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

3.1.1 The Regional Spatial Strategy and Transport Strategy are complimentary in so far as the SE Plan proposes to focus growth and development upon the major urban centres (Policy CC8a) and this approach is underpinned by Policy CC8b.  The RTS recognises the role that Gateways, Hubs and Interchanges will play in providing for the movement and access needs of a growing economically active population and also that Regional Hubs in particular, will act as focuses for economic growth, regeneration and development.  Basingstoke is identified as a Regional Hub in the Western Corridor and Blackwater Valley Sub Regional Strategy (Policy WCBV1).

3.1.2 The question does need to be asked however, as to whether the RTS, having been published first and having established the principle of hubs and spokes is driving the spatial strategy when in fact the RTS should follow the RSS.  Major transport investment should depend upon the spatial distribution of growth and not the other way round.  The role of the RTS in supporting rather than driving the RSS is not clear at the moment.

3.1.3
At Map T1 the RTS identifies key international and inter regional transport corridors. With the RTS prioritising the need to serve Hubs and Gateways it would appear to be an omission that the Gateway hub of Portsmouth (the second busiest ferry port in England and a busy commercial port) is not connected to an international or inter-regional corridor.

3.1.4 Map T2 identifies the second tier of transport corridors, the Regional Spokes, and the Regional Hubs and Gateways that both the RSS and RTS identify as the focus for regeneration and development.   There is a concern that the identification of regional spokes, which for the most part follow existing highway corridors, and the priority placed upon them for investment (Policy T3) could promote and perpetuate a trend towards longer distance commuting; particularly in the northern half of the region.   Policy T3 ii refers to improvements to journey time reliability which is a phrase more usually associated with road journeys (trunk road network) and it is difficult to see the correlation between improved journey reliability on the trunk road network and a “rebalancing of the transport system in favour of non-car modes”. 

3.1.5 By virtue of their location some Regional Hubs are more constrained than others in terms of accommodating development outside their urban cores.  The RTS (and RSS) should recognise that those hubs that are the least constrained and therefore offer the best opportunities to accommodate growth, particularly in the form of urban extensions, should have a higher investment priority and be the focus of regional transport infrastructure investment.  The fact that several towns and cities across the SE region, including Basingstoke, have now been identified as “Growth Points” indicates that the Department for Communities and Local Government has already recognised that these locations can become the focus for enhanced levels of growth and development.

3.1.6 It is recommended therefore that the policy priorities set out in the RTS, as well as identifying the need for investment in Regional Spokes, should recognise that some Hubs, possibly classified as “super” hubs, offer the best opportunities for growth and should therefore be the focus for transport investment, certainly in the early stages of the Plan.  The RTS should also give a clearer policy direction to Local Planning and Transport Authorities to focus investment upon improving intra regional connectivity and in particular in and around the Hubs and Gateways; not just between them.

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)?

3.2.1
The short answer to this question is yes.  Work already undertaken, and ongoing, by the Regional Assembly, local transport authorities and consultants working on behalf of the development sector have identified the inability of regional transport networks to accommodate the movement and access needs of the levels of growth proposed in the SE Plan without major infrastructure investment.    In the majority of sub regional strategies the need to make good an “infrastructure deficit” or “infrastructure shortfall” is identified.  At the sub regional level, accepting SE Plan levels of growth is conditional upon making good this infrastructure deficit; “conditional managed growth”.

3.2.2 As written the RTS relies on Local Development Documents and Local Transport Plans to set out the policies and proposals to deliver the infrastructure required to mitigate the impacts of and to serve development.  In particular Policy T5 refers to LDD’s and LTP’s seeking to achieve a rebalancing of the transport system in favour of non car modes and then lists a range of proposals, including charging initiatives, designed to achieve this objective.  It is contended that this is not enough to deliver a transport system fit for the purpose of supporting the delivery of the SE Plan. The “rebalancing” of the system will require new infrastructure and travel planning to be supported by a range of demand management initiatives which are likely to include road pricing.  The balance between meeting travel demand and managing that travel demand should be more positively reflected in the RTS. 

3.2.3 Policy T6 places too much emphasis upon Local Transport Authorities using their powers under the Transport Act 2000 to deliver the demand management measures required to support the delivery of the RSS.   By not taking a lead in policy direction on demand management in general, and road pricing in particular, the RTS is failing to deliver the policies needed to support the implementation of the SE Plan.  It is recognised that the powers to deliver demand management, road pricing and or workplace parking charges are vested in the local transport authorities.  However, there is a real risk that without specific overarching regional policies the delivery of such measures will at best be fragmented, and subject to the political sensitivities of the various Councils involved.  

3.2.4 Messages coming from central government indicate that at some point over the life of the SE Plan road pricing will need to be introduced to manage demand for access to the highway network and the debate has moved on from “if” to “how and when” (Speech given by David Alexander, Secretary of State for Transport, 10 May 2006).  Indications are that a national road pricing scheme will need to be introduced on the trunk road network as over the next ten years, if traffic growth continues at predicted levels, demand will exceed capacity on much of the network.  As a consequence of managing demand to access and use the trunk road network it is also likely that local transport authorities will need to implement road pricing or some other form of positive demand management on local roads to prevent unacceptable levels of traffic displacement.  

3.2.5 Sub regional variations in the levels of non fiscal demand management required on the network are to be expected as this form of demand management will need to reflect conditions on local roads (e.g. rural roads or congested city centres).  For road pricing to serve the intended purpose of reducing congestion, improving journey reliability and promoting modal shift, without placing barriers to investment and development in those sub regions that may introduce it first, road pricing will need to be introduced, with appropriate fiscal definition, across the whole region.  The RTS needs to address this issue by providing a clear policy lead.

3.2.6 It is concluded therefore that the RTS should include a more spatially specific policy on demand management and road pricing.  This policy initiative is required regardless of the revenue raising potential of such schemes.  The hypothecation of revenue from road pricing on local roads will no doubt help with the funding of integrated transport schemes (revenue from road pricing on the trunk road network will no doubt go straight to the treasury), but front loaded infrastructure investment will still be required to support the implementation of the Plan.   A reliance on funding from road pricing and or work place parking charges should not be seen as the principal means of raising capital for transport investment as a large proportion of that capital investment will be needed before revenue from road pricing could be made available.

3.3
Is the guidance on car parking standards, specifically for B1 uses, sufficient and appropriate?

3.3.1 Both PPG 3 (to be replaced by PPS 3) and PPG 13 give clear guidance to local transport and planning authorities regarding parking standards that should be applied for various planning use classes.  Parking strategies and standards have been and should continue to be prepared and adopted through the Local Transport Plan and Local Development Framework process.  

3.3.2 Whilst, as discussed above, the RTS fails to give a clear policy lead with regards to other aspects of demand management it is considered that Policy T7 is not appropriate or required.  An additional layer of policy guidance between the national and local level regarding parking standards serves little purpose and is not sensitive enough to reflect potential local variations to meet growth targets across the region.

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?
3.4.1
With regard to Policy T13 there would appear to be very few locations across the SE region where such inter-modal interchanges could be located, taking account of the need for freight transfer between road and rail and possibly sea, road and rail to take place.  It could therefore be helpful to local authorities bringing forward Local Development Frameworks and associated Development Plan Documents if sufficient investigative work and discussion could take place at the regional level, involving the relevant local authorities, to identify the potential locations of inter-modal interchange facilities as defined in the policy.  

Questions 3.5 and 3.6 – no comment.
