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MATTER 3 - REGIONAL TRANSPORT STRATEGY
3.1
How well does the RTS reflect and complement the proposed spatial strategy?

1.
Under Policy T1, the RTS should be re-phrased to introduce some practicability and realism. An approach is sought that improves public transport provision first, and only then introduces constraints on private transport.
2.
We consider this to be a more realistic approach to re-balancing the transport system, by providing realistic alternative modes of travel to the private car (see PPG3).

3.
The delivery of housing has been the emphasis of the Plan, but it should be recognised that the means and timing of delivery of necessary Trunk Road improvements is often dependent on the Highways Agency.

4.
For example, where new infrastructure is needed to enable growth in a specific area, if the Highways Agency were to sign up to deliver the new infrastructure using funding from local authority tariffs (for example based on the Milton Keynes model) then new housing could be delivered by developers. However, developers should not be asked to fund infrastructure unless the Highways Agency can deliver. There have been examples, for example in the Thames Gateway, where lack of public investment has resulted in frustration of development that would bring forward important economic regeneration benefits. Clearly a more pro-active and pragmatic approach by the Highways Agency is needed.

5.
As an Agency of GOSE, the Highways Agency should be required to support the delivery of housing proposed in the Spatial Strategy and not support holding Directions preventing delivery of the DCLG’s Growth Agenda.

6.
Consideration should be given to a Core Strategy and transport objectives to advise how the transport network should be managed, as has been carried out in RSS8 (East Midlands), which identified a core strategy and sub-area objectives for each of the ten sub-regions.


Policy T2 Rural Transport

7.
The Plan fails at Policy T2 to consider the role that appropriate development in rural areas can offer in terms of supporting existing services in Market Towns and in villages in line with PPG3. Provision of new jobs, shops and other facilities in rural areas would result in a reduced need to travel from those areas, in line with sustainable transport objectives.


Policy T3 Regional Spokes

8.
In connection with Policy T3, there is no clear strategy for the specific roles of the various hubs and spokes within each sub-region or the links between sub-regions. The Oxford-Cambridge and Portsmouth-West Midlands route for passengers and freight are inter-regional spokes whilst the spoke between Milton Keynes and Aylesbury would serve a more local function.

9.
The RTS inadequately reflects the opportunities presented by other urban areas, where significant transport infrastructure exists or will be proposed, to serve as Regional Hubs in the future.
10.
It is not clear whether the spokes and hubs are intended to provide realistic alternative modes of travel to the car or to improve road infrastructure necessary to implement the economic strategy. The broad strategy does not reflect the difference between sub-regions and the complexity of travel patterns. The RTS should seek to work with and influence existing travel patterns rather than expect an unrealistic and dramatic change. There is doubt whether the ‘hub-spoke’ strategy will work in reality.

11.
Maps T1 and T2 do not adequately show international linkages or inter-regional linkages, in the way adopted in RSS8 (East Midlands) and RSS13 (North West). This is especially important in the South East, which has closer links to Europe and the rest of the world.
12.
Proposed amendments to Policy T1:


Delete bullet point (ii).

Add bullet point (iii): “Consider constraints on private transport where good quality alternative modes of travel are available”. Add bullet point (viii): “Adopt a Sub-Regional Core Transport Strategy setting out the transport objectives for the sub-region, what changes will be needed to achieve these objectives, how they will brought about, and how progress will be monitored”.
13.
Proposed amendment to Policy T3:


“Set out the objectives of the Regional Spokes/Hubs and what changes are needed to achieve these objectives”.
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 (Policy T6)?

14.
The Implementation Plan is based on a ‘wish list’ of infrastructure providers, which has not been carried out on a consistent basis or to our knowledge been subject to discussions with developers, who will be key stakeholders in the process.

15.
Greater certainty in the process will be needed in order for economically important development to proceed.
16.
For example, at Aylesbury, a Milton Keynes model tariff would only deliver 10%-20% of the £700 million infrastructure sought by Aylesbury Vale Advantage. Furthermore, Circular 05/05 places appropriate restrictions on financial contributions and requires them to be relevant and directly related to new development. In the case of Aylesbury, this factor will restrict funding of the Oxford-Cambridge railway proposals.

17.
Only approximately £300 million of the above £700 million infrastructure costs are directly related to housing growth. Therefore, significant public funding must be forthcoming to deliver the growth aspirations in Aylesbury.
18.
Where necessary transport infrastructure requires private sector funding from several developers and where large numbers of landowners are involved, it may prove impossible to deliver new infrastructure other than by using compulsory powers.

19.
It is noted that the Implementation Plan includes schemes of strategic economic importance that will be necessary whatever development strategy planning authorities take, but also includes development-specific infrastructure. Much clearer distinction between the transport schemes is needed, as there are presumptions in the Implementation Plan on what the development strategies of LDFs will be. Schemes have been identified in Appendix 2 of the Implementation Plan that will only be necessary if the relevant LDF favours a particular development option. LDFs should be in accordance with the RSS and not the other way round.

20.
Proposal amendment to Policy T6:


“Local Planning Authorities should carry out public consultation on their transport infrastructure requirements and their potential sources of funding after initial consultation with key stakeholders, including bus/rail operators, Highways Agency (where relevant) and developers, as part of the LDF process”.

3.4(i)
Does the Plan give enough emphasis to freight, logistics and distribution (Policies T10-T13)?

21.
The Plan places insufficient emphasis on distribution requirements. Distribution forms a vital employment-generating role and plays an essential role within the regional economy. This reflects long term trends associated with the decline of the UK manufacturing sector and the converse increases in imports of goods and associated consumption, as illustrated below in Tables A-C. Consumption in the south east is particularly high, given the regional population density and disposable income levels.




Table A: Decline of UK Manufacturing Employment
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Table B: Increase in Imports to the UK
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Table C:  Increase in UK Consumption
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22.
An efficient supply chain is vital to manufacturers requiring access to a wide variety of supplies from different sources and consumers demanding access to a wider range of domestic and international goods. Technological advances have allowed order placement to be managed on a real-time basis with rapid and precise replenishment of stock. Manufacturers and retailers no longer hold large stocks but instead rely upon their suppliers’ ability to meet their needs consistently, reliably and “just in time”.

23.
As a consequence there has been a reduction in waste (unused perishables) and a reduction in assets tied up in stockholdings that can be deployed elsewhere in the economy. To this extent, unduly restrictive freight policies would have unsustainable impacts within the region. These would be compounded to the extent that development and jobs would migrate to France, Belgium and the Netherlands and both journey times and associated costs would increase.


Demand and Supply Factors

24.
Survey data commissioned from CBRE confirms that land in the south east quadrant of the M25 is in demand by firms with known ongoing distribution warehousing requirements varying between 100,000 sq ft and 750,000 sq ft, to serve the sector from junction 1A at Dartford to Junction 8 at Reigate/Redhill, the northern sections of the M2 and M20 to the Medway Towns and Maidstone, the M23 south to Crawley and the A21 south as far as Tonbridge. However suitable sites and buildings are scarce to non-existent.

25.
Actual take-up rates for large distribution warehouses (of over 100,000 sq ft) during the past ten years have averaged 12.1 million sq ft per annum. In 2005 this reached a peak of 16.5 million sq ft of space transacted. The occupiers in this sub market are dominated by retailers and associated distribution firms, who accounted for 56% of the take-up of 100,000 sq ft+ warehouses.

26.
Recent illustrations of proven demand for large distribution facilities in north Kent include:

-
Forstal Road: sale by Morrisons to Waitrose of six buildings of up to 265,000 sq ft for £30m.
-
Magnitude, Aylesford: ten year lease of speculative warehouse building of 247,000 sq ft to Whirlpool at £6.50 per sq ft.

27.
The trend that has emerged is towards larger buildings to improve efficiencies and achieve economies of scale. However, insufficient suitable sites are being made available, especially given the financial and planning-led incentives to redevelop brownfield industrial land for higher value residential uses, together with the limiting factor of the Metropolitan Green Belt designation. For example, Co-Op, having outgrown a 150,000 sq ft unit in Swanley, were forced to relocate outside the region in Thurrock in order to accommodate their required floorspace.

28.
The concentration of the population in the South East combined with its relative affluence provide strong market conditions that are attractive to retailers in comparison with other UK regions. CBRE advise that despite strong demand there is a paucity of sites available for large scale distribution operations. As a result, although average take-up of buildings of 100,000 sq ft plus in the region has been approximately 2,850,000 sq ft per annum, in the geographic area to which Paragraph 3d refers it has only been 204,000 sq ft per annum.

3.4(ii)
Should there be greater specificity on the location of inter-modal freight interchanges (Policy T13)?

29.
Policies T11 and T13 are insufficiently specific and supportive for the Plan to deliver sustainable logistics development at local level; especially in areas of Green Belt constraint. The Regional Freight Strategy is inadequate, being non-statutory and currently non-existent. A definition of an ‘intermodal rail freight interchange’ should be added, in accordance with the SRA’s Strategic Rail Freight Interchange Policy. Broad locations should be selected and specific spatial criteria for site selection should be provided, in order to provide a clear regional context within which LDFs can be prepared. Such an approach would entirely accord with national requirements, as contained within the following documents:


PPS11: Specifies that “particular consideration should be given to the spatial issues, such as identifying the broad location of new multi-modal freight interchanges” (B30) and requires the RTS to promote sustainable freight distribution “where there is an appropriate regional or sub-regional dimension” (B4).

Sustainable Distribution: Contains the Government’s integrated strategy for the sustainable distribution of goods and services in the UK. It sets out objectives to improve the efficiency of distribution; minimise congestion; make better use of transport infrastructure; minimise pollution and reduce greenhouse gas emissions; manage development pressures on the landscape; reduce noise and disturbance from freight movements; and reduce the number of accidents and injuries and case of ill health associated with freight movement. The document recognises the reasons underlying increased demand for logistics services and identifies the goal of enhanced efficiency, including improved interchange facilities. An integrated approach with a “regional consensus” is advocated, utilising land use planning to promote more sustainable distribution and infrastructure patterns.

Panel’s Report following the EiP into the draft Regional Transport Plan: Recommends joint working with a view to safeguarding of suitable land in development plans, in accordance with the SRA’s thinking that time will be needed for the rail system to develop and for logistics companies to gain confidence. The Report also advises SEERA to take a more proactive stance in defining proposals “that are both commercially attractive and acceptable to the planning system”.

SRA Strategic Rail Freight Interchange Policy: States that the three or four interchanges needed in order to meet capacity in the region “are likely to be located where the key rail and road radials intersect with the M25” (6.9) and that RSSs “should identify areas where Strategic RFI could or should be developed” (7.7).

30.
Broad locations should include the south east quadrant of the M25 and land at Micheldever Station on the London-Southampton railway line, due to the reasons confirmed above at Paragraphs 3.6-10. Within this broad location, spatial criteria should comprise the following factors:


-
Potential to deliver a modal shift.

-
Compliance with SRA strategies for rail freight.

-
Potential to maximise use of existing infrastructure.

-
Avoidance of impacts on congested or residential areas.

31.
Application of sequential tests at the site selection stage, including the test of whether brownfield land is being re-used, could be applied at local level and tested through the LDF process, provided that the Plan clearly specifies districts, such as Sevenoaks, suited to accommodate an interchange.

32.
Land at the Swanley Interchange of the M25 fully accords with the spatial criteria detailed above at Paragraph 4b and a strategic or sub-regional intermodal interchange for road and rail freight distribution in this broad location should therefore be facilitated by the Plan.

33.
Key spatial advantages of the location include:

-
Excellent accessibility to the national road network (M25 J3/M20 J1) and associated junction capacity;
-
Ability to provide rail-serviced development on 50ha of land, which could range from a simple rail freight container terminal using the Rail Freight Multiple Unit to a full rail served warehouse development;

-
Immediate deliverability with no land ownership constraints;
-
Self-contained development opportunity, unconstrained by existing land uses or landscape/ecological designations;
-
Potential to deliver new employment opportunities within the region and enable existing enterprises to expand;
-
Delivery of development that is sustainable economically, socially and environmentally. 

Acknowledgement: This response has been provided in association with i-Transport, a comprehensive consultancy service in transport planning.
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