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	The Panel Secretariat

	Examination in Public Draft SE Plan

	Bridge House

	1 Walnut Tree Close

	Guildford

	GU1 4GA

	

	27 October 2006


Dear Sir/Madame
Re: 3/Network Rail/7494 - Network Rail written response to Matter 3
General

Network Rail welcomes the opportunity to take part in the Examination in Public of the draft South East Plan. This is an opportunity to continue and enhance the Railway industry’s regional planning involvement.

Network Rail welcomes the importance given to its programme of Route Utilisation Strategies (RUS). Part of the RUS process involves collecting information from regional plans in order to better inform growth predictions, and as such the tables set out in the Implementation Plan will be reviewed as part of the ongoing RUS process. 

Question 3.1 How well does the RTS reflect and complement the proposed spatial strategy?
Network Rail is broadly content with the draft RTS.  Our main concern is that the Panel should be aware of Network Rail’s views on rail schemes listed in the draft Implementation Plan, particularly where SEERA is proposing a rail scheme that Network Rail does not support or does not consider a priority for funding.  We are also keen that rail schemes are described accurately in the Implementation Plan tables, and therefore like to suggest the following changes of wording on the National, inter-regional and regionally significant rail projects identified by the Implementation Plan to add clarification.

Clapham and Waterloo Major Upgrades: It is anticipated that on-site and surrounding developments benefiting from the upgrades will also contribute to the enhancements. It is therefore requested that ‘developers’ are added to the funding sources column. Additionally the 2006-11 time-scale block should be shaded as work is planned to begin in this time period.

Thameslink: The 2006-11 time-scale block should be shaded as work is planned to begin in this time period.  The legal powers and planning consents necessary to construct this scheme were granted by the Government on 18 October 2006; however the Government is still considering its funding support for it.  Therefore it is suggested that the status of the project be amended from “under investigation” to “provisionally approved”.   
Lower Thames Crossing: Latest studies indicate that, while if constructed some freight might use the link, demand would not be sufficient to support a viable business case for a rail element to this scheme.  It is suggested that the words “and rail” be deleted from the description of this scheme.
Reading Area Bottleneck: The funding source column should include ‘developers’ to reflect the development potential at the site and contributing development in the area. Additionally the 2011-16 time-scale block should be shaded as phase II work is planned to continue in this time period.

Brighton Main Line Route Utilisation Strategy: While Network Rail is now responsible for Route Utilisation Strategies, the BML RUS was produced by the DfT and they should be identified as the proposing agency. 

Kent Route Utilisation Strategy: The 2016-21 time-scale block should also be filled in to reflect the likely timescales.

South London Route Utilisation Strategy: This is currently under investigation rather than proposed and the 2016-21 time-scale block should again be filled in.

South West Main Line Route Utilisation Strategy: Network Rail is currently developing and refining the cost figure and therefore ‘t.b.c’ should be inserted into the cost column. The 2016-21 time-scale block should be filled in to reflect the likely timescales.

Sussex Route Utilisation Strategy: Work will begin before 2011 and therefore the 2006-11 time-scale block should be filled in.

Great Western Route Utilisation Strategy: Work will begin before 2011 and therefore the 2006-11 time-scale block should be filled in.

Airtrack: The Airtrack consortium (including BAA) is the proposing agency, not Network Rail.
Thamesport Freight Line Improvements: The current status of this project is under investigation rather than proposed for investigation. Given that outcomes have not been reached it is too early to define a funding source. The funding source box should be filled with ‘t.b.c.’ rather than Network Rail.
Improved Access to International Gateways: This is felt to be far too wide a description, not providing clear direction to Local Authorities or certainty for developers. It only refers to access to the gateway rather than enhancement to the gateway itself. The enhancement of Gatwick Station is arguably a project that is inter-regional and nationally important, rather than just being of regional significance. The pedestrian and network capacity of the station is in need of enhancement in order to cope with growth. Lack of pedestrian capacity is an issue that may cause the station to be affected by safety problems as well as leading to operational inefficiency. A congested concourse and platforms leads to increased dwell times for trains, which in turn causes delays all along the route and disruption to the wider network at junctions. Network Rail is investigating solutions to look at ways of increasing the pedestrian capacity of the station as well as increasing the network capacity on the Brighton Main Line and on routes from the Thames Valley.

It is requested that the enhancement of Gatwick Station is identified in the table of National or Inter-Regional Significant Infrastructure and that developers are included in the funding sources to reflect the impact they will have on the station and the benefit they will derive from enhanced capacity.

North Downs Rail Line Upgrade: Network Rail is not the proposing agency for this proposal. It is not a priority for Network Rail but we will work with funders on approach. 

Question 3.3 Is the guidance on car parking standards, specifically for B1 uses, sufficient and appropriate (Policy T7)?
Railway car parking provision is in a unique position, in the sense that it facilitates sustainable travel.  People are more likely to use the national rail network if they are able to leave their cars at the station, in a safe, secure environment, and continue their remaining journeys on the railway.   This is preferable to completing the whole journey by car.  
Off peak train demand is also being discouraged by a lack of car parking at stations. It is however recognised that improved management may be required to ensure the facilities are only used by rail customers.

It should also be recognised that commuters accessing station car parks, will be travelling at an earlier (in the morning) or later (in the evening) time to general peak hour traffic that causes town centre congestion. There is however a danger that if adequate parking is not provided cars will park in the surrounding area, clogging up streets and slowing general vehicular movements. 

The benefits of parking at stations are clearly strategic and felt over a wider area than the local level. For this reason it is essential for the issue of station parking not to be left to the local level of policy. PPG 13 identifies the importance of providing adequate station car parking.  There is a clear danger that local authorities will under value the sub-regional and regional benefits of station parking when considering any expansion scheme.

It is therefore essential that the RTS recognises the pivotal role that railway station car parking plays in securing national and local sustainable transport objectives, and it is right therefore that railway car parking provision should not be subjected to the “restraint-based maximum parking standards” policy approach set out in Policy T7 for other non-residential development schemes.

Network Rail supports the statements in the supporting text (para 1.22) that “Local authorities should consider safeguarding land specifically to accommodate an increase in car parking at stations”.  The ‘where appropriate’ reference in Policy T7 (vi) should be deleted as it is unnecessary. All developments are only permitted where they are appropriate. The supporting text states that station car park extensions should be part of a coherent overall station access package, and it is through the development of these packages by local authorities that the appropriate circumstances should be created.
Question 3.4 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)?
With regard to the inter-modal freight interchanges, these tend to be promoted by developers as they see an opportunity arising in the absence of clear locationally-specific planning policy. This has tended to see proposals failing to achieve planning permission, for example, the London International Freight Exchange proposal near Heathrow.  The former SRA’s Strategic Rail Freight Interchange Policy (March 2004) set out the view that three or four new strategic inter-modal rail freight interchanges were required in the wider South East at locations where key road and rail radials intersect with the M25, and that regional planning and transport policy must set the policy context for the guidance of local level policies for strategic rail freight interchanges.  At this point in time it is not clear to Network Rail whether all the options have been considered and whether any analysis has taken place to determine the merits of one scheme against another.  Network Rail would be willing to participate in the joint work proposed by SEERA in Policy T13 to identify suitable locations within the region.  This work might usefully cover London and the East of England in a single study, involving TfL/GLA and EERA as appropriate.  Network Rail’s principal role would be with regard to the impact of a proposal on the rail network - rather than its likely commercial success – except where the proposal is clearly impracticable e.g. through the restrictive size of a site. Network Rail is not in a position to say that one scheme or area of search is to be preferred over another, but clearly a detailed evaluation should be carried out on each potential site before key planning decisions are made.
Yours sincerely

 Ben Wheeldon

Senior Route Planner
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