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DRAFT SOUTH OF ENGLAND PLAN

EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC

SMART FUTURES SUBMISSION

MATTER 3 REGIONAL TRANSPORT STRATEGY

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

1.1
The RSS establishes the principle and characteristics of a network of regional hubs around which spatial development over the life of the Plan is to be focused, in order to realise a more polycentric structure for the region.  Policy CC8(b): Regional Hubs (Section D1) sets out the role and characteristics of regional hubs which are seen as places which provide, or have the potential to provide, a range of multi-modal transport services which would both underpin and sustain development in the long term.  Regional hubs are to be linked by a network of regional spokes (Section D4: Policy T3), which are to be developed to emphasise their role in supporting the polycentric nature of the region.

1.3
The “hub and spoke” approach taken by the RSS to developing the region is reflected in the policies of the RTS, which in this context, is complementary to the spatial strategy. Notwithstanding this, whilst the principles and overall approach to the RTS are complementary to the spatial strategy, the mechanism for delivering the various policies is not sufficiently defined.  

1.4
The RTS adopts a clear and well defined approach by focussing upon the management of transport networks along with investment to achieve a balanced approach to meeting travel needs.  However, it places significant reliance upon local transport authorities, both in the implementation of demand management measures (car parking and congestion pricing for example) and investment in schemes to encourage greater use of non-car modes.  

1.5
In this context there is some inconsistency between the spatial strategy and the RTS.  The former defines a programme of growth and development at a regional level whilst the RTS offers no guidance on the timescale for delivering management measures or investment, delegating this to a local level.  This approach could lead to a piecemeal and uncoordinated delivery of the regional transport strategy as it would be driven by and respond to local concerns and transport issues rather than the needs of the region as a whole.  

1.6
It is possible therefore that development will proceed without the necessary management and investment in place to ensure the capacity to accommodate additional travel across the region or at a more spatially specific level related to areas of development and growth.  

1.7
The RTS should establish clear priorities for management and investment at a regional level in order to eliminate the uncertainties of delivery which would arise from local decision making and thereby to ensure that the full potential of the RSS is realised through the delivery of the RTS policies. 

1.8
The RSS admits that the regional hubs identified may not be able to provide the development capacity necessary to meet the forecast demand over the life of the plan.  In the London Fringe Sub-region, the three regional hubs do not have the capacity for major growth (E5 paragraph 1.5). Constraints on capacity at regional hubs will inevitably lead to pressure for development away from them.  In the context of communications and transport the RSS does not provide guidance on where spatial development should be located if not in regional hubs.

1.9
By definition, spokes are movement corridors which provide high levels of accessibility to a number of modes of transport and whose primary purpose is to provide connectivity between two or more regional hubs.  At a strategic level, they provide interface with the international and inter-regional framework of corridors and gateways. Spokes therefore provide corridors of opportunity along which sustainable clusters of new development could be established.  Such clusters of development would be able to both benefit from and contribute towards high levels of access and movement along the specific corridor serving regional hubs.  

1.10
The regional hub and spoke framework creates an opportunity for (1) regional transport interchanges to be established at locations where several spokes meet or (2) development to deliver appropriate sustainable linkages to several spokes.  For example, the confluence of the M25, which is identified as an inter-regional and international corridor as well as a regional spoke, and A320/A317, which is identified as a regional spoke connecting the regional hub of Woking to the inter-regional and international framework, forms a natural location for a sub-regional or regional transport hub.  Locations such as this, where two or more regional spokes meet, provide excellent opportunities for delivering regional park and ride facilities from which regional/inter-regional express bus and coach services could operate as advocated by policy T3 (Section D4).

1.11
The potential of such locations is reinforced by planned rail systems such as Airtrack, which will essentially follow the inter-regional corridor from Reading via Heathrow Airport to the M25.  This system would enhance movement opportunities within a number of regional spokes providing access to international gateways, such as Heathrow airport, as well as the regional hubs of Woking, Guildford and Reading.  Airtrack would need to be supported by a network of coordinated park and ride facilities to fully realise its potential and maximise transport efficiency as advocated by the Plan in Policy CC3 (Section D1). Park and ride facilities should seek to utilise and build on existing and potential regional facilities.  This integrated approach would contribute to realising policy T5 (Section D4) which considers the role of mobility management in the regional transport strategy, and policy LF1.

1.12
Smart Futures has proposed amendments to policies to better reflect the sustainable potential of spokes (see 8149/CC8a/CC8b). Spokes can fulfil a supplementary role to hubs as locations where the provision of a range of multi modal transport services supports a concentration of land uses and economic activity.  With hubs nearing capacity, and constraints on the development of most 

green field land, this approach could provide the only opportunity to deliver clusters of sustainable development. The RSS should provide greater guidance on the role of transport spokes in the region and in particular, the contribution they could make to sustaining development in the long term.

2.
3.2 Should 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
There is little doubt that charging initiatives will be an essential component of transport strategies designed to reduce the number, length and timing of car trips.  Equally it is certain that demand management will be necessary to ensure an appropriate allocation of road space and to establish an appropriate and sustainable balance between vehicles, pedestrian and cyclists.  This similarly applies to the provision of public transport and the priority accorded to buses on the road network. 

2.2
Policy T6 refers to the need for Local Transport Authorities to make appropriate use of the powers available under the Transport Act 2000.  In many locations the Trunk road network is under severe pressure and this will be worsened where local authorities adopt a unilateral approach to managing road space and charging for its use.  Equally adjacent transport authorities might impose additional traffic on their neighbours through restraint policies which generate a redistribution of trips.  The unilateral approach to determining local policy on charging and management may deter those transport authorities concerned over the sub regional impacts of any particular initiatives. 

2.3
A spatially specific policy would significantly assist in directing the range of authorities and agencies with responsibility for the highway networks to adopt consistent and coherent approaches.  Without such spatial consistency it will be difficult to achieve the desired objectives of a charging and management policy which should be targeted at facilitating growth and enabling development.

2.4
The ability to raise revenue from charging schemes is pertinent to the larger towns and cities within the region where a well defined area can be specified and related to transport schemes.  It is more difficult to define charging regimes which can be linked to particular schemes outside the major conurbations.

2.5
Where major or strategic development is proposed it will be necessary to manage demand and invest in transport. Linking such investment or management to charging for the use of road space will be complex in areas of development which cross local authority boundaries or where the impacts are felt in neighbouring authorities.   A spatially specific policy would assist in overcoming this constraint on the effective implementation of ‘manage and invest'

3.
 3.3 Does the Plan give enough emphasis to freight, logistics and distribution (Policies T8-T13)?  Should there be greater specificity on the location of inter-modal freight interchanges (Policy T13)?
3.1
The efficient movement of freight is essential for the region to deliver the predicted economic growth, and to allow the region to perform a gateway role for the rest of the UK.

3.2
In considering freight, logistics and distribution, the RSS in policies T10-T13 (Section D4) focuses almost exclusively on the bulk movement of freight and in particular, the importance of developing inter-modal facilities based around railways, deep sea ports, short sea shipping and waterways. In national and regional terms, the movement of freight by waterways and rail has the potential to dramatically reduce the km-tonnes of freight carried by HGV on the road network.  This would deliver environmental benefits in terms of air quality and noise as well as transport benefits by releasing highway capacity for other uses.  

3.3
However, the majority of individual freight trips comprise short trips delivering freight to the end user such as shops, homes and businesses.  Whilst the majority of these trips are relatively short, the location of freight handling facilities and distribution centres in relation to both the strategic transport network and centres of activity is critical to the efficient movement of freight in the region.

3.4
Smart Futures has submitted objections and proposed modifications to relevant policies (8149/T3/T9/T11). The Plan acknowledges that the majority of freight movements are by road, and that this will continue ( Section D4/paragraph 1.31), yet the relevant policies do not satisfactorily address this fact. In addition, the proposed policies ignore the sustainable credentials of locations on spokes, adjacent to junctions, or proximity to other modes of travel such as Airtrack.

3.5
PPG4 and PPG13 recommend that development which is likely to result in a high number of freight movements should be located away from residential areas and in close proximity to the strategic transport network.  In the case of the RSS, this would suggest that freight handling facilities and distribution centres should not be located in regional hubs themselves but would be better located on the spokes serving regional hubs.  This would provide good access to the regional transport network and enable such facilities to be located away from significant residential centres of activity.  Located on spokes, high levels of connectivity would be maintained, by a number of modes, to regional hubs, where the majority of employees would live.

3.6
Locating regional freight distribution centres at locations where a number of spokes meet would enable a number of regional hubs to be serviced from a single facility.  Key to the efficiency of such a facility would be to ensure it is positioned where at least one of the spokes on which it sits takes the form of an inter-regional or international corridor.  For example the M25 forms an inter-regional and international corridor forming a connection to a number of international gateways such as the south-east ports and airports in addition to its role as a regional spoke.

3.7
The RSS should provide more guidance on the location of regional freight handling facilities and distribution centres and in particularly their relationship to transport spokes, international and inter-regional corridors, regional hubs and the wider spatial strategy.

4. 
Questions 3.4 and 3.5


4.1 
No comment
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