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Matter 3 Regional Transport Strategy

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

1
The issue of infrastructure provision generally is covered in the County Council’s submission on Matter 1D. The delivery of transport infrastructure, in particular, is key to how well the RTS complements the spatial strategy and the growth aspirations of the Plan. 

2
Section D4 in the Plan is intended to update the existing RTS, published in July 2004 as part of RPG9. The revision therefore should take account of how policy has changed in the last two years and provide details on both the implementation of policy and investment in transport schemes by rolling forward the programme outlined in RTS from 2016 to 2026.                 

3
If one of the purposes of the spatial strategy is to concentrate housing and other development at specific locations across the region, then it follows that this should be matched by equal provision of supporting transport facilities. The public sector portion of the investment required should be set out in the frameworks accompanying the Implementation Plan. That portion to be provided by the private sector, mainly through developer contributions, is clearly more difficult to assess, although the Roger Tym report for the South East County Leaders
 has made a fair attempt to summarise the total required from both sectors. 

4
From the Implementation Plan, there is currently little hard evidence of planned investment in major transport infrastructure much beyond 2016. The Regional Transport Board, at their meeting on 27 October 2006, considered funding bids on major schemes for 2011-2016, but only a small number of schemes are likely to be built during this period. The County Council prepared a number of bids under the prioritisation process, but there is little prospect of many schemes progressing. Some of the bids prepared were included in the last bidding round for 2006 to 2011. 

5
The County Council, as a key partner in the implementation of the Plan and as transport authority for Surrey, will need assuring that the right level of resources will be provided and for that reliance must be placed on central government. The funding shortfall on transport schemes set against the regional bid for 2006 to 2011, if repeated again for 2011 to 2016 will not be sufficient to cope with the ‘front loading’ timescale on growth envisaged in the Plan. An unknown proportion of developer funding cannot be relied on to make up the difference.

6
It is evident that even those schemes added to the programme for the period up to 2016 will only be dealing with the backlog of schemes planned to deal with existing development and not planned growth levels up to and beyond 2016. It is considered that a number of schemes will be reliant on alternative funding sources if they are to be implemented. Another option would be not to provide capacity in the transport system and instead to devise punitive demand management measures, including road user charging. 

7
Although the network of regional hubs and connecting spokes relates well to the proposed spatial strategy for the location of development, the RTS considers the provision of transport on this network through a bottom up approach and the programme is piecemeal in relation to growth. Although the RTS can be considered sound in terms of its relationship to the principles of the spatial strategy, it is questionable that growth will be matched by transport provision because of inherent difficulties in delivery. 

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)?

1
Policy T5 Mobility Management and Policy T6 Charging have remained relatively unchanged from those included in RTS (RPG) 2004, although more emphasis has been included on non-car modes and the role of bus priority, rail services and demand responsive transport. What has changed is the Government’s introduction of mechanisms with funding to facilitate appropriate and innovative transport schemes that assist with the implementation of these policies.

2
The point is whether mobility or demand management including road user charging should be referred to more on a spatial basis in the Plan, possibly at specific locations like the hubs (area based schemes) or on the spokes (linear based schemes), e.g. the M25 motorway, as part of a national scheme covering the motorway network. Another question is whether the Implementation Plan should include pilot charging schemes during the latter period of the Plan, even though funding sources for other alternative options are uncertain at present. The transport investment frameworks for the sub-regions currently include very little capital expenditure on major scheme construction after 2016. 

3
The main source of funding currently available for such schemes is the Government’s Transport Innovation Fund (TIF). The County Council submitted a pump priming bid in 2005, the main purpose of which would be to introduce a raft of demand management measures in the three regional hubs of Guildford, Redhill / Reigate and Woking. Although unsuccessful in the first round of bidding, the County Council intends to pursue any opportunity that comes available to implement this initiative known as ‘Smarter Travel in Surrey’. Indeed, the initiative is included in our second LTP for the period 2006/07 to 2010/11. An additional source for funding is being sought by including the majority of the proposals in a bid as part of the Regional Funding Allocation transport programme for the period 2011 to 2016.
4
A case can be made that spatially specific policy on demand management should be devised, covering the regional hubs. This could include measures similar to those Surrey included in its TIF bid. These were:

· The development of ITS to provide real time, and predictive, “congestion maps” made available at the office or at home to enable informed decisions on transport alternatives to be made

· The expansion of park and ride services, and, at the same time, their “conversion” to limited stop express bus services open to all, including non-car users

· Working with developers to achieve major transport interchange improvements, which provide added value by addressing issues, such as providing accessibility for all and tackling community severance

· Extending the use of demand management revenue streams, such as controlled parking zones and decriminalised parking, to provide the revenue stream to pay for the extension of park and ride services and the public transport service network in general. Detailed development of existing parking strategies, including potential for workplace parking charge schemes.
5
Surrey, which covers the major part of the London Fringe sub-region, consists of some 26 small towns, none of which have an immediate urban area in excess of 50,000 people. As such, these towns would not be suitable candidates for a local road user-charging scheme.  The County Council does not hold a formal view on road user charging, but there are doubts as to its effectiveness. It is considered that any decision on its introduction should be taken by Government as part of a national scheme and after full consultation. Clearly, as far as its possible introduction in Surrey is concerned, full account would need to be taken of whatever is considered for the greater London area and the strategic road network, particularly the M25. 

3.3 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 (Policy T13)?

1
It is recognized that the Assembly has commissioned further work to be carried out on the refinement of the freight policies in the Plan and that they expect to make a further submission to the EIP. Therefore, the implication is that to date the Plan has placed insufficient emphasis on freight policies. As currently worded, Policies T10 and T11 are primarily concerned with the infrastructure and land use implications of freight movement, whilst Policy T12 is concerned with routes for freight movement by rail. There is no policy on freight movement by road, despite the fact that the Assembly recognizes that the majority of freight movements are made by road and this will continue to be the case. 

2
Although every encouragement should be given to transport freight by other means than by road, goods vehicles on the region’s highway network will still carry a significant proportion of freight. It would seem plausible for the Regional Assembly therefore to include a policy statement in this section of the Plan in favour of designating advisory routes, i.e. the Motorways, Primary Route Network and other A class principal roads. 

3
Policy T12 calls for more freight to be carried by rail and identifies four corridors within the region where enhanced capacity for the movement of freight by rail should be provided. However, the identification of areas that need additional rail freight interchange capacity must await further work with Network Rail (on behalf of the Department for Transport). While accepting this inadequacy of the regional policy framework, the County Council is concerned that the likely growth in freight traffic has not been sufficiently addressed.

4
One of the four corridors identified in Policy T12 is Dover/Channel Tunnel to and through/around London. Although the County Council supports this policy in principle and is willing to work with other partners in the freight and rail industry to investigate ways in which the existing rail network in Surrey can be enhanced to allow more freight to be carried by rail, it is opposed to any proposal to build new dedicated track that potentially could result in major environmental disbenefits. The County Council has consistently opposed the Central Railway proposal, which envisages a new dedicated line being built around London to the west and south passing through Surrey along the general alignment of the M25 motorway and the Redhill to Tonbridge railway line. This would form part of an overall scheme to construct a freight railway line from Liverpool to Lille via the Channel Tunnel. Within Surrey, major disruption in the short term would be created through the construction of new infrastructure in the form of bridges and tunnels to allow for the building of this railway line. In the long term, such a scheme would leave a legacy of major environmental disbenefit to a wide area of the county. 

5
In Surrey County Council’s original submission on Policy T13, it was stated that such development would be likely to be significant in scale and should be assessed in relation to the overall spatial strategy for the region and strategies for individual sub-regions, as well as road and rail corridors, markets and London. The Regional Planning Committee, at their meeting on 27 September 2006, agreed that the Regional Assembly should propose deletion of this policy at the EiP on the grounds that it is fully covered by Policy T11 and by revisions to the Implementation Plan. The County Council, whilst supporting these recommended changes, remains concerned about the safeguarding of any proposal for an intermodal interchange in Surrey and would expect full consultation on the land use and transport impacts.   

3.4 Does the strategy provide an adequate framework for the development of ports bearing in mind the current Government review of ports policy (Policy T10)?

1
The County Council does not wish to make a written submission on this matter.

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)?

1
The County Council supports Policy T9, in that at the present time it would be inappropriate to include proposals for further expansion at either Heathrow or Gatwick in the Plan, beyond those already provided for under planning agreements. Potential for new runways at Heathrow and Gatwick should be dealt with through a further review of the Plan. Moreover, if further growth is to be considered, then the Plan should indicate that this should be conditional upon substantial investment in local and regional surface access and the provision of major rail investment, linking Heathrow with the Midlands, the West and the South, in addition to London. As part of the current expansion at Heathrow, through the provision of Terminal 5, the County Council supports the implementation of the AirTrack proposal during the early part of the Plan period.

� The costs and funding of growth in the South East, Roger Tym & Partners, June 2005
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