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8Div
EAST KENT AND ASHFORD: IMPLEMENTATION AND FORMAT

8Div.1
 Have the water supply and waste water treatment, flood risk and transport implications of the growth proposals been adequately considered?
1.
This statement addresses the transport implications only of the growth proposals, with specific reference to the transport impacts of the intention to expand the capacity of the Port of Dover.  Our proposed policy wordings below are in italic.

Development pressures in the road corridors close to Dover

2.
The draft South East Plan encourages economic infrastructure in support of the management of traffic through the Port of Dover and of further port growth:

–
“The key issue for Dover is to ensure that land-side infrastructure supports further growth in port activity” (paragraph E3 2.20, and see also Policy T10);

–
“There will be a need for inland facilities within East Kent to provide more port-related value-added services” (paragraph E3 2.20, and see also Policy EKA5 which facilitates development outside the existing harbour);

–
“Improved access and management to Dover will allow management of international traffic, reducing congestion within the town, and support allocated sites to the north of the town” (paragraph E3 2.30);

–
“To support the major economic assets such as the Port of Dover... with a suitable range and location of housing development and transport infrastructure” (Policy EKA8, and see also Policy RE5).

These references are both to economic growth of Dover and its port and to resolving the problem of the build-up of lorries wishing to cross the Channel at times of congestion (currently tackled through the established procedures of  ‘Operation Stack’).

3.
While Kent Downs AONB Executive is supportive of efforts to address these problems, the centrally important points in doing so are:

–
The issues should be addressed in a regional, not subregional, context as solutions may need to be found in part outside the subregion;

–
A broad-based appraisal of options is required to find the most appropriate solutions, not a presupposition of built solutions;

–
the Kent Downs AONB is a nationally designated landscape, supported by established policy, which should be strongly respected in planning the area.

4.
Near Dover the countryside in the M20 corridor is designated as Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty while other countryside in the A20 corridor towards Canterbury is close to the AONB and may be overlooked from it.  This places constraints on the location of development.  While the subregional strategy’s approach to housing development recognises the constraints imposed by the AONB (paragraphs 2.3 and implicitly 2.6(ii) and, for affordable housing, implicitly in paragraph 2.10), the approach to economic development is less measured.

5.
The subregional strategy should make clear the structural role of the nationally important AONB in shaping the pattern of economic development.  Neither commercial development to improve the performance of the Dover area nor lorry parking in response to traffic management pressures are likely to meet the tests which apply when development is proposed in Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  Nonetheless, the challenges to the integrity of the AONB are real.  In this area, Dover Harbour Board has already announced its intention to promote a freight holding area (i.e. lorry park) close to Dover Harbour, even though the only available open land (to the west of Dover) is within the AONB.  This is before an appraisal of options has been completed.  Amendment to the subregional strategy to reinforce the role of the AONB would assist the efficient planning of the area by focusing development interest in more suitable locations which do not damage the AONB.

6.
The draft text noted in paragraph 2 above therefore conceals significant actual or potential conflicts of interest which require resolution within the Plan.  The Kent Downs AONB Executive considers that Policy EKA8 should be amended to read:

“To support the major economic asset of the Port of Dover and the resolution of freight traffic congestion, consistent with the protection of the Kent Downs AONB.”

Paragraphs 2.20 and 2.30 should also be amended to reflect this.

Management of freight through Dover

7.
With paragraph 2.30 of the subregional strategy supporting improved ‘management of international freight’ traffic, the implementation of Operation Stack, and Dover Harbour Board promoting a lorry park, there is a clear need for integration of freight management with the Kent Downs AONB, as the designated area covers a significant part of the vicinity.

8.
A wide-ranging study of possible management options is required.  This process should not assume that a built development solution is inevitable or that the problem need necessarily be resolved entirely within the subregion.  There are various groups of options which will need to be considered:

(a)
Freight traffic through Dover should be planned in partnership with freight traffic through the Channel Tunnel and other regional port facilities.  This point is implicitly accepted in Policy EKA4 where the Port and Tunnel are referred to as “alternative transport links to the continent”.  At the very least, lorry management solutions should therefore extend to the area west of the Channel Tunnel entrance and consider other routes to the continent.

(b)
The various transport modes, mainly road and rail, should be planned together.  Kent Downs AONB Executive warmly welcomes the commitment in Policy EKA5 that at the Port of Dover “Any such development [appropriate development to enable growth of freight and passenger traffic] outside the existing harbour will be subject to the reinstatement of the rail link to the Western Docks, to enable a significant proportion of freight to reach the port by rail.”  This usefully shows how a strategic response can ease the pressure on road freight traffic management.

(c)
Management of lorry traffic should aim to spread the volume of business evenly across the 24-hour day and across the week.  The pattern of peak flows of freight by road through Dover is reasonably well established, with lorries seeking cross-channel ferries building up on the English side on midweek evenings.  More effective price incentives should be used to spread the load more evenly, just as passenger pricing structures on the railways and airlines do already.

(d)
Technological opportunities should be used to promote a more even flow of lorries into the Port of Dover.  Satellite navigation and other contact systems ensure that most firms know where their lorries are on Britain’s roads.  This technology could be used in co-operation with Dover Harbour Board to ensure that the flow of vehicles into Dover is timed to coincide with the availability of vessels, thereby reducing the time spent parked at Dover Harbour or waiting to enter the Port.  This would support ‘just-in-time’ management of vehicle fleets and reduce the need for lorry buffering.

(e)
Built developments for lorry handling should be considered only once these issues have been addressed.  Even then, parking lorries in or adjacent to an AONB is most unlikely to be acceptable within the terms of national policy, as there will always be less environmentally damaging alternative locations for such a use.  Like the other options noted above, this too would need to be addressed within a wider perspective than the subregion alone.
The subregional strategy should therefore reflect the need for a wide-ranging appraisal of options of this kind in relation to the Port of Dover.  The Kent Downs AONB Executive recommends that the following addition should be made at the end of Policy EKA5(i): “A full range of freight traffic management options should be addressed, focusing on managing the demand for road space in preference to lorry parking.”

Conclusion

We consider that the following criteria of soundness from paragraph 2.49 of PPS 11 Regional Spatial Strategies are not satisfied in respect of the issues discussed above: (i), (iii) and (ix).
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