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DRAFT SOUTH EAST PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC

MATTER 3: REGIONAL TRANSPORT STRATEGIES

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

1. D1 para 1.20 explains that the urban focus spatial strategy requires that future development should be focused in and around urban areas “in order to make best use of land and develop more sustainable patterns of development and lifestyles”.  The reasons given for this urban focus include:

R1. Intensifying the use of urban areas offers many benefits in terms of maximising the viability of existing infrastructure and service provision at the same time as protecting the countryside of the South East.

R2. It can help to enhance the viability of public transport infrastructure through the increase of populations within catchments served by rail and bus services.

2. Preparation of the RTS in D4 preceded the spatial strategy in D1.  The RTS is meant to inform and support this strategy even though the RTS and the spatial strategy also clearly need to complement and reflect each other.  

3. RTS D4, paras 1.6 and 1.8 are particularly relevant, especially:

“Future investment in the transport system must seek to improve overall levels of accessibility in a manner that builds upon recent changes in travel patterns by achieving a rebalancing of the transport system.  This can only be achieved through a spatial approach to planning in which decisions on investment in the transport system are more closely integrated with economic, environmental and social objectives.” (part of D4 para 1.8).

4. This is the basis for the Manage and Invest strategy that defines the RTS (D4, 1.9), the vision for “a high quality transport system etc” (D4, 1.10), and the translation of this vision into “regionally specific objectives that integrate spatial and transportation planning at the regional level” (D4, 1.11).  Policy T1 then requires relevant regional strategies, LDD and LTP to:

“Achieve a rebalancing of the transport system in favour of non-car modes as a means of access to services and facilities” (T1 ii), 

and 

“Foster and promote an improved and integrated network of public transport services in both urban and rural areas” (T1 iii).

5. These objectives are fine as far as they go.  They bring out the need to rebalance things in favour of public transport and to achieve an integrated network.  It is what the RTS does not say that gives cause for concern.

6. The very first paragraph of SEERA Technical Note 3: Transport quotes from PPS 11, Annex B, para 1 as follows:

“Planning Policy Statement 11 (PPS11) on Regional Planning states that better integration between transport and spatial planning is critical to the effective development and delivery of an effective Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS). Transport policies and proposals need to reflect and support the aims of the spatial strategy, and in turn, land use planning needs to take account of the existing transport system and plans for its future development. This integrated approach should help to identify locations for housing, commercial development and essential services in areas of high public transport accessibility, so delivering more sustainable travel patterns. Of key importance to achieving this integration is the preparation of a Regional Transport Strategy (RTS).”

7. For the record, what PPS 11 Annex B actually says in part is:

“This integrated approach should help to deliver more sustainable travel patterns and to identify locations for housing, commercial development and essential services in areas of high public transport accessibility…”

8. On this basis the RTS is right to develop “regionally specific objectives that integrate spatial and transportation planning at the regional level” (D4, 1.11).  But where in the list of these objectives in D1 para 1.11 is there any mention of the need for more sustainable travel patterns, and of the need to identify development locations in areas of high public transport accessibility?

9. What exactly are sustainable travel patterns and locations of high public transport accessibility?

10. The expectation of the urban focus spatial strategy is that it will help achieve our R1 and R2 above.  The expectation in R1 is that intensifying the use of urban areas offers many benefits in terms of maximising the viability of existing infrastructure and service provision, existing infrastructure in this context including transport infrastructure.  But maximising viability is not necessarily the same as delivering more sustainable travel patterns and development locations in areas of high public transport accessibility.  Transport viability and transport accessibility are two different concepts.  For example, there could be high levels of viability of existing transport services for the operators of those services and yet extremely congested, unattractive and inaccessible services for the travelling public.

11. Similarly, the expectation in R2 that urban intensification can help enhance the viability of public transport by increasing catchment populations is far too simplistic and an extremely dangerous assumption for the plan and LDF to make.  Again, what is to prevent these populations, if approved and increased, from exceeding the capacity and accessibility of available public transport?

12. There is nothing sustainable about unsustainable transport congestion, and this applies as much to public transport as it does to roads and cars.

13. There is nothing accessible about unacceptably congested public transport carriages or route capacity, however viable this situation might be for the operators of this transport.

14. Again, what PPS 11 requires are sustainable travel patterns and development locations in areas of high public transport accessibility.  What the RTS would seem to believe, and in turn what the spatial strategy would seem to expect, is that the more urban intensification there is, the better, and that this relationship is able to continue to apply without any upper limit or adverse implications that could and should call a halt to further urban intensification.

15. The fundamental problem with the plan as drafted is that it fails to grasp that its urban focus spatial strategy, and the achievement of more sustainable travel patterns, both require high levels of public transport accessibility to be genuinely available in and around urban areas.

16. This is not to say that the urban focus (and urban renaissance) of the spatial strategy is wrong.  What this instead means is that this strategy needs to be carried out in a suitably informed way so that in practice urban intensification really does support and benefit from high levels of public transport accessibility, and not instead be the cause of unsustainable public transport congestion and thus inaccessible public transport (and failure of the urban focus strategy).

17. There will always be an optimum upper limit to the amount that any particular urban area can be intensified without serious diseconomies being introduced (which may or may not be judged as acceptable).  The critically important task of achieving the good delivery of integrated development in and around an urban area therefore needs to first understand where this upper optimum limit lies.

18. How exactly this is done is something that lies outside the scope of this question, but the optimum limit will vary with spatial development alternatives.  Informed, robust and transparent balanced judgements about these alternatives are therefore needed, and these can only be reached at the sub-regional LDF stage of planning where there is the necessary time, resources and inquiry context available and suited for this purpose.

19. For its part, we believe the RSS, informed and supported by the RTS, should therefore:

a) Accurately include the above quotation from PPS 11, Annex B, para 1 about the need for more sustainable travel patterns and development locations in areas of high public transport accessibility;

b) Explain that maximising viability of public transport is not necessarily the same as delivering sustainable travel patterns and development locations in areas of high public transport accessibility;

c) Explain that informed, robust and transparent balanced judgements are therefore needed about the optimum upper limit of urban intensification in any particular sub-regional context;

d) Explain that these informed judgements are needed in order to stand any real chance of achieving the good delivery of integrated development;

e) Explain that this requirement still applies if and when transport demand management measures apply;

f) Explain that these informed judgements can only be reached as part of the LDF stage of planning;

g) Inform the preparation of LDDs accordingly (after PPS 11, para 1.2);

h) Explain that the objectives in CC8a iii can only be realised if the above good practice guidance is rigorously and consistently applied;

i) Explain that the urban potential studies in CC8a iv also need to be informed by the application of this good practice guidance.

20. PPS 11, Annex B, para 3 explains that:

“The RTS should set out how national transport policies and programmes will be delivered in the regions, outline the transport and related land use policies and measures required to support the spatial strategy [of the RSS], and provide a long term framework for transport in the region. It should also steer the development of local transport plans and policies in Local Development Documents (LDDs)”.

21. As things stand, the RTS and the spatial strategy may reflect and complement each other, but we do not believe that the RTS adequately informs and supports this strategy.  The failings to which we have referred embrace important matters of first principle and practice.  

Question 3.5: Should the draft RTS have reflected to a greater extent the provisions of the ATWP, particularly at Gatwick?  (Policy T9)?

22. This question would seem to embrace the ATWP provision to keep open the prospect of a second runway at Gatwick within the plan period to 2026 (and perhaps earlier than 2019 if Heathrow Runway Three turns out not to be possible), and what Policy T9 should require mindful of this ATWP position (and the spatial strategy of the plan).

23. As drafted, T9 requires plan policies and proposals to do basically two things:

a) “Support the development of Gatwick …within currently agreed levels of growth”.

b) Give priority to Airport Surface Access Strategies to achieve a reduction in the environmental impact of surface access, and a higher modal share in favour of public transport.

24. Bearing in mind the question, the issue with T9 a) would seem be whether the plan should include contingency provisions for a second runway at Gatwick rather than just provide support for currently agreed levels of growth.  The presumption must be that Government will eventually approve the plan in a form that is entirely consistent with the ATWP, but contingency planning for a second runway at Gatwick is not a provision of the ATWP (other than airport land reserved for this purpose) and on this basis need not figure in the plan.

25. However, if Gatwick contingency provisions were thought to be prudent, T9 b) serves to clarify what particular sort of contingency planning should be the priority – contingency planning for an increase in the provision and use of public transport access to the airport.

26. In short, T9 requires an increase in the provision and use of public transport access to Gatwick, and the question posed is about whether this measure of transport improvement should not also anticipate major additional growth at the airport, not just currently agreed levels.

27. The answer has to be that if there is good scope and opportunity for improvement in public transport access to the airport, all such improvements should be provided for and the plan should fully support these improvements.  

28. The main reason for this is because there is no upper limit to the amount of surface access modal shift that is now needed at Gatwick (and at all airports).  

29. T9 should be redrafted accordingly.  It should not simply require “a” reduction in the environmental impact of surface access, and “a” higher modal share in favour of public transport.  T9 should instead require these forms of change to be maximised because, from first principles, the more that public transport is provided for and used, the better (after CC2 ii).

30. T9 should also require these public transport improvements at Gatwick to be maximised as soon as possible.  Given the long lead times of such improvements, and if and when a second runway becomes a firmer prospect at Gatwick, the plan would then be better placed to accommodate this change and growth with less need for review, delay and general panic.
