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3/CTC (The National Cyclists’ Organisation)(7454)

3.1 How well does the RTS reflect and complement the proposed spatial strategy?
CTC remains supportive of much of the RTS, which we have re-assessed alongside the spatial strategy as set out in Section C of the draft plan, under 3.4 ‘The Preferred Spatial Strategy’.

The management policies outlined in T1, T5, T6 and T8 of the RTS reflect and complement  the spatial strategy, which aims to promote the sustainable development of communities in all parts of the South East, urban and rural. 

Implementation of these policies, leading both to a reduction in the need to travel and an improvement in access to jobs and services by sustainable transport modes, would complement the spatial policy of providing an urban emphasis for development. 

An important function of Green Belt designations, which the spatial strategy regards as a key tool for controlling urban growth, is as a restraint on the increase in car miles and is in line with much of policy T1.  

Policy T3 should support sustainable development of the regional hubs. Urban links to the spokes by local public transport, cycling and walking should be an integral part of the network to optimise its role as sustainable transport links between hubs. 

Policies T5 and T8 provide an essential complement to the significant housing and economic development in the designated growth areas. In these areas better management of existing infrastructure and the implementation of mobility management policies should lead to a rethink of proposals for expensive infrastructure projects with potentially unsustainable outcomes.      

In the context of substituting mobility management for infrastructure to meet anticipated demand, there is a potential conflict with the spatial policy of ensuring that development only takes place when necessary infrastructure is available or will be provided in time.  Clearly some development can take place if mobility management policies (rather than physical infrastructure) are implemented in time.

Policy T1 vii recognises the negative impacts which transport can have on the environment and calls for interventions to enhance the environment and communities.  This reflects to some extent the spatial policy of protecting and enhancing the region’s key environmental and cultural heritage assets. We believe, however, that to be fully in line with this spatial policy, T1 vii should be strengthened. It would be appropriate to refer at this point to the contribution which transport makes to increasing GHG emissions and that rigorous implementation of policies T1 i to iv and the package of measures in T5 should have as their goal a decrease in the level of GHG emissions.  

Rural transport policies in line with T2 to encourage sustainable modes should be progressed alongside appropriate rural development. Access to jobs, services and affordable housing should promote and help maintain sustainable rural communities and help to reduce the need to travel. Equally the promotion of sustainable transport links between villages and towns will help reduce the impact of transport on the rural environment.  Policy T6 should be implemented in such a way as to avoid displacement of traffic onto unsuitable rural roads and policy T5 should apply equally to rural as well as urban development. 

Investment policies outlined in T1 to facilitate urban renewal and to improve overall levels of accessibility are in line with spatial policies to address regional economic and social disparities. It is important that such investment is directed to sustainable modes.  

It is therefore of some concern that a number of the regionally specific objectives set out in the supporting paragraphs of the Manage and Invest section of the RTS, link the improvement of connectivity by road with regeneration and economic success. We question if this reflects and complements the Spatial Strategy and in particular if such schemes are likely to promote the sustainable development of communities.

3.2 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.

CTC supports the smarter travel choices agenda and is in favour of road user charging (RUC), where this can lead to an overall reduction in car miles. 

In the absence of a National system, the serious situation in respect of increasing GHG emissions from private car travel, dictates that urgent steps be taken to introduce road charging regimes in the region.  

We are particularly concerned, however, that any scheme – national, regional, sub regional or local, does not divert traffic onto unsuitable roads in the interests of reduction of congestion in specific bottlenecks. Such diversion could impact negatively both on the choice to use sustainable forms of travel and the tranquillity of the rural environment

Existing national legislation has generally proved to be ineffective in persuading local authorities to consider RUC in their areas. The Assembly should, therefore, commission research, working alongside local authorities and stakeholders, to establish where exactly in the region it would be appropriate and effective to introduce RUC and what form it would take in each chosen location. 

This commitment should form part of Policy T6

There are, of course, areas where travel patterns are complex, particularly for commuting. Any RUC scheme would have to reflect that complexity and would require the cooperation of several authorities to achieve a workable scheme.

 An indicator with annual targets to decrease road traffic miles by private car, van and lorry should be set for each chosen area, which would complement but would be more comprehensive than central government guidance on reduction of traffic flows at peak periods.

Research would also address the issue of raising revenue to fund sustainable transport schemes and to promote mobility management interventions, such as those listed in T5. Being able and knowing how to make smarter travel choices complements any RUC system. 

Mobility management schemes seem to be proving successful in reducing car journeys in a number of Sustainable Travel Demonstration Town projects and it would perhaps be wise, before proposing RUC in any area, to have demonstrated at the local level how effective such schemes can be and that alternative forms of transport are available.

In respect of demand management generally, as with RUC, the most effective interventions will differ from area to area. The urban/rural mix, the extent and nature of the existing public transport infrastructure and travel patterns, particularly those related to commuting (but not exclusively) are all factors influencing the choice of interventions.

There is, however, no obvious mechanism in the plan for ensuring that locally appropriate demand management interventions will be introduced. T5 is effectively a list of recommendations to local authorities, which will then seek to persuade individuals and organisations to choose smarter travel options. As a regional policy it is commendable but lacks any requirement for the challenge to be taken up at local authority level.

Clearly policy on RUC and demand management must differ depending on locational circumstances. It is therefore disappointing that the issue has not been taken up in the sub regional strategies, particularly as the main purpose of sub-regions is to meet a policy deficit that  is not met by regional level policies (in the RSS) and is unlikely to be met by local level policies (in LDFs & LTPs).
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