary of the ARCADY results for 2026 without 
KIG.  Full printouts are presented in Appendix F. 

Weekday AM Peak 
08:00 – 09:00 

Weekday PM Peak 
17:00 – 18:00 

ARM 
Max 
RFC 

Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

RFC 
Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

Arm A : A20 West 0.573 1.4 0.07 0.807 4.0 0.11 
Arm B : B2163 0.679 2.2 0.29 0.468 0.8 0.24 
Arm C : A20 East 0.938 11.3 0.22 0.699 2.3 0.08 
Arm D : Hotel Access 2.785 9.2 3.14 0.107 0.1 0.19 
Notes: RFC is the ratio of flow to capacity for the worst affected arm expressed as a percentage; max Q is the 
maximum queue in vehicles for the worst affected arm; the delay is the average delay per  vehicle at the 
junction in minutes 

Table 6.3: Great Danes Hotel Roundabout – 2026 Without KIG 

6.3.7 From Table 6.3, it can be seen that the maximum ratio to flow capacity in 2026 without 
KIG occurs in the AM peak on Arm D (A20 east) at a value of 2.785 RFC, with the PM 
peak on Arm A (A20 west) with a value of 0.807 RFC.  The maximum queue length for 
Arm C is 11.3 vehicles in the AM peak with an expected delay per vehicle of 0.22 
minutes.   

6.3.8 It is apparent that with circa one vehicle every two seconds passing east to west, Arm 
C to Arm A across the roundabout, and without breaks caused by right turning traffic in 
to the Hotel (Arm D) from the A20 west (Arm A), there is insufficient opportunity for the 
relatively small flow of vehicles to exit the Hotel. 

6.4 Great Danes Hotel Roundabout – With KIG Scenarios 

6.4.1 The Great Danes Hotel roundabout has also been assessed for the with KIG 
scenarios.  The following sections refer. 

2016 With KIG– Great Danes Hotel Roundabout 

6.4.2 The Great Danes Hotel roundabout has been assessed for 2016 with KIG.  Table 6.4 
below shows a summary of the results with full printouts appended at Appendix F. 
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Weekday AM Peak 
08:00 – 09:00 

Weekday PM Peak 
17:00 – 18:00 

ARM 
Max 
RFC 

Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

RFC 
Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

Arm A : A20 West 0.521 1.1 0.06 0.794 3.7 0.10 
Arm B : B2163 0.567 1.3 0.20 0.415 0.7 0.22 
Arm C : A20 East 0.911 8.7 0.18 0.635 1.7 0.07 
Arm D : Hotel Access 1.069 3.4 1.28 0.078 0.1 0.15 
Notes: RFC is the ratio of flow to capacity for the worst affected arm expressed as a percentage; max Q is the 
maximum queue in vehicles for the worst affected arm; the delay is the average delay per  vehicle at the 
junction in minutes 

Table 6.4: Great Danes Hotel Roundabout – 2016 With KIG 

6.4.3 From Table 6.4, it can be seen that the maximum ratio to flow capacity in 2016 with 
KIG occurs in the AM peak on Arm D (Hotel Access) at a value of 1.069 RFC, with the 
PM peak on Arm A (A20 west) with a value of 0.794 RFC.  The maximum queue length 
for Arm D is 3.4 vehicles in the AM peak with the expected delay per vehicle of 1.28 
minutes.  

6.4.4 This junction will therefore be operating just over its design capacity in the AM peak 
period only with KIG in 2016. However, it is apparent that the resulting queue lengths 
and delays would not be excessive in this scenario.   

2026 With KIG – Great Danes Hotel Roundabout 

6.4.5 Finally ARCADY 6 has been used to assess the Great Danes Hotel roundabout in 
2026 with KIG.  Table 6.5 below presents a summary of the results with full printouts 
presented in Appendix F. 

Weekday AM Peak 
08:00 – 09:00 

Weekday PM Peak 
17:00 – 18:00 

ARM 
Max 
RFC 

Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

RFC 
Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

Arm A : A20 West 0.578 1.4 0.07 0.882 6.7 0.15 
Arm B : B2163 0.714 2.7 0.34 0.607 1.4 0.39 
Arm C : A20 East 1.018 32.0 0.45 0.708 2.4 0.08 
Arm D : Hotel Access *** 13.6 30.84 0.110 0.1 0.19 
Notes: RFC is the ratio of flow to capacity for the worst affected arm expressed as a percentage; max Q is the 
maximum queue in vehicles for the worst affected arm; the delay is the average delay per  vehicle at the 
junction in minutes 

Table 6.5: Great Danes Hotel Roundabout – 2026 With KIG 

6.4.6 From Table 6.5, it can be seen that the maximum ratio to flow capacity in 2026 with 
KIG occurs in the AM peak on Arm D (Hotel access) with an infinite RFC value.  In the 
PM the maximum RFC occurs on Arm A (A20 west) with a value of 0.882.  The 
maximum queue length for Arm D is 13.6 vehicles in the AM peak with the expected 
delay per vehicle of 30.84 minutes.   

6.4.7 As discussed above, the Hotel arm (Arm D) of this junction would be at the point of 
capacity in 2016 with KIG as a result of the volume of traffic on the A20 in the east to 
west direction impeding traffic from exiting the Hotel access.  
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6.5 Conclusion 

6.5.1 We have considered the operation of the A20/Great Danes Hotel roundabout without 
and with KIG up to 2026.  From this analysis we have identified that it would cease to 
operate efficiently in 2016 with KIG (Table 6.4) with an RFC of 1.069.  As such this 
junction would therefore require some form of capacity improvements.  

6.6 B2163 Penfold Hill Roundabout – Without KIG Scenarios 

2007 Base – B2163/Penfold Hill Roundabout 

6.6.1 ARCADY 6 has also been used to assess the Penfold Hill roundabout.  For the 
purposes of calibrating the junction modelling against observed queue lengths 
assessment for the 2007 base has been undertaken. Table 6.6 below shows a 
summary of the ARCADY outputs for 2007 base.  Full printouts are appended to this 
report at Appendix G. 

Weekday AM Peak 
08:00 – 09:00 

Weekday PM Peak 
17:00 – 18:00 

ARM 
Max 
RFC 

Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

RFC 
Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

Arm A : A20 East 0.798 18.4 0.68 0.758 3.0 0.18 

Arm B : B2163 Penfold Hill 1.003 18.2 0.90 0.912 7.2 0.30 

Arm C : A20 West 0.401 0.7 0.04 0.452 0.8 0.05 
Notes: RFC is the ratio of flow to capacity for the worst affected arm expressed as a percentage; max Q is the 
maximum queue in vehicles for the worst affected arm; the delay is the average delay per vehicle at the 
junction in minutes 

Table 6.6: A20 / B2163 / Penfold Hill Roundabout – 2007 Without KIG 

6.6.2 The queue lengths identified in Table 6.6 above confirm that the junction output 
information is calibrated in line with the observed queue lengths. As can be seen 
above, the maximum ratio to flow capacity in 2007 occurs in the AM peak on Arm B 
(B2163 Penfold Hill) with a 1.003 RFC value.  The maximum queue length for Arm B is 
18.2 vehicles and the expected delay per vehicle is 0.90 minutes. As such this junction 
is identified as currently operating at about capacity in the AM peak.   

6.6.3 Given that Maidstone is identified for major growth in the near future, and that the core 
strategy identifies the area to the south of this junction for much of this growth, 
previous proposals for the Leeds Langley by-pass, it is envisaged that this junction will 
need to be improved as a matter of course or traffic diverted off the B2163 on to the 
by-pass, in the event that it is constructed. 

2016 Without KIG – B2163/Penfold Hill Roundabout 

6.6.4 The Penfold Hill roundabout has also been assessed for capacity in 2016 without KIG.  
Table 6.7 below shows a summary of the outputs with full printouts presented at 
Appendix G. 
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Weekday AM Peak 
08:00 – 09:00 

Weekday PM Peak 
17:00 – 18:00 

ARM 
Max 
RFC 

Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

RFC 
Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

Arm A : A20 East 1.158 43.1 3.38 0.876 5.9 0.28 
Arm B : B2163 Penfold Hill 1.131 28.9 3.61 1.095 27.2 0.82 
Arm C : A20 West 0.516 1.1 0.05 0.511 1.1 0.06 
Notes: RFC is the ratio of flow to capacity for the worst affected arm expressed as a percentage; max Q is the 
maximum queue in vehicles for the worst affected arm; the delay is the average delay per vehicle at the 
junction in minutes 

Table 6.7: A20 / B2163 / Penfold Hill Roundabout – 2016 Without KIG 

6.6.5 As can be seen from Table 6.7 above, the maximum ratio to flow capacity in 2016 
without KIG is in the AM peak on Arm A (A20 East) with a 1.158 RFC value.  The 
maximum queue length for Arm A is 43.1 vehicles and the expected delay per vehicle 
is 3.38 minutes. These results indicate that this junction will be operating above its 
design capacity irrespective of KIG.   

6.6.6 As identified above, the proposed growth of Maidstone in the period to 2016 is likely to 
result in this junction being subject to remedial measures to accommodate likely traffic 
growth.  

2026 Without KIG– B2163/Penfold Hill Roundabout 

6.6.7 The Penfold Hill roundabout has been assessed for 2026 without KIG.  Table 6.8 
presents a summary of the results with the full printouts presented in Appendix G. 

Weekday AM Peak 
08:00 – 09:00 

Weekday PM Peak 
17:00 – 18:00 

ARM 
Max 
RFC 

Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

RFC 
Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

Arm A : A20 East 1.323 77.7 7.52 1.010 19.0 0.66 
Arm B : B2163 Penfold Hill 1.239 46.5 6.41 1.280 64.3 3.31 
Arm C : A20 West 0.572 1.3 0.05 0.568 1.3 0.07 
Notes: RFC is the ratio of flow to capacity for the worst affected arm expressed as a percentage; max Q is the 
maximum queue in vehicles for the worst affected arm; the delay is the average delay per vehicle at the 
junction in minutes 

Table 6.8: A20 / B2163 / Penfold Hill Roundabout – 2026 Without KIG 

6.6.8 As can be seen from Table 6.8 above, the maximum ratio to flow capacity in 2026 
without KIG is in the AM peak on Arm A (A20 east) with a 1.323 RFC value.  The 
maximum queue length for Arm A is 77.7 vehicles in the AM peak and the expected 
delay per vehicle is 7.52 minutes.  

6.6.9 As identified above, the proposed growth of Maidstone in the period to 2016 is likely to 
result in this junction being subject to remedial measures to accommodate proposed 
growth.  
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6.7 B2163 / Penfold Hill Roundabout – With KIG Scenarios 

6.7.1 The B2163/Penfold Hill Hotel roundabout has also been assessed for the with KIG 
scenarios.  The following sections refer. 

2016 With KIG – B2163/Penfold Hill Roundabout 

6.7.2 The capacity assessment of the Penfold Hill roundabout in 2016 with KIG is 
summarised in Table 6.9 below.  Full printouts are presented at Appendix G. 

Weekday AM Peak 
08:00 – 09:00 

Weekday PM Peak 
17:00 – 18:00 

ARM 
Max 
RFC 

Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

RFC 
Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

Arm A : A20 East 1.176 97.0 4.55 0.929 8.9 0.39 
Arm B : B2163 Penfold Hill 1.297 104.7 7.88 1.120 31.5 1.00 
Arm C : A20 West 0.455 0.8 0.05 0.556 1.3 0.07 
Notes: RFC is the ratio of flow to capacity for the worst affected arm expressed as a percentage; max Q is the 
maximum queue in vehicles for the worst affected arm; the delay is the average delay per vehicle at the 
junction in minutes 

Table 6.9: A20 / B2163 / Penfold Hill Roundabout – 2016 With KIG 

6.7.3 As can be seen from Table 6.9 above, the maximum ratio to flow capacity in 2016 with 
KIG is in the AM peak on Arm B (B2163 Penfold Hill) with a 1.297 RFC value.  The 
maximum queue length for Arm B is 104.7 vehicles in the AM peak and the expected 
delay per vehicle is 7.88 minutes.   

6.7.4 As identified above, this junction will be operating over capacity in 2016 without KIG 
and will need some improvement to accommodate the proposed growth of Maidstone.   

2026 With KIG – B2163/Penfold Hill Roundabout 

6.7.5 Finally, ARCADY 6 has been used to assess the Penfold Hill roundabout in 2026 with 
KIG.  Table 6.10 below presents a summary of the results with full printouts presented 
as Appendix G. 

Weekday AM Peak 
08:00 – 09:00 

Weekday PM Peak 
17:00 – 18:00 

ARM 
Max 
RFC 

Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

RFC 
Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

Arm A : A20 East 1.328 166.8 8.72 1.081 36.8 1.50 
Arm B : B2163 Penfold Hill 1.395 141.2 10.71 1.272 64.3 3.55 
Arm C : A20 West 0.502 1.0 0.05 0.623 1.7 0.08 
Notes: RFC is the ratio of flow to capacity for the worst affected arm expressed as a percentage; max Q is the 
maximum queue in vehicles for the worst affected arm; the delay is the average delay per vehicle at the 
junction in minutes 

Table 6.10: A20 / B2163 / Penfold Hill Roundabout – 2026 With KIG 
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6.7.6 As can be seen from Table 6.10 above, the maximum ratio to flow capacity in 2026 
with KIG occurs in the AM peak on Arm B (B2163 Penfold Hill) with a 1.395 RFC 
value.  The maximum queue length for Arm B is 141.2 vehicles in the AM peak and the 
expected delay per vehicle is 10.71 minutes. 

6.8 Conclusions  

6.8.1 We have considered the operation of the A20/Penfold Hill roundabout without and with 
KIG up to 2026.  From this analysis we have identified that it would cease to operate 
efficiently by 2016 irrespective of KIG with RFCs over the 1.000 value in both the main 
peak hour periods.  As such this junction would require some form of capacity 
improvements in order to accommodate the growth of background traffic and KIG.  

6.9 Potential Junction Improvements 

6.9.1 From the above analysis it is clear that both the Great Danes and Penfold Hill 
roundabouts will experience a shortfall in capacity to accommodate predicted future 
traffic flows without the development of KIG.  With the inclusion of KIG it is 
acknowledged that a proportionate worsening of this situation occurs. 

6.9.2 The Core Strategy identifies that the preferred location for the growth of Maidstone will 
occur to the south of KIG and as such it is reasonable to expect that new infrastructure 
will be built to accommodate this growth.  The most important road that is likely to 
come forward is some form of the former Leeds - Langley by-pass which would clearly 
have significant implications on the operation of the A20 at these two junctions. 

6.9.3 It is expected that KCC will be testing such growth scenarios with its new VISSUM 
model to determine the implication of both growth and KIG and the necessary 
infrastructure required. However, in the meantime KIG has considered what capacity 
improvements could be made in order to demonstrate that KIG is not prejudiced by the 
inability to provide appropriate highway improvements to accommodate background 
traffic growth. 

6.9.4 Chapter 35 of this report considers potential capacity improvements that could be 
achieved at these junctions.  KIG will work with the highway authorities to ensure that a 
fair and reasonable contribution is achieved with respect to the traffic impact of KIG at 
this, and all other junctions. 
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7 KCC POINT D) – WILLINGTON STREET JUNCTION 

7.1 Comment  

7.1.1 The LINSIG assessment of the A20 / Willington Street uses incorrect geometry and 
overestimates junction capacity.  This junction is shown to be overcapacity at the 
proposed year of opening, with no indication that the developer intends to bring 
forward any proposals to mitigate the impact of the development. 

7.2 Summary Response 

7.2.1 The base geometric information for the Willington Street Junction has been revisited 
and we have contacted KCC, who through their consultant Jacobs, have provided us 
with up to date signal data information on this junction.  This information is appended 
at Appendix H.  

7.2.2 Having reviewed this information we have the following observations. 

7.2.3 It would appear that an earlier version of LinSig has been used by KCC (Jacobs) to 
assess the junction. The A20 right turners have been modelled as a short lane1 that 
receives no green time in stage one but runs in conjunction with the ahead traffic in 
stage two whilst the opposing traffic is halted. This arrangement therefore doesn’t 
require eastbound traffic wishing to turn right from the A20 into Willington Street to give 
way to oncoming traffic. In order to model this arrangement as unopposed the right 
turn flare lane must have been modelled independently of the infinitely long lane that 
caters for the ahead traffic only. This is no longer possible in Version 2 of LinSig as a 
link must always contain at least one infinitely long lane2, therefore not allowing 
shortened flare lanes to be modelled independently.   

7.2.4 Whilst this was possible in the earlier version of LinSig, Version 2 now states that a link 
must always contain at least one infinitely long lane, therefore not allowing shortened 
flare lanes to be modelled independently.  

7.2.5 In order to model this scenario accurately, an assumption has been made that the 
eastbound right turn flare would act as an infinitely long lane to allow green time for the 
ahead traffic to be allocated independently of the right turn traffic. This approach has 
been taken in this instance having first consulted JCT who developed the software. 

                                                   
1 A short lane is a lane which will discharge all its queued traffic in a typical green period. 
LinSig will calculate how long the short lane takes to empty, modelling a saturation flow 
contribution from the lane to its link only until the lane empties. If a short lane is so long it is 
never likely to fully discharge during the longest likely green period it makes no difference to 
the results whether it is modelled as a long or a short lane.  
 
2 An infinitely long lane is a lane that extends back to a previous junction which is capable of 
providing a constant saturation flow over its whole green duration. 
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7.2.6 Alternatively the model could be altered to a two stage junction with the right turn traffic 
having to give way to the opposing stream and then receive an indicative green arrow 
in the following stage two. This however is a significant departure from the manner in 
which the junction had been modelled previously. Likewise  - Phase D (left turn from 
Willington Rd) is not assigned to any link, and therefore the left turn does not run in two 
stages, which it does in reality (therefore the model assumes zero left turners moving 
in stage two).  

7.2.7 A final alternative method of modelling the right turn flare into Willington Street would 
be to model the eastbound traffic entering the junction on the A20 as a single 
lane/single link with the number of vehicles that can be stored in the right hand flare 
entered as a non blocking function of the junction. By doing this the right hand flare 
can be modelled as a short link independently of the infinitely long lane carrying traffic 
straight ahead at the junction. Whereas this is a more correct manner in which to 
model the junction it can potentially result in an overestimation of the available capacity 
at the junction for vehicles wishing to turn right into Willington Street. Therefore, in 
order to model more accurately the present situation this methodology has not been 
used in this instance. 

7.2.8 Nevertheless we have undertaken a revised assessment of the Willington Street 
Junction in accordance with the requirements of LinSig V2.  The full LINSIG printouts 
are presented in Appendix I with a summary presented below.  It should also be noted 
that the traffic flows assessed reflect the changes in trip generation and distribution 
dealt with elsewhere in this report. 

7.3 Willington Street Junction – Without KIG 

7.3.1 The following sections present the analysis for the without KIG development. 

Willington Street Junction 2007 without KIG 

7.3.2 For the purposes of calibration the LinSig capacity assessment of the Willington Street 
Junction has been undertake for the 2007 Base scenario without KIG.  The results are 
summarised in Table 7.1 below.  Full printouts are presented at Appendix I. 

Weekday AM Peak 
08:00 – 09:00 

Weekday PM Peak 
17:00 – 18:00 

ARM 
Deg 

Sat % 
Max Q 

Delay 
(PCU/

Hr) 

Deg 
Sat % 

Max Q 
Delay 
(PCU/

Hr) 
A20 East (ahead and left) 89.5 18.6 10.3 93.3 13.2 10.2 
Willington Street (Left) 59.7 14.6 3.6 68.7 13.3 3.8 
Willington Street (Right) 87.3 7.9 6.3 94.9 6.9 8.2 
A20 West (ahead) 19.5 2.4 0.4 29.1 3.3 0.6 
A20 West (right) 90.0 22.6 10.0 93.5 17.0 10.4 

Table 7.1: Willington Street Junction – 2007 Without KIG 
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7.3.3 Table 7.1 above indicates that the Willington Street junction is running at its maximum 
capacity in 2007 during the AM peak hour, with three of the five lanes running at, or 
just below, 90% saturation. In the PM peak the junction is clearly running at a level 
approaching capacity with the same three lanes operating at over 90% saturation.   

7.3.4 This analysis indicates that some remedial measures at this junction are already 
required or could be in the near future. 

Willington Street Junction 2016 without KIG 

7.3.5 The LinSig capacity assessment of the Willington Street Junction in 2016 without KIG 
is summarised in Table 7.2 below.  Full printouts are presented at Appendix I. 

Weekday AM Peak 
08:00 – 09:00 

Weekday PM Peak 
17:00 – 18:00 

ARM 
Deg 

Sat % 
Max Q 

Delay 
(PCU/

Hr) 

Deg 
Sat % 

Max Q 
Delay 
(PCU/

Hr) 
A20 East (ahead and left) 100.9 22.3 21.8 105.4 16.2 28.4 
Willington Street (Left) 67.3 17.7 4.5 77.6 16.7 5.0 
Willington Street (Right) 98.3 9.0 10.8 107.3 8.7 19.3 
A20 West (ahead) 22.0 2.8 0.4 32.8 3.8 0.7 
A20 West (right) 101.4 28.2 24.6 105.5 21.6 34.3 

Table 7.2: Willington Street Junction – 2016 Without KIG 

7.3.6 As can be seen from Table 7.2 the additional traffic incorporated into the model as a 
result of extrapolating the 2007 base figures to 2016 levels has lead to the junction 
operating further over capacity. The extent to which this affect occurs is similar 
between the two peak hours. 

2026 Without KIG – Willington Street Junction 

7.3.7 Finally, the Willington Street junction has been assessed for its operational capacity in 
2026. The results of are summarised in Table 7.3 with full results presented in 
Appendix I. 

Weekday AM Peak 
08:00 – 09:00 

Weekday PM Peak 
17:00 – 18:00 

ARM 
Deg 

Sat % 
Max Q 

Delay 
(PCU/

Hr) 

Deg 
Sat % 

Max Q 
Delay 
(PCU/

Hr) 
A20 East (ahead and left) 111.8 27.0 52.7 117.2 19.7 61.0 
Willington Street (Left) 74.7 21.3 5.6 86.3 20.7 7.1 
Willington Street (Right) 109.3 11.6 22.2 119.0 11.2 35.3 
A20 West (ahead) 24.4 3.3 0.5 36.6 4.4 0.8 
A20 West (right) 112.5 34.3 64.3 117.5 26.2 77.8 

Table 7.3.: Willington Street Junction – 2026 Without KIG 
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7.3.8 The results displayed in Table 7.3 indicate, are as expected. The junction operates 
over capacity with adverse levels of queuing and delay in 2026 irrespective of the KIG 
development. 

7.4 Willington Street Junction – With KIG 

7.4.1 The Willington Street junction has also been assessed for the with KIG scenarios in 
2016 and 2026.  The following sections discus the results. 

2016 With KIG – Willington Street Junction 

7.4.2 The LinSig capacity assessment of the Willington Street Junction in 2016 with KIG is 
summarised in Table 7.4 below.  Full printouts are presented at Appendix I. 

Weekday AM Peak 
08:00 – 09:00 

Weekday PM Peak 
17:00 – 18:00 

ARM 
Deg 

Sat % 
Max Q 

Delay 
(PCU/

Hr) 

Deg 
Sat % 

Max Q 
Delay 
(PCU/

Hr) 
A20 East (ahead and left) 103.4 22.7 27.2 115.7 22.8 66.1 
Willington Street (Left) 66.5 17.3 17.3 84.9 18.8 7.0 
Willington Street (Right) 101.0 10.4 10.4 115.7 9.8 28.8 
A20 West (ahead) 32.0 4.8 4.8 32.9 3.7 0.7 
A20 West (right) 103.1 28.6 28.6 116.1 23.4 66.6 

Table 7.4: Willington Street Junction – 2016 With KIG 

7.4.3 As can be observed from Table 7.4 the additional traffic generated through the 
construction of KIG has resulted in the junction running slightly further over capacity 
when compared to the 2016 base scenario detailed in Table 7.2 previously. 

1.2.4 The extent to which the additional development generated traffic impacts upon the 
junction is not as extensive, in the majority of cases, as the impact witnessed earlier by 
adding the ‘growthed’ traffic from 2007 to 2016. Indeed, for those individuals wishing to 
turn left out of Willington Street in the AM Peak hour, the operational capacity of the 
junction is actually improved through the development of KIG. 

7.5 2026 With  KIG – Willington Street Junction 

7.5.1 The LinSig capacity assessment of the Willington Street Junction in 2026 with KIG is 
summarised in Table 7.4 below.  Full printouts are presented at Appendix I. 
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Weekday AM Peak 
08:00 – 09:00 

Weekday PM Peak 
17:00 – 18:00 

ARM 
Deg 

Sat % 
Max Q 

Delay 
(PCU/

Hr) 

Deg 
Sat % 

Max Q 
Delay 
(PCU/

Hr) 
A20 East (ahead and left) 114.6 27.5 60.6 125.7 26.3 101.3 
Willington Street (Left) 73.7 20.8 5.4 94.4 23.3 12.1 
Willington Street (Right) 111.0 13.3 26.5 128.6 12.4 46.5 
A20 West (ahead) 34.4 5.3 0.9 36.6 4.3 0.8 
A20 West (right) 114.4 34.7 70.8 129.2 29.6 114.3 

Table 7.5: Willington Street Junction – 2026 With KIG 

7.5.2 Table 7.5 above shows the junction operating in 2026 with additional development 
traffic associated with the KIG development. As was the case with the 2016 
assessment the impact of the additional development generated traffic for the majority 
of the turning movements is not as far reaching as the impact created by increasing 
the base level traffic from 2016 to 2026 levels. 

7.6 Conclusions 

7.6.1 In conclusion it can be observed from the analysis above that the Willington Street 
junction is operating at or above its maximum operational capacity in 2007. This is then 
compounded by testing future year scenarios for years 2016 and 2026. However, the 
results indicate that the inclusion of the KIG development in the future year 
assessments have a further impact with a modicum increase in queuing and delays 
experienced through the development generated traffic having been added.  

7.6.2 The results presented above indicate that the junction at Willington Street is currently 
under some pressure.  By 2016 and 2026 this pressure will increase irrespective of 
KIG as traffic growth and additional development associated with Maidstone©s 
expansions occurs.  The impact of KIG on this junction is minimal. 

7.7 Potential Junction Improvements 

7.7.1 We have considered the operation of the A20/Willington Street Traffic Signalised 
Junction without and with KIG up to 2026.  From this analysis we have identified that 
traffic demand at the junction will exceed the available capacity in 2016 irrespective of 
the development of KIG with a degree of saturation of 107.3%.  As such this junction 
would therefore require some form of capacity improvements irrespective of KIG.  

7.7.2 The Core Strategy identifies that the preferred location for the growth of Maidstone will 
occur to the south of KIG and as such it is reasonable to expect that new infrastructure 
will be built to accommodate this growth.   
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7.7.3 It is expected that KCC will be testing such growth scenarios with its new VISSUM 
model to determine the implication of both growth and KIG and the necessary 
infrastructure required. However, in the meantime KIG has considered what capacity 
improvements could be made in order to demonstrate that KIG is not prejudiced by the 
inability to provide appropriate highway improvements to accommodate background 
traffic growth. 

7.7.4 Chapter 35 of this report considers potential capacity improvements that could be 
achieved at the A20/Willington Street junction.  KIG will work with the highway 
authorities to ensure that a fair and reasonable contribution is achieved with respect to 
the traffic impact of KIG at this, and all other junctions. 
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8 KCC POINT E) – ACCIDENT ANALYSIS 

8.1 Comment  

8.1.1 The injury crash data is some years out of date. 

8.2 Summary Response 

8.3 Introduction 

8.3.1 Whilst in the preparation of the TA every effort was made to obtain accident data for 
the study area, however the ‘authorities’ were only prepared to make historic data 
available to us which related to the A20 Accident Remedial Scheme study. 

8.3.2 Since receiving the comments on the TA, Denis Wilson has again requested traffic 
accident information from both KCC (Jacobs) and the HA.  Accident data from KCC 
(Jacobs) covered the 5 year period up to 31st December 2007, whereas the HA data 
covered 1st January 2002 to 31st December 2006. The accident data has been 
reviewed and our summary of our findings is set out below.  A full technical note which 
considers the data in more detail is presented at Appendix J.  The full accident 
statistics provided by KCC and the HA is also appended at Appendix K.   

8.3.3 It should be noted that both the information provided by the HA and KCC (Jacobs) was 
received in a fragmented state with a need to repeatedly go back to the providers to 
ask for clarification on some issues and a need to undertake an additional substantial 
task of bringing the raw data to a useable state. 

8.3.4 Subsequently it has been established that the data provided by the HA was contained 
fully within the KCC data.  As such it is the KCC data that has been considered here.   

8.4 Summary of Findings 

8.4.1 From a review of the information, the following has been established: 

·  There were a total of 127 accidents within the five year period and in respect of 
injury severity 109 classified as slight, 14 as serious and 4 as fatal. 

·  The majority of accidents occurred in dry conditions, with 44 (35%) accidents 
occurring in wet/damp conditions. 

·  From the information provided 48 (38%) accidents occurred on the M20, 30 (24%) 
accidents happened at roundabouts and 23 (18%) accidents were at other 
junctions.   

·  Analysis of the times of accidents has shown the majority of accidents have 
occurred during the morning and evening peak hours, with 29 (23%) accidents 
between the hours of 15.00 – 17.59 and 28 (22%) accidents between 06:00 – 
08:59.   
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·  Of the 72 accidents that have been assigned contributory factors (post 2005), the 
top five contributory factors were identified as:  

i. ‘Slippery road (due to weather)’ – 14 accidents (19%) 

ii. ‘Failed to look properly’ – 12 accidents (17%).   

iii. ‘Failed to judge other persons path or speed’ – 7 accidents. 

iv. ‘Careless, reckless or in a hurry’ – 6 accidents. 

v. ‘Poor turn or manoeuvre’ – 5 accidents.    

8.5 Clusters 

8.5.1 It can be seen from the Jacobs/KCC data and Figure 1 that the main clusters are 
centred around the four roundabouts: M20 junction 8; M20/A20 link; A20/B2163 Great 
Danes Hotel and; A20/B2163 Penfold Hill, and the priority junction between the A20 
and Roundwell.   

8.5.2 Figure 2 shows in detail the locations and severities of the accidents around the four 
roundabouts and the priority junction.  Each of these clusters is discussed in turn 
below.  

M20 Junction 8 

8.5.3 There were 12 accidents, two of which were serious, that occurred on the M20 junction 
8 roundabout and its associated arms.  There were three accidents on the southeast 
off-slip, all classed as a severity of slight but with different contributory factors: 
careless, reckless or in a hurry; failed to judge other persons path or speed, and; 
impaired by alcohol.  There were two slight accidents on the exit from the motorway 
service station caused by failing to look properly and being careless, reckless or in a 
hurry. One accident was near the entrance to the services; however, this accident has 
no contributory factor recorded against it. 

8.5.4 The main cluster of accidents at this roundabout was located around the westbound 
off-slip and entrance onto the M20/A20 link road where there were five accidents, one 
of which was classed as serious.  Again there were different contributory factors 
attributed to each accident including: fatigue, failed to look properly, poor turn or 
manoeuvre and junction restart (moving off at junction).  One of these accidents had 
no contributory factor recorded for it.  The serious accident was due to fatigue. 

8.5.5 There was also one serious accident on the westbound on-slip which was attributed to 
travelling too close for conditions. It can be seen from this that both careless, reckless 
or in a hurry and failed to judge other persons path or speed were the main 
contributory factors at this roundabout. 
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M20/A20 Link Roundabout 

8.5.6 There were 14 accidents which occurred at the M20/A20 link roundabout and its 
associated arms.  Three of these accidents were classed as serious and 11 as slight.  
Nine of these accidents occurred before 2005 and so have no contributory factors 
attributed to them.  However, of the five accidents that did have contributory factors, 
there were only two factors attributed, three to failure to look properly, and two due to 
poor turn or manoeuvre.  

A20/Great Danes Hotel Roundabout and A20/Penfold Hill Roundabout  

8.5.7 This section of the A20 considers both the A20/Great Danes roundabout and the 
A20/Penfold Hill roundabout and the section between the two roundabouts.  Due to the 
close proximity of four serious accidents to these roundabouts a wider area has been 
included for this discussion, as seen in Figure 2.  There were 15 accidents within this 
area, four of which were classified as serious and 11 as slight.  

8.5.8 On the A20 southeast bound approach to the B2163 northbound on Eyhorne Street, 
there were three accidents, one of which was serious and two slight.  The serious 
accident was assigned the contributory factor of driver using mobile phone, whilst the 
two slight accidents were attributed to failure to look properly and poor turn or 
manoeuvre.  At the A20/Great Danes hotel roundabout there were four slight 
accidents, two of which had a contributory factor of careless, reckless or in a hurry, 
one was failure to look properly and the other accident occurred before 2005 so no 
contributory factor was assigned.  

8.5.9 There were two slight accidents that occurred on the approach to the A20/B2163 
southbound on Penfold Hill roundabout.  However, only one of these accidents had a 
contributory factor assigned as it occurred after 2005.  The contributory factor was 
exceeding the speed limit.  There were three accidents on the exit from Penfold Hill 
onto the A20 northeast bound which were all classified as slight but only two 
contributory factors were present.  The two contributory factors were following too 
close and careless, reckless or in a hurry.  

8.5.10 The reason for extending the area shown on this plan was to note that there were 
three serious accidents that occurred on the A20 southeast of the Penfold Hill 
roundabout both approaching and leaving this roundabout.  One of these accidents 
had no contributory factor but the others were attributed to passing too close to cyclist, 
horse rider or pedestrian and, impaired by alcohol.  

A20/Roundwell 

8.5.11 This priority junction has seen 7 accidents in the last five years, with three accidents on 
the A20 within close proximity of the junction.  All accidents at the junction were 
classed as slight but of the two on the A20 west of the junction, one was fatal and the 
other slight. There were no contributory factors attributed to these accidents as they 
occurred prior to the revised national road crash reporting system in 2005.  The 
accident to the east of the junction was classified as slight with the assigned 
contributory factor of dangerous action in carriageway.  
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8.5.12 Of the seven accidents at the junction three have no contributory factors.  However, 
the contributory factors for the other four accidents were all different citing defective 
brakes, slippery road due to weather, disobeyed give way or stop sign or marking and 
failed to judge other persons path or speed.  

8.6 Summary 

8.6.1 To summarise, the accidents occurring at the junctions identified above accounted for 
51 of the 127 accidents that occurred in the last five years.  One of these accidents 
was classed as fatal, nine as serious and 41 as slight.  Twenty of these accidents 
occurred before the revised national road crash reporting system in 2005 and so no 
contributory factors for the accidents were available.   

8.6.2 Of the 31 accidents which were attributed contributory factors the majority were down 
to human error with the exception of two accidents which were caused by slippery road 
due to weather and defective brakes.   The contributory factor with the most accidents 
was failed to look properly, with six accidents.  This was closely followed by failed to 
judge other persons path or speed; careless, reckless or in a hurry, and; poor turn or 
manoeuvre, each of which were attributed to four accidents.  Two accidents were 
attributed to the driver being impaired by alcohol. Table 8.1 below presents a summary 
of the number of accidents attributed to each contributory factor for the identified 
accident clusters.  

Contributory Factor Number of Accidents 

Failed to look properly 6 
Failed to judge other person path or speed  4 
Careless, reckless or in a hurry  4 
Poor turn or manoeuvre 4 
Impaired by alcohol  2 
Fatigue  1 
Disobeyed Give Way or Stop sign or markings 1 
Slippery road due to weather 1 
Drive using mobile phone 1 
Exceeding speed limit 1 
Travelling too fast for conditions 1 
Defective brakes 1 
Junction restart (moving off at junction) 1 
Following too close 1 
Dangerous action in carriageway 1 
Passing too close to cyclist, horse rider or pedestrian 1 

Table 4.7: Contributory Factors at Accident Clusters. 
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Patterns 

8.6.3 Whilst investigating any patterns within the accident data received from Jacobs/KCC it 
was noted that of the four fatal accidents, two occurred on the M20 motorway around 
the location of the crossing over Water Lane.  One of these accidents was attributed to 
the contributory factor ‘failed to judge other persons path or speed’.  The other two 
fatal accidents were on the A20, one to the west of the junction with Roundwell and the 
hotel, and the other to the west of Musket Lane.  No other contributory factors were 
assigned but from the descriptions of the accidents it is possible that the other accident 
on the M20 and one on the A20 were likely to be due to loss of control and the other 
A20 accident likely to be due to the casualty stood in the middle of a poorly lit road.    

8.6.4 The majority of all accidents have occurred during fine and dry conditions in the light.  
However, analysis of the contributory factors has shown that adverse weather is the 
main cause of accidents creating a slippery road surface.  

Vulnerable Road Users 

8.6.5 There were four accidents involving pedestrians and one involving a cyclist.  These 
were classified as slight with the exception of one pedestrian accident which was fatal.  
All of these accidents occurred in 2004 and as such were not assigned any 
contributory factors.  However, it would appear that the accidents were due to vehicles 
driving too fast; failing to look properly, and pedestrian crossing a road masked by 
stationary or parked vehicle.  The fatal pedestrian accident saw the vehicle travelling 
along a poorly lit main road (A20) and hit the pedestrian standing in the middle of the 
carriageway.  There appears to be no pattern or clusters for these accidents. 

KCC A20 Accident Remedial Scheme 

8.6.6 An accident remedial scheme for the A20 in the vicinity of the KIG site has recently 
been introduced.  The main objective of the scheme was to reduce vehicle speeds and 
to improve pedestrian facilities.  The trends identified earlier in the report show 
possible success in this scheme as the number of accidents have been declining each 
year from 2004.  

Year Number of Accidents 

2003 20 
2004 35 
2005 29 
2006 24 
2007 16 

Table 4.8: Number of accidents per year 

8.7 Conclusions 

8.7.1 It can be concluded that there is an average of 25.4 accidents a year within this 
specified area (127 accidents divided by the 5 years) with 3% resulting in fatalities, 
11% serious injuries and 86% slight injuries.   
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8.7.2 The majority of accidents occur in the AM and PM peak periods of 06.00-8.59 and 
15.00-17.59 respectively.  The predominating conditions present when accidents 
occurred for both sets of data was fine, dry and light,  

8.7.3 However the main contributory factor for accidents within the specified area as part of 
the new question on the factors introduced in 2005 to the national road crash reporting 
system has identified ‘slippery road (due to weather)’ accounting for 14 (19%) of the 72 
accidents.  The next most common factor was ‘failed to look properly’ in 12 (17%) of 
accidents.  Of the top five contributory factors, four are down to human error and one 
to weather.  4 accidents had a contributory factor of ‘impaired by alcohol’.  Accidents 
occurring before 2005 could not be assessed for contributory factors as the system 
had not been introduced.   

8.7.4 The main clusters from the Jacobs/KCC data are centred around the four roundabouts 
(M20 junction 8, M20/A20 link, A20 and B2163 Penfold Hill, A20 and B2163 Eyhorne 
Street) and the priority junction between the A20 and Roundwell.  These clusters 
accounted for 51 of the 127 accidents that occurred in the last five years.  One of these 
accidents was classed as fatal, nine as serious and 41 as slight.  Twenty of these 
accidents had no contributory factors as they occurred before the revised national road 
crash reporting system in 2005. 

8.7.5 Of the 31 accidents which were attributed contributory factors from the previously 
identified clusters, the factor with the most accidents was failed to look properly, 
accounting for six accidents.  This was closely followed by failed to judge other 
persons path or speed; careless, reckless or in a hurry, and; poor turn or manoeuvre, 
each of which were attributed to four accidents.  Two accidents were attributed to the 
driver being impaired by alcohol. 
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9 KCC POINT F) – POTENTIAL FOR REDUCTION IN HGV MOVEMENTS 

9.1 Comment  

9.1.1 There is no estimate of the potential benefit of the reduction of HGV’s on the strategic 
road network.  This would be expected to be a fundamental benefit of the application, 
but is not evaluated.  However, it appears to be assumed that all HGV’s arriving at the 
site from abroad would return directly to Dover or Eurotunnel, whereas they would be 
free to seek business elsewhere in Kent or the rest of the UK. 

9.2 Summary Response 

9.2.1 MDS Transmodal has undertaken a full appraisal of the potential impact of KIG, details 
of which can be found in their latest report issued to MBC titled Kent International 
Gateway, Additional Information Requested by Maidstone Borough Council.  For the 
purpose of this supplementary report, MDS have provided Denis Wilson with some 
extracts from their analysis and these are appended to this report at Appendix L.  

9.2.2 Specifically to this comment we have identified the following as being an appropriate 
summary: 

9.2.3 In the event that KIG is not built, the freight concerned would be directed to 
warehouses at other locations.  On the basis of recent behaviour by occupiers and 
developers, MDS has determined that: 

·  The forecast RDC (Regional Distribution Centre) function would occur at 
Sittingbourne (the site of a recent major new consent for a warehouse) 

·  The forecast NDC (National Distribution Centre) function would occur at Milton 
Keynes 

9.2.4 The same modelling process was undertaken for these 2 locations as for KIG, except 
that the sites were assumed to be only road linked.  Forecast HGV traffic was assigned 
to the highway network.  By comparing results it is possible to: 

·  Identify which roads would experience more (or less) traffic. 

·  The overall impact that KIG would have in reducing total HGV kms. 

9.2.5 Table 9.1 below shows how much HGV road traffic to/from KIG there would be if KIG 
were built.  It also shows the same traffic if the similar road-only sites were developed 
at Sittingbourne and Milton Keynes instead.  
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Road 
KIG – Daily HGV 

Movements 

Alternative Sites 
– Daily HGV 
Movements 

KIG Minus 
Alternatives 

M2 J4-5 0 743 -743 
M2 J5-6 185 340 -155 
A249 between M2 & 
M20 

228 902 -674 

A2 east of M25 294 701 -407 
A2 between Dover & 
Canterbury 

33 198 -165 

M20 J1-2 873 530 343 
M20 J7-8 2507 683 1824 
M20 J8-9 884 674 210 
M20 west of Folkestone 743 561 182 
M25 Dartford Crossing 602 995 -393 
M26 581 347 234 
M1 J8-9 312 1228 -916 
M4 J10-11 84 43 41 
M40 J1A-2 39 29 10 
M11 J7-8 167 112 55 
M1 J20-21 51 119 -68 
M1 J14-15 295 901 -606 
M6 J12-13 123 252 -129 

Table 9.1: Road Traffic on Specific Roads Due to KIG or Alternatives.  Daily 
HGV’s (Sum of Both Directions) 

9.2.6 Building an RDC at Sittingbourne would generate traffic particularly on the M2/A2 – 
supplying Sittingbourne from the continent and wider UK by road, and then serving the 
local market area.  Building KIG would generate traffic particularly on the M20, 
supplying KIG from the continent and wider UK by road, serving the wider UK from its 
NDC warehousing, and also serving the local market area from its NDC warehousing, 
and also serving the local market area from its RDC warehousing.  In the MDS 
alternative scenario where it is assumed that the KIG alternative NDC is at Milton 
Keynes, the savings due to building KIG instead of the alternatives are predominantly 
on the trunk routes and motorways of the country particularly on the southern M1 near 
Milton Keynes. 

9.2.7 The KIG minus alternative traffic is shown on the road network in the diagram below.  It 
is clear that beyond the vicinity of KIG on the M20, KIG has a material benefit on HGV 
traffic compared to the alternatives and particularly on the Dartford crossing, M25 
northern sections and M1. 

9.2.8 In practice, it is important to recognise:- 

 1. KIG does not add to the amount of freight moved in the UK or through Kent; 

2. Any local distribution is a function of local demand for freight – i.e. it will occur 
whether KIG is built or not; 
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3. KIG offers the only realistic opportunity to intercept freight as it enters through 
Dover or the Channel Tunnel, consolidate it and then send it on to the UK 
destinations by rail – this position is similar to an inland port function. 

4. Every container carried by rail at KIG represents a reduction in HGV traffic. 

9.2.9 The modelling results set out above, therefore, are indicative of one scenario.  
Because freight in the UK is a "nil sum game" – i.e. the volume of freight is a function 
of demand and not of the method of distribution, the key strategic issue is to focus on 
the opportunity provided for modal shift provided by KIG. 
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9.3 Conclusion 

9.3.1 Overall MDS assess that KIG would reduce total HGV kms in the UK by 57 million 
HGV kms per year.  This is predominantly due to: 

·  KIG being rail connected. 

·  KIG being in a good location to act as a NDC for continental importers. 

9.3.2 MDS expect the site to handle the equivalent of 856 container units by rail per day 
(428 inbound and 428 outbound).  MDS expect a minority (around 10%) will be carried 
as conventional wagon traffic and the remainder will pass through the inter-modal 
terminal.  MDS have formed the view that by the time that the terminal is fully 
developed that trains of 750m trailing length will have become the norm (trains of 
1,000m are being planned in France) able to carry 40No. 45’ containers each.  At 85% 
load factor, that will imply 34 containers carried per train.  Approximately 22 trains (11 
arriving, 11 departing) per day will operate with 5 of these being from the continent and 
6 from GB origins. 
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10 KCC POINT G) – TRAVEL PLAN 

10.1 Comment  

10.1.1 There is no commitment to establish and monitor sustainable travel through a Travel 
Plan, with targets and appropriate penalties that would be taken if those targets were 
not met.  The document refers to sustainable transport measures ‘to be considered’.  It 
needs to make a clear commitment to those measures that would be appropriate. 

10.2 Summary Response 

10.2.1 TA Section 8.3 does make a clear commitment to the development of a formal and 
binding Travel Plan.  However, it correctly points out that such a plan “…can only be 
properly prepared when the development is occupied and the travel patterns of its 
occupiers can be measured.”  To develop a full Travel Plan without the availability of 
such a dataset is likely to lead to the introduction of targets and measures that are 
inappropriate or irrelevant.  It is for this reason that a Framework Travel Plan has been 
presented which will be used as a template from which to develop a full and detailed 
travel plan when the site is occupied and its users can be surveyed. 

10.2.2 This approach is supported by guidelines for securing travel plans issued by the 
Department for Transport (Using the Planning Process to Secure Travel Plans – Best 
Practice Guidelines for Local Authorities, Developers and Occupiers.  Department for 
Transport, July 2002).  The guidelines acknowledge that when developments are 
speculative and the end user is not known, an interim travel plan should be prepared 
which contains a framework for the final travel plan (paragraph 10.30). 

10.2.3 In further support of this position reference is also made to Kent County Council’s own 
guidelines for the preparation of workplace travel plans (Kent County Council website).  
Those guidelines set out a 10 stage process for setting up a travel plan.  Stage 2 of 
that process requires the travel planner to “Organise a detailed travel survey”.  Clearly 
this stage is not executable for the development proposals in question because the 
end users of the site are not known and cannot therefore be surveyed.  Review of 
subsequent stages set out in the guidelines reveals that some others are also not 
executable without a known end user.  

10.2.4 It is for the genuine and practical reasons stated above that the developer is only able 
to offer a Framework Travel Plan at this stage of the planning process.  For the 
avoidance of doubt it is reiterated here that the developer is fully committed to 
developing a full travel plan when it becomes possible.  It is suggested here that 
provision be made for this commitment in the Section 106 agreement. 
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11 KCC POINT H) – ARRIVA AND STAGECOACH 

11.1 Comment  

11.1.1 There is no commitment to work with Arriva/Stagecoach to improve public transport 
services, and no commitment to offer employees incentives to use these services. 

11.2 Summary Response 

11.2.1 Prior to the submission of the TA meetings were held with the main bus operator in the 
Maidstone area, Arriva, the most recent being in March 2007.  The purpose of the 
meeting was to discuss the existing and potential bus services running in the vicinity of 
the KIG development.   

11.2.2 Arriva indicated that as the development was of such a large scale, yet very dispersed 
it would be highly unlikely to justify a new commercial service.  Furthermore the 
dispersed nature meant that the likelihood of extending an existing service to serve the 
whole of the site would be impractical due to the increase in journey time for existing 
users.  They also cited an example of another industrial area in Maidstone where it had 
not been possible to serve the site by bus. 

11.2.3 As a direct result of the revision of the distribution of employees that will be working at 
KIG, and that is discussed in Chapters 19 and 25, we have sought to arrange a 
meeting with both Arriva and Stagecoach. However, only Arriva has agreed to meet 
with us and this is schedule to take place on 24 September with KCC and HA also 
invited to attend. At this meeting we will discuss the revised mode split information and 
seek opinion on ways in which bus patronage can be maximised. 

11.2.4 At the meeting we would also seek to discuss the potential benefit of a Park and Ride 
site that could be located near KIG. 

11.2.5 Incentives to use public transport services will be drawn up during the preparation of 
the Travel Plan for the site.  The appropriate timescale for the developing the full travel 
plan is discussed in more detail at Chapter 10. 

11.2.6 Furthermore it is envisaged that the Maidstone Growth point and the location of this 
growth will significantly alter public transport provision to the east of the town and 
potentially present an opportunity to review bus services in the area of KIG.  At this 
time it is understood that the LDF process is delayed pending a decision on KIG 
(Chapter 3 refers).  Once this has been determined development of the growth point 
will be progressed.  It is expected that much of this development will be advanced by 
the time that KIG opens and reaches maturity, and as such this would present an 
opportunity to review bus services for the area. 

11.2.7 We will provide details of the meetings with Arriva and Stagecoach in due course. 
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12 KCC POINT I) – SHIFT PATTERNS 

12.1 Comment  

12.1.1 There appears to be no absolute guarantee that the shift pattern of employees will be 
set and remain outside the peak hours.  This has a considerable effect on the impact 
of the trip generation on the highway and transport networks. 

12.2 Introduction 

12.2.1 We do not expect the shift patterns of KIG to significantly differ from those assumed 
within the Transport Assessment. i.e. : 

·  06:00 – 14:00  

·  14:00 – 22:00  

·  22:00 – 06:00 

12.2.2 We have formed this view as a consequence of understanding how other NDC and 
RDC sites operate as well as undertaking a review of the TRICS database.  A 
summary of our finding is presented below. 

12.3 Summary of Findings from Review of TRICS 

12.3.1 The national TRICS 2008 (a) database has been interrogated to determine trip rates 
generated by large regional distribution centres (RDCs) as no NDCs are contained 
within the database.  The land use considered was ‘Employment’ and the sub land use 
was ‘Warehousing (commercial)’.  The main parameter selection ‘Gross Floor Areas’ 
(GFA) was used.  The GFAs for all the surveys, within this land use on the database, 
ranged from 890m2 to 55,740m2.  However as KIG will comprise of units ranging from 
7,073 m2 to 74,000m2, in order for us to carry out our sensitivity test we considered 
surveys with a GFA ranging from 10,000 to 56,000m2 to enable us to make reasonable 
comparisons with the proposed KIG site.    

12.3.2 A total of 8 surveys were included within this GFA range and each site was looked at in 
turn.  The survey hours, peak arrival and departure times and peak trip rates were 
considered.  These have been summarised in Table 12.1 below, with the full TRICS 
printouts presented at Appendix N. 
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Site 
No. 

Type - 

Description 

GFA 
(m2) 

Survey 
Hours 

Peak 
Arr’s 
Time 

Peak 
Arr’s 
Trip 

Rate 

Peak 
Dept’s 
Time 

Peak 
Dept’s 

Trip 

Rate 

AN-

02-F-
01 

Employment 

Warehousing - 
Superstore 
Distribution 

15700 
07.00– 

19.00 

07.00-

08.00 
0.287 

15.00-

16.00 
0.319 

BU-
02-F-

01 

Employment 
Warehousing - 

Superstore 

Distribution 

52125 
07.00– 
19.00 

13.00-
14.00 

0.359 
14.00-
15.00 

0.374 

CR-

02-F-
01 

Employment 

Warehousing - 
Warehousing 

Estate 

14400 
07.00– 

19.00 

08.30-

09.30 
1.52 

17.30-

18.30 
1.236 

GC-
02-F-

01 

Employment 
Warehousing 

- Distribution 
Centre 

11504 
07.00– 
19.00 

07.30-
08.30 

0.73 
16.30-
17.30 

0.617 

HF-
02-F-

01 

Employment 
Warehousing 
- Superstore 

Distribution 

47584 
07.00– 
19.00 

13.00-
14.00 

0.271 
14.00-
15.00 

0.208 

HF-
02-F-

01 

Employment 
Warehousing 

- Superstore 
Distribution 

18600 
07.00– 
19.00 

13.00-
14.00 

0.221 
14.30-
15.30 

0.194 

TV-
02-F-

01 

Employment 
Warehousing 
- Superstore 

Distribution 

30187 
06.00– 
18.00 

13.30-
14.30 

0.245 
17.00-
18.00 

0.269 

WO-

02-F-
01 

Employment 

Warehousing 
- Superstore 
Distribution 

31416 
07.00– 

19.00 

13.00-

14.00 
0.261 

13.30-

14.30 
0.404 

Table 12.1: Summary of TRIC’s RDC Peak Arrival and Departure Rates 

12.3.3 All the of the eight surveys considered in the review were based on twelve hour 
surveys seven of them covered the period 07:00 – 19:00 with the remaining one 
covering the period 06:00 – 18:00.  Therefore, it has not been possible to determine 
traffic movements outside of these survey periods and whether they experience shift 
changes at 06:00 and 22:00. However, whilst these surveys do not cover the 24 hour 
time period for which KIG will operate, it has been possible to identify when the peak 
trip rates associated with these RDCs occur within the survey time periods available.  It 
should be noted that all the TRICS surveys considered cover the traditional am peak 
hour 08:00 – 09:00 and pm peak hour 17:00 – 18:00. 
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12.4 RDC Arrival Peak 

12.4.1 From Table 12.1 it can be seen that four of the eight sites had a peak hour arrival time 
of 13:00 – 14:00.  One site had a peak arrival time of 13:30 – 14:30.    These would be 
consistent with a 14:00 shift changeover. 

12.4.2 The remaining three sites had peak arrival time of 07.00-08.00 (again outside the 
traditional peak hour).  The final two sites had peak arrival times of 07.30-08.30, and 
08.30-09.30 and as such would bridge the normal morning peak periods.  

12.4.3 In summary only two out of eight sites considered would have a peak arrival time 
around the traditional 08:00 – 09:00 am peak period. 

12.5 RDC Departure Peak 

12.5.1 From the analysis of the TRICS database and the summary Table 12.1 above, it has 
been identified that again only three of the eight sites have a departure peak time that 
coincides with the traditional pm peak period 17:00 – 18:00.  Of these, two bridge the 
17:00 – 18:00 peak period. 

12.5.2 The remaining five sites have a variety of time periods when the peak departure 
occurs. These are spread over the hours 14:00 – 16:00 and would again indicate that 
there is likely to be an end of shift between these time periods. 

12.6 Comparison of TRICS Data and KIG Shift Patterns 

12.6.1 To determine the suitability of using the three shift patterns of 06:00 – 14:00, 14:00 – 
22:00 and 22:00 – 06:00, TRICS RDC data has been compared to the arrival and 
departure profile that has been assumed for KIG.  The graph below presents the 
results.  
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24hr Traffic Flow Profile
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12.6.2 The graph above clearly shows that the arrival and departure profile peaks of KIG are 
consistent with the RDC arrival departure profile as extracted from TRICS. 

12.7 Conclusion 

12.7.1 From the analysis above, it can broadly be concluded that the majority of distribution 
centres operate shift patterns that result in both peak arrivals and departures falling 
outside of the traditional 08:00 – 09:00 am and 17:00 – 18:00 pm peak periods.  As 
such it is concluded that a sensitivity assessment to consider  the impact if the site was 
all taken up by RDC uses is unnecessary as peak arrivals and departures would 
remain outside the traditional am and pm peak periods. 
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13 KCC POINT J) – IMPACT ON PASSENGER RAIL SERVICES 

13.1 Comment  

13.1.1 There is no assessment of the impact of KIG on rail passenger services on the 
Maidstone East to Ashford line, which may have to increase in frequency to cater for 
future demand.  Conversely, the Strategic Rail Authority’s final proposals for the Kent 
Integrated Franchise (KIF) suggest a reduction in services at Bearsted in 2009.  All rail 
issues need further detailed assessment. 

13.2 Summary Response 

13.2.1 This part of the report is broken down into two parts. 

·  Impact of KIG employees on rail passenger services 

·  Information on the KIF 

13.3 Impact of KIG on Rail Passenger Services 

13.3.1 Based on the revised trip generation discussed in Chapter 25 and the assumed mode 
splits discussed in Chapter 8 it has been possible to calculate the number of trips that 
would be undertaken by each mode during each the 24 hour period.  For expected rail 
usage these are summarised in Table 13.1 below. 
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Trip generation 
Time Period 

Train Arrivals Train Departures 
00:00-01:00 0 0 
01:00-02:00 0 0 
02:00-03:00 0 0 
03:00-04:00 0 0 
04:00-05:00 0 0 
05:00-06:00 69 0 
06:00-07:00 0 49 
07:00-08:00 12 0 
08:00-09:00 70 0 
09:00-10:00 12 0 
10:00-11:00 0 0 
11:00-12:00 0 0 
12:00-13:00 0 0 
13:00-14:00 69 0 
14:00-15:00 0 69 
15:00-16:00 0 0 
16:00-17:00 0 12 
17:00-18:00 0 70 
18:00-19:00 0 12 
19:00-20:00 0 0 
20:00-21:00 49 0 
21:00-22:00 0 0 
22:00-23:00 0 70 
23:00-24:00 0 0 
TOTAL 280 280 

Table 13.1:  24 Hour Profile of Travel to KIG By Rail. 

13.3.2 We have considered the impact of KIG employees using trains to access the site for 
two scenarios.  These are: 

·  Traditional Peak hours 08:00 – 09:00 and 17:00 – 18:00 

·  Shift Changeover impact 

Peak Hour Impact on Rail Services 

13.3.3 From Table 13.1 it can be seen that the peak periods for travel to and from the site 
occur 08:00 -09:00 and 17:00-18:00.  In the 08:00-09:00 period there will be a demand 
for an additional 70 trips to the KIG site and 0 trips from the KIG site likewise in the 
17:00-18:00 period there will be a demand for 70 trips from the KIG site in the PM peak 
period.   

13.3.4 Considering the current train timetable for Bearsted indicates that trains arrive at 
Bearsted Station for the period 08:00 -09:00 at 07.54 and 08:26 from London Victoria 
(Maidstone) to Canterbury and from Canterbury to London Victoria at 08:07. 08:38 and 
08:48. 
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13.3.5 For the period 17:00-18:00 trains depart Bearsted Station at 17:13, 17:37 and 17:59 in 
the direction of Canterbury, and 17:22, 17:42 and 17:55 in the London (Maidstone) 
direction. 

13.3.6 The distribution of employees likely to work at KIG as discussed in Chapters 19 and 25 
indicates that a large proportion of employee trips would be likely to be to/from the 
Maidstone direction.  However, even if we assume that all train users travel to the site 
from the Maidstone direction there would be an additional demand for space for 35 
persons on each train of the two trains in the 08:00-09:00 period and 23 additional 
person spaces per train in the 17:00-18:00 period.   

13.3.7 Clearly this worse case scale of demand could be easily accommodated on the 
existing services.   

13.3.8 It should also be noted that the direction of travel to KIG from the Maidstone direction 
is likely to be in the opposite direction to the predominant travel patterns in the two 
periods.  This is can be assumed as the main direction of travel in the 08:00-09:00 
period is likely to be towards Maidstone and London... Similarly in the 17:00-18:0 
period, the main direction of travel will be from the London/Maidstone direction.  As 
such the demand for travel to and from KIG in these periods will be more easily 
accommodated. 

Shift Peak Changeover Impact on Rail Services 

13.3.9 The shift changeover periods are 06:00, 14:00 and 22:00.  As such employees arriving 
at KIG will need to catch trains arriving at the rail station between 05:00-06:00, 13:00-
14:00 and 21:00 -22:00.  Similarly, Employees departing KIG using trains are likely to 
catch trains between 06:00-07:00, 14:00-15:00 and 22:00-23:00.  Table 13.2 below 
summarises the number of trains available arriving at Bearsted in time for shift 
changeover, while Table 13.3 indicates the number of trains departing Bearsted after 
shift changeover. 

Time Period 
Trains from London Victoria 

(Maidstone) 
Trains from Canterbury and 

Ashford 

05:00-06:00 0 2 
13:00-14:00 2 2 
21:00-22:00 2 1 

Table 13.2:  Trains Arriving at Bearsted Station at Shift Changeover 

Time Period 
Trains to London Victoria 

(Maidstone) 
Trains to Canterbury and Ashford 

06:00-07:00 5 2 
14:00-15:00 2 2 
22:00-23:00 1 1 

Table 13.3:  Trains Departing Bearsted Station at Shift Changeover 
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13.3.10 From the above tables it can be seen that with the exception of the arrivals for the 
06:00 shift, rail users can be accommodated within the existing train timetables. 

13.3.11 As with the am and pm peak periods, the number of employees arriving and departing 
KIG will be easily accommodated on the available trains.  The highest number of 
people arriving or departing in any one shift changeover period is 69 people.  Applying 
the same worst case logic as above that all employees would arrive/depart from/to 
Maidstone, there would be at most an additional demand of 69 spaces on any train.  
As these movements will be occurring outside of the am and pm peak periods there is 
deemed to be sufficient capacity to accommodate these movements. 

13.3.12 Whilst there are no trains running to Bearsted from the London/Maidstone direction at 
present this may change in the future as the Integrated Kent Franchise (IKF) is 
established.  Details of the IKF are presented below.  It is unlikely that KIG will be able 
to influence the train operating company’s decision on the frequency of rail services in 
the area to provide additional services.  In any case, train timetables are likely to be 
reviewed between now and 2016 when KIG is operational. 

13.4 Information on the Integrated Kent Franchise 

13.4.1 The IKF commenced on 1 April 2006 and will run for a minimum of 6 years.  There is 
the potential to extend the contract for a further two years to a total of eight years if the 
performance targets are met.  This would make the end date of the Franchise 31st 
March 2014.  As such the level of service from Bearsted on the Maidstone line could 
change from 2014 onwards but would be subject to extensive public consultation prior 
to being set.  

13.4.2 In the meantime, the level of service on the line has remained relatively consistent with 
the pre-IKF level of passenger services and fears of loss of these services have not 
been realised.  

13.4.3 It would therefore be realistic to assume that service levels will remain constant in the 
Bearsted area up to 2012 (or 2014 if extension is invoked).  At such time extensive 
public consultation by the rail operators is likely to determine future demand for 
passenger services.  The potential for increased demand for travel to and from 
Bearsted rail station, as a direct result of KIG, and Maidstone growth to the south of 
KIG, can only be viewed as a positive influence on future services patterns in the next 
franchise beyond 2014. 

13.4.4 For avoidance of doubt the rail freight paths are already safeguarded and KIG has 
been considered in light of the freight paths and passenger service timetabling.  As 
such there will not be conflict arising between KIG rail freight paths and passenger 
services. 
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14 KCC POINT K) – PARK AND RIDE 

14.1 Comment  

14.1.1 Previous references to the desire to explore Park and Ride possibilities at the site have 
not been followed. 

14.2 Summary Response 

14.2.1 The desire to explore Park and Ride at the site was and remains an aspiration of KCC.  
At the time of preparing the TA, the provision of services necessary for a SRFI was 
identified as a priority over any Park and Ride site.  Not withstanding this, in light of the 
comments by KCC KIG and the project team have revisited the possibilities of 
accommodating a Park and Ride facility within KIG or it’s near vicinity. 

14.2.2 Subsequently it has been determined at a very preliminary stage that it is possible to 
accommodate a park and ride facility and the necessary changes to access 
arrangements. It remains the position of KIG that a park and ride facility does not form 
part of the application proposals, but that the provision of land to accommodate a Park 
and Ride has been identified and which could be discussed with KCC should they 
identify the need and desire to pursue the matter further.   Any park and ride site would 
be south of the A20 and not within the KIG site boundary.  KIG does not prejudice the 
ability to bring forward a park and ride site south of the site  

14.2.3 It is suggested that by introducing a park and ride facility within or in the vicinity of KIG 
would result in the replacement of and closure of the existing Willington Street Park 
and ride located closer to Maidstone off the M20. 

14.2.4 The accommodation of the park and ride site could be the subject of further analysis by 
the project team over the coming months but this can only occur in any significant 
detail when appropriate detail is provided by KCC and MBC.   
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15 KCC POINT L) – WALK / CYCLE ROUTES AND SHUTTLE BUS 

15.1 Comment  

15.1.1 Walking routes from Bearsted Station to the site are tortuous and unwelcoming at 
night.  Further emphasis on the need for a shuttle bus service to and from the site is 
needed.  This applies to cycle movements to the site along this route (Thurnham Lane, 
which is narrow and unlit).  All approached along Crismill Lane, Water Lane and 
Thurnham Lane need to be considered in terms of adequate pedestrian and cycle 
facilities. 

15.2 Summary Response 

15.2.1 In respect of the comment on the appropriateness of Crismill Lane and Water Lane, it 
is apparent that KCC have only considered this with a view to existing conditions and 
not in the context of its future provision as both these routes are encompassed within 
the development. 

15.2.2 In addressing this comment a full walk/cycle accessibility audit has been undertaken.  
The findings are presented below. 

15.2.3 Further information on the Shuttle bus is included at Chapter 28. 

15.3 Introduction 

15.3.1 This Accessibility Audit report examines the accessibility of KIG in terms of walking 
and cycling and audits the existing provision to identify current strengths and any 
barriers that might deter walking or cycling. The report also suggests appropriate 
measures or improvements to maximise the accessibility of the site, to encourage 
travel by foot and cycle and to facilitate a reduction in the number and length of car 
journeys. 

15.4 Existing situation 

Pedestrian Network and Infrastructure 

15.4.1 The Institute of Highways and Transportation in their document ‘Guidelines for 
Providing for Journeys on Foot’ suggests that the preferred maximum walking distance 
for commuting journeys is 2 kilometres.  PPG13 states that walking ‘offers the greatest 
potential to replace short car trips, particularly under 2 kilometres’.  In relation to KIG 
this catchment would include the following 4 routes which are considered as being 
within a reasonable walking distance of the site. They represent the main pedestrian 
routes within a commutable walking distance. 

·  Route 1 – A20 (bus stops and residential areas) to the site 

·  Route 2 – Bearsted Rail Station to the site 

·  Route 3 – The Street (bus stops, residential areas and shops) to the site 
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·  Route 4 – Thurnham Lane, Water Lane, and Crismill Road to the site 

15.4.2 Each of these routes has been audited in respect of their connectivity, provision of 
crossing facilities, condition of pavement, safety and suitability.   

Route 1 – A20 (bus stops and residential areas) to the Site 

15.4.3 Connectivity:  The A20 is located to the south of the site and provides a main route 
from junction 8 of the M20 to Bearsted and Maidstone to the west and Harrietsham to 
the east.  There are a number of country lanes with farms / residential properties, and 
hotels located off the A20.  Bus stops are also located along the A20.  Residents living 
around this area, people residing in the nearby hotels, and those travelling to the area 
by bus wishing to visit the site would be able to utilise the existing footways along the 
north side of the A20 to access the site at the Crismill Road access and the existing 
footway on the south side of Roundwell/The Street to access the Thurnham Lane 
access.  Some residents to the north of the A20 (located along Yeoman Lane, Church 
Lane, and Roseacre Lane) would probably find it easier to access the site by travelling 
north to The Street and Thurnham Lane. 

15.4.4 There are some short stretches of footway on the south side of the A20 near to the 
junctions of Old Mill Road, Caring Lane, and Otham Lane.  There is also a stretch of 
footway on the north side of The Street opposite the green which continues round 
passed the shops into the beginning of Thurnham Lane.  

15.4.5 Footway widths on the north side of the A20 vary between approximately 1.4 meters 
and 1.7 meters, these footways generally have a verge running alongside (see photo 
below) which measures between approximately 1 meter and 2 meters.  The footway 
near to the Caring Lane junction measures approximately 1.2 meters and the footway 
to the south of Roundwell/The Street varies between 1.1 meters and 1.5 meters. 

 

                      
             A20 northern footway        Roundwell 
     (Maidstone to junction 8 of M20)            (A20 to The Street)  

 

15.4.6 Crossings:  There are currently no controlled pedestrian crossings on the A20 
although there are two pedestrian islands with tactile paving near Caring Lane and 
Crismill Road.  There is also some tactile paving denoting that pedestrians are likely to 
cross where the A20 meets Roundwell.     
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           Pedestrian Island and tactile paving A20            Pedestrian Island and tactile paving A20 
                                     (Looking west from Caring Lane)                       (Looking east from Crismill Road) 

 

15.4.7 At present there are no pedestrian crossings along Roundwell or The Street and the 
footway on the southern side stops near the green continuing opposite Thurnham Lane 
(just passed Yeoman Lane).   

15.4.8 Signage:  It was observed that there is currently no pedestrian signage in the area. 

15.4.9 Condition:  The footways are generally constructed of tarmacadam.  The surfaces to 
the north of the A20 are considerably weathered and have aged and crumbled over the 
years.  

 

 
                 A20 north footway 

 

15.4.10 Safety:  The footways and crossings along the A20 are not particularly safe.  Although 
there is a marked crossing area where the A20 meets Roundwell there is no street 
lighting.  The footways on the north side of the A20 are also considered in need of 
improvement and the hedges and trees adjacent to the footway are overgrown.  The 
crossings near to Caring Lane and Crismill Road are lit with globe lighting making the 
crossings safer, although the A20 itself is not lit in this area. 

15.4.11 The footways along Roundwell and The Street are constructed of tarmacadam and 
there is street lighting in this area providing safety for pedestrians.  The footway is 
quite narrow where Roundwell joins the A20 (1.1 meters) and the verge is overgrown 
obstructing the footway.  This area could therefore be improved.  There is also a 
narrow footway on the south side of The Street opposite Thurnham Lane.  There is no 
footway on the opposite side.  This footway could be widened if deemed appropriate. 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Transport Supplementary Information  9T5041PL / R0001 / 310070 / Bath 

Final v0.4 - 58 - 09 September 2008 

 

 

              
                                               Pedestrian footway Roundwell                                       The Street 

       (South of Thurnham Lane looking east) 

15.4.12 Suitability:  Facilities are generally suitable for purpose – although there is ample 
scope for improvements through re-surfacing and lighting to ensure the footway on the 
north side of the A20 is safe for pedestrians.  It would also be beneficial for the 
vegetation along the north side of the A20 and the south side of Roundwell to be cut 
back regularly.   

Route 2 – Bearsted Rail Station to the site 

15.4.13 Connectivity:  Bearsted rail station is located to the south west of the site and 
provides a link from Bearsted to Maidstone and the wider area.  People travelling to 
the railway station wishing to access the site can utilise the existing steps to Thurnham 
Lane. 

 

   
          The Street 

           (Opposite Thurnham Lane looking toward the rail station) 

 

15.4.14 There is a stretch of footway on the east side of Thurnham Lane which starts just 
before the shops and continues round to The Street.  However, there are no footways 
on Thurnham Lane near to the rail station steps.  
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        Thurnham Lane eastern footway               Steps to Bearsted Railway 
           (Thurnham Lane to The Street)     (Thurnham Lane to railway) 

 

15.4.15 Crossings:  There are currently no pedestrian crossings on Thurnham Lane.           

15.4.16 Signage:  It was observed that there is currently no pedestrian signage in the area. 

15.4.17 Condition:  The footways are constructed of tarmacadam.  The steps to the railway 
station are constructed of concrete and do not look as though they are well maintained.  
A number of leaves can be seen in the picture above which could cause the steps to 
become slippery in the wet.  The street furniture is non-descript and visually 
unappealing, providing little attraction to pedestrians.        

15.4.18 Safety:  Thurnham Lane has no lighting and no footway for pedestrians.  Although 
there appears to be a light at the foot of the steps to the railway station and there is 
lighting on the platform of the station, the steps appear dark and unattractive.  Safety in 
the area could be improved by providing vehicular signage to warn of pedestrians in 
the road and by providing lighting on Thurnham Lane (particularly near the steps to the 
rail station. 

 

       
       Bearsted Rail Station                   Thurnham Lane 

              (Top of railway steps)            (Bottom of railway steps) 
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15.4.19 Suitability: Facilities are not considered suitable for purpose.  There is ample scope 
for improvements and by providing lighting for pedestrians and warning signs for 
motorists on Thurnham Lane the suitability of the route from the rail station to the site 
would improve dramatically for pedestrians.  

Route 3 – The Street (bus stops, residential areas and shops) to the site 

15.4.20 Connectivity:  There are a number of bus stops along The Street with some shops 
near to Thurnham Lane and a public house near to Yeoman Lane.  There are also a 
number of residential houses located just off The Street (The Mallings, Yeoman Lane, 
Church Lane, Cross Keys).  People wishing to travel from the east side of The Street 
to the site can utilise the existing footways.  From the A20 to the green there is a 
footway along the south side of The Street, this terminates at the green but there is a 
footway on the north side of The Street which starts at Church Lane and continues to 
Thurnham Lane (terminating just before the railway bridge).   

15.4.21 People wishing to travel from the west side of The Street to the site can utilise the 
existing footway on the south side of Ware Street/The Street which starts at Sandy 
Lane and continues to Yeoman Lane.    

15.4.22 Crossings:  There are no crossings on The Street or Thurnham Lane. 

15.4.23 Signage:  It was observed that there is currently no pedestrian signage in the area. 

15.4.24 Condition:  The footways are constructed of tarmacadam. The street furniture is non-
descript and visually unappealing, providing little attraction to pedestrians. 

15.4.25 Safety:  The existing footways and street lighting along The Street provide a great 
level of safety.  The footway width opposite Thurnham Lane is narrow but pedestrians 
are likely to cross it before it narrows and visibility in the area is good.  Thurnham Lane 
is not considered safe for pedestrians due to the lack of light and a lack of warnings for 
drivers that pedestrians may be in the road.  Improvements could therefore be made to 
make this route safe for pedestrians.  

 

 
     Thurnham Lane 

 
15.4.26 Suitability:  Facilities along The Street are considered suitable for purpose.  However, 

the facilities for pedestrians along Thurnham Lane are not considered suitable for 
purpose and could be improved by providing lighting and signage warning drivers that 
pedestrians may be in the road.  
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Route 4 – Thurnham Lane, Water Lane, and Crismill Road to the site 

15.4.27 Connectivity:  Thurnham Lane is located to the west of the site and is a country lane 
with residential houses.  Pedestrians wishing to access the site will be able to utilise 
the proposed access on Thurnham Lane so will not have far to travel.  There are no 
footways on Thurnham Lane. 

15.4.28 Water Lane runs through the site and is a country Lane with residential houses.  
Pedestrians wishing to access the site will be able to utilise the existing footways along 
The Street and access the site via Thurnham Lane.  There is a footway along the 
south side of The Street which terminates at the green but there is a footway on the 
north side of The Street which starts at Church Lane and continues to Thurnham Lane 
(terminating just before the railway bridge). 

15.4.29 Crismill Road also runs through the site and is a country road/track with residential 
houses near to the A20.  Pedestrians from Crismill Road wishing to access the site will 
be able to use the pedestrian access off Crismill Road and will not have far to travel.  
Crismill Road has no footways but is an existing right of way. 

15.4.30 Crossings:  There are no pedestrian crossings on Thurnham Lane, Water Lane or 
Crismill Road.  There are equally no pedestrian crossings along The Street. 

15.4.31 Signage:  It was observed that there is currently no pedestrian signage in the area. 

15.4.32 Condition: The footways along The Street are constructed of tarmacadam. The 
street furniture is non-descript and visually unappealing, providing little attraction to 
pedestrians. 

15.4.33 Safety:  The existing footways and street lighting along The Street provide a great 
level of safety.  Thurnham Lane and Water Lane are not considered safe for 
pedestrians due to the lack of light and lack of warning signs for motorists that 
pedestrians may be in the road.  Improvements could therefore be made to make 
these routes safe for pedestrians.  Crismill Road is an existing right of way and there is 
a sign when approaching from the A20 to warn motorists that pedestrians may be in 
the road.  Whilst this provides a level of safety, improvements could be made to ensure 
pedestrians are safe by providing lighting and a footway.  

15.4.34 Suitability:  Facilities along The Street are considered suitable for purpose.  However, 
the facilities for pedestrians along Thurnham Lane, Water Lane, and Crismill Road are 
not considered suitable for purpose and could be improved by providing lighting.  It 
would also be advisable to provide signage for motorists to warn them that pedestrians 
may be in the road when approaching Thurnham Lane and Water Lane.  
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Summary of Pedestrian Routes 

15.4.35 The above analysis provides a detailed assessment of the existing pedestrian facilities 
linking the site to the surrounding area and highlights that there are several 
improvements that could be made.  The surrounding network varies from established 
footpaths with lighting to country lanes with no footpaths or lighting.  Pedestrians can 
move conveniently between the site and the surrounding area although in some areas 
pedestrians could be vulnerable. 

15.4.36 The analysis identifies the provision of lighting and signage in several areas 
surrounding the site, and public realm, could be improved.  In particular the analysis 
highlights that the lack of active, vital uses detracts from the appearance and quality of 
the pedestrian routes. 

15.4.37 In addition, further provision should be made for pedestrians to travel along and cross 
the A20 safely.  As part of the development it is proposed that two controlled 
pedestrian crossing facilities be introduced along the A20 and a possible 3.5m 
segregated foot/cycleway be provided adjacent to the existing carriageway.  This 
would ensure that pedestrians and cyclists can travel along the A20 safely although 
the provision of lighting in this area would also be recommended.  The overgrown 
vegetation along the A20 at present means that pedestrians cannot use the existing 
footway. 

15.4.38 There is also a problem with overgrown vegetation along the Roundwell footpath 
which, in time, could deter pedestrians from using the route.  All of the routes would 
benefit from pedestrian signage and Thurnham Lane, Water Lane and Crismill Road 
would benefit from lighting with Thurnham Lane and Water Lane would also benefit 
from vehicular signage to warn of pedestrians in the road. 

15.5 Cycling Network and Infrastructure 

15.5.1 Guidance contained within PPG13 (paragraph 78) suggests that cycling is a viable 
alternative to travel by private car for distances of up to 5 kilometres (a 20 minute cycle 
time). The topography to the east of the Maidstone area is relatively flat and favourable 
for cycling. 

15.5.2 At present there is no dedicated provision for cyclists in the immediate vicinity of the 
KIG site.  However, there is sufficient space available both on the carriageway and 
within the adjoining verge and footways of the A20 to provide cycle lanes if desirable. 

15.5.3 Currently there is a signed on road route, Regional Route 19 (RR19), leading south 
from the A20 approximately 2 kilometres to the west of the site.  This route connects 
with a short section of National Cycle Route 17 (NCR17) which is located 
approximately 2.5 kilometres from the site and is a traffic free route.  The full length of 
this section of NCR 17 runs from the western fringes of Mote Park to the north eastern 
fringes of the park.  However, it is understood that there is a proposal to continue this 
route from the east of Mote Park through Leeds to Ashford and also west into 
Maidstone Town Centre. 
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15.5.4 It is proposed that as part of the development the site will encourage walking and 
cycling by providing routes through the site that are safe and direct for pedestrians and 
cyclists and the implementation of a Travel Plan.   

15.6 Conclusions: Existing accessibility 

15.6.1 The sites location is reasonably placed to maximise the use of modes other than the 
private car. It provides an opportunity to contribute to a more sustainable pattern of 
development, to reduce travel and car borne emissions by enabling and encouraging 
more trips to be made by train, bus, cycle and on foot. In summary: 

·  It is situated within walking distance to the train station which provides services to 
most adjoining towns and cities; 

·  There are several bus services connecting Bearsted to the wider area which are 
within a reasonable walking distance of the site; 

·  The site is within easy walking distance of the existing shops in Bearsted (bakery, 
butchers, public house); 

·  The site is well connected to the wider Maidstone urban area and within easy 
walking and cycling distance of a large proportion of the population. 

15.6.2 Notwithstanding the above considerable work has been undertaken to investigate 
mechanisms for improving the accessibility of the site and which will encourage more 
people to use modes other than the private car. 

15.6.3 In addition to the improvements mentioned in the TA, the following proposed 
accessibility measures will be introduced as part of the development of the site: 

·  In addition to the proposed 3.5 meter foot/cycleway, lighting will be provided along 
the A20 to provide safety for pedestrians and cyclists. 

·  Lighting will be provided along Thurnham Lane from The Street to the site entrance 
to provide safety for pedestrians and cyclists.  Vehicular warning signs will also be 
provided to ensure motorists are aware that pedestrians may be in the road on 
Thurnham Lane. 

·  Lighting will be provided along Crismill Road from the A20 to the site entrance to 
provide safety for pedestrians and cyclists.   

·  Lighting will be provided along Water Lane from Roundwell to the site entrance to 
provide safety for pedestrians and cyclists.  Vehicular warning signs will also be 
provided to ensure motorists are aware that pedestrians may be in the road on 
Water Lane. 

·  Improved pedestrian signage. 
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15.7 Conclusion 

15.7.1 The pedestrian and cycle audit presented here has been prepared to identify potential 
deficiencies in infrastructure provision in the area. Where deficiencies have been 
identified, and where it is clear that those deficiencies would adversely impact on the 
ability of KIG staff to walk or cycle, KIG commits to seeking to improve the level of 
provision by the provision of new and improved infrastructure and facilities as 
discussed above. It is envisaged that the precise scale of that provision would be 
discussed in detail with the relevant parties and agreed for inclusion within a s106 
agreement.  
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16 KCC POINT M) – KIG ACCESS JUNCTIONS, A20 QUEUING 

16.1 Comment  

16.1.1 HGV and car access to the site have not been accompanied by capacity calculations 
to show that they are adequate to prevent blocking the A20 

16.2 Summary Response 

16.2.1 The TA provided a summary of the operation of the HGV and car accesses to the site 
at the following references: 

·  HGV / car access 2016 – Table 10.18 page 64. 

·  HGV / car access 2026 – Table 10.33 page 75. 

16.2.2 The full outputs were presented at Appendices K and M of the TA. 

16.2.3 However, as articulated elsewhere in this supplementary report, additional information 
has been requested by KCC and the HA in relation to HGV numbers, trip generation, 
traffic growth and distribution.  The results are presented in the relevant chapters of 
this report.   

16.2.4 As a direct consequence of this additional analysis the direction of and the number of 
vehicles arriving and departing KIG has altered slightly due to revised forecasting that 
has occurred since the original submission.  As such a revised assessment of the HGV 
and car access junctions has been undertaken.  A summary of the findings is 
presented below.   

16.3 Introduction 

16.3.1 As within the TA the two KIG access junctions have been assessed together using 
TRANSYT.  The following presents a summary of the TRANSYT outputs for the 
revised assessment of the KIG Access Junctions and gives the queue lengths by 
number of Passenger Car Units (PCUs) at the access junctions for the year of opening 
(2016).  The full TRANSYT outputs are appended to this report at Appendix O. 

16.4 KIG Access Junction  

KIG Access Junction 2016 with KIG 

16.4.1 Table 16.1 below presents a summary of the TRANSYT outputs for the revised 
assessment of the KIG Access Junctions in 2016 i.e. the year of opening. 
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Weekday AM Peak 
08:00 – 09:00 

Weekday PM Peak 
17:00 – 18:00 

ARM 
DoS 

Mean 
Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(Secs) 

DoS 
Mean 
Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(Secs) 

A20 West approach to Car 
Access 

60 16 17.5 75 11 20.8 

A20 West approach to Car 
Access (left turn) 

16 3 11.9 1 0 10.6 

A20 East Approach to Car 
Access (Right turn) 

67 13 33.0 5 0 15.0 

A20 East approach to Car 
Access (Ahead) 

43 6 4.5 46 4 6.9 

Car Egress (Right turn) 5 0 57.8 49 3 30.0 
Car Egress (Left turn) 2 0 29.4 55 6 16.5 
A20 West approach to 
HGV Access 

59 2 4.2 80 24 13.7 

A20 East Approach to 
HGV Access (Right turn) 

15 2 40.2 24 2 50.3 

HGV egress (left turn) 59 1 2.7 34 0 1.9 
Table 16.1: A20 / KIG Access Junctions – 2016 year of Opening With KIG 

16.4.2 From Table 16.1 it can be determined that both the car and HGV accesses will operate 
within their design capacity in 2016. 

KIG Access Junction 2026 with KIG 

16.4.3 Table 16.3 below presents a summary of the TRANSYT outputs for the revised 
assessment of the KIG Access Junctions in 2026. 
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Weekday AM Peak 
08:00 – 09:00 

Weekday PM Peak 
17:00 – 18:00 

ARM 
DoS 

Mean 
Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(Secs) 

DoS 
Mean 
Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(Secs) 

A20 West approach to Car 
Access 

64 18 19.2 59 16 17.2 

A20 West approach to Car 
Access (left turn) 

17 3 12.2 1 0 10.2 

A20 East Approach to Car 
Access (Right turn) 

68 13 35.6 5 0 18.2 

A20 East approach to Car 
Access (Ahead) 

45 6 4.7 45 8 8.4 

Car Egress (Right turn) 5 0 58.7 51 6 52.1 
Car Egress (Left turn) 2 0 30.0 74 15 46.4 
A20 West approach to 
HGV Access 

62 5 5.0 83 17 11.3 

A20 East Approach to 
HGV Access (Right turn) 

15 2 39.9 24 3 50.4 

HGV egress (left turn) 61 1 2.9 35 0 1.9 
Table 16.2: A20 / KIG Access Junctions – 2016 Year of Opening With KIG 

16.4.4 From Table 16.2 it can be determined that both the car and HGV accesses will operate 
within their design capacity in 2026 

16.5 KIG Access Junction 2016 with KIG – Queue Analysis 

16.5.1 As per the above comment, queue length analysis has also been considered for the 
car and HGV storage lanes at the two access junctions.  The following sections 
discuss the approach. 

16.5.2 TRANSYT is a software programme issued by the UK©s Transport Research 
Laboratory (TRL).  According to TRL, one PCU is equal to 5.75 meters.   Cars are 
equivalent to one PCU and HGV©s are equivalent to 2.2 PCUs.   TRL have also 
advised that if there is more than 1 lane, the queue length should be divided by the 
number of lanes before multiplying by 5.75 meters to work out how many meters the 
queue length with be.   

16.5.3 The sat flow for the arms shown in Table 16.2 is around 2000 meters which means 
that only 1 lane has been modelled in each instance.  TRL have advised that if the sat 
flow were to be 3500 or 4000 meters then 2 lanes should have been modelled.  It has 
therefore been determined that by simply multiplying the PCUs shown in Table 16.2 
above by 5.75, it is possible to determine the queue length in meters. 

KIG Access Junction Queue Analysis - 2016 with KIG 

16.5.4 Table 16.3 shows the PCU’s shown in Table 16.1 above converted to meters for the 
two right turn storage lanes. 
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Weekday AM Peak 
08:00 – 09:00 

Weekday PM Peak 
17:00 – 18:00 ARM 

Mean Max Q (meters) Mean Max Q (meters) 

A20 East Approach to Car 
Access (Right turn) 

74.75 0 

A20 East Approach to 
HGV Access (Right turn) 

25.3 25.3 

Table 16.3: A20 / KIG Access Junction Queues – 2016 Design Year With KIG 

16.5.5 The right turn queues at the access junctions are 74.75 metres and 25.3 metres for the 
car access and HGV access respectively in the am peak and 0 metres for the car 
access and 25.3 metres for the HGV access in the PM peak.  

16.5.6 The car right turn storage lane has been amended on Figure 3 to a length of 
91.46metres from the previous Figure 13 in the TA which was 80 metres. The HGV 
right turn storage lane is 68 metres. 

16.5.7 Clearly, given the queue lengths presented in Table 16.3 the queues will be fully 
contained within the right turn storage lanes and will not block other traffic on the A20 
in 2016. 

KIG Access Junction Queue Analysis - 2026 with KIG 

16.5.8 As with the 2016 analysis above, the same process has been applied to convert PCU’s 
to meters in 2026 for the right turn storage lanes and Table 16.4 below presents the 
results. 

Weekday AM Peak 
08:00 – 09:00 

Weekday PM Peak 
17:00 – 18:00 ARM 

Mean Max Q (meters) Mean Max Q (meters) 

A20 East Approach to Car 
Access (Right turn) 

74.75 0 

A20 East Approach to 
HGV Access (Right turn) 

25.3 37.95 

Table 16.2: A20 / KIG Access Junction Queues – 2026 Design Year With KIG 

16.5.9 The right turn queues at the access junctions are 74.75 metres and 25.3 metres for the 
car access and HGV access respectively in the am peak and 0 metres for the car 
access and 37.95 metres for the HGV access in the PM peak.  

16.5.10 The car right turn storage lane has been amended on Figure 3 to a length of 
91.46metres from the previous Figure 13 in the TA which was 80 metres. The HGV 
right turn storage lane is 68 metres. 

16.5.11 Clearly, given the queue lengths presented in Table 16.4 the queues will be fully 
contained within the right turn storage lanes and will not block other traffic on the A20 
in 2016. 
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16.6 Conclusion 

16.6.1 The two designs for the car and HGV access junctions operate well within capacity in 
both 2016 and 2026.  Furthermore, the right turn storage lanes accommodate all 
queuing traffic and do not block the main A20 traffic flows. 
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17 KCC POINT N) – TYPOGRAPHICAL ERROR 

17.1 Comment  

17.1.1 Paragraph 8.3.6 refers to a residential component.  This appears to have come from a 
generic report or applies to a different site. 

17.2 Summary Response 

17.2.1 We accept that this is a typographical error and should have read:  

... commercial B1 and warehousing B8 …. 
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18 KCC POINT O) – ROUNDWELL TRAFFIC CALMING 

18.1 Comment  

18.1.1 There is an assumption of traffic calming in Roundwell, but no indication of the 
measures or commitment to provide them. 

18.2 Summary Response 

18.2.1 KIG acknowledges that the principle of establishing traffic calming on Roundwell is 
likely to be a requirement of the development.  As with many traffic calming schemes 
through local communities, it is appropriate to consult and discuss the concept and 
initial proposals with residents before setting out a definitive design.  Therefore, it is 
KIG’s position they commit upon receipt of planning consent to prepare initial 
proposals and instigate, in conjunction with KHS/KCC, in discussions and consultation 
with local residents. This commitment can be incorporated as a Condition or s106 item 
attached to the planning consent. 
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19 KCC POINT P) – EMPLOYEE DISTRIBUTION 

19.1 Comment  

19.1.1 The assumed distribution of employee trips suggests that 50% of the workforce would 
come from outside Kent.  This seems very unlikely 

19.2 Summary of our Response 

19.2.1 The distribution presented in the TA was based upon a simple transport gravity model 
that considered the 2001 census journey to work data.  In response to other 
representation made in respect of the development proposal, and those received from 
the HA and KCC on the TA, the KIG team has been considering the likely distribution 
of employees in a far more detailed way which has considered census trends, 
economic factors and job type.  A full and comprehensive report undertaken by 
HuntDobsonStringer (HDS) on behalf of KIG is appended to this report at Appendix P.  
A summary of their key findings and a revised distribution is presented below. 

19.3 Labour Market Fit 

19.3.1 The socio economics chapter of the Environmental Statement assessed job creation at 
the completed scheme and the demands it would place on the labour market. It found 
that although Maidstone could provide some of the required labour, other areas in 
Kent, namely the Medway Towns to the north east of the site contained a high number 
of suitably skilled workers and those currently unemployed.  

19.4 Existing Labour Market  

19.4.1 In examining the impact of KIG on the labour market, it is important to consider the 
existing Maidstone labour market.  

19.4.2 The map below shows the place of residence for those people who work in Maidstone 
across all occupations and industries.  
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Map - those who work in Maidstone and where they live – all occupations and industries 

 
Source: Analysis of Travel to Work statistics, 2001 Census 

 

19.4.3 The map shows a strong concentration of people who both work and live in Maidstone 
or commute there from the Medway Towns.  

19.4.4 The statistics underlying this map show that of the people who currently work in 
Maidstone, around 60% also live there.  

19.4.5 A further 12% come from the Medway towns showing that there is a definite link 
between the two areas. If neighbouring Tonbridge and Malling to the west of Medway 
and Swale to the east are included, this figure rises to 24%. Overall, 96% of all 
Maidstone Employees reside in Kent.  

19.4.6 It is possible to break this down and examine the level of in-commuting by 
occupational skill levels. This provides a slightly different picture of the labour market. 
Table 19.1 below shows the origin of those working in Maidstone who live in Kent 
(which accounts for 96% of Maidstone jobs), by occupational skill level.   
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Kent LA 
Managerial 

and 
Professional 

Intermediate 
and 

Supervisory 

Routine 
Operations 

Small / Self 
Employed 

Maidstone 54.8% 53.2% 57.0% 86.0% 

Medway 13.2% 17.4% 16.8% 4.1% 
Tonbridge and 
Malling 

8.3% 9.4% 8.8% 3.1% 

Swale 5.0% 5.9% 5.4% 1.5% 
Ashford 5.6% 4.9% 5.1% 1.9% 
Tunbridge 
Wells 

3.5% 2.1% 1.9% 1.3% 

Gravesham 1.6% 1.5% 1.2% 0.4% 
Canterbury 2.6% 1.6% 1.1% 0.5% 
Shepway 1.6% 1.3% 0.9% 0.2% 
Dover 1.0% 0.9% 0.6% 0.3% 
Thanet 0.8% 0.8% 0.6% 0.1% 
Sevenoaks 1.4% 0.6% 0.4% 0.3% 
Dartford 0.7% 0.5% 0.3% 0.2% 

Source: HDS analysis of 2001 Census travel-to-work statistics 

Table 19.1: Percentage of Those from Socio-Economic Classification and Their 
Area of Residence 

19.4.7 For routine operations, Maidstone has a similar overall percentage at 57% (compared 
to 60% overall) while the Medway has a higher percentage at 17% (compared to 12% 
overall). This shows that a higher proportion of those working in routine operations 
roles come from Medway. Including neighbouring Swale and Tonbridge and Malling, 
the figure rises to 31% (compared to 24% overall).  

19.4.8 Assuming these current travel-to-work patterns were to be continued, it is possible to 
examine where the 3,500 employees at KIG might come from. Table 19.2 below shows 
the place of residence for workers at KIG.  

19.4.9 Analysis by HDS above has shown that there would be around 1,100 higher skilled 
roles, and 2,400 warehouse operational roles. Table 19.2 below is divided into the 
warehouse roles and higher skilled roles in line with this analysis. The geographic 
distribution of these employees has been derived by applying the existing commuting 
dispersion for ‘routine operations’ to the warehouse roles, and applying the overall 
existing dispersion of Maidstone workers for the higher skilled roles, since these 
represent a more broad spectrum of jobs.  
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Kent LA 
Warehouse 

Roles 
Higher Skilled 

Roles 
Total 

Maidstone 1,308 657 1,965 
Medway 386 130 516 
Tonbridge and Malling 202 85 287 
Swale 125 45 170 
Ashford 118 46 164 
Tunbridge Wells 44 25 69 
Gravesham 27 12 39 
Canterbury 24 15 40 
Shepway 21 11 32 
Dover 13 8 21 
Thanet 13 7 19 
Sevenoaks 9 8 17 
Dartford 6 4 10 
Other 103 47 151 
Total 2,400 1,100 3,500 

Source: HDS analysis of estimated employment against existing commuting into Maidstone 

Table 19.2: Geographic Distribution of Employees at KIG 

19.4.10 Table 19.2 shows that the majority of employees (56%) will come from Maidstone, with 
just under 2,000 workers.  Medway could provided around 500 employees (15%) and 
nearly this amount again could come from Swale and Tonbridge and Malling. 

19.5 Conclusion 

19.5.1 This revised distribution of employees has been considered in the revised capacity 
assessments in this report. 
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20 KCC POINT – RELATING TO VISSUM MODEL 

20.1 Comment  

20.1.1 Ideally the testing of the KIG application would take place using the VISSUM multi 
modal being developed by Jacobs.  This will allow a thorough evaluation of the 
application set in the context of the Local Development Framework 

20.2 Summary Response 

20.2.1 In relation to the emerging VISSUM model, it remains our opinion that KIG should be 
assessed on its own merits and that the traditional approach set out in the TAR, 
supplemented by the additional work explained in this supplementary report, is 
sufficiently comprehensive to allow for that to happen.  This view has been formed in 
the knowledge that MBC have delayed the LDF process in order that KIG can be 
considered and therefore it would be contrary to that decision for the transport 
implications of KIG to be held up pending a process which forms part of  the LDF 
appraisal. We believe that it is wholly reasonable to assume that the LDF will plan not 
only new development but also the infrastructure to serve it and that developer 
contributions will be required to fund any infrastructure gap.  Therefore the LDF 
process could be regarded as a process which must address its own impacts and 
which can assume the development of KIG (together with any directly associated 
transport improvements) as an input to the process.  Nevertheless, we will supply all 
data relevant to KIG for KCC and MBC to incorporate within the VISSUM model as and 
when it is available. 

20.2.2 It is also worth noting that when preparing the TA for submission in September 2007 
the VISSUM model was incomplete and could not therefore have been used for the 
assessment of KIG.    

20.2.3 We understand that the VISSUM model has now been successfully calibrated for the base 
year however the future years are still being finalised. 
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21 HA POINT 1) – EMPLOYEE NUMBERS 

21.1 Comment  

21.1.1 Our experience of other freight facilities suggests that the employee numbers appear 
to be low and the applicant should provide further justification.  

21.2 Summary Response 

21.2.1 Full analysis and justification of employee numbers associated with the proposed 
development has been considered by economic consultants HuntsDobsonStringer and 
Rail consultants MDS Transmodal Full information is reported in their additional 
submissions to MBC.   A summary of their reports are presented at Appendix P (HDS) 
and Appendix L (MDS) of this report.  A summary of the main points that have 
determined employee numbers is summarised below. 

21.3 Job Densities Associated with Development 

·  There is a market based assessment that the warehouse floor space within the 
scheme will be split into two thirds National distribution centre (NDC) function and 
one third Regional Distribution Centre (RDC) 

·  The analysis undertaken by HDS has considered the ARUP Meta study of 2001 
which is used by RDAs and other Government Agencies.  It draws on 13 surveys 
and reports.  It identifies that for large scale high bay warehousing, a job density of 
80sqm applies.  However, the ARUP report also crucially acknowledged that 
“technical developments are reducing densities” and that “long term and large 
scale storage has very much lower densities than small and short term storage… 
research has shown that for all uses, smaller buildings tend to have higher 
densities than larger buildings. 

·  HDS have identified that in a ProLogis (large modern warehouse operator) survey 
of 32 warehouses, the density was 95m2 per job.  This survey only considered 
warehouses over 10,000m2.  KIG warehouses will be over 10,000m2.  

·  Similar research by King Sturge on 45 warehouses over 10,000m2 had an average 
job density of 95m2. 

·  A survey at Magna Park, a large warehouse site, undertaken by Roger Tym and 
Partners, also found that average median job density at the site was 93m2. 

·  HDS consider that based on their analysis the application of 80sqm per job for the 
KIG development is unrealistic.  This is primarily due to the fact that KIG will not be 
‘average size’ warehouse (such as those contained in the ARUP study) and as 
such job densities will not be comparable to the mean average of 80sqm 
expressed in the ARUP report. 
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·  These findings have also been supplemented by primary research by HDS.  
Research focused on modern regional distribution centres and confirms that while 
there is significant variation, modern large-scale facilities can have job densities in 
excess of 100m2 per job.  Full details of the sites considered are included at 
Appendix P.    

21.4 Employee Numbers  

21.4.1 The warehouse floor space to be provided at KIG will be one third RDC and two thirds 
NDC. Applying this ratio to the job densities of 95sqm for RDC and 140sqm for NDC, 
gives just under 3,000 jobs.  

21.4.2 In addition to this, the KIG proposals include B1 office space.  HDS have used the 
Arup guidance for English Partnerships to estimate the level of job creation in this floor 
space use. At 20sqm per job, there will be around 500 jobs accommodated in the B1 
development.  

21.4.3 Together with the warehouse component of the site, this gives a total of approximately 
3,500 jobs at KIG.  

21.5 Probable Employees at KIG by Type  

21.5.1 Based on the above it is possible to determine both the number of employees that will 
be employed at KIG within each of the units and the technical skill level. 

21.5.2 KIG will provide a full range of employment opportunities as a result of the changing 
nature of warehousing operations. Modern facilities involve a number of management 
and highly skilled jobs while more basic tasks have become mechanised. This is 
shown in research by Roger Tym and Partners with MDS Transmodal which found that 
22% of jobs in strategic distribution activities are ‘office workers’, constituting 
secretarial, clerical, managers, supervisors, and professional and technical staff. This 
was based on both analysis of office floor space to warehouse floor space ratios, and 
supplemented by a ProLogis survey.   

21.5.3 Applying this figure to the warehouse jobs at KIG gives around 660 high-skilled 
secretarial, clerical, managerial, supervisory, and professional and technical staff, 
within the warehouse operations, which in addition to the 500 jobs in the B1 floor 
space, gives over 1,100 higher skilled jobs.  

21.5.4 This mix of skill demands ensures that a development such as KIG offers access to 
employment for employees of all skill levels.  

21.5.5 Census statistics confirm the range of skills involved in the industry more broadly. The 
table below shows qualification levels for employees in the transport, storage and 
communications sector in England and Wales, against the qualification statistics for 
Maidstone, Kent, the South East and England and Wales.   
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 Level Examples 

1 GCSE at any grade, foundation GNVQ 

2 5 GCSEs A-C, 1 A-level, intermediate GNVQ 

3 At least 2 A-levels, Advanced GNVQ 

4/5 Degree, Higher National Diploma 

 
21.5.6 The figure shows how the qualifications of employees in the Transport, Storage and 

Communications sector are not vastly different from that of Maidstone and Kent. There 
is a slightly higher proportion of people with level 4/5 qualifications in Maidstone.   

21.5.7 The table shows that the distribution of qualifications reflects the job profiles outlined 
above. The workforce is largely well skilled, with most qualified to GCSE/A-level 
standards and 17% holding A-levels or a degree.  

21.6 Conclusion 

21.6.1 Based on the evidence presented above, the 3,500 employee numbers articulated in 
the TA are deemed to be appropriate.  The split of skill levels is however different.  The 
split is likely to be 

·  2340 low skilled warehouse jobs 

·  660 high skilled warehouse jobs 

·  500 B1 Jobs  

21.6.2 The increase in the number of high skilled warehouse jobs compared to those within 
the TA will have an impact on the arrival and departure profiles.  These impacts have 
been considered in the junction capacity assessment responses elsewhere in this 
report. 
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22 HA POINT 2) – INTENDED USE OF KIG 

22.1 Comment  

22.1.1 The HA need further clarification about the intended use of KIG as this will have an 
impact on the proposed trip generation and the residual traffic impact at the M20 
junction 8.  

22.2 Summary Response 

22.2.1 It is intended that the warehouse floor space to be provided at KIG will be one third 
RDC and two thirds NDC.   The following paragraphs explain both the demand for, and 
the operation of such facilities.  The information has been extracted from the MDS 
Transmodal Analysis which is appended to this report at Appendix L. 

22.3 Background 

22.3.1 Distributors of general cargo and Fast Moving Consumer Goods (FMCGs), whether 
they are retailers, their suppliers or appointed third party logistics contractors, generally 
organise their supply chain strategies around distribution centre ©hubs©, of which there 
are basically two types.  National Distribution Centres (NDC) act as inventory holding 
points, particularly for imported goods, before re-distribution to other stages in the 
supply chain.  They are termed ©national© because they serve the whole of the UK from 
the one site.  They are normally associated with suppliers to the retail industry, 
particularly electrical goods, beers/wines/spirits, clothing and other non-grocery 
commodities, who require facilities to consolidate goods from a number of origins, 
increasingly the deep sea container ports and the Channel ports (particularly Dover 
Straits), before re-distribution to either a Regional Distribution Centre (see below) or 
direct to an end user (retail outlet).   

22.3.2 Regional Distribution Centres (RDC) are similar to NDCs in that they receive, hold and 
then re-distribute goods to other stages in the supply chain, normally multiple retail 
outlets.  However there are a number of important differences.  They have a regional 
hinterland e.g. the South East.  More importantly their primary role is to consolidate 
and re-distribute goods in shorter periods of time (sometimes within 24-48 hours), 
rather than acting as inventory holding locations.  Consequently dwell times are much 
shorter at an RDC.  They are therefore normally associated with retailers.  Normally, 
goods are received in ©bulk© and then split into smaller consignments for re-distribution 
in mixed loads i.e. with other smaller consignments.  RDC©s will therefore receive 
inward goods from a larger number of origins, where as a NDC will generally have 
fewer sources of supply.  

22.3.3 Some retailers, however, will also operate some NDCs alongside their network of 
RDC’s.  A NDC associated with a retailer is generally holding slower moving lines 
(non-grocery and seasonal items such as garden furniture, Christmas decorations etc.) 
or goods with long supply lead times (such as DVD players manufactured in China). 
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22.4 Role and Operation of KIG 

22.4.1 The KIG development will be a major rail-linked logistics park, comprising large scale 
modern ‘highbay’ warehousing and railway terminal facilities at the same location.  The 
development is located adjacent to the M20 motorway (Junction 8) and alongside the 
Ashford Swanley railway line.  The development will therefore receive store and 
despatch goods by both road and rail transport.  In addition, other ‘added value’ 
activities may be undertaken within the warehousing, such as post-manufacturing (e.g. 
fitting of plugs), labelling and re-packaging.     

22.4.2 The site itself is divided into two parts by the railway line, which runs through the site 
on a broad east-west access.  In total there will be eight warehousing units providing 
362,400 square metres of floor space, as follows (internal floor space not including 
associated offices): 

·  R1:119,937m2;  

·  R2: 42,456m2; 

·  Unit A: 6,689m2; 

·  Unit B: 21,368m2;   

·  Unit C: 25,548m2;   

·  Unit D: 22,297m2;   

·  Unit E: 65,032m2; and   

·  Unit F: 41,342m2.   

22.4.3 Two of the units, R1 and R2, will be directly rail linked by means of railway sidings 
alongside.   The occupiers of these warehouse units will therefore be able to receive or 
despatch goods directly in conventional box wagons.  Conventional box wagons are 
designed to transport palletised cargo (flat loading decks).  They have solid roofs and 
‘liftable’ sides (doors or drop-shutters) meaning that at their origin, palletised cargo can 
be loaded from the side using fork-lift truck equipment.  Similar to loading, at their 
destination the sides are raised and the palletised cargo is discharged using folk-lift 
truck equipment.  Between the railway siding and warehouse will be a covered 
‘platform’ area which permits the handling of cargo in all weathers. 

22.4.4 A 6.5ha inter-modal terminal will also be constructed to the north of the railway line.   

22.4.5 When an inter-modal terminal is co-located on the same site as warehousing, as is the 
case at KIG, in effect all the warehouse units at that site will be ©rail served©.  Loaded 
inter-modal units can arrive by rail, and then be transferred to the warehousing without 
use of the wider public highway network.  By avoiding the public road network, transfer 
costs are considerably lower. Intermodal units will be transferred between the terminal 
and warehousing units on ‘slave trailers’ using yard-tractors operating on rebated 
diesel. 
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22.4.6 Consequently, at KIG all warehousing units will be able to receive or despatch cargo 
by rail, either in inter-modal units via the inter-modal terminal or (in the case of R1 and 
R2) in conventional box wagons 

22.4.7 The warehousing units will also able to receive or despatch cargo by road haulage  

22.4.8 In addition, the inter-modal terminal will also serve manufacturers and distributors 
located in the wider Kent area.  Intermodal units will be transferred between KIG and 
these organisations via the road network using tractor unit and skeletal semi-trailer 
equipment (box lifted onto the trailer for transport).   

22.4.9 Consequently, good road connections will be required.  The KIG site will have a 
dedicated road connection directly from the A20.  This entrance itself will be located 
approximately 0.5km from Junction 8 of the M20.  Effectively the development will 
have direct access to the national motorway network. 
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23 HA POINT 3) – RAIL FREIGHT PATHS, DISTRIBUTION, TRIP GENERATION 
AND DISTRIBUTION 

23.1 Comment  

23.1.1 The HA wish to see further clarification given on the availability of rail capacity which is 
very important because it will impact on the ability of the site to achieve the predicted 
rail transfer. We need more information to aid our understanding of trip generation and 
distribution as well as the future traffic forecast based on a range of assumed rail 
share.  

23.2 Summary Response 

23.2.1 This chapter is split into two sections 

·  Availability of rail capacity 

·  Information on trip generation and distribution 

23.3 Availability of Rail Capacity 

23.3.1 Rail freight paths are already safeguarded and KIG has been considered in light of the 
freight paths and passenger service timetabling.  As such there will not be conflict 
arising between KIG rail freight paths and passenger services. 

23.3.2 The IKF commenced on 1 April 2006 and will run for a minimum of 6 years.  There is 
the potential to extend the contract for a further two years to a total of eight years if the 
performance targets are met.  This would make the end date of the Franchise 31st 
March 2014.  As such the level of service from Bearsted on the Maidstone line could 
change from 2014 onwards but would be subject to extensive public consultation prior 
to being set.  

23.3.3 In the meantime, the level of service on the line has remained relatively consistent with 
the pre-IKF level of passenger services and fears of loss of these services have not 
been realised.  

23.3.4 It would therefore be realistic to assume that service levels will remain constant in the 
Bearsted area up to 2012 (or 2014 if extension is invoked).  At such time extensive 
public consultation by the rail operators is likely to determine future demand for 
passenger services.  The potential for increased demand for travel to and from 
Bearsted rail station, as a direct result of KIG, and Maidstone growth to the south of 
KIG, can only be viewed as a positive influence on future services patterns in the next 
franchise beyond 2014. 

23.4 Information on Trip Generation and Distribution 

23.4.1 Please see chapters 19 and 25 for a detailed discussion on trip generation and 
distribution. 
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24 HA POINT 4) – GBFM, VISITOR AND SERVICING TRIPS 

24.1 Comment  

24.1.1 The applicant must clarify what count data was input into the GBFM and the source of 
it. There is also not enough information for us to move forward regarding the 
assumptions made for visitor and servicing trips to and from site until the applicant has 
provided more information.  

24.2 Summary Response 

24.2.1 This chapter is broken down into two parts: 

·  GBFM 

·  Visitor  and Servicing Trips 

24.3 GBFM 

24.3.1 The GB Freight Model (GBFM) is a freight transport demand model developed by MDS 
Transmodal and used by the DfT within the National Transport Model (NTM) 
framework. It was originally developed to assess the impact of the Channel Tunnel on 
the ferry industry and subsequently for the European Commission’s DG-TREN 
STEMM project both dealing mainly with mode choice. It was later extended using GB-
specific data sources for national (i.e. domestic) applications. Forecasting procedures 
were then introduced, and the rail freight aspects were extended so that the model 
could be adopted by the Strategic Rail Authority (SRA) within its 2001 Freight Strategy. 

24.3.2 GBFM was then adopted by the DfT’s ITEA division in 2001, and significant 
improvements were made to integrate it into the NTM framework. It has since been 
used for a number of applications including lorry road user charging (LRUC) within the 
Department’s TET division, multi-modal studies, the PRISM model (led by Mott 
MacDonald), and rail freight forecasting. The model is currently being used within the 
Department’s Foresight programme, and has informed both the interim ports policy 
paper and the Rail White Paper, both published in July 2007 as well as the ORR’s 
review of infrastructure charging (2007). GBFM has also been used to provide 
evidence in public inquiries and to inform studies into major infrastructure projects such 
as Crossrail. 

24.3.3 GBFM has been continually updated over this period, but to a large extent, the main 
methodological decisions were put in place in 2000/2001, and the structure has 
evolved in response to direct need, without an overall design concept.  The full GBFM 
specification is included at Appendix M. 

24.3.4 MDS have employed the Great Britain freight Model (GBFM) Freight Model to estimate 
both modal choice and the distribution of cargo to and from the KIG.  It is now used by 
Government for a number of freight forecasting purposes (see Table 9.2 of the recent 
Rail White Paper). 
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24.3.5 MDS currently run the GBFM on behalf of the DfT (please refer to Table 9.2 of the 
2007 Rail White Paper.   MDS have provided a summary breakdown of the GBFM 
which is set out below. 

24.3.6 GBFM consists of several modules: 

·  The development of a multi-dimensional base matrix, built up from several sources, 
which describes the origin, destination and commodity of goods moving within 
Great Britain and to and from Great Britain. 

·  A calibrated cost model which replicates rates in the market and ‘explains’ mode 
choice by route and the routeing of cargo (by ferry/shipping route/Channel Tunnel) 
between GB and the Continent. 

·  A vehicle choice and load factor model to transform road tonnes into HGV’s. 

·  An assignment model for road traffic. 

24.4 Rail Assignment Model 

24.4.1 For the purpose of KIG MDS have in addition to the GBFM, employed a rail 
assignment model that is based upon current operating behaviour (route choice, 
tonnes/trains by commodity). 

24.4.2 The proposed development at KIG is likely to reflect generic behaviour for Distribution 
Centres across several counties in the South East and not only Kent.  MDS have, 
accordingly, based their assumption on the distribution of cargo to and from the 
proposed development on the traffic pattern in the base matrix for non-bulk 
commodities moving between the counties of Kent, Greater London and East Sussex 
and the Continent and (for domestic traffic) all counties in Great Britain. 

24.4.3 It is also self evident that occupiers of warehouses at KIG will choose the site because 
of its geographical characteristics. 

24.4.4 Accordingly, MDS have assumed that: 

·  80% of ‘NDC’ goods will be from the Continent, 10% from deep-sea ports and 10% 
from UK sources.  By contrast, an occupier specialising in domestic cargo is likely 
to choose a location in the North Midlands and one specialising in cargo from deep 
sea origins, in the East Midlands to minimise overall land, labour and transport 
costs. 

·  25% of ‘RDC’ goods are from the Continent (e.g. pre-packaged fruit and 
vegetables) and the remainder from GB (often from NDC’s in the Midlands). 

24.4.5 For modal choice within Britain MDS have used the model directly, taking into account 
that occupiers located at KIG will not face the costs (at the KIG end of the journey) of a 
local road feeder leg.  The cost model takes into account traffic density, thereby 
favouring rail where large volumes allow multiple services per day. 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Transport Supplementary Information  9T5041PL / R0001 / 310070 / Bath 

Final v0.4 - 86 - 09 September 2008 

 

 

24.4.6 For modal choice from the Continent MDS have costed out the road and rail costs in 
the same way but assumed that longer road feeder legs on the Continent and a lower 
traffic density reduce rail’s level of attraction.  MDS assume that rail will only achieve 
50% market share at a maximum, and then only at a distance of around 900 km’s. 

24.4.7 The approach has lead MDS to forecast that 35% of goods arriving at KIG from the 
Continent will be by rail through the Channel Tunnel; i.e. for a journey we can only be 
confident that only one end of the trip is rail connected (at KIG).  This can be compared 
with the rail mode shares already achieved through the ports of Felixstowe (25%) and 
Southampton (30%) where one end of the journey is also rail connected but the 
distances involved (solely within Great Britain) are much shorter.  Little of the rail traffic 
from these ports passes beyond the M62 (approx 360 kms). 

24.4.8 Further detailed information on MDS inputs to this supplementary report is provided at 
Appendix L. 

24.5 Visitor and Servicing trips 

24.5.1 Paragraph 10.4.4 and Table 10.2 of the TA identify the approach taken to determine 
visitor and servicing trips.  For ease of reference they are reproduced below: 

Business Related Trips, Visitor Vehicle Trips and Servicing Trips: The 
2001 census indicates that there are, on average, an additional 8% of 
business related trips and visitor trips to and from development.  An 
additional 2% has been added to reflect service trips.  These vehicles 
would be car and LGVs.  Finally a 2.5% proportion of HGVs associated 
with this have been applied.   As for the Employee trips the 24 hour 
profile has been applied.  Table 10.2 presents the results. 

24.5.2 Based on the revised trip generation assumptions discussed elsewhere in this report 
the visitor and servicing trips have been revised.  Table 24.1 presents a summary. 
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Daily trip Profile % 
Trip Generation 
Cars and LGV’s 

Trip Generation  
HGV’s Time Period 

Arr Dep Arr Dep Arr Dep 

00:00-01:00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 
01:00-02:00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 
02:00-03:00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 
03:00-04:00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 
04:00-05:00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 
05:00-06:00 13.04 1.96 33 5 8 1 
06:00-07:00 19.57 15.69 49 39 12 10 
07:00-08:00 6.52 1.96 16 5 4 1 
08:00-09:00 4.35 0.00 11 0 3 0 
09:00-10:00 6.52 3.92 16 10 1 2 
10:00-11:00 2.17 3.92 5 10 1 2 
11:00-12:00 4.35 7.84 11 20 3 5 
12:00-13:00 10.87 7.84 27 20 7 5 
13:00-14:00 0.00 1.96 0 5 0 1 
14:00-15:00 0.00 1.96 0 5 0 1 
15:00-16:00 2.17 11.76 5 30 1 7 
16:00-17:00 2.17 5.88 5 15 1 4 
17:00-18:00 15.22 13.73 38 34 10 9 
18:00-19:00 13.04 17.65 33 44 8 11 
19:00-20:00 0.00 3.92 0 10 0 2 
20:00-21:00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 
21:00-22:00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 
22:00-23:00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 
23:00-24:00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 
 100% 100% 251 251 63 63 

Table 24.1: Visitor and Servicing Trips 
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25 HA POINT 5) – TRIP GENERATION AND DISTRIBUTION 

25.1 Comment  

25.1.1 PB has sought further clarification about trip generation and distribution but DWP has 
not yet provided. In view of this and my above comments, we are not able to agree 
whether the trip generation and distribution are robust for the purpose. You would 
recognise that we need evaluation of trip generation to and from the site taking into 
account of all the issues raised by us.  

25.2 Summary Response 

25.2.1 Denis Wilson are to the best of our knowledge unaware of the request from PB for 
additional clarification about trip generation and distribution and believe that the first 
and only request for additional information was contained within PB’s note TN4 as 
received from the HA with their holding direction to MBC.   

25.2.2 Nevertheless we have considered the issue raised and present information in addition 
to that presented in Chapter 19 in the following sections. 

25.3 Trip Generation 

25.3.1 The analysis undertaken by HuntDobsonStringer, (Appendix P) and MDS Transmodal 
(Appendix L) has confirmed that the overall level of employment at the site will be 
some 3,500 staff.  This analysis has indicated that the split between blue collar and 
white collar workers at the site differs from that assumed in the TA.  This differential is 
shown in Table 25.1.   

25.3.2 The principal difference between the two data sources is that the number of white 
collar workers associated with the inter-modal transfer facility is significantly higher in 
the HuntDobsonStringer and MDS analysis than that presented in the TA.  This has a 
direct effect on the level of peak hour trips on the external road network. 
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Number of Staff 
Type of staff Hours of work 

TA HDS Analysis 

0600 – 1400 1000 865* 

1400 – 2200 1000 865* 

B8 blue collar 

2200 – 0600 700 610* 

B8 white collar 0900 – 1700 300 660 

B1 white collar 0900 – 1700 500 500 

Total  3,500 3,500 

* Not quantified in the HDS analysis but calculated as balance of total employment less white collar and 

distributed pro-rata across shifts 

Table 25.1: Comparison of KIG Staff Breakdowns. 

25.3.3 The revised mix of blue and white collar workers presented in the HDS and MDS 
analysis has been converted into revised trip generation estimates using the 
procedures set out in Sections 6 and 10 of the TAR.   The revised peak hour employee 
trips are shown in comparison to those in the TA in Table 25.2.  The Table reflects the 
higher vehicle trip generation implied by the staff breakdown presented in the 
HDS/MDS analysis, with some additional 193 trips estimated in the peak period. 

AM Peak PM Peak 
Source 

In Out In Out 

TAR 431 0 0 431 

KIG Employment Report 624 0 0 624 

Table 25.2: Comparison of Staff Vehicle Trip Generation 

25.3.4 Revised HGV trip generation data supplied by MDS Transmodal is discussed in 
Chapter 9.  The change in total HGV trip generation is insignificant and does not affect 
the peak periods addressed in the TA.  This data is therefore not re-discussed here. 

25.4 Trip Distribution 

25.4.1 As described in Chapter 19 HDS have considered travel to work statistics from the 
2001 census for Maidstone Borough.  The HDS findings are discussed in Chapter 19 
and fully reported in Appendix P.   The statistics reveal that 96% of jobs within 
Maidstone Borough are filled by workers who live within Kent.  This is at variance with 
the 50% assumed in the TA and the employee trip distribution has therefore been 
revised on the basis of the travel to work statistics. 
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25.4.2 HDS have also considered Travel to Work statistics for Maidstone Borough and these 
are presented in Appendix P.  Again this is discussed in Chapter 19.  In summary, the 
data comprises proportions of the Maidstone working population which reside in each 
borough and district within Kent for the following socio-economic classifications: 

·  Managerial and Professional; 

·  Intermediate and Supervisory; and, 

·  Routine Operations. 

25.4.3 The employee trip distribution for blue collar workers has been based on the Routine 
Operations classification.  The employee trip distribution for white collar workers has 
been based on the average of the Managerial and Professional classification and the 
Intermediate and Supervisory classification. 

25.4.4 The distributions have then been adjusted to allow for the fact that 4% of the 
Maidstone working population resides outside Kent.  A weighted average of the blue 
and white collar distributions has then been derived based on the number of 
employees that fall into each category as identified Table 25.1.  The adjusted blue and 
white collar distributions together with the weighted average distribution are shown in 
Table 25.3. 

25.4.5 Peak hour trips have been assigned to the network using the appropriate trip 
distribution.  In many cases more than one route was available between Borough or 
District of origin and KIG.  In these cases trips were apportioned to competing routes 
based on likely journey time differential.  For Maidstone Borough, population data 
reveals that some 60% of the population resides in the town of Maidstone itself with 
the remaining 40% residing in its rural hinterland.  Trips were apportioned to suitable 
routes accordingly. 
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Kent Borough / District Blue Collar White Collar 
Weighted 
Average 

Maidstone 54.5 51.8 53.6 

Medway 16.1 14.6 15.6 

Tonbridge & Malling 8.4 8.5 8.5 

Swale 5.2 5.2 5.2 

Ashford 4.9 5.1 5.0 

Tunbridge wells 1.8 2.7 2.1 

Gravesham 1.1 1.4 1.2 

Canterbury 1.0 2.0 1.3 

Shepway 0.9 1.4 1.1 

Dover 0.5 0.9 0.6 

Thanet 0.5 0.8 0.6 

Sevenoaks 0.4 1.0 0.6 

Dartford 0.3 0.6 0.4 

Outside Kent 4.3 4.0 4.2 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Trips 2,340 1,160 3,500 

Table 25.3: Trip Distributions 

25.4.6 All traffic calculations relating to trip generation and distribution are contained within 
Appendix E.  
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26 HA POINT 6) – RELATIVE IMPACT OF RECENTLY GRANTED APPLICATIONS 

26.1 Comment  

26.1.1 DWP should consider the impacts of recently granted applications for London Gateway 
and Howbury Park Rail freight Interchange on the operation, and success, of KIG.  

26.2 Summary Response 

26.2.1 MDS Transmodal has undertaken an exercise to determine the demand for rail linked 
floor space.  Details of this work are contained within their analysis which is appended 
at Appendix L.  Summary extracts are presented in the following paragraphs. 

26.2.2 MDS have undertaken a forecast of future demand for large scale warehousing in the 
Greater South East3.  The output from this exercise is an estimate of the total gross 
warehouse new-build up to 2030.  Planners often consider the ©net change© in floor 
space, but for warehousing the gross new-build rate is the more important figure as, in 
many cases, new capacity has to locate at new sites (see below).  From the new-build 
figure, the amount of ©new© land required can consequently be estimated. 

26.2.3 From their analysis MDS would expect the total gross warehouse new-build in the 
Greater South East to be in the order of 3.9 million square metres by 2026.   On the 
basis that all of the new-build were to locate at new sites and that the actual 
warehouse floor space occupied 40% of a plot footprint, this implies a requirement for 
984 hectares. 

26.2.4 However, to expect all this forecast new build, though, to locate at new rail connected 
sites in the Greater South East such as that proposed at KIG is an unrealistic position.    
In particular: 

·  A supply of land already exists at sites allocated for B8 use (e.g. existing general 
industrial sites) and at sites ©in the pipeline; 

·  Not all warehouse occupiers will require or demand a site with access to the rail 
network; and 

·  Suitable rail linked sites are in short supply. 

26.2.5 However, it is also important to understand that: 

·  In many cases new build floor space will not ‘fit’ onto existing plots at general 
industrial sites or on ©recycled© Brownfield land.  Essentially the size and 
configuration of existing sites will often be unsuitable for the large buildings 
increasingly demanded by the market.  This is particularly the case when a large 
new building is replacing two or more smaller facilities;  

                                                   
3 Greater South East is defined as South East Government Office region with the addition of 
Bedfordshire, Hertfordshire, Essex and Greater London. 
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·  Policy is encouraging new warehousing to be rail linked (national policy and 
Regional Plan) and this means a requirement for new sites, given that existing sites 
are located either away from railway lines or are unsuitable for rail connection (e.g. 
insufficient loading gauge, lack of capacity, size of site too small); and 

·  The logistics market, particularly operators of large distribution centres, are 
demanding facilities located alongside rail terminal facilities.  

26.2.6 As a result, new rail-linked logistics sites with large plots will be required for a 
significant proportion of the forecast gross new build warehousing.  Given this position, 
MDS have consequently estimated the proportion of the forecast total new build which 
is likely to require a plot at a new rail-linked logistics site.   

26.2.7 In the view of MDS, new rail linked logistics sites will be required in the region to 
accommodate future new build floor space which is in units greater than 25,000m2.  
This view takes into account the following: 

·  Distribution centres greater than 25,000m2 will require the large plot sizes offered at 
new logistics developments.  Recent new buildings suggest that the market is 
increasingly demanding facilities in excess of 50,000m2 (12.5ha plot).  Plots of this 
size are generally not available at existing general industrial sites or on ©recycled© 
Brownfield land, meaning that new logistics sites will be required. 

·  It is warehousing above 25,000m2 that will benefit from or be of a nature to be 
attracted to rail terminal facilities.  This is be deduced by the size of facilities which 
have located at major rail linked logistics sites such as Daventry International Rail 
Freight Terminal (DIRFT).  At DIRFT, seven of the new distribution centres are 
greater than 25,000m2.   

26.2.8 On this basis, around 2.4 million square metres of new build floor space may be 
required in the Greater South East up to 2026 on new rail linked sites.  This equates to 
a gross land requirement of 591ha by 2026 (a ©market need© for 8 rail linked logistics 
parks across the Greater South East Region over the next 20 years on the basis of a 
mean site size of 75ha).  This means that KIG is able to meet around 16% of the future 
regional need (375,000 square metres). 

26.3 Competing sites 

26.3.1 In terms of meeting the requirement for new rail-linked sites, MDS have considered 
those developments which have recently received planning consent or are in the 
process of seeking B8 consents.  This is shown in the Table 26.1 below. 
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Site Size (HA 

With B8 Consent  
London Gateway* 150 
Howbury Park 50 
  
Seeking B8 Consent  
Kent International Gateway 70 
Barking 40 
Radlett 70 
SIFE 50 
  
Total 430 

*The London Gateway development (excluding the new port) covers approximately 200ha, of which 75% is 

earmarked for B8 development. 

Table 26.1: Rail Linked Sites in Development 

26.3.2 On this basis, MDS estimate that there is currently around 430ha of land available at 
rail-linked sites which have consents for B8 developments or are in the process of 
seeking consents (including KIG).  Consequently, up to 2026 there would appear to be 
a deficit in supply of some 161ha.  This is shown Table 26.2 below. 

Land required at rail-linked sited 591 ha 
Land at sites with B8 consent/seeking B8 consent 430 ha 
Still to Find 161 ha 

Table 26.2: B8 Demand and Supply to 2026 

26.3.3 Clearly, KIG will need to be developed in order to meet the anticipated demand.  In 
addition, other (as yet identified) sites will also need to be identified if the forecast 
demand is to be met in full and to satisfy the South East Plan ‘target’ of all major freight 
facilities being located at rail-linked sites. 

26.3.4 It should also be noted that neither Howbury Park nor London Gateway are located to 
intercept freight movements on the Dover/Channel Tunnel – London corridor, the 
busiest freight corridor in the UK.  Neither therefore can be considered to be a 
substitute for KIG. 
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27 HA POINT 7) – TRIP DISTRIBUTION AND GENERATION 

27.1 Comment  

27.1.1 DWP should provide a more detailed explanation of how the Trip Distribution was 
generated. We also require additional information to validate the distribution of 
employee traffic in an electronic editable format of the OPCS census data to allow 
further consideration to be undertaken including further information about the exact 
methodology used for the trip distribution.  

27.2 Summary Response 

27.2.1 Please see Chapters 19 and 25 on trip distribution.  Appendix E presents full trip 
generation and distribution analysis. 
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28 HA POINT 8) – MODAL SPLIT 

28.1 Comment  

28.1.1 It is assumed that travel to work modal split would be 8% on the basis that employees 
will travel to work by trains. This is not practical and should be reviewed with further 
justification. I am advised that 0-1% would be more appropriate for commuting by rail.  

28.2 Summary Response 

28.2.1 The mode splits presented in Table 28.1 have been established from a starting point of   
the Maidstone Travel to Work Datasets from the 2001 Census – Dataset KS15.  Table 
28.1 presents a summary.   

Mode Percentage of Employees Using Mode 

Foot 10.21 

Cycle 1.24 

Train 6.13 

Bus 4.27 

Car Driver 60.72 

Car Passenger 5.69 

Home Worker 10.08 

Motor Cycle 0.87 

Other 0.42 

Taxi 0.27 

Underground 0.10 

Table 28.1: Summary of Maidstone Travel to Work Statistics – Census 2001 

28.2.2 Clearly, given the location of KIG and its operational characteristics, it is unreasonable 
to assume that all of these modes, and the proportions of these modes would apply.  
As such, given that the proposed development is somewhat bespoke some of the 
mode split percentages have been modified to take account of the following: 

·  The majority of the employees will be blue-collar workers; therefore higher 
percentages are likely to access the site by sustainable modes or car share to the 
site. 

·  There is currently no major housing within close proximity; therefore the number of 
people arriving on foot will be reduced (NB, future growth planned for east 
Maidstone is likely to greatly improve this). 
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·  There is a rail station within close proximity of the site; proposals for a shuttle 
bus/extended bus service into the development will make this a viable option for 
travel to/from the site. 

·  The location of the site means that commuter trips by car will be higher than 
average. 

·  Working on a 24hr shift basis is likely to increase the amount of commuter trips to 
the site by car. 

28.2.3 Based upon the information contained within the Census data, operational 
characteristics and our assessment of the accessibility of the site, we determined that 
the appropriate mode splits to be applied to this development should be those 
presented in Table 6.3 below. 

Mode Percentage of Employees Using Mode 

Foot 1% 

Cycle  2.5% 

Train 8% 

Bus 8% 

Car Driver 71.75% 

Car Passenger 7.5% 

Other 1.25% 

Table 28.2: KIG Mode Splits 

28.2.4 There are a number of justifications why we believe that the mode splits presented in 
The TA and reproduce at Table 28.2 are appropriate.  These are: 

·  Connectivity between the rail station and the KIG development being enhanced by 
a private shuttle bus. 

·  Rail Station almost adjacent to the KIG development. 

·  Compatibility of rail timetable with KIG shift patterns 

·  Wide ranging commuter isochrones for sustainable modes. 

·  The clients’ commitment to providing appropriate Travel Plan measures to 
encourage travel by sustainable travel. 

28.2.5 Each of these reasons is discussed in more detail below. 
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Shuttle Bus 

28.2.6 As part of the development proposals a shuttle bus will operate from Bearsted station 
to various points within the KIG development.   

28.2.7 The shuttle bus will operate on a loop basis, whereby it will run to and from Bearsted 
Rail Station and into the site.  The frequency of trains arriving and departing Bearsted 
will allow the bus to undertake a full circuit from the rail station, around the KIG 
development, dropping off and picking up people before returning to the rail station in 
time for the next arrival departure.  It is expected that a full circuit will take 
approximately 20 minutes. 

28.2.8 It is envisaged that the bus will run during peak hours to accommodate staff working 
09:00 – 17:00 and also at shift changeover times.  As well as increasing the 
attractiveness of using trains to access the site, the shuttle bus may also remove 
people from walking along Thurnham Lane to and from the site. 

Location of Rail Station in Relation to the KIG Development 

28.2.9 The KIG site is within close proximity of Bearsted Rail Station, the dedicated shuttle 
bus running between the KIG development and the Rail Station will act as an incentive 
to travel by train.  Large parts of the site will employ blue collar workers, of which it is 
known that a higher proportion use public transport to the site. 

Compatibility of Rail Timetable with KIG Shift Patterns 

28.2.10 A review of the compatibility of the rail timetables to and from Bearsted presented in 
Chapter 13 has indicated that, with the exception of the 06:00 shift start, trains will be 
available for employees to use to travel to and from the KIG site.  The shuttle bus will 
also run at these times to provide a ‘seamless’ link to KIG units from Bearsted Rail 
Station 

Isochrones for Sustainable Modes 

28.2.11 Travel Isochrones have been prepared for pedestrian, cycling, bus and trains during 
the main am peak periods and are presented as Figures 4, 5, 6, and 7 respectively.  
Each is discussed in turn. 

28.2.12 Pedestrian Isochrones: Figure 4 shows the pedestrian isochrones from the main 
access points to KIG.  It can be seen that only parts of Bearsted are easily accessible 
by this mode.  This relatively low accessibility has been reflected in the mode splits 
assumptions presented in Table 28.2. 

28.2.13 Cycle Isochrones: The KIG cycle isochrones presented in Figure 5 again indicate the 
restricted accessibility of the KIG site by this mode.  Whilst all of Bearsted can access 
the KIG, only a small percentage of employees are expected to live in Bearsted.  Small 
areas on the eastern fringe of Maidstone, Leeds, and Langley Heath, may also access 
KIG by this mode.  Again this low accessibility by cycling has been reflected in the 
mode split assumptions presented in Table 28.2. 
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28.2.14 Bus Isochrones: The bus isochrones presented in Figure 6 indicate good accessibility 
to the KIG site.  Maidstone town centre is just 15 minutes from the site by bus and the 
rest of Maidstone can access the site within 1 hour.  In addition many of the 
surrounding towns and villages can also access the KIG site by bus within an hour.  
These include, Aylesford, West Malling, Staplehurst, Headcorn and parts of Chatham 
and Sittingbourne. 

28.2.15 Rail Isochrones:  Rail isochrones have been prepared and are presented in Figure 7.  
They have been prepared for 30 minute and 60 minute travel by this mode.  Maidstone 
and Ashford are accessible within 30 minutes, while within 60 minutes Folkestone, 
Canterbury. Rye, Gravesend, and Bromley South in London (one stop away from 
London Blackfriars) can be accessed. 

KIG Commitment to Providing Travel Plan Measures 

28.2.16 KIG is committed to developing a sustainable development and as such will as far as is 
reasonably possible encourage employees to use sustainable modes to gain access to 
and from the site.  This is envisaged as being achieved through the implementation of 
a Travel Plan encompassing the KIG site as a whole.  

Conclusion 

28.2.17 Given the evidence considered above, it is believed that the mode splits assumed and 
presented in Table 28.2 are fully justified.  
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29 HA POINT 9) – ACCIDENT ANALYSIS 

29.1 Comment  

29.1.1 The applicant has stated that it is impossible to establish whether there are any trends 
in the accidents that have occurred, using accident data for a period from 1 January 
2000 to 31 December 2003. This is not acceptable. They are required to consider the 
latest available data, preferably for the last 5 years including the M20 junction 8 and 
the mainline either side of junction 8 to fully understand the likely impact of this 
proposal on the operation of the M20 and road safety.  

29.2 Summary Response 

29.2.1 A full Accident Analysis has now been undertaken.  Please refer to Chapter 8 for 
details. 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Transport Supplementary Information  9T5041PL / R0001 / 310070 / Bath 

Final v0.4 - 101 - 09 September 2008 

 

 

30 HA POINT 10) – LDF AND COMMITTED DEVELOPMENT 

30.1 Comment  

30.1.1 The TA does not refer to any committed development in the area and the council 
should confirm that there are no committed developments. I would also suggest that 
the TA should take into account the forthcoming development proposals in Maidstone 
because it is a new growth point - predicting to grow over and above levels assumed in 
the previous structure plan. Accordingly, further work is required on the growth factors 
to be used for future traffic forecast and the inclusion of LDF development.  

30.2 Summary Response 

30.2.1 Please refer to Chapter 3 for our position on the LDF 

30.2.2 By definition, sites to be allocated in the LDF are not yet committed. 
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31 HA POINT 11) – CAPACITY OF M20 JUNCTION 8 

31.1 Comment  

31.1.1 I note that the although the TA includes assessment of the impacts of the proposals on 
the M20 link road / A20 roundabout as well as the operation of the slip roads onto the 
M20 at Junction 8, the operational assessments of M20 Junction 8 as a whole have 
not been carried out. I consider that it is essential for us to clearly understand the 
impact of the proposals because any increase in traffic as a result of traffic generated 
by the proposed KIG development is likely to have impact beyond the M20 Junction 8. 
For this reason, we also require the applicant to assess the future operation of the M20 
from Junction 4 to Junction 9 including the motorway services area situated at Junction 
8 of the M20.  

31.2 Summary Response 

31.2.1 We have undertaken a capacity assessment of Junction 8 with and without KIG.  The 
assessment has considered the revisions to traffic growth, employee numbers and 
traffic distribution patterns as described in full elsewhere in this Supplementary Report.  
The following sections present a summary of the findings of the assessment with the 
full ARCADY printouts presented in Appendix Q. 

31.3 M20 Junction 8 – Without KIG Scenarios 

31.3.1 The without KIG capacity assessment has been undertaken for 2007, 2016 and 2026.   

2007 Base – M20 Junction 8 

31.3.2 For the purposes of calibration, the junction has been assessed in the 2007 base year 
and the queue lengths compared to those observed.  ARCADY 6 has been used to 
assess the M20 Junction 8 roundabout.  Table 31.1 below shows a summary of the 
ARCADY outputs for 2007 base. 

Weekday AM Peak 
08:00 – 09:00 

Weekday PM Peak 
17:00 – 18:00 

ARM 
Max 
RFC 

Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

RFC 
Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

Arm A: Services 0.177 0.2 0.04 0.143 0.2 0.04 

Arm B: M20 East 0.268 0.4 0.07 0.259 0.3 0.07 

Arm C: A20 Link 
Road 

0.642 1.8 0.05 0.311 0.5 0.04 

Arm D: M20 West 0.520 1.1 0.06 0.620 1.6 0.07 
Notes: RFC is the ratio of flow to capacity for the worst affected arm expressed as a percentage; max Q is the 
maximum queue in vehicles for the worst affected arm; the delay is the average delay per vehicle at the 
junction in minutes 

Table 31.1: M20 Junction 8 – 2007 Without KIG 
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31.3.3 From Table 31.1, it can be seen that the maximum ratio to flow capacity in 2007 occurs 
in the AM peak on Arm C (A 20 Link Road) at a value of 0.642 RFC, and in the PM 
peak on Arm D (M20 West) with an RFC value of 0.620.  The maximum queue length 
is 1.8 vehicles in the AM peak with an expected delay per vehicle of 0.057 minutes.  

31.3.4 The junction is therefore deemed to be operating within capacity. 

2016 Without KIG – M20 Junction 8 

31.3.5 Table 31.2 below present the summary of the assessment of the M20 junction 8 in 
2016 without KIG. 

Weekday AM Peak 
08:00 – 09:00 

Weekday PM Peak 
17:00 – 18:00 

ARM 
Max 
RFC 

Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

RFC 
Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

Arm A: Services 0.213 0.3 0.04 0.176 0.2 0.05 

Arm B: M20 East 0.326 0.5 0.08 0.333 0.5 0.09 

Arm C: A20 Link 
Road 

0.731 2.7 0.07 0.355 0.6 0.04 

Arm D: M20 West 0.599 1.5 0.08 0.715 2.5 0.09 
Notes: RFC is the ratio of flow to capacity for the worst affected arm expressed as a percentage; max Q is the 
maximum queue in vehicles for the worst affected arm; the delay is the average delay per vehicle at the 
junction in minutes 

Table 31.2: M20 Junction 8 – 2016 Without KIG 

31.3.6 From Table 31.2, it can be seen that the maximum ratio to flow capacity in 2016 occurs 
in the AM peak on Arm C (A20 Link Road) with an RFC value of 0.731, and in the PM 
peak RFC on Arm D (M20 West) with an RFC of 0.715 RFC.  The maximum queue 
length is 2.7 vehicles in the AM peak with an expected delay per vehicle of 0.07 
minutes.   

31.3.7 The junction is therefore again deemed to be operating within capacity in 2016 without 
KIG. 

2026 Without KIG – M20 Junction 8 

31.3.8 The M20 junction 8 has also been assessed for capacity in 2026 without KIG.  Table 
31.3 below presents a summary of the findings. 
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Weekday AM Peak 
08:00 – 09:00 

Weekday PM Peak 
17:00 – 18:00 

ARM 
Max 
RFC 

Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

RFC 
Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

Arm A: Services 0.254 0.3 0.05 0.214 0.3 0.06 

Arm B: M20 East 0.396 0.6 0.09 0.425 0.7 0.11 

Arm C: A20 Link 
Road 

0.867 6.0 0.12 0.399 0.7 0.04 

Arm D: M20 West 0.685 2.1 0.10 0.809 4.0 0.13 
Notes: RFC is the ratio of flow to capacity for the worst affected arm expressed as a percentage; max Q is the 
maximum queue in vehicles for the worst affected arm; the delay is the average delay per vehicle at the 
junction in minutes 

Table 31.3: M20 Junction 8 – 2026 Without KIG 

31.3.9 From Table 31.3 it can be seen that the maximum ratio to flow capacity in 2026 without 
KIG again occurs in the AM peak on Arm C (A20 Link Road) with an RFC value of 
0.867, with the PM peak RFC on Arm D (M20 West) with a value of 0.809 RFC.  The 
maximum queue length is 6.0 vehicles in the AM peak with an expected delay per 
vehicle of 0.12 minutes.  

31.3.10 As such this junction will be continuing to operate within its design capacity in 2026 
without KIG. 

31.4 M20 Junction 8 – With KIG Scenarios 

31.4.1 The With KIG scenarios tested have been 2016 and 2026.  The following sections 
refer. 

2016 With KIG – M20 Junction 8 

31.4.2 Again ARCADY 6 has been used to assess the M20 Junction 8 roundabout for 
capacity in 2016 with KIG.  Table 31.4 below presents a summary of the outputs. 

Weekday AM Peak 
08:00 – 09:00 

Weekday PM Peak 
17:00 – 18:00 

ARM 
Max 
RFC 

Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

RFC 
Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

Arm A: Services 0.292 0.4 0.06 0.198 0.2 0.06 

Arm B: M20 East 0.622 1.6 0.15 0.440 0.8 0.12 

Arm C: A20 Link 
Road 

0.705 2.4 0.09 0.494 1.0 0.06 

Arm D: M20 West 0.804 6.7 0.15 0.818 4.3 0.14 
Notes: RFC is the ratio of flow to capacity for the worst affected arm expressed as a percentage; max Q is the 
maximum queue in vehicles for the worst affected arm; the delay is the average delay per vehicle at the 
junction in minutes 

Table 31.4: M20 Junction 8 – 2016 With KIG 
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31.4.3 From Table 31.4, it can be seen that the maximum ratio to flow capacity in 2016 with 
KIG occurs in the AM peak on Arm D (M20 West) at a value of 0.804 RFC, with the PM 
peak also on Arm D (M20 West) with a value of 0.818 RFC.  The maximum queue 
length is 6.7 vehicles in the AM peak with the expected delay per vehicle of 0.15 
minutes.   

31.4.4 As such this junction will be continuing to operate within its design capacity in 2016 
with KIG. 

2026 With KIG – M20 Junction 8 

31.4.5 Finally ARCADY 6 has been used to assess the M20 Junction 8 roundabout in 2026 
with KIG.  Table 31.5 below presents a summary of the ARCADY outputs. 

Weekday AM Peak 
08:00 – 09:00 

Weekday PM Peak 
17:00 – 18:00 

ARM 
Max 
RFC 

Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

RFC 
Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

Arm A: Services 0.329 0.5 0.06 0.240 0.3 0.07 

Arm B: M20 East 0.749 2.7 0.21 0.560 0.8 0.17 

Arm C: A20 Link 
Road 

0.785 3.8 0.13 0.544 2.0 0.07 

Arm D: M20 West 0.983 17.4 0.27 0.917 5.2 0.23 
Notes: RFC is the ratio of flow to capacity for the worst affected arm expressed as a percentage; max Q is the 
maximum queue in vehicles for the worst affected arm; the delay is the average delay per vehicle at the 
junction in minutes 

Table 31.5: M20 Junction 8 – 2026 With KIG 

31.4.6 From Table 31.5, it can be seen that the maximum ratio to flow capacity in 2026 with 
KIG occurs in the AM peak on Arm D (M20 West) at a value of 0.983 RFC, with the PM 
peak also on Arm D (M20 West) with a value of 0.917 RFC.  The maximum queue 
length is 17.4 vehicles in the AM peak with the expected delay per vehicle of 0.27 
minutes.   

31.4.7 With capacities above the 0.850 RFC operational threshold, albeit below the 1.000 
RFC theoretical capacity, it is acknowledges that small variations in actual traffic flows 
could lead to excess queuing occurring on the motorway slip roads in the 2026 with 
KIG scenario.  It is our view that this occurs as a consequence of the large diameter of 
the roundabout allowing the increased volume of circulating traffic on the junction to 
increase speeds and thus reducing suitable gaps in which entering traffic can merge.     

31.4.8 Therefore, KIG commits to agreeing with the HA a mitigation scheme that would be 
implemented at an agreed time after the opening of KIG in 2016.  At this time, and in 
view of the marginal nature of the capacity being exceeded, it is anticipated that the 
likely mitigation would be placing three arms of the junction under traffic signal control 
and thus forcing gaps in which merging traffic can enter the roundabout.  Those arms 
likely to signal controlled being the two M20 off slip roads and the M20 link approach.  
The provision of traffic signals alone, without significant additional road space is 
considered to be the appropriate mitigation for this situation.  
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Merge & Diverge Capacity Analysis with the M20 

31.4.9 In addition to the junction capacity analysis, consideration has also been given to the 
capacity of the merge and diverge slip roads from Junction 8 of the M20, in this respect 
reference has been made to TD22/06.  Existing provision compared to that identified 
for future traffic flows with and without KIG has been assessed and summarised in 
Table 31.6 below. 
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31.4.10 Our assessment of the merge and diverge flows of the junction has identified that the 
two on-slips are already sub-standard in provision and should be Type F merges each 
with a lane gain on to the main carriageway. 

31.4.11 With the growth in traffic and addition of KIG, it is obviously that the degree to which 
the on-slips are deficient increases. Ultimately, we have determined that in 2026 with 
KIG the merge provision should be a Type E southeast bound and Type F (Option 1) 
northwest bound. Both of these layouts incorporate a lane gain arrangement and are 
shown as being a single lane gain on a 2 lane mainstream. 

31.4.12 In respect of the two diverges, the current southeast bound off-slip is showing as 
becoming deficient in 2016 with KIG onwards. The current northwest bound diverge 
arrangement remains within capacity through all the scenarios. 

31.4.13 In order to accommodate the two proposed lane gain merges, it is suggested that the 
two diverges be changed to lane drop configurations, Types E and D (Option 1) for the 
northwest bound and southeast bound respectively.   

31.5 Conclusions 

31.5.1 KIG will work with the HA to ensure that operational capacity is not exceeded by 
means of the implementation of an appropriate mitigation scheme at M20 Junction 8.  
para 35.4 of this report discusses the level of s106 contribution for the proposed works.  
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32 HA POINT 12) – ASSESSMENT REVIEW 

32.1 Comment  

32.1.1 I should stress that we have not reviewed the assessments in detail at this stage, due 
to our concern set out above regarding the trip generation, mode split and distributions 
assumed in the TA. When these concerns have been resolved, we will review the 
impact assessments in more detail. I reserve our position on this application until such 
as we can agree the input assumptions into any impact assessment.  

32.2 Summary Response 

32.2.1 The HA’s position on this is noted.  It is believed that the supplementary information 
contained within this document will enable to HA to consider the impact assessments 
in more detail. 
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33 HA POINT 13) – TRAVEL PLAN 

33.1 Comment  

33.1.1 Paragraph 89 of PPG13 states that ‘The Government considers that travel plans 
should be submitted alongside planning applications which are likely to have significant 
transport implications.’ You will appreciate that the extent and nature of KIG warrants a 
submission of a final TP document at this stage to capitalise on the transport 
sustainability of the development, and to show how the development intends to 
operate as a rail freight interchange. It must explicitly be linked to the TA through 
appropriate measures, targets and enforcement mechanisms including sanctions or 
penalties as essential elements in an effective TP. I regret that no such TP document 
has been provided with appropriate details for approval at this stage. My letter of the 
01 May 2007 to Steve Clarke refers. We require at this stage a final draft Travel Plan 
document containing information on measures, targets, monitoring methods and 
sanction should the targets not be met.  

33.2 Summary Response 

33.2.1 Please refer to Chapter 10 

33.2.2 It should also be noted that Denis Wilson have not received a copy of the HA’s letter to 
Steve Clark and cannot therefore respond on this point. 
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34 OTHER ISSUES IDENTIFIED 

34.1.1 Further to the revisions presented in this report we have identified a need to reassess 
the junction capacity of the A20/Roundwell Priority junction and the M20 Link 
roundabout using the revised traffic flows. 

34.2 Summary  

34.2.1 The PICADY assessment of the A20/Roundwell junction and the ARCADY 
assessment of the A20/M20 link roundabout have been reassessed for the same 
scenarios as that contained within the TA.  These are: 

·  2007 Base. 

·  2016 without development. 

·  2016 with KIG. 

·  2026 without development.  

·  2026 with KIG. 

34.2.2 The assessments have considered the revisions to traffic growth, employee numbers 
and traffic distribution patterns as described in full elsewhere in this supplementary. 

34.2.3 The following section presents a summary of the findings. 

34.3 A20 / Roundwell - Without KIG Scenarios 

34.3.1 The A20 / Roundwell Priority Junction has been assessed for 2007, 2016 and 2026 
without KIG.  The following presents a summary of the findings with the full ARCADY 
printouts presented in Appendix R. 

2007 Base – A20 / Roundwell 

34.3.2 PICADY 5 has been used to assess the A20/Roundwell junction.  Table 34.1 below 
shows a summary of the PICADY outputs for 2007 base. 

Weekday AM Peak 
08:00 – 09:00 

Weekday PM Peak 
17:00 – 18:00 

ARM 
Max 
RFC 

Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

RFC 
Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

Roundwell to A20 West 0.339 0.50 0.14 0.226 0.29 0.12 

Roundwell to A20 East 0.248 0.32 0.28 0.117 0.13 0.22 

A20 East to Roundwell 0.204 0.25 0.14 0.066 0.07 0.14 
Notes: RFC is the ratio of flow to capacity for the worst affected arm expressed as a percentage; max Q is the 
maximum queue in vehicles for the worst affected arm; the delay is the average delay per vehicle at the 
junction in minutes 

Table 34.1: A20 / Roundwell Junction – 2007 Without KIG 
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34.3.3 From Table 34.1, it can be seen that the maximum ratio to flow capacity in 2007 occurs 
in the AM peak from Roundwell to the A20 west at a value of 0.339 RFC, with the PM 
peak also from Roundwell to the A20 west with a value of 0.226 RFC.  The maximum 
queue length is 0.50 vehicles in the AM peak with an expected delay per vehicle of 
0.14 minutes.    

34.3.4 This junction is therefore deemed to be operating well within it design capacity. 

2016 Without KIG– A20 / Roundwell 

34.3.5 Table 34.2 presents a summary of the capacity analysis for The A20/Roundwell 
junction in 2016 without KIG.   

Weekday AM Peak 
08:00 – 09:00 

Weekday PM Peak 
17:00 – 18:00 

ARM 
Max 
RFC 

Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

RFC 
Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

Roundwell to A20 West 0.409 0.68 0.16 0.272 0.37 0.13 

Roundwell to A20 East 0.327 0.47 0.34 0.222 0.28 0.28 

A20 East to Roundwell 0.241 0.31 0.15 0.287 0.40 0.15 
Notes: RFC is the ratio of flow to capacity for the worst affected arm expressed as a percentage; max Q is the 
maximum queue in vehicles for the worst affected arm; the delay is the average delay per vehicle at the 
junction in minutes 

Table 34.2: A20 / Roundwell Junction – 2016 Without KIG 

34.3.6 From Table 34.2, it can be seen that the maximum ratio to flow capacity in 2016 
without KIG occurs in the AM peak from Roundwell to the A20 west at a value of 0.409 
RFC, with the PM peak from the A20 east to Roundwell with an RFC of 0.287 RFC.  
The maximum queue length is 0.68 vehicles in the AM peak with the expected delay 
per vehicle of 0.16 minutes.    

34.3.7 This junction is therefore deemed to be operating well within its design capacity in 
2016 without KIG. 

2026 Without KIG– A20 / Roundwell 

34.3.8 Table 34.3 presents a summary of the capacity analysis for The A20/Roundwell 
junction in 2026 without KIG.   
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Weekday AM Peak 
08:00 – 09:00 

Weekday PM Peak 
17:00 – 18:00 

ARM 
Max 
RFC 

Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

RFC 
Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

Roundwell to A20 West 0.497 0.96 0.20 0.321 0.47 0.15 

Roundwell to A20 East 0.429 0.70 0.44 0.293 0.40 0.34 

A20 East to Roundwell 0.279 0.38 0.17 0.334 0.49 0.17 
Notes: RFC is the ratio of flow to capacity for the worst affected arm expressed as a percentage; max Q is the 
maximum queue in vehicles for the worst affected arm; the delay is the average delay per vehicle at the 
junction in minutes 

Table 34.3: A20 / Roundwell Junction – 2026 Without KIG 

34.3.9 From Table 34.3, it can be seen that the maximum ratio to flow capacity in 2026 
without KIG occurs in the AM peak from Roundwell to the A20 west at a value of 0.497 
RFC. The maximum queue length is 0.96 vehicles in the AM peak with an expected 
delay per vehicle of 0.20 minutes.   

34.3.10 This junction is therefore deemed to be operating well within it design capacity in 2026 
without KIG. 

34.4 A20 / Roundwell - With KIG Scenarios 

34.4.1 The A20 / Roundwell Priority Junction has been assessed for 2016 and 2026 with KIG.  
The following presents a summary of the findings with the full ARCADY printouts 
presented in Appendix R. 

2016 With KIG – A20 / Roundwell 

34.4.2 Table 34.4 presents a summary of the capacity analysis for The A20/Roundwell 
junction in 2016 with KIG.   

Weekday AM Peak 
08:00 – 09:00 

Weekday PM Peak 
17:00 – 18:00 

ARM 
Max 
RFC 

Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

RFC 
Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

Roundwell to A20 West 0.518 1.04 0.21 0.281 0.39 0.13 

Roundwell to A20 East 0.424 0.69 0.46 0.276 0.37 0.34 

A20 East to Roundwell 0.268 0.36 0.17 0.332 0.49 0.16 
Notes: RFC is the ratio of flow to capacity for the worst affected arm expressed as a percentage; max Q is the 
maximum queue in vehicles for the worst affected arm; the delay is the average delay per vehicle at the 
junction in minutes 

Table 34.4: A20 / Roundwell Junction – 2016 With KIG 

34.4.3 From Table 34.4, it can be seen that the maximum ratio to flow capacity in 2016 with 
KIG occurs in the AM peak from Roundwell to the A20 west at a value of 0.518 RFC, 
with the PM peak from the A20 east to Roundwell with a value of 0.332 RFC.  The 
maximum queue length is 1.04 vehicles in the AM peak with the expected delay per 
vehicle of 0.21 minutes.  
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34.4.4 This junction is therefore deemed to be operating well within it design capacity in 2026 
with KIG. 

2026 With KIG – A20 / Roundwell 

34.4.5 Table 34.5 presents a summary of the capacity analysis for The A20/Roundwell 
junction in 2026 with KIG.   

Weekday AM Peak 
08:00 – 09:00 

Weekday PM Peak 
17:00 – 18:00 

ARM 
Max 
RFC 

Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

RFC 
Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

Roundwell to A20 West 0.665 1.83 0.29 0.334 0.40 0.15 

Roundwell to A20 East 0.596 1.26 0.67 0.387 0.30 0.44 

A20 East to Roundwell 0.313 0.45 0.19 0.382 0.35 0.18 
Notes: RFC is the ratio of flow to capacity for the worst affected arm expressed as a percentage; max Q is the 
maximum queue in vehicles for the worst affected arm; the delay is the average delay per vehicle at the 
junction in minutes 

Table 34.5: A20 / Roundwell Junction – 2026 With KIG 

34.4.6 From Table 34.5, it can be seen that the maximum ratio to flow capacity in 2026 with 
KIG occurs in the AM peak from Roundwell to the A20 west at a value of 0.665 RFC, 
with the PM peak from the Roundwell to the A20 east with a value of 0.387 RFC.  The 
maximum queue length is 1.83 vehicles in the AM peak with an expected delay per 
vehicle of 0.29 minutes.  

34.4.7 This junction is therefore deemed to be operating well within its design capacity in 
2016 with KIG. 

34.5 Conclusion 

34.5.1 From the analysis undertaken it can be concluded that the existing infrastructure at 
Roundwell has sufficient reserve capacity to accommodate the KIG proposals in all 
scenarios without and with development in both 2016 and 2026. 

34.6 A20 / M20 Link Roundabout - Without KIG Scenarios 

34.6.1 The A20 / M20 link roundabout has been assessed for 2007, 2016 and 2026 without 
KIG.  The following presents a summary of the findings with the full ARCADY printouts 
presented in Appendix S. 

2007 Base – A20 / M20 Link Roundabout 

34.6.2 ARCADY 6 has been used to assess the A20/M20 link roundabout.  Table 34.6 below 
shows a summary of the ARCADY outputs for 2007 base. 
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Weekday AM Peak 
08:00 – 09:00 

Weekday PM Peak 
17:00 – 18:00 

ARM 
Max 
RFC 

Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

RFC 
Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

Arm A: A20 west 0.373 0.6 0.07 0.147 0.2 0.05 

Arm B: M20 link 0.287 0.4 0.03 0.283 0.4 0.03 

Arm C: A20 east 0.647 1.9 0.06 0.498 1.0 0.04 
Notes: RFC is the ratio of flow to capacity for the worst affected arm expressed as a percentage; max Q is the 
maximum queue in vehicles for the worst affected arm; the delay is the average delay per vehicle at the 
junction in minutes 

Table 34.6: A20 / M20 Link Roundabout – 2007 Without KIG 

34.6.3 From Table 34.6, it can be seen that the maximum ratio to flow capacity in 2007 occurs 
in the AM peak on Arm C (A20 east) at a value of 0.647 RFC, with the PM peak also 
on Arm C (A20 east) with a value of 0.498 RFC.  The maximum queue length is 1.9 
vehicles in the AM peak with an expected delay per vehicle of 0.06 minutes.  

34.6.4 This junction is therefore deemed to be operating well within its design capacity. 

2016 Without KIG – A20 / M20 Link Roundabout 

34.6.5 Table 34.7 presents a summary of the capacity analysis for The A20/M20 Link 
roundabout in 2016 without KIG.   

Weekday AM Peak 
08:00 – 09:00 

Weekday PM Peak 
17:00 – 18:00 

ARM 
Max 
RFC 

Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

RFC 
Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

Arm A: A20 west 0.443 0.8 0.08 0.174 0.2 0.05 

Arm B: M20 link 0.323 0.5 0.03 0.320 0.5 0.03 

Arm C: A20 east 0.736 2.8 0.06 0.568 1.3 0.05 
Notes: RFC is the ratio of flow to capacity for the worst affected arm expressed as a percentage; max Q is the 
maximum queue in vehicles for the worst affected arm; the delay is the average delay per vehicle at the 
junction in minutes 

Table 34.7: A20 / M20 Link Roundabout – 2016 Without KIG 

34.6.6 From Table 34.7, it can be seen that the maximum ratio to flow capacity in 2016 
without KIG occurs in the AM peak on Arm C (A20 east) at a value of 0.736 RFC, with 
the PM peak also on Arm C (A20 east) with a value of 0.568 RFC.  The maximum 
queue length is 2.8 vehicles in the AM peak with an expected delay per vehicle of 0.06 
minutes.  

34.6.7 This junction is therefore deemed to be operating within its design capacity in 2016 
without KIG. 

2026 Without KIG – A20 / M20 Link Roundabout 

34.6.8 Table 34.8 presents a summary of the capacity analysis for The A20/M20 Link 
roundabout in 2026 without KIG.   
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Weekday AM Peak 
08:00 – 09:00 

Weekday PM Peak 
17:00 – 18:00 

ARM 
Max 
RFC 

Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

RFC 
Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

Arm A: A20 west 0.518 1.1 0.09 0.202 0.3 0.05 

Arm B: M20 link 0.359 0.6 0.03 0.356 0.6 0.03 

Arm C: A20 east 0.824 4.9 0.12 0.640 1.8 0.06 
Notes: RFC is the ratio of flow to capacity for the worst affected arm expressed as a percentage; max Q is the 
maximum queue in vehicles for the worst affected arm; the delay is the average delay per vehicle at the 
junction in minutes 

Table 34.8: A20 / M20 Link Roundabout – 2026 Without KIG 

34.6.9 From Table 34.8, it can be seen that the maximum ratio to flow capacity in 2026 
without KIG occurs in the AM peak on Arm C (A20 east) at a value of 0.824 RFC, with 
the PM peak on Arm C (A20 east) with a value of 0.640 RFC.  The maximum queue 
length is 1.9 vehicles in the AM peak with an expected delay per vehicle of 0.12 
minutes. 

34.6.10 This junction is therefore deemed to be approaching its design capacity in 2026 
without KIG. 

34.7 A20 / M20 Link Roundabout - With KIG Scenarios 

34.7.1 The A20 / M20 link roundabout has been assessed for 2016 and 2026 with KIG.  The 
following presents a summary of the findings with the full ARCADY printouts presented 
in Appendix S. 

2016 With KIG – A20 / M20 Link Roundabout 

34.7.2 Table 34.9 presents a summary of the capacity analysis for The A20/M20 Link 
roundabout in 2016 with KIG.   

Weekday AM Peak 
08:00 – 09:00 

Weekday PM Peak 
17:00 – 18:00 

ARM 
Max 
RFC 

Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

RFC 
Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

Arm A: A20 west 0.533 1.1 0.11 0.453 0.8 0.07 

Arm B: M20 link 0.519 1.1 0.04 0.505 1.0 0.04 

Arm C: A20 east 0.937 11.0 0.23 0.605 1.5 0.06 
Notes: RFC is the ratio of flow to capacity for the worst affected arm expressed as a percentage; max Q is the 
maximum queue in vehicles for the worst affected arm; the delay is the average delay per vehicle at the 
junction in minutes 

Table 34.9: A20 / M20 Link Roundabout – 2016 With KIG 

34.7.3 From Table 34.9, it can be seen that the maximum ratio to flow capacity in 2016 with 
KIG occurs in the AM peak on Arm A (A20 west) at a value of 0.937 RFC, with the PM 
peak on Arm C (A20 east) with a value of 0.605 RFC.  The maximum queue length is 
11.0 vehicles in the AM peak with an expected delay per vehicle of 0.23 minutes.   
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34.7.4 This junction is nearing capacity of 1.0 RFC in the AM peak 2016 in the with 
development scenario. 

2026 With KIG – A20 / M20 Link Roundabout 

34.7.5 Table 34.9 presents a summary of the capacity analysis for The A20/M20 Link 
roundabout in 2026 with KIG.   

Weekday AM Peak 
08:00 – 09:00 

Weekday PM Peak 
17:00 – 18:00 

ARM 
Max 
RFC 

Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

RFC 
Max Q 
(PCU) 

Delay 
(mins) 

Arm A: A20 west 0.536 1.1 0.10 0.536 1.1 0.07 

Arm B: M20 link 0.562 1.3 0.04 0.558 1.3 0.04 

Arm C: A20 east 1.045 37.6 0.75 0.689 2.2 0.07 
Notes: RFC is the ratio of flow to capacity for the worst affected arm expressed as a percentage; max Q is the 
maximum queue in vehicles for the worst affected arm; the delay is the average delay per vehicle at the 
junction in minutes 

Table 34.10: A20 / M20 Link Roundabout – 2026 With KIG 

34.7.6 From Table 34.10, it can be seen that the maximum ratio to flow capacity in 2026 with 
KIG occurs in the AM peak on Arm C (A20 east) at a value of 1.045 RFC, with the PM 
peak also on Arm C (A20 east) with a value of 0.689 RFC.  The maximum queue 
length is 37.6 vehicles in the PM peak with an expected delay per vehicle of 0.75 
minutes.   

34.7.7 This junction is exceeding its design in the AM peak 2026 with development scenario. 

34.8 Conclusions 

34.8.1 Any remedial measures will need to be considered in the light of the planned growth of 
Maidstone, which due to its planned location (to the east of Maidstone) is likely to 
place increased demand on this area of the highway network well in advance of the 
impact of KIG.  KIG will contribute towards proportionate parts of the scheme as 
appropriate. 

34.9 Potential Junction Improvements 

34.9.1 We have considered the operation of the A20/M20 Link Roundabout Junction without 
and with KIG up to 2026.  From this analysis we have identified that the junction will be 
operating just over its design capacity in 2026 with the development of KIG with a RFC 
of 1.045, compared to 0.824 without KIG.  As such this junction would therefore require 
some form of capacity improvements.  

34.9.2 Chapter 35 of this report considers some potential improvements that could be 
achieved.  KIG will work with the highway authority to ensure that a fair and reasonable 
contribution is achieved with KIG at this junction. 
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35 POTENTIAL JUNCTION IMPROVEMENTS 

35.1 Introduction 

35.1.1 In the preceding chapters it has been identified that KIG will have an impact on the 
highway network.  To summarise: 

·  Chapter 6 established that the A20/Great Danes Hotel Roundabout will be 
operating over capacity by 2026 without KIG and as such at some point in time 
before then capacity improvements will be required. 

·  Chapter 6 established that the A20/Penfold Hill Roundabout is currently operating 
over and above its design capacity at present and as such improvements are 
already required.  The impact of KIG on this junction would be marginal. 

·  Chapter 7 established that the Willington Street Traffic Signalised Junction is 
currently operating at capacity.  It will be operating over capacity in 2016 and 2026 
irrespective of KIG.  The impact of KIG on this junction is deemed to be moderate 
although the operation of the junction would deteriorate exponentially.  

·  Chapter 34 established that the A20/M20 Link roundabout is currently operating 
within its design capacity and will continue to do so in 2016.  In 2026 it will be 
approaching its design capacity with an RFC of 0.824 in the AM peak.  KIG has a 
moderate impact on this junction causing it to operate at or just over capacity in 
2016 (RFC 0.937) and 2026 (RFC 1.045). 

·  A20/Roundwell Priority Junction will operate within its design capacity in both 2016 
and 2026 with the KIG development.   

·  M20 Junction 8 will operate within its design capacity in both 2016 and 2026 with 
the KIG development.   

35.1.2 In identifying these capacity issues we have considered what remedial measures could 
be undertaken to ensure the continued efficient operation of the Highway Network. 

35.2 A20/Penfold Hill, A20/Great Danes Hotel and A20/M20 Link Roundabouts 

35.2.1 It has been determined that the most appropriate action would be to replace the 
A20/Penfold Hill Roundabout, the A20/Great Danes Hotel Roundabout, and the 
A20/M20 Link roundabout with Traffic Signalised junctions.  These three new junctions 
could then be linked to form a network of 5 signal controlled junctions with the KIG 
access junctions.   

35.2.2 Undertaking such an approach would obviously represent a significant departure from 
the current junctions in the KIG area.  However, this approach would we believe 
extract the most capacity out of this section of the Highway network.  Further benefits 
of this approach would include: 

·  Synchronisation of the junctions with each other and those serving KIG 
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·  An opportunity for enhancements to pedestrian and cycling facilities. 

35.2.3 Some indicative proposals of what could be achieved in this area and based on the 
capacity requirements identified though an analysis of the likely traffic flows are 
presented in Figures 8 and 9.  It is believed that such an approach would not prejudice 
the delivery of Maidstone’s core strategy. 

35.2.4 The further development of the indicative schemes identified above and their 
consideration within the wider LDF process could be undertaken using the KCC 
VISSUM model as a scenario for growth when testing the LDF options. 

35.3 Willington Street Traffic Signalised Junction 

35.3.1 The Willington Street Junction has been identified as operating at capacity in 2007 and 
over capacity in all other scenarios.  Again, some indicative proposals of what could be 
implemented at this junction based on the capacity requirements identified though an 
analysis of the likely traffic flows has been considered and are presented in Figure 10.   

35.3.2 As with the other A20 junctions discussed above, the further development of this 
indicative scheme and consideration within the wider LDF process could be 
undertaken using the KCC VISSUM model as a scenario for growth when testing the 
LDF options. 

35.4 Conclusion 

35.4.1 KIG will work with the highway authority to ensure that a fair and reasonable 
contribution is achieved with KIG at these junctions. Therefore, KIG commits to 
proportionately contributing towards the costs of highway capacity lead infrastructure 
works at junctions adversely impacted by the scheme.  It is agreed that the final 
infrastructure schemes may be greater than those attributed in isolation to KIG and 
that the KCC VISSUM model will assist in determining the ultimate capacity required to 
accommodate KIG and the wider LDF proposals.   

35.4.2 Additionally, a commitment to a further contribution towards improved pedestrian and 
cycle facilities is already made within this report. Furthermore, it is proposed that all 
other on-site highway works, access junctions, diverted rights of way and public 
transport provisions would be delivered by planning conditions.   

35.4.3 It should be noted that the A20/Roundwell Priority Junction operates within its design 
capacity in both 2016 and 2026 with the KIG development.  As such, no improvements 
have been considered for this junction. 
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36 CONCLUSIONS 

36.1.1 This report has been prepared to address issues raised by the Highways Agency and 
Kent County Council in relation to the operation of the transport network with the 
proposed KIG development.  The following conclusions can be drawn: 

·  The LDF process has been deferred, and as such our ability to consider its impact 
is marginalised. 

·  It has been demonstrated that the TA as submitted in 2007 together with small 
elements of additional information contained within this Transport Supplementary 
fully addressed the Guidelines for the Preparation of Transport Assessments. 

·  Traffic growth has been amended to reflect the TEMPRO guidance note, April 
2006 and now considers NRTF 

·  Junction capacity assessments of the A20/Penfold Hill roundabout have been 
undertaken using the ‘correct’ geometry as requested.  The analysis has indicated 
that the junction is currently operating over capacity irrespective of KIG 

·  A revised capacity assessment of the Great Danes Hotel has been undertaken and 
has shown that this junction would be operating over its design capacity in 2026 
irrespective of KIG. 

·  The A20/Willington Street junction has been assessed using the signal information 
provided by KCC’s termed consultants.  The analysis has indicated that this 
junction is currently operating at capacity and will be operating over capacity in 
both 2016 and 2026 irrespective of KIG 

·  Full accident analysis has been undertaken for the study area.  No accident issues 
have been identified.   

·  The potential reduction in HGV kms on the National Strategic Road Network as a 
direct result of KIG being developed has been quantified as 57 million HGV kms 
per year. 

·  Justification for the provision of a Travel Plan Framework rather then a full Travel 
Plan at this stage has been fully explained. 

·  Previous meetings with the main bus operator in the Maidstone area, Arriva, have 
been discussed.  A future meeting between KIG project team, Arriva, Stagecoach, 
the Highways Agency, and KCC is arranged to discuss the future of bus provision 
in the vicinity of the KIG site. 

·  The rational for the assumption of three shifts, 06:00-14:00, 14:00-22:00, and 
22:00-06:00, has been fully explained and justified. 
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·  We have identified that there will be a minimal impact on rail passenger services, 
and more importantly that the existing number of passenger trains operating to and 
from Bearsted can accommodate demand for travel to and from the KIG site by 
this mode. 

·  The potential provision of a Park and Ride site has been reconsidered.  The 
development of KIG would not prejudice the ability to deliver a Park and Ride site 
near junction 8 of the M20. 

·  A full walk/cycle audit of the site and its surrounding area has been completed.  
Appropriate potential improvements have been identified. 

·  A further description of the likely operation of a shuttle bus operating between 
Bearsted Rail Station and KIG has been provided. 

·  Analysis of the proposed KIG access junctions has been undertaken.  It has been 
demonstrated that the junctions are of a design capable of ensuring that blocking 
of the A20 does not occur. 

·  The appropriate time for identifying traffic calming measures for Roundwell has 
been determined as at the s.106 stage of the planning process. 

·  Employee trip distribution has been reconsidered from an economic perspective.  
A revised distribution has been determined that is more locally focussed upon 
Maidstone and Kent. 

·  The VISSUM multi-modal model was, and remains incomplete.  It cannot therefore 
be used to assess the impact of KIG.  We will however, supply relevant KIG data to 
KCC and MBC to incorporate within the model as and when it is in a position for 
testing various scenarios. 

·  Further justification has been provided on employee numbers associated with the 
development. 

·  KIG will be one third Regional Distribution Centre and two thirds National 
Distribution centre. 

·  This report has demonstrated that sufficient freight paths are available to 
accommodate the rail freight elements of the KIG proposals. 

·  Additional information on the GBFM and its appropriateness of use has been 
provided. 

·  Visitor and servicing trips associated with the proposed development have been 
revised and reported accordingly. 

·  Revised and additional trip generation and distribution has been undertaken and is 
provided accordingly 
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·  The impact of other recently granted planning applications have been considered.  
It has been demonstrated that despite these permissions there remains a 
requirement for further SRFIs such as KIG to be developed to accommodate 
demand. 

·  Further justification for mode splits to and from the site have been provided and 
explained. 

·  A full capacity assessment of Junction 8 of the M20 has been undertaken.  It has 
been determined that the existing roundabout has sufficient capacity to 
accommodate both background traffic growth and KIG in both 2016 and 2026. 

·  Revised capacity assessments based upon the revised trip generation and 
distribution has also been undertaken for the A20/Roundwell Priority Junction.  It 
has been established that the existing junction configuration has enough spare 
capacity to accommodate background traffic growth and KIG in both 2016 and 
2026. 

·  Revised capacity assessments based upon the revised trip generation and 
distribution has also been undertaken for the A20/M20 Link roundabout.  It has 
been established that this junction is currently operating just within its design 
capacity and will be at capacity in 2016 with KIG. 

·  Where capacity assessments of junctions on the highway network have been 
identified as operating over capacity with KIG, consideration has been given to 
appropriate remedial measures.  Indications of possible schemes have been 
provided. 

36.1.2 It is therefore considered that in terms of KIG’s impact on the transport network, both 
KCC and the HA are now in a position to favourably consider the KIG application. 

. 
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