




  

3/District Councils in the South East (7273)

SOUTH EAST PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC

REGIONAL TRANSPORT STRATEGY

Statement by District Councils in the South East

This statement sets out the collective views of district and borough councils on the questions raised. It must be noted that not all of the 55 Councils would necessarily subscribe to every point made and many have separately made individual comments reflecting their particular views and circumstances. 

1
How well does the RTS reflect and complement the proposed spatial strategy?

1.1
District Councils consider that the RTS is consistent with the spatial strategy in that it aims to: 

· promote sustainable transport

· support the economy

· promote urban regeneration and renaissance

· improve overall levels of accessibility.
It is however vital that the transport infrastructure and associated measures are taken forward in line with the implementation plan, or the South East Plan will fail.

1.2
T1 contains an unqualified statement about favouring non-car modes. The policy is appropriate in principle, but 20% of the region’s population lives in rural areas, where the car will continue to provide the primary mode of travel. Moreover, there are some very important road schemes that are fundamental to the infrastructure of the region and are necessary to bring forward development, aid regeneration and improve intra-regional accessibility, e.g. the A3 Hindhead Improvement and improvements to the A21, A27, A259 Sussex Coast routes. So road schemes and improvements (incorporating public transport measures as appropriate) and car modes are still extremely important. 

1.3
District Councils are not satisfied that Policy T3 and Map 2 include all the important regional spokes. Particular omissions which have been brought to our attention are the A404 (High Wycombe to the M4); the Tonbridge / Tunbridge Wells – Maidstone - Medway towns corridor; Dover to Thanet; and Canterbury to the Medway towns. 
2
Should the RTS include a more spatially specific policy on demand management in general, or road user charging in particular, having regard to the potential for raising new sources of revenue for transport schemes (Policy T6)?

2.1
Whilst the Transport Act 2000 provides the power for local transport authorities to implement charging regimes, road charging is not universally accepted as the most appropriate mobility management approach. If it were brought in, this should only be envisaged as part of a comprehensive and integrated approach that provides for major improvements to public transport infrastructure in advance. Because the powers have been given to local transport authorities, Policy T6 refers to them, but recent Government statements indicate that this is an issue that is being considered at national level.

3
Does the Plan give enough emphasis to freight, logistics and distribution (Policies T10-T13)?  Should there be greater specificity on the location of inter-modal freight interchanges (Policy T13)?

3.1
District Councils agree with the statement in the SE Plan at paragraph 1.31 that efficient movement of freight through the region is a key issue arising from its gateway function and is crucial to continued economic success. We would add that freight movements arising from, and heading to, destinations in the south east are also important. 

3.2
The majority of freight movements are made by road and it is important from a sustainability viewpoint to seek to transfer freight from road to rail or water. We are disappointed that the work envisaged in Section D4 paragraph 1.33 of the Plan does not appear to have advanced a great deal. We agree that there is a need to protect routes and sites on the rail network and adjacent to ports and rivers that could benefit rail or water-borne freight and we support the principles behind Policy T11, but, in the absence of further work on rail freight needs, there is a danger of land, that is either inappropriate for freight development, or land that is not actually needed for this use, being sterilized. 

3.3
We would welcome more clarity about future intentions for rail freight as the region has been affected by inappropriate, and often confusing, proposals over the last ten years. Central Railway plc has been seeking to build and operate a large-gauge freight railway that could carry lorries and large containers on trains between Scotland/north-west England and Europe via the Channel Tunnel. Its various proposals have led to considerable blight and uncertainty. During the mid 1990s, the Company promoted a scheme under the Transport & Works Act that used an upgraded Chiltern railway line into London, with a new terminal in the Green Belt at New Denham, Bucks. The proposal failed at parliamentary approval stage. In 2003/04, the Company sought Government support for a Hybrid Bill for a scheme that included new track along the line of the M25. The Government decided not to support this scheme. The latest incarnation involves a return to a route in London and Kent running largely on existing railways. Central Railway has proposed a number of new freight terminals, including one in Green Belt near the junction of the M40/M25. Councils have concerns about the environmental impact of the Central Railway project, its feasibility and financial viability and its lack of integration with the rest of the British rail network and are opposed to development in the Green Belt. Another lobby group, Eurorail, is pressing for a proposal for a 700 km dedicated freight route between Scotland/the north and the Channel Tunnel. This would use the Channel Tunnel rail link to Barking, existing lines across north London then new tunnels and flyovers to Neasden, joining the Chiltern Line in Buckinghamshire.  As with Central Railway, there would an "inland port" near the M25 and M40. 

3.4
Neither of these proposals is contained within Networks Rail’s draft Freight Route Utilisation Strategy (RUS) which aims to plan for the freight growth that could reasonably be expected to occur on the network by 2015. Whilst a 30% growth in freight tonnes lifted is forecast, much of the growth is expected in the supply of coal to northern power stations and in deep-sea intermodal traffic to ports which, with one exception, are outside the south east. The key proposal highlighted in the RUS that affects the south east relates to the Southampton to West Coast Main Line (via Winchester and Reading) where the RUS seeks clearance of the route to at least W10 gauge. Given that the RUS makes no mention of new long-distance freight proposals such as Central Railway or Eurorail outlined above, it is hoped that these proposals can be firmly laid to rest. Policy T12 needs to be recast to so that is consistent with Network Rail’s proposals.

3.5
Turning to the matter of new freight terminals, work undertaken by the former Strategic Rail Authority identified the need for three or four inter-modal terminals to serve London and South East England. This is also referred to in the London Plan, proposed Further Alterations. The SRA envisaged that areas of search for potential sites would be identified in partnership between rail and road network operators, local authorities and the logistics industry, but we do not believe this work has advanced much and the draft RUS does not advocate additional freight terminals. This has not stopped proposals being contemplated, one example being a proposed freight exchange at Colnbrook, in Slough. Although proclaimed as a rail terminal by its advocates, local authorities stressed that there would be little to prevent the majority of movements being via road. The development was refused on appeal on the grounds that it brought undue harm to the green belt. This decision could have important implications for freight distribution as it should lead to consideration of a network of exchanges further outside London, beyond Green Belt boundaries. More recently, a developer, DMI has proposed a road-rail freight interchange facility at Junction 8 of the M20, on the edge of Maidstone.

3.6
We note that SEERA proposes the deletion of Policy T13, which advocated joint working by stakeholders to identify locations for up to three new intermodal interchanges, instead relying on the text of Policy T11.  We do not support this deletion. Notwithstanding our general view that the RSS covers ground better left to LDFs (our evidence on Matter 10B refers), the location of regional freight terminals is an area where there is a need for more regional guidance, thus hopefully providing guidance to local authorities and helping to avoid a plethora of proposals. The Plan should provide greater specificity for the location of interchanges based on sound evidence and integration with other aspects of transport strategy. Until more work is done, the plan should fill the vacuum with a criteria based policy that ensures that swathes of land in the transport corridor are not sterilised by vague or inappropriate proposals, including ‘road/road’ warehousing which would have a detrimental impact on the environment. If terminals are needed and planned, it should be made clear that they are not appropriate in the Green Belt, as highlighted by the decision on the LIFE proposal, and/or in AONBs or other areas of sensitive landscape, and proposals must take into account the impact on local communities. 

4
Does the strategy provide an adequate framework for the development of ports bearing in mind the current Government review of ports policy (Policy T10)?

4.1
We note that SEERA recommends that the Panel should consider changes to the wording of T10 to refer to the gateway and regionally significant ports. We support this. The Gateway ports are required to give priority to the preparation of port masterplans as a means of identifying future landside infrastructure requirements. In respect of Dover, the port dealt with 20 million freight trucks last year and strong growth is forecast. It is also the UK and Europe’s busiest ferry port and a significant cruise liner port. The port employs 5,500 full time equivalent direct jobs, up to 22,000 jobs overall and, according to the Harbour Board, contributes around £557 million to local economies. Accordingly, the overall well-being of the port and its ability to handle increases in all forms of traffic is regionally significant. The District Council is becoming increasingly concerned that infrastructure proposals are not keeping pace with development, that the priority of measures set out in the plans is unclear and local impacts on the town will worsen and frustrate the health of the port and regeneration objectives. We hope that these important issues will be dealt with at the sub-regional stage of the EIP. 
5
Should the draft RTS have reflected to a greater extent the provisions of the Air Transport White Paper, particularly at Gatwick (Policy T9)?

5.1 The Air Transport White paper supports air passenger growth to about 470 million by 2030 and proposes two new runways in the South East by 2030, the first being at Stansted. The second would be at Heathrow but only if stringent environmental limits can be met. The Government recognises that daytime noise impacts at Heathrow are many times worse than at any other airport in the UK. Also, another runway at Heathrow could not be considered unless all relevant pollutants could be consistently contained within EU limits, particularly the mandatory air quality limit values for NO2 that will apply from 2010. In addition, further expansion of Heathrow would place more pressure on already congested road and rail networks.

5.2
In relation to Gatwick, the Government will not seek to overturn the 1979 planning agreement preventing construction of a second runway before 2019, but, in case the conditions attached to the construction of a third Heathrow runway cannot be met, it has said that land should be safeguarded for this. 

5.3
Given these uncertainties, District Councils cannot see how the South East Plan can say more than it has about airport policy and we share the concerns set out in paragraphs 1.25 and 1.26 of Section D4. These concerns are echoed by a recent report, “Predict and decide - Aviation, climate change and UK policy” (Sally Cairns and Carey Newson), Environmental Change Institute, University of Oxford. The report shows that the UK will fail to meet its targets for reducing carbon emissions by 60 per cent by 2050, unless it curbs demand for air travel. The Department for Transport’s estimates, which use optimistic industry forecasts of improvements in fuel efficiency and air traffic management, and relatively modest growth rates, suggest that the carbon dioxide emissions from aviation will quadruple between 1990 and 2050. Other forecasts, which still allow for improvements in fuel efficiency and air traffic management, suggest that the carbon dioxide from aviation could grow by more than 10 times over that period. 

5.4
In view of these concerns, we do not consider that the draft RSS should be more proactive than it is in promoting the expansion of airports and air transport. 
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