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Date:
28 September 2006

Mrs Sue Morgan

Panel Secretary 

RSS EiP Secretariat

Bridge House

1 Walnut Tree Close

Guildford

Surrey GU1 4GA 
Dear Mrs Morgan

eip into draft south east plan 

comments on preliminary list of matters of 30 august 2006 (DMI; 7551)

Further to our letter of 13 September 2006, we now write on behalf of DMI Properties Ltd to comment on the Preliminary List of Matters in relation to the Regional Transport Strategy, in particular Matter 3.4, which is in two parts.  

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

We agree that this is a relevant question are not convinced that the Plan gives the issue sufficient emphasis, having regard to the urgency attached to the subject in Government statements, for example that by the Transport Secretary of 19 July 2005.  In this, the Secretary of State underlined that efficient freight transport ‘is increasingly vital to the UK economy’ and that the Government welcomes the recent growth in the rail freight market ‘and wishes to see it continue’.  Reference is made to the Government’s ‘clear policy aim to see goods moved in a sustainable way, which maximises the benefits to the economy and society’.  Rail is seen as having ‘a crucial role to play in goods transport alongside other modes’.  Specifically, the Secretary of State emphasises the Government’s ‘wish to see private sector investment in major rail freight facilities, such as inter-modal terminals, continue’.  

In our view, this justifies considerable prominence for the topic in RSS and firm and positive planning policy guidance.  We also consider such emphasis should extend to the quantification of the need for inter-modal and rail connected and served freight facilities.  

This, in turn, would provide an appropriate context for a more positive and specific approach to the location of inter-modal freight facilities, which is the issue covered in the second part of Preliminary Matter 3.4.  

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

We do indeed agree that the question of whether there should be greater specificity on the location of inter modal freight facilities is a very relevant one for the EIP.  This is particularly important, because, given the scale and nature of such facilities, there is very considerable risk that local development documents (LDDs) will not otherwise make the necessary potentially controversial provision.  Without such a framework, individual developers or operators would be faced with pursuing proposals through costly public inquiries, with potentially uncertain outcomes.  

In this respect, note should be taken of the specific advice to regional planning bodies of Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 11 on Regional Spatial Strategies (RSS) that particular consideration should be given to spatial issues, such as ‘identifying the broad location’ of new multi-modal rail freight interchanges and rail and distribution centres of regional or sub-regional significance, to encourage modal shift of freight from road to rail (Annex B, para.30).  Such an approach has, for example, been taken in the revision of the RSS for the North West, which has specific locational guidance resulting from multi-agency study.  

Against this background of strong Government promotion of rail freight interchange facilities and the clear guidance that the broad location of facilities of regional and sub-regional importance should be identified in RSS, we regard the mild and entirely unspecific guidance in draft South East Plan Policies T11 – T13 as wholly inadequate.  Moreover, we note from the documents put to the regional planning body’s Planning Committee meeting of 27 September 2006 that Policy T13 is proposed to be deleted via the EiP process.  

The report accompanying the proposed policy change seeks to justify this on the basis that Policy T11 has sufficient locational criteria to enable sites to come forward.  The report states that the ‘broader focus’ of the Policy is ‘arguably more helpful’ in securing the necessary mix of freight facilities.  It also sees the Implementation Plan as relevant in being the most appropriate way of identifying specific infrastructure requirements necessary to support inter-modal facilities.  The report, additionally, refers to the intention at some future stage of preparing a Regional Freight Strategy, ‘to develop a broader understanding of the role of the logistics and distribution industry in the region, particularly in relation to issues such as employment, skills, environmental sustainability and the structure of the industry itself, which has been subject of consolidation and technological change in recent years’.  

In response to these suggestions, we emphasise, first, that Policy T11, apart from giving no specific locational guidance, does not provide any firm criteria to narrow down appropriate locations, for example, a high standard of rail loading gauge, immediate access to motorway connections, or being outside Green Belts or Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  Secondly, with regard to the Implementation Plan, this refers to certain items of supporting rail infrastructure, but does not assist in the process of identifying appropriate rail interchange locations.  Thirdly, it is evident from the Committee report that the proposed Regional Freight Strategy, whenever produced, will not have a significant spatial dimension and, in any event, is recognised as not being part of the statutory planning framework.  It is very unlikely, therefore, to be specific or binding enough in itself to bring about adequate allocations in LDDs.  

To conclude, therefore, we agree with the selected matter concerning specificity of location for major rail freight interchanges.  Rather than defer addressing this key issue, the regional 

planning body should be encouraged to produce suitable broad locational proposals to inform the EIP and thus secure appropriate debate on the matter and the prospect of a tangible outcome.  

Yours sincerely 

NICK HOLLANDS

Planning Director

Cc:
Mr S Messenger
-
DMI Properties Limited


Mr M Garratt

-
MDS Transmodal
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