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

1
Buckinghamshire County Council welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Regional Transport Strategy (RTS).  The authority believes that an integrated approach to both spatial and transport planning is essential to ensure that new developments are provided in the most sustainable way, making best use of existing facilities, networks and services.  It also, however, recognises that development on the levels proposed by the South East Plan (SEP) requires the provision of appropriate and timely infrastructure that maintains and enhances the quality of life for existing and new residents and employees.

2
As a twenty-year strategy the SEP (incorporating the RTS) clearly sets the context for local transport strategies and the development of Local Transport Plans (LTP) in the future.  It should be noted, however, that local authorities (including Buckinghamshire County Council) are unlikely to have used the SEP extensively in Second LTPs (for the period 2006-2011), since the timetables for document preparation and submission were not aligned.

3
The spatial strategy set out in the South East Plan (SEP) focuses upon the delivery of development in sustainable urban locations, concentrated within the Growth Areas and other sub-regions.  The County Council fully supports this approach, since it places growth in more accessible areas that benefit from better public transport links.  Allied with investment in measures to improve the quality and attractiveness of such services, this approach should help reduce dependence on the private car and help rebalance the structure and use of the transport system.

4
The RTS reflects this approach with its designation of international and inter-regional corridors, and regional hubs and spokes.  These identify transport corridors or centres that form the priority network across the South East region.  The use of specific references within the RTS objectives clearly illustrates the importance of the Growth Areas and the Western Corridor and Blackwater Valley (WCBV) sub-region.

5
Despite other submissions questioning the inclusion of a corridor linking Oxford with Milton Keynes and beyond (Map T1, International and Inter-regional Corridors) the County Council supports this, since it forms part of the Oxford to Cambridge arc, and is keen to progress key projects such as East-West Rail and improvements to the A421 within Buckinghamshire, that will help improve connectivity.

6
Buckinghamshire County Council welcomes the inclusion of the Milton Keynes and South Midlands (MKSM) Growth Area and the WCBV sub-region within the RTS objectives, and the designation of both Aylesbury and High Wycombe as regional transport hubs (Map T2).  As one of the few areas with more than one designated transport hub the County Council is eager to work with SEERA and other partners to ensure that both centres provide a range of well used and increasingly popular multi modal transport services.

7
The authority supports Policy CC8b that clearly states that existing service provision is not a pre-requisite for regional hub status.  The County Council believes that the potential to provide a range of multi modal transport services is just as important, since the SEP is a spatial strategy for the next 20 years.  This policy gives local transport authorities the flexibility to determine what form such services should take. 

8
The County Council believes that a significant omission within the RTS, and one that weakens the link between the spatial strategy and the RTS is in Map T2 (Regional Hubs and Spokes).  Map T2 does not include key spokes between the regional transport hub of High Wycombe and Slough or Reading, both within the WCBV sub-region (via the A404), and between the growth centre of Aylesbury and Oxford (part of the Central Oxfordshire sub-region).  

9
The former is particularly surprising since one of the key objectives for the RTS is ‘to improve strategic road and rail links within and to the Western Corridor and Blackwater Valley to maintain economic success.’  Failure to include this key link disregards the recommendations of the Thames Valley Multi-Modal Study (TVMMS), adopted by SEERA.  TVMMS recommended the development of an inter-urban express bus and coach network to meet north – south travel demand.  High Wycombe was included as a key destination on this network, since not only does it sit within the WCBV sub-region but is also a significant source of labour.  

10
Buckinghamshire County Council is leading the group of authorities promoting the development of express bus and coach services and is actively progressing the High Wycombe Coachway scheme.  This will provide a high quality interchange between existing and proposed express bus and coach services and local or interurban public transport services, linked to the rail station in the town.  The absence of a spoke between High Wycombe and the rest of the WCBV sub-region undermines the Council’s aspirations to develop a complementary and integrated network of rail and express bus or coach services.

11
A further consequence of its omission is that it fails to reinforce the role of the A404.  The authority is currently working with the Highways Agency to improve links south to the Thames Valley and north from Windsor, Maidenhead and Slough, but it will be hard to secure improvements at key junctions on this corridor without regional spoke status.  Such improvements would not only enhance the A404 for all traffic (including buses and coaches) but would also support the reclassification of the less suitable A355 through Farnham Common and Farnham Royal.

12
The omission of a spoke between Aylesbury and Oxford is also surprising since both are designated regional hubs and both areas are subject to growth proposals.  Whilst bus connections are reasonably good, there is no rail link, meaning that the dominant mode for journeys between centres is the car.  The East West Rail project and further public transport improvements on this corridor are aspirations of the County Council that could only be strengthened with the inclusion of a regional spoke.

13
Regardless of these omissions Map T2 clearly illustrates the need for enhanced north-south transport links across Buckinghamshire, connecting the growth centres of Milton Keynes and Aylesbury with High Wycombe and the wider WCBV sub-region, to support growth, the economy and productivity.  To fully consider the contribution that all transport modes might make in the development, accommodation and provision of north- south links, the County Council is bidding for resources to carry out a comprehensive study to predict transport needs and potential solutions.  

3.2 Should the RTS include a more spatially specific policy on demand management in general, or road user charging ion particular, having regard to the potential for raising new sources of revenue for transport schemes (Policy T6)?  

14
The County Council supports Policy T6 that enables local authorities to determine whether charging initiatives should be introduced, subject to local circumstances.  The authority sees significant potential in the concept of road user charging as an effective means of controlling access to and use of the network to reduce peak time traffic, and the wider applicability of further individual congestion charging schemes in other conurbations and larger cities across the country.  It is however, not considered appropriate or cost effective for such schemes to be developed in isolation in smaller towns, such as Aylesbury or High Wycombe, or applied in isolation on the strategic highway network (i.e. motorways and trunk roads).

15
Particularly in the densely populated South East region, where the distance between adjacent towns is not great, or where areas fall close to the strategic network the County Council believes that the economic disbenefits arising from traffic displacement would more than outweigh the congestion benefits gained.  Buckinghamshire County Council feels that, subject to popular public support, a fiscally neutral national scheme, applicable to all roads on a usage, time and location basis has significant potential to not only deliver real and tangible congestion benefits, but also secure best value for customers using the existing and proposed transport network.

16 The County Council is keen to see local authorities with responsibility for on or off street parking apply consistent parking standards that are fit for purpose.  To ensure that growth is managed and delivered sustainably across the region, within the growth centres, it is essential that parking standards are aligned to the availability of public transport services and the accessibility and availability of key local services and facilities.  In more rural areas that cannot be effectively served by high quality transport, the rigid application of parking standards is clearly not appropriate.

3.3
Does the Plan give enough emphasis to freight, logistics and distribution (Policies T10-T13)? Should there be grater specificity on the location of inter-modal freight interchanges (Policy T13)?
17
Buckinghamshire County Council believes that the RTS gives sufficient emphasis to freight, logistics and distribution, with 4 of the 13 policies devoted to these issues.  Indeed, it might be suggested that there is too much emphasis on these areas, when the movement, handling and distribution of goods comprises a small proportion of all travel made on a daily basis. The Council would however, welcome reference to the East West Rail project that, once complete, would enable the movement of freight by rail between Aylesbury (or from London) to Milton Keynes, Oxford, or Bedford; or indeed from Southampton via Oxford to many points north using the existing network.

18
The authority feels that there should be no further specificity on the location of inter-modal freight interchanges, since local authorities should retain the flexibility to determine whether and where such interchanges should be provided.  Any facilities for road / rail freight interchange should be provided at sustainable and accessible locations that do not increase negative transport impacts for local residents.

3.5 Should the draft RTS have reflected to a greater extent the provisions of the Air Transport White Paper, particularly at Gatwick (Policy T9)? 

19
Whilst the Air Transport White Paper is government policy, the County Council feels that it was appropriate for the Regional Assembly to question the implications of aviation traffic growth forecast for the region.  With two airports in close proximity to its borders, Buckinghamshire County Council is concerned about the impact of surface access on both the strategic and local road networks and the impact of increased aircraft movements on noise levels and air quality. The authority would also welcome reference to Luton Airport as an international gateway within Policy T9, since, whilst it is not located within the South East region (neither is Heathrow Airport), it is clearly identified on both Map T1 and Map T2, and any changes will affect residents within the South East. 

